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Nodce of Council Option to Review an Amended Solid Waste Facility License
for Recologr Foster Road Recovery Facility to Accept Resldential Yard Debris
Mixed with Food Waste for Reloading (Metro Code Section 5.O1.067[e)]

The Deputy Chief Operating Oflicer (DCOO) has reviewed a change of authorization license
application submitted by Recolory Oregon Material Recovery Inc. (Recology) to accept residential
yard debris mixed with food waste for the purpose of reloading at its existing Foster Road Recovery
Facility to an authorized composting facility. Under the Metro Code, the Deputy, on behalf of the
COO is required to inform you of the change of authorization because it involves a substantial
change in the type of waste received at FRRF and the COO intends to approve the license
amendment with conditions, including some unique special conditions for this facility intended to
address public comments.

Metro Code section 5.01.067[e) provides that if the COO decides to approve an amendment to an
existing solid waste license to allow for a substantial change in the t1rye or quantity of solid waste
processed at the facility, the COO shall inform the Council President in writing no fewer than ten
days before any such solid waste license application is approved. The DCOO is therefore providing
the Council with this notice: Under Code section 5.01.067(e), a majority of the Council must act
withintendays[bySeptember25,2oL2)tosubiectRecolog/srequesttoCouncilreview.

The Foster Road facility is currently a Metro licensed material recovery facility located at 6400 SE
101st Avenue, Building 4-A" in Portland (Metro District 6). The facility occupies a 6.2 acre area
within a 100-acre industrial site (known as the Freeway Induskial Park). The facilityhas been
operatingwith a Metro license since 2002. Recolory took over ownership in 2009. The applicant is
requesting authority to reload residential yard debris mixed with food waste, generated from the
city of Portland's residential curbside compost program, for transport to appropriate processing
facilities. The applicant does not propose to accept commercial food waste and does not intend to
compost at the site {for more detailed information, refer to the atAched staff report}.

The DCOO is recommending approval of the license amendment with unique special conditions to
address public comments and minimize negative impacts on the sumounding community that may
be associated with residential food waste reloading. In addition to requirements that the material
be received inside a building on a non-pervious surhce, managed on an aerated floorusing
biofiltration, and a leachate collection system, the significant additional special conditions proposed
by the DCOO include:



o Requiring the yard debris mixed with food waste to be moved off site every 24 hours
(rather than 48 hours as proposed by Recolory and approved by the city of Portland).
Additionally, if valid odor issues were to occur as a result of the operation, Metro will retain
the option of requiring the residential yard debris mixed with food waste to be removid at
the end ofeach day.

o Yard debris (notmixed with food waste), currently being managed outside, must be
managed inside the building further reducing a potential source of odor.

o The intake building must be completely closed when not in use.

. . All receiving areas for yard debris mixed with food waste must be cleaned and rinsed down
by the end ofeach week.

o A community outreach plan must be developed for the facility.

A copy of the staff report is attached which provides more detail on the application, special
conditions and public comments. The proposed amended facility license is available upon request

If the majority of Council wishes to review and consider the application, it should do so by
resolution no later than at its regular meeting on September 20,20L2. A draft resolution is
available should a councilor decide to introduce it. Please contact the Office of Metro Attorney if
you have questions about legal issues or wish to obtain a draft resolution template. Contact Scott
Robinson or Roy Brower if you have questions about the facility or would like copies of the draft
license.

Martha |. Bennett, Chief Operating Officer
Councilor Rex Burkholder
Councilor Carlotta Collette
Councilor Shirley Craddick
Councilor Kathryn Harringtbn
Councilor Carl Hosticka
Councilor Barbara Roberts
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STAFF REPORT 
 
IN CONSIDERATION OF APPROVING A SOLID WASTE FACILITY LICENSE CHANGE OF AUTHORIZATION 
APPLICATION SUBMITTED BY RECOLOGY OREGON MATERIAL RECOVERY TO RELOAD RESIDENTIAL 
YARD DEBRIS MIXED WITH FOOD WASTE AT THE EXISTING FOSTER ROAD RECOVERY FACILITY 

Date:  September 10, 2012     Prepared by: Bill Metzler 503-797-1666 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
On January 24, 2012, Recology Oregon Material Recovery (ROMR) submitted an application to amend its 
existing Solid Waste Facility License No. L-036-09A for the Foster Road Recovery Facility (FRRF) located at 
6400 SE 101st Avenue, Building 4-A in Portland (Metro Council District 6).  ROMR proposes to establish a 
reload operation that accepts residential yard debris mixed with food waste (residential food waste), at 
FRRF.  The residential food waste comes mainly from the city of Portland’s organics collection program.  
This report provides information on the applicant’s request and recommends that Metro issue an amended 
license, with special conditions, to FRRF (see page 9 for list of Special Conditions). 
 
The FRRF license amendment application was deemed complete effective June 13, 2012 upon issuance of 
the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) final decision and order that affirmed the city of Portland’s 
conditional use decision approving the reloading of residential food waste at FRRF.   
 

 
Airphoto of the existing Foster Road Recovery Facility at 

6400 SE 101st Avenue, Building 4-A in Portland. 
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Once facility improvements are completed at FRRF, ROMR proposes to deliver the residential yard 
debris/food waste mix to a Recology owned and operated composting facility located outside the Metro 
region in the city of Aumsville under a separate Metro Non-System License (NSL) application.  ROMR may 
also seek to obtain NSLs to deliver residential food waste to other authorized composting facilities outside 
the Metro region. 
 
ROMR currently operates a Metro-licensed material recovery facility and residential food waste reload 
facility (Suttle Road Recovery Facility) on Suttle Road, in north Portland.  ROMR also operates a Metro 
licensed   yard debris reload facility (Oregon City Recovery Facility) in Oregon City, however, this facility is 
currently inactive.  ROMR is owned by Recology, a waste management company headquartered in San 
Francisco, California, and is also the contract operator for the Metro Central Transfer Station.   
 
Recology owns and operates the following out-of-region composting facilities that are regulated by the DEQ 
and host local governments:  
 

• Nature’s Needs in North Plains, Oregon (currently in a performance trial with Washington County 
for food waste composting).  

 
• NW Greenlands in Aumsville, Oregon.  
 
• NW Greenlands in McMinnville, Oregon. 

 
FRRF has operated as a Metro-licensed solid waste facility since 2002.  On November 2, 2009, Metro 
approved the transfer of ownership of FRRF (formerly known as Pacific Land Clearing I) and control of the 
existing license to ROMR.  Since 2009, Metro has conducted 26 inspections of FRRF under ROMR 
ownership, and has not issued any Notices of Violation related to compliance issues.  The facility is 
currently in compliance with Metro’s requirements. 
 
ROMR has also owned and operated the Suttle Road Recovery Facility (formerly PLC III) since November 2, 
2009.  During that time, Metro has issued one Notice of Violation to the facility for failure to perform load 
checks.  This matter has been resolved and the facility is currently in compliance with Metro’s 
requirements.  
 
Metro regulatory oversight of solid waste facilities in the region 
 
Metro is responsible for managing the regional solid waste system to ensure that it is maintained in a 
sustainable, economically healthy, and environmentally sound manner.  In that regard, Metro is responsible 
for authorizing, monitoring and regulating the operations of private solid waste facilities like FRRF, and 
ensuring that such facilities meet applicable regulatory, operational, environmental, contractual, and 
financial requirements.   
 
Metro’s regulatory oversight of the solid waste system consists primarily of monitoring private solid waste 
operations and enforcing compliance with the Metro Code, administrative procedures, performance 
standards, Metro-granted authorizations (i.e. licenses and franchises), and flow control instruments (i.e. 
non-system licenses and designated facility agreements).  Metro’s regulatory program conducts periodic 
facility inspections of FRRF.  Metro conducts at least eight inspections a year at FRRF, and more frequent 
inspections as needed.  Metro inspectors ensure that the region’s solid waste facilities comply with the 
Code and other applicable standards. 
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Metro inspectors document their field observations, compliance findings, and other pertinent site 
information.  In the event that violations are discovered during an inspection, the circumstances related to 
the discovery of the violation, nature of the violation and any other pertinent information are documented 
in the Inspection Report in order to support an enforcement action if necessary.  Metro may initiate 
enforcement actions in response to violations of the Code or Metro-granted authorizations including 
assessment of penalties.  In cases where violations of local, state, or federal laws are identified, the Metro 
staff coordinates with the appropriate regulatory agency for further investigation and follow-up.  In 
addition, Metro has provided support to the Lents area through its illegal disposal cleanup program by 
cleaning up over 388 illegal dumpsites in the area since 2010, including assisting the city of Portland in 
cleaning up two major tire dumps in the east Lents floodway area (Brookside Natural Area) in 2012. 
 
History of City of Portland Land Use Approval 
 
According to the city of Portland, the property on which FRRF is located is zoned Heavy Industrial (IH) and 
General Employment (EG2) which allows a mix of uses with a strong industrial orientation.  The city of 
Portland required a Type III Conditional Use Review because food waste reloading is classified as a Waste-
Related use.  The following is a summary of the land use review and approval process related to FRRF’s 
conditional use review: 
 

• On April 27, 2011, the city of Portland’s Hearings Officer issued a written decision approving the 
conditional use review and adjustment.   

 
• On May 12, 2011, Cottonwood Capital Property Management, LLC, Frank Fleck and Gary Gossett filed 

an appeal of the Hearings Officer’s decision to the Portland City Council.   
 
• On December 6, 2011 the Portland City Council upheld the Hearings Officer’s decision with conditions 

(Attachment 1).   
 
• On December 20, 2011, Cottonwood Capital Property Management, LLC, Frank Fleck and Gary Gossett 

appealed the decision of the Portland City Council to the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA).   
 
• On June 13, 2012, LUBA issued a final opinion and order that affirmed the City of Portland’s decision 

(Attachment 2). 
 
History of Metro License Change of Authorization Application 
 
On May 6, 2011, Metro received an initial application from ROMR requesting authorization to accept and 
reload source-separated commercial food waste, and source-separated residential food waste mixed with yard 
debris at the FRRF.  The application was not initially accompanied by a Land Use Compatibility Statement 
(LUCS) from the city of Portland and could not be processed by Metro because the application was incomplete.  
 
On January 24, 2012, Metro received a revised license change of authorization application from ROMR 
requesting authorization to accept and reload residential food waste at FRRF.  However, the application could 
not be processed until a final decision was made by LUBA.  The FRRF license application was deemed complete 
by Metro on June 13, 2012 upon issuance of the LUBA final decision and order that affirmed the city of 
Portland’s conditional use decision. 
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The City of Portland Residential Curbside Compost Program (known as Portland Composts!) 
 
ROMR submitted the license change of authorization application to Metro in response to a new residential 
food waste collection program developed by the city of Portland.  On August 17, 2011, the Portland City 
Council passed Ordinance Number 184821, which provides, among other things, for the implementation of 
a city-wide residential compost program.  Under this program, Portland residents can combine food scraps 
with yard debris for weekly curbside collection.  Beginning October 31, 2011, the effective date of the City 
ordinance, Metro considered all compostable organic materials collected through the Portland residential 
compost program to contain food waste and these materials could only be delivered to facilities that are 
authorized by Metro to accept food waste.   
 
Currently there are six facilities inside the Metro region that are authorized to accept and reload residential 
food waste to authorized processing facilities:  
 

1) Metro South (Oregon City) 
2) Metro Central (Portland) 
3) WRI (Wilsonville) 
4) Pride Recycling (Sherwood) 
5) Troutdale Transfer Station (Troutdale) 
6) Suttle Road Recovery Facility (Portland) 

 
Approval of this license amendment application will authorize FRRF to accept and reload residential food 
waste with conditions (see page 9 for list of Special Conditions).   
 
APPLICATION SUMMARY 
 
The FRRF site is located in an area developed with heavy industrial uses and is commonly known as the 
Freeway Land industrial complex in the Lents neighborhood.  The facility occupies a 6.2-acre area within a 
100-acre heavy industrial park.  There are several other heavy industrial operations there, including an 
asphalt batch plant, paper recycling operation, wood pallet recycler, cement company and a variety of 
equipment and rental businesses. 
 

 
Existing site conditions at the Foster Road Recovery Facility 
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According to the application, the site would see an increase in roughly 45 new truck trips to/from the site.  
These trucks would consist of garbage style trucks (approximately 35 trucks) delivering yard debris mixed 
with food waste and semi-trucks (approximately 10 trucks) hauling away the reloaded yard debris mixed 
with food waste to an off-site composting facility.  The reloading operation will not accept commercial food 
waste.  According to the city of Portland, the amount of food scraps fluctuates seasonally from ten to twenty 
percent of the total mix when collected with yard debris. 
 
The residential food waste will be delivered to FRRF inside an enclosed building that is designed to 
mitigate potential odors from delivery, consolidation and reloading activities.  Odor controls inside the 
building will include an in-floor negative aeration system that will collect the air from the pile of residential 
food waste and route it to a biofilter designed to neutralize malodors.  Any liquid waste (i.e. leachate) that 
may drain from the residential food waste will be collected, contained and transported to an approved off-
site facility.   
 
According to the application, the residential food waste is proposed to be reloaded within 48 hours of 
receipt and transported to an authorized composting facility located outside the Metro region.  Metro, 
however, proposes to shorten the reloading timeframe so that all residential food waste will be reloaded 
within 24 hours of receipt (see page 9, Special Conditions).  No composting will take place at the FRRF site.  
The facility proposes to accept residential food waste deliveries between the hours of 7 a.m. to 5 p.m. 
Monday through Friday and 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. on Saturdays.   
 
According to the city of Portland Bureau of Transportation, the existing uses at the FRRF site generate 290 
trips.  In order to minimize the potential for traffic impacts, the city of Portland has limited the number of 
garbage-type trucks delivering residential food waste to the facility to a maximum of 35 round trips per 
day.  Additionally, the number of outbound truck trips to remove residential food waste from the facility 
has been limited to 10 trips (or 5 round trips) per day between the hours of 7 a.m. to 6 p.m. Monday 
through Friday and from 8 a.m. to 6 p.m. on Saturdays.   

 
Intersection at Springwater Corridor Trail and SE 101st 

The road into the facility (SE 101st) crosses the Springwater Corridor Trail, which serves as a popular trail 
for biking, walking, running and other pedestrian uses.  However, there appears to be adequate signage on 
the roads and on the trail at the intersection.  The overall additional traffic from the reload operation will 
not significantly add to the traffic load in the area. 
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If the proposed license amendment is approved by Metro, ROMR will then submit a Non-System License 
(NSL) application likely requesting authorization to deliver the residential food waste to the NW 
Greenlands facility in Aumsville, or another authorized food waste composting facility.  The ROMR-owned 
and operated NW Greenlands composting facility located in Aumsville will likely serve as the primary 
receiving and composting facility.   
 
Odor control 
 
According to the application, the facility design and operating practices will control and manage any 
malodors from residential yard debris mixed with food waste.  All residential food waste will be managed 
inside the enclosed food waste receiving and reloading building.  The application states that odors will be 
mitigated by the implementation of good housekeeping measures and best management practices.  In 
addition, the receiving area will include an impervious aerated pad, where air will be pulled through the 
residential food waste pile and vented to a biofilter where malodorous air will be treated to neutralize 
malodors.  All incoming residential food waste will be mixed with yard debris to assist in moisture 
absorption, which will also reduce odors.   
 
According to the application, the reloading and shipment offsite of incoming residential food waste will be 
expedited to ensure that materials are not stored onsite longer than necessary (proposed not to exceed 48 
hours).  Metro, however, proposes to shorten the reloading timeframe so that all residential food waste will 
be reloaded within 24 hours of receipt and has added other conditions intended to further minimize odor 
at the facility (see page 9, Special Conditions).  Equipment used to load, unload and push food waste and 
yard debris will be washed on a regular basis.  Regular odor monitoring will be conducted by trained staff 
members in an effort to evaluate the effectiveness of the odor control practices. 
 
Vector prevention and control 
 
According to the application, vectors, such as flies, yellow jackets, rodents and birds will be minimized by 
implementing good housekeeping procedures, and expediting the reloading and shipment offsite of 
incoming residential food waste.  Although the application states that the residential food waste is 
proposed to be reloaded within 48 hours of receipt and transported to an authorized composting facility, 
the ROMR application also states that it does not anticipate incoming materials remaining onsite for any 
period longer than 24 hours.  In the event of organics remaining onsite for more than 24 hours (such as 
over a weekend), ROMR proposes that organics would be covered by ground up yard debris or loaded into 
the semi-trailer used for transporting the material offsite to an authorized composting facility.  Metro, 
however, proposes to shorten the reloading timeframe so that all residential food waste will be reloaded 
within 24 hours of receipt.  Recology proposes to tarp the trailer and park it within the building, thereby 
eliminating any accessible food source for vectors.  Additionally, ROMR states that they will maintain a 
contract with an independent pest control company to ensure that vectors do not become a problem. 
 
METRO CODE CRITERIA 
 
FRRF is an existing Metro licensed material recovery facility seeking a change of authorization to accept 
and reload residential food waste.  Metro Code Section 5.01.045(a) (4) requires a reload facility to have a 
Metro solid waste facility license.   
 
Metro Code Section 5.01.095(a) requires that a person holding a license to submit an application pursuant 
to Section 5.01.060 when seeking authorization to:  (1) accept wastes other than those authorized by the 
applicant’s license, or (2) perform activities other than those authorized by the applicant’s license, or (3) 
modify other limiting conditions of the applicant’s license. 
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Metro Code Section 5.01.095(b) requires applications for a change of authorization or limits to be filed on forms 
or in the format provided by the Chief Operating Officer. 
 
Metro Code Section 5.01.060 provides:  
 

(a) Applications for a Franchise or License or for renewal of an existing Franchise or License shall be 
filed on forms or in the format provided by the Chief Operating Officer. 

 
The application was filed on forms and in the format provided by the Chief Operating Officer and was 
accompanied by the required application fee of $100. 
 

(b) In addition to any information required on the forms or in the format provided by the Chief 
Operating Officer, all applications shall include a description of the Activities proposed to be conducted and a 
description of Wastes sought to be accepted. 
 
The application contains a description of the activities to be conducted and a description of waste sought to 
be accepted.  In addition, the application contains the proposed reconfigured site plan and a preliminary 
operating plan.  The final operating plan will be reviewed and approved or modified by Metro prior to 
accepting residential food waste. 
 

(c) In addition to the information required on the forms or in the format provided by the Chief 
Operating Officer, applications for a License or Franchise shall include the following information to the Chief 
Operating Officer: 

 
(1) Proof that the applicant can obtain the types of insurance specified by the Chief Operating 
Officer during the term of the License. 

 
The applicant has provided proof that it has obtained the required insurance. 
 

(2) A duplicate copy of all applications for necessary DEQ permits and any other information 
required by or submitted to DEQ. 

 
The applicant has submitted a duplicate copy of its DEQ permit application.  The DEQ will issue a draft 
permit for public review and comment, and likely hold a public hearing in October 2012 (if a hearing is 
determined to be necessary).  Based on public comments received, the DEQ will then make a decision on 
issuance of a revised solid waste permit sometime in October or November 2012. 
 

(3) A duplicate copy of any closure plan required to be submitted to DEQ, or if DEQ does not 
require a closure plan, a closure document describing closure protocol for the solid waste facility at 
any point in its active life. 
 

The DEQ does not require that the facility submit a closure plan, therefore the applicant included a closure 
plan for all on-site activities (material recovery and food waste reloading) with its Metro license 
application.  The cost to implement the closure plan was estimated to be $5,740. 
 

(4) A duplicate copy of any documents required to be submitted to DEQ demonstrating financial 
assurance for the costs of Closure, or if DEQ does not require such documents or does not intend to 
issue a permit to such facility, the applicant must demonstrate financial assurance or submit a 
proposal for providing financial assurance prior to the commencement of Metro-regulated activities 
for the costs of Closure of the facility.  The proposal shall include an estimate of the cost to implement 
the Closure plan required in Section 5.01.060(c) (3).  If an application is approved, the license or 



Foster Road Food Waste Reload 
September 2012 

8 
 

franchise shall require that financial assurance is in place prior to beginning any activities authorized 
by the license or franchise.  However, regarding applications for licenses, if DEQ does not issue a 
permit or require such financial assurance documents, then the Chief Operating Officer may waive this 
requirement if the applicant provides written documentation demonstrating that the cost to 
implement the Closure plan required in Section 5.01.060(e)(3) will be less than $10,000. 

 
The DEQ does not require proof of financial assurance for this facility.  The applicant provided 
documentation that the cost to implement a closure plan would be $5,740.  In accordance with Metro Code 
Section 5.01.060(c)(3), FRRF has requested that the Chief Operating Officer waive the financial assurance 
requirement since the cost to implement the closure plan will be less than $10,000.   
 

(5) Signed consent by the owner(s) of the property to the proposed use of the property. 
 
The property is owned by Jameson Partners LLC, dba Freeway Land II and has submitted a signed Property 
Use Consent form approving the use on the subject property on which the facility is located.  ROMR is the 
leasee at the Freeway Land Business Complex. 
 

(6) Proof that the applicant has received proper land use approval. 
 
Proof of land use approval has been provided in the form of a DEQ Land Use Compatibility Statement (LUCS), 
signed by a planner at the city of Portland.  The LUCS states that the proposed activity is allowed as a 
Conditional Use and is accompanied by an approval of a conditional use and an adjustment adopted by the City 
of Portland (LU 10-194818 CU AD) on December 6, 2011 and upheld on appeal to LUBA on June 13, 2012. 
 

(7) Identify any other known or anticipated permits required from any other governmental 
agency. 

 
The applicant must obtain an amended solid waste facility permit from the DEQ and building permits from 
the City of Portland.  The applicant has obtained a storm water permit from the DEQ.   
 
PUBLIC NOTICE AND OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT 
 
Metro Public Notice 
 
On June 29, 2012, in accordance with Metro Code section 5.01.067(c), prior to determining whether to 
approve or deny the application, the Chief Operating Officer provided public notice and the opportunity for 
the public to provide written comment on the application.  The public notice was sent to 480 surrounding 
property owners around the facility.  The nearest residential area is located about 600 feet south of the 
facility.  The public notice was also sent to the Metro solid waste interested parties, the Lents 
Neighborhood Association, Green Lents, the Lents Good Neighbor Agreement Development Team, the Lents 
Urban Renewal Advisory Committee, the Springwater Trail Preservation Society, the Johnson Creek 
Watershed Council, and was posted to Metro’s web site.   
 
The public comment period ended on July 30, 2012.  A total of fifteen (15) written comments were 
submitted to Metro.  All commenters expressed opposition to or concern about potential odors, nuisance, 
vector, traffic and perceived negative impact on living conditions and property values (Attachment 3).  
However, no new issues have been raised that were not raised during the city of Portland’s land use 
hearing process. 
 
It is important to note that Metro received two additional comments outside of the public comment period 
(one before and one after) that are related to whether Metro would collect community enhancement fees at 
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FRRF to support the local community.  Under current Metro Code, however, the application of community 
enhancement fees is currently limited by the facility type.  Metro has applied community enhancement fees 
in conjunction with certain regional transfer facilities energy recovery sites.  Private local transfer and 
reload facilities are not currently subject to this type of fee under the Metro Code.  Community 
enhancement fees will not be initially applied to FRRF at this time.  However, it does not preclude 
application of this type of fee in the future.  In order to provide better clarity for the Metro Council and 
citizens, staff will be engaging Council in a reexamination of the Metro Code, policy and practices related to 
application of community enhancement fees.   
 
SPECIAL CONDITIONS INCLUDED IN THE LICENSE 
 
In addition to standard provisions contained in similar solid waste facility licenses that address the full 
range of operating requirements, recordkeeping and enforcement provisions, Metro staff recommends that 
the proposed license contain several additional unique special conditions.  The following special conditions 
help address the concerns expressed during the public comment period about the unique characteristics of 
the proposed food waste reloading operation specifically related to odor management and vector 
prevention, and will help minimize potential adverse impacts on nearby residential areas and  businesses. 
 
Completion of facility construction in accordance with approved design (Section 3.0 of the License).  
This section of the license includes provisions that stipulate that the Licensee may not accept any 
residential food waste at the food waste facility until Metro has certified that the food waste facility 
construction is complete according to plans submitted by the applicant and approved by the DEQ, Metro 
and the city of Portland.   
 
Acceptance and management of source-separated residential food waste (Section 4.4 of the license).  
The amendments in this section stipulate the type of food waste that the licensee may accept for reloading 
at the facility.  This will ensure that only residential food waste will be delivered and reloaded at the facility 
and not commercial food waste from businesses, restaurants, and grocery stores.   
 
The following are special conditions included in Section 4.4 of the license to provide additional assurance 
that food waste will be reloaded rapidly, and that the receiving and reloading areas will be cleaned and 
maintained on a regular schedule: 

 
• Receive, manage, store, and reload all food waste on an impervious surface and inside a roofed 

building that can be enclosed on at least three sides. 
 
• Keep the building enclosed on all four sides when not receiving or outloading loads of 

residential food waste. 
 
• All food waste must be reloaded and transported off-site to a Metro authorized facility within 

24-hours of receipt, or sooner.  Metro retains the option to require removal of material by the 
end of the day if valid odor complaints are found to be originating from the facility based on a 
Metro investigation. 

 
• The food waste receiving areas, push walls, adjacent truck receiving bays and equipment that 

come into contact with residential food waste must be cleaned at least once each week (each 
Friday), or more frequently as established in the operating plan. 

 
• The floor drains for collecting food waste leachate and water along the food waste receiving and 

reloading area must be cleaned at least once each week and by end of the week (each Friday), or 
more frequently as established in the operating plan. 
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• The aeration system and biofilter in the food waste receiving area must be maintained, 

operated and in proper working order at all times when residential food waste is present inside 
the building. 

 
• The leachate collection and storage system must be cleaned, maintained and in proper working 

order at all times when residential food waste is present inside the building, as established in 
the operating plan. 

 
Odor (Section 6.8 of the license).  This section has been amended to explicitly allow Metro to make a 
determination that if the Licensee’s odor management procedures (as required in an operating plan) are 
inadequate for preventing the detection of off-site malodors from the food waste activities, the Licensee 
shall be required to implement additional odor control measures that may include, but are not limited to: 
 

• Design and installation of an alternative “whole building” negative ventilation system for the entire 
receiving and reloading building so that any malodorous air can be quickly vented through a 
biofilter specifically designed and constructed to remove such odors.   

 
• All food waste must be reloaded and transported off-site to a Metro authorized facility by the close 

of each business day or by 6 p.m., whichever is earlier. 
 

• All yard debris must be managed and stored inside the enclosed building that houses the 
residential food waste (Section 4.8 of the license). 

 
Vectors (Section 6.9 of the license).  Due to the proximity of the facility to the Brookside Natural Area, the 
amendments in this section require that the licensee focus on vector prevention measures for food waste 
management as provided in Section 4.4.  If vector control measures are necessary, the facility and its 
contractors shall ensure that methods are utilized that will not harm or have adverse impacts on wildlife in 
the adjacent natural areas.   
 
Contingency plan for food waste processing  (Section 7.6.6 of the license). Amendments to this section 
require that the licensee develop a contingency plan for delivering the food waste to a transfer station if the 
licensee is unable to deliver the food waste to a Metro authorized composting facility.   
 
Community outreach plan (Section 7.14 of the license).  Provisions in this section require the licensee to 
develop and implement a community outreach plan as part of the operating plan.  The community outreach 
plan must describe, at a minimum, how the licensee will hear and respond to local community concerns 
regarding the facility operations.  The licensee is required to provide an annual report to Metro on the plan 
implementation activities.  Metro will retain its legal authority to enforce the license conditions and Metro 
Code requirements independent of the community outreach plan. 
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BUDGET IMPACTS 
 
The residential food waste mixed with yard debris that will be accepted under authority of this license is 
exempt from paying the regional system fee and excise tax.  The overall impact of the city of Portland’s food 
waste composting program has already been factored into Metro’s budget.   
 
However, the residential yard debris mixed with food waste that will be delivered to FRRF in FY 2012-13 
will most likely be tonnage diverted away from either Metro Central Transfer Station or Metro South 
Transfer Station.  This tonnage shift may cause a small increase in the per-ton cost of disposal for Metro’s 
customers mainly because Metro’s fixed operating costs will be spread over fewer tons.  The impact of the 
tonnage shift away from Metro’s transfer station to FRRF would decrease the Parks and Environmental 
Services budget in the future because Metro would no longer incur the cost of transferring, transporting, 
and composting the residential compostable materials diverted to FRRF.  The impact of the diverted tons 
will be fully factored into the budget and rates for FY 2013-14. 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
Approving the amended license for FRRF will assist in the implementation of the city of Portland’s 
residential food waste compost program (Portland Composts!) and Metro’s organics recovery program.  
Staff recommends granting an amended Solid Waste Facility License to FRRF for the purpose of accepting 
and reloading residential food waste from the city of Portland curbside compost program.  The facility is 
subject to the terms and conditions incorporated into the attached license document, which will minimize 
the impact of the facility on nearby residences, business and natural areas.   
 
LIST OF ATTACHMENTS TO STAFF REPORT 
 
Attachment 1 – Portland City Council Decision to Affirm Conditional Use 

Attachment 2 – Final Opinion and Order of LUBA 

Attachment 3 – Public Comments Received by Metro 
 
BM: 
S:\REM\metzlerb\Recology Foster Road\Food Waste Reload 2011-2012\Staff Report\Staff Report_FRRF rb.docx 
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Portland City Council Decision to Affirm Conditional Use  
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CITYAUDITOR Office of City Auditor laVonne Griffin-Valade
l22l S.W.4thAvenue, Room 140, Podland, Oregon 97204

web: www.nortlandonline.com/auditor/
Enail Karla.Moore-Love@tortlandoreeon.gov

Phone: (503) 823-4086 Fax: (503) 8234571

NOTICE OF FINAL DECISION

TO:

DATE:

RE:

All Interested Persons

Decernber 6,2011

LU IGI948I8 CU AD

Appeal of Cottonwood Capital Property Manqement LtC, Frank Fleck and Gary Gossett ngainst Hearings
Officer's decision to approve with conditions the application of Recology Oregon Material Recovery, Inc. for a
conditional use to establish a waste-related use that accepts and processes food waste that is blended with yard
debris, within a fully enclosed building at6400 SE l0lst.Avenue (Heming; LU l0-t94Sl8 CU AD)

Enclosd is a copy of the Order of Council on LU 1 0- 1 948 1 8 CU AD derryrog the appeal of Cottonwood Capital
PropertyManagement LLC, Frank Fleck and Gary Gossett. With this decision" the City Council denies the
appeal and affitms the Hearings Officeros decision approving the application of Recologr Oregon Material
Recovery- Inc. for a conditional use and adjustments, with modified conditions of approval. If you wish to obtain
a copy of the City Cormcil's findings and conclusions, please contact Karla Moore-I-ovq Council Clerk at (503)
8234086 or by email at Karla.Moore-tove@portlandoregon.gov

City Council's decision is the final review process available through the City. You may appeal this decision to the
Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LtlBA) by filing a Notice of Intent to Appeal with the Board within 2l dap
of the date of decision, as specified in the Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) 197.830. Among other things, ORS
197.830 rquires that a petitioner at LUBA must have appeared orally or in writing during the City's proceedings
on this land review. The Board's address is: Public Utility Commission Building, 550 Capitol Sneet NE, Suite
235, Salem, OR 973 10-2552. You may call the Land Use Board of Appeals at l-5A3473-1265 for further
infomration on filing an appeal.

$|3I'nING OPIIIITfD
r60ulrtAf, Lt dwSnNl.8lfT

Encl.
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ORDER OF COUNCIL ON APPEAL OF
COTTONWOOD CAPiTAL PROPERTY MANAGEMENT LtC, FRANK FLECK AND GARY

GOSSETT AGAINST HEARINGS OFFICER'S DECISION TO APPROVE WITH CONDITIONS
THE APPLICATION OF RECOLOGY OREGON MATERIAL RECOVERY, INC. FOR A
CONDITIONAL USE TO ESTABLISH A WASTE-RELATED USE TIIAT ACCEPTS AND

PROCESSES FOOD WASTE THAT IS BLENDED WITII YARD DEBRIS, WITHIN A FULLY
ENCLOSED BUILDING AT 6400 SE t01sr AVENUE (HEARING; LU 10-194818 CU AD)

Applicant: Dave Dutra
Recology Oregon Material Recovery, Inc.
4044 N Suttle
Portland" OR97217

Reology Oregon Material Recovery Inc.
50 California Street 24th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94lll

Applicant's
Representatives: MichaelRobinson,Attorney

Perkins Coie LLP
I 120 NW Couch Steet lOth Floor
Portland, AR972094128

teve Gramm, Engineering Consultant
PBS Environmental
l3l0 Main Street
Vancouver, WA 98660

Appellantsl Cottonwood Capital Property Managemeirt, LLC,
Frank Fleck and Gary Gossett
c/o Kell, Altercran & Runstein LLP
520 SWYamhill Sfieet, Suite 600
Portland, OR 97204

Kevin Inftus
Jameson Partners LLC
2495 NWNicolai Street
Portland, OR 97210

6400 SE l0l$ Avenue

Owner:

Site Address:

I-egal Description: BLOCK 4 INC PT VAC STS LOT 1-10 LAND & IMPS SEE R624825 (R0224W261)
MACH & EQUIP, AMBOY; BLOCK 11 TL 6500 SPLIT MAP R2ls713 (Rss1002240), MCKINLEY PK;
BLOCK ll&r2 TL 5100 SPLIT MAP R2ls7l2 (R5s1002230), MCKINLEY PK; TL 100 70.2r ACRES
LAND & IMPS SEE R6066S4 (R992222s9r) MACH & EQUrp SpLrT MAp R336871 {R992222s90),
SECTION 21 15 2E; TL3200 19.55 ACRES, SECTION ZZ tS 2E; TL 100 7.58 ACRES SpLfT MAp
R336673 (F-9922n 480), SECTION 22 tS 2E, SECTION 21 15 2E, TL 400 6.21 A.CRES
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Plan Districh Johnson Creek Basin

Land Use Review: Tlipe III, CU AD, Conditional Use Review and Adjustment Review

Procedure: T}pe III public hearing before the Hearings Oflicer, appealed to tl'e City
Council.

Proposal: Recology proposes to accept mixed residential yard debris/food waste ata6.2 acres lease area
(the "Subject Property") within an approximately 100 acres site (the "Site") for recycling. Currently
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 total garbage kucks per day in and out of
the Subject Property. l,andscape material and other dry non-perishable materials will continue to be
accepted from private self-haulers and the general public.

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

Recology intends to install a biofilter aeration system to control odors inside the building. Also inside the
building Recologyproposes to install a drain system to collect and contain liquids (leachate) from the food
waste materials. The leachate will be transported oFsite. The facility will also include a 3,000 square foot
exterior area for retail sales of exterior landscape+ype materials such as compost, soil, mulch and gravel.
The facility will accept food waste deliveries only 

-b"t 

"ott 
the hours of 7 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday ifr.ugh

Friday, and 8 am. to 5 p.m. on Saturday.. No new exterior improvements or alterations are proposed af the
Subject Property.

A Tlpe III Conditional Use Review is required because food waste recycling is cfassified as a Waste-Related
use. An Adjushnent Review is needed to vary from an applicabledevelopment standard. Specifically, an
adjustment is requested to waive the requirement that vehicle access to the Site and Subject Propertybe
provided.from a designated Major City Traffic Street. Access to the facility is from SE Foster onto a private
streel vacated SE lO0ttl Avenue.

The appeal hearing before the City Council was opened in the Council Chambers, l22l SW 4ft Avenue on
July 1 3, 20ll at approximatel y 3:15 p.m. At the conclusion of the public hearing and after hearing public
testimony, Council continued the hearing to August 3l,20ll at2:AAp.m. On August 3l,20ll at
approximately 2:00 p.m. Council convehed to reschedule the hearing to Septembei 8, 201 | atzi}Ap.m. On
September 8, 2011 at approximately 2:00 p.m., Council convend tocontinue the hearing to October 5, 20l l
at2:00 p-m. On October 5,2011 at approximately 2:00 p.m., Council convened for deliberation and voted 4-
1 to tentatively deny the appeal of Cottonwood Capital Property Management LLC, Frank Fleck and Gary
Gossett and uphold the Hearings Officer's decision with conditions, including additional modifications of
approval- Council directd findings be prepared for Novemb er 2,2011 at 1 l:00 a.m. On Novemb er 2,2011
at approximately 11:00 am., Council convened to reschedule the hearing to November 16, 20ll at 10:00
a.m. On November 16,20ll at approximately 10:00 a.m. Council convened to reschedule the hearing to
November 30, 2011 at 10:45 a.ra. On November 30,2011 at approximately 10:45 a.m. Council voted $l to
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deny the appeal of Cottonwood Cbpital Property Management LI,C, Frank Fleck and Gary Gossett and
uphold the Hearings Officer's decision with conditions, including additional modifications of approval and
adopted findings and conclusions.

DECISION

Based on evidence in the record and adoption of the Councills Findings and Decision in Case FiIe LU 10-
194818 CU AD and by this reference made a paxt of this Order, it is the decision of the City Council
to deny the appeal of Cottonwood Capital Property Management LLC, Itank Fleck atrd
Gary Gossett. With this dbcision, the City Council aflirms the llearings Oflicer's decision
approving the apptication of Recolog5r Oregon Material Recovery, Inc. for a conditional use with
adjustments and modifies the Ifearings Oflicer's Conditions specifically, the Counci*

Approves a Conditional Use to establish a Waste-Related use that accepts and processes food waste that is
blendedwithyarddebris,withinafully.enclosdbuildingasdeqcribedinExhibitsA.lthroughA.6,and

Approvbs ari Adjustment to waive the Waste-Related location and access requirements (Section 33.254.0j0)
to allow access onto the facility from.a private driveway (vacated SE l00tl' Av'enue), subject to the following
conditions:

A. As part of the building permit application submittal, the following development-related conditions (B
througlt D) must be noted on each of the 4 requird site plans or included as a sheet in the numbered set
ofplans. The sheet on which this information appears must be labeled 'ZONING COMPLIANCE
PAGE - Case File LU l0-194818 CU AD.- efrequirements must be graphically represented on the
required plans and must be labeled "REQUIRED."

B. Two signs, which identiff the food waste recycling operation, must be installed on entrance gates to the
facility. The signs must include 24-hour emergency contact information

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

D. An internal drain and containment slatem must be installed to collect the liquid waste (leachate) inside
the food waste processing building. The leachate must be taken to an off-site location for disposal.

E. Prior to obtaining occupancy approval from the Bureau of Development Services, Recology must revise
the Nuisance Mitigation llan (identifed as hhibit H in the Recologt July 27, 201I submittal fo CounciQ
to address the control of flies and yellow jackets and submit the revised plan to the Bureau of

F. Prior to obtaining occupancy approval from the Bureau of Development Services, Recology must meet in
good faith with the Lents Neighborhood Association for the purpose of reaching agreerrent on a Good
Neighbor Agreement. "Good faith" shall include at a rninimum scheduling and being available to meet
with the Association for a minimum of 3 dates before openi&g of the facility, within a 3-month time
period from the effective date ofthis decision. Facilitation shall be provided through the Office of
Neighborhood Involvement or a facilitator acceptable to both parties provided by Recology. A report
with a list ofpersons who attendd the meetings, comments frorn both sides and anyparticipant or
observer wishing to comment on the proa€ss and outcomg and documentation of any Agreeme,nt shall be
submitted to the Bureau of Development Services, the Office of Neighborhood Involvemen! and City
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Council offices prior to commencing use of the building for food waste processing. The Good Neighbor
Agreement discussions could include potential.mitigation for possible impacts on neighborhood
livability.

G. The Recology (or any successor in interest) facility may only be used to process Residential Source food
wastes. No Commercial Source food waste is permitted

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.

L Recology (or any successor in interest) will accept food waste deliveries/deposits only between the hours
of 7 am to 5 pm Monday through Friday and 8 am to 5 pm on Saturdays.

J. Recology (or any successor in interest) will limit the numberof garbage hauler trucks delivering food
waste to the facility, to a maximum of 35 round trips per day.

K. Recology (or any successor in interest) will limit the number of truck trips to and from the site per da5
for the purpose of removing food waste from the site to t0 trips (or 5 round trips) per day. Recology (or
any successor in interest) will transport the blended food waste from the site only between the hours of 7
am to 6 pm, Monday througlr Friday and 8 am to 6 pm on Saturdays.

L. All public information, including Internet and marketing information, must include adirectional map that
identifies the Recology facility within the larger 100-acre industrial site and identifies the site's entrance
at SE l0l't and SE Foster Boulevard.

M. Recology (or any successor in interest) trucks and any associated businesses, including commercial
haulers, must be instructed to use only the SE Foster and SE l0ls Avenue access; access to/from the
Subject Property via SE Knapp shall not be permitted (excepting for emergency response vehicles).

N. Recology (or any successor in interest) must document all nuisance complaints that are received,
including but not limited to: litter, noise, odors, dus! fi:affic and vectors. For every nuisance complaint
received, the facility will record, in a complaint log the following information:

The nature of the complaint; and
. The date and time the complaint was received; and
t The name, address and telephone number (if provided) ofthe peryon or persons making the

complaint; and
o The Recolory (or any su@essor in interest) employee who received the complaint; and
' Any actions taken by Recology (or any successor in interest) employee(s) to resolve the

complaint.

A record of all complaints and action taken must be maintained at the facility for a minimum of one (1)
year. Annually, and upon request, a copy of the complaint log must be delivered by mail to the Lents
Neighborhood Association Chairperson (per Office of Neighborhood Involvement website information),
the East Portland Neighborhood Office and to the BDS Code Compliance Division. Recology (or any
successor in interest) will provide Deparhnent of Environmental Quality Solid Waste rqxesentatives,
Metro Solid Waste representatives, and the Bureau of Development Services access to review the
complaint log and other required logs, records and reports.
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O. Recology (or any successor in interest) will allow unscheduled/unannounced visits into the facility by the
Department of Environmental Quality Solid Waste representatives, Metro Solid Waste representatives,
and City of Portland code inspectors.

P. Confirmed violations of Title.33 odor standards (33.262.070) shall be subject to Bureau of Development

, 
Services code enforcernent policies.

a. Between the hours of 7 am and l0 pm, Recology (or any successor in interest) shall operate in
compliance with the City's Noise Control Title 18. Before Recology (or any successor in interest) may
conduct the processing sorting, gqinding and cleaning operations during niglrttime hours l0 pm to 7 am,
they must submit to the City of Portland Noise Control Officer and the Bureau of Development Services
Code Compliance Division, additional noise analpis from alicensed engineer demonstrating compliance

. with Title i8, specifically pertaining to reduced sound levels applicable between l0 pm andT am. BDS
verification of violations of Title l8 shall be subject to immediate issuance ofNoise Citation civil
penalties.

R. Recology (or any successor in interest) must remove all food-waste materials and collected leachate from
the site prior to flooding. The site may not accept food waste Untit the City of Portland determines that
the Johnson Creek high-water level has dropped below flood stage at the Recology facility location.

IT IS SO ORDERED;

0te CI 6 t01l
Date

November 30, 2011
9:30 am. Session
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1 BEFORE THE LAND USE BOARD OF APPEALS
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3
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5 MANAGEMENT, LLC, FRANKFLECK,

I and c451Y GossErr,
7 Petitioners,
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10
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19
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2 l
22 FINAL OPIMON
23 ANDORDER
24
25 Appeal from Crty of Portland.
26-
t; Lee Davis Kell, Portland, filed the petition for review and argued on behalf of
28 petitioners. With him on the brief was Thomas Rask, III and Kell Alterman and Runstein
29 LLP.
a  .JU
31 Kathryn S. Beaumont, Senior Deputy City Attorney, and Linly F. Rees, Deputy City
32 Attomey, Portland, filed a joint response brief and Linly F. Rees argued on behalf'of
33 respondlnt.
a t34
35 Michael C. Robinson, Portland, filed a joint response brief and argued on behalf of
36 intervenor-respondent. With him on the brief were Seth J. King and Perkins Coie.
37
38 RYAN Board Member; BASSIIAM, Board Chair; HOfSffJ}rI, Board Member,
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40
4r aFFRh{ED , 6tfirz0w
42
t ^+t rou are entitled to judicial review of this Order. Judicial review is govemed by the
44 provisions of ORS 197.850.
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I provides that the city must find that "[t]here will be no significant health or safety risk to

2 nearby uses" from the proposed use. A second approval criterion, PCC 33.815.220(G),

3 requires the city to find that "[tJhe proposal complies with the regulations of Chapter 33.254,

4 Mining and Waste Related lJses.o' In turn, PCC 33.254.060 requires the applicant to submit a

5 mitigation plan to mitigate any nuisance impacts fiom the use and an operating plan that

6 documents that the proposed use can comply with operating staqdards for odor and noise set

7 out in PCC 33.262.07A (Odor) and PCC 33.262.0i50 (No!se). In their first, second, and third

8 assignments of error, petitioners challenge various aspects of the crty's decision that

9 conclude that PCC 33.815.220(C) and (G) are met, and that the proposed use can comply
. l

10 with the city's operating standards for odor and noise set out in PCC 33.262.070 and PCC

11 33.262.050. In their second and third assiginments of error regarding PCC 33.252.07A and

12 PCC 33.262.050 (odor and noise standards) petitioners largely repeat'the argumeng they

13 make concerning odor and noise under their first assignment of error regarding the city's

14 PCC 33.815.220(C) health and safety standard. We therefore combine our discussion of

15 those assignments of error.

B. Odor and Leachate

PCC 33.262.070 provides:

o'A. Odor standard. Continuous, frequent, or repetitive odors may no-t be
produced. The odor threshold is ihe point at which an odor may just be
detected.

l 6

t7

18
t9
20

2l "8. Exception. An odor detected for less
22 exempt.'o

23 The application proposes to install a fully enclosed

24 management system that is comprised of an aeration

than 15 minutes per day is

odor control svstem and a leachate

system and biofilters that includes,an
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1 aerated floor and negative air system.l The city council concluded that the proposed system

2 would control odors so that PCC 3t3.262.070 would be satisfied and that there would be no

3 significant health or safety risks from odors or leachate under PCC 33.815.220(C), and

4 funher imposed additional conditions on the proposed use that limit the daily number of

5 garbage trucks and require the removal of mixed yard debris/food waste within 48 hours after

6 it is deposited

7 In a portion of their first assignment of enor, petitioners argue that the city's

8 conclusions that there will be no significant health or safety risks from odor and leachate and

9 that the proposed use can operate within the standard set out in PCC 33.262.070 is not

l0 supported by substantial evidence in the record. According to petitioners, the evidence in the

I I record is insufficient to demonstrate that the proposed odor and leachate control systems will

12 worko since intervenor did not design and test a prototype of the systems. Petitioners also

I The decision describes the odor control and leachate management systems and the city's findings
regarding the applicable approval criteria:

** * *[J]rucks carrying mixed yard debriVfood waste arrive at the Subject Properry, drive to
the building, back into the building through bay doors and dump the material onto the floor.
The concrete floor of ths building, at the location where the material is dumped, has channels
covered by perforated grating. Furthermore, if mixed yard debris/food waste is not iemoved
the same day as it is delivered, tlen it * * * will be covered/treated with debris and or hog fuel
already located on the Subject Property. Covering the yard debris/food waste will minimize
odors escaping from the mixed yard debris/food waste.

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

. ( * * { r * *

"[T]he collection piping system will be constnrcted of heavy-duty materials that will prevent
leaking. Moreovero the system will be tested to ensure that it operates without leaking. * * *

Further,, the piping system is enclosed in concrete which would prevent contamination.
Therefore, the risk of a leak in the leachate system is quite low and would be immediately
apparent. which will prevent impacts to area groundwater and surface water." Record 25-26,
32. ,
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I fault the city to failing to impose conditions of approval that petitioners proposed to mitigate

 I'2 any odors.

3 LUBA is authorized to reverse or remand a land use decision if the local government

4 "[m]ade a decision not supported by substantial evidence in the whole record.'l ORS

5 197.S35(9Xa)(C). In reviewing the decision to determine whether it is supported by

6 substantial evidence in the whole record, LUBA must consider all the evidence in the record

7 that the parties cite and determine whether, based on that evidence, the city's decision is

8 supported by substantial evidence . Younger v. City of Portland,305 Or 3,46,358-60,752

9 P2d262 (1988). We have no trouble concluding that the record includes substantial evidence

l0 to support the city's decision. In addition to providing detailed specifications regarding the

I I proposed systems, intervenor inhoduced a letter from a registered engineer who reviewed the

rz proposeo ooor and leachate control systems and concluded that the systems would Satisft the

13 applicable approval criteria. Record 356-57. Petitioners point to no evidence in the record

14 that calls into question the evidence that the proposed systems will control odor and leachate

15 generated by the proposed use so that the facility will comply with the applicable appioval

16 criteria, and petitioners have not explained why construction andltesting of a-prototype is

17 essential to veriff that the odor control and leachate systems will work in the way they are

18 intended, when the evidence in the record supports a conclusion that they will work in the

19 way they are intended. Finally, petitioners have not explained why the city council's failure

20 to impose the conditions of approval that petitioners proposed is error.
:

2I In their second assignment of error, petitioners argue that the city;s findings that the

22 proposed system will rneet the operating stairdard in PCC 33.262.A70 are 'ounlawful in
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J

4
5
6
7
8
9

10
t1

I substance."2 The city council adopted findings that the proposed use will operate in

compliance with PCC 33.262.070:

"The food waste will be confined within a fully-enclosed building.
Furthermore, [the applicant] intends to install a biofilter aeration system and
will capture the liquid waste from the processing building and remove it off

, site under Condition D. The condition requires the installation of both
systems as identified in the submitted plans. If the biofilter system does not
adequately reduce detectable odors, [the applicant] must implement other
means of addressing the off-site impacts in order to achieve obgoing
compliance with this Zoning Code, DEQ and Metro requirements. See
findings under approval criterion 33.815.220(C)." Record 42.'

12 Fetitioners maintain that the findings are internally inconsistent and are inconsistent with

13 other findings in the decision. The city and intervenor (respondents) respond that the

decision clearly finds that the proposed use will meet the operating standards for odor and

that there will be no significant health or safety risks to nearby uses, and that the quoted

16 findings merely state that the proposed use is subject to the ongoing operating standard set

17 out in PCC 33.262.070, and if the proposed system does not function in compliance with that

18 operating standard the applicant must ensure that its use complies with the standard.

19 Accordingly, respondents argue, there is nothing in the challenged findings that allows

20 LUBA to reverse or remand the decision. We agree with respondents.

2I C. Noise

PCC 33 .262.050 provides:

"The City noise standards are stated in Title 18, Noise Control. In addition,
the Department of Environmental Quality has regulations which apply to

2 *Unlawful in substance" is not one of the bases for reversal or remand set out in ORS 197.830, which
specifies LUBA's standard of review. ORS 197.850(9) provides the standard of review that the Court of
Appeals employs in reviewing final orders issued by LUBA. ORS 197.850(9Xa) provides in relevant paf,t that
the Court shall reverse or remand a LUBA order if it finds "[t]he order to be unlawful in substance or procedure
*  t !  { r . t t

3 In the petition for review, petitioners quote findings adopted by the hearings officer that address PCC
33.262.070 that are found at Record 319. The findings that petitioners quote are similar, but not identical, to
findings that the city council adopted that are found at Record 42.

Pase 6
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15

23
24

22



1 firms adjacent to or near noise sensitive uses such as dwellings, religious
2 institutions, schools, and hospitals."

3 Title 18 of the City Code provides that 65 decibels (dba) is the maximum permissible sound

4 level that may be generated ftom an industrial source and received by a residential use

5 between 7:00 a.m and 10:00 p.m. PCC 1S.10.010 (A).

6 Intervenor submitted into the record a noise study prepared by a registered acoustical

7 engineer that concluded that maximum noise from intervenor's operations would be in the

8 range of 56 to 60 dba at the nearest residence located approximately 550 feet south of the

9 subject property, below the maximum permissible level set out in PCC 18.10.010(4) of 65

10 dba. Record 1259. Based on that noise study, the city concluded thal noise from the

11 proposal would not create a significant risk to health or safety of nearty uses and that noise

t2 from the operations would meet the operating standard in PCC 33.262.A5A and PCC

13 1S.10.010(A).

14 In a portion of its first assignment of error, and in its third assignment of error,

15 petitioners argue that the city's decision is not supported by substantiai evidence in the whole

16 record. Petitioners first argue that intervenor's sound study is flawed because the study does

17 not include data regarding llp noise generated by other activities that contribute to the total

18 noise level in the area. In making that argument we understand petitioners to argue that

19 intervenor was required to demonstrate that the cumulative noise level from all noise

20 generating sources within the vicinity of the subject properfy will not exceed PCC

21 18.10.010's maximum permissible dba levels. 
:

22 Respondents respond that. the applicable approval criteria require intervenor to

23 demonstrate only that noise from its operations will not create a significant health or safety

24 risk to nearby uses, and that the evidence in the record shows that noise from its operations

25 will satisf the ongoing operating standard at PCC 13.10.010(A). Respondents mgue that

26 nothing in the applicable approval criteria require intervenor to demonstrate that total noise

27 fiom all noise sources will satisff the applicable criteria. We agree. PCC 33.815 .22A$)
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1 requires the city to determine that "the proposal" can satisfu the operating standards for

2 mining and waste related uses in PCC 33.252. The word ooprop-osal" suggests that the city did

3 not intend for an applicant to demonstrate that noise from all sources that have off-site

4 impacts to a nemby use must be below the noise threshold set out in PCC 18.10.010(4).

5 Absent any developed argument that other applicable standards, such as the Oregon

6 Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) standards that PCC 18.10.010(4) refers to,

7 require the city to demonstrate that cumulative noise from all noise generating sources does

8 not exceed a maximum permissible sound level, petitioners' argument provides no basis for

9 reversal or remand.

10 In their third assignment of error, petitioners also argue that the evidence in the record

I I ooes not support the city's conclusion that the operating standard for noise can be met

12 because the sound study is based on assumptions or predictions about future noise from

do not explain why a noise study that is based on

t4 reasonable assumptions about the noise that will be produced from operations from the

15 property is inherently unreliable. Neither do petitioners challenge the assumptions that the

16 noise study is based on. The noise study is a model of ftrture behavior and events, and absent

17 any argument or evidence that calls into question the assumptions that it is based or\ we

18 conclude that it is evidence a reasonable decision maker could rely on to predict the likely

19 noise impacts from operations on the property. Broclwtanv. Columbia County,62 A LUBA

20 394,402 (2011).

2l D. Stormwater

22 Finally, in the first assignment of error, petitioners argue that the city's finding that

23 the proposal does not require a new or modified stormwater permit is not supported by

24 substantial evidence in the record.a During the proceedings before the city council,

4 The city found:
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1

2

a
J

4

5

6

7

I

petitioners argued that the application did not prov-ide enough detail about stormwater

permitting for the facility and that the proposal might require a modification to intervenor's

existing National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (MDES) permit. The city

adopted findings in response to those arguments. Petitioners argue that the'statement in the

findings quoted in n 4, that the city's Bureau of Environmental Services (BES) staff

determined that the proposal would not impact Johnson Creek or the stormwater system, is

not supported by evidence in the record, because a letter from BES that is in the record

instructs the recipient to contact BES to inquire about stormwater impacts. Thus, petitioners

"Because [intervenor] is proposing no new development or exterior changes to the Subject
Property, and because of the leachate collection system, BES has determined that the proposal
will not impact the existing stormwater system and/or the Johnson Creek resources.
Stormwater from impervious surfaces [is] proposed to drair/flow to numerous existing catch
basins and eventually drairVflow into a detention pond (located on the West side of the site).
To address BES Source Csntrol requirements, the City Council found that a condition is
necessary that requires containment and off-site disposal of leachate waste. Condition of
Approval D requires an internal drain and containment system.

"The Appellants contended that the application did not satisf, PCC 33.815.220(C) because of
possible stormwater impacts. The opponents identified two separate contentions under this
heading. First, they asserted that the application did not include sufficient detail regarding
stormwater permitting for the facility. The Appellants further contend that the facility may
require modifications to the existing NPDES permits for the site.

. . r f t r . ' | { . *

"[Intervenor] submitted an Operations Plan that explains that stormwater from the Faciliry
will drain into numerous catch basins before discharging into an existing culvert. Consistent
with the Operations Plan, City BES staff determined that the proposal would not impact the
stormwater system and/or Johnson Creek resources and thus no new stormwater permits
would be required in conjunction with the Facility. The Appellants do not contend that staff
erred in reaching this conclusion.

. . l r * * * *

"The City Council has weighed the argument and evidence submitted by opponents and
[intervenor] and finds that stormwater/water pollution will not cause a significant health or
safety risk to nearby.uses for the reasons stated above. Tbe City Counsil Finds that this
criterion is satisfied. * {'! *.' Record29-30.
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1 argue, there is not substantial evidence in the record to support the city's conclusion that no

2 modified or new NPDES permit is required.

J l(espondents point to ample evidence in the record to support the city's conclusion

4 that there will be no significant health or safety impacts to nearby uses from stormwater on

5 the site, because there will be no stormwater impacts from the proposal. BES concluded that

6 there will be no stormwater impacts from the proposal because all activity authorized under

7 the permit will occur within the existing transfer building, and the leachate will be contained

8 at all times either in pipes or in a containment tank and removed from the site, and surface

9 stormwater will be directed to a detention pond system on the west side of the subject

10 property. Petitioners do not address that evidence or point to any evidence in the record that

11 calls into question that evidence. Accordingly, we agree with respondents that a reasonable

12 decision maker could conclude that there will be no significant risk to health or safety of

13 nearby uses from stormwater on the site.

14 The first, second and third assignments of error are denied.

15 FOURTH ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR

16 PCC 33.815 .220(D requires the city to determine that the "[p]ublic benefits of the use

17 outweigh any impacts that cannot be mitigated." The city found that there are no impacts

18 from the proposed use that cannot be mitigated through conditions of approval,

19 "[T]he potential impacts identified by opponents are addressed by Recology's
20 credible, substantial evidence and representations as to the operation of the
2l Subject Properfy and, to the extent necessary, mitigated through the conditions
22 of approval imposed in this decision." Record 46.

23 Refening to their first three assignments of error, petitioners contend in their fourth

24 assignment of enor that the city's findings that impacts from odor, noise, leachate, and

25 stormwater from the.project will be mitigated are not supported by substantial evidence in the

26 record. However, we do not see anything in the argument presented in support of petitioners"

27 fourth assignment of error that differs from the arguments in support of the first three
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I assignments of error. To the extent petitioners make the same argument in support of their

2 contention that the proposal will have impacts that cannot be mitigated, we reject it here as

3 well.

4 The city also found that the proposal benefits the public in helping implement the

5 city's food composting program:

6 'oThe opponents argue that there is no 'public benefit' because there are
7 existing iransfer facilities with capacify to handle the additional food waste.
8. However, the criterion at issue does not require an alternatives analysis or
9 evidence of 'public needo as suggested by the opponents. Rather, the criterion

10 requires a finding that there will be public benefits of the use that will
11 outweigh any impacts that cannot be mitigated. As described above, the City
12 Council finds that adding a new facility in this particular location will provide
13 public benefit by helping the city to implement its food waste composting
14 program and providing a central location that will reduce the number of truck
15 i.ipi *A efficiently sort the organic material." Record 46.

16 In a portion of their fourth assignment of error, we understand petitioners to argue that the

17 city's finding that the proposal satisfies PCC 33.815 .220(I) misconstrues that provision and is

18 not supported by substantial evidence in the record. As they argued below, we understand

19 petitioners to argue on appeal that the citv is required under PCC 33.815.220(l) to determine

20 whether there is a need for the proposal, and that the evidence in the record demonstrates that

21 the proposal is not necessary in order for the city to implement its composting program

22 because there are existing facilities that have the capacity to accept the food waste. Petition

23 for Review 26-28.

The city council's interpretation of PCC 33.515.220(l) is not inconsistent with the

25 express language of the provision, and we therefore affirm that interpretation. ORS

26 197 .529(l); Siporen v. City of Medford,349 Or 247,243 Pid 776 (2010). Accordingly, even

27 if there is evidence in the record that demonstrates that the proposed facility is not needed

28 because there are other facilities that could accept the food waste, that evidence does not

29 undermine the city's conclusion that the public benefits of the proposal outweigh any impacts
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1 accessed from a Local Service Traffic Sheet will "equally or better meet the purpose of'

2 PCC 33.254.030. According to petitioners, such findings cannot be made, because under no

3 circumstances could allowing additional trips to access the property via a Local Service

4 Traffic Street, as compared to requiring that the access be directly from a Major City Traffic

5 Streets, possibly reduce the impacts and nuisances from waste related uses on surrounding

6 land uses, or reduce transportation impacts from waste-related uses, two of the purposes set

7 out in PCC 33.254.010.

8 Respondents argue that PCC 33.805.040(4) does not require the city to compare the

9 traffic impacts of locating the proposed use at the subject property with the same impacts

l0 from locating the use at a different, hypothetical site with direct vehicle access to a Major

I I City Traffic Street. Rather, according to respondents, PCC 33.S05.040(,4) requires the city to

12 conclude that the proposed access street has the capaoity and infrastructure to handle the

13 traffic that will be created by the use and the surrounding streel system will be no more

14 adversely affected by the use than if the use was sited with vehicle access to a Major City

15 Traffic Street. Respondents point to a traffic analysis in the record that concludes that S.E.

t6 101't Avenue and S.E. Foster Road are expected to be able to handle the additional traffic

17 that the proposed use will generate, and that the intersections of (1) S.E. Foster Road and

18 S.E. 101't Avenue, and (2) S.E. l0l't Avenue and the Springwater Trail will continue to

19 operate at Level of Service A even with the additional traffic.s Record 226-27.

20 In Loprinzi's Gym v. City of Portland,56 Or LUBA 358, 366-67 (2008), we noted

2I that "the 'equally or better' language in PCC 33.805.040(4) seems to call for some sort of

s That traffic analysis also takes the position that S.E. 101't Avenue is designated in the Transportation
Element as a "Truck Access Street." Policy 6.9(E) provides that "[t]ruck Access Streets are intended to serve as
access and circulation routes for delivery of goods and services to neighborhood-serving commercial and
employment uses."
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comparison," and we remanded the decision for the crty to better explain the purpose of the

regulation at issue. In the present appeal, the city council adopted the following findings:

"fPortland Bureau of Transportation] PBOT reviewed Recology's
transportation analysis and had no concerns. As outlined in Recology's
response, and summarized-above, the proposed new Waste-Related use is not
anticipated to have a significant trip generation impact or generate trip types
that are inconsistent with the street designations {' * *. PBOT agreed with
Recology's traf{ic studies tc tc * that the transportation system is capable of
supporting the additional traffic that is estimated ta be generated by the use.
S.E. 10f' Avenue and SE Foster Road can support the new use from a
capaeity, safety, and access standpoint. PBOT and Recologt's traffic studies
concluded that the proposed use is not anticipated to have arry detrimental
impacts on the overall safety of the Springwater Trail crossing at SE lAI't
Avenue. The City Council agrees with the Hearings Officer and concurs with
the conclusions reached by PBOT and Kittleson and finds this approval
criterion is met.

1 7  6 . * * r . * t

2

J

4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
t4
15
16

18
t9
20
2 I
22

23

2,4

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

"* * * The proposed use is located in an existing industrial park area that is
already accessed by large trucks. The Hearings' Officer's decision to approve
the adjustment is consistent with existing access to the site, and this
application is appropriate and eligible for an adjustment under the applicable
City criteria. * * *" Record 4748 (Emphasis added.)

Notwithstanding our decision in Loprinzi's GW we do not agree with petitioners that a

comparison like the one that they suggest is called for here is the only way the PCC

33.805.040(4), "will equally or beffer meet the purpose of the regulation to be modified"

standard can be applied. Again, the purposes of the regulation to be modified'are the

reduction of impacts and nuisances and reduction of transportation impacts. The PCC

33.254.030 Location and Vehicle Access requirement presumably was adopted to meet those

purposes by requiring facilities such as the one challenged in this appeal to locate on Major

City Traffic Streets, rather than lower functional classification skeets such as the Local

Service Trafiic Street from which access is proposed here. We understand the city council to

have found that, if the proposed access sheet is a street like S.E 101't Avenue, which is

apparently a designated Truck Access Street that is intended to carry truck traffic and has
i
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. :
1 ample capaclty to carry the expected truck traffic, the reduction of impacts and nuisances and

2 reduction of transportation impacts purposes set out in PCC 33.254.010 are satisfied without

3 requiring application of and compliance with the PCC 33254.030 Location and Vehicle

4 Access requirement. That interpretation and application of the PCC 33.254.030 requirement,

5 the purposes for that requirement, and the PCC 33.805.040(4) "will equally or better meet

6 the purpose of the regulation to be modified" standard are not reversible under ORS

7 1g7.829(l) and Siporen.

8 The fifth assignment of eror is denied.

9 Th€ city's decision is affirmed.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

The Blacks [gpblack@comcast.net]
Wednesday, July 04,20t212:48 PM
Bill Metzter
The coming stink of Lents area

Mr. Metzler, do you live with in 2 miles of this proposed facility? We do & I & my husband are not happy at allof
this push over Land use approval!

We have read articles in the Oregonian paper of Recology Company's promises that were not kept & nothing is
done about the complaints by neighborhoods.

\Mrat do you promise if the stink fills our rreighborhoods & takes our house values down? YOU CAN NOT
KEEP THE SMELL OF THESE MIXED RECVCLING PRODUCTS IN A BUILDING!II

The doors will open very frequently to put more products in & haul it out & LET STINK OUT lll My mixed
products STINK out side my door in the closed recycling bin right now & then add thousands more what do think
wil lhappen??

What recourse will we have if the odor, is a problem for our neighborhood??

A very worried nearby neighbor.

' t :

t ;

fi1e:/iS:\REl\Ametzlerb\Recology Foster Road\Food Waste Reload 2}ll-2}n\Public Notic,.. 712312,At2



 
From: Davide Bricca [mailto:davbricca@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2012 1:11 PM
To: Bill Metzler
Subject: STOP Recology at Metro
 
The fact of the matter is that the Lents site is unnecessary and does not demonstrate a balance
of public need versus public good.  The convenience for haulers does not outweigh the
devastating long-term impacts that the facility will have on the residents of Lents. Residential
areas are inappropriate locations for any type of waste management. The city of North Plains
OR has already been devastated by foul odors, flock of seagulls dining on scraps, rodents
infestation ecc. A composting facility so close to us will DESTROY our neighborhood, just
to benefit Recology so that they do not have to drive a few extra miles to get out of town.
This is a ridiculous proposition. Recology should have never been able to apply for a
composting permit. Their track record as a company is below acceptable. As a company
Recology as had problems with every composting facility they own. Have you seen they way
the operate the current facility in Lents? Have you seen how dirty, disorganized and
unhealthy it is so far? Why would you entrust them with a composting permit, they already
struggle with regular recycling in this facility and they would do worse with something
harder to handle. 
 
The question you need to ask yourself is would you be happy living a block away from a
composting facility? I'm sure your answer is NO, so don't expect us to cooperate with this
insanity. 
 
My wife and I moved from Seattle 3 years ago because Portland is known for great living,
great transportation and because Portland seems to care more for its citizens. We were trying
to make a smart investment in the current economy so we bought a duplex around 97th and
Foster.  We knew from careful research that our property taxes would be higher at the house
we chose versus some others, due to the urban renewal taxes to support bringing back Lents
to a desirable, safe, neighborhood.  We didn't mind.  We trusted the city that they cared about
Lents.  After all the Pearl had been part of an Urban Renewal and look how it has changed
for the better just in 10 years.  Also the green Max line was opened right as we were moving
in so we were sure that positive strides were being made in this area.
 
Now this Recology proposal.  This is only 3 blocks from my house.  As of now the trucks
cheat and go thru the neighborhood all day long when they could take Foster all the way to
the facility.  If no one polices' them now, why would we believe any differently when more
trucks are added.  Not to mention that my wife and I put everything we have in our first
house.  We were so careful to pick a property that we would not end up owing more than the
house was worth.  What Recology will do takes away all our years of planing and saving. It
ruins our future.  Our house value will go down, its been proven in Oregon and San Francisco
and Nevada.  This is fact.  Given that this proposal has been out for awhile, my wife and I
initially were neutral on the issue.  We like to do our research and then deceide.   Since there

mailto:/O=OREGON METRO/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=7A985956-59BADC76-7593DA43-9D9F82BF
mailto:Barb.Leslie@oregonmetro.gov


is a similar plant in North Plains Oregon we went one weekend to check it out.  I encourage
you to do the same.  Just walking around the stench is terrible.  We asked people we saw out
in their yards or on the street what they thought of the plant.  Not one person had anything
positive to say.  We were told over and over that the smell has taken over their lives.  You
can smell it in your clothes, when you lie down to go to bed, first thing when you wake up in
the morning.  One women told me her college daughter won't visit home anymore because
the constant stench makes her sick.
 
I strongly encourage all those involved to please consider what you are doing to your
residents.  The people who trust you to make decisions for the whole city, not just for money.
 My wife and I are very green, we compost ourselves in our yard.  We understand the need
for this plant.  But there are many true industrial areas in and around this great city that would
not stamp out an already struggling neighborhood.  Please do not take away all we have in
the world, our own self reliance when another solution could easily be found.
 
Thank You
 
Davide and Tamara Bricca
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1uly28,2012

Bill Metzler
Metro
600 NE Grand Ave
Portland, OR 97232 -2736

Ref: Recology Partition for Foster Road

Dear Mr. Metzler,

I would like to add my opposition statement on the proposed drange to Recology's
operations on Foster Road. If this proceeds, I can see growing problems with traffic in the
area, already quite congested and the possible increase in the rodent and insect population in

the area. Recology has gotten a bad record for the operations at North Plains, lowering the
property value, due to the offensive odder. I hope we don't see this happen in our residential

area neighboring this site. Possibly a lawsuit if values decrease, might send a message.

CharlesFord   _ n

iffin$r';x,f !)-u 'u-*#/



'sharon col e. txt
From: Sharon [sharr iec@comcast .net ]
Sent :  sunday,  Ju ly  22,  2012 6:37 pM
To :  e i l l  Me tz le r
Subject :

H i  B i l l ,

say no to  recology in  lents

r 've been a res ident  o f  the Lents communi ty  for  32 years.  r 've seen a
lot  o f  changes.  rhe peopie and businesses of  tents  are t ry i i rg  hard to  improve
the area.  Severa l  o ld  bui ld inqs have been razed and at t ract ive new businesses
have replaced them. New homes-have been bui l t .  r  l ive on Mount  Scot t ,  and th is
area is  fu l l  o f  lovelv  s inq le fami lv  homes and even a n ice new park.  eut  a l l
th is  hard work is  abol r t  to-be undon-e wi th  the addi t ion of  a  qarbaqe dump r iqht
in  the middle of  our  ne iqhborhood!  oh wai t !  r  forqet !  r t 's  n6t  a  darbaqb dufrp
-  i t ' s  a  " t rans fe r  s ta t i 6n l ' .  nnd  i t ' s  no t  qa rbaqe l  i t ' s  ya rd  deb r i s  an i l  " f ood
scraps"  for  "compost" .  Food scraos sounds l ike 6otato oebl inqs and bread
c rus ts ,  doesn ' t  i t ?  au t  sad l y .  i t ' s  no t .  r t ' s  f bod  t f ra t  i s  n6  l onqer  useab le ,
( r  r l ight  be tempted to  ca l l  that  "garbage")  and metro is  p lanning- to br ing
hundreds of  t rucks of  th is  "comoosi ino f ra t -er ia l " .  aka qarbaqe.  in to our
neiqhborhood to be s tored whi le 'awai t inq t ransfe i  to  the cof ro6st inq s i te .  Are
you aware that  a l l  these t rucks wi l l  t r ive l  da i ly  throuqh neiqhborhoods fu l l
b f  homes that  house fami l ies and that  the " food 

-scraps"-wi l l  
be rot t inq food

accompanied bv odors and vermin? what  a wav to  help I  s t ruoql ino communi tv
make i tse l f  b i : t ter !  sure lv  there is  anothei  locat ibn that  i i  Hoi  surroundbd bv
homes where th is  t ranspor t  s tat ion can be.  B i l l ,  r  am begging you to  th ink
beyond the easy way out. Don't add to the probl6ms of the-t-ent-s
commun i t y : . . f i hd  a i ro the r  p iace  fo r  t he  t rahs fe r  s ta t i on .  p lease ,  say  No  to
reco logy  i n  Len ts .- ' r hank  

vou  fo r  l i s ten inq .
i i ' i ; ' r b ' n 'EJ r ! " ' ' '  

J ! L ' r  r " l "

eage 1



Lents Neighborhood 
Association 

PO Box 90833 
Portland, OR 97290 

Bill Metzler, Senior Solid Waste Planner 
Metro Finance and Regulatory Services 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232 
bill.metzler@oregonmetro.gov 
(503) 813-7544 
 
July 30, 2012 

 
 
This letter is in reference Recology of Oregon Material Recovery application 
to accept and reload yard debris mixed with food waste in conjunction with its 
existing Metro-licensed material recovery facility at the Freeway Land 
Industrial Park in southeast Portland.  
 
At the July 24th, 2012 general meeting an informational agenda item on the 
Metro Recology application was presented. This resulted in an unadvertised 
motion and action of the general membership and by a 11-6 vote, the general 
membership of the Lents Neighborhood Association chose to send a letter 
stating their opposition to approval of Recology’s application and requested 
that the following concerns of the opponents of the Recology transfer facility 
be communicated to Metro for consideration in your application review 
process.  
 

 Odors. Compost left in the facility too long would emit odors that 
would disrupt surrounding residences. 

 Vectors. Neighbors were concerned that the facility would harbor rats 
and other vectors, which could spread to surrounding residences. 

 Traffic. A group called the “Springwater Trail Preservation Society” is 
concerned about the impact of trucks crossing the Springwater Trail at 
the 101st Avenue entrance to Freeway Lands. 

 Flooding. Opponents were concerned that flooding on Johnson Creek 
could inundate the facility, causing compost to enter Johnson Creek. 

 Recology’s track record. Opponents cited concerns about Recology’s 
operations in other locations. 

 Lents’ image. Neighbors expressed frustration that Lents was 
selected for a waste transfer facility. 

 
It’s fair to note that proponents of the project also cite Recology’s track record 
as reasons to support the project. 
 

�



Should Metro approve this application, I urge you to work with neighbors to 
address these, and other, concerns. The Lents Neighborhood Association 
remains committed to the success of Lents Town Center and to encouraging 
development of new employment sites at Freeway Lands, one of the region’s 
premier industrial areas. 
 
 
Cora Potter 
Land Use Chair 
Lents Neighborhood Association 



From: ,
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Pase I ofl\

FJFleck@comcast.net- . - - . - - - - - - . - - - - - - .

Saturday, Jufy 21., 2Ot2 tL:56 AM
Bill Metzler
Recology yard and food waste operation on SE 101st in Lents '

Lents Neighborhood Association letter opposing Recology.jpg; Letter to City
Council on Recofogy from Judy Shiprack.pdf; Letter to City Council on Recology
from Sen Rod Monroe.pdf

7n3naQ

In regards to the proposal by Recology to operate a food waste operation in Lents:

l. The people in Lents are against it.
2.The,LentsNeighborhoodAssociationisagainstit(seeletterattached).
3. Multnomah County Commissioner Judy Shiprack, who represents Lents, is against it (see letter

attached).
4. State Senator Rod Monroe, who represents Lents, is against it (see letter attached).
5. There are several other Metro facilities that can handle this food waste.

Jorn us ancl oppose the locating of the food waste operation in Lents. Thank you- l

Sincerely,
Debra Fieck
7507 SE 105th Ave
Portland, Ok97266

file:/iS:\RENAmetzlerb\Recology Foster Road\Food Waste Reload 2011.2012\Public Notic...
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District 3

5O1 SE Hawthorne Blvd., Suite 60O
Portland, Oregon 97214
(6O3) 98&6i117 Phone
(503) 98&5262 Fax

htly 7,2011

Portland City Cormcil
1221 SW4th Ave.
Portland, OR 97204

Mayor Adams and Commissioners,

As the District 3 Commissioner of Multnomah County who repre$ents the citizens in the Lents
comfirunity, I am writing to you in regards to Recology's request for a Conditional Use Permit to
process food waste at its facility in my District. I comme,nd you for your effons in making
ourbside piclarp of compostable materials a reality and support providing citizens and busincsses
withthe opporhmity to recycle food waste. However, it is my view that the sito on SE 101" is nd
the appropriat" 

l1u:. 
to help achieve this goal and I encourage you to consider the rmpact that

this operation will have on tlre citizens and businesses near the site.

Specifical$, the Recology site is surror.rnded by the Lents neighborhood anil bordercd by the
Springwater Conidor and Jollrson Creek. I value the health and safety of local families and
outdoor recreationists and wish to preserve the livability of the community. Earlier ef[orts like
the Reidel International solid waste composting fagility in the Cully neighborhood proved the
difficulty of incorporating this type of activity into a neighbo'rhood environment.

A.s eiected officials, we struggle daily to secure opportunities for our community to prosper. The
City of Portland has a shortage of land whse business and industrial dwelopment can occur. It is
my view that approving the permitting for food waste composting on '\'is lQg acre site will
diminish the future opportunities for business development and job creation ia the Lents
neighborhood.

Again, I applaud your leadership on food recycling, but'forthe sake of Le,nts, ploase do not
approve Recology's permit. There are many otherviable sites that alredy handle this type of
compostable waste.

Multnomah County, District 3

Metro Council
Lents Neighborhood Association
Springwater Trail Preservation Society
Johnson Creek Watsrshed Cormcil
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ROD.IIONROE '

STATE SENATOR
. DISTRICTz4:]

OREGON STATE SENATE
9OOCOURTS'T.HE ]
SALEM, OR 97301

:  ,  '  , , ,  .  '
Portland City Council

'  : . . . .  :  :

4s the State Senatoi represe,nting the citizens in tle Lents coqmrurityr l am uniting to you today
in regads to Recology's reqlest for a Conditionrl Use Permit to p&cess foo4 waste at i8facl$ty
on SE lOlst I a@ in iumortefpviCing citirens andbusinesses wi'ththe,opportunity to iecycle
food wa*e and conmrnd you for your efforts in making q{tsl& pickup of 'Compostab-le
materials a ryality. However gircn the location of the proposed sits, it ii criticat to engap dre
coamraity an! soUcil_eyUqc in_lllbefore rylTg decisions tbat..@d have sipif,Fot lryaqlq

Over the next couple of weeks, you will have the opportunity to demonstrate transparcncy md
engag€ yorn constitumts in this important matter. It is my view that the site on SE l0l$ is not
the rypropriate Flace to he.h,achieve your recycling goal, and *e encourag€ you to cop$ider the

Specificallg the Recofogy sita is locatcd in th€ center of a co4rqunity, ryfr-g-rmdtd by &e,Leng
and Mt. Scott neighborhoods and bordered by the Springy'/at€r Conidor, Johnson Creeb and
Playtaven Pak Recology's operations will ca{se unqcessary public nuisances includieg,foul
odor aod aoise, hrt will also raise seriotrs heatth concqns:due to aii and wateqFollution, t'affic
fiom large,Sucks,qqddiseqse-carrying vermin. lVe vahre the heallh and q&ty of,local f,amilies
nqd outdoor rccreationists and wisb to preserve the livability of-the community; .

: : : . . : . .
t'lu* **" tnthi;;;*lrlsion not jus because I lived and represgnted sa$ Po*ant'for over 40
years, but also as a forms n4etro Councilor for 8 years uiho worked on rec'yittry md garbagg
disposal issues tboughout the Portland Metro area I can tell you that as aMetro Councilor, we
would have never approved fod nulgtring site inside the limits of ani city,,especidly one fft

We Sfuggle daily to provide oppgrtturities fo,r our constiArents to prosper. Given the shortagq of
real estate in the City of Portland where brsiness and igdusnial dwelopment can occur,I believe
t$gt this siteo,dtr its proxinaitJ. to Foster Road arrd trat€rstate-205, caa be put tq better use. This

Ofiice: 900 Court St. NE 5-306, Salem, OR 97301 - Phonsr {503} 386-1724
District: ?80? SE 1 1 1th Ave.,'Portland, OR 97266 - Phohe: {SOSI ZOg-43t O

{jg,w
.,, ffis



100-acre site has the potentiat to employ hr.rndreds of citizeng nftile Recology's Foposal would
: r . . r f - . : : . - ^ r - . - r . ] r r l r - . . : ^ - . c . - . c + . - . j : - . ^ |just employ a few individuals and qpoil the site for firare develo'prnent. , '',

Ita* y"" for tak rg leadership on food recycling, but for the saki ofour constituenls, please do
not approve Recology's permit to lrocess food in the middle of the metropolitan area. There are
many o&er viable sites in rrrral areas ttat arcaCy rpceive ard tre* compostable materials. I am
confideni that b.y choosing an altemate site for;processipg tbe cqty'S AoA y.asts and ryet ymd
debris, &e City of ,Portland wll be,able to execute a succeesft1,,,,recy.cli4g program.wi-thout
sacrificing the quality of life in orn neighborhoods

Thankyou,

/ ,  I"l ./ a ///1
f ./ ll ,// / 11,'f

/< ^/ // [ft'/ga7s*
t  l H

I

Senator Rod Modoe
Senate District24
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sharon Haley [sharonhaley@spiritone.com]
Sunday, July 22,20L27:35 PM
Bill Metzler
Kecorogy

I hear a "YES"? Oh, Good!] Then let's put it in your

I understand Recology is attempting to get a food waste facility at 101st and SE
Foster Rd. (LENTS RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD). This kind of operation
should never ever be in a family-oriented neighborhood -- Oregon is a BIG state
with lots of open spaces where the stench of rotting food won't bother anyone -- (at
least any human anyone).

Would you consider having this dump in your neighborhood? What,

What?? Did
neighborhood.

Just to give you an idea of the smell, go to K-Mart or Lowes off Hwy. 224 @
Johnson Road in MiMaukie when there is a southerly breeze and the stench from
McFarlands is ovenryhelming and, so far as I know, DQgSlt't inctude rotting food
stuffs.

Please, please, please, do NOT subject Lents residents to this abomination -- we
don't deserve it. ,
Thanks for your consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

Sharon Haley

file:iiS:\REMmetzlerb\Recology Foster Road\Food Wasie Reload 20n-2}12\Public Notic... 712312012
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joel Mil ler [mil lerjoelr@gmail.com]
Tuesday, July L7,2012 10:02 AM
Bil l  Metzler '
Don't Let Recology Ruin Our Neighborhood

I\dr. Bill Metzler
Senior Solid Waste Planner
Metro Finance and Regulatory Services
600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97232

Dear Mr. Metzler:

Regarding Recology's attempt to obtain permission to accept food waste at its facility on SE
101st Avenue in the heart of Lents, we feel strongly that residential areas are inappropriate
locations for this type of waste management. "Convenience" for haulers does not-outweigh
the devastating long-term impact this'activity would have on the residents of our
neighborhood. 

-

We have resided nearby the Recology site for over 35 years and feel as though the Lents area
is, and always has been, Portland's stepchild neighborhood. If approved, there will be very
tangible, negative impacts on the citizens of Lents. Existing sites already are available to
process the city's volume of food waste.

To protect Lents from being "ffashed" once again, the only reasonable decision Metro can
make is to deny Recology's request to accept food waste at their facility.

Sincerely,

Mr. and Mrs. Joel Miller
10635 SE Rex Sheet
Portland, Oregon 97266

I ' i

frle:i/S:\RE\4\metzlerb\Recology Foster Road\Food Waste Reload Zdtt-ZOtZ\Public Notic... TlnDAin
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From:
Sent:
t o :

Subject:

Tiffany Murray [tiffanyraemurray@yahoo.com]
Friday, July 20, 2OL2 Ll:29 AM
Bill Metzler
No food waste at Recology in the Lents neighborhood

Bill Metzler,I have great concem over food waste at the proposed food compost site in the Lents
neighborhood. First of all to refer to this as a freeway land and not mention that is a residential
neighborhood and Johnson Creek wild life refuge does not accurately portray the area. I do not want
food waste at the site. I am concerned it will pollute the environment, create health hazard, bring in
vermin and insects, molds and bacteria, smeli from waste, bring in more noise and exhaust from trucks
and reduce property value. Please send food scraps away from such a heavily populated area.

Thank you,
Tiffany Murray

i . ,

,file://S:\RElvl\metzlerb\Recology Foster Road\Food Waste Reload 20ll-2012\Public Notic... 712312012



From: Nick Sauvie
To: Barb Leslie
Subject: Lents Recology Siting Public Comment
Date: Wednesday, July 25, 2012 10:00:44 AM

ROSE Community Development opposes siting the Recology food waste transfer station at the
proposed Lents location. The proposed site is immediately adjacent to a residential neighborhood.
The track record of Recology in operating similar facilities is spotty. Further, Metro’s Washington
County food waste site immediately experienced the same problems that people in Lents fear –
odor, heavy truck traffic and decreased livability.
 
Another negative is that the proposed Recology site is located in a rare and valuable industrial
zone. The Lents community is counting on this area to provide a large number of family wage jobs.
The proposed use by Recology  would provide a small number of low wage jobs in comparison to
other industrial uses. Further, the waste station would detract from efforts to attract new
businesses to the adjacent industrial and commercial areas.
 
ROSE is a community-based nonprofit organization that has been working for the last 20 years to
revitalize outer southeast Portland neighborhoods. We have developed a number of affordable
housing units close to the proposed Recology site and are very concerned that this proposal would
take away their peaceful enjoyment in their homes and quality of life. Foul odors and dozens of
heavy trucks rumbling through the neighborhood every day will do that. I hope that Metro denies
Recology’s permit.
 
Nick Sauvie
Executive Director
503-788-8052 x16

5215 SE Duke Street
Portland, OR 97206

 

mailto:nick@ROSECDC.org
mailto:Barb.Leslie@oregonmetro.gov


RE: Recology food waste facility on SE l0lst Ave

Bill Metzler
Metro Finance and Regulatory Services
600 Grand Ave
Portiand, OR97232
Dear Bill MetzleL

to
7507 SE 105tl$,ve
Portland, OR 9@66
July 15, 2012X

s
r*..1
J
r""

We have been working to restore the image of Lents. Allowing Recology to process food
waste in the hean of Lents woulil be an unnecessary setback to our progress.

One of the biggest problems with Recology's proposal is their inability to ensure that its
food waste operations on 101't vvill truly go unnoticed. From the beginning of this
process, Recology's proposal has lacked critical details, including a stormwater
management plan, adequate aeration, leachate collection, biofilter system, and a protocol
for unauthorized material. The stench from Recology's operations will be a welcome mat
for disease-carrying vermin and the site will be an open wound festering in the middle of
our community.

The fact of the matter is that the Lents site is unnecessary and does not demonstrate a
balance of public need versus putrlic good. The convenience for haulers does not
outrveigh the devastating long-term impacts that the facility will have on the residents of
Lenis.

There are five transfer facilities in the greater Portland area already permitted to process
food waste. Metro Central in Poftland, Metro South in Oregon City, Willamette
Resources in Wilsonville, Troutdale Transfer Station in Troutdale and Pride Disposal in
Sherwood. Al1 are located on the outskirts of town, so as not to compromise the livability
of communities. These five facilities have ample capacity to handle Portland's food waste
and they are all located far from homes and away from neighborhoods. The same cannot
be said of Recology's proposed fbod waste transfer facility on SE 101't and Foster Rd., a
site located in the heart of Lents. Processing stinky refuse, including rotting meat, fish,
dairy and other food, in an old wooden building poses unnecessary hazards to the
surrounding neighborhoods and lohnson Creek. The Recology site in the heart of Lents
is unnecessary.

On August 25,2011, Metro sent a letter to 20 yaddebris waste facilities telling them that
they will no longer be allowed to accept Portland yard debris because it will contain food
waste. If Metro approves Recology's proposal to accept food waste at their 101't facility,
there will be negative unintended consequences. The 19 other yard debris companies
could ask for the same approval io handle food waste. How could the crty and Metro say
NO to them after saying YES to ttecology? We could have 19 more food waste yard
debris facilities in and around Pc,rtland. Is that what we want in ow neighborhoods?

For decades, the stated policy on waste management has been to haul garbage away from
homes to be processed; food waste should be handled similarly. Please recognize that
residential areas are inappropriate locations for any type of waste management. We need



to work together to restore the heath and viability of Lents. Do not take us a step
backwards by allowing this unnecessary and stinky operation to take place in my
backyard.

Lents is, and always has been, the city's stepchild neighborhood. The city has always
treated Lents like a dumping gro::nd, and now they want to put a dump here. Considering
that there will be very tangible negative impacts to the citizens of Lents and that existing
sites are already available to process the City's volume of rotten food waste, the only
reasonable decision for Metro is to protect Lents from being trashed once again.

Please protect the citizens and the community of Lents and deny Recology's application
to put a food waste dump in Lents.

Sincerely,
Frank Fleck

}J^Tl*
President
Springwater Trail Preservation Society

Attachments:
Senator Rod Monroe letter in opoosition to Recology
Commissioner Judy Shiprack lerter in opposition to Recology
Metro 8l25ll1 letter to yard debris companies
Metro 8125111 list and map of Yard debris companies



ROT} MONROE
STATE SENATOR

DISTRICT 24

OREGON STATE SENATE
gOO COURT ST NE
SALEM, OR 97301

July 7, 201i

Portland City Council
1221 SW4thAve.
Portland, OR 97204

MayorAdams and Members of the (lcuncil,

As the State Senator representing the citizens in the Lents community, I am writrng to you today
in regards to Recology's request for a Conditional Use Pennit to process food waste at its facility
on SE 101st. I am in support ofp'loviding citizens and businesses with the opportunity to recycle
food waste and commend you for your efforts in making cwbside pickup of compostable
materiais a reality. However given the location of the proposed site, it is critical to engage the
community and solicit public input before making decisions that could have significant impacts
to the surrounding neighborhoods.

Over the ne:* ccuple of weeks, you will have the opportunity to demonstrate transparency and
engage your constituents in this important matter. It is my view that the site on SE 101't is not
the appropriate place to help achieve your recycling goal, and we encourage you to consider the
impact that this facility will have on the citizens near the site.

Specifically, the Recologr site is lor:ated in the center of a community, surrorurded by the Lents
and Mt. Scott neighborhoods and bordered by the Springrrater Corridor, Johnson CreelE, and
Playhaven Park. Recology's operations will cause unnecessary public nuisances including foul
odor and noisg br$ will also raise serious health concerns due tc aA and water pollution, traffic
from large tnrcks, and disease-carry:ng verrnin. We value the health and safety of local families
and outdoor recreationists and wish to presenre the livability of the community.

I have come to this conclusion not just because I lived and represented east Portland for over 40
years, but also as a former Metro Councilor for 8 years who worked on recycling and garbage
disposal issues throughout the Portlaud Metro area I can tell you that as a Metro Councilor, we
would have never approved food mulching site inside the limits of any city, especially one ff;
dense as Portland.

We struggle daily to provide opportunities for our constituents to prosper. Given the shortage of
real estate in the City of Portland where business and indushial development can occur, I believe
that this site, with its proximity to Faster Road and Interstate 205, can be put to better use. This

Office: 900 Court gt. l,lE S-306, Salem, OR 97301 - Phono: {503} 986-1724
District: 780? $E t 11rh Ave., Porlland, OR 97268 - Phone: {503} 760-4a}10

s
€s



100-acre site has the potential to employ hundreds of citizens, while Recology's proposal would
just employ a few individuals and spoil tle site for futrue developnent.

Thank you for taking leadership on food recycling, but for the sake of our constituents, please do
not approve Recology's permit to process food in the middle of the metropolitan area There are
rnany other viable sites in nral areas that already receive and reat compostable materials. I am
confident that by choosing an alternate site for processing the city's food waste and wet yard
debris, the City of Portland will tn able to execute a successful recycling progam without
sacrificing the quality of life in our neighborhoods.

Thank you,

k*tu
Senate Distict 24



Commissioner Judv Shinrack
MULTNOMAI{ COUNTY OREGON
ffi
5O1 SE Hawthorne Blvd., Suite 600
Portland, Ar egon 97 21,4
(5{13} 98&5217 Phone
(503) 98&5262 Fax

July 7, 201I

Portland City Council
1221 SW4thAve.
Portland, OR97204

Mayor Adams and Commissioners,

As the District 3 Commissioner of Muihomah County who represents the citieens in the Lents
comrnunity, I am writing to ycru in regards to Recology's request for a Conditional Use Permit to
process food waste at its facility in my District. I commend you for your efforts in making
curbside pickup of cornpostable materials a reality and support providing citizens and businesses
with the opportunity to recycle food waste. Howeveq it is my view that the site on SE l01"tis not
the appropriate place to help achieve this goal and I encourage you to consider the impact that
this operation will have on the citizens and businesses near the site.

Specifically, the Recology site is surrounded by the Lents neighborhood and bordered by the
Springwater Corridor and Johnson Creek. I value the health and safety of local families and
outdoor recreationists and wisir to preserve the livability of the community. Earlier efforts like
the Reidel Intemational solid waste coryosting facility in the Cully neighborhood proved the
diffrculty of incorporating this type of activity into a neighborhood environment.

As elected officials, we struggie daily to secure opportunities for our community to prosper. The
City of Portland has a shortage of land where business and indusrial development can occur. It is
my view that approving the permitting for food waste composting on this 100 acre site will
diminish the future opportunities for business development and job creation in the Lents
neighborhood.

Again, I applaud yow leadership on food recycling, but for the sake oflents, please do not
approve Recology's permit. there are many other viable sites that already handle this type of
compostable waste.

Thank you,

ag6\^i"o-0,'le-
com#s sion"Iluay Shiprack
Multnomah County, District 3

cc: Metro Council
Lurts Neighborhood Association
Springwater Trail Preservation Society
Johnson Creek Watershed Council



600 NE Grand Ave. www.oregonmetro.gov
Portland, OR9723z-n36

s Metro I tvtaklng a great place

r Metro Central Transfer$tadon {portland}
o Metro Soudr Transfer Statlon {Oregon City)
r Pride Dlsposal and Recycling {$herwcod}

Over the next several months. additional facil .ties may become authorized to accept food waste and could provide
additia[al options for reloading, transfer, or processing of this material,

If you would like specific information about Pnrtland's compost collection program, please contact Bruce Walker,
Bureau of Planning & Sustainability, at 503-8ll'3-7772. If you have any questions aboutthe infcrmation in this letter, the
guidance bulletin, or Metro's approval procesri please contact Bill Metzler atSA3-797-1666 or by email at
bi ll.mef zl+r@oreponmetro. gov.

Roy

sMlnl;bl
Waste Compliance & Cleanup Manager

Attachment
cc: Bruce Walker, City ofPortland Bureau ofplanning & SustEdnabjlity

Audrw O'Brlen, DEq, Nofthwest Region
Paul Ehingcr, Metf,o ParkF and Fnvtronmenta! Senrice€
Matt l(orot, Metro Resourc* Conservation and Reqrcling
Margo Norton, Metrc Finance & Regulatory Servirys
Blll MeEler, Metro Solld Wastr Compliance & ,J;eanup

ll*IMvftg.rtdga.d6:ol1loFdd hdr tBn^. hlm 20[ .b.dir ifLd*

August25,2011

(CONTACTPERSONNAMED
<<FACILITYNAMED
<ADDRESS*
(CITYD,0R (ZIP)

City of Portland Residential Compost Program effective October 31,20tt

Dear <CONTACTPERSONNAME>:

Last week the Portland City Council passed Ordinance Number 18482L. This Ordinance provides, among other things,
for development of a city-wide residential coropost program. Under this program Portland rcsidents may combine food
waste with yard debris for weekly curbside ccrllection. Beginning October 3t,2071'the effective date of the ordinance,
Metrs will consider all materials collected through the City of Portland's residential compost program to contain food
waste and these materials must be delivered to facilities that are authorized by Metro to accept food waste.

The terms of your Metro Solid Waste Facility License prohibitthe facility from "receiving processing reloading, or
disposing of'putrescible waste, including food waste. Accordingly, as of October 31 the facility's license prohibits the
facility from accepting waste from Portland's residential curbside compost program. Enclosed is "Solid Waste Reloading
and Processing Facilities Accepting Food Waste foom the Meho Region " whiqh provides information to facilities that
rnaybe interested in seeking Metro authorizacion to accept food waste.

Foryour information, following is a list of facilities currentlyauthorized by Metro to acceptfood waste:

r TroutdaleTransferStadonfTroutdale]

r Wlllamette Resources, Inc. fWilsonville]
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Processing Facilities Prohibited from Accepting Food Waste
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Aloha Garbage Co.
City of Roses Disposal & Recycling LLC
Environmentally Conscious Recycling
Greenway Recycling LLC
KB Recycling Inc
Recology Suttle Road Recovery facility
Recology Foster Road facility
Allwood Recyclers Inc
Best Buy in Twon landscape supply
City of West Linn Dan Davis Recycling

Center

City of Portland Leaf Cornposting
Clackamas Compost Products

Quick Stop Recycling
Grimm's Fuel Company
Landscape Products & Supply
McFarlane's Bark,Inc
Northwest Environmental & Recycling, Inc
S & H Logging,Inc
Wood Waste Management, LLC
Woodco



From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Pase I ofl- - F -  ^  - -

George Reinmiller Iproprietor@salmonberry.com]

Y:llty,.ruly 
02, 2012 4:4e PM

Bill Metzler
application of Recology Oregon Material Recovery, Inc. to accept and reload

residentialyard deb-ris miieA with food waste

Dear Mr. MeEler,

I own a property at 9748 SE Woodstock Ct very near the above facility- and am of course very concemed that the
additional activity by Recology of Oregon dealing with food waste will cause unpleasant aromas for the 

'

neighborhood. As you know, there are many primarily single family residences in this mixed use neighborhood-
and the activities of Recology Oregon should not be inconsistent with maintaining an adjacent healthy residential
neighborhood.

Thank you for taking these comments under consideration,
ceorgd c. nei"miiiEr

offlce address:
atf swct"y
Portland, OR 97201
503-226-3607
503-226-1321 (f)
oroorietor@salmon befry. com

' , 4

file://S:\REM\metzlerb\Recology Foster Road\iFood Waste Reload20ll-2012\Prblic Notic... 712312012



 
From: Katherine Sheehan [mailto:katherinetsheehan@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2012 3:27 PM
To: Bill Metzler
Subject: proposed food waste facility on SE 101st
 
Dear Mr. Metzler,
 
I respectfully appeal to you to deny the request by Recology to operate a food waste transfer
station on SE 101st in Lents.  Having traveled often past a similar facility in upstate New
York where I lived until a year ago, I can attest to the strong stench that carries for miles
from a facility of that type.  I purchased my home at 7641 SE 109th Avenue on March 1,
2011 - about 6 weeks prior to Recology's informing neighbors of their intent.  I strongly
believe that home values will be negatively impacted by Recology's operation in Lents. 
 
Members of the city council have admitted that a food waste transfer station should not be
located in the middle of a residential area, even stating that they wouldn't want it in their
neighborhood, but yet they approved the request anyway.
 
So far the transfer of food waste and yard debris has been sucessfully handled at the metro
facility in the center of other commercial uses.  The only service that Recology's 101st
locaton would provide is to save some trash haulers on travel time and expense.  Trash
haulers have already recently been granted an increase in cost of service, so I believe that
increase should cover their costs.  Also, I believe that all households should bear the burden
of higher costs of service instead of the cost burden being placed on the homeowners of Lents
in the form of devalued properties. 
 
Please consider my request and the requests of many other Lents neighbors and deny
Recology's request to opearate the food waste transfer station at SE 101st.
 
 
Sincerely,
Katherine T. Sheehan

mailto:/O=OREGON METRO/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=7A985956-59BADC76-7593DA43-9D9F82BF
mailto:Barb.Leslie@oregonmetro.gov


Senro-r Waste Planner

Mr. BillMetzier

Thank You

K. Wells
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: - The Foster road recovery facility is in'a flood plain area. This area floods alrnost every year. The

mixed debris'with food waste will be compromised if this occurs. lt will be carried into neighborhoods ,

rr"""O * ;.;,Ut-;;*etro agrees to allow Recofogy to deliver and hold'food waste. l'm sure that

Reco logyw i | l a l sobehe |d l ab ia t f o r c l ean .up i f i t sp reads in toou rne ighbo rhoods? :

lfs my understanding that Reology will only hold these materials at this site for 48 hours and

then be transported to another composting facility located outside the metro region. This will cause

increased noise and air pollution in our area. lf Recology plans to truck it in and out within this'short

time perioJ why are they not going to take it directly to the composting facitity that is atready outside

the metro area in the first place?
] .

We all want to have a clean and healthier llving environment- Recology can build this facility

outside the metro region by the composting site. lt only makes sense that they should have these two

facilities' all in the same area; instead of spreading them around the metro city limits.

As per Oregon dept- of Environment Qualitt/s PortlandrAirToxicn. Porttand has an air potfution

problem. tf Recology transports these materials to only one location this uvilt cut down on Po*land's

air pollution.

I request that you deny Recology the use of the area in the Lents neighborhood, because it is

only being held here on a tempoririiy oases.
)
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Page I ofl

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dear Bill

RUSSELL D WILBU RN [rwilburn3,@nrsn.com]
Monday, July 02, 2012 L:44 PM
Bil l  Metzler
Recology

I alopposed to putting raw garbage on Foqter Road and 101st in Portland. 
l

The smell coming up the hill would be terrible and I so not want to live with that. I choose to buitd in the area
and I need you to help preserve my living conditions

Thank you

Russ Wilburn
L07L9 S. E,. Knapp Or:cle
Portland
Oregon 97266

t ;
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	Recology Foster Road - Notice of Council Option to Review
	Staff Report_FRRF rb
	Once facility improvements are completed at FRRF, ROMR proposes to deliver the residential yard debris/food waste mix to a Recology owned and operated composting facility located outside the Metro region in the city of Aumsville under a separate Metro Non-System License (NSL) application.  ROMR may also seek to obtain NSLs to deliver residential food waste to other authorized composting facilities outside the Metro region.
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