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I. TNTRODUCTION
 

Frances J. Fleck, Gary J. Gossett and Cottonwood Capital Property 
Management, LLC (Appellants) respectfully appeal the April 2l ,201 1 decision of 
the Hearings Officer granting a Conditional Use Permit in case no. LU 10 194818 

CU AD (HO41 1 004) ("CUP") to Recology Oregon Material Recovery, Inc. 
(Applicant). 

'the CUP permits the expansion of a Materials Recycling Facility (MR.F) 

currently operated by Applicant located at 6900 SE 1 01" 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 wiil be mixed with yard debris and 

transferred to an off site location for composting. 

'Ihe 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 
Fortland Zonrng Code. Specificaliy, Applicant has not demonstrated the Project 
meets the Conditional Use Review for Waste Related use (33.8 15.220) and fails to 
establish the Project meets the criteria f-or 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 coliection 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 I,201 1 and 

the existing transfer facilities in the Poitlancl Metropolitan Area can easily handle 
this material as is planned by both the City and Metro. Al1 of the garbage 

collectors in Portland are already using existing sites. The existing sites can all 
handle the transfer of the putrescible food waste fbr composting. Metro has 

documented in its current Regional Solid Waste Management Plan (RSV/MP) that 
existing waste transfer sites are now operating at approximately 50% of capacrty. 
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PageI of29 



'Ihe 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: 

Exhibit '(A') - Review and Assessment of Technical Merits of 
City of Portland Project LU-194818-CU - Recology 
Expansion, Shaw Environmental, Inc., .Tuly I,20lI. 
Exhibit ú(8" - Decision of Hearings Officer, City of Portland, 
April 27,2011. 

Exhibit "C)) - City of Portland, Environmental Services, Land 
Use Response, March 9,201I. 

Exhibit ¿6D" - Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law in 
Support of the Application, Undated. 

Exhibit '(E)) - Metro Regional Solid Waste Management Plan, 

Table 3. 

Exhibit c(F" - PDX Green: Composing food not yet ready to 
roll, Oregonian, June 9, 2011. 

Exhibit úÉG" - Letter from Lent's Neighborhood Association to 
City of Portland dated July 5, 2011. 

Exhibit ¿cH" - Recology Oregon Materiais Recovery, Inc. -
Foster Road - Site Plan - PBS Engineering and Environmental, 
Undated. 

o	 Exhibit '(I)' -DaIa from Kitchen Scrap Pilot Program. 

o	 Exhibit ccJ)) - Letter from Judy Shiprack to Portland City 
Council, July 7,2011. 

o	 Exhibit ((K" 
- email from Bill Metzer clated June 22,2011. 

o	 Exhibit r6L)) - Transportation Element of the Comprehensive 

Plan, Poiicies, pp.2-l *2-8. 
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II. TTTE PROJECT SITE
 

The Project is located in an industrial enclave in the Lents residential arca 
next to Johnson Creek and the Springwater Corridor Trail. All of the gafuage 
trucks will converge on Foster Road and the intersection of 101't 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, andl-205 on the West and 
covers over 100 acres. The Project site area is surrounded by residential areas on 
the }{orth, West and South. Also: 

o 	 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. 

o 	 The Project portion of the site area is designated with an 

environmental conservation protection overl ay zone. 

The project site is cumently used as a Materials Recovery Facility ("MRF") 
l'crr 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. Therefclre, all putrescible garbage collected by these trucks will be dumped at 
this site rather than their usual disposal facility. 

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

o 	 odors, noise, dust and vectors;. 

r 	 leachate; 

e 	 storm water separation; 

o 	 run off to Johnson Creek; 

o 	 ground water; 

r 	 safety on Springwater Trail; and 

o 	 the impact of additional traffÌc. 

Appellant's Briel' S¡rlin -2023 3/003 
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ilI. STANÐARD OF RBVTEW
 

When seeking a CUP, applicant must show that the relevant approval criteria 
are met. (33.800.060); Anderson v. Peden,284 Or. 313,318 (1978xthe 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 
(33.8 15.220) and also that the Project meets the Adjustment Review criteria 
(33.805.040) prior to obtaining a CIJP. Applicant fails to meet this burden and 

thus the decision granting the CUF must be reversed. 
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IV. APPLICANT FAILS TO SHOW RELATED WASTE 
CO¡{DITIONAL REVIBW CRTTERIA ARE MET 

The following paragraphs, designated with letters, coffespond to the lettered 
paragraphs in the Hearing Officer's Report, which follow the waste conditional use 

criteria. 

C. There will be significant health or safetv risk to 
nearby uses. 

There is no eviðence 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 adequateiy addressed by Applicant: 

( 1) Odors atd Leachate. 

Applicant faiis to demonstrate that odors andlor leachate will not be a 

problem to off-site uses and thus faiis 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-1948i 8-CU - Recology 
Expansion, Shaw Environmental, Inc., July 1 ,201 1, "Shaw," p. l3). Food waste 
generates momentous, unbearable smells because it is wet and soggy, contains 
high-nitrogen organic compounds that rot quickly and produce amrnonia 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 systern directed to a biofilter system, Applicant 
fails to provide any details, design parameters, capacity calculations or other 
infoimation necessary to vaiidate the claim that this system wili 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 I0% 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 arnount 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. 

Appiicant represented, and the Hearing Officer found, that odor from this 
rìew use will be controllable, primarily because the proportion of food waste to 
yarcl clebris will be "less than 5Yo (by weight)." (Exh. B, I)ecision, 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 201I, were 60/o, 

llo/o, and 20o/o respectively. (Exh. K, Email from Arianne Sperry to Bill Metzler 
Apr. I3, 2011). 

Coupied with I00% 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 ciogged 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 iiquids 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 fbod waste contains elevated levels of high-nitrogen organic 

Appellant's tsrief Sprin-20233/003 
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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 thal a co-mingled biofiltration system will work. 
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. (Exh. 
A, Shaw, p.2). Additionally, it is unclear how the aerated floor pipes used for the 
negative air system wiil be maintained or how the system will be monitored for 
leachate ieaks 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 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 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, Appiicant 
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 andlor 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 l5­

Appellant's Brief Sprin-20233/003 
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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 Reguiation 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 measurernents, studies or analysis of the sanìe. 

(4) ÐU$/Air-IglluUA!. As set forth in section (1), above, Appiicant 
fails to provide cletailed 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 oÍ design of the biofilters, the adequacy of 
the biofilter system cannot be cletermined in regards to odor andlor dust control as 

is 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 340-210-0205X Exh. A, Shaw, p. 3). Depending upon the 
specifications and design of this system, DEQ may also require that Applicanl 
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. 

Appellant's Brief Sprin-20233/003 
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(5) Stormwater/water pollution. Applicant fails to provicle any 
clesign specifications, analysis, evaluations or technical opinions related to Project 
stormwater permitting, protocol or procedures. While it appears from the record 
that the MR.F presentiy has a NPDES permit, the proposed expansion and/or 
modifrcation of the MRF may require a modification to the existing NPDES permit 
and/or a ne\ / source NPDES permit. 

By letter dated March 9,2011, the City's Bureau of Environmental Services 
("BES") commented that the site is cunently covered under a NPDES stormwater 
permit; however BES advised Applicant to inquire as to how the Project wili 
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 andlor whether 
a modification to the existing permit is possible andlor whether Applicant needs a 

new general or individual NPDES permit for the Project activities. In the event 
tirat Applicant is required to obtain a new NPDES permit for the Project site and 

the actjvities are considered a "new source discharger" pursuant to EPA 
regulations, then Applicant will be required to conduct a review of the Project 
unclr:r the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 ("NEPA"X40 CFR $122.2; 
33 IJ.S.C. $4321, et. seq.). Without adequate technicai data and analysis of this 
issue in the record, it is not possible to determine what level of review Applicant 
rnust 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 watei: and it is therefore iikely that the 
incoming loads will have standing leachate in their containers. When these 

containers are unloaded on the tipping floor, tiris 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). Appiicant has 
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failed to submit any documents discussing how vehicles will be monitored, cleaned 
andlor 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 Sisnificant Ðetrimental Environmental 
lmpacts 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 Overialu 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 trarl, 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 
evidencingthat 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'LC)) 

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, Appiicant does not meet this criterion. 

(2) Grcutdwatgr. AdditionaTly, 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-s). 

Appellant's llrief Sprin-20233/003 
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(3) Johnson Creek. Shallow site groundwater co-mingles with 
surface water in .Iohnson Creek and/or its tributaries, and is carriecl 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 f]se Does Not Adequatelv.Addresses 
Potential Nuisance-R.elated lmnacts 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. Appiicant also fails to submit detailed technical 
documentation that vectors will be controlled, that noise will not exceed City 
andl<>r DEQ standards,that ambient air quality andlor 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 iitter 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 ancl Conclusions of 
Law, "Applicant's FindingS," p. 14). This statement is not a plan and does not 
meet the standards of the City andlor 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 compiy with City 
and/or DEQ rules and regulations to control iitter and as such fäils to meet this 
criterion. 

F. 	Fublic Services are not adequate to support the 
Froiect (Transportationl. 

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 
concerrrs and as such this criterion is not met. 

(1) Safety. Appiicant 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 in 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 f,gures. It is not clear from the record how the estimated increased 

volume andlor 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 tetms of convenience and economy this particuiar 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 commerciai waste customers). 

The data generated by the Portland pilot program for mixed food wastelyard 
debris collection from 2,000 Porlland 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 22.4lbs per week of mixed food wastelyard debris. The peak 
generation was 39.3 lbs per week; the low was 1 1.3 lbs per week. (The data is 
summarized in the attached Ex. l). 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 l{earings Officer had none. 

Applicant also failed to account altogether for conìmercial, separated food 
waste (primarily from restauratrts and grocely stores) wiiich will also be arriving at 
the Project site. The cominercial program is voluntary and Metro acknowledges 
that it may only be collecting J 0o/o of all commercial foocl waste per year. The 
program, neverlireless, 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 arnount 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 Springrvater 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 thoroughout 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 acldress concerns of pedestrians andlor bicyciists. 

(2) Irnpacts to Stormwater. Vehicle traffic, which as set forth 
above rnay 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 unioaded on the tipping floor, this leachate will spill 
onto the floor. These activities would result in contamination of stormwater by 
comingiing stormwater and leachate from the food waste. (Exh. A, Shaw, p. 3). 
Applicant has simply failed to submit any clocuments discussing how vehicles will 
be monitored, cleaned and/or inspected either on entry into the facility or exiting 
the facility. 

(3) Traffic Volumç. Based upon atrafftc impact study which 
assulnes an increase of i l0 truck trips per day, Applicant represents thal the 
Project wiil have no impact on traffic. (Exh. D, Applicant's Findings, p. 13). 

Flowever, as set fbrth above, because the CIJP is not capped and thus there is no 
lirnit as to the amount of truck traffic thatmay use the Project site and realistically 
the daily truck trips rvill be double of what Applicant estimates; Applicant's traffic 
study is flawed. Specifically, Applicant's traffic study is based upon flawed 
estitnates for increasecl truck trips to the Proiect site per day and thus Applicant's 
traf,fic inrpact study is also flawecl" 

Moreover. the traffic study is flawed as the Manual Counts for peak hours of 
traffic were only taken ou two occasiorrs, September 14 and Septernber 15. 

Applicant fäils to discuss why the counts were limited to two days and whether this 
analysis is scientifically supporled (statisticaliy or otherwise). 

A fìnding of no significant traffic impacts and safety concerns in not 
warranted and thus this criterion is not met. 

G" 'fhe Proposal Ðoes Not Complv with the Resulations 
of Chapter 33.254 Waste-Related flses" 

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

(l) tþz sl{asles Q3.254.020). The record dr:es 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
340.1 i0). 

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 ashazardous 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 unacceptabie 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 reiated 
to receipt of food waste. (Id.). Applicant has failed to submit any information 
whatsoever pefiaining to hazardous wastes, and thus this criteria is not met. 

(2) _Apcrøþns Q3.254.0a0). 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. 

(i) On Site Ti"uck Queuíng (33"254.040 A). Applicant 
clid not provicle any details relateci to the proposed Pr<lject traffic flow, queuing 
areas or estirnated time that the trucks rvill be staged within the building. This is 
problematic bccause of Appiicant's odor cont.rol s¡,sfem, which consists of a 

neg,ative air pressure svstem and biofilter" Specif,rcally, idiing vehicles near the 
ibocJ waste area where the negative air pressure system is proposed can contribute 
vehicular exhaust to the system, which may restrict, affect or limit the 
effectivertess of the biofilter system" (Iixh. A, Sharv, p. 8). Thus, odors seemingly 
rvoutrd not be controlled. However, because Applicant failed to submit any 
docurnents e'videtrcing the odor control system's design capacity, performance, 
maintenance, restrictions or overall effectiveness on controlling odors, it is not 
feasible to caicuiate specific irnpacts from vehicles on the system. (Id.). 

(ii) Processing afwas'te products (33.254.040 B). 
Applicant has fäiled to demonstrate thal waste materials will be confined so as to 
not euter 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 cletail in Section C (5), above, vehicle traffic may impact 
aud 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 outsi<Je dirt, oil and debris. Significantly, 

Appellant's Brief Splin-20233/003 
Page15of29 



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 loacls 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 
conta.mination 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 andlor inspected either on 
entry into the facility or exiting the facility. 

Aclditionally, Applicant failed to consider the design of the Project's 
unciergrourrd piping associated with the co-mingled air and leachate containment 
systein anci the potential impact on groundwater. (Exh. A, Shalv, p. 3). 'fhere is 

no infirrmation, des;ign parameters or details as to how the system will be 
monitore<l and how leak detection woulcl be handled or how secondary 
containment woulcl be accomplished. It is likely that any leaks of leachate will 
mig,rate through the sr"rbsurface and into the shallow groundwater. (Exh. A, Shaw, 
p. 4-5). 

Shallor,v site gloundwater co-mingles with surfàce water in Johnson Creek 
andlrtr its tributaries, ancl is carried dorvnstream. (tixh. A, Siraw, p. 5). Applicant 
has not submitted any information discussing how groundwater will be protected 
from cr-rutamination should the proposed undergrouncl piping leak, burst or 
otherwise fail. Absent containment of the leachate, discharge of leachate into the 
waters of the State (groundrvater and surface water) is both prohibited without 
proper treaJnrent ancl irermits, anC will inipact the designated ancl sensitive 
environmental areas. (Exh. A, Shaw, pp. 3-5). As such, Applicant fails to show 
that the Project's processing of f,ood waste complies with the City's operational 
requirements. 

(iii) I-iquíd LVaste Pretreatment (33.254.040 C). The 
record is noL certain as to Applicant's liquid waste pretreatment systern. Applicant 
states that it 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 coilection system will be monitored and how leak 
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. 
(F,xh. 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). 

Wlile 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 

penrrits. (Exh. A, Shaw, p.25). There is no documentation pertaining to disposal 

permits. 

Alternatively, Applicant states that rather than transporting ieachate off-site 
that Applicant may spray the recovered leachate back onto the incoming waste. 
'Ihis option would greatly add to the odor issue associated with food waste 

handling as well as crea.te rnore track out than anticipatecl. (Exh. A, Shaw, p.25). 
T'his would mandate Applicant obtaining an inciividual NPDES peimit for the co­

minglin.g 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 

i'ofth ft-rr Waste Relateci [Jses and thus these critedon fäil. 

(3) Iiqffic_]rIgacl$tu-dy Q3.254.050) Based upon a traffic 
irnpact study which assulnes an increase of 110 truck trips per day, Applicant 
represents that the Project.,vill have no impact on traffic. (Exh. D, Applicant's 
,F.indings, p. 13). However, as set forth above, because the CUP is not capped and 

thus there is no limit as tr: the amourrt of truck traffic that rnay use the Project site 

arrd realistically the daily truck trips will be clouble of what Applicant estimates; 

Applicant's traffic study is flawed. Speoifically, Applicant's traffic study is based 

upon Ílawed estirnates for increased truck trips to the Project site per day and thus 

Applicant's traffic irnpact str-rdy is also flawed. 

Moreover, the traflic study is flawed as the Manual Counts for peak hours of 
traffic wore only taken on two occasions, September 14 and September 15. 

Applicant täils to discuss why the counts were limited to two days and whether this 
anaiysis is scientificaily supported (statistically or otherwise). 

A fincling of no significant traffrc 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 Finclings of Fact and Conclusions of Law submitted in Support of 
the Application," a copy of which is attached here as Exhibit D. 

A, AfÊStle¡ApAçIS. Potential off-site impacts that are not 
adequately mitigated by Applicant's Findings include odors, noise and mud and 

vectors. 

(i) Odc¡rs. Applicant fails to provide a mitigation plan 
fbr odors. Rather, Applicant represents that Applicant is somehow exempt from 
this requirernettt by stating that the Project "will not produce continuous, frequent 
or repetitive oclors a.nd thus the standard is met." (Exh. D, Applicant's Fin<iings, p. 

l7). fJowever, as set forth in more detail above, the Project is likely to produce 

ofïensive oclors and thus a mitigatiorr plan is mandated. (See, infra, Section IV. C) 

(1) ), There rvill always be putrescible waste in the faciiity. Even if the waste is 

transfblred cirit r,vithirr ¿..i.8 hours rnore waste is coming in continuously, and thus the 
odor'.¡¿ill bc continuourl. 

Section 33..315.220G. t'er¿uires, as a condition of a waste related use, that tire 
Applicani's proposal com¡:ly with Ch. 33.254. Section 33.254.0604., in turn, 
requires that the proposal must inctrucle a rnitigalion plarr wirich "documents" that 
the pr:oposa.l wili comply with the oÍT-site impact standarcls of Ch. 33.262. 

V/ith regard to potential oclors .produced by deteriorating food waste Section 
33.262.010 provides: 

A. _Q¡!or stanclarçl. Continuous, frequent, or repetitive odors 
may not be produced. 'fhe odor threshoid is the point at which an odor may just be 
detectecl. 

B. E1çgptton. ,u\n odor cletected for less than 15 minutes per 
day is exempt. 

The,z\pplicant's obligatiorr, therefore, was to "document" that no odor will 
be detectable from the operation for more than 15 minutes in any given day. There 
is 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 aIJ 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 
proiribition of Section 33 .262.010 will be met - but rather it"can be met." (Exh. 
13, f)ecision pp. I 8- 19). The Applicant nowhere "documented" that this conciusion 
had any basis in fact. 

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

The rerrclering, heating, processing or steaming of any 
animal or vegetable product or substance generating 

noisorne or off'ensive oclors shall be conducted using 
methcds to entireiy condense, decompose, deodorize or 
rÍestroy the odors, vapors or gaseous products. (City 
Code $8.36.040 Noisonre Oclors or Vapors, as amended 

1994). 

L,ikewise, DliQ regulations require that MIt[ìs control odors and provide 
that: 

I)ust, malodors and noise shall be controlled to prevent 
air pollution cr excessive norse as definecl by ORS 

Chapters 461 and 468 and mles and regulations aclopted 

pursuant thereto. (OAR. 340- 090-0040). 

I'{ere, Appiicant proposes acceptance of foocl waste, which will generate foul 
ancl on-going oclors. (Exh. A, Shaw, p. 13). Specifically, food waste is soggy and 

contains high-nitrogerì org¿ìnic compouncls that produce ammonia or sulfur like 
smells, as well decaying carbohyclrates, 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 lV 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 
shor.lld odors become a problem in Applicant's Nuisance Mitigation Plan. As such, 

Applicant faiis to meet this standard. 

(ii) Noíse. Like odors, Applicant provides that it is not 
required to sutrmit 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 appiicahrle 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 
Controi, and prohibit sound which exceeds the standarcls to intrude onto the 
propeity of others. Industrial uscs have a maximum aliowable decibel level of I5­
5 for all hours of tlie day. (Exh. A, Shaw, 14). Here, it is impossible to determine 
if Ap¡riica,nt's proposed use meets the City's industriai noise standarcls, as 

Apphcant has rtot submittecl any backg.r:ound noise measurenìents or noise studies 

or arrillysis. 

l,ikewise, DIIQ regulates noise for industrial and oommercial properties in 
levels :rs set fcrrt.h 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 
comlrercial noise sollrcc) located on a previously used 

industrial or commercial site shall canse or permit the 

operation of that noise source if the statistical noise levels 
generatecl by that new source . . . exceed the levels 
specified in Table 8. 

'Iatrle 8 provides ceftain allowable noise levels for these uses. (See Exh. A, 
Shaw, p. l5). Here, it is not feasible or possible to determjne 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 fbr 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 iitter will be 

controlied 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. l4). This statement is not a plan and 
does not meet the standards of the City andlor DEQ as to litter. 

The City regulates litter in Title 29 of the City Code, which requires that 
trash ancl 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 acldresses litter generated on the site ancl litter along roadways leading to 
the site. (33.254.060). Likewise, DEQ mandates docurnentation that transfer 
stations and IvIRF sites be rnaintained free of litter. (OAR 340-096-0040). 
.Applicant fails to submit aplan detailing how Applicant will comply with City 
anclior DEQ rules ancl t'egulations to control litter ancl as such fails to meet this 
criterion. 

C. Ð_US_t .LtUdø¡d V_ç_qtgl_C_qnfio1. Applicant has not provided 
an aciequate mitigation plan fcrr dust, rnud and vector control. Applicant's entire 
plan tbr tliese issues provides that: 

The Site is Íully ¡:aved . . . therefore there will be no dust 
generatecl. ltr'he applicant will reguiarly check the Site 
and the street leading to the Site f'or mud. Finally, 
rnanagement of the incoming organic waste by ensuring 
that they are generally removed within24-48 hours will 
rninimize vector issues. (Exh. f), Applicant's Fincting of 
Fact, p. 14). 

Here. Applicant has failed to adequately address any Project related dust 
intpacts. As set for'¿h mol'e f'ully herein, Applicant failed to provide detailed plans, 
specifications, technical analysis or reports on how its proposed aeration system 
ancl associated bioflrlters will control inclotx ambient air quality and dust as 

mandatecl 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 
canuot be detennined in regards to odor and/or clust control as is required by both 
the City and DEQ. (See OAR 340-096-0040)(dust shail be controlled at MRFs to 

Appellant's Briel' SpLin-20233/003 
Page2l af-29 



prevent air poliution). Applicant must provide a detailed mitigation plan for dust 
impacts. 

Likewise, Applicant does not adequateiy address vector control. Food waste 
facilities have a high potential for attracting disease canying 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, pians or other 
documentation supporting its plan to prevent, mitigate, monitor and control vectors 
(otkrer than indr:or monitoring). Applicant thus must provicle a detailed mitigation 
plan to control vectors and as such this criteria is not met. 

I. 	 Fublic Benefïts of the LIse Do Not Outweish the 
Detrimental lmpacts 

Public Benelits of the Project do not outweigh the Project impacts. The 
record does not support Applicant's contenticln that *'all potential impacts are 

nritigatecl." (Exh. D, Applicant's F-indirrgs, p. l0). Rather, as set forth herein, there 

are a multitucJe of poteritial detrimental Plc'ject impa<:ts which Applicant fàils to 
sholv are addressed ancl/or mitigatecl related to odors, veÇtors, noise, litter, 
stormwater andlor leachate pollution, haza.rclous r,vaste management and 

operational controls, "fhus, there are potenfial dettimental Project impacts tirat 
must be considered" 

In atr effort to emphasize some overricJing public Project benefit, Applicant 
states;, without any evidence or support whatsoever,th:al "[s]ites must be provided 
r,vithin the City" to implement the kitchen sÇrap program. (Id.). While food waste 

recycling ís beneficial for the City ancl for the commr.rnity at large, there are 

existing MILF sites that have the present ability and capacity to accept residential 
and commercial food r,vaste for recycling artd composting. Thus, contrary to 
Applicant's statement ancl as acknowleclged by Metro, the Project is simply not 
necessaly, 

l'here are existing transfer station sites that can easily accomnìodate the food 
waste as proposed by Appiicant. 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 capactty of 2.061 million tons, and with a 

throughput of 1.054 million tons; thus an excess capacity of 1.007 million tons. 
(trxh. 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 fi'om Metro to accept food waste (Metro Central, Metro South, 
V/illamette Resources, Inc., Pride Disposal and Waste Management Troutdale). 
L)uring 2006, these flrve waste transfer stations had a capacity of I.73 tons, with a 

throughprtt af .742 tons. (Id.) Even assumingtha| the throughput of these five 
transfer stations has doubled since 2006 to 1.484 tons, and assuming that none of 
the food wasl.e presently captured by these four transfer stations will be sent to the 
Project site (i.e. no overlap), there is still capacity to accept the 15,600 tons of food 
lvaste antioipated to be transported to the Project site. 

Metrr: f<rrecasts the capacity and throughput for these transfer stations for the 
years 201 I ."2() l6 shouid not change appreciably during the next five years. 

Accorclingly, ihese fìve stations have more than sufficient capacity to accept the 
food rvaste separated fiom general waste 1-'or the foreseeable future. 

Note, rnoreover, tlte food waste deiivered to the Project is not new waste. 

f'his waste is already being delivered to existing transfer stations as gartrage for 
placement in landfills, Each of those transfer stations has the capacity to transfer 
that waste to r;ompost sites rather than to landfills. This project unnecessarily 
diverts existing waste away from other transfer stations that already have excess 

capacity. 

Tellingiy, the City of Portland recognizes that the Project is not necessary in 
orcler lo irnplenient the City's kitchen scrap collection program. Bruce Walker, 
who is irr charge or"roliing out the City's program stated in a recent article th,¿t 

whiie the Project is "very valuable" to the program, that"it won't kill the fkitchen 
scrap] project not to have it." (Exh. F, PDX Green: Composting food not yet ready 
to ro11). The City intends to roll out this program in October of 2011, regardless of 
whether the Project is part and parcel of the program. 

Signifìcantly, 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, .Tuly 5, 2011.) 
Likewise, in a letter dated July 7 ,201I, 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 frorn 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. AFPLICANT FATLS TO BSTABLISH TTIAT TIIE 
ADJUSTMENT CRTTBRIA TS MET. 

1. [Jnlawful Adiustment to Section 33.254.030 

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

Section 33.254.030 in turn requires as follows: 

fWaste related] Uses must be iocated 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. 

F3oth the Applicant and the Hearings Officer acknowledged that the 
Applicant's proposed use does not comply with Section 33 .254.030, because 

acìcess to the site will be over Southeast 101st Street. Southeast 101st is not a 

Major City'l'raffic Street, and the site is not in a lrreight District. (Exh. B, 
I)ecision p. 14). 

Applicant, therefore, applied for an adjustment to the requirements of 
Section 33.254.0'30, and the Ltrearings Officer granted the adjustment. The 
adjustment is eroneotrs anci unlawfui, for two reasons: 

(i) Acljustments to Sectinn 33.254.030 are prohibited by the Planning Code; 

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

A. An Adiustment is Prohibited. 

Section 33.805.0308. identifies seven situations wherein adjustments are 
prohibited. Subdivision 4 provides as follows: 

Adjustments are prohibited for the following items: 

*** 
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4. As an exception to a qualifying situation for a 

reguiation, such as zones aliowed or items being limited 
to new development. An example of this is33.251.0308. 
which says that manufactured dweliing 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. 

ln order lo 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 arr adjustment in order to change that qualification. 

B. T'he Adiustment Granted is Unlawful in Anv Event. 

Section 33.805.0404. required the Hearings Officer to find that routing any 
nunlber of garbage trucks over Southeast 101't "equally or better meet(s) the 
purpose" of the requirernent of 33.254.030, that they be routed only over Major 
Cìit¡' 1¡¿¡¡c 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 fiom...waste 
related uses on sumounding land uses; 

¡ Reduce the transportation impacts from these uses; 

33.254.010. 

The hearings officer [ound 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, l)ecision p. 23). FIe also 

found that Southeast 1 01't and Southeast Foster had the capacity to support the use. 

(rd.) 

The findings are dubious at best for two reasons: 

(i) As explained elsewhere, the shear number of trips this use will generate 

is likeiy to be 50 - 100% more than estimated by Applicant. (See section IV F. 

above). 
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(ii) This Project site is the most likely foocl waste transfer station for 
Portlancl garbage haulers serving at least 87,000 southeast residential customers. 
They make up 58% of all Poftland residential customers. A Major City Traffic 
Street is a "principal" traffrc route under the Comprehensive Plan, second only to 
Regional Trafficways. Southeast 101't 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 
oommercial uses." (Exh. L, Transpoftation 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 

I-ocal Service Traflic Street is "consistent with the street designation." 

There is, howevet, an even more obvious emor 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 adjuslment to "equally or better" meet that purpose. 

'Ihe first question, therefore, - which was entirely overiooked by both the 
hearings officer and try the applicant - should have been: 

l)oes routing garbage trucks over a Local Service Traffic 
Street, into an area sulTounded by thousands of homes, 
gqUAUJ__9I_þqügf reduce the nuisance risks of garbage 
removal when compared to the Code requirement that 
they be toutecl over Major City Traffic Streets only and, 
therefore, into areas with a much lower risk of generating 
nuisance impacts ou residences. 

There is no rvay 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 ,201I granting a Conditional lJse Permit to Recology for the Project 
should be reversed and the Conditional Use Permit should not issue. 

i 
,Dated: 

KELL, ALTERMAN & R{.INSTEIN, L.L.P. 

Lee Davis Kell 
Thomas R. Rask, III 
Martha Sharp 

Attorneys for Appellants 
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July l, 2011 

Springwater Co¡ri clor Pleservation Society 

c/o Martha Sharp, Esq. 

Kell, Alterman & Runstein, LLP 
520 SW Yamhill Stleet, Suite 600 

Portland, Oregon97204 

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

Dear Ms. Sirarp: 

Shaw has completed out review and assessment of the technical merits of the lequest by Recology Oregon Material Recover., 

Inc. ("the Applicant") for a conditional use perrnit from City of Portlancl to allow the acceptance of food waste at the Foster 
Roacl site located at 6400 SE 101't Ave. The information reviewed ancl adclressed was obtainecl frorn the City of Portland's 
Land Use Services group in the Bureau of Development Selvices for tire above leferenced propefty. 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 plesented in the following leport. As discussed in ou¡ meeting of June 22,2011, our response was prepar.ed in 
the folmat of the Decision. 

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

. Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law in Support of the Application 

. Decision of the Healings Officer, City of Portland 

. Appeal Submitted by Kell, Alterman & Runstein LLP (5112111) 

In adclition 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 parlicular Title 8 for Health and Sanitation, Title 18 for Noise Contlol, Title 33 for. Planning 
and Zoning. 

The information presented was prepared based on the technical expertise ofour professionals who are knowledgeable of 
material l'ecovery facilities, solid waste rules and regulations, and engineeling design. Ifyou have any questions regarding the 
information presented in this report please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Dave Seluga 

Client Program Manager 

Shaw Envìronmental, Inc. 

Please Re¡rly To: l)ave Seluga 
Phone:503.603.1075 
E-Mail Adclress: davc.¡-q[¡g¡¡!þ!141ygq¡ç9¡L:r 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
 

Review ønd Response to Decision of Heørings OIJícer
 

ZONING Coon APPRoVAL CRITERIA 

Conditional Use 

33.815.010 Purpose Certain uses are condition uses instead of being allowed outright, although they rnay have 
benef,rcial 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 environrnent, overburden public services, 
change the desired character ofan area, or create major nuisances. A review ofthese uses is necessary due to the 
potential individual or cumulative impacts they rnay have on the surounding 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 identihed concerns, or to deny the use if the concems cannot be resolved. 

33.815.220 Mining and Waste Related These approval cnteria 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 Jbr Further Considerstíon:
 

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; 

Fíndings for F urther Co nsideratìo n :
 

Nr¡ Shaw response.
 

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

Fíndíngs .for Further Consideration: 

In the appliccttion to the City, the Applicant did not submit and bctckground, technical or supporting 
documentcttion thut the proposed operation will not result in signfficant health or safe\,risk to nearb)¡ uses. 

The Applicant also did not indicate how thelt will comply -vvith the Ci4, yy¡nt. The þllowing sectic¡ns address 
issues .for./urther cnnsideration to the llearings Of.ficer's Decision; these responses ore repeated herein 
where deemed appropriate.for con.sis tency : 
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Odor: 

Food vvaste contains more liquids than non-/'ood wqste which may malce it more difficult for operators to 
control leachctte. Many types of.food waste (ood processing wastes,.fish wastes, meat, dairy) contain amino 
acids, proteins, urea, and other high-nitrogen organic compounds which can generctte volatile nitrogen 
compounds (ammonia, amines, indoles) and pos,sibly volatile sulfur (orgarüc 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 weste containing meat and dairlt products have higher 
levels of salts and nutrients than non-þod waste. Disposal of leachate to the Ciry sewer (assuming that the 
City of'Portland BES determines thqt the discharge is not malodorous and does not create a public nuisance 
cts delìned in Chapter 17.34.030 B 4) or waters of the State would require some.þrm of treatment.for this 
level of chemic'al loading. 

The Applicant's response stcttes that odor will controlled through the use o.f "...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 necessaty to validate the claim that the aerated.floor will control 
odor. Additionally, ìt is stated by the Applicant that the leachate run-o/f from the.food waste pile witl be 
controlled and cleaned through the use of the biofiltration system. It is unclectr how the same system thqt will 
be used tr¡ control odors will qlso "clean" the leachute without clogging or othemvise becoming less effective. 
It is qlso unclear hov¡ the ae.rated.floor pipes will be maintctined or how the system will be monitored.for 
leaks. 

Disease-Carr)¡ Vector: 

The Applicant failed to prottide anlt iççxt*nntation whích demonstrates hov, they intend to monitor.þr 
veck¡rs, control vectors (other than operation in-doors) or mitigate when vectors do become a problem. Any 

.facility which handles.food waste materials has the potential .for attracting vectors so preventictn is the best 
and only recolrse to prevent impacts on nearby sites. 

Noise: 

Within 18.01.010 A, Figure I details the (tllowable decibel levels,for (tvarie,) o/'land end uses. Industrial 
end use on indush'ial zone land has a maximum allowable decibel level of 7 5 -5 .for all hours of the day. 

In the application to the Ciry, the Applicant did not submit anlt baclcground noise measurements or noise 
studies indicating the projected impacts of the proposed modffication. The Applicant atso did not indicate 
how they will comply with the City standards. In addiÍion, DEp re¿alaÍes noi.re.þr induúrial antl corumercia/ oþeraîion.r 

through OAR 340-035-0035 Noise Control Regulatíons.for Industry ancl Commerca. 

Dust/Air Pollution: 

In the plans submitted to the Ci4t, the Applícant indicates thot.four biolilters will he part o/ the expansion 
relttted to the introcluction of.t''ood waste. Since no detailed technicql data was provided about the use or 
design of the biffilters, the adequaclt of the bictfilter system cannot be determined in regards to odor ancl/or 
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dttst control as is required by bctth City and DEQ rules. Given the size of the .facility and bosed on an average 
of six air chttnges per hour, the recluired control system would be large enough to also waryant q Notice of 
Construct applicøtion under DEQ Air quality rules OAR 340-210-0205. DEQ møy also decide to issue a 
Basic or General Air QualiQ permit,for the system. 

Stonnwater/Water Pollution : 

In the application to the City, the Applicant did not provide detctils regarcling pt"otocol and procedures for the 
inspe.ction of incoming vehicles and the inspection and cleaning rf departing yehicles. The vehicles enlering 
the.facility will track in outside dirt, oil, and debris, potentially piclcup contaminants from the.food waste 
material,s and then subsequently traclc those or,ttside the building. This vvould result in contamination of 
stormwate.r by comingling stormwater and leachqte.from the.food waste. Food waste contctins 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 tippingfloor this leachate.from the containers wilt spitl onto the 

floor and will likely lealcfrom the truclc unless the trucks are lined and spilling is contained in some manner. 
There ore nr¡ indicatir¡ns on in the documents submitted to the Ci4t.for review as to hou¡ vehicles witl be 

monitored, cleaned or inspected. If vehicles are to be cleaned the Applicant should provide details as to 
where, hov, and with what the vehicles will be cleaned. Washing of vehicles would reqttire a NPDES 1700-A 
or B permit. 

Traffic Impacts and Safetl¡: 

To be addressed by others. 

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

Fìndings .for Further Co nsìderatio n : 

In the appliccttion to the City, the Applicant did not submit documentation which substantiates their claim thaÍ 
no significant detrimental environmental impacts to any neørb.1t environmentally ssrt¡tir. area. The 
Applicant also clid not indicate hov, they will comply with the Cift y¡¡[ss. One of the concerns with respect to 
potential environruental impacts is with the proposed use of underground piping and pcttential groundwater 
cr¡ntctmiruation. The liquids that will be collected under the.food waste pile are classified as leachute which is 
a liquid waste that cawtot he discharged to the sanitar sewer or storm drctins without permit or treatment. 
The documents provided bl, the Applicunt did not address how the groundwoter will be protected.from 
contctminatíon should there be a lealc in the proposed system. Lilcewise, there wcts no information, design 
purameters or details as to how the s)tstem will be monitored, how leqlç detectir¡n would be handlecl nor how 
secondary containment would be accomplished. 
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The followittg cliscussion is based on a ret¡iev¡ of groundwater monitoring well reports and geotechnical hole 
reports retrieved.fi"om the Oregon l4/ctter Resources Departrnent's (OlilRD) r¡nline websitet . Reports were 
reviewed.for sectiotts 2l end 22 in township I sotrth, range 2 east, Willamette Meridian. Also reviewed were; 

I) aerial photographs, 2) the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Gladstone 7.5' quadrangle 
(topographic) map, 3) USGS groundwater report (Snyder, 200Ð2 and 4).flood hazard. maps.fi"om the 
P ortlandMops web site3 . 

The reports retrieved fi'ctm the wehsite were submitted to the OWRD by the licensed drilting.firms thqt dritterl 
the borings qnd installed the monitoring wells. The tuvo types of reports reyiewed were l) monitoring well 
installqtion reports and 2) geotechnical hole reports. Monitoring wells are Qpically installedJbr long term 
(e.g. months to years) groundwater monitoring of groundwater levels and grotutdwater chemistry. 
Geotechnical holes are drilled.þr geotechnical iryformation, usually collected during the ù"illing, and 
qbandoned (sealed) upon completion. 

The iffirmation reported by the driller on the well reports is based on observations at the time the boring 
was drilled or the vvell was installed, Some of the wells discussed here ma.y þoy¿ been abondoned 
(decommissioned) since their installation. This evaluation is a review of groundwater conditions at the time of 
installqtion. T'he evalucttion.foarsed on well reports within the site or nearbTt 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) wctter encountered in the soil/roclc.formation 
during the drilling. First encountered groundwater is often not reported þr various reasons, including the 
driller may neglecÍ to report it, or because low permeability (e.g clayey) soils delay the entry of grounilwoter 
into the boring.for up Ío hours. Static w(tter levels reflect groundwater levels in the well/boring that have 
equilibrated with the groundwater level in the soil .formation surrounding the borehole. Tltpically, monitoring 
wells Qre developedfollowing installation to improve the connection and communicc¿tion of formation 
groundwcrter with the well (well casing and.fìlter pack (sand) around the well screen) and to remove.fine 
sediment in the.,vellbore and.filter pack. 

Fìndings 
Twenô) 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 clrilled in December 2006. General inþrmation ond groundwater data on the wetl/hole reports is 
compiled in the attached Table; c:opies of the well reports are also attached (Attachment I). Also included 
vvith the OWRD reports in the attachments are maps submitted by the clrillers showing the boring locations 
(Attachment 2); however, huo of the geotechnical hole locations (B-7 and B-B) are not shown on the map 
accompanying those reports. 

I http://apns.rvrcl.statc.or.usiapnslguy'well., logiDcfàult.asnx
2 "Estimated Depth to Ground Water and Confìguration of the Water Table in the Portlan<l, Oregon Area", US Geol Sur. Scientific 

lnvestigations Rcport 2008-5059 hy Danicl T. Snytlcr..' http://www.nortlantlmaps.conr 
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Boring depths ranged from I I to 54.feet þslç1n ground surface (bgs). The qverage depth ofthe 28 
wells/borings is approximately 24 .feet bgs. First encountered groundwuter was reporÍed.for t 6 of the 28 
wells/borings. First encountered groundwater rctngedJrom 5 to 22.feet bgs. The average depth of first 
encountered groundwater was apprucimately 9.5 feet bgs. Static y,ater levels ranged.from 5 to 25.feet bgs. 
The average static water level was approximately 14.5 feet bgs. 

Bclsed on the well reports, the area with veryt shallou, static groundwater (5 feet bgs) include,s monitoring 
wells MLV-9, MW-10, MW-I I, MW-12 MW-13, MW-14, MW-15 and Mll-L9, which cover most of the central 
and east-central portion o/'the site. MW-17 and M.tl-lB have static water levels of 9 and I0.feet bgs, 
respectively. Static grottndwater levels are generally deeper (e.g. 20 to 25.feet hgs) in the western ancl 
southwestern portion ofthe site (MW-4 through Ml4/-B). 

The majoritl) of the site is elevated above the 11]-year flood plain; hov,ever the inundation line for the I00­
year.flood plain extends from the Johnson Creek south along the eostern margin o.f the site. Inunclation from 
the 1996.flood also extended to the eastern margin of the site. 

Conclusíons 

ll-he occurrence of shallow groundwater under the site results from. its construction onfitl within the general 
floodplain of Johnson Creelr 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 drilting of on-site 
groundwater monitoring wells are as shallow as.five.feet below ground surface. Additionally, these shqllow 
stqtic water levels were measured in August, when water levels ore typically at or near their seasonal lowest 
depth. Storm woter and possibly shallow grotmdwater are carried etway ft om the site into Johnson Creek or 
its tributaries b)¡ on-site drainage ditches. Johnson Creek, is shown as a groundwater discharge ctivirJe 
(Snyder, 2008) and is the likely the dischargefeatureþr shallow grounclwater beneath the site. Supporting 
documentation to these conclusions is provided in Attachments 1-3.4 

Recommendøtions 

Shaw recommends a review of historic groundwater depths in the current monitoring well networlc to; l) 
¿7.s.e¿.ç.ç the sectsonol range of static groundwater depths beneath the site as the water levels discussecl here 
may not represent current site cr¡nditions and 2) evaluate the potentialfor shallow groundwater of impact 
and/or interfere with proposed shallo.,v subsut'face installations and operations. Careful attention should be 
paid to the depth to groundwater during seasrlnal high water ond the periodic high water events such as 

.flooding. 

a Attachment I - Well Reports for Site Monitoring Wells MW-3 Through MW- I 9; Attachment 2 - Ceotechnical F[ole Reports f'or B- I 
Through B-8; Attacliment 3 - Well Reports f'or Shinglc Pile Area Monitoring Wells MW-1 Through MW-3 
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E. The proposed use adequately addresses potential nuisance-related irnpacts such as litter; 

Findìngs.for Further Consùlerøtíon: 

There ctre 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 o.f "...an aerated 

floor with a negative øir system directed to a biofiltration system." but does not provide any details, clesign 
parameters, capacity calculations or other informotion necessary to validate the claim thcrt the aeratedfloor 
will control odor. Additionally, it is stated by the Applicant that the leachctte run<tff 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 c:logging or othet-wise becoming less 
effective. It is also unclear how the aerated.floor pipes will be mctintctined or how the system yvill be 
monitoredJor leaks. It is dfficult to make a.judgment abctut whether the proposed methods þr addressing 
nuisance-related impcrcts such as litter, odor, vectors, dust have been addressed adequately. The response by 
the Applicant failed to provide any indication as k¡ 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; 

Fíndings .for F urther Co nsíderatìon : 

To be addressed b.y 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 

Findin gs fo t' F u rther Co nsìd erati o n : 

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 Co nsíderatio n : 

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 wcts reviewed and additionalfindings 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 Consíderatio n : 

No Shaw response. 

B. Hazardous wastes. The disposal of hazardous wastes, as clefined by OAR 340. 100 to 340.1 10, is 
prohibited. 

Findings .fitr Further Consìderc¿tíon : 

In the application to the City, the Applicant did not submit documentation to substantiate their claim that 
the.facility will nr¡t receive hezardous 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 Cityfor land use 

approval do not provide details as to how incoming loads will be inspected, procedures in place þr 
identifuing and turning away unacceptahle waste such as hazardous woste, what contingency plans are in 
place for hovt hazardous materials, if accepted will be handled. This submission does not provide 
adequate deteil to satisfy that this facility will be equipped, prepared and in compliance with this 
recluirement. Simply stating that the site will not receive hqzqrdous waste is not stfficient. It is standard 
protocol .for material recovery.facilities to have in place a contingency plan which outlines procedures 

f<n' inspecting loads.for unacceptable materials and how that material will be rejected. It is understood 
that hoth Meh'o and Oregon DEQ will require such in/òrmation.for their review but it is equally 
important.fbr this information to be made clear.for ttse in the assessment of the lqnd use conditionøl use. 

Although it is likely that the.facility currently has qn approved Operations Plan it is necessary "þr that 
plan to be updated to reflect the special considerations and operations related to receipt offood waste. 

33.254.030 Loc¿tion and Vehicle Access 

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

Fíndings.for Further Considerøtion: 

To be addressed b1, others. 
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33.254,040 Operations 

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

Fíndings.for Further Consìderøtion: 

The details of requirements for on-site queuing will be addressed by others, however, in the applicution to 
the City, the. Applicttnt did not provide ony details related to the proposed trffic flow, queuing areas or 
estimated time trucks will be staged within the building, This is of'concern because of'the potentiøl 
negative impact on the proposed negative air pressure system and biofilter that yvill be used.for control of 
odors. Idling vehicles near the food waste area where the negative air system is proposed can cr¡ntribute 
vehicular exhaust which could potentially restrict, affect or limit the effectiveness nf the biofilter system to 
control odors. No details were provided to the City for reyiew with regards to design capacity, 
performance, maintenance, restrictions or overall elfectiveness 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 designecl to ensure that waste materials will be confined so as to not 
enter the grounciwater or any water body. 

Findíngs for Further Consideratío n : 

In the appliccttion 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 tuill n'ack in outside dirt, oil, end debris, potentially pickup contaminant.s .from the 

.food waste mqteriuls and then subsequently track those outside the huilding. This would result in 
contqmination of stormwater by sçm¡ngling stormwater and leachatefrom the þod 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 arud will likeþt leakfrom the truclc unless the trucks are lined and spilling is 

conîained in some mctnner. There are no indications on in the documents submitted to the City.for review 
as to how vehicles vvill be monitr¡red, cleaned or inspected. If vehicles ctre to be clectned the Applicant 
should provide details as to where, how and with what the vehicles will be cleaned. lØashing of vehicles 
u'ould require a NPDES 1700-A pennit.s'6 

s Oregon DEQ Reoonrmenclecl Best Management Practices fbr Washing Activities, March 1998 
6 National Pollutant Dischargc Elimination Systen Wastewater Discharge Permit ( 1700-A) 
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C. Liquid waste pretreatment. The use, if other |han a sewage treatment facility, must provide 
pretreatment of any liquids being discharged into the City's stonnwater or sanitary disposal system. The 
prefeatment rnust meet the standards of the Bureau of Envirorunental Services. 

Findings for Further Consideratìon : 

Food waste contains more liquids than non-food waste which molt malce it more dfficultfor opercûors to 
cr¡ntrol leachate. Many tvpes of-food waste (food procctssing 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 suffir (organic sulfides, 
mercaptctns, hydrogen sul.fide). Food waste tends to degradefaster than woody green waste, and rapidly 
degrading carbohydrates,.føts, and oils can generate volatile,fotty acids. Food wqste containing meat ancl 
dairy products have higher levels of salts and nutrients than non-food waste. Disposal of leachate to the 
City sewer (assuming that the Ciry 6f por¡nnd BES determines that the discharge is not malodorous and 
cloes not create a public nuisance as deJìned in Chapter I7.34.030 B 4) or waters of the Stote would 
require some form of treatment þr 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 ctccountfor track out.fromwaste truclcs lee7ing the 
building. Track out will allow the leachate to co-mingle with stormwater and thus cause the str¡rmwater 
now to become process water. An individual NPDES permit ctnd pre-treatment.for the co-minglecl 
discharge (if discharged to the City or waters of the State) would be reEtired. 

The issue of disposal "o/fsite" was also not addressed by the Applicant. The Applicant witt stitt need the 
appropriate transport and disposal permits .for the leachate. Dispo,sal of leachate to the sewer system 
will lihely recluire pre-treatment. 

Another possible disposal option identified fut the Applicanf in the ttpplication included spraying the 
recovered leachate baclc on the incoming vvaste. This option woulcl greatly ctdd to the odor issue 
associated withfood waste handling as well as focilitate more traclc out volume than expected. An 
indhtidual NPDES would be reqtdred since stormwater ond traclc out water (process water) qre now co­
mingled. 

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

Findíngs,for Further Consíderation: 

No additional comments have been identified related to the signage recommendations of the Hearings 
Officer. 
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33.254.050 TraffTc Impact Study 

A traffic impact study must be subrnitted for the proposed use. As part of the stuciy, rneasures rnust be 
proposed for rnitigatin g traffrc impacts resulting frorn 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 infonnation on proposed access 
points, hours of operation, types of vehicles, and number of trips. 

F indíngs fo r F u rthe r Co ns i de ratio n : 

To be acldressed by others. 

33.254.060 Nuisance Mitigation PIan 

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

A. Off-site impacts. The plan must docurnent that the use will comply with the off- site irnpact standards 

stated in Chapter 33.262; 

In order to thoroughly address the compliance with the codes, each of'the sections.þr Chapter 33.262 are 
address ed 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 stanclards 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. 

Findíngs ./br F urther Co nsiderøtio n : 

The Applicant notes that the onllt nsv, equipment that will be associated with the proposed addition of 
.food waste is a small fan ossociated with the negative aeration system. This blower (as noted r¡n the Site 
Plttn, C2.0) is tied to negative aeration system that is approximately B1-ft x 30-ft that.þeds .four biofilter 
contqiners. Without more details as to the design capacity, specffications of the blower (fan), or hoy¡ the 

system. will operate it is not possible to determine the extent of the potential off-site impact of the new 
eqripment on surru¡unding areas. 
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33.262.040 Relationship to Other Regulations 

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

33.262.060 Vibration 

A. Vibration standard. Continuous, frequent, or repetitive vibrations which exceed 0.0029 peak may 
not be produced. In general, this means that a person of nonnai sensitivities should not be able to feel 
any vibrations. 

Fìndings for Further Consideratio n:
 

No Shaw rcsponse.
 

B. Exceptions. Vibrations from temporary construction and vehicles which ieave 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. 

Findíngs .þr F urther Co nsíderøtion : 

No Shav, response. 

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

Fìndings for Further Co nsìderatìo n :
 

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 mayìust be detected 

Þ'indíngs .for Further Co nsìderation : 

Food vvctste høndling creates significant odot'problems. One major" reeson is that it is sogglt (ulmost 
B0-85% of.þod vvaste is water) so it rots easily and gives off an unbearable smell. Many types of 
.food weste (fòod processing wastes,.fish wastes, meat, dairy) contain etmino acids, proteins, urea, anel 
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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w(tste tends to degrade.faster than woody greetx waste, and rapidþt degrading carbohydreúes,.fats, 
and oils can generclte volatile.fhtty acids and procluce r¡dors. Furthermore, .food waste is more 
dfficttlt to handle during summer than during winter since heat quiclcens decaying process and o.ff 
gassing. Therefore, odor control will be an ongoing problem.f'or this.facility. 

The Ciq, of Portland regulate.s odor in Title B of the code. In 8.36.040 Noísome Odors or VaporsT, 

the Cityprohibits the.following: (t\mendedbyOrdinanceNo. 167943, Iuly27,l994.) The 
rendering, heating, processing, or steaming of any anirnal or vegetable product or substance 
generating noisome or offensive odors shali be conducted using methods to entirely condense, 
decornpose, deodorize or destroy the odors, vapors, or gaseous products. Animal andvegetable 
products in the.food yvastes would be "processed" at this location. 

The state of Oregon regulates odors from transf'er stations through OAR 340-096-0040 Transfer 
Støtions and Møterial Recovery Føcilities. The rule mctkes ct 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 461 and468 and rules and 

regulations adopted pursuant thereto. Though both the City and State have nanative 
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 ofþod waste. Since no detailed technical data was provided 
qbout the use or design of the biofiIters, the adequacy of'the biofilter system cannot be determined in 
regards to odor and/or dust cr¡ntrol as is required by both City and DEQ rules. Given the size of the 

.facility and hased on an average of six air changes per hour, the requirecl control system would be 
large enough to ctlso warrant a Nr¡tice of Construct application under DEQ Air quali6t rules OAR 
340-2i0-0205. DEQ may also decide to issue a Basic or General Air Quality permit.þr the system. 

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

Findings for F urther Consideration : 

The Applicant provided no dc¡cumentotion, technical tlatct, nor any baclcup.for their claim that they 
would not produce continuous, .frequent or repetitive odors. Food waste is inherentl.t¡ ct noisome waste 
material ctncl there is no strong evidence beyond claims that.fàcili4, will prevent the prornotion of 

7 
The B,.,reau of Health shall enforcc all ordinances, rules ancl regulations which may be adoptecl fbr the carrying out ancl enfbrcernent of a 

good sanìtary condition in the City; f'or the protection of the publio hcalth; 1'or detcrmining the nature and charaoter of nuisances a¡d for 
their abatement by the Bureau o1'Nuisance Abatement; and when acting as a krcal registrar under the authority of ORS 432.035,fot 
securing the proper registration ofbirths, deaths and other statistical infbrmation. 
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rtdors beyoncl the walls of the .føcility. An odor threshold is a sensory property that refers to the 
minimum concentrqtion thal produces an olfactory response or sensation. There cu"e three thresholds 

.for odor. The.first threshold is the detection threshold, which is the minimum amount of odor-free 
dilution ctir needed to prevent an individual .from detecting the odor. The detection threshold is the 
point where an inclividual detects an odor. This threshold varies.for each individttat. The second 
threshold, the recognitic¡n threshold, occurs at lower dilutions (higher concentrations). At the 
recognition threshold, other odor parameters discussed belout, such cts odor character and relative 
plectsctntness, are noticeqble. The third threshold is called the annoyance threshold. The annoycmce 
threshold may be below, but is most likely above the recognition threshold. At the annoyance 
threshold, people complain ubout an odor. This focility is most likely to generate odr¡rs at the 
antxoyance threshold. lïtithout adequate, abatement or control, the odor would likely be considered a 
nuisctnce. There would be no exemption.for this.facility. 

33.262.080 Glare 

A. Glare standard. Glare is illumination causecl by all types of lighting and fi'om high temperature 
processes such as welding or metallurgical refining. Glare may not directly, or indirectly frorn 
reflection, cause illurnination on other properties in excess of a measurement of 0.5 foot canclles of 
light. 

Findings Jbr Further Consideratíon: 

No Shau, response. 

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

Findings Jbr Further Co nsideratíon : 

No Shaw response. 

33.262.090 Measurements 

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

Fínclings for Further Consìderation: 

No Shav, response. 
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B. If the City cloes not have the equipment or expertise to measure and evaluate a specific cornplaint, it 
may request assistance from another agency or may contract with an independent expert to perform 
such measurements. The City may accept lneasurelnents made by an independent expert hired by the 
controller or operator of the off-site impact source. If the City contracts to have tneasurements 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 fo r Further Co nsideratio n : 

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 finns adjacent to or near noise sensitive uses such 

as dwellings, religious institutions, schools, ancl hospitals. 

In order to thoroughly address the compliance vvith the codes, each of the sections .for Title I B that is 

applicable to this project is addressed in the.þllowing sections: 

18.10.010 Land Use Zones. 

(Arnended by Ordinance Nos. 159276,163608, 164010, 115715 and 184101, effective October 8, 

201 0.) Except as specifically provicled 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.rn. and 7 a.m. 

Findíngs for Further Consideratío n : 

U/ithin 18.01.010 A, Figure I detuils the allowable decibel levels.for avariegt of land end uses. 

Industrial end use on industrial zone land hes a maximum allowable decibel level of'75 --5.þr all 
hours ofthe day. 

In the application to the City, the Applicant did not submit arry baclcground noise me(rsut"ements or 
noise studies indicating the projected impacts of the proposed modifìcation. The Applicant also did 
not indicate how they will comply with the Ci1, s¡qn¿tr¿t outlined in Figr,re I of the code. 

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

"No petson owning or controliing a new industrial or commercial noise source 

iocated on a previously usecl industrial or commercial site sirall cause or permit the 
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operation ofthat noise source ifthe statistical noise levels generated by that new 
source and measured at an appropriate measurelnent point, specif,red in subsection 
(3)(b) of this rule, exceed the levels specified in Table 8, except as otherwise 
provided in these rules." 

Table B is delined below: 

TABLE 8
 
(340-ss-0ss)
 

New Industríal ønd Commerciul Noìse Source Standards
 
Alkmable Statistical Noíse Levels in Any One Hour
 

7am-10pm 10 pm - 7øm
 
Ls} - 55 dBA Ls} * 50 dBA
 
Ll0 - 60 dBA L10-ssdBA
 
LI - 7.' dBA L1-60dBA
 

In the applicatic¡n to the City, the Applicant did not submit any baclcground noise meqsurements or 
noise studies indicctting the projected impacts of the proposed modification and their compliance with 
these DEQ stundards. 

18.02.020 Policy Statement 

(Added by Orclinance No. 175772, effective August 1,2001.) It is the intent of the City Council to 
minimize the exposure of citizens to the potential negative physioiogical and psychological effects of 
excessive noise and protect, promote ancl preserve the public health, safety ancl welfare. It is the 
intent of the City Council to control the level of noise in a manner that promotes the use, value, and 
enjoynent ofpropefty, conduct ofbusiness, 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 noìse "In the interest of public health and welfare, und in accordance with ORS 
467.010, Ìt is declqred to be the public policy o.f the State of Oregon; (I) To provide a coordinqted 
state-wide program of noise control to protect the health, sqfety, and welfare of Oregon citizens from 
the hazqrds and cleterioration of the quality of life imposed by excessive noise emissions 

In the application to the City, the Applicant did not submit qny baclground noise measurements or 
noise studies inclicating the projected impacts of the proposed modification. The Applicant olso dicl 
not indicate hov, thqt will compþt with the Ciry or DEQ polic.y stcttement. 
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18.10.060 Constmction Activities and Equipment. 

(Arnended by Ord. No. 159276 effective lan.24,1987.) 

A. Maximurn sound levels: No person shall operate any equipment or appuftenances 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 tmcks (see Section 18.10.020), pile 
drivers, pavement breakers, scrapers, conorete saws and rock drills. 

Fíndings .for F urther Co ns ìderatio n : 

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 modi/ication. 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 
pennissible souncl levels of Section I 8. 1 0.0 1 0 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 pnvate 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 o.f the proposed modification. The Applicant 
elso did not indicctte how they will comply with the City standards. 

C. The adjustments to pennissible sound levels established in Section 18.10,010 B apply to 
Subsections A and B above. 

Fíndings.for Further Consíderøtíon : 

In the application to the City, the Applicant did not submit aryt bctçlr*rtund noise meqsurements 
or noise studies indicating the projected impacts of the proposed modification. The Appticant 
also did not indicate hoy+, they will compþt with the Ciry s¡un¿tr¿t. 
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D. All equipment usecl in commercial activities shall have sound control devices no less effective 
than those provided on the original equipment, and no equipment shall have an umluffled 
exhaust. 

Fin dìngs fo r F u rth er Co nside ratío n : 

In the application to the City, the Applicant did not submit ony background noise measurements 
or noise sh,tdies indicøting the projected impacts of the proposed modification. The Appticant 
also did not indicate how they will comply with the Ciet s¡s¡r¿r,.¿t. 

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

Fíndings.for Further Co nsideration: 

No Shaw response. 

B. Litter. For Waste-Related uses, the plan must address iitter 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 durnped waste products near the site. The plan must provide for regular litter removal. The plan 
must also inciude means to lirnit litter from vehicles coming to site; and 

F indings for F urt h er Co ns ide ratío n : 

The City regulates litter in Title 29 of the City Code. Specifically, 29.20.010 Outcloor Muintenance 
Requirements as outlined beloy,: 

H. Trash and debris. Retnove, and keep rernoved, unless specifically authorized by 
ordinance to do otherwise: 2. Accumulations of litter, giass, scrap materials (such as 

wood, metal, paper, and plastics), junk, cornbustible materials, stagnant water, or 
trash. 

DEQ ølso regulates litter and debris management.for transfer stations through OAR 340-096-0040
 
Transfer Stations and M&terial Recovery Facílities. Speci/ìcally;
 

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

In the application to City, no in/brmation was.found on how the Applicant would specificatþ, comply with 
both the City and DEQ standards.for minimizing litter nuisance conditions. No operational or nr¡sance 
øbatement plctns were included. 
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C. Dust, mud, and vector control. 'Ihe plan must provide mechanisms to lirnit impacts from dust, mud, 
and disease carrying organisms such as rats ancl mosquitoes. 

Findìngs Jbr Further Co nsideration: 

In addition to the City, DEQ regulates.fugitive dust, mud and vectors uncler OAR 340-096-0040 Transfer 
Statìons and Materíøl Recovery Facilítíes 

(c) Nuisance Conditions: (B) Dust, malodors and noise shall be controlled to prevent 
air pollution or excessive noise as defined by ORS Chapters 467 and468 and rules 
and regulations adopted pursuant thereto. (d) Health Hazards. Rodent and insect 
control measures sha1l be provided, suff,rcient to prevent vector production and 
sustenance. Any other conditions which may result in transmission of disease to man 
and animals shall be controlled; 

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

33.254.070 Reclamation Plan for LandfÏlls 

The applicant for a landfill use in the V/aste-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. 

F indíngs for F u rth e r C o ns íderøtio n : 

No Shata, response. 

33.254.080 Setbacks, Landscaping, and Screening 

Waste-Related uses are subject to the fbllowing setbaclc, 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 frorn 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 Shav' rcsponsc.
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B. Landscaping and screening requirements. The setback rnust be lanclscaped to at least the L1 standard. 

A fence at ieast 6 feet high must be provided on the interior side of the setback. The fence must be 
screened by a high hedge rneeting 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 rnaintain the fencing and gates in good repair. 

Fíndìngs.for Further Consíderatíon: 

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 rnust rernain outside 
the required setback. Sttuctures, 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. 

Fìndings for F urther Consideration: 

No Shau, response. 

33.254.100 Underground Utílities 

All underground lines and conduits on a mining or landfill site and within 50 feet of the site must be protected 

from darnage from the use. This includes stonn and sanitary se\Mers, and water, gas, and electric lines. 

Findíngs .for F urther Co nsiderøtio n : 

No Shah, response. 

tI. There is a reclamation or redevelopment plan which will ensure that the site will be suitable for an allowecl 
use when the rnining or landfill use is finished; and 

Findings .for Further Co nsideratio n : 

No Shctvt, response. 

I. Pubiic benefits of the use outweigh any irnpacts that cannot be mitigated. 

Findings ./br Further Consideratìon :
 

No Shav, 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 Cornprehensive 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 rnodified if the proposed developrnent continues to meet the intendecl putpose of those 
regulations. Adjustrnents may also be used when strict application of the zoning code's regulations would 
preclude all use of a site. Adjustment reviews provide fiexibility 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 rapicl processing for land use applications. 

33.805.040 Approval Criteria 

The approval criteria for signs are stated in Title 32. Nl 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 
I., below, have been met. Adjustments to the ground floor window requirements of this Title rnust also meet the 
additional requirements stated in the ground floor window sections in the base zones. 

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

Fin dings fo r F u rt h cr Co nsideratìo n : 

No Shaw response. 

B. If in a residential zone, the proposal will not significantly detract frorn 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 ciassifications of the 
adjacent streets and the desirecl character ofthe area; and 

Findìngs for Further Consideratìon: 

No Shaw response. 

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

Findings .f'or Furthar Co nsiderøtion: 

No Shaty response. 
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D. city-designatecl scenic resources ancl historic resources are preserved; ancl 

I- ín díngs .fo r F urther Co ns ideratio n :
 

No Shaw response.
 

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

Fìndings .fo r F urther Co nsideraiion :
 

No Shaw response.
 

F. If in an environr¡ental zote, the proposal has as few significant detrimental environmental impacts on the 
resource and resource values as is practicabie; or 

Fíndings fo r F urt h e r Co nsíderatío n :
 

No Shctw response.
 

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

Fíndings fo r F urt h er Co nsideratìo n :
 

No Shaw response.
 

H. Granting the adjustment is the minimum necessary to allow the use of the site; and 

I'indí n gs fo r F urth e r Co ns ideratìo n :
 

No Shaw response.
 

I. Any impacts resulting frorn the adjustrnent are rnitigated to the extent practical. 

Findíngs.for F urther Consideratìo n:
 

No Shaw r€spo/r,:^e.
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ArracnvrnNr 1
 

\ilell Reports for Site Monitoring Wells MW-3 Through MW-19
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By whottt'l *o* o.r[orffi-ñ',fî.- lhè coastilclion dales r¡urtcd sÌþì¡õ. Á,ll 
Dt{rfhof úoTalo tr+Ursþtrf. FrùlS*- IL to--ff. wo''kp5dmÊrtduriry in com¡tíEncc with Orrgcvt rvell con¡Èr¡ction 

Rçnra¡tr: tln bcrr olol my Lnowledge aodaod he)i+fl - ¿bc¡r mv lr¡opledr¿ helivl 

,tn 
' 

* nWCnr\ær,/frËf 
Ns.de. of supffi¡iein¡ lh.ufogi*lltlngi're* 

I}RI0INÀL & trtR$î Cr)}rf-\tAlËI( nÉSouR[tss DBFÆ([r/tE tfi 



n $lø ry '-­*T SIHflÊûrûR&GüN 
JUt't fl Û t$g¡

Þ,.ü#NFr{IR.ENç WËÉ"X., R.ÐpûRT 
(*a r*wturd þy $H$ iÍ1,7d6 & úrÂR t]ÉPr, 

{I} *wr{ER/PItSJþjCr wELL 

IÐ T'KTE 

Àltcrrlion (Reprù/R.ecr¡n4itirn),ffiNe,*r comtnrtiun n 
[ {mwrrkar rl træpsni¡g [,nmfcm*x 

n Xç¡pry t'{rlll I Cable,&f*H*¡r*, 
I Hcll*wSt*tÂug*r ü [l]nr 

(dI B.üRß TIOLT) CÜffiSTftTjTTION
(ttrun 
H'*0,"'**' fr iå{" Þ",dhorr'rÞpr*-cd*o---#-Ë.n$-n 

l¡¡d gu¡{oc¿r 

n"rr"*";;"*--ffiffi 

\¡åtff4igltt *orer 

5r*fme fluú r¿ulr 

txrcbÍnç crP 

C\niuå 
di¡nww. 

*t 
- Á 

,noroi*"nå$d-Sßdl-Jy'å 
fißl<lErl Threø¡lat ClúÈd 

n Ñ tr 
Seal 

:LN 
l-inç¡ 
flj*rw¡¿¡ 

rütlsrirl 

TT} 
hbldrd 'lhtùtât ûhxd

nilil 
S$"* $&il scåJr I 

røor*¡*fuffi*kd 
Ârrnmt .&qft4r$_* 
Iììrrrul s,cigÈl 

( --'-lltxçl¡olc-l-rli nr¡¡ctr¡-; 
.Æ .n. 

Iîltff 
p*ck 

*-'#åir7t r 

dæ 

lgtw. *¡ * lc+rt I fL ùkL 
Sc¡r*¡ 

^'",tdÊyd-#kå&
ffffi*-*x;
Rlxn To 

#9 n' $lqt:,itc _j#Jfå._in. 

L 
tutcrirlr*fuqsdL-­
sirc J#/rã&dL iü, 

(5Ì g¡ELITTSTI 
- Ihrup fl8aner 

'Àir f] Ftuvíng,\r'tmhn 

Pc{nrcabiiiFt Yreld ÛFM 

Cmkrtivhv Pf-¡

Et*¡où anesirn flo* fmrnrj 

1ry0r ir,¡t4r flrrlïstn rlom? fl l&* ff*r 
By iq'tKim'l ' 

Il*Éfi {lfrlrdá tùb+ snüÌf¡.çrl, lL ¡r 

{6} Lf¡çÅTIüN t}It TüE[,L I]y !c*sl tl++crtl#tq 
B+ll t,CÉxtiÒn; Countf_-rMlr]*tnÕnlah 

Tor,u<hip J 5 G{ or S) X¡-trflr __zn_(F nr \¡/) Sådio,gl¿--. 
l. frll,l t/4 ot hll,l ¡/4 ofÂlf,vô sêttirl¿r. 

r ffis,.*,rdd*;#ir¡1*rJ* b637. SE 1 Ð0th Âve" 
Portl and, 0ü 

ur Tsx lct n¡rnlryr **lI lq*r¡t
"f 

,1, ¿tr[ÀCH MÀFYrrE M]CÀTft]H III$HT&¡IË'|]. Msp rtu& Mtr*e 
wprs¡lü!õtc mb *¡til ¡x¡rtà ancw. 

a"" 4*ä-T:-93­
-ld-FLi¡erorvlqs{râürtlrt.;ffiPrt*t* # lHrq.ìrr. DstÈ­

{8} W¡4TTR BPÅEIF{ß .Züt'{tJ$ I 
BcÉh u uhir;h wrls v*r fint fou¡d.
 

Fm¡n 'lt) iìïyL
 

(9) Wþl,LL{X}i Çr¡nulctavrdm 

Itste stÈrterl CúlnplÈlè(l 

{unlrcndcd} Msníts 9ùll laüßfr¡1ê(ff Çërlif¡cfiE$n: 
i €rü4'tb¡l dìÊ ïiirh I Fcrlbffnçd sn dK ¿l)úiÈttÌlclion- âìl+tüi(ìûr, or 

*bmdr*nprt d tfih a*ll ls ir. compti*ce witb Ctrcgrril wdl txxr¡l¡ilrtiúû 
lt4ód¡ddj, Hàtrîrirk u ëd *nt iffçrnr*im ¡e!:s¡lql ubovtr øft tn¡+ 1ç ö4-h6.+ 

end h6licË 

tìxind*dJ h{mritc¡ 1¡611 ¡pç¡ ¡5aux {ntifu ¡rìon : 

I a;crpt nrptmnibilit)' k_th* 'lobtutrctìon, 
Éltulrion, nr shsur'Êã¡r¡€tl 

tlr. cúRstrltcúÐn d¡t<lß fßp(Ílrxl ¡btr"lc, Àil 
itr rc'raplirnc+ with thrgrrn xnctl co{Lrtf¡É.ticlt 

to thc hc¡l rrf rny krviwlcilgc etld tx)i+l 

b"l.rrr+ vf sr¡x* isirg õcdrlr.ìgi{l¡Brt#|ffi
 
(}4ITGT¡IÄI, <f, FIRST ÜÕFY"çTA.ITT{ F,F$Q{JRCËS DEpi,^P"T"MËFfl'
 



rk-;2 srarn o[oREGoN ¿Y\utjl 
TUON¡TONING WELL REPORT Sqe{ s ftË0HI 
'iñ's ¡tqulrcd by ORS 537.765 & 0ÄR ó90-240'09s) 

(1) OWNERÆROJECIì 

(2) TYFE OFIVORK: 

pdew construction 

fl Conversion 

[ffiotaryAir
I Hollorv StemAuger 

WEI,LNO. 

I (Rep¡ir/Recondltion)Alteration 

n Deepening flAbtndonment' 

fl Rotory Mud I Cable 

tr Other 

BoRlr HOLE CONSTRUCTIoNl\ 
YesyU 

Special Standalds U Depth of cornplete¿ rucu ,¡t6 4) n'V 

\¡¿ult 

Seal 

_2, 
TO 

,Sln 

Filter
 
Pack
 

l-,f,n,tt-/ rlt
 
/6 n.
 

(5)	 WELI,TESÎ 
f-l Pump {-'lnaiteq tl Air 

Permeâbi I i ty-:---*-Yield 
Conducriviry . .'ø PH 

L¿nd surface 

Waler-tight cover
 

Surface flush vault
 

l-ocking cap
 

Casing a||
diameter 7 in. 

naterial P¡t9r,t¿l
l¡lblded Threadcd Glrred n vn
 
Lincr
 

dlameler _ in.
 

material 
\\btded Threrded 0luc<l

D nt] 

Borchole diameter 

6 in, 

î 	 Þ'oi¡i. p'iõã ar least 3 fr. rhick 

Screen 

nrarcrial -.¡fu!þ!4-­
iûrerval($): 

rrcrf- t 10_Lb__
 
From To
 

Slot size r O.ls in,
 

Fìlter Dack:
 

r"rareiar ¡¿¿+rJ
 
Size lll>'fl¡¿¿ in.
 

I Florving Àrtesian 

CPM 

oF/C
Tbmpcrature of waler;fI)-- Depth artesian florv found-- ft.
 

Wds rvater analysis done? fl Yes P'lfo
 
By whom?
 

Depth of sttata to be analyzed' Irrory--_- ft. to.
 

Remarks:
 

. ORIGÍNåI, & FIRST COPY-IVATBR RESOURCES DEPARTMENT 

Ol' IVELL By legal descripllon 

oi's)Runge ,€ (EorW) Secrlon 22. 

n-fëéor Tax lot number of well locatlon 

3, AïTÀCH MÀPTVITH LOCATION IDENTIFIED, Itlnp shnll lnclude 
appmxlnnte scale nnd norlh arrorv. 

(7) STATIC \ryAT 

5 Ft, below >oru ã*l þ-*2 hnd surface,

îilñttu.. lb/sq. h. 

(8) WATER BEARING ZONES: 
Depth at which water \ryas f¡rst foun¿ frÞ 

From 'Ib Ert, Ìilow t(Bte swL 
2 tryL^ f,a 

(9) WELLLOG: Groundelevation 
^tA, 

(unbonded) Monitor \Tbll Conslructor Cerl¡ fication: 
I cenify that thc work I performed on the const¡nction, aheration, or 

ât)andonmenl of this rvcìl is in compliance wlth Oregon rvell con$!ructlon 
standards. Mrterials used and information reported aborè arc true to the best 

:,:^::'#år"d /' '::.Wffi 
(bonded).N{onítor \\tll Consructo¡ Cer¡ifìc¡lionr 

I occapt responsibìl¡ty tbr the consln¡clion, slt€rati0¡t, or ûbândonment 
¡hc construcliorr dates reported above, All 

ín compliance with Oregon wcll construclion 
lhe Dest of nry kûowledge and belief. 



STATE OI'OREGON /ln u uT ffiHCH¡VFÐ
çÉ€T.ÍTf;dlRIN G WßLL R EPORT sqrtts

s37.7ó5 & oAR 690'2.40'09s)(Âs tEulróJvtoRs 	 spp z 

(1) OWNER/PROJEC'Iì tv øt,r- xo. rnw-lA/ L! Iil	 By legal descrlptlon 

twnstrip l5 (Nors¡Ranle 2E (EorW) Section 2ê¡ 
L t^,L) l/4 of ly'l of above section,

^.1Â) 	 +-q^E
(2) rY OÌ'WORK:	 ;:ññrr'*.;oo^Çñrrr=*i* ê6, ri æ ' 

Alterûtion (Rep¡ir/Recondition) or Tax lo¡ number of well frewconstrucrton n 
Convenion Deepening I Abandonment 3. ÀTTÀCH illAP\YITH LOCATION IDENTIT'IED. I\fap shnll lnclude! 	 n 

appmxlmale scale Bnd nûrlh arrow. 

(7) STATI 

ary Àtr tf Rotary Mud ! Cable .ÎP Fr, below land su¡face. Date fu*l? 
Hollow StomAuger .{rlêslân Pressurè lbisq. in. DÂteI 	 n Othcr 

(E) WATER AEARTNG ZONF,S: 

"oT 	 Deplh at which waler was first found .f' a 
t¿rÒm !sl. f.low Rale ¡J\YL 

¿\ 
ÛoRD coNsrRucrloN 

'Ib
Specialstanduds n { ørprnof complered natt y'Lþ-


Land surfacc f-t¡ D.e At* KÆ
 
VÀùlt 

Whter-t¡ghl cover 

Surface flush vault-sn, 
Locking cnpAJt' 
cåliffi,., ¿?r ¡,,. 

(9) 1{ELLLOGI oroundelevation Þllt4­

marerìat Prtl r l­
\\tlded'Ihreaded Glued 

¡ wJ 
LinerSetl
 
diameter
:,¿.rt. 
mBterial 

\\brded Threaded Clued

TO
 tr trD 

\!bll seal:ü 
Materiat pflß lp\ç.
Amount+ l-6u 
Grorrtweight P 
Borehole dinmeter 

ü---tn' 
E-*toTä" lG ot least 3 ft. thick 

Scrren 

Filter	 natetat ?ú)&'ç
pack
 

interval(s):
 

Frorn to Tç--llL--+f--:rt' 
TO
 

Slot s¡ze . dâÀla in.
Ita¡,, 
Filler pack: 

Mateñat$[]14-!st4.L 
size ?fg. in, 

(unbondcd) Ir'f ooito¡ \\bll Constnrctor Certification: 
I certlfy that thc rvo¡k I performed on the consûuction, 6lteration, or 

(5) WELLTEST abandonnrent of this rvell is in compliance with oregon well construction
 

Air f] F]owingArtesian slqnds,rds. Matcriaìs used and inforntation rËponcd ãbove sre lrue to lhe best

fJ lump flBniler I 


Permeability-]-Yíeld GPM
-	 !-J*A#fø ¿,t¿¿ "ï^T"';i'ffiConduclivity v PH 
oWC

Temperature of w*uJú- Deptlr artesinn florv founcl
 

(bonded) Monitor \\bll Constructor Cert¡fi cation:
Wss rvÂter analysls rlone? [-l Yes !116 
I acccpt responsibility for thc construction, alteration, or abandonnrent 

By rvhom? rvork performed oD lhis well during the constnction dates roported above, All 
Depth of strala fo be analyzcd. Froq-- ft. to. ls in compliurce with Oragon tvellconstrucüon 

to the lnst of my knolledge and bellcf.Rema¡ks:
 
MWC
 

Nanrc of supervising Oeologist/Enginecr 

ORIGINAI, & FIRST COP'I'-WÀTER RFSOURCES DEPÀTL|MENT S 



-----

S'I]ATE OFOREGON /lnu ts ffiH#ffiHVËÐ 
F¡tcfifronrNç wELL REPoRT sIlTf."­
(¡s'hqu¡iedÏy ORS 537.765 & OAR 690'210'095) 

(1) OWNtrRiPROJEgn 

Address 

Ctr 

(2) TYPEOFWORK: 

fficonstruction 
! Conversion 

pziofaryAir 
fJ Hollorv StemAuger 

n
 Allcrâtlon (Repair/Recortdition)
 

Deepening I Abandonnrentn 

u Rotary Mud ! Cnble 

n Other 

BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION 
Yes No
 

Special Standr¡ds f { 


\4tult 

(̂ -Þ.-ît'Ta-V--** 

Seal 

9-ft. 

TO 

fn. 

Filtcr
 
pack
et 
fin 

(s) WELLTESI} 
nPurp [Bailet 

Permeábility__- 1=-
Conductìvity -

Dcpth of comPleted *'cll ltt fr. 

Lnnd surfacc 

\¡later-light cover 

Surface flush vault 

Locking cap 

"å¡'ilå*, ?r 
mareriat PAIYl,t

\lblded Threaded Olued 

T ún 
Liner 

diamctcr_ 
mn(erial 

\\tlded Threaded Olued

NÜLJ 
\\tll se¡l: 

uatc,iat ?H'.þl< fi¿¡,
Amounr l. âri'q
orou,*.iglilp 
Borehole 

è 
lìentonite ulus at least 3 ll. thick 

Screen-'­
mateúal hVuQ 
ìnterval(s); 

Frcn-Ç*1o---rltL,-
From_ To_ 
516¡ s¡2¿ rÞl'Ð in, 

Pilter pLrck: 

Mareilù¡fi)þft1fsfi 
Stze -fiy-in. 

[J nir 
Yicld 

I FlowìngArteslan 

GPM 

PH 

'fbmperature of water_r!Q-- oF/C n p,¡r.-.rf.n n* t**¿ 
Was warcr anatysis done? [ Yes Srlo 
By whom?. 

Deplh of suôta to tre analyzed, Frollì ft, 

Remarks: 

,n. 

in. 

ORIGINAL & FTRST COPY.ìVATER RF^SOURCES DBPAR'I'MBNI' 

SEP 2 5 lWFr car<t# ê îî ,/!47 
WELLBy legnl desc 

TQFFRQÀ{,nty 
or s¡ Rìngc +lE (E or r,V) Section 2,I-Ibrvnship --.¡l¡j-(r{l. *|k) vaot t{!9 l/4 of above sectlon.
 

2, Blther srreetsddressof weltñtic,r1 Øû7t.^ ãE', u-^tr 1'tE
 

or fax lot numbcr of well locatioL . åtIÚO 
3. ATIÀCH MÀP\ryITH LOCATION IDBNTIFIED. Irlap shnll include 
approxlmote scsle and norlh arrou 

STATIC 
3'1. Ft. bclow land surfacc, Darc 

AÍeslan Pressuro_ lb/sq, ln. Date '*fr? 
(8) WATER BEARING ZONES: 

I)eoth at which water wâs f¡rst found fr'n 
fìfôñ ïb tJst. lilow RBte WL 
ff 3të MbO et¡.õ 

(9) WELLLOG: Ground elevation _Ar.* 

(unbonded) Monitor \\tll ConstructoÍ Certifi catlou 
I certlfy that the work I performed on the construction, aheration, or 

abandonnent of this well ís in complíance rvith Oregon woll cons(ruction 
standards. Matcrials used antl informâtiorr reponed abovo aro true to the bêsr 
knorvledge and brlief.. MWC Nunrber ¡þ!{L 
sir *tMtA.&¿ü,-- r^,tffiI 

(bonded) Monitor \lbll Constructor Certi fi cation: 
I accept responsibility for the construction, alteration, or abandonment 

the constnrction dates reponcd abovc. All 
ls în compll0nce whh Oregon w€ll constntctlon 
the best of my knowledge and belief. 



srarnonoRrcoN /ìnt¡ lf ffiHÇHIWEIJ 
M0NTT9BING_WEL!,8FPqBI tq rT \ sEP 2 b 1997(¡s rcqulr€d by ORS 537.765 & OAR 6t0.240'095) 

tå	 card # **.17/4¿/
!.1art 

(1} OIVNDRIPROJECT} WIILI,NO , O$EfiSñUATION OIt WELLBy legul dcscription 
\\,bll Locarion: cornry ln4flvq^J,

lbrvnship _/t _(NorS)Rangc 24 _@or\Ð Secrion 2.t¡
L Ntp ll4 of lh.l l/4 of above secrlon, 

(2) TYPE OFIYORK:	 2. Etrher SLrecradd¡essof we[locarion kã2í1. MþlE.
P¡r'tl*nl. ûÉ­

ffi construction	 ! (Repair/lìecondition) or'lhxlotrìumberofrvolllocarion ..É.@
 
tr ^lteråtion
! Conversion Deôp€nilrg !Abandonment. 3. ATTACH MAPWIîH LOCTITION IDENTIFIED. Mnp sheil lnctude 

âpproxl¡nÀlê ¡cûle snd norlh Êrroly, 

ILLING 

ftîowvlri, n I Cable , 8¿O Ft, below land su¡face. r,ut" & # -?2Rotary Mud 

fl Hollow $tern Auger	 n Other Arlesian Flessure æ lb/sq. in, 

I\,BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION (8) WATÐR IIEARING ZONES I
 

Yes No Depth ar which wster wås first found éf-ÉD
 
Sþial Standards [ tr Deprhof complet eavetl l¡t fr *, tioln 'tb Esl, l,.low Râte swL
 

Land surface ,ç 7 AtA Alo 

ft,	 Vråter-tight cover^O( t ro. Surface flush v¡ull 

*2.t. Looking cap 

Casing r¡ll (9) WELLLOGT Ground etovation 

diameter jr in, 

m&leftriot 0Â)È&r.­
\{tlded Threaded Clued

n trü 
Seal	 Liner 

9¡t.	 dianreter_ in. 

material 


TO 
\\bldcd Th¡eaded Olued
ntrl 
\\bll seal:Én. 
Mãteîiat rylt4th 11 
Amount I-Eal-
Grout weighl 
Borehole diameter ­

-lo-!-¡r.: Eg,.ü.oE at leost 3 fi. thick 

Scrcen
 
Fìlter
 
pack	 materiol SrUc(­

interval(s):r\o non c roj(,_
 
ro Fronr_ To_
 

/ô. n, Slot siz4. ¿!tL6 in,
 

Filler pack:
 

Marerialdllrr¿ î*J Datesrirrted fr+rt-n Completed Hfl-f?__ 
Size B1lrr- in. 

(unbonded) Monitor l\bll Conskuctor Certifìcarìont 
I ccnify lhat the work I perfomted on the coDstructlon, olternlion,.or .

(5) WELLTFÆ1	 abandonment of this well is in compliance with Oregon rvell construction 
I 	[\mp lBailer ! lir f] FlowingArtesian slandards, li{alerÍals used and informalion reported above arè true lo the best 

knorvledge anrl lælicf.Permeability Ylelcl cPlì,1-t -
PHConductivity ., 	 Signcd 

Tempcrature of rvater_åÊ1_-- oF/C Dcpth artcsian flotv found 

Was water analysis done? [ Yes ffio (bonded) Moni¡or \\bll Constructo¡ Ceníf tcÂrion: 
I accepl responsibility for lhc constrüctlon, alleralion, or abanclonrnentBy whom? 

work performed on this wel¡ dg¡þg the consrruction dates ¡eported nbovc, AllDepth of slrâta to be ânalyzed, Frol! work perfornred durinçthif1ÌñãjJ in cornpliance rvirh Oregôn wcll corrstructlon 
Remn¡ks: best of my knolledge and belief. 

Narne of supervising GeologisVEngineer 

ORICINAL& FIRST 

http:olternlion,.or
http:Eg,.�.oE


STNTE OFOREGON /Ylv ti\ 
¡vffiÉbnING-WEI{LBpIQK{ çrr?- { T 
l¡iirequtred by OllS 537,765 & OAR 690-240'09s) ¿ 

(1) O}VNERÆROJECT wELLNo,âþdL/k¿Lfr^. 

(2) TYPDOFWORK: 

Àlte¡stion (Repnir/Recondition)ffewconstruclion tr
 
fJ Conversion l:l Deepening fl Abandonment ,
 

Rola¡y Mlrd cauteffitaryair tr I 
I Hollow Stsm.Auger tr Other 

l{ BORE HOI,IC CONSTRUCTION 
Yes No 

Speclal Standards I { rreprhofcomptetelwett k¿Ð rt. 

Land surface 
tåult 

O rr. \\hter-light cover 
' ', TQ' Surfac+ flush vaulttJ Þn. Locklng cap 

Casins 
dism"eter+A!-- in, 

ùatelial îN.L+ 
\\blded Thresded Olued 

I Ú tr 
Liner 

7 î¡, dianrcrer 2tl in. 

Seal 

nate¡ial 
\\blded Threaded Clued 

TO ¡ nl 
Well seal:-{n M^teriat llttÅ.þlhi 
Amount l- å¿t 
0rout weÌght 

Boreholo dian¡cter 

(o in' 

g$to$ PluS at least 3 ft. thick _ 
Scrèen 

Fíltcr nareriat lt()vht -.pack
 
inle¡val(s):
 

-¡cn Fromlfr_ ro1þþ--. 
TO Fro¡n To 

Slot size r þ7¿l in.Årr0, 
l.ilter Dack: 

¡,lareriul fllt¿¡, f¡¿tJ 
sizo dê in, 

(5) WELLTESIì 
n Pump flBaller I elr I FlowingArtesian

bPe¡meabilitv Yíeld GPÀ't
 

Conductivity Pl-I
--F ­
'lbmperature of rv atcr 

:- oF/C D6pth afl esian flow found 

--*l\Yas wnteranrlysis done? [Ves [f'ltÚ 
By whont? 

Depthofsuatatobeanalyztd. Itom ft.to. 

Rema¡ks: 

l. . ll4of Ni¿ l/4 of above section.Nr 
2, Etther Srreeraddressolwelt tocar¡on 6L¡>qÊ, tootþ *!E­

or 'tix lot numbcr of well tæatio¡ tta fêtØ 
3. AT?\CH ùIAPWITH LOCÄIION IDENTIFIED. Mop shall Include 
approxlmate s.cale srd norlh srrory. 

(7)

SrO Ft. below land surfac¿. o*e t- /t^'12 
Artesisn hessure lb/sq, ifl. Dato 

(8) WÀTAR BEARING ZONES: 
Ðepth ar which water was lìrst found---C[á-* 

(e) wELLLOG: 

(unbonded) Monilor \\bll Conslructor Cert¡ficalion: 
I ccrtify that lhe work I performed on lhe cônstruction, alleralion, or 

nbandonment ofthis well is ín conrpllance rvith Oregon rvell construction 
standuds, h,latcrials userl and infor¡nation reponed above aro truc to the bcsl 
knorvledge and belícl [4WC Number fØl¡hl 
sisn a #þ rúill''r^i'Þt-- n 

(bonded) Àlonitor \\bll Const¡-ucto¡ Cerl¡fication: 

in compllance with Oregon well construction 
lhe bcst of my Inowledge and belief. 

M\A'C 

Name of sufærvising Oeologist/Engineer 

ÔRIGINÀL & FIRST COPY.WATER RESOURCES DEPAffl MENT 



I 

sr,rfn oFoRaGoN ,ô{u ¿-T 
'1-*--¿-¡e ffiffiffi'ffiåvffiffiR4ONIT'ORING WELLREIIORT (-t+r r-u ^ I çr L LJ(nr, rlqulrcd trj, ORS 53?.7ó5 & OÀn 690.240' A95¡ -

SEp p 5 l$Sl'tcarct#__fi_{fd%ff_ 
(1) OWNIiI{Æ}ROJIICÏ wx*na ftw<!$lp1fr:ffií¡þ in lmffi$Mffi)ÑRffiWnLl, n.v I egnl deseription 

$At,freå ¡.ÊRßrÊQ.åÌ nty---y5,*l$¿ra¡**1* 

(2) TYPE OÍWORK; 

ffiewconsrruction u A lterstion (flepai r/Recondition) 

[ ] Conversion n Decpening fl Ä,bandonnrerrt 

MI]TITOD 
[-'l Rotary Mud I Cable 

Holloru StemAugcr n orh., 

Ç/ 

y'À\. ßßRII HOI,E CONSX'fiUCTION
 
N<r
lès 


Special Standards n { v"pt¡tf completed *rtt &ù& ¡t
 

L.nnd surface 
\åult 

l\+tter-lisht co\'eT,^--Ð- n( ,ro * Surfr¡ce flush vault 

þ'll, Locking cnp 

Casinç
.linrircr i,r,Ëf 
rnurerial Fðr,É4 

\1'eldetl 'l hrearlcd Gluccl

n IWN 
Seal Liner 

?* fì" diflfle{et 

nlåtsrinl '*--. 
Welded Th¡eaded GlutdTQ ilnl 
\\'cll scall-_{,, 
xtarcriat YINlúlæ$l¿{ 
nnrounr /^daf ' .* 

Grout wcight 

Borehole disnletcr 

6'¡ , .in. 

&,@e piffiar least 3 fr. thiçk 

Scrcen
 
Filter
 
pack nrateri¡l Ê r,Vlú¡t 

i nterval(s);

l-,-ffn rronr-,- å -ro;fofo*'Vro Froln To 

&err Slot size r &åÞ in. 

Filter uack: 

uarcr:iat .Øtllç* f¿¿nå 
size _$fjþu_ in 

{5) l'VtrLLTtrST
 
f] I'u*p fl Eailer I nir [J Fìorving Artesian
 

Permeability f Yield W GPM

---------G-*­Conductivi¡y ,î PH 

'Iem¡xrature of rvâter__jfq_:* oF/C Dcpth nrtesinn lìorv lcrund
 

Was rvater analysis done? [_ ]Yes ffio
 
By whom?
 

Dopth of strata to lrc analyecd. Fronr
 

Rcmarks:
 

ftrvnship lS (N nr S) Range åË" _(E or \V) S.otion- äÆ­
t.-tVø l/4of-*firuJ l/4ofabovesection.
 
2, Itllher. .Srrecr of rvcll tocntion (p(EâZ gA, l*ße
lddress eþæ

P"/*t tuÅ ffi* 
or Tax lor numtrer of rvell location åffir¿p 
3, ATTÀCH MAI,WI1'H LOCATION ¡DÍ|NTIIùE0, ilap 

. 

sholl lncludc
 
npproxhnale Senle nnil norlh armw.
 

:[ER
 
__rf*C_ Ft. belor+ land surfnce. nuu þ* ì% 42 
 * 
ArfcrlRn Pressure lbisq" in. Date 

(B) WAl'Illt IIIJÀRING ZOI\IEST
 
Drpth at rvhich wåter wss firsr f.runrl__- -€q@


t'îoIt 'lt) Est. Flow Râ(e 8Wt-
Æ, ?n l\-Æ 67¿,t 

($) wËLLL0ü: Oround elevation @. 

(unbonded) lrlonitor lYell Consrnrctor CenifÌcation; 
I certiiy that th¿ rvoik f perfonnetl on lhe consrnrctlr:n, alteration, or 

¿rbrnclonntent of this well is in conrpllance wìth eregon rvell col¡struction 
sta¡rdards. Materials used and jnfomtntir;n reportetl aìrove are tnle to the be.st 
kuowlcdgc and belicf, MWCNunrberlffizuryL 

-__p.t' &åf*€7 
(bonded) Mûni(or \ìAll CoIstructor Certifi crìtioil : 

I accept responsìbility for (he con$lruclioil, nhcratioi), o¡ abancjonnrent 
the const¡uclion clnles reportcd nbovo, All 

Nante of supervising tieotogisúffiilæm 
OI{IGlNAL & tlRS'l' COPY'WA'I'ER lìESOLJRCÅC DËt'4Î{rlviENT 
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\ùs ST]$EOFOREGON /y'\UL'I ffiH#ffiBVHI} 
^MONITORING WELLREPORT çHA j/ 

sËp fr 5 19
.(as¡¿'rlffidJ OllS 53?.765 & OAR 6m-240.095) | 

TVELL lly legal descrlptlon 
Ï1bll Lúàiiòfi fCilrntv *-Àl rrr¡¡¡.¡/L 
Ibrvnship l3 qNorS)Range 2E (EorW) Sectiol 22_

Ci	 l, l t , .ll4 of . - ¡vl¿tt [/4 of above sec¡lon,
(2) TYPEOFIVORK: 

ffiw"onstrurrion tr Alterstioo (Repai r/Rccondition) or Tax lot number of wcll
 
Convcrsion
fl 	 tr Dcepening !Abandonment. 3. ATïÄCH lyfAPWIlH LOCAUON IDENTTF,TED. Àlap shall lnclude

approxlmtle scsle ond norlh armìy. 

(7) 

2dor.ryLi. n Rotå¡y lUud f-l Cable . ,f Ft, belorv l¡nd surfacc, 

[J Hollorv StemAuger D Olher Artesian [tessure-- lbisq. in 

I}ORE TIOLE CONSTRUCTION	 (8) \ryATER BEARING ZONES¡ 
Yes No Drpth ât whlch rvater wss first found_ 

Special Standards Deptlr of conrpler cd wen f& n. Fmm ti)n{ 

Dôte 

,f 
Est. Flow Rate 

Land surface f ')
\åutt 

r--,Q-n.
)ro.'nbl. 

Seal 

r2â ft' 

TO 

Jl 	rr. 

Filter
 
pack


Õ¡rn 
TO 

fun' 

(5) WELLTF.ST 
X Pu*p 

Pernreabl llty
 

Condtrctivit
 

t.4,.0 

\\åter.tight cover 

Surlace flush vault 

Locking cap 

Cosins	 (9) WELLLOGT Ciround elevation 
diam"erer Ðx ¡¡, 

\tb.lded Threaded 6lued n trt
 
Linc¡
 

diameter_ in,
 

mût€rial '-..-­
\\bldei Threaded Clu¿d
!nn 
\\bll seal: 

uatcriat tlf Ftþ-|bi
Anorrrrt L-0¿4 
Orout B'ei8hr 

.., 

Borehole diamctcr -
_ 	_-*iþ!-n 
_ 	 !gn,og!r p.!g at le¡st 3 fr. rhick 

Screen 

nrslerial 

interual(s): 

¡'rom-|!Lro_åï_
From_ To-..-..-..--.-_ 

Slot size re'>O in. 

Filler oack: 

Müteriel From 

fu,ltt n.l',h Õ 
,;.*41 lat-.¡ trrêfu t % 

o^r, |n&|*?J 

.lc-8,a 

. A1ZÊ, 

To SWL 

'ð'>'ñ 6?øl 
k-D 

xtateriat îl/¡zt q&str Datêsrarred i-lf-q Conptf'tea *-/<J ?? 
tn. 

(unbonded) 
Size 9-f¡-

Lloniror \\bll Consrructor Cenifl cation; 
I cenify that the rvork I perfonned on the constructiolr, alteration, or-

sbandonnlenl of'this well is in conrpliancc ryilh Oregon well constructíon 
IBailer I Air f] FlorvingAnesian staidsrds. Materials used and infornration reported ãbove arc lruc to the besr 

Yield Ã- OPM knoivledge and belief, ' 
--*--=-

PH 
Iemperarure of water__ÍBl*_ oF/c 

Wos watcr annlysis done? fJyes ffflí (bonded) Monitor Ubll ConsFuctor Cerrifi cåtion: 
By whom? I accept responsiblliry for ollcratìon, o¡ abandonment 

work performed on this wrlfDepthofstratûlobeanalyzed. Fror4 f(.lo	 datos reporred above. All 
work nerfonnerllrrrinp rÚic t with Oregon rvell constfuction 

Renrarks; of my knorvledge and bclief. 

MWC Number 
NamcofsupervisingGcologisr/Engtnær ,ã,*(á _ _ 

ORIOINA L & FIRST C OPY-WATER RESOURCBS DEPARTMEI-T SECOND 
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*-	 _-$TATE OFOREGON /Ytu LT
 
MÚISTIORTNG WELL REPORT t'1a31
(gj nqulrtd by ORS 537.?65 & OÀR 690'240.095) 

(I) O1VNERIPROJECN veuuvo.ttyt-ß/kJlW 

(2) TYPEOFWORK: 

gl"*conslruction ! Alteration (Repalr/Reconditlon)
 

I Conversion fl Deepenlng ! Abandonntenl
 

p,rdtaryair fl Rotary Mud fl Cahlc
 

I Hollorv StomAuge¡ tr
 Othcr 

l¿\. BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION 
Yes NoJ

Ñi.l Strndord, n Dcpthof cornpteted rvell þ*1ñ rr,V 
Land surface 

\åult 

On.	 \\âter-light cover/ 	 \ Ío. Surface flush vault 

Locking cap1!11, 
tÍriilI,., Prt r.. 

materiat &Jvþl 
|rblded Thresded Glued! tr ! 

fur. 
Liner
 

diamete¡
 
Seal 

nlsterial 

\\!ldeil Threaded Clued 
TO	 ¡ n fl 

\\blt seal:&_n. 
¡\tatcriil # tlrJ¿Qv 
Anrou nt --.lff:-lù¡4üt-
Orout u'eight 

Borehole dianìeler 

Þ ìn,o	 
&,@e pSorleast 3 ft.lh¡ck 

-	 Scre¿n 

rnaterìal OtVçLt 
-	 intewal(s): 

:^)21 i.	 Fromfg,*To_fl{_vro From.-To­
51¡¡ si¿¿ r o),o in. 

pack: , 
--Filteru^t ri^tJllt* |ryL 

size 3:!?- in, 

(s) WELLTDST 
Atr FlorvingArtesianI Putp IBaller ! I

* Permeability_ Yield	 OPM 

Conductivlry---1¡ry PH 

ft.Tbmperature of water--ft¿l-- 'Rrc Depth alesian florv found 

Was water analysìs done? [ Yes þl5lo 
By 

ft. toDepth of suata lo be annlYiæ<l. -
Remarks: 

| qf Àtd l/,{ of above section._U4¡ü^, 
z, ntiher srre.¿raddressof wêtñåri"n â6ZZîø, locå n¿Æ,

P.¿tl"^l c+-
or '[ax lot number of w€ll lo{ûti -
3. ÀTTACH MAPLTH LOCATION IDENTIFIED. ùlap shall lnclude 
approxlmatc s'cale and no¡{h arrtw ­
?2- Ft. below ltnd surface. vor" þl**b

Àrtesian Pressure lbisq, in, DâIe 

(8) WATER BPARING ZONES¡ 
Depth at which water rvas fint founrl 1tL,­

(9) WELLLOG¡ 

(unbonded) Monilor Y'bll Conslructor CertiFtcationt 
, I cnrtìly rhat lhe work I performed on the constnrction, alteration, or 
sbandonment of lhis rvell is in complíance rvith Oregon well constructioß 
sttndards, Materials used and infomration reported above are true lo lhe best 

knowledge and belief, ) _ Mwc Number ,¡Jdl+l
sis,,Å vMit/r*4{a6 -ou," tñ 

(bonded) Monito¡ \\bll Constructor C€¡tífication: 
I acccpl rcsponsibility for the consûuctlon, alte¡ation, or abandonment 

rrorkworß performcdperlorrncd thi¡¡rfll@ng tho conslruc(ion dotos rcporteil atxrve. r\llonon tlu,j|/,rlll du4ng tno constilctfon dûtos fcpofted ûrnve. 
^ltwork perfirrmcd durffg this rirqJ is in conrpliancc with Oregon wcll construclion 

tho bcst ofnty knowlcdge and bcliof, 

MWC 

Name of supcrvising Geologis/Engineer 

ORICINAL & FIRST COPY.WÁTER RESOURCES DEPARI'MENT 



s#¡/ slarE 0FOREGON .l\nu uT 
MOÍÑrioRIl\IG WELLREPORT S.{r.lá
(as nqulnd by OAS 537J63 & OAR 690-2{0.095) 

(2) TYPEOFIV()RKT 

Altmation (RepairlRccondition)ffGconsuuction n
 
f| C'onversion ü Dæpcning I Abandonment
 

Ak D Rot¡ry Mud fl Caule
 

f] Hollow StemAugcr n Othe¡
 

BORE IIOLE CONSTRUCITONl\ 
Yes No
 

$pccirlSundarde tf V Depthofcornpletøwcrf, - fl n,
 

l¡nd surfacc
 
tråult
 

' 

V¡âtcrtight covor(-*-ô-n.ro' Su¡f¡cc flu¡h v¡ult 

ft, Locking cap-t Caslnq 
diam-eter 2l in, 

mÂterial Pltb¿.*
\\Þlded Th¡eaded Glue¡l 

n {a
Liner 

diameter 

materis.l 

\ltlded threade¡l Cluedlo I trft 
\\bll senl:*l^ 

Borehole diametcr 

ia,Alt 
] ãõr .Er ptr üt teast 3 ft. rhick 

Scre¿n
 
Filter
 material 9rtl¿(¿ . .pack
 

intewal(s):
r afr,. ftorn-ft--ro2!,1 
TA From_To_ 

in,iln. Slot size : ô¡¿_ 
Filter pack: 

MaredallÏ lrr.r .g,rr¡1. 
Slze -f1þ-in. 

(5) WELLTESIì
 
n Purp [nailer n r\it I FlowingArtcsian
 

D^*-^tl[Ê, ¿Permeabllity Yield CPM
 

Conducrivity Pll
- _. 

Ibmperaturc of warèrjÛâ-.- oP/C Þpth nrtesian flow found
 

Wæ water analysis done? [ Yes !,1'lo 

Depth of strata to be analyzcd, 

Remarks: 

or T[x lot numberofrvcll 

t. ÀTXÀCH MAPTUTÍI LOCÄfiON IDENTIFIED. Map ehatt lrrctude
 
¡ppnodm¡te B{de ¡nd nor{h ¡r¡ow
 

llrn Fr.b¿towlandsurface. oatc..-.8 -2.Þ42 .­
A¡tcsian I'ressurû_ lb/sq, ln, DÂte
 

(8) IVATER BEAruNG ZONE$: 

.Depth at which warcr was flrft foun ¿-*-fu*­

(r¡nbonrled) Monitor \tðll Consructor Certilìcation: 
t ccíiry ftat thc wort I pc¡formed on rhe constnlctlon, alreratior, or 

abardonment of this wcll is ln compliancc with Oregon well consEuclìon 
standÂtds, Malerials uspd and information reported above ore Euo to ùe b€st 
knowledge ond bclief, 

ì*^-
" .*)* p. ¿U/ Y^T""ì.Y#_ 

(bonded) Monitor \r,tll Constructor Cerriflcationl 

compliance wlth OrcAon well construction 

ORIGINAL & FIRST COPY.WATER RESOURCES DEPAR'TMËTTT 



flr\r¡ uîS'rA*l' trl ()I¡ O R tlG ON ffiffiffiffi$$.fffiffi L ìlV1ø 
;VTON ITORTI-I ç WELL T{EPORI. s"trl t 
(ns rcqtrired by ORS 5]7.?65 & üAn 690'2411:095) 

Irìslrnctlous for comnlsllng lhlu tll¡orl nre o¡t lltp 

(T) OWNER/FROJTICì'I: rv rr.r. r'r o. a¿s#Æ-y,¡¿ 
CE 

Adtlr.;ss ¿.$­

(2) 't'YP[ OItw()tr{K: 

kfd* constnr¡lio:ì ü ¡\ltei'ntion (RcpairÆ{ccon<lition) 

Conversion n Deep¿nirlg fJ Abrntlonnrentf] 

DIIjJ¿ING MtrÏ'II 
f,f RoraryAir {l RotaryMud l lCattle 

fJ lìollorv StenrAuger ü Olher 

14ì I}ÛRTI HOI,E CONSTTI.UCTION 

YesNo 
;ciaì Stnndatcls u f{ 

\htllt 

=-Ö f'
"Í8.
 

1* fì.
 

Senl

eÀ fr.
 

TT
 

\ fr.
 

Filtcr 
pack 

__f n. 

TQ
 

_lJ_ fr
 

(5) WELL'lrtsT 
f-l l'ump [*]Iìailcr 

PcrrlcabilitY 
Conriuctivity-.-- =*",-
'l'entperaturi: 0f waler;f¡-

t,
I)eprh olconrpleled wcll ll" 

Lnnd surfoce 

\\h(cr^tighl cûvcr 

Surfacc flush vatllt 

I-ocking cnp 

Crrsing atl
diðrneter ,U:_--
motcriat ÉrlJrQ 

\\blded Thre¿ded Gltted 

t--I 

Liner 
ü l3l 

dianreter-
nnteri¿l -----.--­
\\'elded

DnÜ
"llrrcaded Clued 

Wcll scal: 

ln 

in. 

w,teriat @/)sþf!,4 
Anrount -_.¡l--|[gg¡-
Crorrt rvcight :-
Ilùrcholù diilrneter 

- Qt" 
$,,ff pS atleastilfr' tl¡ick- -u'' 
$crcen 

nrarerinl 
-P^1{,l ' !-1.­

intcrval{s): 

Iiorn h To*-¡[¡l-­
frro¡n , To*----** 
$lot siue L |;) å. Ê--- in' 

Filtcr Dôck: 

lrarc,ir,r !¡-[trç¡¡ft't1 
siz¿ Ø- då-in. 

[-lAi, *'i-
'l 

t'lou'ìng Àrtesiarr
\' 

GPM 

Ptl 
nlVC 

Yielrl 

nõ,i, *.*t rl,r* it*¿ 
War- rvaterartalysis tlone? l-] Ycs ffi
 
By rrlronr?
 

Ðcptlt of strttû lô bc arial)'zctl,
 

Rcnrarks: 

ORICIN AI- & ÍI RS'I' COPf.WÀTIJR RESOU RCËS DBPAIìTMNNT 

Strrt Cartl tt,* 

N olf lv olt, lly le gal tì uscri plio n 
$ $ t$\ tfÈrcdr¿ Éo;:,fffiffiuiï, 

l . llJ tú ll4 oî N ù l/4 t¡f ¡bove section 
'ÆL lt 

2, El(he¡ .Strcer arjdrcss of rvcll locntion ú63-21Ê. øa* ftvÈ­

or 'lhx tot nurnber of rvell locntion fa SiáO ..­
3. ÂTTACH MÄl¡1ryIÎ'f¡ LOCAII()N ¡DENTIF'IIID. l\{np shnll lnclude 
rpproxintnle ^scolt nnd ¡rorlh nrrou' 

(7) tiï'Àr'Ic lVA 

I ol Ft, lrclorv land su¡fitce' 

Artesian Prcssure lb/sq. in, 

(B) WATtrR BIÀRING ZONITS; 
Dcpth 0t which watct w¡ls fir*r founrì 

Darc þ*2o-f 7 
Drte 

I i 
r--

From 'li) Iì-sl. [¡lov ltiìt¿ swL 
N/$. /êø 

(s) TVDLLLOG: Cror¡¡rrl elcvntio:t tt*â, 

(unbonded) fdorì¡tor \\bìl Conslructor Cértilìciìtioni 
f certify tlrnt the rvork I perfornrerl on ths cotlsiruclioll' nltùrfllion' or 

ab¡nrlorrurenl of flris rçell is in cornpliance rvilh Oregon welì constntction 

standanls. Muterials used and irltbrnralion reponetl above ffe l¡ut tiJ the betl 
knorvlcrlge ¡nd hclief, - NIW(j Nun¡bcr ,reâS /
s^e¿-@ ø dgd"t-on" {'sä'"*q* 

(bondcd¡ Monitor \\hll Coustructr:r Certilicatiortl 
I accepr responsibility fùr thë constnlct¡on, ûlleril(iül), or abandonment 

work tì€rformed o;rJTirÏøÍtt{tring lhe constnrcliôn d{ìt0r ¿ìbov€rring the constnrction tlrter reportedreported ¿ìbove, Allwolk ¡rerformetl 
work uerformed is in contpliance rvith Orcgon rvell const¡lclïnn 

to thc be-st of nry knorvledge and bclief. ' 
;i;.*,'l',," lfuPY{:WY---,^n'$|z@ 

.coNsllìucl ()lì'l'HIRD COI'Y-CUSTOhllil{ 
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q- sTArE OF OREG()N /h urr ffiffiffiffiävHÐ
r.4t4¡rg4[lrç,_!v-Er{rREpoRr s Tr35(ar rqulmd by ORS 537t65 & OAR 690.L40-09S) 

(1) OWNEIVPROJESTì
 

Addrcs¡
 

(2) TYPE OFTVORK: 

Altcration (Rcpair/Rccondition)@-.onrtuction n 
ConverslonI D Drtpenlng IAbaodonment. 

6d*r.yai. ¡ Rotary Mud I Cabtc 

fl Holtou,SremAuger I Othcr 

ô BoRrE Hole3 

"$JrtRUCrroN
 

Spcclal Stardards D Y 
\räult 

-'-*ê­('To,LI 

Seel 

_Èff, 

tT) 

:{o 

Filrer
 
pack
 

' .lfn, 
TO 

*{n' 

(5) \TELLTESIi 
fJ Purp 

Dcprh of compteteAwen ll n, 

Land surfice 

\lårcr-righr covcr 

Surfaco flush vaulr 

lncklng cap 

Casinp
dianñrer ? Ë 

tn. 

ñatcrtal ílPt&l 

n Vn 
.. 

\\tldcd Th¡e¡ded Glued 

Liner 

ditmeter 

malerisl 

1lèlded TTt Clr"d
"d.dx nn 

Hi,iW 
Bo¡ehole diamcter 

ê. 
'n.Bentonite plug at lesst 3 ft. üìck 

Screcn 

nraterial prUJJa
--rl+
 

intewal(s)l
 

From1fu__ro__¡lf_
 
From_To--

Slotslze t€P€¡ i¡.
 
Filter pack:
 

uate¿at$,llcf tyJ
 
s¡r. f--l! 
 in. 

Permeabitity*-__yield_ OpMT
Conductlvhy *-t" 
Tbmperature of water .. .fl, oFiC Depù ¡nesian flow found-::-
Was water analysis done? fJyes ffi 

lBafier n Air f] FlowingArresian 

SEP ¿5 

l, Jruç¡ l/4 of , t/4 of above s¿ction. 

^r¡v 

or tht lot numbcrof wcll locatlon 

3. AffiACH IÌí.{PWTTH LOCTXTON IDENTIFIED, Mep rhalt lncludeapprodmah ¡csle Ênd no¡{ù rrmw,
 

l5.o Fr. bclow land su¡f¡cc,
 D* &¿2pv?2.
AfcslanPrcssurc_- lb/sq, ln, 

(8) IVATER BDARINC ZOITIF^S:
 
D€ptl¡ ût whìch warcr was lirst found____t {}-__
 

(unbonded) Monitor \\tll Constructo¡ Certificsrlon :
 

I ce rtlfy that the. work I pcrformcd on üeconst¡uct.lon, alteration, or
 
nbandonmcnt of thrs rvelr is in cornpriance 
 wirh oregon well consrucrion 
sra¡dâfds, Mnterials used and lnformaúon repo¡ted ãbove a¡e .n¡c to the best 
knowledge and bclief. 

rr r"^^ 4:/ 
' 

I .¿#. ï^T"'iW 
(bonded) Moniror \{,bll ConsFuctor Ce¡tifrcation: 

Bv whom? 

Dcpthofsuatatoboanalyzed, From ft.lo 
Rema¡ks: 

Name of supervising OcologlstÆnginær 

ORICINAL & FIRSI' COPY-WA'IER RFSOURCBS DEPARTMBNT SECOND 



Arrncuvrnxr 2
 

Geotechnical Hole Reports for B-1 Through B-8
 

EXÞIIBIT A PAGE 42 OF 5A
 



GItOI'IÙCI-INIC¡\1, HOLTC REPORT -
Nlnp \r'llh locntlol¡ irlenflfìerl lur¡st bc ¡ttachcd nrrd shîll 

MULT 87293 

irrclude ln l¡r¡rrosinrnte sctlc r¡n(l north arrory 01-09-2007 

p of Hole 

$ite Mlap 

/v 

\\ 
\t. \

-:¿rl).,

ùl {
 

,#$ *,ì\,1. { \
 
Aso\ ''
Of/ \

o\ .'. 'þ\, \\\ 
¡tro


1,"
 

t r:l -­ttY' I ' Þaxo e'np

{( à on'' çdt l>oa6,
 
þ'" 


IÞA 

?**#li-'ç* 
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n4tiLT tt7287 Page 1 of 2 
S]'A]'Ii OF ÐIìUCON 

0l-09-2007GDûT'ECHNIC?\L Il0Ltr Jtlil'()1t1' 
(as lcqrrircd b¡ Oi\l{ {i90-241}'00.15) 

{ 1) O\1,'N IrVP rÀO,ItrCT ll<rle Nu¡nbc¡- l:t-t (e) r,ocAltloN (}Ir FIOLE (legal <lcscri¡rfion) 
Iìilsl Nrnl¿ [-i¡st Nlrrrtr Cot¡nt-y ii.luhltornnh I\vp 1.00 S NIS Ilnngc 2.00 D [r\\t 1'n,t 
(iorrrpnnyJÀNlliSON P¡\R'l NERS,.t,l..( Scc 2l SH l/4 ol'lhc Ntl I 14 'I nx Lól 300 

,{<lrlress PO ßOX I00li7 Tar lvlap Nurrtrer l.ot
 
Citl, POIU't,r\Nt) 5ríltc f)lt /.,t, y!!_ L.at ' " ot D[,lS ol DI)
--'-"i-' 

Loug " ot UN,IS ol lll) 
(2) 'fYPIll OII l\/ORI{ ffit't*n' [] lc"yning fil r\Lrnutlonrnent 6 Stlect rtklrtss rrl'holc (' Ncììrest {ì(ldress 

. - f 1!!.th1ftl1'.t"'lllili:n) SE 10lSl'r\\¡tì, PORILAND, ÐR 

I]) CONSl'I{tICTION 
flltotary nir [-lFlnuì Àugcr I Ilolioir,stc,r, nr,g", (10) ST'r{rIC WÄrtrR LtrYEL 

Datr: S\\¡1.(rxi) swl ( lì) 
f]Rotary lvlrul [cat t* X )xrstng \vcll 1 l'rcdL.epeiljngPnsh l)robe 

Iott'.t )ompleted Wcll 2-08.2006 

l"lorving Aflcsiarrlt 
(,t) 'l-I'PIi {)I HOr,tìr ¡\T[R I]ti¡\RINCì Z0NËS f)cplh wiì(cr \\'{ts lirst tbL¡ud 

SWL l)nte 
@ Uncaserl Tr:ur¡xrrarl Qr:uscd ftcr'¡narct 

Q Uncasecl .Pcnr¡ìrìsn1 OSlot)e Strìtrli(y 

C)<)ilc' 
Otlre¡': 

(5) {.lsr} ()!'HOt E 1I) SUßSURIù\Cn LOC cnililct L_leYatiou 

Fl'orn To 
t\il.ls (t (iRÅ \¡1.:f -s 

W¡\l tltl 5¡\h,llllES 

Ile¡rth of Corlpleted Lttilc ?!rq!l-- tì. 

IIORIìi flÖL.H liU¡\l- sack.s/ 

Date Started I 2-08-20116 Clomuleteel ¡ 2-0il-2006 

13ackfill plncerl liorrr ft. h) 2û tl. trt¡rryialRDNTONITI ( 1 ?),\t'Ìr\NDt)N[lllN"t' 1,0 G: 
Irittrr pack lrour lì. to li. lrl¡tcnirl Si¿e sncksl 

(7) û\SrNGlSCRrlnf'l 
lertouitc ('llilìs f) ?,0 t.5 s 

Cnsitrg gç¡sç¡¡ Dia + I;rol n 'l"r¡ Crurgu Stl Plstc 

Kl*n 
Wkl Thtd nn 

ffiH ffi EE 
(B) l\/nt,i, T[S1"S 

Q Rurlp OQ naiier f,) r\ir f) lìlou,irrg Artcsían 
Datc Sf arterl I 2-08.2006 Conrpleted I 2-08-200ti 

I)t'ofcssioltill Cerfilìcafiolr (Ìo bc sìr:nrrl h-,¡ ar¡ ('hct¿or¡ licr¡rsrlrl rvatcr rlr 

rurrttitorittg *cll cortslluckrr. r'r Olùg,Ò¡t tctr,ister"ctl ;trtrlo¡rist ol civìl *rrgirreer). 

I accept re:ipnrrsihility fnr thc cons{r'uütìorl, drcpcrriog, allrmiion, or nLraltclolrn¡ellt 

I crnpcrnlurc .5-l o¡t I.a¡ ¡1r¡¡y5¡s f Y*s rvork prrrli:nut:rl drrring tht corìs{Ììr(;tiÐl diìles repi)r'tel¡ aìrovc. A ll rvnrk ¡cllìrnric<l 
<lrrrirrg this lìr¡re is in conrpliarrce rvilh Oregon gculr:cilticll holc ro¡l{{rrrutio¡r

Supcn isirrg Cìeologisfllìngilcer s(iìn{lirr(ls--lhisrtporlistrue(othcbcstol'nrykrron,L:clgc arrdbclíelì 
\\/atcr qutliry cunccrrrs? flYc-c a¡cscribc trÈlow) 

'l'o LicensellìegistLation Nunrhcr l0'l!.5 [)¡tcFrorrt I )escriutiort Alrn¡rrt t1¡its 
lllcc{rûricrìlly Silbrrìit(c(l 
Fir,st N¡uc itlÄìt(lLJS Last Nnurc JOIINSON 

¡\i'lilintion G"'," l-*1, lt.<l,l,r'rlr tür,. of lìoall 
^" 

ORIOIN¡\l , . \\'A'l'tìl( lìliS()UI{(:liS ì)li)'¡\ll'l ltlliNl' 
lllIS l{l:ìl)OtLl'lvlt,S'l'IlI S(Jlti\.1lIl fiD lTl TIÌIi WÅl'til{ l(risotrlì(llis Diìl'¡\lìrlttliNl'\\/11'11lN IWXTIIEPFI|&IF)AGE(,$4,,OftÆrfi, 

,,.n 

http:i90-241}'00.15


l\,1tJ[,T' fl7288 Page 1 of2 
S'l'¡\'fti {Jtr OltliGON
 

0 I -09-20û?
CnO'I'IJCllINlCr\l, ii0 t,fi lllìPOÍ1"[
 
(ns lcquircrl b.y (i¡\lì ó9{1.2'10-00,15)
 

Ilole Nrrnrber Il-2(1) ûWNTiTVPROJECT (9) t,{)C,4.'t'I{)N olt IIO[,E (lce¡l rlcricription) 
lìirst Narrc I rsf Nnrrc t'ourrty lr.h¡ltnonlah t\v¡r 1.00 S N1S l(orrge 2.00 lì tii \\¡ \\tNl 
(iornpnrr¡.JÀtrlliSON P¡\lilt'NÈRS, l,Ì..( Scr; 2l .li4 of tbe Nl: ll4 il'ax L-ot l0ülli 
¡\<klrcss P(J ISOX I0ü67 'l ax lvf a¡r Nurrrber I -nt 

Cljty I)üRTt-AND Slrìtc OR 7.iyt Ü7296 f.¡tt 
.,(} ' .,n. DÀ'lS or DI) 

l.orrg *-' 0 '_" o. Dlr'lS or Dt) 

f-l uccpcnirrg ffi nb:rnrlonnrent 6 St't'*t arlrlless nfholc ¡\e¡¡est arkhcss(?) I'yPn Olt WORI( ffiN*rr C 
f_j Alrcroliûll (rel])ft ir/r,:cojtditíon) 400 sB t0tsl' AVII, potì1't,ANt), 0R 

(3) CONSTI{UC'IION

f]llotnr-vÁir l-lttnr,rt,+ugcr l_l llolloivstcurarrger (i0) STAT'IC 1V¡{fEl{ LE\/EL
 

I ltornry Ìr4utl [Cutrt. Xl Pu-rlr l,robe 

Itlrt'.t 
(4) 'lYPtl {)F ll{)l,lrl: \\¡¿\1'Ël{ t}tiÀRINC ZC}N ES Depth uater lvos tir¡t lbunrl 

s 
@ (Jrrcaseri 'l c"urpornryi Qt.:nsca P*nriuìct 

O thicnscd PernIårìen{ Oslollc Stflblily 

Qortrcr 
Clthùr: 

(5) USn OF IrOLE I l) suBStJI{1,"4,Ct4 LOG Clrourxl Iilovalion 

atelinl Frorrr 

\Y¿\'IIIR S¡\l\lPI.[S \Nt)lj slt.'t s 

(6) B()RI] IlOr,I'] C0NST'r{UC'|[ON S¡rccial Starrrlarl l-lr\ttnch 
Dcptlr olC'onrplctcrl I-iole _j9{!- fi
 

BO¡IË LIOLE SF.AL s¡cks/
 

D¿ltc Started lz-o8-200ó t2-0fi-20ü6Conrple tecl 

l.ìncklill ¡tlnccd liolr It. tô 10 ft. Il:rr¡rinl nnNTONITII {1 2) "\tl;\NDONlItiN'l' L()0: 
Filter prck lioru fl. to ll. i\'lfitrrìrìl Sìzc sncks./ 

l;rulr ftr Clu,qc Stl Plsto \\'ltf Tlrrtl

rr-n ün 
tQ_-fi

88t() (ì HH 
(s) IVELL TISTS Ilatc Sial terl I2-üs-200ó (loru¡llctc<l l2-0s-2006 
Q l,unrl Q tta;lrr f) Àir Q lrlol'irg Artsinn 

Itrofessi<lllnl Clcr'tilicnlion (ro be siguutl hv ,m Orrñìn lì*¡ìsÈ(l \\,ttcr or 
innrrílttrirg, ucll conslructûr, or Oltgnn re¡_listcrcrl scoloyist ol' c,ivil cn[tinLruri. 

I acccpt te-r¡nnsibility tìrr thc cotrstnrctiorr, dee¡rerrirrg, aher;rtion. tl nlunrlorrnrc¡rt 
Te¡nlrcrlturc -5J rvork pelf'onncd rlrrring tle corìstnlcliorl rl;rtcs r-u¡urlcrl l[rovr:. ¿\lì rvork ¡reililnueil 

tlrrrirrg (hir^ tirne is in corrrplinncc 1víth Olcgorr gctluclrrricnl lrolc co¡rst¡rrçlit:tr
Supervisiug (icol eigirt/l'ingìnccr starularrls.'lhis rùl)elt is fnrù to the best of rily knoNl*lge aud t:elietl
 
\Viì(er (l(¡irlrly corrc('rrrs'.) l-lies {descLitre trclorv¡
 

L.icerrsellìegist¡ation Nuulber 1Û;lll5lo Dcscrítlìon Anrorur{ Uni{s D¿ltÈ 

lJ)ectrarricnlly Strburitted 

Fi*t Nnrnc NIAIt(ltls l.nst Ì.lnnrc'lOI INSON 

¡\ {'tì I ìnt i on Cco-Tcch n Div. ol'ßonrr l.otrgycar'('o 

ot{t6tNAl_ .. wil ilt{t ltfj.\ot iR(]tis Dt:t'Alt't NIIjNt' 



t\{uLT 87289 Page 1 of2 
STATB OI.'ORUGON 

01-09-2007GEOTtrCHNIC¡\1, HOLE REPOII'I 
(as lctluírctl b¡' OAII 690-2.10-0035) 

(1) OWNERÆROJrùCT f Iolc Nuurber B-3 

First Nnnrc Lnst Nnrrrc 

ConrpnnyJÀlvf ËSON l'ARTNIIRS, LLC 

Arldrcss PO BOX 10067 

City PORTI.AND Stnte oR Zip 9't296 

l-l Dctlrcning Xl Âban<lonruent(2) TYPE OF WORK ffiN"'u 
fl Altcration (repnìr/reconditiorÐ 

(4) TYPE OF Hor,rìr 

QUncased Ternpornry QCased Pe¡¡nnuct 

QUncasetl Pennanent OSIopc StÂblity 

Qott,.. 
Othcr: 

(s) usD oF HoLE 

ATER SAMI'LËS 

(6) BORIC I¡OLE CONSTRUCTION Spccinl Stnnrlnrrl l-li\ttach copy 

Depth of Cornpletccl Hole 20.00 fl. 

BOREBORE IIOLEIIOLE SEAL síìcks/ 

Backlill placed from 0 fi. to 2A tì. lr.taterjnl BENTONITE 

Filter pnck t'rour tì. lo lì. N,lûtcriîl 

(7) CASTNG/SCRET{N 

Casing Screen Dia + Fro¡u 1o Gnuge 

ffi= 
(8) \\¡ELL TISTS 
O nurnp Q nnilcr Q,\ír 

Tenrpcmturc 53 oF Lnbanalysisl-lYes Ì3y 

Srqrcrvising Geologist/Eoginccr 

\Yatcr qunlity concenrs? flrG f,r...tìu" rr.totit
 
Fronr Tô
 

Stl Plstc lVl<l Thnl 

l(T_Tì nntcl o
lc) O
t() (ltõTl EH 

O Florving Arresian 

Arnounl lJnits 

(9) LOCz\TION OI.'HOLE (legnl clescri¡rtion)
 
Counly Multnornah Twp 1,00 S N/S Range 2.00 Ii E/W\\IN4
 
sec 2l U4 

, .
sE I/4 ofrhe NË Tax Lor 3oo 

Tax Mnp Nurnbcr 

Lat '0 ' "ur' DÌtlS or DI) 

Long"......-i--'-uor DÌ\,lS o¡ Dt) 

O Strcct ndrlrcss ofholc () Nearest ¡ddrcss 

SE l0lSl'¡\VE, I'ORT[,AND, OR 

(10) ST'ATIC WÄTNRLDVITL + swl(fì)FFl 
ATTJIT I}tsÀIìING ZONES Deplh wrter wîs first foun<l
 

SWI- Datc
 

1r) SUBSURFA,C[ LOG ûrounrl Etcvatiorr 

Frorn To 

Date Slarted r2-oB-2006 l2-08-2006Completed 

(12) ÂßANDONi\tEN't' LOGr 
s¡cks/ 

Date Sta[ted 12-os-2006 l2-08-2006Contpleted 

Professioual Certi{ìcnfion (to bc sigrrerl [x an Orogon liL.crìsc(l wiìter o( 

tttotritorirtg tvull conshrrclor, or ()rcgorr registr:rct1 gcologist ttr civil r:tr¡títrr.er). 

I accepL ns¡ronsibility t'or thc coustnlcliolt, dee¡ærrìlg, nlteratiotr, or abnldorr¡nelrt 
rvork ¡rcrfonued durirrg the constnrclion rlales rtllortùd nbovc. Ail rvork perfonuerl 
drrliug this tiule is in conrpliarrcc rvith Orcgon geoteclurical hole co¡rstnrction 
stand[(ls. This re¡rcrt is tntc to (hc bcst of rny krorvletlge anrl beliel] 

Liccrsc/Rcgistmtion Nurnber [0495 

Iilccf rouically Subruítted 
l;irst Nanre lvt¡,RcUS [.ast Nnnìo JOHNSON 

¡\f'lilinlion Ceo-'Iech Explor¿tionììõlv. ol'Bonrl 

ORI(;INAL - W¡\I ER tlL-SOURCIS D¡IPARTÀ'f ENT 
llllslrEPoIl'l'lyrusl'IIES(,Bi\fl'l'IEDrorllllwA'l'Ël{l(ESoul{CËSDEPÀ[ì.'Iì\,lIìNr\\'l'rlllN3{ÞXfNfBpTt,lþTPAGEoq(ùnFv*ãfi, 

0.36 

http:r:tr�t�trr.er


MULT 87290 Page I of2 
S'TATD OF OITEGON
 

0I-09-2{r07
c¡iO]'ECll NI C¡\L HO Ln, RDI'OR'l'
 
(as rcquirctl b.r, Or\lt 690-240.0035)
 

(r) 0\\¡NER/PROJECT IIolc Nunrbcr (9) LOCAI'ION OF IIOLE (legal rlescliptiou) 
First Nanre Lflst Nnme County lvlultnonrah Twp 1.00 S N/S Rnngc 2.00 E EAV \\¡M 
corrrpany JÃñiEsõñì[[TñËnS, fld Sec 2l SE t/4 of the NE tt4 Tax t-ot 300 

r\tldress POIIOX 10067 rnx unffi,U".­
,0 

Lot 
()ity POI(I'LANtr Sfûte OII Zi¡t 97296 "ôt DÀ.fS or Dt)

o0Lorrg '_"ot IIN4S or DD 

(2) I'YPD Ot{'WORI( En*crv (0, Strcct nddress of hole (l Ncnrcst ncldressl-l oeepcnirrg fi}.Abandonment 

fl Alteration (repair/reconditiou) SE I()IST AVI', PORTLAND, OR 

13) CONSTRUCTION 

ffi 
IRotary,lir [-lttanrl Äugcr l-l Ito]loru.t.,n nr,g., (IO) STATIC TI'ÀTER LEVEL
 

slvr.(ft)
 
Push Prolæ
IRotary lvlrul flCnttc 


f,ort,et
 
Fìorvirrg Artesinn? 

(1) TYPÌì OF rrOr,E: ¡\TËlt llË¡\lìlNC ZONES Deplh wâter w¡rs lirst tbnnd 

QUucascrl Teurporary QCasetl Pcnnanct
 

QUncaserl Pcrrunrrent QSlope Stal,rlity
 

Qott,.. 
Other: 

(s) us[ oF rrol,E 1r) SUBSURFACELOG (ìrounrt Étcvntiou 

ÀNDS & CR¿\\f fÌl"S
 
¿flËlt SAlr,lPI"IS
 

(6) BOIÙI Hot,tr) CONSTRUCTION Specinl Stnnrlar<i TlÁltûch copy 

Depth of Colrpleted Hole 20.00 ft.
 

BORE IIOLE SEAL sacksl
 

Date Started I 2.oB,2o06 Cornpletcd 

Backfill plncr:d li:onr 0 lì. to 20 ft. Nlarerisl BENTONITTJ (12) .^\BANDONñtENT LOG: --tìì,f
Filtcr pnck fronr ft, to ut"riul Sizc s¡cks./ 

lentorritc Chíts 0 20 1.5 s
(7) CASTNG/SCRDDN 

'l'oCasirrg go¡sq¡ Din + Galge Sll Ìlstc Wkl ïr¡d
KT_N NT
IO CJKICffiE &€ EH 

(8) \YEI.,L't'!ISTS Date Started l2-08-2006 Cornpletcd l2-08-2006 
O I'unrp Qeailcr Q Air O Flowing.A¡tcsinn 

Pt'ofessiottal Certificntio¡l (to Lrir signcrl [r.v arr Orcgon liceusctl ryatcr or 

tnotritoríng rvcll constn¡ctor, or Orcgorr tegislcruil gcol{rgist or civil engioecr). 

I accept res¡rcnsibility tor the conslnrction, tlccpcniilg, allcmtior, or-abantlonnrent 
'lclrpcñrrce ÒF t.ab aualysis l-lYes By *'orli ¡rrfìurnr-cl duriug the corrslnrctiotr <lalcs rc¡rcrlcd nbove. Alt rvork pcrlbnncd-53. rlrrring this tirrre is irr cornpliurrcc rvith Oregon geotechuicnl l¡olc corrslnrction
 
S u¡nrvising CeologisVLìngineer
 staldnnls. This re¡rort is (nro to the lnst of rny kuowletlge nrrtl trclictì
 
\\ratcr <¡ualiry conccnrs? l-lYes (lcscribe below)
 

Aulourlt Units
 License/Rcgistration Nuurtxr I M95 

Iìtcctronicnlly Subrnitted 
Irint Naurc À'l^llcUS [-nst N¡nre JOHNSON 

Alìilíntion Gco-'l'ech a Div. ot'Ilo¡r1 l.ongyear Co 

ORIGINAL - WATER RûSOURCÈS DIIP^R'l't\tllNT
'lllls l{ËPOt{]'NIUSI'tlESUBtvrlT"lliDToTHE W¡\rER lìllsOUIlCES DEP¡\RTN,ÍF,NT \\¡trlllN 3EXI{]ESTIIAE$AQIEq{V¡,fl,FVåfi,, 

o,:la 



I\{[}LT 87291 Page 1 of2 
STA'I'E OF ORECON
 

01-09-2007
GtrOTÍCHNICAI., HOLIì REPORI'
 
(ns requirctl b¡' OÀIt 690-2,10-0035)
 

(1) O\\NER/PROJECT Ilolr: Nunrbcr u-5 (9) LOCATION OF HOLE (Icgnl dcscriptiou) 
l'i¡st Nonro Lâst Naole Cotrnly Ìvlullnontah 'l'wp 1.00 S N/S ltnnge 2.00 E E/WWN,I 
co,npnny JÃMESõñ-ÞÃñîñEFSII-Iõ Sec 2l SE l/4 ofthe NE v4 ]'ax l"ot 300 

¡\ddress PO llOX 1006? Tnx lr.fap Nurrrbcr l.ot
.0.''orCity PORTLÀNI) Sla(e Olì Zì¡t 91296 L¡rt Dlvf S or Dt)
.0'uor

Long Dlr4S or DD 

fl 
(2) IYPB O[ \YORI( ffilNerv l-l Dccpening X Al'anrlorrrncnt lÕ.. Skeet address of hole (-r Nçcrcsl acfdrcss
 

Alteration (repair/rccondition)
 SE IOISl'AVE, PORTLÂND, OR 

CONSTRUCTION
 
Rornry Air Í-lllrnd r\ugcr l-l f Iollorv stcnr:rugcr (T(}) STATIC WATAR LEVEL
 

Push ProbcRotnry h{ud [Cntrt. [l 
Olher 

(4) TYPE OF HOLIiT WATER BIIARTNC ZONES Deplh rvnter was lìrst tbrurd 

QUncasetl Ternporary OCase<l Pcnnarrct
 

Q Uncascrf l¡erurrìr¡ertt QSlope Stablity
 

Qottrer
 
Other: 

(5) USE OF HOLE 11) SUBSURTACÛ LOG crourì(t lilevnrion 

Fronr 1'o 

ATER SAIIPL,F:S 

(6) BORE HOLE CONS'TRUCTTON Spccinl Stnnrlnnl ff ettnctr
 

Deptlr of Conrpletcd Holc 20'00 lì,
. 
BORE HOLE SEAL s 

Date Started l2-os-2006 I 2-08-2006Corn¡rlete<l 

Backfill plnced fro¡n 0 ft. to 20 Iì. N,fñterinl llËNl'oNl'rÈ (12) r\Br\NÐONi\IDNT LOG:
 
Filter pack fronr ft. to ll. Materinl
 sacks/ 

(Ð cASrNG/SCRIDEN 

Cnsing Screen Dia * From 'l'o Gnuge St[ Plstc Wld llrd 

ffiE EE 
(8) \\/ELL TtrSI'"S Date Startecl 12.08-2006 Conrpleted I 2-08-2006 

O Purnp Q nnitcr fl r\ir Ô Florvirrg Àrtesiau 

Pl'ofessiorlrtl Cel'tifÏcntlort (to be signerl lry an ()rc.gon liceuser{ rvatcr or 

rnorritorìrtg rvcll corrstntctor, or Orcgou registerc.([ geologist ot civil engirrccr). 

I accept responsil-rility lbr the constnrclion, deepening, alteratior¡, or ntrandonrnent 

Ternpernture 53 ol- Ln[r auirlysis l-lYes ßy rvork ¡rcrlbnttctl clurirtg the conslnrctio¡t dÍìtes rel)oÍerl above. r\ll work ¡nrlonued 
drrrirrg this linre is in conqllinrrcc with Oß*goll gcotùcltnicfll l¡olc constnrclion 

Supewisirrg GeologistrEngineer standards.'l his report is tnre to the best of rny knorvledge ¡nrl ûeliclì
 
Wnter qunlity concents? flYes (clesclibe belorv)


'f'ô Arlrount Units License/Registmtion Nurnlrcr I 0495
Fmnt f)c-ccrirrtion
 
IÌlcctronicnlly Sr¡bruittccl
 
Irirst Nnruc ì\4At((ìUS [-ost Nnrnc JOIINSON
 

¡\lTliation Gco-Tcch Ilxplomtions a l)iv. ol'Bonlt Lolrgye¿r C'o. 

ORIGINAI, - WATTJR RESOURCES DI'PAII1'ÀIEN'I' 
rFlls ltEPoRr lt'f tJS-r BII st]lltvll']"TllD ro rllll \\¡ArllR RtlsouRclls DIIPARTIIÍ ENr \\¡lrLIlN ,ËXnffÉn"nrpreH$Srfilfi"gg 

¡.36 



MULT 87292 Page 1 of2 
s'l'A'l'E o['oRBGoN 
GI]OTECHNICAI, HOLIÌ RBPORT 01-09-2007 
(as lcquirctl b-v OAtì 690-240'0035) 

(1) O\\Ì.tER/PROJECT llolc Nr¡tubcr' Il-6
 

Irjnt Nnrue I-rìst Nûllrc


con,pnnyJÃMESoñEñffi 
¡\ddress PO ßOX ¡0067
 

City PORTLÀND State OR Zíp 97296
 

l-l oce¡rcning D( Abandonurent(2) TYPE OF \YORI( ffiN"r,, 

CONSTRUCTION
 
RotrÌryAir Ittan<taugcr l-l llollorvstemauger
 

(4) TYPE OF HOLD: 

OUncase<l Teurpor:uy QCasecl Perìruìet
 

QUncased Penrranent CSlopo Stnblity
 

Qott'e. 
Ollrer: 

(s) ust{ oF H0LE 

A]'EIì SÁlr.lPLËS 

(6) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCIION Spccinl Stauclarcl l-lattnchcopy 
Depth of Cornpleted Ilole 20.00 n. 

BOREBORE HOLEHOLE SËAL sacks/ 

tìackfill placerl fionr fì. ro 2{J tl. trtntcri¡l ßENTONITII
 
Irilter ¡rack frour ft. À,frìterifll
 

(7) CÄSrNG/SCREEN 

Casirtg gç¡çs¡1 Dia + Stl Plstc Wltt Thrd

nrel XT 
t0_affi EEffiE t() (l 

(8) \YELL TESTS 
Cl Punrp Q ttnitcr O Florving r\rtesinnQ,\ir 

'lìrnpcnrture 53 '[ Lab annlysis l-l Yes By 

Su¡:ervising CeologisUËrrgiuecr 

\\rater qrtnlity concenrs'2 nYes (clescribe tretow)
 
Fronr A¡rrount [Jnits
 

(9) LOC,A.TION OF IIOLE (legnl descriptiorr) 
Couuty lr4ultnor¡lah 1\p 1.00 S N/S Range 2.00 E E/\\¡ \\ß.1 

Scc 2l Sbl l/4 ofthc NE tt4 Tnxl-ot 300 

r¡* rüäp N,iuñ- Lot 

Lût "o ' "or DÀ,IS or DI) 

Long'.----T]l'I"ot DMS or DD 
(iD Street address ofhole Cì, Nenrest nddress 

SE IOIS'I AVË, POI(ILÀND, OR 

(10) STATIC WATER LËVEL 

Florving Artesìan? 
\\¡ATI]R BBARING ZONES Deptlt wrìlcrlvas first fourrd 

11) SUBSURF¿\CB LOG (ìrounct Elcvariou 

Frorn To
 
NDS.I CR¡WELS
 

Date Stârte(l r2-0E^2ooó l2-08-20Û6Cornpleted 

( l2) .\Br\NDONù![N'I' LOG: 
sacks/ 

lenlonite C'hips 0 20 t.5 S 

Date Started I 2-03-2006 Cornplefed f2-08^2006 

Plofcssio¡trrl Ccrtlficatlolr (k) bc signc(l tr¡, arr Orcgorr Iiccnsctl rvalcr or 

nronitoriugrvellcoìrs(nrctor,orOrcgortregistcrctl geologistorcivilcnginccr). 

I accept resporrsibility for the constnrction, tlccpcning, nlteration, or nbandol¡nrcnt 
work per-l'or:ued <hrring thc conslnrctaon d¡ìtr-s lclÐrtcrl aborc. All rvork llcrtbnnerl 
tlurìrrg this tit¡rc is írr cour¡llinrrce rvilh Oregon geotechnícsI holc constnrction 
standards.'l'his relnrt is tnle to the best of nry knorvledge nnd belief. 

Liccnse/llegislratiol Nuruber I 0'195 

Electronically Subriittc(l 
Firsf Nnnrc lvl¡\RCUS Lnst Nnrue JOHNSON 

Atlilialion Cco-'l'cch F n Div. of ßoart I 

oRt(irNAL- wÅl-riR r{lisouRcùs Ðüp^R1À,iliN1'
'lÏls IìEPoRr N,ItJSr BII suBN,ltrrllD 1'o rllll \\'Â'l'1ìR l{ESol.Jll'cËs DEI,r\lL'l'lvltìN l'\vl'IrllN rPrtFnHfrfnHtpAtËH4g.GlfüuEg, 

o.¡r, 



MULT 87293 Page 1 of2
STÀTE OIl OREGON
 
GEOTtrCIINICÀL IIOLI REPORT 01-09-2007
 
(¡ìs rc(luirc(l by O¡\R 690-240-0035)
 

(1) OWNER/PROJECT Hole Nulnber 8,7 (9) LOCATION OIf FIOLE (legal tlesui¡rtiou) 
First Nnrne Last Narrre Cotrnty lr{trltrroruoh Trvp ,1.90 *S Rangc 2.00 ti lll1v \\¡l\f .¡¡g
companyJAl4E-soÑTÃRiÑffi ìÏî Sec 2[ SE l/4 ofthc NE U4 Tnx Lot 300 
A(ldrcss POBOX 10067 'lìx N4n¡r Nunrlrcr Lol 
Ci(y PORTLAND stnlc oR Zip 97296 I-ilvfS or lll) 

DlvfS or DD 
(2) TYPD OF \YORI( ftlnu,u l-l Ðecpening Xl r\bnnctouurent Strc'ct acltlrcss oÍ' hole Ne¡ìrest Íì{ldress
 

Alteratiou (repair/reconrlitiou)
I 
(3) CONSTRUCTION 

(r0) sTÄTrc WATDRLEVDLflltotary,,t;r fJHana r\uger [-l Hollou.steur auger 
swL(ft)

llotnry lvlnd [crUte nush nrobe I fi
l-lau'n. _ 

Flowing Artesinrr? 
¡\TER BET\RINC ZONES (4) TYPE OITHOLET Dcplh watcrrvos lìrst found 

OCased PennnnetQUncascd'l'enr1rcmry 

QUncnscrl Pcnnîncnt QSlope Stnblity
 

Qorher
 
Othcr: 

(s) us[ or HOLE t1) suBsuRliACE LOG Groilurt Eleyarion 

Frotn To 
NDS & GRAVIII.S
 

I\TATER SAÌvfPLES
 

(6) BORtr IIOLE CONSTRUCTION S¡xoiirl Stnndnrd ¡\ttach 

Depth of Conrpleted Ho[e 20.00 tì.
 

BORE HOI,E SEAL
 

Date Stalted ¡2-08-2006 I2-08-2006Com¡rlcted 

Backlìll placcd l-ronr lì. to 2Ð tì. Nfa6rirìl ßENTONITE (12) AITANDONf\t[N',r' t,OG¡
 
Fittcr pack lÌorrr fì, to lì, lvfntcrinl sackV
 

lentonite ChiÞs 0 20 I.5 s 
(7) CASTNG/SCREIN 

Casittg gç¡96¡ Din + Flom lo Cauge Sll Plstc Wki Thrdnrö ütf 
t() ()
Õ-T1 EEffiE 8€

(8) WELL'r'[STS 
Date Started l2-08-2006 Corupleterl l2-08-2006

Q Punrp Q naiter Q Air O Florving.Artesinn 

Professiorl¡rl Certificatiorr (ro bc signtrl by lrr Orcgon liccnscrl rvalcr i.rr 

rrorritorirrg rvcll corrs(nrclor, or ()rcgon rcgistcrr:rl gcoltrgist orc:ivil cnginecr). 

I accc¡rt rcsponsibility l'or thc conslntc(ion, rlec¡xning, nltr.mtion, or nL¡nnrlolrnlent 
Tcupem(ure 53 oF LalrannlysislYes By work ¡rerfonnetl durìtrg the construclion dates n:¡nflcd atrovc. ¡\ll $.ork pcrlbnnecl 

durirrg this tirrre is in conrpliauce rvith Oregon geotechuical hole constructiolr 
Supervising Ceologist/Errgirrccr stnndanls. ThÍs rcport is tntc to (he bcst olnry knorvledge antl beliefl 
\\rater qunliry concenrs? flYes (lescritx lrclou') 

A¡nounl Unils Liccnse/Rcgislralion Nurrrbcr 1t195 

Electronically Srrbmitterl 
First Nanìe NfÀRCUS Last Nntte JOHNSON 

¡\ftiliirtion Ceo-'l ech Explor¿tiols a Dív. oflBoart Longycar Co, 

ORf GINAL - WA1lìR RESûllRCES DEP¡1,RTiltENT
rllls RIlPoRl'MUSr ßll suBrvllrrllD ro'r'lllj w¡\rlilr lltis()UR(tls DlìP¡\l{rrvlEN'l'wlT'}llN 3Et{FllHlYontp[ËH5û.úlFe6g: 

o.to 



N,TI.JI,T 87294	 P"rge 1 of 2s'I-Ì\'t'Ð ()1,' ot{lÌc;ON 
{;IoI'lic]INI cAr, uoLE RBP()tì.] {lI*09-20{!7 
(ns rcquirerl l¡' Or\It 690"240.00J5) 

LçrrÅ",r;nv. 
(t) o\\rNnIVPr{OJticT IIolc Nuu¡be¡ u-8 (9) LOC,t'l'I()N Of HûLü (lcgrl dcscliption) 

Fils( Niune [.iìs( Nflrìrù	 Counll. lr,.lultnoornh Trvp L00 S ¡¡rg t{n¡ge 2.{)û I.. ti/\\/ \\'fvl 
c'orn¡,arryL,ttr.ßsOt'l Ë.îtÏiÑt'[!, Lxr	 Scr: 2l Sn li{ ol'thc NE t/,\ 'lìrx t.ot 300 
Atklress PO BOX 111067 1'nr À,f ;rp Nurubcr l-¡¡l('ity l)Ol{'l't.ÀNl) Stü(e Olì __7.i1t 

r)72:96 
Dì\,lS or t)l) 
t)ìttS or Dl) 

(?) TYI)ü OIl\1/ORI( f,jNc'v fl Ðeepcning. ffi Åbanrlcrrrrrrclt @'. Strcct ¡rldrcss ol'holc Ne¿r'c.st nrkh'css 

, il r\lreïtjorr (rcpair/rr-contlitio¡¡) .* Sß l0lST ÀVtl, PORTL¡\ND, OIi 

13) CONSTRUCTION 
l-l llotury r\ir [-l]lnnrl r\ugcr fl llolltnv srcrrr arrgel (t 0) sTÁ.Tic lvÀ:r'ER r,n\/[r, 

ti\\lt.(tl)f notlry irlud f c'"trt* El t'trsh protr* 

[o,tr*t ^---==-_.­
l^'k)w¡ng Ai'lcsiiìÛ'/

(4) 'rYPE ()F Il0LÐ;	 ATEI{ BË¡\lllNC ZONb'S Dept{r rvatcr rvrrs lìr'st lbuud 

@ Urtcrsetl l"errrporary QC:lrscA I)çun¡nei 

QUncased lteuniltlent QSlc,pc SraLrtiry 

Qoth*. 
Olher': 

(5) US[' Otî HClr,E	 (l 1) suBsultn\cl, r,oG cìrounrt Elev¡rion 

¡\ l',1 IIS ct (i It:\\/tll,S 
\Y¡\'f Ull S¡\ìvlPl.ilS ANT)\'SII.1'S 

(6) llORIrl IIOLD CONSTI{IJCT'IUN Speciirl Slaurlarrl f-1,,\llnc| copy 
Dcptlr of Conrpleted llole 20 0c tì. 

llOttË ltoLE	 StiAL sacksr 

Date Stat led I2-os-2006 Comple ted r 2-(tfi-2006 

tìrcktill plnced lror¡¡ 0 lì to 20 1ì. Àlalcrìal BINTONfI'E _ . (t2) ".\B¿\NuONñt tiN't' t,oçl 
Tiilter pack fiour lì. tt: fl. lvl¡rtcri¿tl Sizc	 srrcksl 

(?) cAfirÌ\G/scutrEN 
't'oCnsing Screen Uirì + Iìlonr (ìuugr Stl Plstr: Wkl Thrrl 

FæF=

ffiË
 HH
 

(8) \\/nL[, T'tts't's 

lìttpcrvising {ìeologist/[ingirrccr 

C l,un¡r Q trnìter fl i\ir C) Florving Ârresinn 
Datc Started l2-08"?C.{}6 Cornpletecl ¡ l-(lll-2()i)ô 

Profcssioltxl Cprfi{icntiort (to bc si¡:nrtl lr^v ar Or.cgon liccuscrl rynlçr, r¡r 

nrorrikrrirrg u"cll cdtìsfrllct(.ìr, or (.lrcgon r.r1¿isteti:tl gerrlnilist ùt ciyjl cngitì(cr). 

ferr¡r:nrtrrrc .53 
oF f.al:analysisTYcs 

I :rcc*pt rcsprrnsil)il¡ty iì)r tltrl s{,ls{nr(lion, dr.c.pcnirrg, lllr:rilliorr, or nþ¡¡dc¡¡rerrl 
rvork perlìrnled durìng (he con.strlct¡o¡1 (l[(cs fepor-red íì[)ov(ì. r\ll ç,crlk pcrlbnrrecl 
<luring llris tinre i:i i¡r corrr¡rliance rvirh {)r'*gorr gr'utr.chnicnl holc r:olrsrnrution 
slancJ¡rtls. this rcport is truù lo tllr best ol'rny knowlctlgc ¡n¿l l¡cliclì

\\/itlcl qrrality corrr:enrs? [\'es (rlescril:e b,:low] 
l'r)tìl 1 ¿\rrúurlt [Ltit-s	 Licerrsc,/lle gìstrltio¡t Nurnhcr 10495 D¡te 

fllectlonicalì), Sr¡bur ittrd 
[:init N¡n]e i\.lAlt['US [.ast Nanre JOIINSON 

Àllilìation û-eo-"| eclr Lìxpìorrtìous a t)iv, ot'IJrurrt l_olrgyear.(..o 

Ol{lClN^t. - W¡\T'lì¡t Rtis()ïIRCI]5 I)trl,¡l"1{ti\ltlNl 

http:Ne�r'c.st


ArracunrnNr 3 

Well Reports for Shingle Pile Area Monitoring Wells MW-l Through

MW-3
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ST¡([E OIi OREGON llr,rlÆI15f¿ 
MONI'TORING WELL REPORT ffiuLT 8Ð$56 L89î8,q
{as required by ORtì .537,765 & OAR 690-240'095)
 

Inslruclions lor this report ûrc on tl¡c last pogc of lhis lornr.
 

(2)TYPri OF WORK 

Þ('{cw .on*r*ction
 
D Convorsion
 

(3) DRILLING MtrTHOD 
0 Rotary Air 
DllottorvsrenrÂuger fio,rlr, Dlæ¡,þ P^Slâ 

(4) B()RE HOLE CONSTRUCTIONT 
i , YcsNo 
\*rþ'r' Stancirurls D A 

tåult 

'.. _Qn,''' loI'*Jn. 

Seal

I.n. 
ro
 

ls n.
 

ç 

Fllter
 
pflck
 

t,4"' 
å5n 

(5) \{EI,LTEST'S: 

WßLLNÔ,Y'DLll 

Ü Ältcration (Repair/Recondition) 

FDcepéning EAbnndonrnent 

E Rotnry ltlud [J C¡blc , 

Dcpth of Conrple,.n ,r0,, å5 .n.-
l¡nd surfa¡o 

\lhær-light covø 

Sudaco flusb vault 

l,ockhg crp 

Cr-sing .ì 
diamctor .4 in.

,.*øre-_ 
Uttde¿ Threadcd blue¡ln dtr 
Lincr 

diameter 

m3lôrirl 
\'tbldcd Ttucsd¿d Glwd

fl nn 
\lbll scsl: 

Mateilalþ¿61*3Sþ 
Amount r 

Grout wcíght 

Bo¡eholc rlialretcr 

?,å.á 
-¡n, 

Benronìtc plug ôt lcåsl 3 fL ftick 

#j*,þo^.­
r^ J,5: "ro-å-5 t 
F om-*To.---.---
Slotei¡¡ .ôlþ in. 

pæk; 

ü Punrp D B¡ìlc¡ [¡\ir n Florving rcponcrl nbovc arc lruc lo lhe bc.\t of ilt), 

Pcrnrcabllity Yìcld 

Conductivity _--..=- PH
(ùTentpcrnture of water J5-? 


Wasrvaterenalysisdone? [JYes flNo
 
tsv rvho¡n?
 

Þcpth of strat¡ to be nn¿lyzcrl. fìronr---


Well ID#
 
Start Ca¡d # )gâ¿,3/
 

Irx lot numtrcr of well k¡crrlion 

ACIì MÂP WITII LOC^TION IDII[{1'IF|ED. Mop shall includc 
^T1npproximotc scalo and norlh onorv. 

(7) SINTIC WATER r,nVDL: 
I ) ft, bclow lûnd surface.
 

Artesian Pressure in,
 

--,lMsq,
(8) WATER BEARING ZONEST 

/ 
Depth at lvh¡ch rvatcr rvrìs fìftit /8 . 

"r* 

(9)WELLI,OG; 
0rountl Iilevation 

il¡ote¡ial lcD Xå,s- Sir'co.parc srortcd Complctcd 

in. 
(unbonúed) Monilor Wcll Constru(tor Ccrtilìcülioni 

¡ cenify thal thc work I performed on thc co¡strucrion,0ltetütion, or ab¡ndorr­
wllh Orcgon wntet supply ucll ctrnstruction 

^ncsinn 

llplh anesian flow founrl Il. (bondcd) hlon¡ror Well Constniclor Cortilìcfl lioni 

lÂcqeptresponsibilityfor thcconsrruction,sttcrctjon,orôbrndonmentìÀ,otl 
perfomred on this u'clf during the consrruclion dates rcported ¿bovc. All work 

li. to pcr[onned düring lhis tinìe is il c.ontplìanco wilh Orcgon water supply $cll 
c{)ilstnrcliDn

Rcnrarks: -cPM 
MWC Nurnbcr laÉ13

Nonre of supcr vising Gcologisl/Enginccr >/âa/ 6?D;llc 

oRrcrNAL coPY - wArER RF^SOURCE.S DEPARTMENT FrRs't'copy _ Glt(fllggpqA EfKÐEc5BrOFS50øËR 
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çHgure 3: PLC I. Aerial photograph from Google Earth (date unlnown) 
(5u3)63&310e' 
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Hgure 3: PLC I. Aeri¿l photograih ùom Google Earth (date unknown) 



ST'AI'E OFOREGON ft*l¡- Ð'l'15 ( 
þTONIT'ORING WITLL RNPORT nffw[-T &sss? 

*r,',,r0. L8?8æg -(as requircd by OR.9 537.765 & OAR 690-240.095)
 

lnstnrctiôils for íg this rcpcrt orc on the last page of this fr.rrnt,
 

mil--? 

(2) TYPE OF 1VORK 

Alterarion (Repair/Recorrdìtion)-2fü*¡.*.on*t*.tinu I 
fl Conversi<¡r D Deeponing E Abando¡mcnt 

(3) DRII,LING METHOD 
I Rotary,{ir fl Rotary M
 

! Holtol StemAuger J4çrn.'
 

(4) I]ORE HOI,E CONS'IRUCTION: 
¿ Yes No
 

\#c¡ar sranda¡ds äE Deprhorconrplcrctrverr ÆLl ,3 ¡.
 

\åult 

.tu-a 
L'Jn. 

JSeal

f0 

t?,t,-" 

¿ Filtnr
 
¡ ?,5pack


'"; x 
\t/-* ttt -

(5)WELLTßSTS: 
fl rump 

Pcrmcabllity 

Conduclivity 

l¡nd surfacc 

$.åBr-tlght covcr 

Surf¡ca fh¡sh v¡ult 

Locking cep 

Castng \ 
diameter in.-1 

n Kn 
..'"*,iolãL$,tldcd Thn¡dcd Glucd 

Llncr 

dianroter--- in, 

rnntcrial 
Utldcd Thfêsdcd Gluêd

ü!tr 

-
Crout rveight 

Boreholo diamerer 

e, å.5 h, 

BcntonÌtc plug at le¿st 3 ft trict 

ì.,äl,P**.sflK­
interval(s); I 

r.,19.,_5ro é.9-5 
Frorn_To-­
gl¡¡ size r C)F in. 

Filterpack: - )
Ltate¡nrai L I ¿..,* 5,^r\ 
sizr IEX Qs-in. 

fl Ballcr fl ¡\ir Ll Florvìng Àrtesian 

Ytcld CPÀI 

Tcrnperature of wore, .5å ¿ft Depth ar-tesian florv founrJ ^=- ft 

Was rvateranalysis d<rnc? ü Yes Ll ¡to 

ßv rvhom? 
---PHlleptir of strata to be annlyzed. Front-- li. to--___ft, 

Rcmarks:-

Nanrc of supcrvising Ccologist/Enginær 

Sta¡tCanl# l?å.4"34 

Tnx lot nttlllbrlr of wcll ftxation 

AT'I'ACH M/\PWll'H LOCATION IDENTIFIED. À,1åp shall inclurle
 
approxintate scale lnd no¡lh anow.
 

(7} STATIÇ WATIIII I,EVIII,:' 
l?,4 Fl. belorv landsurface. o^," Vif 6/çt

Àrtcsion Prcssure *-=-lbisq. in. 

(8) \ryATER BEARING ZONBS¡ 

Dêpth ar which w0lcr rvas first found ))/ 

(9)WEI,I,I,OG: 
Crountl Elcvation 

llfalcrlnl 

i 

Dare srarcd Conrplcted 

(unbondcd) I\{onitor Wcll Constructor Ccrt¡fìcrtiôn j 

I ccrtify thal the sork I ¡xrfontre(l on thc coD_structlon, alterarion, or abandon­
lncnt o[lh¡s Ètll ìs in colnpliance with Orcgon water supply $cil conslruction 
slandords. lr{atcrials sscd and infonrulion r€ported abovc ¡rc true to the bcst of my 
knowletlgc anrl bclief. 

IvfWC Number 
Signcd 

(hondcd) ilfonitor Wcll Constn¡ctor Cenifìcåtiûn: 

I acccpt rcsponsibility lor thc construction, al{eration, or abandunmcnr worli 

construclion 

*,,* ;,ïJ€ffEi
 
_ORTGINAL COPY WT\T'EIì RBSOIJIìCI]S DIìPARTMEN.I' Flnsr coPY - ËXfrtIËIî^A PÂÈHtä d'Ësäär** 



STÀTE OFOREGON flull- #15ø 
MONITORING WELL REPORT ffiLHE-T ffi995ffi ,rrrrou Lãiqryul(as requirccl by ORS 537.7ó5 & OÀR 690-240-095)
 

Instrucllons frrr completing lhis report are on the last page of thls form,
 

(2)TYPEOr\.RK 

þ$ew constnrction 

I Conversion 

{J Â ltcration (Repair/Rccondition) 

ÜDccpcuing DÀbandornrent 

(3) DRILLING METTIOD
 
Ü RotoryÀir E Rr:tn¡v Mud Ü Cabl¡,
 

Ü llollow Stenrhuger Jdoa,., O"n"d .l^.sh 
(4) IIORE HOLE CONSTRUCTIONT 

¡ ì YcsNo
 
\J*,, sronda¡ds ä Å Depth of conrptcrc¡ wcu Æ5 n,
 

\åu¡l 

<9n 

rJ',^ 

Seal 

,.1 n.
 

10
 

)4 " 

ç 

Filrcr
 
pâck
 

u# 
ñ( rt 

(5) 1VELL TBSTST 
Ü Punrp 

Permeatrility 

condilcrivity-

Land surfacc 

Amount 

Grout wcight 

Borohols diamcte¡.) ..1.4*':Þ^ri ¡n. 

Bentonite plug at lc¿¡t 3 fr- thick 

Scrceí

*t?ryaiL Pt,^ 
lnlerval(s): 

n,on )S /ro3!!! 
From_'l! 
Slotsiæ , Ô19¡¡, 
Filtcr pack:. 

MåtÉri¡l 5Ì [ ;-c4- aå,aþrr" rrurr.,l 
slzr /<5X Ð¡ in. 

[l Bailer nAir Ü Flowing Ârtesisn 

Yietl GPM 

Pll 
Tem¡æraturcofwa,., lSjl @c Depthartesiarrflowfound.-f¡. 
rilns water rnalysis dorre? [ Yes fl No 

By whonr? 

Dcplh ofslrsta to be analyzcd. Fronr_".".- ft. lo 
Rcm¡rks 

Numc of supervising Ceologist/fìnginaer 

StanCard # l?&,33 . 

(6) LOCAl'tON OFWELLßy legal des*iptionr 
counry Jlù¡l,l¡o¡¡s¿L Larirudc,-- Longituttc 

rorvrrship" J 3 luors¡ noug. .? É lrorw¡scoion- f4JSLJ ¡¡nor l/4 of above section. 

Street rddress of well lrration Õ c+ 

Titx lol number of well loc¡ìtion 

À'frÀCH M^PWITH LOCÅTION IDENTÍ FIED, Mnp shull inclurJc 
approximato *calc and noth ¡rrorv. 

(7) STATIC }VATER LEVDL: 
Q3,7 nr. bclow lantt surfacc. o^rYl#> 

Artcsi¡n l'rcssu re _lbisq. in. 

(8) IVÀTER IIEARING ZONEST 

Dcprh at wtrich watcr w¡s firsr foun d PfA:. 
F'ronr Ttr Est, Flow Ralc swt" 

(9) WELLLOG; 
Cround Elcvirtion 

I\lt¡tcrinl 

Conrplcted 

(unbotìdcd) Monltor Well Constructor Ccnifi catio¡: 
I cerlify lhît thc nork f pcrformcd on thccoostntction, rk¿fillion, orab¿ndon­

ncnt of thls well is in complinnce with Orcgon water supply well conskuction 
slandârds. Nf¡te¡iirIs used an¿l infornralion reporlctl nbove nre t¡ue to the hësf olnìy
knorvledge and beliel 

NIWC Nunrbc¡ 
Signed 

(bonrled) Monilor Well Constnrctor CcdilÌcation: 

I accept røspônsibility lbr tho construrlion, ültsråtion, or ab¡ndonnlent u,ork 
per[,ôrmcd on this well durÌûg the conskuction dÂlcs reportcd above, All wo¡k 
fx¡formed dnre is i¡ rvith Oregcn waler su¡rply weìl 
conslrucliôn Ihis rcpoñ lf)tfro to thc beit ofnty knowlerlgc nnd belief, 

IttlcNunru.rJ Q5À3 
r)atc t/A+a"

ORIGINALCOPY - WATER RESOURCES DBPARTMENT FIRsr coPY -,_- Ë*TTlÉfÎh påëÈq3r 6rys$gvr* 

http:IttlcNunru.rJ
http:2)TYPEOr\.RK
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Figure 3: PLC i. Aedat photograph from Google Earttr (date unknown) 
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phone: (503) 823-730'7 - fax: (503) 823-4347 
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GENERAL INFORMATION
 

File No-: 

Applicant's 
Representatives: 

Applicant: 
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Legal Description: BLOCK 4 INC PT VAC STS LOT 1-10 LAND & IMPS SEE R624825 
(R022400261) MACH & EQUIP, AMBOY; BLocK t1 TL 6500 spur MAp R2Ls7r3 
(K551002240), MCKINLEY PK BLOCK 118¿1,2 TL5100 SPLIT MAP R215712 (R55100i,22:l0\ 
MCKINLEY PK; TL 100 70.21 ACRES LAND & IMPS SEE R606684 (R99z222sgt) MACH & 
EQUIP SPLIT MAP R336571 (R992222590), SECTION 21 15 2E; TL3200 19.55 ACRES, 
SECTION 22 73 2E; TL 100 7.58 ACRES SPLIT MAP R336 673 (R992zt 1480), SECTION ZZ 1S 
28, SECTION 21 IS 28, TL4OO 6.21 ACRES 

Tax Account No.: F(022400260, R551002230, R551002240,P(9922t1480, R992221570, 
R9 9 2222 5 9 0, R9 9 22 I I 9 9 0 

StateIDNo.: lS2EzlAA 02100,1S2E16DD 06500, 1S2E15CC 05100; iS2E2tA 00100, 
1S2E22BB 03200, 1S2E22BC 00100, 1S2E21A00400 

Quarter Section: 3740 

Neighborhood: Lents 

District Neighborhood coalition: East Portland Neighborhood office 

Plan District: Johnson Creek Basin 

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

Land Use Review: Type III, CU AD, Conditional Use Review.and Adjustment Review 

BDS staff Recommendation to Hearings officer: Approval with conditions 

Public llearing: The hearing was opened at 959 a.m. on April 6, 2OlT, in the 3'd floor hearing 
room, 1900 SW 4ú Avenue, Portland, Oregon, and was clorJ¿ int 11:37 â:rn. 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, ZO|L 
for Applicant's rebuttal. The Applicant request that the record be closed effecìive April I L, ZOII 
(Exhibit H-l6). The Hearings officer closed the record on April 14, z}tr. 

Testifïed at the Hearing: 
Sheila Frugoli, BDS Staff Representative 
Michael Robinson, 1i20 NW Couch Street, 10th floor, Portland, AF-glXIg 
Dave Dutra,616l SW 61st Avenue, Portland, OR 97210 
Kevin Loftus, Jameson Partners LLC,2495 NW Nicolai, Portland, OR 97210 
Frank Fleck, 7507 SE 105th Avenue, Portland, OF.}7Z66 

Proposal: Applicant proposes to acrcept mixed yard debris/food wa steat a 6.2acres lease area (the 
"Subject Property'') within an approximately 100 acres site (the "Site") for recycling. Currently 
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landscape materials and wood debris, 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 material will aiso be accepted ûom private self-haulers and the 
general public. 

The mixed yard debris/food waste material wiil 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 buitding for no 
more than a 48-hour period before it is hauled to another site. 

Applicant intends to install a biofilter aeration system to control odors inside the building. Also 
inside the building, Applicant proposes to install a drain system to collect and contain liquids 
(leachate) from the food waste materials. The ieachate will be transported ofÊsite. The lacility will 
also include a 3,000 square foot exterior area for retail sales of exterior landscape-t1pe materiais 
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 altçrations are proposed 
at the Subject Property. 

An Adjusfment is requested to waive the requirement that vehicle access to the Site and Subject 
Property be provided from a designated Maj.or City Traffrc Sheet. Access to the facility is from SE 
Foster onto a private street, vacated SE 100ú Avenue. A Type III Conditional Use Review is 
required because food waste recycling is'classified as a Waste-Related use. An Adjustunent Review 
is needed to vary from an applicable development standard. 

Approval Criteria: 
In order to be approved, this proposal must comply with the approval criteria of Title 33, Portland 

Í"ïi-,ïlirï:f 'dil"Íl,T"i'¿::*ï,:.;î#în,,*Re,ateduse 
. 33.805.040, A-F, Adjustment Review 

IL ANALYSIS 

Site and Vicinity: The Site, historically referred to as the Jameson properfy or the "Freeway Land?' 
site, is sifilated between SE Knapp Street and the Springwater Corridor, trail, along the east side of 
Inter,state'205 in Southeast Portland.. Overa-ll; the Site area covers over 100 acres; 'Applicant's-

prõpoGd-useÇilmêft ñatêA;nfi eSüblë¿@eãseã-areqtoEatêãap¡rõätmatêIç­
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 stocþile. A tall chain link fence follows the entire boundary of the Subþct 
Property. There are two gates providing access onto the facility. 
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The interior portion of the Site, north and south of Johnson Creek, is currently used for industrial 
purposes, and is developed or occuþied by exterior mâterial stocþiles, 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 Saies 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 101st Avenue provides access to the Site. Access to the Site crosses 
through a privately-owned lot that is located on the nórth side of SE Woodstock, and then through 
the City-owned Springwater Corridor, via an easemerrt. The Springwater recreational trail corridor 
follows the northem boundary of the Site. The corridor is approximately 100 fëet wide and 
developed with a paved pathway. The channel of Johnson Creek runs throu.gh the Site. A two-lane 
bridge spans over the creek, providing pasiage into the Site and the Subject Properff. 

The I-205 Interstate Freeway is located within approximately a 400.foot wide public righrof-way 
and is located on the wqst 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'n Avenue is an area developed with primarily single dwelling residences. East of SE 100û 
Avenue, along SE Foster, the area is developed with a mix of employrnent, commercial and 
industrial uses. Nofth of SE Foster, near NÈ 103'dAvenue, is a 16.8-acre industriat site used for 
auto salvage and wrecking. Directiy east of the Site there are numerous large vacant lots. Many- are 
City-owned and zoned as Open Space. The Bureau of Environmental Services (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 enhance wetland and non-wetland 
riparian plant communities and habitats. 

SE Knapp abuts the southern edge of the Site. Because of the densç vegetation, SE Knapp is not 
visible from the Subject Properly. 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 gate 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. Scoft 
residential area: The area includes single-dwelling residences, church sites, a neighborhood park 
and a residentíal group-living treatment facility. 

Zoning: The Site is'within the IHc, Heavy tndush-ial zone with an Environmental Conservation (c) 
overlay zone and EG2cp, Geueral Employment 2 zone with F.nvironmental Conservation (c) and 
Environniental Frotection (p) overlay zones. This:Site also is within the Johnson Creek gà*in ptun 
District and has a Comprehensive Plan designation of EXd - Central Employment with a Design 
Overlay Zone. 

The III zone is one of the three zones that implement the Indushial Sanctuary map designation of 
the Comprehensive Plan. The zone provides areâs where all kinds of industries may loõate, 
including those not desirable in other zones due to their objectionable impacts or appearance. The 
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'Waste-RelatedRecology lease area is within the IH zone. uses require Conditional Use Review
 
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 lilrge block pattern. The area is less developed, with 
sites having medium and low building cov€rages 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 fi:nctional values that have been 
td*ttfi"d by th" C t), as proviãing 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 
feafures and resources while allowing environmentally sensitive urban development where resources 
are less sensitive. Note that these reguiations apply only to areas within the Environmental 
Conservation ("c") or Environmental Protection ("p") zoning designation. The proposal is not 
located within an Environmental overlay zone. 

The Buffer overlay zone requires additional buffering between nonresidential 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, byrequiring additional information and proof of 
mitigation for uses that may cause off-site impacts and nuisances. 

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

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

. 	 CU 66-76: Request by previous properfy orwner for a Conditional Use permit to: comply with 
Chapter 7 of the Building Code; place fill in excess of 1,000 cubic yards; and landscape the site 
(application determined to be unnecessary). 

. CU 83-79: Request by previous property owner for a Conditional Use permit for a 50,000 cubic 
yard fill and excavation along Johnson Creek, widening creek bed, filling abandoned log ponds 

_- _ apploved. ,. 

. 	 LUR 94-40842 ZC EN AD: Request byprevious properry o\¡/ner for approval of aZone 
Change for the Environmental zone boundary along Johnson Creek; approval of aZone 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 Environmental zone boundary on the eastern portion of the site. 
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¡ 	 LUR98-00095NU: CasewithdrawnonMarch3, 1998 forestablishmentof aNonconforming 
Use situation per LUR 94-00842 ZC EN AD. 

o 	LU 03-113394 ZCz Approved on April21, 2003 for rnap error correction related to LUR 94­
00842 ZC EN AD. 

c 	LU 06-133094 EN AD: Approved with conditions on December 29,2A06 for an Environmental 
review for excavation of soils in the 1OO-year floodplain near Johnson Creek, within the 
Environmental Conservation and Protection overlay zonqs; and an Adjus'tment review to remove 
trees during grading activities for resource enhancement. 

. LU 07^107637: Approved with conditions on April12,2007;' a Nonconforming Status review. 

. LU 07'LL6L37 EN: Approved with conditions'on October 31,2007 for Environmental review 
of excavation, gravel *å pu'n"-"nt removal, ahd restoration witfr natirr" pt-onts 

. LU 09-137528 EN: Approved an Environmental review for a Modification of the 
Environmental Conservation and Environmental Protection overlay zones. 

Agency Review: A ¡'Request for Response" was mailed Feþruary 7,2011. The following bureaus 
have responded with no iisues o, 

"onò"*r: 
o 	Water Bureau (Exhibit 8.3) 
o 	Fire Bureau (Exhibit E.a) 

Site Development Section qf BDS (Exhibit E.5)
 
. Life Safety Review Section of BDS (Exhibit E.5)
 
o 	Bureau ofParks-Forestry Division (Exhibit 8.5) 

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

The Portland Bureau of Transportation ("PBOT") responded with comments. Excerpts 
from Exhibit 8.2 follow: 

. 

"PBOT/Development Review has reviewed the application for its potential impacts
 
regarding the public right-of-wag traffic impacts and confonnance with adopted
 
policies, street designatiqns, Title 33, Title 17, and for potential impacts upon
 
transportation services,
 

"The existing uses at the site generate 290 trips, with 15 oceurring in the a.m. peak 
hours and five occurring in the p.rn. peak hour. Retail sales currently occrr at this site 

. 	with most transactions oocurring during the weekend. For the purposes of this analysis,
 
the Applicanthas assumed that the revised site will experience increased wegkday retail
 
sales. Based on conversations with Recolo.gy, it is anticipated that there could be up to
 
ten sales transáctions on a t¡pical weekday associated with soil amendment sales. It is 
likeþthat some of these transactions will be made by customers dropping off recycling
 
materials (thereby already accounted for in the original transportation assessment­
letter), Further, these transactions will most likely occur throughout a t¡pieal 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 daily$iqs, with 40 occurring 
in the a.m. peak hour and 20 in the p.m. peak hour. Of those (tO /creased daily trips, 
it is expected that 90 (45 inl45 out) will be trucks and 20 (i 0 iÞfO 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 l01tt 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't 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 101tt Avenue, the 
Springwater Trail and the site's clrivew ay, aÍeall 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 \¡/as expressed that 
additional truck traffic on this street would negatively impact neighborhood livabitity. 
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 Reoolory-owned 
vehicles. The Applicant would also not object to a condition of approval that Recology 
noti$ in writing all companies they have business with that will have vehicles coming 
to the site to direct their drivers not to use SE Knupp Street to access the site. Since the 
traffic sfudy prepared for this report already assumed Recology-related trips would not 
be using SE Knupp Street to access the site, all adequacy of transportation facilities 
criteria remain vaiid." Gxhibit 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 
Íesponse to the proposal. The written responses (Exhibits F.1 and F.2) raised concems related to 
livability (attract vermin, birds, and odors) and haffic. Concems were also raised related to possible 

-J8pgqlqs{lhe 
p-lepeq*e-qjpJeþplqe$-Epq¡} *," -"lvrrqryq9slqllv-sqsedprgpg4pqeqgitrþ¡&]r-_

owned properties in close proximity to the Subject Property. One written response objected to the 
notice given to neighboring/nearbyproperties of the application and BDS staff decision. 

Heørings Offi.aer Note: The concerns'raised regarding trffic and nuisance impacts will be 
discussed below under relevdnt approval criteria. A Requestþr Response was mailed to City 
agencies and the Lents Neighborhood Assocíatíon oru February 7, 201l. Comrnents were requested 

EXÞI¡BIT B PAGE 7 OF 34
 



Decision of the Hearings Off,rcer
 
LU 10-194818 CU AD (HO 41 10004)
 
Page I
 

by March 7, 201I. The Applicant installedfive postíng boards along the pubtíc streetfrontages of 
the site and one at the SE l7l't entrance on March 5, 201I. ,4 publlc notice that invites interested 
persons to aitend the'public hearing and/or send wrítten comments to,the Hearings Officer was 
mailed on March 14, 2011, over 3 weel<s in advahce of the heariT,tg. The public *t¿"" *o, maíled 
to owners ofproperty that is iocated within 400 feet of the site. Heørings before the Heørings
Officer are only scheduled during the day. Fínally, all pubtíc and Ciry:agei"y Sent to

"o**"ntsBDS staff are íncluded in thefile. Théfile is a public record and avàilablefor review. The. 
Hearings Officerfinds that the Zoning Code-requíred public notffication requírements kave been 
followed and met. 

ZONING CODE APPROVAL CRITERIA 

Conditional Uses 

33.815.010 Purpose 
Certain uses are conditional uses instead ofbeing allowed outright, although theyrnay have 
beneficial effects and serve important public interests. They are subject to the cénditional use 
regulations because they may, but do nìt necessarily, have Ãignificant adverse effectson the 
environment, overburden public services, change the desired character of an area" or oreate rriajon
nuisances: A review of these uses is necessary due to the potential individual or cumulative irnpacts
they may have on the surrounding area or neighborhood. The conditional use review provides an 
opporfunity to allow thé use when there are minimal impacts, to allow the use but impose mitigation 
measures to address identified concerns, or to deny the ùse if the concerns canriot 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 impactb will nothaim 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: The Site is located in the EG2, General Employment qnd IH, Heavy Industrial 
zones, which allows a mix of uses with a strong industrial orientation. The proposed Waste, 
Related use will be located within the Subject Property; located in the southeast quadrant of 
theSite and is zoned IH. Of the approximate 100-acre Site, only 6.2 acres,the Subject 
Property, will be dedicated to a Waste-iteltnted use. The.remainder.of the Site will continue to 
be used for industrial and employment purposes. Further, the properties to the north contain 
emplo¡r¡nent arid industrial activities. 

The mixed yard debris/food waste will be deliveied to the Subject Properfy for sorting and 
blending in an existing building. No new development is needed.fo accómrhodate the waste 
material and associated activities. There will be no permanent impacts to the Site or Subject
Property- As explained under criterion,F below, the transport of the waste material to anã 
frorn 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. Ih 
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both the short and long term, there are adequate adjacent lands avaiiable 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 aVaiiable for industrial uses. 

At the closest point, the Subject Property is at least 190 feet f¡om the Site's south property 
line. A 6-foot tall chain-link fence has been installed to follow the boundary of the Subject 
Properfy, providing separation of the V/aste-Related use and the other industrial activitieq3rn 
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 
.material 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 Flearings Officer finds, because the Subject Properly is a rather small portion of a rnuch 
larger property, that "self-haulers" and the general pubiic 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 
so that an Applicant's representative may be contacted at any time. 

According to the submitted haffio report, prepared by Kittelson and Associates (Exhibits 4.2, 
4.5 and 4.6), the trucks--commeroial garbage haulers and Recologlr trucks, the homeowners 
and small "self-haulers" and other vehicle haffic associated with activities at the facility will 

' 	 not overwhelm the street system. Applicant's trafüc consultant expressed its professional 
opinion that peak weekday trafñc occurs between 7:00 and 8:00 a.m. at SE Foster and SE 
1 01'1. The existing uses at the Site generate 290 trips, with 1 5 occurring in the a.m. peak hour 
and five occuning in the p.m. pgak 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 hou¡. Of those 1 10 increased,daily trips, it is expected that 90 (45 inl45 out) 
will be kucks and 20 (10 irll0 out) will be vehicles related to the proposed soil amendment 
sales. The peak hours are not anticipated to occur at the peak hours of bicycldedestrian uses 
of the Springwater Tr¿il. 

ln summary, Applicant's traffic consultant, PBOT and BDS staff concluded that this proposal 
will not significantly alter the oveiall industrial character of the areabecause additional traffic 
will be minimal and the trarisferþrocessing 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) insh'ucting customers to the Subject Property mixed yard detris/food waste 
facility. The Hearings ofñcer finds that Applicant must install two signs, one at each entry 
gate. With compliance with these conditions, the Hearings OfFrcer finds that this approvai
criterion is met. 

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

Findings: Waste-Related uses have the potential, through operational and physical features, 
to create noxious odors, excessive noise, air and water pollution and traffic issues. BDS stafi 
prior to the issuance of the BDS Staff Report (Exhibit H.2), receivod.e-mail correspondence 
from two nearbyproperty owners who expressed concerns about the operation of Applicant's
faciiity (Exhibits F.l and F.2). An opponent of this application (Fleck) testified at å; public 
hearing and submitted a lefter intô the evidentiary t."ord (Exhibit H.f i¡ expressing 

"orr""*.about the possibilily that operation of the Applicant's facility could create noxious odors. 
Another opponent submitted a letter (Exhibit H.8) into the evidentiaryrecord expressing 
concern that operation of Applicant's'facility will unnecessarily attract vermin/rodents. The 
preceding issues raised by neighbors and/or opponents are appiopriate to be considered under 
this approval criterion. 

gdoË If this application is approved, there will be no processing of food wastes on the 
Subject Properly- The application anticipates the delivery of loads coniaining a mixture of 
yard debris and'food waste; food wastes are estimated to be less than 5% (by weighQ. 
Applicant testified, at the hearing, that trucks carrying rnixed yard debriÈ/food waste anive at 
the Subject Property, drive to the building, back into the buitding through bay doors irnd dump 
the material onto the floor. The concrete floor of the building, at the location where the 
material is dumped, has chániels covered byperforated grating. Applicant testified that 
within 48 hours (most material È-bm the Subject Properfy ori the same day as it is received) the 
mixedyarddebris/foodwastewillberemovádfromìhe-Subjectrroperty'toanoffsite 
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/tieated with a biofilter. The biofilter material is yard debris and/or hog fuel alreadyi looated on the Subject Properly, Covering the yard ¿ebris¡food waste will rninimize 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 air system. 'speoificall¡ thesystem entails vent holes being drilled in the floor of the 
building. A fan will be used to puli 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 iank 
and transported off site. 

Applicant'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 cornplaints. 
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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 delivery), 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, anymixed yard debris/food waste material that 
remains on the Subjeçt Property ovemight 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 garbags truck off-loading and other distribution activities will be 
minimal given that the facility will be located at least 200 feet frorn adjacent sites and the 
truck loading 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 ofÈloading 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. 

Dust/Air.Pollution: All trafñc areas of the Subject Property and the composting area are 
paved. The Subject Property currently accepts yard debris. The Hearingi Officer ñnds that 

.\the transfer of food waste inside a building will not generate additionai dust. 

StonnwaterÆVater Pollution: Because the Applicant is þroposing no new development or 
exterior changes, BES has determined that the proposal will not impact the existing 
stormwater systern 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 ofÈsite disposal of leachate waste. Stormwater from impervious surfaces are' proposed to drain/flow to numerous existing catch basins and eventuatly drain/flow into a 

detention pond (located on the west side of the Site). 

Traffig lmpacts and Safety: Applicant addressed, in the application, possible traffic capacity 
and safety issues. Applicant's traffic consultant indicated, in the Traffic Analysis (Exhibits 
4.5 and 4.6), that the expanded use (including the retail sale of soils and landscape materials) 
wíll result in 400 daily trips, with 40 occurring in the a.m. peak hour and 20 in the p.m. peak

' -- -*houn Applicanf'zs"'traffic consultant stated that ofthe 110 increased-daily trips; an estimated 90 
onïIwifteliuTs anil20-(lXdloouQ-virllbe vé1iiõlEs-rêlãëd1õThê-pro-pdsd-söi1­

arnendment sales. 

--(4-5-ñA3 
:Peak hour trips generated by this application, based upon Applicant's traffic consultant's 

reports, are not anticipated to occur at the peak hours of bicycleþedestrian uses of the 
Springwater Trail. Manual turning movement counts, conducted by the Applicant's haffic 
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consultant, rÃ/ere taken at the SE Foster Road and SE 1 01 't 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 coniultant found that peak weekday
vehicular activity along SE 101't 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 intersection of SE Foster and 101't Avenue, the Springwater Trail and the site's driveway, 
are all expected to continue to operate acceptably at ievei of Service A, even'ç,i,ith the 
additional traffic generated'by the proposed use. The traffic consultant founif that over a 
recenf S-year period, there were only four vehicle crashes reported at the SE Foster Road and 
SE 101st Avenue intefsection and at the Springwater Trail crossing there were no 
vehicularþedestrian/bicycle related crashes. 

; 

In sulnmary, 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 thã building to 
install the aerátion system and leachate collection system. Through cOîmpliance with 
conditions, this criterion is met. 

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

Findings: Environmentally sensitive areas, designatqd with the Environmental Conservation 
or Environmental Protection overlay zone, run througÌi the Site and abut the Site to the south 
and east. The designations follow the Johnson Creek waterwáy. Opponents expresÉed 

tha! approval of this application would result in negative impacts to nearby Johnson:oncgrn
Creek and the Springwater Corridor Trail (Exhibits F.1, F,2 and H.8). One opponent indicated 
thaf Johnson Creek has a history of overflowing its banks and that when that happens, warer 
pollution will occur when the creek water mixes with the mixed yard debris/food waste 
(Exhibit F.2). Another opponent stated that odors emanating from the Subject p,roperty would 
discourageuseandpublicenjoymentoftheSprin'gwaterCorridorTrail. 

The Hearings Officer incotporates the findings for PCC 33.815.220 C into the findings for this 
Pp_proval criterion. The Hearings Ofñcer found, in the findings for 33.815.220 C above, that 
odor impacts would notbe sþificant. Thefefore, the Hearings Officer finds that odors 
emanating from operations at the Subjeet Property wiil not have significant detrimental 
impacts on users of the Sþhngwater Corridor Trai,f or other nearby-environniental resources. 

The Hearings Of,ficer finds that no credible evidence is in the record to support the contention, 
by an opponent, that flood waters would impact the operations occurring ðntit"ty within the 
building at the Subject Properfy. Further, the Hearings Officer finds.(based upon .A,pplicant,s 
representative's statements that close to 9"5%ó of themixed yard debris/food waste will be yard 
debris).that there is no evidence in the record to suggest that even if flood waters would 
intrude inside the building on the Subject Property, tlat the mixed yard debris/food waste 
would signifi cantly impact environmental resõurces 
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The Subject Properfy 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 Properly will be provided on an existing internal
 
roadway that crosses , via abridge, 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 nonexistent. Therefore, the Hearings Officer finds this
 
approval criterion is met.
 

E. The proposed use adequately addresses potential nuisance-related impacts 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 ofÈ
 
loaded and processed inside the building. Applicant's representative, at the public hearing,
 
testified that litter control is overseen by METRO and the Oregon Deparknent 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 Properfy. 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 ñndings for PCC 33.815-220 C above into the findings for this approval
 
criterion. The Hearings Officer finds this approval criterion is met.
 

F. Public services. 

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

2, 	 The transportation system is capable of supporting the proposed use in addition to the 
existing uses in the area. Evaluation factors include skeet capacity, level of service 

. 	 or other performance measures; access to arterials; corrnectivity; transit availability;
 
on-street parking impacts; access requirements; neighborhood impacts; impacts on
 
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit circulation; and safety for all modes; and
 

Findings: The Site directly fronts SE 100ú and SE 103rd Avenues; both streets terminate at 
the Site: SE 10'1't provides a connection from SE Foster-Boulevard and-SE'Woodstoek; SE 

-=l¡Tstf ermffi -WõõdStõõK@ffi 	 ­
the Site is provided via easements through Tax Lot 6600 and the Springwater Corridor. The
 
Springwater Corridor, a public bicycle and pedestrian ofÊroad path, abuts most of the Site's
 
northern property line. SE Knapp Street follows most the Site's southern property linç. A tall
 
chain link fence and locked gate restricts access at SE Knapp.
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The Transportation Element of theComprehensive Plan designates the'äbutting and nearby 
streets as follows: 

SE Foster 
Boulevard 

Major City 
Traffic Street 

Major Transit 
Priorifv Street 

City Bikeway CityWalkway 

SE Woodstock local Service None Local Local 
Boulevard' 
SE 100-Avenue Local Sçrvice None Local Local 
SE 100*Avenue Local Service None Local Local 
SE 103'o Avenue Local Service None Local Local 
SE Knapp Street Local Service None Local Local 

The Site in ùot within a desi,gnated Freight District. The Applicant is requesting an 
Adjustment to standard 33.254.030; see findings'for PCC 3t.805.010 below. Ñaste-Related 
uses are required to be located so that vehicle aðcess is from a Major City Traffic Street or to 
streets within a desig¡rated Freight Diskict. 

', I ..-

PBOT reviewed the Applicant's transportation analysis (Exhibits 4.2,4.5 and A.6) and 
expressed no concernr.'Ar outlined in ttre Applicant's ,à*ponr", *il;*-;J2j above, 
undgr the findings for approvat critelign pcó^¡g.srs .z;0 C,ih;*ilä;; waste-Related 
use is irot anficipated to have a si.gnifibant trip generation impactï, ien"rai":ttip 6ú til;;
inconsistent with the strëet designations. PBOT noted, and the Hearìngs Officer agrees, that 
the transportation system is capable of supporting the additional traffic that is estimated to be 
generated by the use. The Hearings Ofñcer finds that SE 101st Avenue and SE Foster Road 
can support the new use from a capaøty, safety, and access standpoint. The use is not 
anticipated to hâve any detrimental irnpacts on the overall safetyãf the Springwater Trail 
crossing at SE 101't Avenue. 

PBor staffnoted that tl3 acceptance of food waste at the Recolqgy facility would 
generate no more than 90 new tri¡ck trips (45 in,45 out), and eO nlï rr"fri.f*,rip, qf O
ia 10 oilt) related to the sale of soil amendments over the course of a typical wËekday.-
The arrivaVdeparture patterns of thesç additional truct trips are anticipäed to be 
spread !þòughout the normal business hours. ihe presence of the stop-control on the 
sE 1 01 't Avenue appr,oaches, the slow havel speeds along sE i 01 

.t Avenue, the' 
effectiveness of the design of the existing crossing locatión, the lack of any iristorical 
safety issues, and the relatively minimal increase in traffic all suggest thatihe 
expanded use willhave no significant impact to pêdestrians and bìcyclists using the 
trail 

To address.neighbors' concerns regarding additional tn¡ck traffic impacting the resident ial area 
located south of the site, PBOT staffrecommended a condition be appliedio truck tiaffic 
associated with Applicant's use of the Subject Property. PBOT suggãsted that if the owners of 

EXFIIB¡T B PAG E, 14ó' 
'O 



Decision of the Hearings Officer
 
LU 10-194818 CU AD (HO 41 10004)
 
Page 15
 

the Site ever obtain access from SE Knapp, the condition of approval in this case will prohibit 
trucks traveling to/f¡om the Subject Property from using SE Knapp. Applicant must also 
notifo, in writing, all companies (including the commercial haulers) that SE Knapp may not be 
a route.taken to the Site and/or Subject Property. 

Through compliance with the condition that restricts future access to the Subject Properfy, 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 stormwáter disposal systems 
àre 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 improvementd would be required. The 
Subject Property has an existing 1'? rnetered service which has a billing address of 10010 SE. 
Woodstock Boulevard that provides water to this location from the existing 12" Clwater 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 
requirements and reduce noxious odors, BES required as a condition the installation of a 
leachate collection and containment system. The liquid waste will be taken offof the Site and 

'the Subject Property for disposal. 

Based on the comments from Citybureau representatives, the Hearings Officer finds:that this 

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

Findings: The regulations of Chapter 33.254 and discussion of how the proposal addresses 
them are as follows: 

33.254.020 Limitations 
A. Accessory uses. Concrete batching, asphalt mixing, rock crushing, or clay bulking in 

connection with a Mining use are prohibiteå except in IH and IG zones. 

F_r_Þ¡ltdgrlilLa_stç1.*IL"_9:ìæg4gruegg{4gl! wasféq ãs defineöbyoAR 340:100 ro 
340.1 10, is prohibited. 

Fin<lings: The proposed use involves the acceptance of food (organic) waste that is sorted and 
then hansported to off of the Site and Subject Properly 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 
reshicted 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 33.8I5.220.F1 and 2 above,the Site and Subject Properfy do not have direct 
access from a street that is a desi-gnated Major CityTraffic Sheet or is within a desi,gnated 
Freight District. SE lOl"tAvenue provides a connection from SE Foster Boulevard and SE 
Woodstock. SE 101't termindtes north of the Site at SE Woodstock. The primaryvehicle 
entrance to the Site is provided via easements through Tax Lot 6600 and ttre Springwater
Corridor. The roadway that runs through the Site in a north/south direction is not a public 
street. see the findings under Adjushãnt Review criteria, below. 

33.254.040 Operations 

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

Findings:_ The Subject Properly is located within a lease boundary in approximately the 
center of the Site. Applicant submitted a trafñc impact study to assess the adequacy of 
transportation.servioes (Exhibits 4.2, 4.5 and Á..6): Cunently the Site generates

'Waste-Relatedapproximately 290 trips per day. The use will generate i I 0 additional trips per
day. Applicant anticipates 35 garbage trucks coming to the Site and Subject property to ãu-p
loads and 10 semi-trucktrips hauling away the procãssed food waste to tle of,fl-site composting
facilify. Applicantls traffic consultant estimated that the proposed use at the Subject prõperty­
facility would generate an additional 90 new truck trips 14S in,45 out) and 20 tatuif t.ip*iiO'
in, 10 out) over the course of a typical weekday. The traffic consultant indicated that 40 daily
hips (for prior and new uses) for the Subject Property would occur during the morning ..peaÉ' 
and 20 dailykips would occur during the afternoon "peak" time. Applicánt,s ttaffic 
consultant and PBOT concurred that the estimated vehicle trips can eãsily be accommodated 
on the private intemal road. The Hearings Offrcer finds this standard can be met. 

B. Processing of waste products. In the case of Waste-Related uses othgr than landfills and 
composting operations, all activities relating to the receiving, sorting; processing storage, 
transfer, and shipping of wastes must take place entirely within enclôsèd sfuctures. 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 anywater 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 ofÊrit" location for decomposition
into compost. If vehicles are cleaned, it wilt occur within the building. A drain and piping 
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system that collects the leachate liquid will be required to be installed in the building. 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 cornpliance with the 
condition, the Hearings Officer finds that this application will comply with this standard. 

C. Liqu'id waste pretreatment. The use, if other than a sewage heatment facility, must 
provide pretreatment of any liquids being discharged into the City's stormwater or sanitary 
disposal system. The pretreatment must meet the standards ofthe Bureau of 
Environmental S ervices. 

Findings: As stated above, the residual liquid from the food waste will be contained 
removed from the Site and Subject Property. Surface stormwater will be directed to a^d + 
detention pond located on the west side of the Subject Property. BES has reviewed the 
proposal and finds no concems. 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 Ofñcer finds that a conditionìiti r"qui." the installation of two 
signs, one at each gate of the facility. The signs 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 plaq and mechanisms 
to ensure that trafñc, 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, tlpes of vehicles, and ftequency of trips. 

Findings: As discussed under criterion 33.815.220.F, the Applicant's traffic consultant 
submitted a kaffic impact study to assess the adequacy of,transportatíon services (Exhibits 
A.2, A.5 and 4.6). The traffic study analyzed the SE Foster and SE 101't intersection and the 
crossing over the Springwater Trail. PBOT Engineering and Development reviewed the 
consultant's traffic study and concluded that the transportation systern is adequate to support 
theproposeduse.TheHearingsofficerfindsthatthiscriterionismet. 

. 

33.254.060 Nuisance Mitigation Plan The applicant must submit a mitigation plan that 

A, Off-site impacts. The plan must document that the use will comply with the ofÊsite 
impact 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: 

33-262.050 Noise The City noise standards are stated in Title 18, Nuisañce 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. 

F'indings: Noise generated by the mixed yard debris/food waste transfer 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 afe similar to that used by many nearby
industrial uses. Trucks and other vehicles will déliver and pick-up the mixed yard debris/food 
waste, on the Subject Property, in a building.. Separation oimaterials and equipment moving 

. the mixed yard debris/food waste will occur inside the building. Equipmentwill meet nrrise 
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, frequent, or repetitive vibrations which exceed 

0.0029 peak may not be produced. In general, this m"ans that a persoh of normal 
sensitivities should not be able to feel any vibrations. 

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

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

33.267,.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 dãtected 

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

Findiirgs: The food waste will be confined within a fully-enclosed building. Furthermore, the 
Applicant intends to install a biofilter aeration system and wiil capture the liquid waste from 
the processing building and remove it offsite. A condition will ràquire the installation of both 
Eætems as iderrtified in the submitted plans. If the faciiity ñnds that the biofilter system does 
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not adequateþ reduce detectable odors, it must implement other means ò{àddresíng the ofÊ.-Ç. 
Y\ 

-q\
site impacts in order to achieve ongoing compliance with this Zoning Code-requirement. At 
the request of one of the opponents (Exhibit H.11), Appticant 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 ofmixed yard debris/food waste within 48 hours 
of its being deposited at th! Subject Propert¡ the installation of floor negative aeration system 
and the use of biofiltplmaqe\al on any mixe(yard deb¡iVfood waste left in the building 
ovemight, this standdrd can b{ met. ì.{ > ¿--- YJô ,o ­* fr--, -T44,\<g

33.262.080 ctarF- W 9ä'
4.. Glare standard. Glare is illumination cau'Èed by atl types of lighting and from high 

temperature processes such as welding or rnetallurgical refining. Glare may npt 
directly, or indirectly from reflection, cause illumination on other properties 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 excessively bright or special 
lighting such as strobe lights. The Hearings Ofücer finds that this standard will be met. 

B. Lifter. For Waste-Related uses, the plan must address litter generated on the site and
 
litter along roadways leading to tfie use that is generated by vehieles cóming 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: The dumping, pick-up and sorting of yard debris/food (Waste-R.elated use
 
activities) will occur within an enclosed building. All litter is placed in a drop box that is then
 
transported to a iandfrll for proper disposal. Appiicant stated at the public hearing that,
 

. pursuant to METRO and DEQ requirements, Applicant is responsible for iitter control (related
 
to Applicant's operation at the Subject Property) for a distance of up to t/¿ mile from the
 
Subject Property. The Hearings Officer finds this standard will be met.
 

C. DusÇ mud, and vector control. Theplan must provide mechanisms to limit impacts 

]-fro*dust,mud.anddiseasecarr.yIngorsani.sm¡¡uc1rasrat1andmosqui.|oes 
.--

nintings: All trãffiõ areas ofrtãSubj éctTropert@s 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 implernent other means for controlling the disease carrying
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pests, in orderto achieve ongoing compliance with this ZoningCode requirement. The 
Hearings Officer finds this standard will be met. 

33:254.070 Reclamation Plaú for Landfills The ápplicant for a landfill use in the Waste-
Related use'category must submit a reclamation plán. The Bureaus of Buildings and 
Environmental Services will provide a technical review of the plan. Mining uses are subject to 
State requirements for reclamation plans. 

A. Contents of the reclamation plan. The reclamation plan must include the following:
1. Phasing and schedule of work to be conducted;
2. Phasing and schedule ofreclamation to be conducted;
3. Materials to be used in the replamation;
4. The effeet of the reclamation on surface and subsurface drainage patterns; 

' j5. Plans for future use of the land; and 
6. A discussion ofhow the proposed reclamatiori plan is consistent with the future 

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

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 security must comply with the regrilations for 
performance guarantees staied in 33.700.050. 

Fihdiiigs: The proposal does not include a landfill. Therefore, this requirement does not 
apply. 

33.254.080 Setbacks, Landscaping, and Screening Waste-R.elated uses are subject to the 
following setback, landscaping, and screening requirements. Mining uses are subþct tô 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 ato"grtt frop"rty
and street lot lines that abut OS or R zones. 

Findings: The Subject Property boundary is at least 250 feetfrom the closest¡esidentiall¡ 
zoned properly to the south of the Site., The closest property zoned Open Space is locateóover 
700 feet away. The Subject Propertyis located well beyoná the required idO feet from the 
Site's property line boundaries. The Hearings Officer finds the setback standards for this 
facility are met. 

B. LandscapÍng and screening requirements. The setback must be landscaped to at least 
the Ll standard. A fence at leastl6 feet high must be provided on the interiãr side of the 
setback. The fence must be screened UV u trngh hedge rneeting the L3 standard. The 
landscaping standards are stated in Chapter 33.248, Landscaping and Screening. kr 
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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 existing 
industria'l development. Applicant operates a composlrecycling facility curently on the 
Subject Property. Zoning Code section33.258.070-D.2.c(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, crurently encloses the site along its.entire 
boundary.TheHearingsofficerfindsthisstandardwil1bemet. 

33.254;090 Activities in Requiied Setbacks Extraction, movemenq or stockpiling of 
mineral and aggregateresources 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 setbacis; Required setbacks include all setbácks 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 significantly from the property lines, the Hearings 
Officer finds this standard will be met. 

33.254.100 Underground Utilities All underground lines and conduits on a mining or 
. landfill site and within 50 f,eet of the site must be protected from damage from the use. This 
includesstormandsanitaryse\¡¡erS,andwater,gas,andelectriclines. 

Findings: The proposed activity is for the processing of food waste and not mining or 
excavation. This requirement does not appty. 

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

. Findings: The proposed activity is not mining or landfill. Therefore, this criterion does not 
apply. 

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

_ lq{þgtlttr facility and ariother facility operate4 by Ap'plicant (N'luttle Rg¿d anô --- - --- ­

currently under review- LU 10-203967 CU eD) wilt 
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 tlpically 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 materiai, and oflers another means of 
reducing the amount of materials being deposited into a landfill. For this use, the material is 
being diverted from the waste sheam going to landfills, and is recycled into compost for 
beneficial uses. The above represents the public benefits of ihe application ih this case. 

Nearby residents ahd properly owners raised concerns about this proposed use of the Subject 
Properly (Exhibits F.1, .F.2, H.8 and H;l1). The Hearings Officer finds that the primary 
concsrns expressed by opponents involved the possible emission of odors, the possible 
attraction of vermin, possible impacts on nearby environmentally zoned/used properties and 
traffic impacts. The Hearings Officer considered each of opponents' in the findings"on""*Jabove. The Hearings Officer finds, based,upon Applicant's proposed operation plan and 
conditions that will be imposed upon Applicaiit's operatisn on the Subjèct eropårry, that the' risk of odof and vermin impacts on the neighboring þroperties is relatively low. The Hearings
Officer found no probable impacts will occur on nearby environmentally zonecl properties. 
The Flearings Officer found that traffic impaots will be sþificantly mitigated Uy piotriUiting 
Applicant's use of the Ifuapp entrance to thesite. 

Overall, the Hearings Ofäcer finds the public benefits are great and possible negative impacts 
are relatively low. The Hearings Officer {inds.ihe public benefits outwei.gh thepotential­
nelative impacts. The Hearings officer finds this standard is met: 

Adjustments 

33.805.010 Purpose 
The regulations of the zoningcode are designed to implement the goals and policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan. These'rçgulations 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 ma5r be modified if the proposed 
development continues to meet the intended purpose of those regulations. Adjushnents máy also be 
used when shict application of the Zoning code's regulations would pt..lude ail use of asite. 
Adjustment reviews provide flexibility for unusual situations and aliow for altemative ways to meet 
the purposes of the code; while allowing ihe zoning code to oontiriue to provide certainty and rapid
processing for land use applications, 

li,ilil:lr åäiåîl*rÎî:"äî-*d irrhe review body nnds tha*he appricanr rras srrown rhat 
approval critela 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 

Findings: The Applicant is requesting,an Adjustrnent to waive the vehielê access standard for 
Waste'Related uses (Zoning Code stand ard 33.254.030). The puqpoSe of the Mining a¡d 
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Waste-Related development standard, as stated in Section 33.254.010 of the ZoningCode, is 
as follows: 

These regulations: 
o 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 no concerns. As outlined in 
the Applicant's response, and summarized above, the proposed new Waste-Related use is not 
aniicipated to have a significant trip generation impact or generate trip types that are 
inconsistent with'the street designations (Exhibit 8.2). PBOT agreed with Applicant's traffic 
studies (Exhibits A.2, A.5, and 4.6) that the transportation system is capable of supporting the 
additional traffic that is estimated to be generated by the use. SE 101"t Avenue an¡d SE Foster 
Road can support the new use from a capacit¡r, safefy, 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't Avenue. 
The Hearings Offrcer concurs with the conclusions reached by PBOT and the Applicant's 
traffic consultants and finds this approval criterion is met. 

B. 	If in a residential zone, the proposal will not significantly detract from the livability or 
appearance of the residential area, or if in a C, E, or Izone, the proposal will be consistent 
with the classification of the adjacen! streets and the desired character of the area; and 

Findings: The Subject Property is in the IH zone. The IH zone is intended to provide areas 
where all kinds of industries may locate including those not desirable in other zones due to 
their objectionable impacts or appearance. 

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

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

the interior 

As noted above, PBOT reviewed (Exhibit E.2) the Applicant's submitted traffic analysis 
(Exhibits 4.2, 4.5 and 4.6) and has determined that the trarsportation system can support the 
ne\ry use from a capacity, safety, and access standpoint. Therefore, the proposed accesi from a 
vacated street will not negatively impact the intended character of the IH zone or the desired 
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indr¡strial character of the Freeway Land site. The Hearings Offrcer finds this approval 
criterion is met. 

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

Findings: Only one Adjustment is requested. This criterion does not apply. 

D. 	City-designated scenic resources and historic resources are preserved; and 

Findings: City-designated scenic resources are shown on the zoningmap by the "s" overlay 
zone. Historicresources are designatedbya large dot. There are no suchresourcespresent on 
thissite. This cnterion does not apply. 

E. 	Any irnpacts resulting from the adjustment 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 existi¡g Site and SubjeciProperty. The Hearingg Officer finds 
no mitigation is needed. This criterion does not apply. 

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

Findings. No development or activity is proposed within the Environmental zonê as a resùlt 
ofthe Adjustnient. This sriterion does not apply. 

Development Standards 
Uúless speoifically 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 pennit 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 pennit. 

ilL CONCLUSIONS 

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 
sheet in a designated Freight Dishict. The mixed yard debrislfood wasie willie delivered to the 
Subject Property via garbage collection trucks; approximately 35 trucks per day. Mixed yard 
debris/food waste will also be accepted frorn privateself-haulers and the general public. 
Compostable mixed y,ard 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 concems raised by 
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o The date and time the complaint was received; and 
. The nalne, 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. AnnuaJly, a copy of the complaint log must be delivered by mail to the Lents 
Neighborhood Association Chairperson (per Office of lr{eighborhood lnvolvement website 
information) and the East Portland Nei-ghborhood Office. Access, so long as 24-hou¡ advance 
notice is given, shall be provided at the Subject Property by Recology (or anysuccessor 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. 

Aç,eì|, ?Z z-c'..i 
Date 

Application Determined Complete: January 28,2011' Report to Hearings Officer: March25,207l
 
Decision Mailed: ,':'î'.*
April 28, 2011 ...-.-
Last Date to Appeal: 4:3'Op:rn., May 12,201 1.ri'..,::;.,.- ,'i._ ,,,' 
Effective Date (if no appeal): May 1 3, 20 1 1 Oecision may be recorded on this dare. 

Conditions of Äpproval. This project may be subject to a number of specific conditions, listed 
above. Compliance with the applicable conditions of approval must beàocumented in all reiated 
permit applications. Plans and drawings submitted during the permitting process must illushate 
how applicable conditions of approval are met. Any projãct elements tttui*" specificalÇr"qrir"a 

"--'byconditionsofapprova1mustbeshownontheplans,andlabeled.assuc}r. 

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 r"'ni"*, *y 
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 fufure owners of the 
property subject to this land use ¡eview. 
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opponents, the Hearings Officer included conditiòns of approval. The conditions are intended to 
mitigate potential impacts (i.e. odor, vector, traffic, ete.) upon nearby properties which could be 
created by the application. r:. 

IV. 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-enelosed building, as described in Exhibits 4.1 
through 4.6, and 

Approval of an Adjustment to waive the Waste-Related location and access requirements (Section 
33.254.030) to allow access onto the facitity from a private driveway (vacated SE 100ú A.vànue), 
subject to the following conditions: 

A. As part of the building penhit (10-188549 CO) application submittal, the following 
development-related conditions (B through D) must be noted on each 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 "ZQNING COMPLIANCE PAGE - Case File LU t0-19481g CU AD." Ali 
requirements must be graphically represented.on the required plans and must be labeledUREQUIRED." 

B. Two signs, which identify the food waste recycling operation, must be installed on entrance 
gates to the facility. The signs rnust inolude 24-1io'ur emergency contact information. 

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

D. An intetnal 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-s.ite loòation foi 
disposal. 

E. All public information, including krternet and marketing information, must include a directional 
map that identifies the Recology facility within the larger 1QQ-acre industrial site and identifies 
the site's entrance at SE 101st and SE Foster Boulevard. 

F. Recology (or anY successor in interest) truckg and any associated businesses, including 
commerciaj haulers, must be instructed to use onl¡r the SE Foster and SE lOirlAvenuã u""r.r; 
access to/from the Subject Property via SE Ifuapp shall not be permitted (excepting for
 
emergency response vehicles).
 

G. Recology (or any successor.in interest) must document all nuisance complaints that are received, 
including but not limited to: litter, noisg odors, dust, traffic and vectors. For everynuisance 
complaint received, the facility will record, in a complaint log, the following information: 

c The nafure 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 SV/ 4rH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97201 (503-823-7526). Untit 3:00 p.m., 
Tuesday through Friday, file the appeal at the Development Services Center on the first floor. 
Between 3:00 p.rn. 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 $51077.00 will be charged (one-half of the application 
fee for this case). lnformation 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 ietter 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 wilt 
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 additional time allows for any appeal of 
this proposal to be held as an evidentiary hearing. 

Appeal Fee Waivers: Neighborhood. associations recognized by the Office ofNeighborhood 
lnvolvement may qualifu for a waiver of the appeal fee provided that the association has standing to 
appeal. The appeal must contain the signahre of the Chairperson or otherperson-authorized by the 
association, confirming the vote to appeal was done in accordance with the orgqnization's bylaws. 

Neighborhood associations, who wish to qualiff for a fee waiver, must complete the Type III 
Appeal Fee V/aiver Request for Organizations Form and submit it prior to the appeal deadline. The 
Type III Appeal Fee.Waiver Request f,or Organizations Form contains instructions 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 recordeà 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 doeuments associated with their final land use decision.
 

o .A' buitding or zoning permit will be issued oniy 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 
Có-unfy Réóôider, Ì.4-BqL-5-g0l,llsrtland 8& iUZQ ldng ièe is identified on thc 
recording sheet. Please include a self-addressed, stamped envelope. 

r 	 l¡ Person: Sring 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 Hawrhorne Boulevard, #158, Portland OR 97214. The
 
recording fee is identified on the recording sheet.
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For further information on recording, please call the County Recorder at 503-988-3034.
 
For further information on your recording documents pleasl cal 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 activity 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 åecision, a new land 
use review will be required before a permit will be issued for the remaining development, subject to 
the Zoning Code in effect at that time, 

Zone change and Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment approvals do not expire. 

ApplyÍng for your permits. A building permit, occupancy permit, ordevelopment permit may be 
required before carrying out an approved project. At the time they apply for a permit, permitteås 
must demonstrate compliance with: r" 

. All conditions imposed herein; 

' All applicable development standards, unless specifically exempted as part of this land use 
review; 

. All requirements of the building code; and 
All provisions of .the MunicipafÖode of the City of Portland, and all other applicable
ordinances, provisions and regulations of the City. 

, 
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EXHIBITS
 
NOT ATTACHED LINLESS INDICATED
 

A. Applicant's Submittal 
1. Project Proposal and Response to Approval Criteria 
2. Traffic Analysis, prepared by Kittelson and Associates, dated October 18, 2010 
3. Applicant's letter responding to stafPs application completeness review. 
4. Ground Lease Document 
5. Traffic Analysis Letter, dated February 6,2011
6. Trafñc Analysis Addendum, dated March g,2}ll 
7. Request for Evidentiary Hearing and 120-Day Waiver 

B. Zorung Map (aftached) 
C. Plans and Drawings 

1. Site Plan, submitted January 28,2011 (attached) 
2. Parttal Site Plan with Floor Plan, submitted January.28,2011 (attached) 
3. Partial Existing Conditions Plan, submitted January 28,20t1 
4. Building Elevations - Existing Building, submittèd January 28,20LI 
5. Aerial Photo showing existing conditions¡ submitted January 28,20LI 
6. Site Plan, submitted November 19,2010 

D. Notification information 
1. Request for Response i 

2. Posting Leltersent to Applicant
3. Notice to be Posted 
4. Applica¡rt's Statement Certifuing Posting

5 Mailing List
 
6. Mailed Notice 

E. Agency Responses 
1. Bureau of Environmental Services 
2. Bureau of Transportation 
3. V/ater Bureau 
4. Fire Bureau 
5. TRACS Print-Out - "No Concerns" Response from Bureau of Parks, Forestry Division,' Site Development Review Section of Bureau of Development Services, Life Safety Review 

Section of Bureau of Development Seryices 
t. :_

Letters 
1. Larry and Darcy Niemeyer, March 9,"2011, opposes proposal ftneniemeyers@comcast:d) 
- rro4ffi91-266---­
2. Gary Gossett, March 13,2011, opposes proposal (UotanWet@¡otmait.çom) 

G. Other 
1. Original LUR Application
2. LUR Application with Owner Information 
3. Site History Research 
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4.	 lncomplete Application Lefter 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, submitted from Parks Bureau staff 
H. 	Received in the Hearings Office 

1. 	Hearing Notice - Frugoli, Sheila 
2. 	Staff Report - Frugoli, Sheila 
3. 414/11e-inail from Frank and DebraFleck - Frugoli, Sheila
 
4- 3130/11 letter, Loftus to Frugoli- Frugoli, Sheila
 
5. 	3123/11 letter, Michael C. Robinson to Frugoli - Frugoli, Sheila 
6. 	Plan - Robinson, Michael 
7. PowerPoint presentation printout - Frugoli, Sheila
 
8, Letter - Christensen, Gregg

9. 	Request to be added to mailing list - Delapp, Laurie 
10. Letter - Fleck, Frank and Debra
 
Il.416/11 letter - Fleck, Frank and Debra
 
12. Business carcis forMetzler and Rawson to be added to mailing list - Metzler, Bill,and 

Rawson, Stephanie 
13. 417lll letter - Robinson, Michaél 
14. 4/7/11letter - Robinson, Michael 
15. 417lll Memo with attachment - Frugoli, Sheila 

a. 4/7/11letter frorn Robinson - Frugoli, Sheila 
16. Final written argument - Robinson, Michael 
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t' \ 1120 SW FifthAvenue, Room 1000, Portland, ùegon 972M . Dan Saltzma¡, Comrnissioner ' Dean Marriott, Director 

LAND USE RESPONSE ^EñffifrüRffiffii 

Date: March 9,2011 

From: Jocelyn Tunnard, BES Development Services 503-823-5780 
--=-'Fo:--Sheila-FrugdhBÞ9tanfUse-Services-503r8ß:7frJennifer Antak, BES Watershed Services 

Greg East, BES Pollution Prevention 

Subject: LU 10-194818 CU 

Location: 6400 SE 101STAVE	 Quarter Section: 3740 

R No: R022400260; R551002230, R551 002240, R99221 1480, R992221570, 
R992222590 

The following conditions of approval and informational comments are based on the land use 
review information provided to the Bureau of Environmental Services (BES). The applicant may 
contact me with any questions or concerns. 

Proposal Summary: Conditional Use and 1 Adjustment to add food waste to existing Wasie 
Related use. Changes to site circulation; no new buildings. 

) 	 BES Resqgnse Summary; BES has no ohjections to the required Conditional Use 
Review to allow food waste to he accepted at this site for recycling. Refer to comment #2 
below under Stoimwater Management &Water Resources. 

Sanitary Services 

1. There is an 1B-inch (that varies in diameter) concrete public sanitary gravity sewer,located 
along the southern boundary of this site (BES project # 2484). 

Stormwater Management & Water Resources 

The stormwater runoff generated from the proposed development must meet the requirements 
of the City of Portland's Stormwater Management Manual curent 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://www.pôÍlandonlìne.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 improvementsialterations 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 ihe 

'-t /).¿LU 10-194818 CU	 t (-- t Page I 
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SWMM and require new landscaped areas to'be utilized äs vegetated stormwater facilities 
where feasible. Therefore, BES has no obiections to the required Ço.nditional'Use 

.',, 

' 'Gonditions of Approval 
BES has no recommended conditions of Land Use Review approval. 

'..: 
Additional lnformation j , 

1 . Refer to BES Pre-Applicatibn Conference Response ,dated AuþuSt'31 ,zO'l,Oifor additional ,:r' 
information 

, 

2. The site plan submitted for land use review Ìdentifies the:eîisting private sanitary and storm 
system that serves the existing building 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 buildinQ permit review the labelfor the existing storm system will likely need to bê: ' 

revisedbecausethe'label,.SS|'¡stypically,usedto,'identif!sanitarysewers'.. 

3. Be aware, there are a number of BES restoration projects located in areas surrounding ìhis 
síte. These piojects are being:designed to restore and imþrove the Johnsoñ Creek flood ' , 

plain area, 

Building Permit lnformation 
1. SWMM Chapter 4 Requiremenfs: Design requirements from Çhapter 4 of the SWMM 

(Source Controls) that may pertain to this project are briefly deicribed nelow with the 
corresponding Chapter 4 section noted. BES recommendsthe' applicant review ehaptet 4 
to:help recogníze. efhe.r requirements that may apply to tþis project at the building peimit , ti 
review stage. BES recommends that requir:ements related to'site contamination-be, ,,
addressed prior to submitting for buílding permit review to heip avoid potentially long delays. 

a. Temporary Dewatering 6eA!pn-4-4.and Title 1ZÇhapters 34, 36,-39.): This area',is , 
served by a seperated,sewer system. During construction, groundwater (estimated 

: 

based on seasonally adjusted USGS data to be approximatety Zt-SO feet below grade 
surface) or precipitation water that is removed from the constiuction area and - , ''' j; 

discharged to a City sewer requires pre-authorization/approvalthrough the BES Batch 
Discharge Program. Fees are assessed for temporary construction discharges to the, ' ' ; 
public sewer system - see the BES website for current rates and infor,mation about 
dewatering ag it relates to construction proiects 

b. sotid waste and Recyçling Fealpn4Ð: solid waste (including grease 
bins/drumsiboxes) and recycling (plastic, paper, glass, etc.) areas requiie 

, 

â structural -côvêr with a paved surfâce beneath the receptäöles, a bermed or gradêd isolated area. i 

beneaththecover'toprotectfromstormwaierrun-on,andadraintòthesanitarySeWer 
within the isolated covered area. 

c. Fuel Dispensing Areas 6gAlpn4fi: Fuel dispensing areas generally require a canopy,ì pavement around the fueling âreâ; âod;â drain beneath the cover that discharges td th-e 
sanitary sewer through a spill control manhole. Shut-off valves âre required after the r . spill control manhole and on the adjabent storm sewer"system.,, , , i 

d. Vehicle Washing Areas (Se 
-g): Vehicle washing areas must be paved and ' 

isolated through berms or grading to protect from storrnwater run-on. The paved area 
a. 

LU l0-l948lS CU page2 
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must dra¡n through an oil and water separator prior to discharging to the sanitary sewer. 
. This area must include a structural cover. 

e. Solid Bulk Material Storage and Processing (Sectlo2_4J9: 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 arer pavement of the area, protection from stormwater run-on and runoff, a 
structural cover, and secondary containment. 

f. 	Solid Waste and Recycling (SectiolAÐ: Solid waste (including grease 
bins/drums/boxes) and recycling (plastíc, 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. 

2.	 Extra Strength Sewer Charge Program Ï¡tte tl Cnapter Sq : 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" samplíng tee on the waste lìne 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 locaiion cannot be located in 
a public right-of-way or in an area that is highly trafficked by foot or vehicle. 

Current NPDES or NEÇ Permit (T!!el_7_ÇþppÍpf S9: This site is currently covered under a 
National Pollutant D.ischarge Elimination Systern (NPDES) stormwater permit. Please 
contact the City's permit manager for the site, Daryl Houtman, at [503-823-5535 to inquire 
how this proposalwill impact the stormwater permit and building application, 

, 

. 

-.--.' 
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BEFORE THE CITY OF PORTLAND 

LAND USE HEARINGS OFFICER 

1r-the Mãnër oT ¿iñ-A¡plicãtî on by 
Recology Oregon Material Recovery, Inc. 
("Recology") for a Conditional Use Permit 
and Four (4) Adjustments to Establish a 
Waste-Related Use with an On-Site Retail 
Operation Pursuant to 33,815.220, on a Site 
in the Heavy Industrial ("IfI") Zor:tng
District at6400 SE l0lstAvenue (Property 
Identification Nos. Rl 0497 9, R2I 57 72, 
R2I 57 13, R336673, R33 68 1 1 and 
R336871) 

I. FACTS. 

A. Proposal. 

FINDINGS OF'FACT AND 
CONCLUSIONS OF LA\il IN SUPPORT 
OF THE APPLICATION 

This Site is presently used as a waste related facility. The facility is licensed by Metro 

(Solid Waste Facility License No. L036-09) and the Oregon Department of Environmental 

Quality ("DEQ") (PermitNo. 1369). It is aperrhitted use with non-conforming development. 

The site currently accepts non-food waste materials for recycling, Because changes to the Site 

are proposed, conditional use approval is required. pCC 33.815.030,
 

This proposal will utilize the existing Site and its improvements and will allow the
 

acceptance of food wàste. The food waste will be mixed with yard and green waste currèntly
 

' accepted at the Site. The food waste will be visually examined and non-compostable materials
 

will be removed from the compost st¡eam inside the existing building. Compostable materials
 

will be loaded onto trucks for shipment to an off-Site composting facility, The proposal also 

includes the installation of a small retail area fiess;þan three thousand (3,000) square feet] for 

compost sales to the public. 
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B. Site Location and Map Designations. 

The Site is located at 640Q SE 101st Avenue. Exhibit I shows the locàtion of the Site, its 
zoning, Heavy Industrial ("IH"), and a vicinity map. Exhibits 2A and ZB areaerial , 

photographs of the Site' The leased Site, which is the subject of this application, contains 4.1 

acres and is part of a larger lot containi ng27.|acres. The IH zoning is consistent with 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 properly. To the west across SE lOlst Avenue is a 

pallet recycling facility, a cement manufacturing facility, a truck company and a truck shop. To 

the south is a truck and equipment parking axga. To the north is an industrial building. To the 

east are other industrjal uses. 

l 
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 with SE Foster Road on both sides of 
SE l 0l st Avenue across the Springwater Trail. A bike lane exists on both sides of SE l 0 1 st 

Avenue and it is signed "no parking" north of the Springwater Trail. The la¡rd uses on SE lglst 
AvenuesouthofSEFosterconsistofindustrialuses' 

D. current and proposed use and Deveropment of the site. 

The Site is currently used by Recology to accept dry, non-putrescible recyclable 

materials' Acceptable recyclable materials currently received at the Site include, but are not 

limited to, cardúoard and mixed waste paper, metals, plastics, yard debris, wood, dry asphalt, 

construction and demolition waste (corlcrete, rock, brick), land clearing debris, mixed roofing 

waste, gypsum wallboard (unheated and unpainted), electonic waste and Styrofoam. V/ith the 

exception of wood, yard debris, metal, sods, soils, and concreti:, rock and brick, all mixed dry 
I 
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solid waste materials are managed within an enclosed and covered building. The materials are. 

received at the Site, sorted and then safely loaded for transport to an off-site location. 

The Site is fully developed. The Site is level. The entire Site contains an asphalt surface. 

The entire Site is surrounded by a six (6) foot high chain link fence. @xhibit 2C), Access to the 

Site is through a fifty (50) foot wide gate. No additional buildings are proposed by this 

applicalion 

Two (2) buildings are on the Site. The smaller of the two (2) buildings is the scale house 

(also containing an office) and is adjacent to the scale. The larger building, knolvn as the 
: 

Material Recovery Facility ("MRF"; building (Building #4^),is a shared building with.another 

off-site user (the building is physically divided between the two (2) users. 

''Th* Vfnf building contains approximat ely 45,960.square feet and is thirty one (31) feet 

high. Exhibit 3 shows the Site plan and Exhibit 4 shows the MRF buüding's interior floor plan. 

No exterior changes to the MRF building are proposed except for the addition of larger entry 

doors and the installation of sþlights. Exhibit 5 shows the MRF building'À elevation. 

The interior of the MRF buil'ding witl bà redesigned to include a break room, reshooms, 

offices, a tþing floor for incoming materials and an area designated for the receipt of residential 

and commercial organic (food) waste. A trlck repair facility will be removed. .A wastewater 

coliection system wiil be installed through which liquids will pass before collection in apoly 

tank. The liquids will then either be disposed of off-site or sprayed on orgæric waste, if the 

liquid will not create offensive odors. @xhibit 3, sheets cL.0 and cz.0), 

Trucks arriving at the Site will enter the MRF building and discharge their dry reclrqlable 

materials onto the sorting floor. No tipping or handling of organics waste will ocsur outside of 

the MRF building. The MRF building's feature will include an organics tip floor with a negative 

aeration system equipped with biofilters and a leachate collection system. The food waste will 

be sorted'for loading onto other trucks for shipment to off-site composting facilities. Food waste 
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materials will arrive at a separate entrance to the MRF buiiding, be sorted and be transported offl­

site in about twenty four (24) hows to fo*y eight (48) hours. Rapid sorting within two (2) days 

will control offensive odors. 

The negative aeration system will also ensure odor control. Air from the tip floor wilt be 

directed to a biofilter system to control odor. Liquids will be routed through a leachate 

collection system before disposal, as described above. 

Traffrc circulation on the Site will be redesigned to maximize traffic flow and provide 

adequate queuing storage fo¡ trucks when needed. 

E. 	 Currentand Proposed Operations on the Site 

The Site currently has about ten (10) employees. This proposal will increase that number 

to eleven (11) employees. 

Thç site's operating hours will not change from 7:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m,, Monday - Friday 

and 8;00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. on Saturday. Hauier delivers of recyclable materials to the Site may 

occur at any time during operating hours. The general public may drop offand purchase 

compost materials at any time during operating hours, 

The addition of food waste to the Site will add about forfy 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 Site. 

The site currently receives a maximum of about 200 tons of waste per day, or about 

1,200 tons per week. T.he addition of food waste will add about 250 tons of food rryaste 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 

.,/ 
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'I^ ' F. Appticable Approval Criteria.--rr- ­

1. Conditional Use Approval Criteria for a Waste-Related Use in the IH Zone, 

The proposed addition of food waste requires a conditional use in the ILI zone þee 

Table 1.4-1, "Waste-Related Uses"). Waste-related uses are subject to Note 8 in PCC 

33.140.100,8, "Limited Uses." Note I þrovides that all waste-related uses are conditional uses, 

unless three (3) condiiions are rnet, in which case they are allowed by right. In this case, the use 

is a conditional use because the three (3) conditions necessary to allow the use by right are not 

Theapplicableapprovalcriteriafortheconditionalusepermitare: 

r 33.815.220(A)-(I), "Mining and Waste-Related" uses. 
t . 33.zs4,"Mining and lVaste-Related U*rs,'; is appti'cable to this application 

through 33.8 1 5;220.F.3. 

. 33.262, 'Off-Site Irnpacts," is applicable to this application through
) 

:33.2s4.060.A. 

Criteria for Foui (4) Adjustments. 

, the relevant approvàl criteria for adjustments to PCC Chapter 33 requirements are found 

in Chapter 33.805. The forl (4) required adjustments are shown below: 

? 33.254.03Q, "Location and Vehicle Access." This criterion restlicts access fðr 

, waste-related uses to Major City Traffic Streets. Because this existing use 

accesses a Local Service Traffic Street, an adjustment to this standard is required. 

. 33.254.080.4. and8., "Setbacks, Landscaping and Screening." Three (3) 

variances to this section are required. 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 lOlstAvenue and the existing MRF building is 69.5'from 

the street. Subsection B. requires landscaping and screening to the L1 standard. 
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ï 
Finally, 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 exists on the Site but is 

, not within the interior side of the setback on sE IOlst Avenue. 

3- Retail use for sale of compost Mâterials to the public. 

Retail uses are permitted ouhight if the square'footage of the floor area is no more îhan 

three thousand (3,000) square feet. 33.140.100.8.6(a). The proposed retail use contains less 

than 3,000 square feet and is a permitted use on this Site. 

A. tr'or conditional use permit: 33.815.220, "MinÍng and Waste Related lJses.,, 

1. Relevant Approval Criteria, 

"4. There are adequate nearby lands available for the develòpment of more 

intense industrial uses;" 

RESPONSE: Adequate nearby lands include the lands on either side of SE I O I stv¡r w¡u¡vr ùru 
)' 

Avenue, south of SE Foster Road. The lands are cunently devoted to intense industrial uses. 

Because this use is occurring on an existing Site devoted to the receipt and shipment of 
recyclable materials and will be conducted within an existing building on a f'lly developed Site, 

' 	 this additional use does not remove lands available for the development of more intense
 

industrial uses.
 

This criterion.is satisfied. 

'iB. The proposed use will not significantly alter the overall industrial character 

of the area, based on the existing propoition and type of industrial uses;,, 

RESPONSE: This application will allow the acceptance of organic food waste at the 

Site, which will be reloaded inside the MRF building for transpori to an ofÊsite composting 

fàcihty. The proposed use will not significantly alter the overall character of the a¡ea because it 
consists of activities ihside an existing buildíng with trucks coming to and from a fully-a--" 

)
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developed Site. There will not be a significant increase in the number of trucks coming 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 proportion of the 

indushial 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 conditional use permit wjll not cause significant health or safety risks
 

to nearby uses. Potential health or safety risks include odor, contaminated stormwater antl traffio 

impacts,. Odor is conftolled by an aerated floor with a negative ui, ,yrtr*.: Leachate,will,be 

collected'and disposed of sff-site;, tiquids,aretreated.prior to entering the City's system. 

the aàdition of this use will not cause a safety risk because of increased traffici Table 4 

in the Transportation Impact Analysis ("Tï4"¡ @xhibit 6) shows that the proposed use will 

generate approximately 90 additional daily trips, with 15 of those trips in the weekday a.m. peeik 

hou¡ and 5 of thqse new trips in the weekday p.m. peak hour. 

About 45 new truck trips to and from the Site will occur between the_ hours of 8:00 a.m. 

and 4:00 p.m., with about 35 of these trucks delivering food waste (mixed with organic waste) 

and approximately 10 semi-trucks taking the waste to an ofÊsite composting facilify (TIA at 

page 8). 

The TIA also exarnined the crash history at the intersection of SE Foster Road and SE 

I 01 st-Avenue and found that there were only four (4) crashes at this intersection during a five (5) 

year study period (TIA at pageT). 

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 dwing a five (5) year 

period. (TIA at pageT,Table 3). 

The City can find that this criterion is satisfied. 
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)­ "D, There will be no significant detrimental environmental impacts to any 

nearby environmentally sensitive areas;'r 

RISPONSE: There is no nearby environmentally sensitive area on this Site (see 

Exäibit t). 

I'8. The proposed use adequately addresses potential nuisance-related impact 

such as litter;" 

RESPONSE: The potential nuisance-related impacts include litter; dust, noise, odor and 

vector control. The applicant wiil control odor through an aerated floor with a negative air' 

system with the air directed to a biofiltration system. Leachate run-off will be controlled and 

cleaned through the use of a biofilhation system, which will minim ize arty stormwater impacts. 

Because the waste isreceived, sorted and transloaded inside the existing MRF building, dust and 

noise outside the MRF building will be minimal. Vector control is accomplished through 

maintenanòe of sanitary conditions inside the MRF building and on the Site and quick sorting of) ,. :- ..":the received waste and transloading for off-site delivery. 

The City can find that this criterion is satisfied. 

"X'. Public Services." 

"1. The proposed use is in conformance with the st¡eet designations shown in the 

Transportation Element of the Comprehensive plan; 

2, The transpôrtaiion system is capable of supporting the proposed use in 

addition to the existing uses in the area. Evaluation factors include street capacify, 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 

.)
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3' Public seri'ices for water supply, policy and fire proiection are capable of 

beruing the proposèd use, and proposed sanitary waste disposal and stormwater disposal
/

systems nre acceptable tothe Bureau of Environmental Services.il 

RESPONSE: SE 101st Avenue is classified as a Local Service Traffic Sheet, a Local 
-Walkway,Service Transit Street, a I.ocal S.ervice Bikeway, a Local Service a Truck Access 

S{eet and a Minor Emergency Response Street. The TIA concludes that the streEt is capable of ' 

accepting the additioqal traff,rc c¡eated by this application (TIA at pagqs 12 ar¡ I3). 

The intersection of SE Foster Road and SE 10Íst Avenue functions at level of service 

".A" and the Site driveway intersection also flinctions at level of service "4" (TJA, figure 5 at 

page 11). As the TIA explains, levei of service "4". is the highest possible level of service at 

intersections and easily meets the City's accepted performance standards. 
Public services are adequate for water supply, police and fire protection services are 

capable of serving the proposed use, and proposed szinitary waste and stormwater disposal 
) 

systems are acceptable to BES. A new water line has been installed to the street so fire 

protection witl be adequate. A sanitary sev/er storm line and a sanitary waste line serye the Site. 

@xhibit 3). Two (2) fire hydrants are located immediarely adjaçent to the building, one on the 

west and one on the south. 

The two (2) nearest fire stations to this Site are Station 11 (Lents) at 5707 SE 92n<i 

Avenue and Stæion 29 (Gilbert) locared.at 13310 SE Foster Road, (Exhibit 3A). 

The City can find that this criterion is satisfied. 

"G. The proposal complies with the regulations of Chapter 33.254,,,1\iining and 
'Waste-Related 

Uses; " . 

RISPONSE: Chapter 33.254 is addressed below. 

. "H. There is a reclamation or redevelopment which will ensure that the site will 
be suitable for an allowed use when the mining or landfill use is finished;,' 
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)" 
RESPONSE: This criterion is inapplicable to this application because it does not 

propose a proposed mining or landfill use. 

r' 'tI. .Public benefüts of the use outweigh any impacts that cannot be mitigated; r't-----
I 

RESPONSE.: The City can find that all potential impacts are mitigated. The public 

benefits of approving this use includê the implementation of the City of Portland,s food waste 

composting progr¿lm. Sites must be provided within the City of Portland to which waste haulers 

can deliver food waste. Because the composting occurs off site, there must be adequate facilities 
' to separately accepf the food waste from other non-compostable waste and then transport the 

ring facilities. 

The City can find that this criterion is satisfied. 

2. Conclusion for 33.815.220.
 

The City can find that the.relevant approval criteria for a waste-related conditional use
 

are satisfied. 

) ,
 

B. 	 Chapter J1.ZS4, "Mining and Waste-Related Uses."
 

.,L. Relevant Approval Criteria.
 

' "4. 33.254.020, "Limitations." 

I' Accessory uses. Concrete batching, asphalt mixing, rock crushing, or clay 

bulking in connection with a Mining use are prohÍbited except in III and IG zones. 

. 2, Hazardous wasies. The disposal of hazardous.wastes, as definêd by OAR 

340.100 to 340.110, is prohibited.', 

RESPONSE: This section prohibits 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.
 

"8. 33.254,030, I'Locafion and Vehicle Access.,,
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Uses must be located so that vehicle access is restricted to Major Cify Traffiç Streets 

or to streets in Freight Districts, as designâted in the Transportation Element of the 

Comprehensive PIan.rr 

RESPONSE: This.criterion requires that the use be located so that vehicle access is 

restricted to Major City Trafñc Streets or to streets in Freight Districts. This existing use is on a 

Local Service Traffic Street. Therefore, the applicant will request an adjustment to this criterion. 

"C. 33.254.040.4.Ð.,'rOperations." 

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. 

Processing of waste pîoducts. In the case of 'Waste-Related2. uses other than 

Iandfills and composting operations, all activities relating to the receiving, sorting, 

processing, storage, transfer, and shipping of wastes must take place entirely within 

enclosed strucúures. 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 containmenf area designed to ensure that waste materials will be confined so as to 

not enter the groundwater or any water body. 

3. Liquid waste pretreatment. The use, if other than a sewage treatment 

facility, must provide pretreafment of any liquids being discharged into the City,s 

stormwater or sauitary disposal system. The pretreatment must meet the standards of the 

Bureau of F.nvironmental Seryices. 

4. 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 ali 

times.tt 
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RESPONSF,: 33.254.040.4 réquires on-site queuing. The Site layout @xhibit 3). 

includes an adequate area to accommodate the peak number of vehicles expected to arrive at the 

Site at any one time. 

33.254.040.8 requires that the receiving, sorting, processing, storage, transfer and 

shipping of,waste must take place entirely within an enclosed structure. Alt of this activity is 

pfoposed to be within the existing MRF building. 

This section also requires that the hansfer of waste products from one vehicle to another 

and the cleaning of the vehicles must be done within a containment area designed to ensure that 

waste materials will be confined so as not to enter the groundwater or any water body. This 
' application proposes to conduct all of the waste transfers within a containment area @xhibit 5) 

inside the MRF building. 

33.254.040.C requires the pretreatment of any liquids being discharged into the City's 

stormwaier or sanitary disposal system. Any run-off f¡om collected waste will be handled inside 

the MRF building and treated by a biofiltration system. Stormwaterfrom the Site is separately 

drained to a pond serving the iarger industrial park and is then discharged to the City's system. 

33.254.040.D requires posted information near the entrùlce of the Sité providing a phone 

numbetwhere a ïepresentative of the use may be reached at all times. The Site contains the 

'required sign at the scale house. 
, *r .'Ihis criterion is satisfied.
 

"D. 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 

go¡ng 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 Traffïc 
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Streets when near the site. The traffic sfudy must includ. ¡nfor-rtion on proposed access 

points, hours of operation, types of vehicles, and number of trips.r' 

RESPONSE: The TIA is Exhibit 6 to this application. The TIA examined whethe¡ 

there would be a requirement for mitigation of traffic impacts resulting from vehicles going to 

and from the Site, The TIA includes inforrnatíon on proposed access point, hours of operation, 

' types of vehicles, and number of trips. The TIA did not identify such impacts nor the need for 

mitigation. (TIA at page 13). 

This criterion is satisfied. 

' ?'8. 33.254.060.4,-C., "Nuisance Mitigation Plan.'i 

'The applicant must submit a mitigation plan that addresses potential nuisance 
1\ 

impacts which might be created by the proposed use. the þlan must include the following 

components: 

1. Off-site impacts. The plan must doôument that the use will comply with the 

off-site impact standards stated in Chapter 33.262; , ,
2. 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 illegatly dumpeh waste products near the site. The plan 

mùst provide for regular litter removal. The plan must also include means to limit litter 

from vehicles coming to site; and 

Dust, mud, and vector control. The plan muÈt provide mechanisms to limit.'3. 
impacts from dust, mud, and disease carrying organisms such as rats and mosquitoes.rt 

RESPONSE: 33.254.060.4 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.Brequires that the application include a plan to address litter generated on the 

Site and along the.roads leading to the Site. 
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The plan proposed by applicant is as follows. First, all waste will be ofÊloaded inside the 

building and reloaded inside the buildiqg for transportation to off-site composting facilities. No 

waste will be offloaded outside the building. Second, the applicant will agree to inspect 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 truck operators and the public cdming to the Site 

in writing 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 mechanisms to limit impacts from dust, mud, and 

disease carrying organisms, such as rats and mosquitoes. The Site is fully paved and unloading 

and loading of the recycled materials occurs inside the MRF building. 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 organics food wast,e by ensuring that they are 

generally 	removed within twenty four (24) 1o folry eight (48) hours will minimize vector issues. 

This criterion [s satisfied. 

"F. 33.254.080.4.-B.r "Setbacks,Landscaping, and Screening.,, 
' 

"'Waste-Retated uses are subject to the following setback,landscaping, and 

screening requirements. Mining uses are subject to Stat'e requirements for setbacks, 

Iandscaping and screening. 

1. Setback distance. Waste-Related uses must be set back 1.00 feet from all 

property and street lot lines that abut C, E, or I zones. A 200 foot setback is required along 

all prope¡ty and street lot lines thaf abut OS or R zones. 

2. Landscaping and screening requirements. The setback must be landscaped 

to at least the Ll standard. A fence at least 6 feet high must be provided on the interÍor 

side of the sctback, The fence must be screened by a high hedge meeting the L3 standard. 

The landscaping staùdards are stated in Chapter 13.z4ï,Landscaping and Screening. In 
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addition, gates-with fencing at least 6 feet nigh must be provided across all entrances. The 

property o.tilner must maintain the fencing and gates in good repair.t, 

33.254.080.4. reqúires thãt waste-related uses must be set back 100 feet from all prope'rty 

and street iines that abut an I zone, Because this use is on a leased portion of a much larger lot, 

the only setbacks abut an I zone. The only 100 foot setback required is fror;;";;;;;";" 
the west side of the Site that abuts the IH zone. 

Two (2) buildings are located within the 100 foot set-back. The MRF building used is 

55.7 fget from the existing street lot line. The scale house building is 69.5 feet from the sheet lot 

line. Therefore, both of these existing structrues are within the 100 foot setback requirement, 

This application requests an adjustment te this section for both structures. 

T.25¡.080.8. describes landscaping and screening standards. The only relevant setback 

for this Site is the setback located o.n SÞ 1 01 st Avenue. This section requires a landscape 

setback at least to the Ll standard with a fence six (6) feet high and a high hedge meeting the I-3 

standard. The setback along SE 101st Avenue does not comply with this requirement. The 

setback on SE 101st Avenue contains a six (6) foot high chain link fence but it is within the 

setback. This application requests an adjustment to this section for.the Ll landscaping standard 

and the fence within the setback. 

"G. 33,254.090, 'rActivities in Required Setbacks."
 

t'Extraction, movement, or stockpiling of mineral and aggregate resources or the
 
' 

disposal or storage of waste products within a required setback is prohibited.t' 

RESPONSE: This section applies only to mineral and aggregate resources and is, 

therefore, inapplicable to this application 

"H. 33.254.100,',Underground Utilities.,, 

RESPONSE: This criterion applies only to mining or landfill sites and is, therefore, 

inapplicable to this application. 
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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 r " Off-Site Impacts.' t 

1. Relevant Approval Criteria.
 

"4. 33.262.030,"Exemptionò."
 

' I'The off-site impact standards tlo 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." 

. RESpONSE,, This chapter does not apply to machinery, equipment and facilities which 

were at the ffite and in compliance with the existing regulations at the effective date of this 

.\ regulation. This section further provides that any new or additional machinery, equipment and
)'
. 

facilities much compiy with the standards of this chapter. The only new machinery or equipment 

outside of the existing structure that is proposed to be installed as part 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 nurnber of years. The structure will not be expandéd through 

this application 

"8. 33,262.050, l'Noise.,, 

t'The Cify noise standards are stated in Title 18, Noise Control. In addition, the 

Department of Environmental Qualifi has iegulations which apply to firms adjacent to or 

near noise sensitive uses such as dwellings, religious institutions, schools, ahd hospitals.'r 

RESPONSE: The operation of this Site has and will continue to satisfu Title 18, ',Nois.e 

Control." The Site is,not subject to additional Oregon Department of Environ¡rtental euality 
("DEQ") administrative regulations regarding noise adjacent to noise sensitive uses such as 
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this Site is not within the radius of 

such noise sensitive uses. 

The Cify can find that this criterion is satisfied. 

. 'rC. 33.262.060, "Vibrafion." 

"Vibration standard. Continuous, frequent, or repetitive vibrations which exceed 

0,0029 peak may not be produced, In general, this means that a person of normal 

'*'n'";T::ffi',] 
ïÏ::T:'::::"Tî*;rucrion and vehicres which reave rhe 

, site (such as trucks, trains, airplanes and helicopters) are exempt. Vibrations lasting less 

than 5 minutes per day are also exempt. Vibrations from primarily on-site vehicles and 

' equip..nt u." not exempt. 

Measurement, Seismic or electronic vibration measuring equipment may be used 

', for measurements when there are doubts about the level of vÍbration.tt 
,.)
 

RESPONSE: This proposal will not produce continuous, frequent or repetitive
 

vibrations which exceed the thLreshold described in PCC 33.262.060,A.
 

' This criterion is met.
 

,,D. 33.262.070, "Odor." 

. t'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. 

ExceptÍon. An odor detected for less than 15 minutes per day is eiempt," 

RESPONSE: This application will not produce continuous, frequent or repetitive odors. 

This criterion is satisfied. 

,,8,' 33.262.0g0, "Glare." 

, "Glare standard. Glare ls illumination caused by all fypes of lighting and from high 

temperafure processes such as welding or metallurgical refining. Glare may not directly, 

,l 
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i') 
or indirectly from reflection, 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 nor use strobe lights. Therefore, this 

criterion is satisfied. 

2. 	 Conclusion lor 33.262. 

The City can find that this chapter is either inapplicable to this application pursuant to 

PCC 33.252.030 or, if applicable, this application satisfies the relevant requirements of this 

Chapter. 

D. 	 Chapter33.805;'rAdjustments." 

This section addresses the relevant approval criteria for four (4) variances. 

1. Adjustment to 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 Traffrc Streets or to streets in Freight Districts. This Site has access to 

only a Local Service Traffic Street. The regulation to be adjusted is not an ineligible regulation 

under PCC 33.805.030.8. 

a. 	 Approval Criteria under 33.805.040.4:-F' 

"4. Granting the adjustment will equally or better meet the purpose 0f the 

regulation to be modified." 

RESPONSE: The purpose of the regulation 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 àccommodating increased haffic from this proposed use. Therefore, the City can 

find that the adjustment will equally o¡ better meet the purpose of the regulation to be modified: 

"8. If in a residential zone, the proposal will not significantly detract from the 

Iivabilify or appearânce of the residential areâ or, if in an OS, C, E or I zone, the prgposal 

will be consistent with the classifications of the adjacent streets and the desired character of 
the area.tt 

RESPONSE: The Site is located in an I zone. The proposal is consistent with t{e 

classification of the adjacent street and desired character of the area. It is consistent with the 

classification of the adjacent street because it has been served by this sfteet for a number of 
years, and the TIA demonstrates that the ,t r.t i, firlly capable of accommodating the proposed

ì 
t¡affic from the changed use, Second, it is consistent with the desired character of the area, The 

desired character of the area is an intense industrial area with a,number of industrial uses, 

including this exisìing use. The City can find that this criterion is satisfied. 

"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." 

RESPONSE: The IH zone is one of three (3) zones ihat implements the Industrial 

Sanctuary ("IS") map designation in the City's acknowledged Comprehensive plan. The IH zone 

provides areas where all kinds of industries may locate, including those not desirable in other 

zones due to their objectionable impacts or appearance. This application requires four (4) 

adjustrnents. The City can, however, find that the cumulative,effects ofthe.adjustments is a 

project which is still consistent with the purpose of the,IH zone. As noted above, the IH zone is 

intended to accommodate objectionable or unattractive:uses. This use is appropriately locatedln 

the IH zone whereas it would not be approþriately found in other zoning 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 resources or historic resources are affected by 

this application. 

"8. Any impacts resulting from the adjustment are mitigated to the extent 

piacticable." 

RESPONSE: No foreseeable impacts will result from this adjustment. SE 101st Avenue 

. already accommodates the existing use and the TIA demonstrates that it can accommodate the 

additional traffic expected to be generated from the conditional use permit. The City can find. 

that this criterion is satisfied. 

,igrriti"un t d etrim ental 

environmental impacts.on the resource and resource values as is practicable;tr 

\ RESPONSE: This Site is not in an environ$ental zone. 
I; 

' b. Conclusion for first adjustment. 

The City can find that the criteria for this adjustment are satisfied, i 

2. Aeljustment to 33.254.080.4., I'setback Distance.,, (SECOND 

ADJUSTMENT) 

This standard requires a 100-foot setback from all street lot lines that abut an I zone. In 

. this case, the existing MRF building 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 structur"s is r.quired to this section. \ 
This regulation is not an ineligible regulation for an adjustment under 33.805.030.8: 

,) 
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â. Approval Criteria under 33.805.040.4.-F. 

' ",{. Granting the adjustment will equally or befter meet the purpose of the 

regulation to be modified;" 

RESPONSE: TTie Cily can find that grzinting the adjustment will equally or better.meet 

the purpose of the regulation to be moáified. The purposè af the regulation is to provide a 

setback from uses in the I zone. However, in a case such as this where two (2) existing buildings 

have been located within the 1O0-foot setback for a nu'mber of years, those buildings.can be 

found not to impair or trtherwise negatively impact the similar indusnial uses in the surrounding 

area. Therefore, this criterion is satisfied. 

"8. If in a residential'zone, the proposal will not significantly detract from the 
. 

Iivability or appearance of the residential area, or if in an OS, C, F, or I zone, the proposal 

will be consistent with the classifications of the adjacent streets and the desired character of 

the area;r'. 

RESPONSE: The proposal will b'e consistent with the classification of the adjacent 

street and the desired character of the area.for the reasons explained below. The City can find 

this criterion is satisfied. 

"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 

zonel'l 

RESPONSE: The City can find that the cumulative effect of the adjustments results.in a 

project that is still consistent with the overall putpose of the zoning district as explained above. 

t'D. City-designated scenic resources and historic resources are preserved;" 

RESPONSE: l.{o City-designated scenic resources or historic resources are impacted by 

this application. 
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"8. Any impacts resulting from the adjustment.are mitigated to the extent 

practical; " 

RESPONSE: No impacts require mitigation. 

"F. If in 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. Conclusion for second adjustment. 

The city can find that the criteria for this adjuslment are satisfied. 

3. Adjustmen t to 33.254.080.8, t'Landscaping and Screening Requirements.,, (TIIIRD 

ADJUSTMENT),' 
The Site does not contain the perimeter required landscaping and screening. It is 

impractical to install the landscaping on this Site because it is part of a larger, existing industrial 

t to this requirement 

This regulation is not ineligible for adjustrnents uncler 33.805.030. 

â. Approval Criteria under 33.805.040.4.-F. 

rA. Granting the àdjustment will equally or better mriet the purpose of the 

regulation to be modilied;" 

. RESPONSE: Granting the adjustment will equally o¡ better meet the purposes of the 

regulation to be modified. The purpose of the regulation is to require landscaping and screening 

requirements for an objectionable use. Howeve4 all of the objectionable aspects of this use are 

conducted indoors and this Site is fi.rlly surrounded by otheiintense industrial uses. 

Therefore, this criterion is sæisfied, 

' "8. If in a residential zone, the'proposal will not significantly detraci from the 

Iivability or appeârance of the residential area, or if in an OS, C, E or I zone, the proposal 

)
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') 
will be consistent with the classifications of the adjacent streets and the desired character of 

the area;t' 

RESPONSE: The proposal will be consistent with the classifications of the adjacent 

streets and the desired character ofthe area, as exprained above. 

"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 

zonelt 

RESPONSE:. The cumulative effect of the adjustment results in a project that is still . 

cQnsistentwiththeoverallou,oo,.oftheareaasexplainedabove, 

"D. City-designated scenic resources and historic resources are preserved;,t 

' : RESPONSE: No City-designated soenic resourcps and historic resources.aïe impacted 

by this application. 

''E.Anyimpactsresultingfromtheadjustmentaremitigatedtotheextentvs lv r¡ru wÀ+çItü
) " ^ ,/' 

practical;" 

RESPONSE: No irnpacts resulting from the adjustment require mitigation. 

"F. If in an environmental zone, the proposal has as few signÍficanf detrime¡rtal 

environmental impacts on the resource and resource values as is practicable;,' 

RESPONSE: This Site does not contain an environmental zone. 

b. Conclusion for third adjustment.
 

The criteria for this adjustnent are satisfied
 

4. Adjustmentto 33.254,080.8., "Landscaping and Screening Requirements.,r, 
(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 application shows that a fence is located along the street line of 

the property but is not within the intericir side of the 100 foot setback. The applicant, therefore, 
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requests a variance to tlüs criterion. This criterion is not an ineligible regulation under 

33.805.030. 

a. ApprovalCriteriaUnder33.805.040.A.-F. 

"4. "Granting the adjustment 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 sheet. However, because this is an existing Site where the entire surface is paved and 
l 

used for circulation, a fence on the interior setback would be impracticable. The existing fence 

and gate at the street edge serves the purpose of providing security for the Site, maintaining 

operations inside the Site and confining.litter to the Site. 

The City can find that this criterion is satisfied. 

"8. If in,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 aûd fhe desired 

charaóter ofthe area;" 

RESPONSE: The proposed adjustment is consistent with the classification of the . 

adjacent street and the desired character of the area. The Local City Traffic Street is solely used 

forpurposes ofreachingthe industrial area. The desired cha¡acter ofthe area is that ofan 

intense industrial area, consistent with the IS Comprehensive Plan map designation. Having the 

fence on the outside rather than the interior of the setback does not detract from either the 

classification ofthe adjacent street or the desired character ofthe area. 

This criterion is satisfied, 

"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 úhe 

zone;t' 
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) 
RESPONSE: The cuåulative effects of the adjustments result in a project which is still 

consistent with the overall purpose of the zoné 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. Cify-designated scenic resources and hiitoric resources are preserved;" 

RESPONSE: No City-designated scenic resources or historic resources are impact by 

this application. 

This criterion is satibfied. 

"8. Any impacts resultÍng from the adjustment are mitigated to the extent 

RESPONSE: There are no impacts resulting from this adjustment which require 

mitigation. 

, This criterion is satisfied. 
) 

"F. If in an environmental zone, the proposal has as few significant detrimental 

environmental impacts on the resource and resource values as is"practicable;tt 

rcc nnf nnnfoin an li'nr¡i.n-m a¡ial 7n¡aRESPONSE: 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 With a'Waste-Related Use. 

RESPONSE: The application proposes a small retail area consisting of less than 3,000 

- square feet (Exhibit 3). Thç retail area is an outdoor area where the public may purchase 

compost. 33.140.100.8.6 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 oan 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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'ì 

UI. CONCLUSION. 

For the reasons contained in this application, the applicant respectfully requests that the 

Hearings Officer approve this cond.itional use permit with reasonable conditions of approval. 

..)
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MANAGEIVIËNT 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.
 -tr 
ryler^a.ro^q$ process of puþllc.lnput and pãrticlpatlon fröm across the metropolilan area, on 
Ju¡y 24,2008. tho Mêtro Councll approved ã comprehensivo plan to coordlnátelhe region,s
sglld waste and recycllng progrâms over the next decsdê. Thè Z0OB-ZO1 I R€gional Sótid
l hste Management Plan, whlch ¡ncludes a state-requlred waste recluclion prógram, reflects a 
long-têrm comm¡tnìenl lo reduce lhe amounl ênd tox¡clty of,wasle generated anci dlsposod in 
the region. The plan is ava¡lable lo c,ownlosd by chapter beíow. Go 

Commenls on the plan received during the final phase of puþlic invo¡vement âre summarized
 
and addressed in the responsiveness report also available below.
 

The 12 pollcies, 13 goals ând 68 objectives ln the plan wlll gu¡de conl¡lluecÌ progress ln 
reduclng the amount and loxic¡ty of waste generated and dlsposed, as well as ñew lnjtiatives 
to advance sustalnable pract¡ces in operations of lhe solld waste system. 

CHAPTER SUMMARIES 

Chapter l, lntrocluction 
Explalns the nêed for a reglonal solfd waste pian and lts funcl¡on, lhe context behlnd plan 
direclion, lhe plan scope, and lhe process by which the plan developed, inctuding pulilic 
involvel'nent âctivit¡es. 

Chapter ll. Current System 
Details toles and responslþlllt¡es ln solid waste; ihe ãnay of services, practices and progrâms' 
in tho reglonal solld waste system (inctudlng waste prevenllon activitles); collect¡on 
consolldallon tr€nds; lhe variety of facllttiÉs in ihe system; and exÖess capac¡ty at transfer 
stations and landfills. 

ldentifies smounts of waste materlal from lhe region recovered and dlsposed, and amounts of
 
highly recoverãble resources (e,9., wood, metal, paper) still be¡ng landf¡lled.
 

Provides an assessmenl of whether the 64 percent waste reduction goal is likely to be 
achieved by the slatulory benchmafk year ol 2009. 

Chaplel fll. Future Directiorr and Regional Policies 
Eslablishes high-level direct¡on lorthe region thfough a pl6n vis¡on, regional values, ãnd 
règional pollcles, 

Chapter lV, Program Areas 
Prov¡des dlrect¡on, lhrough goals and object¡ves, for weste rsduction prograrÌ areas (single­
famìly residenlial. multifamily res¡dential, commercial organics, businoss, and bullding industry 
sectors), as well as educ¿lion services, hazardous wsste management and product 
stewardshlp efforts 

Chapter V. Sustainatlle Operations 
Provides direct¡on for making solid waste operatfons more sustdinêbie. These go€ls ånd 
obJecllves, developed by a group ol solld waste system stakeholdets, are lntended to apply 10 
any sol¡d wastê facllities or services in the region regulaled by government (lncluding 
collect¡on). 

Chapter Vl. Plan lmplenrenlation, CompliaDce and Revision 
Contains program implementation, performance measurement, and compliance detall r€lated 
to wasle reduction prpgrâms and tecycling service leveìs in the region. 

Appendices 
o Key Solid Wasle Laws 

r Disaster Deþrls Mânagement Plan 

r Disposal System Flannlng 
. Systern lmprovements work Plan 
. System and Non-System Facilltles 
. Wastê Reductlon Programs Tlmelaþle 
o Guid¡ng Direction 
. Glossary of terms 
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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 
¿nd innovation in the system has helpecl to create a 

diverse array of lacilities tlrat can respond to rapidly 
changing technologies, fluctuating market conditions, 
and local conditions and needs. 

ïhe volume of w¿ste handled by private facilities has 
increased significantly during the past 10 years. ln 
1995, the region's two publicly owned facilities handled 
slightly aver 70o/o 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 management 
27 o/o 

,006 

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 licensecl 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 thal 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 neär the region 
that exclusively receive and process source-separated 
residential curbside and business recyclable materials. 

Regional Solid Waste 

3. Composting
 
Theie are six yard debris composting facílities located
 
within the region. AII but one of these facilities are
 
privately owned and opera'ted. The publicly owned 
facility handles only leaf debris collected by City of 
Portland maintenance crews. The region is also served 
by a composting 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 trans'fer to landfills. Three of these facilities, Metro 
Central, Metro Soutlr 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 
Environ mental, Pride Recyclin g. Troutdale Transf er 
Station and Willamette Resources, are franchised to 
serve localized needs, and as such are authorized by 
Metro to accept only limited amounts of "weÌ" waste 
per year (but are allowed to accept unlimjted 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 shôwn in Table 3, 

Table 3 

Transfer station throughput and estimated 
capacity, 1,000s tons/year 

Public facilities 
Metro Central 
Metro South 

Private facilities 
Forest Grove" 
Pride Disposal 

Troutdale 

Willamette Resources 

Columbia Environmental** 
Total 

2006 Transfer 

Throuohput Caoacity 

324 624 
280 560 

1 68 135 

56 234 
82 312 

1M 196 
0 unknown 

1,054 2,061 

*Approxim.rtely 26,500 tons of solid waste are delivered to 
the Forest Grove transfer station in transfer vehicles and do 
noT utilize lransfer station capacity. The capacìty shown is a 

nominal capacity based on the average load size in the region. 

"*Columbia Environmental is not yet operational, 
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Figure 3
 

H istorical disposal tonna ges
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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 (44V,). Single-family 
homes are next at 28% (this figure includes the amount 
of resìdential self-haLrl received at the lVletro-owned 
transfer stations, since most of That waste is from single­
famìly homes). 

Figure 4 
Waste disposed by generator source 

Multi-family 
10o/o 

Single-familyBuilding industry 
28Vo10% 

Processing
 

facilities
 
8o/o 

Commercial 
44a/o 

2005 DEQ waste composition data. 

The proportions of these soLrrces (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. ln 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 

Figure 5
 

Amounts recovered by generator source
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ln the long term, the relative proportions of waste from
 
each sector will shift due to changes in the amount
 
recycled or composted, lmplementation of the goals
 

and objectives in this RSWMP should further decrease
 

the amount of waste disposed from commercial and
 
residential sources.
 

Compositíon 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 js recyclable when it is separated from the
 
smaller amounts of putrescible and nonrecyclable
 
waste generated at Fost locations. lndustries 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 reLrse.
 

Residential sources generate a waste stream that
 
contains a wide variety of materials. Among the
 
recyclable residential materials are paper, metal, gfass,
 

plastic bottles, motor oil, and yard debris. The largest
 
singl,e material remaining in the residentlalwaste
 
stream is food waste (26% of the waste disposed).
 

lnfrastructure developrnent in food waste collection may
 
make it possible to recover that material, and soiled
 
paper, for composting.
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PrlntJubnllt 

Bruce lvdlker ls one frustratecl guy. 

He'i tn charg-e of launchhg the residentlal kltchen scrap composting program cltywide. More than 
a year âfter Portlancl rolled out a smãll pllot, we were all éupþosed to be-scrapln! our jeftovers 
lnto the green roll câfts by now, .ì 

Then lt \/as pushed back [o fðil of this year, 

A safer bët: 2012. 

Those of 'rq who backyarct compost just t"riltts and vegetables (to keep rats at bay) ãnd slgh wfth 
every chlcken carcass and cheesy casserole dumped in the gaibage wlll jusl havé io keep sighlng. 

What gtves? 

Thls ls a cltY that pays people to bi-¡lld ecoroofs ànd planttrees, organlzes green housing tours ancÌ 
embràces l¡icy.cles. So why the holctup on compÕsflng kltchen wastã? 

If the c¡ry owned ðll the stufr rìecessary for conrpost¡ng the l(¡tchen scraps of 600,000 people, \rye,ci
be doing It. The wlll ts there. But the haulers are privaie and so are the composting s¡tes ánd 
equipment' Metro, the regionâl government, ls also lnvolved in the process. Anyone whose Job
involves many movlng parts kno!.ts how tough it can be,
 

"We're.àcrlvely-working rlght now to see wfiat we can do to nrove ahead sooner railìer than later,u 
says Wâlker, "There's ã tremendous level of tnteres-t ln the communtty,,' 

The latest wrlnkle? 

The cily needs a halÊdozen transfer sltes to "reloa(l" resldential food waste onto blgger trucks 
slnce it doesn't make sense for small haulers to dÈ've all the way. to North plains an?-Benton 
Counfy, where most of the food wastê wllt likely be composted. 

The clty recently gave land use approval to Recology to reload food waste ðt a s¡!ê on SutHe Ro;d
in the St. Johns nelghborhood in North portland and on southeasr lolst Avenue in the Lents 
nelghborhood. Both sltes currently serve as transler statìons for yard debris, 

But coltonwood cðpltàl property Management has appealed the Lents opproval to the clty
Coullcil, concerned over stench, rèts/ fears äbout pollutlon runoff lnto Johnson Creek and'other
problems, 

Recology's gl'oup mðnager for oregon's operallons, Dave Dutra, says rhe s¡re w¡ll actually smell 
less slnce lhe colTlpost wlll be movecl lndoo''s ancl rhe green ¡oll catts will be co¡lected evàry week 
rather than every other week- Also, Recology wìll use an aerated floor, riegative air systen ðnd 
biofilters to remove any oiJor l¡efore it is released outside. 

walker neveÈhêless says, "ltrs lmportant for the appeal to be heard," curbslde composting can be 
started before thls is resoìved, And while the Lents slte.ls ,'vely valuðble,'to the city; lt woñ,t kill 
the project not to have tt, 
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Wall(er is used to deallng wlth wrlnl(les. 

Back in 2007, the city la¡d out a goðl for putting foÒd scraps at the curb sometinìe between 2009 
and 2015, although hopes were high lt woulcl happen qulckly. 

At one tlme, Portlônd ðssumed Cedar Grove ín Seðttle, which composts lts conlmerclal food 
waste, would eventually do residential too s¡tlce lt had a corltrðct with Metro to establish ô 
compost fðclllty here. When tlìaÈ dldn't hðppen, Portlðnd and Metro signed on wlth Recology
(whlch does San Franclscors resldentlal tood compostlng) and Allled Wasto Management. 

Recology hâs a slte ln North PIalns for cornpostlng food scraps buE stlll needg to do a test run this 
summei tÒ prove to Washington County commissioners lt won't stlnk, (Walker ls confldent lt 
won't.) Allied ls faklng the pllot program's wèste to Benlon County and w¡ll just truck more there 
once citywide compost¡ng launches, Mèanwhlle, the clty has four "reloðd" sltes ready to go: 
Allied's In Wilsonvllle, Metro Central transler stðtion, Recology's ln Sl. Johns and Waste 
Mãnagement's ln Troutdale. 

The hope ls to have Metro South transfer sl:ðtlon ln the nrlx as vrell as Recology's Lenls sile. 

ln 2010, the Envlronnlental Protectlon Ageucy t'eported ihat. 66 U,5. communltles, the maJorlty ln 
the West, had food compostlng programs, Food scraps, by the way, accounted for more than 20 
percent of munlclpal solld waste. 

Biocycle journal edltor Nora Goldstein monltors food'compostlng efforLs around the country anO 
gave Portland kudos for its commerclal sonlposting success. She's not surprlsed resldentlal has 
lagged wlth so many players. The clty hasn't tðken thls heådache on for l<icl<s. 

Composti¡g resldential kltchen sc¡"ps ls part of portland's overãll goðl !o recluce carÞon enllss¡ons 
B0 percent below 1990 levels by 2050, 

Those rotten leflovers won't 9o ¡nto the landfill, where it turns into methane, a greenhouse ças 21 
Urnes rnore potent than carl¡on dioxide, 

"This is an lmportant step peopie can do in Lheir day-lo-dãy lives," says wall(er. 

Once the wrinkles are ironed out, 

-- cãrrlè sturrock 
Relät€d toplcs: bruce walker, collrpostlng foocl, frdx green 
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Lents }leighborhood Associarion 
PO Box 90835 

Portland, OR 92290 

Portland Cit¡r Council
 
1221 SW Fourrh Avenue
 
Portland, OR97204
 

Juþ 5, 201 1 

Mayor and Commissioners: 

This letter is in reference to LU 10-194818 cU AD, a proposal for a composr transferfacility set for discussion atloyr Juþ 13 meering. I;*ïriti.,g ro notiþyou of theLents Neighborho od As s o ciation's oiposition r;"rlril ;".;;;ï 
onJune 28, by at0-7 vote, the Association voted to oppose the proposed transfer
fa"cility. 

My personal observation: y":" that-project opponents had the following key concerns:
' odors. compost left in the facility.too îorrg would emit od.ors ,tä *""1a

disrupt surrounding residences. 

' Vectors. Neighbors were concerned that the facilit¡z would harbor rats and
other vectors, yht:Ë could spread to surroundiog åsidences. 

' Traffic. A newþ-formed group cailed the "sprinþater Trafl preservadòn 
- socigqz" is concerned about the impact of.tnicks;rossing tlr" sp.i"g**i";

Trail at the 101", Avenue entrance itr Freeway Lands.'' Flooding. Opponents were concerned that fl-ooding on Johnson Creek could
inundate the faciliqr, causing compost to enter Johison creek. 

' Recolog"s tracL record. opponents sited concerns about Recologr,s
operations in other locations. 

' Lents'i*tg.. Neighbors expressed frustration that Lents was selected for a 
v¡aste transfer facilþ. 

It's fair to note that the seven proponents of the project also cited Recologr,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 w91k with neighbors to addre.. ih".e, and other, concerns. The r,eits' 

e ' 

Neighborhood,{ssociation remains committed. to encouraging development of new 
emplo¡rment sites at Freeway Larids, one of the region's på*i"" industrial areas. 

Nick Christensen 
President 
Lents Neighborhood Association 
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Kris L. Wilkinson 

From: S perry, Arian ne [Arian ne. Sperry@po rilandciregon. gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 29,2011 5:47 PM 
To: Kris L. Wilkinson; BillDickas 
Gc: Walker, Bruce 
Subject: Portland's Yard Debris/Food Waste Pilot Program 
Attachments: Pilot and Citywide Yard Debris Generation.xls/ 

Mr. Dickas: 

I 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. 

I 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 housèhold 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. I would be happy to discuss the specifics with you to make sure that you have accurate information. 

ûrganics Generation 
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As you can see from the spreadsheet and the gr:aph 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. lncieased yard debris collection frequency (greater capacìty has induced demand). 
3. Pilot areas may not be representative of city average (higher 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 direcfly). 

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 extrapolation of trips anticipated citywide based on the pilot 
trips would be a gross misrepresentation. 

I do not have specific information regarding the number of yard debris trips generaied currently in each franchise area. 
However, an estimate could go something like this: 

1 
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1. A typical 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 thecity. ( 

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 trips to a facility to unload in order to stay within allowable weight limits. 
The¡efore, on a daily basis, in the City of Portland, you can expect there could be somewhere between g6-tZO totaltrips
to all facilities to unload yard debris. 

I cannot say which garbage and recycling companies will use the Foster Road facility and I would urge extreme caution in 
making assessments from the map we provided. Haulers make those decisions based on tip fee, locãtion, 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 tiansfer station to dispose of yard 
debris/food scraps. We only require that they use facilities that are fully permitted by Metro and DEe. , 

Please let me know if you have further questions. 

Thanks! 

Ariarrne Sperry 
Solld Wasie & Recycling 
0ity oÍ Porttorrd 
Bureau of Planning & Sustainabillty 
503-823-5664 

Please rrote my new errrail oO.:r*ul arianne.sperry@portlandoreqon.oov 
and the Citv's nevr' ì¡Job rlotnain: www.Þortlandoreqon.qov. 

From: Kris L. Wilkinson fmailto:KWilkinson@kelrun.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 23t 20IL 10:43 AM 
To: Walker, Bruce 
Subjectr Yard Debris/Food Waste Pilot Program 

Mr. Walker, 

Thank you for returning my call. As I explained, I am interested in available data from the yard 
debris/food waste pilot program in order to learn the organics volumes and trips generated by 
the pilot. 

More specifically, I would like to be able tö extrapolate the volumes of mixed waste, and the 
number of trips (per day and week) generated by the 2,000 exper¡mental households, and to 
multiply that data by the 145,000 Portland households which will soon be participating in the 
prograrn. I understand the available data includes volumes and compositions as they varied 
month by month.' 

I would also appreciate, if available, a map showing the 19 exclusive res¡dential 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 informatio,n 
showing,which territorìes 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 
l(ell, Alterman & Runstein, L.L.P. 

520 SW Yamhill Street, Suite 600 
Portland, Oregon 97204-1329 

Phone: 503-222-3531 
Fax: 503-227-2980 
website: www. l<elrun.corn 

CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION 

Thise-mail messageandanyattachmentsareintendedonlyfortheaddressee. Theymaybeprivileged,confídential,andprotectedfromdisclosure. lfyouârenot 
the intended recipient, any dlssemlnation, distributlon, or copying ls expressly prohlblted.. lf you received this e-mail message ln error, please notify the sender 
immediately by replying tothls e-mail message or by telephone. ' 

"lRS Circular 230 Disclosure: To comply wlth certain U.S. Treasury regulations, we inform you that, unless expressly stãted otherwise, any U,S. federal tax advtce 
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
anypenaltiesthatmaybeimposedonsuchtaxpayerbythelnternal Revenueserv¡ce. lnaddition,if anysuchtaxadvicejsusedorreferredtobyotherpart¡es¡n 
promoting, marketing or recommending âny pertnershlp 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 ofthe transaction(s) or matter(s) addressed in this communication and (ii) the taxpayer should seek advice 
based on the taxpayer's partìcular clrcumstances from an independent tàx advisor," 
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Timeframe Geography, 
ôrganics-Coilection 

Fre.quency . 
,Ofganip,, Mater.,iali 

Colleeted , , 

M ateriä [:,Pr:iced::by 
Weight'or,'Volume? 

;Households 

May 2010 through Yard Debris + 
April 2011 Pilot areas Weeklv Food Scraos Weiqht 2013 

2006 Citvwide Everv-Other-Week Yard Debris Most loads bv volume 139,118 
2007 Citvwide EverV-Other-Week Yard Debris Most loads bV volume 1 40,1 60 
2008 Citvwide Everv-Other-Week Yard Debris Most loads bv volume 142,126 
2009 Citvwide Everv-Other-Week Yard Debris Most loads bv volume 142,596 
2010 Citvwide Everv-Other-Week Yard Debris Most loads bv volume 142,944 

May"201 0,through Ya¡Q,;Eebrib:t: 
April201l Filot areas Weeklv: Food,'scraps: Wé-ig'htr Pilot:lbs/hh 

r20l:C Oitvwid ô Everv,OtheruWêek Yârd.,,Debt'is l\4ost:iiioads : bv',volu me 
urtywrde 
lbslhh 

ìO.Igên!çsìtons anticipated,'ciSAruide,igivenrpilotorgánics;gene!,Alio,n1' 

' *Assumes that pilot areas are representative of the City as a whole. 

EXHIBIT I PAGE 4 OF 6
 



Januarv FebruarV Marrch Aoril Mav June,':, Julv,, Arriciusti :; Seötember 

61 54 50 115 166 147 101 99 74 
1,267 1,17 5 '1,593 2.461 3,'1 16 3,31.1 2,158 2,192 2,162 
1 ,158 982 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 2,731 2.851 3,456 3,187 2,766 2,347 

6l 54, 49 't1',1'4 1 þþ: ,i,.,:.,.' "98i 7,.3 

22 37. 38 "40,, '48',, ..oo:, 
'',45',:j

4:357, ' 3,840:, ':3,536 .. :Bil56. 1 1,809 ra¡420 7;l 86; ..l:.Z02.0ii .5:242, 
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October 

öõ 

2,056 
2,058 
2,816 
2,392 
2,208 

87 

3l 
6,246, 

Novemben 

111 
2.276 
2.357 
3,258 
2,699 
1,882 

111 

¿ô 
17:9:1 3, 

December 

114 
1,545 
1,213 
1,558 
1,944 
2,048 

1 13r 

,,25 

8,066 

Annual 

1 ,180 
25.312 
25,293 
28,966 
29.289 
29,233 

1':1V2 

409 
83,7.91 
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Comnissioner Judv Shinrankprulrffi 
Dlstrict 3 

501 SE Hawthome Blvd., Suire 6O0

Portland, OreÉon 972!4
 
(503) 988.5217 phone 
(503) 98&5262 Fax 

Iuly 7, 20ll 

Portland City Council
 
1221 SW4thAve.
 
Portland, ORg7Z04
 

Mayor Adams and Commissioners, 

As the District 3 commissione¡ of Muitnomah county who represents the citizens in the Lentscomm'rrify, I am writing to you in regards to Recology', r"q"i*ii", a conditional use pennit to ' process food waste at its facility in my Dishict. I commend you fo, your efforts in makingcurbside pickup of compostable materials a reality ana support orooåiog citizens and businesseswith the opportunity to recycle food waste. However, it is nry view that the site on sE 101.r is notthe appropriate place to herp achieve this goar and I encoura!" you ,o ."*i¿r.t [. *r]]^Åthis operation will have on trre citizens anJ busio"sses near the site. 

specifically, the Recology site is su¡¡ounded by the Lents neighborhood and bordered by thespringwater corridor andJoliLrrson creek. I value the health Ãd safety of local families andoutdoor recreationists and wish to preserve the livability of the co¡nmunity. Eariier efforts likethe Reidel International solid waste composting facility in the cully neighborhood proved thedifficulty of i:rcorporating ihis type of activity i*o u o.ignuo.ho;;;ronment. 
As elected officials, we struggle daily to secure oppofiuìdfies for our community to prosper. Thecity of Portland has a shortage of land where business and indushial development can occur, It is my view that approving the permitting for food waste composting on ,ni, 100 acre site willdiminish the future opporlunities for business development and job creation in the Lentsneighborhood. 

Again, I applaud your ieadership on food recycling but for the sake ofLents, please do notapprove Recology's perrnit. There are many other viable sites that already handle this type ofcompostable waste. 

Thankyou, 

O,,pf\^4 c"-04a­
Comh{ssioner Judy Shiprack
 
Multnomah County, District 3
 

cc:	 Metro Council
 
Lents Neighborhood Association
 
Springwater T¡ail preservation Society

Joh¡son C¡eek'Watershed. Councii
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Bill Dickas 

From: Bill Metzler [Bill. Metzler@oregonmetro.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 22,2011 2:14 PM 
To: Bill Dickas 
Gc: Jennifer Erickson; Sperry, Arianne 
Subject: FW: Food Waste Pilot Results 

Bill: Per our telephone conversatíon, I have attached the informatíon I have regarding the City of Portland's residential 
yarddebrisandfoodwastecollectionpilotproject(intheformoftheattachedemailfromArianneSperry). lhopethis 
is useful to you. 

lf you need commercial food waste generation numbers, please contactJennifer Ericl<son (Metro Resource 

Conservation). .Jennifer can be reached al 503-797-1,647, 

Please let me l<now if I can be of further assistance. 

Bill Metzler 
Senior Solid Waste Planner 
Finauce aud ReguJatory Services 
Email ; bill. metzler@oregonmetro._qov 
Tel: 5Ð3-797-1.666 

wvw\¡.of e gontne tro.sov 
Metro I Making a great place. 

From : Sperry, Arianne [mailto :Arianne.Sperry@portlandoregon. gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 13, 2011 10:21 AM 
To: Bíll Mekler 
Cc: Walker, Bruce 
Subject: FW: Food Waste Pilot Results 

Biil: 

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 6th, The graph. 
below shows the average for the seven pilot samples that were sorted during each of the three data collection periods. 
Please let me know if you need further information. 

Ferrerrl treen tart hlaierisl that is Fnsd'Âras;e
 
(b¡ u,reight, b,s ed 'rn 

uvarte sorb)
 

3ûX, 

1ù,6 

llf" 

l
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I 

Arianne Sperry
 
Solid Waste & Recycling
 
C¡ty of Portland
 
Bureau of Planning & Sustainability
 
503-823-5664
 

Please note my new emâil address: ar¡anne,sÞerry(Oportlandoreqon.qov 
and the City's new web domain: gww4sI!Þ!9!eIege¡=gev. 
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TRANSPORTATTON E !-EM ENT 
OF TI-IE COMPR.EI{EF¡STVE PIAN 

INTROÐUCTTON 

Portland has spent the last several years working with 
Metro and other agencies, citizens, and communþ 
and business groups to develop the Cþ's first 
Transportation System Plan (TSP). The TSP is the 
2o-year plan for transportation improvements in 
Portland. The goaì of the TSP is to provide 
transportation choices for residents, employees, 
visitors, andfirms doingbusiness in Portland. 

The Transportation Element (TE) of the City of 
Portland Comprehensive Plan consists of two 
Comprehensive PIan goals - Goal6, Transportation, 
and Goal nB, Public Rights-of-Way - andthe Central 
City Transportation Management (CCTMP) GoaI, 
along with their associated policies and objectives. 
Within Goal 6 and the CgfMP are sets of street 
classification maps, which guide the use of the 
transportation system. 

Goals are the broadest expressions of a community's desires. Goâls give direction and are 
concerned with tle 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 çhould be specific enough to hetp determine whether 
ornotaproposedproject,progTam'oIcourseofactionwi1ladvancecommunityvalues 
expressed in the'goals. Objectives are specific staternents that carry out a plan in the short 
term. Objectivesheip assess incremental progress toward achieving the bioader purposes 
expressed in goals and policies. 

The street classification maps and the street plan rnaps in the TSP are adopted as part of the 
Comprehensive Pian, as are the policies. Comprehensive Plan policies a¡e used toieview 
changes to the comprehensive Plan; to Title 33, Planning and Zoning; or for a goal 
exception. In reading the policies, care shouid be taken to note that language maybe 
aspirational (such as 'should'or'encourage') or mandatory (such as 'shá[' õr'wiil'). Most 
Comprehensive Plan policies are 'balancing'policies that should be looked at together to 
determine whether an activity achieves the optirnai balance. 

I 

Goal 6, Transportation, provides the overall guidance on how Portland's iransportation 
systemshouid fi:nction over the life of the Comprehensive PIan. It describes what the system 
should look like and what purposes it fulfllls. Within Goal 6 are policies that address thê 
following 

¡ Coordination and Involvement 
o Street Classification and Description 

Portland Transportation System Plan Page 2-1. 
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Transportation Element Chapter 2 

¡ TransportationFunction 
. Land Use and Transportation 
. Pedeshian and Bicycle 
. PublicTransportation 

' Parking and Demand Management 

" Freight, Terminais, and Truck 
. RegionalTransportation 
. TransportationDistricts 

The goal, policies, and objectives of the CCTMP were first adopted in i995. They have not 
been changed as part of the TSP development, except for the sfteet classification maps, 
which have been revised to be consistent with the eooo Regional Transportation Pian (RTP). 

The glossary is adopted policy language'that explaíns terms used in transportation and iand 
use planning. Bybeing adopted in the giossary, the terms can help explain legislative intent. 

PoËland Transportation System Plan Page2-2 
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GOAL 6 TRANSPORTATION 
Develop a balanced, equitable, and efficient transpofiation system that provides a range of 
transportation choices; reinforces the livability ofneighborhoods; supports a strong and 
diverse economy; reduces air, noise, and water pollution; and lessens reiiance on the 
automobile while maintaining accessibility. 

Explanation: GoaI 6 and íts polìcies describe the manA elements of the 
transportation systemthat Portland supports. The goal statement reflects 
the multþIe functions of a balanced transportatíon system, which 
distributes transportation benefits and efficts fairly across the many 
populations of users. 

Coordination and lrrvolvement Policies 

Policy 6. r 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 RuIe GPR) 
and Metrols aooo Regional Transportation PIan (RTP) requíre the CítU to 
co or dinate tranÉp ortatíon sg stem planning and other multi'juris díctional 
transportation iszues. Portløndhas had a coordinationpolicg since tggz. 

Qbjectiues: 

A. 	 Coordinate 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 iimited avaiiabie funds. 

C. 	 Involve affected agencies, local governments, speciai districts, and transportation 
providers in updates of the Transportation System Plan (TSP). 

D. 	 Pursue opportunities to improve the transportation system, including grffib, 
private/public partnerships, and other non-haditional funding mechanisms. 

Policy 6.2 Publie Involvement 
Carry out a public involvement process that provides information about transportation 
issues, projects, and processes to citizens, businesses and other stakeholders, èspecially to 
those traditionally underserved by transportation services, and that solicits and considers 
feedback when making decisions about transportation. 

Explanation : Tr ansp ortatíon de cisio n making should actiu elg s eek to 
include disenfranchisedpopulationsby making theprocess clear and 

r 

straíght'orward and including mechanisms for public accountabilitg. 
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Objectiues: 

A. 	 Involve communþ members who are traditionaþ 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 

Explanatíon : M etro ad"opte d public inu olu ement g uid elines in JuIy t g g 5 for 
transportation planning . Local jurisdictions must be consistent uith these 
guidelines in deueloping their TSPs and any other projects or programs 
submitted to M etr o for r e g ional funding . The g uidelines r equir e Io cal plan 
deu elopment to meet minimum standar ds for public inu olu ement b efor e the 
Metro Council takes action on the plan. 

Folicy 6.3 Transportation Education 
Implement educational programs that supporl a range of transportation choices and 
emphasize safetyfor all modes of travel. 

Objectiues: 

A. 	 Publicize activities and the availability of resources and facilities that promote 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 andby supportingand participating in encouragement events for 
pedestrians 

D. 	 Develop and impiement education and encouragement plans aimed at youth and 
adult cyclists and motorists. 

E. 	 Increase public awareness of the benefits of walking and bicyctng and of available 
resources and facilities. 

F. 	 Develop a strong school curriculum andprogram ontransportation safety andtravel 
choices with emphasis on environmental consequences, neighborhood.üvability, 
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. 
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Street ClassÍfication a¡rd. Description PolÍcies 

Policy 6.4 Classifi cation Descriptions
 
Street classification descriptions and designations describe the types of motor vehicle,
 
transit, bicycle, pedestrian, truck, and emergency vehicle movement that should be 
emphasized on each street. 

Explanation: Thís policg describes how the classification descrþtíons and 
designations are used. Classifications for regionallg signÌficant streets must 
be consistent withthe street classificatíons inMetro's eooo RTP. tVhíIe 
Portland uses ffierent names than Metro, the classifications are g enerally 
equiualent, as shotrn on the matrices in the releuant modal plans comparing 
cl a s s ifi.catio n s b etw e en j ur is dictions 

Objectiues: 	
i 

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: Mang landuse reuieus consider the classifi.cations of streets 
aQjacent to and near a site to determine the appropriateness of a proposed 
use andíts impacts 

B. 	 Classification descriptions are wed to describe how streets should function for each 
mode of travel, not necessarily howthey are frrnctioning at present. 

Explanation: Sometimes a street carries more traffic or tgpes of trøffic than 
íts classification would indicate. Thís does not necessarilg mean that the 
street should be reclassified. It could mean that the street design should be 
changed to reduce or mítigøtefor the ínappropriate traffic. 

C. 	 AU of a street's classifications must be considered in designing street improvements 
and allocating funding. lVhile a proposed project ntay seio" oily oo" clalsification, 
improvements should not preclude future modifications to accommodate other 
classifications of the street. 

Explanation: Streets are classified.for sixtgpes of mouement: motoruehicle 
traffi.c, trucks, transit uehicles, emergencg uehicles, pedestrians, and' bicycles. 

D. 	 When tJre existing use of a street does not comply with its classification, no additional 
investments shouldbe made that encourage that inappropriate use. 

Explanation: A street maA carrlJ more trffic, trucks, or through- traffic 
thanß appropríatefor its classffication. Improuements made to the stTeet 
should not result infaciktating these inappropriate mouements. 
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E. 	 Þesignate 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 Traf,frc Classification Descriptions
 
Maintain a system of traffic streets that support the movement of motor vehicies for
 
regional, interregional, interdistrict, and local trips as shown. For each type oftraffic
 
classification, the majority of motor vehicle hips on a street should conform to its
 
classifi cation description.
 

/ 
Explanation: There are six classificationsfor traffic streets. Each 
classification describes hout a traffic street should function (what kinds of 
troffic andwhatkinds of tríps are expected) andwhattgpes of landuses the 
street should serue. Eight maps show the traffic classifications. One map is 
Iocated with the policy associated with each of the seuen transportatioi ) 

districts other than the Central Ary. The classifi.cation map foi the Central 
City (the eighthtransportation district) is locatedusiththe Central Citg 
Transportation Management PIan goal, polícies, and objectiues in this 
chøpter. 

Objectiues: 

A. 	 Regional Trafficways 
Regional Trafñcways are intended to serve interregional district movementthat has 
oniy one trip end in a transportation district or to serye trips that bypass a district 
completely. 

. 	 Land Use/Development. Regional Trafficways should serve the Central Cþ, 
regional centers, industrial areas, and intermodal facilities and should connect 
key freight routes within tle region to points outside the regiori. F,ncourage 
private and pubiic development of regional significance to locate adjacent to 
Regional Traffi cway interchanges. 

. 	 Connections. Regional Trafficways should connect to other Regional Trafficways, 
Major City Traffic Streets, and District Collectors. Aramp that connects to a 
Regional Tïafficway is classifTed as a Regional Trafficway from its point of 
connection up to its intersection with a lower-classified street. 

. 	 Buffering. Adacent neighborhoods should be buffered f¡om ttre 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 CityTrafñc Streets 
Major City Traffic Streets are intended to serve as the principai routes for üaffic that 
has at ieast one trip end within a transportation district. 

( 
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. 	 Land Use/Development. Major Cþ Traffic Streets shouid 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 Pedeshian Districts. 

. 	 Connections. Major City Trafñc 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 discouraged from using 
Major Cþ Trafñc 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 ofthe street. Evaluate the need for on-street parking to serve 
adjacent land uses and improve the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists when 
mai<ing changes to the roadway. 

TrafficAccess Stneets 
Traffic Access Streets are intended to provide access to Central City destinations, 
distribute traffic within a Central Cþ district, provide connections beh,veen Central 
City districts, and distribute traffic from Regional Trafficways and Major Cþ Traffic 
Streets for access within the district. Traffic Access Streets are not intended for 
through-traffic with no trip ends in the district. 

n 	Land Use/Development. Traffic Access Streets serve Central City land uses. 
Soiutions to congestion problems on Tlaffic Access Streets rnust accommodate 
the high-density pattern desired in the Central City. 

o 	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 shouldbe 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 priority than: 
supporting pedestrian access and enhancing the pedestrian environment; 
maintaining on-street parking to support land uses; accomrnodatingtransit; or 
accommodatingbirycles. Access to off-street parking is aliowed. 

. 	 Right-of-way Acquisition. Acquisition of additional right-of-way to reduce 
congestion is discouraged. 

D.	 Disbict 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 

. 	 Land Use/Development. District Coliectors generally connect town centers, 
corridors, main streets, and neighborhoods to nearby regional centers and other

ì 	 major destinations. Land uses that attracttrips from the surrounding neighbor­
hoods or from throughout the district should be encouraged to locate on District 
Collectors. Regional attractors oftraffic should be discoruaged from locating on 
District Collectors. 
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. 	 Connections. District Coliectors should connect to Major Cþ Trafñc 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 
shouldbe discouraged on District Collectors, except at specific probiem locations 
to accommodate the equally important functions 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 Trafñc 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 Coliectors. 

. 	 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 voiume of traffic from outside the neighborhood should be discour­
aged from locating on Neighborhood Collectors. 

. Connections. Neighborhood Collectors should connect to Major City Traffic 
Streets, District Collectors, and other Neighborhood Collectors, as well as to 
Local Service Streets. 

¡ Function. The design of Neighborhood Collectors may vary over their length as 
the land use character changes from primarily commercial to primariþ 
residential. Some Neighborhood Collectors may have a regional function, either 
alone or in concert with other nearby parallel collectors. All Neighborhood 
Collectors should be designed to operate as neighborhood streets rather than as 
regional arterials.

'o On-Street Parking. The removal of on-street parking and right-of-way acquisition 
should be discouraged on Neighborhood Collectors. 

F¡	 Local Service Traffrc Streets 
Local Service Traffic Streets are intendedto distribute iocal trafñc and provide access 
to local residences or commercial uses. 

n 	Land Use/Development. Discourage auto-oriented tand u.".'*o* using Local 
Service Traffic Streets as their primary access. 

. 	 Classification. Streets not classified as Regional Trafñcways, Major City Traffic 
Streets, District Collectors, or Neighborhood Collectors are classified. as Local 
Service Traffic Streets. 

o 	Connections. Local Service Traffic Streets should connect neighborhoods, provide 
local circulation, and provide access to nearby centers, corridors, station areas, 
and main streets. 

. 	 Function. Local Service Traffic Streets provide iocal circulation for traffic, 
pedestrians, and bicyclists and (except in special circumstances) should provide 
on-street paridng. In some instances where vehicle speeds arrd volumes are very 
Iow (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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