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Testimony Rebuttal: "Consensus Is Not Truth" 

By Marcy Follett 

14605 Corvallis Rd 

Monmouth OR 97361 

Owner in the affected area 

From the time Coffin Butte was created, it was intended as a local landfill-part of a national 

effort to eliminate our dependence on landfills altogether. Agreements were made with the 

public after full participation. In the 1970s, we made real progress in reducing, recycling, and 

reusing. That momentum has been reversed. 

1. Oregon's Surrender of Sovereignty 

Today, Oregon has surrendered its sovereignty in the area of recycling. The passage of the 

Plastic Pollution and Recycling Modernization Act handed governance over to a cooperative of 

corporations, not the people. This is not just policy-it's a structural shift in power. 

2. Franchise Agreement Reversal 

The original franchise agreement for Coffin Butte was so strong it was included in the EPA's 

textbook on how to write a franchise agreement. Today's franchise agreement is the opposite: 

it removes limits, removes accountability, and removes the public from the process. 

3. False Justification Through Past Actions 

It has been said that past actions justify and even dictate approval of this CUP. That may be 

true-if those actions occurred in an open, unsteered forum. But that is not what we had. The 

BCTT process was steered. The public record was incomplete. Foundational documents were 

1 



r 



erased or ignored. The Chemeketa Region Solid Waste Group documents were first evidence 

foundational. 

4. Home Rule and Procedural Integrity 

The trend we are on may support the state's agenda, but we are a home rule county. We do not 

govern by trend-we govern by truth. Commissioners are being told what they can and cannot 

consider, what they can and cannot think. They are being warned to make a decision that 

avoids appeal. But appeal is not the measure of justice. 

5. A Call to Honor 

Our soldiers gave their lives to ensure our freedom. That freedom includes the right to govern 

ourselves, to protect our homes, and to reject corporate capture. Even if commissioners had a 

role in steering this process, now is the time to correct course. The end result, if this CUP is 

approved, will not be good. It will be irreversible. 

Final Statement 

Do not approve this CUP. Do not entrench Republic Services. Do not erase our history. Do not 

surrender our future. 
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TO: Five County Boards of Commissioners 
respective City Councils, and 

Citizens of the Chemeketa Region 

We are pleased 10 presen1 you the 
Chemeketa Region Solid Waste Management 
Plan. This Plan is the result of considerable 
research, s1udy, deliberations, negotiations 
,ind compromises. concerning the problems 
of development of a So~id Waste Manage­
ment Plan for the area comprising Benton, 
Linn, Marion, Polk and Yamhill Counties 
and the cities and citizens residing in this 
great area. 

Following more than two years of data 
gathering, feasibility studies, prel1m1nary 
engineering by a local technical staff and 
the consulting firm of Stevens, Thompson 
& Runyan, Inc., assistance from •ocal 
government. state agencies, and the private 
solid waste collection and disposal 
industry. private citizens and many hours 
of deliberations and study by the Chemeketa 
Region Board of Directors, the Board has 
adopted a Plan that will serve as a guide 
for development of a v·able so id waste 
management system for the f ive-county 
Region. 

As the Plan is implemented through 
various i nterrelc1teLI meusures and agree­
ments between loc,11 government agencies 
and/or the private sol id waste collection 
industry, conditions ;md value-; will change 
and the Plan must lie revised c1ncJ updated 

to take ndvantage of the rapidly changing 
technology that is continually appearing on 
the horizon of the solid wt1ste maniiHemc:nt 
field . 

All those who have shared in the Program, 
along with interested c·Iizens, wil l be <.1sked 
to review and update the Plan and to continue 
to participate in the deds ons toward 
implementation of the solid waste manage­
ment system. 

The Plan is the first step in solving the 
problems in ~0iid wast~ r.nnagement. 
Ongoing ccrcentrated efforts by al I govern· 
ments and the private industry must continue 
n order to provide the best economica and 

efficient system for utilizat ion and final 
disposal of sol"d waste in a manner that 
makes sense to the citizens of the 
Chemeketa Region 

Respectfully, 

Chemeketa Region Board of Directors 

Clifford R. Jones, Board Chairman 
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RESOLUTION OF ADOPTION 

WHEREAS. the Chemeketa Region Solid 
Waste Management Program is a coopera­
tive venture of Benton. Linn. Marion, Polk 
and Yamhill Count ies; and 

WHEREAS, the members o! the Chemeketa 
Region Solid Waste Management Board o f 
Directors have cooperat ively conducted a 
study of sol id waste management activities 
in the Region, and 

WHEREAS, the Chemeketa Region Staff 
and the professional engineering f irm of 
Stevens. Thompson & Runyan. Inc., 
have completed said study w"th recommended 
short- and long-range plans for solid waste 
management within the Chemeketa Region; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Plan consists of 3 printed 
volumes. Volume I, Summary; Volume II, 
Technical Report. and Volume I II , 
Appendix. 

NOW, THEREFORE, The Chemeketa 
Region Board of Directors hereby adopts 
and approves aforesaid th ree volume plan 
dated November, 1974, and further orders 
that said plan be submitted to the member 
governments for their CcJns1deration and 
adoption 

Dated this (.q~ day of 

r;;~ , 1974. 

Chemeketa Region Board of Directors 

Clifford A. Jones, Board Chairman 



l 



~ 
\!!Y 

Stevens. Thompson & Runyan. Inc. 

Engineers I Pf anners 
5505 S.E. MILWAUKIE AVE. • BOX 02201 • PORTLAND, ORE. 97202 • TELEPHONE (503) 234-0721 

1920 

Portland 
Seattle 
Boise 
Spokane 

f>T-916.131 

Board of Directors 
Chemeketa Solid Waste Region 
220 High Street, N. E. 
Salem, Oregon 97301 

Gentlemen: 

November 1, 1974 

Transmitted herewith is the final report of a "Solid Waste Management Plan" for the Chemeketa 
Region. The report is presented in the following three volumes: 

Volume I 
Volume II 
Volume Ill 

- Summary Report 
- Technical Report 
- Appendix 

It has been reviewed by the franchised collectors. the Oregon State Department of Environmental 
Quality, each member county and various other committees and organizations. The report has 
incorporated all of the Board's recommendations and policy decisions into a workable Recommended 
Plan with the objective of regional resource recovery. 

It has been a pleasure to assist th11 Chemeketa Board and the member County Boards in the 
preparation of a comprehensive plan which offers an action plan and guide to effective managemcut 
of regional solid waste problems. The plan will guide a coordinated regional program to recover 
solid fuel fro,n mixed solid wastes and to provide for proper disposal of residues or unprocessed 

wastes. 

Thank you for the opportunity to assist the Chemeketa Region in this endeavor. Please do not 
hesitate to contact us if we can be of further nssistance during implementation of this program. 

Very truly yours, 

STEVENS, THOMPSON & RUNYAN, INC. 

11 ·//. -1-f!_ )~" 
~~.;.E. J 
Senior Vice President 





A society in which consumption has to be artificially stimu­
lated in order to keep production going is a society founded 
on trash and waste, and such a society is a house built upon 
sand. 

Dorothy L. Sayers 
in Creed or Chaos 

This report was prepared by the Chemeketa Region w ith the 
technical assistance of Stevens, Thompson & Runyan, Inc. 
It was financed, in part, through grants from the Oregon 
State Department of Environmental Oual ity and the 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency under Grant 
No. 1·G05-EC-00070-01, and in-kind services of local 
government, solid waste industry and civic groups. 

@ 
Text for this report has been printed on 
100% recycled paper. 

VOLUME II 
technical report 

Chemeketa Solid Waste Region 
220 High Street, N. E. 
Salem, Oregon 97301 

Stevens, Thompson & Runyan, Inc. 
5505 S. E. Milwaukie Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97202 
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PREFACE 

SCOPE OF THE REPORT 

Thi:, repur t prcse111s cm 1ni ti.ii <JncJ long 
rcJnge solid w<lste m<lrwgernen1 pl,Jn fur the 
Chemtiketa Region. 11 provid0.s a record of 
present solid wa-.;te m,in..igement practices 
and develups a 20-y0c11 pl..Jn whic:ll will 
emible the five cuunties und 48 municipal 
iti~is in the~ RP.giu11 to meet 1heir future 
wclste disposal needs. 

Ttle plan WdS b,i~ed upon ddta collected 
over a two yedr period from 19'71 to 1913 
primarily through interview~ with co l 
lection and dIsposcJ! sIIe operdlors dnd a 
local staff review of waste disposal 
prnc1Ices. In rnost ins1ances, estimates were 
rmide because of the lack ol adequate or 
reliable measurements; fin,mc:ial rnsources 
were not civ;iilable to provide detailed 
mec1suremen1s. The recommended facilities 
should l>e considered to represent typical 
systems which will, in ulf cases, have to be 
verified by preliminary design. 

The report was limi tcd in scope with regard 
to evaluation of collection and home 
sepc1ration programs. It is intended 
prim;irify to present n plan selected by lhe 
Chemeketa Region for rnonc1gerncn t of 
transfer. processing, and dispoScl elements 
of solid wuste generated in the Region. The 
work program and budget under wh iclt the 
plan contained herein was developed has 
limited functions of bo1h the cons11l1an1 
anc.J the Chemekew staff prirrrnrily to 1hese 

Ireas This repor I ec.;senlial y ncor 
noratt>s exi<;tlng private nuustry collectio'l 
clrtc.J other sol id was1c• mar agement Fune· 
lions. I is beyond the scope of this repurt 
10 eva uate in detail ,iny of the recent con 
• epts i11 source reullct ion, source• scp,ira 
I rn1. ,mcl c:ollec,liu•i. 

A gr<,,ul clm.1I more technic:ul infu1 mnt ion 
that , is conwined ,n this rcpurt is dvailable 
111 the Chemekct.:i Region or <;pecific 
c.:ounty offices. The reader 1s encournged to 
inquire further regarding c.Ietu· cd informa 
uon which, because of volume and cost, 
has not been published in the Techn ical 
Report or Appendix. Selected references, 
t=>sse" liul to the future imptementdtion, dre 
listed at lhe end of this report . 

CONSULTANT AND STAFF 
RESPONSIBILITIES 

Responsibility for the various tasks in the 
preparation of the solid waste management 
plan contained herein was shdred between 
Cherneket.J staff and the consllltunls. 

The staff was responsible for gathering data 
about present solid wo1ste management 
pr act it:es. eva ua LI rig resou rc:e recovery 
activities, projecting solid waste quantities, 
estimating site needs and prepuring fec1si­
bility studies for rural local transfer or 
dispusal site facilities. Additional acrivities 
of the swff cssen ivl to prepcJrat ion of the 
plan ·ncfuded c.:oordinat1on with stole, 

'edernl and locc.1I gnv<'rnrneril ;ind thti solid 
waste industry; evc.1lualion uf .. 1dministra1ive 
J11d lcgislc.1tive needs; u11d develoµrncn t u f a 
pub I ic rel al· ons program. Milny u ! h1!r st :1 I f 
fun<.:tions during the study per iud were ;ilso 
importan t to the overall reniorwl solid 
wostu ma,wg1-m1e11t f)rogrnrn: ni;inpowc~r 
tn.iining, recycling prornotio11, and evalua 
Lion of new Cqllif)men r or systems. 

Consul1dr,t re~pcws1b I tics included pre· 
paring fe<.1s1bi lity studies ror rnaIor rcni<,n,11 
landfills and heat rec.:uvery systems, cs•i 
mat ng costs for llrhan or regional lnl.lltt1es. 
evaluating region.JI trJnsler and resource 
recovery (processir 1g) systems, r>rovid1ng 
gcner:.i lechnic,al dSSiSldnce tu tlH' Slilff, 
preporing J recommended implcmer1tdl 1u11 
program and put> icJt on of the final 
report. Feasibility reports prcp,mxl during 
!he study period W('rt-> publ ished under 
separate cover. Assistance in wordinatior1 
wi1h state, federal und focal govcrnmen1 
cind the solid waslP industry w;;is a cnn 
t1nuing respons·l)il!ty of the cor1sulrnn1 
Assessment and applicalion o 1t1e bes1 
dVdilable technology w;-is a gent•r;JI consul 
tarlt responsibility. When requested, ovr.rall 
gu idance to the slaff and the Board wits 
provided by tht~ l'onsultnn1 on '>P"l-lfi, 
subjects. 

I . should be nolC!d thdt the re<.ornmernh· 
lions con1r1ined hf:rein are those of the 
Chemr~keta Region Board o f Oirec1ors. 
Corisu tanl services were u1 ili1ed only 10 



the extent de-;cr ibed above tu advise th~} 
Chemeketc1 staff c1nd the Board on spedfic 
technical matters. The recommendations 
reflect a composite uf local polic.es, regulu• 
tory guidelines, technical considerations, 
and various other constrair1ls. 
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In April 1970, a group of interested 
pf:rsons from Benton, Linn, Marion, 
Yamhill and Polk Counties met to begin 
finding a solution to the solid waste 
management problems common to the five 
counties. These individuals conceived of a 
regional apnro~1ch to solid waste manage­
ment and their efforts led to the formation 
of a planning group known as the Model 
Plan Committee. This committee was ulti­
mate1y composed of 130 members repn~ 
senting.city, county, state and federa 
government; the solid waste industry; 
interested groups and businesses; and the 
general public. Acting through various 
subcommittees and the Marion County 
Department of Public Works, the Model 
Plan Committee completed an initial plan 
and formed the basis for creation of the 
"Chemeketa Region," an intergovern· 
mental solid waste planning program. The 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
supplied an initial grant during 1972 for 
the preparation of a sol id waste model plan 
by the Chemeketa Region. A subsequent 
DEQ grant has enabled the program to 
continue to the present date. 

During the period from 1971 to the pre 
sent, specific accomplishments of the 
Chemeketa Region can be cited in the 
categories of planning, administrative and 
legtslative Dctivities and improved solid 
waste management practices. There have 
been notable administrative and legislative 
accomplishments related to the Region in 

its three years of operation. Development 
of regional cooperation in sol id waste 
management has been an ·mportant inter­
governmental accomplishment. Another 
notoble accorr,plishment has been prepc1ra­
tion of a model franchise ordinance which 
ha!'i been adopted by the Region Board of 
Directors und nt the present time is being 
considered for adoption by counties and 
cit'es in the Region. Also during the 
three-year period, specific improvements in 
solid waste facilities or operations have 
been implemented. These improvements 
have been, primarily, closure of inadequate 
disposal sites, upgrading of existing sites, 
establishment of new sanitary landfil si tes 
and recycling activities. 

An in itial planning program funded 
through the EPA grant and in-kind 
services resu ted in a draft report for 
a regiona solid waste management 
program. In-kind serv ces were furnished 
by Linn, Benton, Marion, Polk and Yam­
hi I Count'es af"d the Oregon San·tary 
Service Institute. That report, published as 

... a draft in March 1973, provided much of 
the background information needed to 
prepare the present plan. Subsequent evalu · 
at1011 of existing solid waste practices and 
three alternative regional plans has been 
cumpleted through both Region staff and 
contractual services. These eva luations 
together with the recommended plan and 
implementation program are contained in 
this report, which is the culmination of all 

I 
introduction 

previous solid waste planning activities in 
the Region. Aftf:lr adoption by local govern­
ment, implementation of the recommended 
plan should follow u more fully coord ·­
nated regional approach. 

The report is organi1.ed inI0 five chapters. 
Chapter I describes the background of the 
c;1t1dy, identifies the goals and objectives 
and de neates the study area; Chapter 11 
summar.zes the guidelir es and require· 
ments of federa , state and local regulacory 
agencies as applicable to solid waste 
management in the Reg ion, Chapter 111 
documents present solid waste management 
pract ices in the Reg ion; Chapter IV pro­
je<.:ts the sol id waste management needs, 
evaluates alternative management plans and 
selects a recommended plan, and Ch.ipter V 
recommends an organizational and 
financial program to implement rhe plan. A 
summary report and an appendix have been 
published separately. 

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

It is the primary goal ul this program to 
develop a regional plan to meet both shor t­
and long-range needs for safe, efficient and 
sanitary storage, collection, lransportation 
and disposal of sol id wastes, and to increase 
to the maximum the salvage, reclamat ion 
and reuse of mater ials from the solid waste 
stream. 

1 



Several object ivcs were sci forth al lhc 
onset of this program 10 insure rhat the 
primary goul wus c1d1ieved. They are: 

Insure cfovelorrrn!nl of an economical 
11lrn1 with maximum economy 0f scale 
arid the 11:ast risk of investment 
capitcJI. 
Insure development ol a plan whicl1 
wil I enhvnce co11servvtio11 of land or 
ncJtural resource~ with minimum con­
sumption ol energy and maximum 
resource recovery. 
Insure development of ;:i plan which 
enh,mces public acceptance of an 
improved solid waste management 
program. 
Insure development of H pl..in which 
has the ler1st possible adverse environ• 
mental impact. 
Insure development of c1 re liuble ,md 
flexible system which complies with 
regulatory requirements and provides 
opp(.)rlLm ities for 1mplernenta t1on by 
industry. 

It wus recognized that it was unlikely tlwt 
one system or plan could d<:hievc oil of the 
above obiectives. Selection o f H recom­
rnr.ndcd plan, alter evci.uation of 1he 
di tern,il ive\ ,1 ppl ic:..ible to the Region, 
wnu Id bP. bds1:u upon huw completely the 
new management progrnm would r:1chieve 
thP. objectives iniliall y c~t;,blished and 
would recogn11e lhn ren nining objectives c:1s 
future godl!> . 

2 

STUDY AREA 

The Chemeketa Region encompi:lsses 
Benton, Linn, Mmion, Polk i:lnd Yamhill 
Counties in northwestern Oregon. Almost 
all of the Region's 5,500 square miles ,:He 
within three major drainage subbasins: 
the C0r1st Range, Sanl1am and Pudding 
River drninages. These three basins col lee 
lively muke up the "Middle Subarea" of 
the Willarnette River 8cJsin. 

The Willc:1mette Vc:1llcy 1s lhe most promi­
nent physical fec:1ture of the Region. The 
Valley supports a wide variety of i:Jgricul 
tural activities, as well as being the location 
for mujor urban settlements which sustclin i::l 

wide variety of commercial c:1nd industrial 
c:1c1ivi1ies. Of the tot,11 Region acreage, 
about 60 percent is productive forest land. 
Major recreational areas are also l0cated in 
the Region. 

Ne1Jrly half of the Region's 1973 popula­
tion of 382,500 resides iri Marion County. 
The Region has 18 percent of Oregon's 
population and six percent of the state's 
land ,:irca. Major urbanizing areas of the 
Region are Corvallis in Benton County; 
Albany, Lebanon r1nd Sweet Home in Linn 
County; Sr1lem and Woodburn in Marion 
County; Dallas and Monmouth 
Independence area in Polk County; and the 
McMinnville and the Newberg Dundee areas 
in Yamhill County. 

FIGURE 1-1 
Vicinity Map 
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FEDERAL 

Tl1 e lrrsl major legislation dedltng srecif1 
c illy with solicJ wastP munogement was the 
Solid Waste DispoScll Act of 1965 The 
objective of this c1c1 WdS to provide for new 
1echnologicdl resecirch nr1d clcveloprrn~nt 111 
solid waste management and, in addition, 

<.•r fP.deral grants to state nnd loc,11 govern­
ment solid wuste pro1ects. This Act w,is 
dmended • 11 1910 ( Resource Rernve1 y 
ALI), cont I Jing with the same obiect 1ve, 
bL t ernµhas lirig c ,nservation of ratural 
resources through solid wcJste recovery and 
recyt:ling. 

In 1970. the National M_aterit1 ls Policy Act 
decldred it nd1 ionc1l pol·cy to enhance 
environmental quality dnd conserve 
materials by efficient uti ization of 
resoLHCf'S and tf'chnical mear•s The A ,.. 
created the National Commiss·on o f 
Materials Policy to invest gate th s po wy, 
incl11d ng recycrng, reuse or sell 
destruction of mcJtertdls. 

Two other federcJI acts- the National 
Environment Policy Act of 1969 and the 
Environment;il Quality Improvements Act 
of 19 70-providc overall ledera govern­
ment environmental improvement goals 
and pol1c1es relative to solid waste. 

Agencies involved in solid wdste on a 
federal level include: 

11 
regulatory guidelines & requirements 

Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA): The Erwironrnl:nti-ll Protection 
/\gcncy is the mnjur 1~1cJL;ral agency 
involved in solid wilslr: fllcH1agcm~r11 plan­
ning. Shortly uftcr ptissage of the Resource 
Recovery Act in 19 70. EPA began formu · 
lu1ing 911idclirws lor solid wclste mana9e 
ment and t!StiilJlishir1g requirements for 
l;irid dispos.il sites. These requirements 
insure thal Josign, con~t,uc:tion and 
opPrcJtion of disposal si1es n ctit environ­
mPntal standards for 1he cJre;i in which Lhey 
c1re located. These guide ncs <1re mandatory 
for othN ferJeral cJgencies nncl ure recom­
mended to :.;tate ,md lucril clgencics. ( 12) 

Specific guide!ines lur feclernl ilgencics 
requ in? d1spusdl 111 sc1111tctry lund(ill only, 
rdther th,in open dumps or modi lied 
landfills as in the pc1s1. Gu delines generdlly 
set sciniwry landfill ;:is am nim11m standard 
of performunce for mixed re ' usu disposdl 
sites. Fur western Orcgu11. maior upgrading 
ol sites is required LO c:nab C' year round 
duily cover Exceptions to th·s requ·reme,,t 
would include the use of modified lanclfills 
for disposal of derno1·11ori wastes anu 
limited uperution Sd 1 tary l,indlills 1n 
remote ,ireils. 

U. S. Bureau of land Management 
(BLM): The Bure.1u o' L,rnd M,incJgement 
,s responsible for thr management of sur 
plus federal l,ind sdles and leases relauve 10 

its u:,e by p, ,bl ic agenciC's ,>::; ref use dispos;il 
sites. This agern;y ctlso estc.1bl1sh<1s regulr1 

tury guidelines lur this use. In rnany Lc1scs, 
BLM allows s,in·lr1ry lrindf ills on ils l;incJ. 
This hos a sigriific:;-m effect on muny s11es 
111 Ort:ijon bec,iu~e of lhe large ;irnuunl of 
SLM land, which frequently ic; land of ii 
type riot usublP. ur clesrrnble tor p 1rposr:!-. 
olller than op1m sp"1<:1', q1a1i11g or \-'✓,.1S ln 

di-;posa . Waste clispu~,11 c<1n lie u..>111pd 1bl1• 
and have l etleficial t1:.t:1, ·oweve1. because 
solid wnste c.in recl;mn 'hPrw1se w;cltiss 01 

murgin,1 lc111d 

U. S. Forest Service (USFS): This ;,gcncy 
p1 ovrdes 1·egula t ions r or the col rn;t ion ;in cf 
clispoSal of rduse from recreatiL11wl Me,1s 
,ind regulutcs timber wc1sles i11 the inanage 
rn~:rll of 1iational forests. lr1 ,1ckli1iun. llw 
USFS odmmisters the u<;e of its I.ind, su111e 
of which nwy he used il<; disposal sitr-is. In 
many ,ns·ances. the Foresl Scrviui 
estal)lishes the s;inirary landfill ;is the 
minimum perlorrnance lor use~ of USFS 
lands; ge11llrally, use of sites by USFS is 
liir ited lo s;111itc1ry landlills orily, whnther 
on Fo, es 1. Service land or not. This also 
aclcJs 'mpe1us tu upuracle si tes 

U. S. Bureau of Mines: The Burco11 of 
Mines is involved in solid waste 1n,111ci1w 
ment r,um the st..1111.lpoint ui solicJ wcJ:;tt! 

utili1ation in rneLc1llurgic.:al or chernicul 
processe~. 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers: The 
Corps deals wilh solid w;iste rcrnoval ,mc.l 
disposer! in 1icJVi[Jiibl ~: w.ilf'rS ,md issuos pc:• 
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mits for work on same. The result is limited 
control over use and establishment ot 
floodplain disposal sIIes. The Corps also 
aids in evaluation of llood control rmmsures 
required for existing sites in floodplains. 
This agency may resrrict cJ,sposal site 
e:stablishmont or operation near navigable 
waters lo prevent erosion during flooding 
or diversion of the established flow or 
channel. 

Soil Conservation Service (SCS): The SCS 
is considered to be the federal agency most 
knowledgable on soils ancJ is involved in 
solid waste with regilrd to performing soils 
surveys for local guverrImen.ts. IL has no 
regulatory authority, but its technical 
evaluations have considerable impact upon 
potential use of an area for disposal sites 
and methods ot development or use of 
c~xisting si Les. 

U.S. Department of Labor: The U.S. 
Deportment of Lahm is presently estab­
lishing snfety standards lor solid wuste col 
lection, 1 rnnsport, nnd prou~ssing equip­
ment. Establishment of the standards by 
the Occup,ttiornil Safety and Health 
Adrninistrntion is expected lo result in a 
signilicant impact uµon lhH design and 
operation of solid waste systems. Increased 
costs are likely to be i11curred to provide 
new or additional safety equipmunt and 
less effici~!nt - although safP.r equipment 
,mcl operation..,. 
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Interstate Commerce Commission 
(ICC): The ICC sets rotes for rail and 
truck transport of materials. Because 
preference is given to primary or natural 
(raw) materials rather than materials 
recovered from wusles, movement of 
secondary materials 1:ind wastes is greatly 
ciffected. Lower rates for shipment of 
secondary materials will have the greatest 
impact upon implementation of resource 
recovery which is not s1Jbsidized with 
public funds or volunteer labor. This 
inequi Ly favoring primary materials should 
be changed to al least provide fair and 
equal treatment which would ollow 
secondary materials to be competitive. 

STATE 

Under ORS 459.015, it is the pol icy of the 
state to establish statewide comprehensive 
programs fur solid wnste management, 
providing advisory technical and planning 
assistance to local governments. The state 
also provides lor adop tion of minimum 
standards of performance for proper solid 
waste mc1nagemen t and provides authority 
for counties to establish a coordinated 
program for sol id waste management. 
Retention of primary responsibility for 
solid w<.1ste management of the local 
government level and mc1ximizing involve­
ment of the sol id waste industry are an 
expressed intent of the state policy. 

On a state level , agencies nvolved in solid 
waste management include: 

Department of Environmental Quality 
(DEO): As authorized by ORS Chapter 
459, the DEO regu lates and prescribes pro­
cedures for management of solid waste . It 
is responsible for developing a long-range 
statewide managemen l plan and program 
and for providing technkal and planning 
assistance to local governments in program 
implementation. The Department promotes 
research and demonstration of improved 
and innovative methods of sol id waste 
management. Final ly, DEQ is authorized to 
grant permits for establ ishing and operating 
sol id waste transfer, processing and disposal 
facilities. 

The A ir Quality Division of DEO regulates 
r1oise levels and allowable conditions for 
the prohibition, when necessary, of open 
burning so as to maintain air quality and 
avoid public nuisance. Through its progrnm 
of air and water pollution control and solid 
waste management, the DEG sets the 
minimum performunce standards for sol id 
waste disposal in the state. (13) 

Of special interest is the mandate o f 
ORS 459.035 stating that the Department 
shall provide to local government and the 
sol 1d waste industry " advisory technic:;-il 
and planning ds.c;istance in development ond 
implementation of effective solid w.iste 
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mandgement plans and practic.;es and assis 
tance in training of personnel in solid wast~! 
m,magement." This statu le c1lso requires 
the DEQ to "assist in surveys to locate 
potential disposal sites." 

Highway Division: This agenc.;y is rt.>spon 
sible ror <.:ollection of roadside litter on 
state highways and for collection of waste 
from state parks. An additional duty of the 
Highway Division is to enforce statuatory 
limitations on axle weights of motor 
vehicles using the public highways. Senate 
Bill 457 ( 1973 Legislature) raised the legal 
load limitations of refuse-hauling vehicles 
on U.S. and state highways. Previous single 
axle limitations had been 18,000 pounds 
and 20,000 pounds for Interstate 5 and 
U. S. or state highways, respectively. These 
limitations were raised to 22,000 pounds 
by Senate Bill 457. for only U.S. arid state 
highways. This weight l"mitation applies 
only to rear loading self-compactor vehides 
when loaded with garbage or refuse. 

Board of Health 
(BOH): Recommendations on ha7ardous 
waste disposal site license applications are 
made by the Sanitary Division of the State 
Board of Health. Also, the Board of Health 
assists in evaluation of existing and pro­
post:1d disposal sites, considering sanitary 
and health aspects. 

State Accident Insurance Fund (SAIF): 
The State Accident l11surdnce Fund is 
involved in solid waste marwgement wilh 
regard 10 enforcement o f the Oregon Safe 
Employmen l Act and ussistance in safety 
mdHcrs. These n•quiremcnts resul L in 
add1t1onal cost!> lor new safety eqL Ipmen1 
and, in somfl instcJnces, less efficient-
di though safer -eqL1ip111ent or operations 

Land Conservation and Development 
Commission (LCOC): Statutory 
authority has recently been given to the 
Land Conservation and Development Com· 
mission to regulate water and sewer facility 
construction, road construction and site 
selectkin for sdiools ilnd solid waste 
facilities in certain designated areus of con· 
cern. At the present time the extent to 
which this agency will regulate sol id waste 
fac.;ilities has not been defined, however, it 
is apparent that the agency will have some 
control over the location of solid waste 
facilities. 

·LOCAL 

Chemeketa Region 

The Boards of Commissioners of Benton, 
Linn, Marion, Polk and Yamhill Counties 
and the Linn-Benton and Mid-Willamette 
Valley Councils of Governments, in 1973, 
signed resolutions forming the Chemeketa 

Region as a solid wasle plann1119 body. The 
Region, hem.led by a Board of D1recror~ 
and its stciff. is responsible for development 
of c:1 solid waste rndnngemenI p ldn ori a 
regional basis. Five county subcommittees 
handle and providt:1 inpu I for I he develop· 
nH~nl of 1he overall regiumJI ~oliu waste 
pan. Alth0l1yh lhese pldnni,19 funcIiu11s are 
nol dt the presenI time regulaIury, it is 
ant"cipated that ddoption of a comprehen­
sive plan by local governments will result in 
guidel ines that w;I , under most circum 
stances, define 1uture sol id wdste manc1ge 
rnent responsibi l1t1es and activ1t1cs to be 
conducted ·n the R!:1~1on 

A compreh!:ln~ive solid waste ordiriant e 
(Appendix Bl hus been ador,ted by the 
Chemeketa Region Board of Di1ecror'>. This 
model ord irn:inc.;e covers franchising or col 
lec.:tion services, disposal sitPs Hnd ">eplir· 
tank pumpings lagoons; user rate regulc:1 
lions; public responsibil ity; nu isancP c:1ba1e· 
ment and ab,mtloneci vehicles; ;ind 
estab ishment of a solid waste ddvisory 
committee. Trnnsfer and resource recovery 
cJCtivities (utili1c:llion) ;ire aiso covered in 
the ordinance. The ordinance is now before 
counties and cities of the Region for con · 
sideration and i f odopted wil repeal any 
existing county or city ordnance which Is 
in conflict. 
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Regional Air Quality Control 
Authorities: Regional Air Quality Con­
lro l Authorities are cJU Lhori zed under 
ORS 449.855 tu set standards and enlorc;e 
ru1es of the State Environmental Quality 
Commission {EOC) pertaining to air quality 
In the Region. Al lhougt1 standards and 
enforcement activities o1 a regional air 
quality control authorl!y must not conflict 
with the ru res, regulutions, or standards of 
the EOC, regulations can have an impact on 
solid waste management in the local area. 
The Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollulion 
Authority (MWVAPA) presently proh 'bit'> 
open burning of wastes, except for limited 
periods during which yard trimmings may 
be burned, and regulates design and opera­
tion of sol'd waste inc:·nerators. 

Councils of Governments: Councils of 
Governments (COG's) are involved ·n so 1d 

waste management with respect to t:oord i­
nation and planning functions. The COG's 
also act to screen appl cat ions for publ c 
funds to assure regional compatibil i ty and 
co minim ize dup1icat1on of elfort. 

County 

Jnder ORS 459.065. a county is 
authorized to enter inro agreement w1th 
uny local government or person to plan, 
establish and ma·ntain operat ion ol a 
regional sol id waste management system 
and for employment of persons to operate 
d site owned by the county. 
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Agencies involved at the county level 
include: 

Board of Commissioners: A county 
Board of Commissioners is authorized 
under ORS 459 tu regulate solid waste 
management. Each of the five counties in 
the Region has a Board of Commissioners 
which controls solid waste activities 
through ordinances adopted under 
0 RS 459 and through activn,es of the 
State DEQ and State Board of Health. Each 
Board has adopted an ordinance requiring 
franchises for solid waste collection and 
disposal in their respective counties, and 
has authority under ORS 459 (and other 
statutes) to acquire and operate disposal 
sites. Present franchise areas and disposal 
sites are identified in Chapter 11 I. The 
Board may obtain land for disposal sites by 
eminent domain and rnquire franchise fees. 
Present guidelines of most of the county 
boards serve to promote use of private or 
commercial collection a('lid disposa! services 
to the maximum extent possible. In addi­
tion, one commiss·oner from each county 
is represented on the Chemeketa Region 
Board of Directors for deve opment of a 
regional sol id waste management plan. 

Health Departments: County Health 
Departments of the Region are involved 
with solid waste for el imination of health 
hazards, nuisance abatement, and enforce­
ment of rules of the Environmental Quality 
Commission. Health Departments may 

conduct routine evaluations of existing and 
proposed disposal sites, and give guidance 
in overall programs for management of 
waste. In Benton County this Department 
is the primary local agency conducting a 
regu latory program for the abatement of 
nuisances or health hazards resulting from 
improper sol id waste disposal. 

Public Works/Road Departments: County 
Public Works or Road Departments provide 
technical assistance for cities of the Region 
involved in sol id waste disposal and may 
assist the county planning departments or 
Chemeketa Region in the collection of data 
or engineering evaluation of solid waste 
facil ities. Publ ic Works Departments in 
Linn, Marion, Yamhi ll and Polk Counties 
have acquired and operated disposal sites 
for public use and have conducted nuisance 
abatement programs under county 
ordinances. 

Planning Departments: Each county 
planning department is involved in solid 
waste management through land use, 
zoning, conditional use permits and other 
planning functions. Data is frequently fur· 
nished by county planning departments for 
use in preparation of local or regional solid 
waste management plans. Marion and Polk 
Counties have a comprehensive zoning 
ordinance dealing with solid waste disposal 
sitas. Marion County also has a special 
ordinance which allows disposal sites as 
<.:onditional uses in all zones of the county. 
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Linn County's zoning ordinance sets forth 
criteria and standards for solid waste 
disposal sites as a conditional use permit. 
Linn County was the first to include trans­
fer stations as conditional use with disposal 
sites in zones other than the farm zone. 
Zoning ordinances in Yamhill and Benton 
Counties permit sanitary landfills as condi­
tional use in six zoning classifications. In 
addition, the Benton County Planning 
Comm ssion has under review a zoning 
ordinance wh ich would permit transfer 
stat'ons w ithout process'ng facilities in all 
zones as conditional uses and wou ld 
specifical y allow processing facilities in 
j ndustrial zones. 

Municipal 

The powers of the incorporated areas with 
regard to solid waste management parallel 
those of the Counties (ORS 459). Also, a 
city may acquire land for disposal sites by 
eminent domain. Most important. however, 
is that the cities may also require franchises 
for collection within their boundaries and 
may also join counties in regional solid 
waste management programs 
(ORS 459.065). 

In the 48 municipalities within the five­
county Region, ordinances and their 
content vary with the counties' . The 
enforcement agency is usually the Pub I ic 
Works Department in large cities or other 
municipal employees in smaller cities. The 

comprehensive solid waste ordinance 
discussed previously is also before the cities 
for rev·ew and considerat ion for adoption. 

Special Districts 

Sanitary Districts may be formed, under 
ORS 450.009, for the purpose of providing 
sanitation facilities and services. 
ORS 450.075 authorizes a sanitary district 
to maintain and operate disposa sites and 
solid waste coHection and disposal systems 
in compliance with statutes pertaining to 
such operatton. They may also promulgate 
regulations contra ling solid wastes within 
their boundar'es. A c·ty must consent to 
inclusion in a sanitary district for any 
purpose. 

Sanitary Authorities are authorized, under 
ORS 450.820, to "maintain and operate 
disposal sites and garbage co lection 
systems in compliance with ORS 495.005 
to 459.285 and subsect ans ( 1), (2) and (3) 
of ORS 459.992." A sanitary authority 
may also regulate storage, collection, trans• 
portation and disposal of solid wastes 
with'n its boundaries. It has broad powers 
to carry out any other act for which 
purpose the authority was formed and may 
condemn property for disposal sites. A city 
must also consent to inclusion in a sanitary 
authority. 

County Service Districts may be established 
under ORS 451.010. regarding sol id waste 

disposal. When authorized, the county 
court may construct, maintain and operate 
sof d waste disposal facil ities within these 
service districts in the county. Under th;s 
statute, the Board of Commiss·oners would 
be the governing body and may have a 
manager or techn1ca staff to conduct 
day•to day operations of the district 

The Board of Commissioners. acting as the 
directors of the district, may also adopt 
and enforce regulat ions for storage, 
collection. transportation and disposal of 
solid waste within the district. Regu lations 
so adopted are supplemental to require• 
ments of the State Environmental Oual'ty 
Commission. After adoption of a solid 
waste master pan. the district may require 
construction or operat ion of facili ties 
under its jur'sdiction to conform to the 
master plan. Consent of a city must also be 
obtained to be included in a county service 
district. 

At the present t'me, no special districts in 
the Region own or operate solid waste 
facilities or systems. 
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BACKGROUND OF THE REGION 

Natural and Physical Characteristics 

Most of the five county area is part of the 
Willamette Basin and consists of three 
major geological provinces: the Coast 
Range, the Willamette Valley and the 
Cascade Range. 

TOPOGRAPHY. The Coast Range is 
composed of irregular ridges and steep 
slopes generally ranging in altitude from 
1,000 to 3,000 feet, although Mary's Peak 
in western Benton County is over 4,000 
feet high. 

The Willamette Valley is a very even and 
regular plain, general y broken on y by 
stream valleys. The valley floor elevations 
range from 150 to 350 feet. Most of the 
heavily settled areas of the valley are level, 
including the Salem, Newberg, 
McMinnville, Albany and Corvallis areas In 
contrast, the va ley area in Polk and 
Yamhill Counties is characterized by gently 
rolling terrain. 

The Cascade Range is composed mafnly of 
sharp r ·dges, steep slopes and deep 
canyons. Elevations range from 1,000 to 
over 6,000 feet, w ith a few volcanic peaks 
rising to much greater elevation. 

GEOLOGY. The Coast Range province 
includes western and central Yamhill, Polk 

and Benton Counties. This area is charac­
terized by rugged foothills of eroded 
sedimentary and volcanic rocks underlain 
by hard sandstones and shales with basalt 
forming the core of the range. Sedimentary 
and marine sandstone deposits are found in 
the Yamhill Valley and in the Dallas and 
Camp Adair areas. Marine sediments 
comprise about half the area of western 
Polk and Benton Counties. The basic 
igneous rock areas (such as Mary's Peak) 
generally are not eroded as much as the 
sedimentary areas, wh ich are characterized 
by slump and slide hazard, especially in the 
rainy season. 

The Wil amette Valley comprises the 
central port'on of afl five counties. This 
broad a luvia plain exh ibits very few 
outcrops of bedrock, although the northern 
portion has several ow ranges, noticeable 
'n eastern Yamhi ll County. The area is 
composed mainly of sediments from the 
Coast and Cascade Ranges 

The Cascade Range forms the eastern 
border of the Willamette Basin and 
contains the eastern part of Marion County 
and central and eastern Linn ·county. The 
Range is composed mainly of lava flows of 
varying ages of which many of the young 
flows continue to exper'ence slow mass 
movements creat'ng many slumps and slide 
areas. 

111 
existing conditions 

SOI LS. Soils 1nformat1on to be cori 
s1dered in u sol'd waste monagemerit 
program includes suitability for sanitary 
lc.1ndfil's and the so Is capability classifica 
tion which indicates the optimum uses for 
soil associations. The latter information is 
significant in projecting future land uses 
and sol'd waste loadings. 

There are s x general soil c1ssociat on groups 
located in the Willamette Basin : alluv·aI 
bottomland soi .s, terrace soils, foothills and 
upland soils, upland soi ls. loamy moun­
tainous soi sand high mountainous soils 
At the present time, there are no plans or 
proposals to establ ish landfills in the loamy 
mountainous or high mountainous soils. 

Only a few soils series have opt mum 
characteristics for sanitary landfill siting, 
and many have a large number of unsuIt 
able characterist cs. A major limitation n 
the Willamette Basin ,s the depth to season 
al water table. With respect to landfills. soi 
depth and slope are major problems ,n 
most of the upland soils, whi le flood 
hazards and risk of groundwater corr t<1m­
ination are major problems of the lowland 
soils. Soil texture, surface drainage and 
stoniness are relatively sl ight problems in 
the five-county area . 

Detailed information on particular so il 
types at the various landf il' sites was 
evaluated by the So I Conservat ion Service. 
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The soil c.ond1tions or each sol id wJste site 
w1fl l)e discussed in luter sections. 

CLIMATE. TheW1llarnette Basin has a 
temperate, subcoastal climate with distinct 
se<lsonal d1 rrereru.:es There are also pro­
nounced climdt1c differences relative to 
d evot ion. Most of the 63 inches average 
anllUiJI prec1pi ldt ion occurs in the win.er 
months with very little rain occurring in 
summer. Precipitation intensity increases 
drnstic:<1lly in both the Coast Range and the 
Cascade Range. In addition. heavy accumu­
l;itions of snow in these ranges c1ccount for 
heovy rtJnoff in the spring and summer 

On the vdlley floor, rainfall averages about 
40 inches per year with an average monthly 
h"gh totalling around 6.6 inches in 
December to the low monthly averaye of 
approximately 0.3 inches n July. Tempera 
tures are moderate, rang·ng from approxi­
mately 67 degrees in Ju y to 39 degrees in 
Jam,;iry_ The hP.avv precipiI.-u1on seasons 
pose the most serious concerns in so id 
waste rrwnagement. Landfill covering, 
le;1chate and runoff are o I signif icantly 
uffected hy the heavy winter precipitation. 

HYDROLOGY. Alrnosl all ol the orea 1s 
w1 thin three major subbasins • the Coast 
Rc1nge, Sdnt1,1rn Jnd Pudding River 
dram ages These three ba-;1 r s t.01 lect 1ve y 
mc1k1? up the "Middle Subarea" of the 
Wil ,unr.lte River draim1ge area. 
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The Santiam Subbasin occupies 20 percent 
of th8 total Willamette Basin and extends 
over 2,440 square miles of Linn County 
dnd southern Marion County. The mdjor 
watercourses of the Sant"am Subbasin are 
the North and South Sant1am Rivers, the 
Calapoo1a River and Muddy Creek. In 
addition, three ma1or reservoirs are tocated 
in the Sant1am Subbasin· Foster and 
Green Peter Reservoirs on the South 
Santiam River and Detroi t Reservorr on the 
North S<1nt iam River. 

The Coast Range Subbasin occupies 15 
percent of the Willamette Basin, approxi­
mately 1,794 square miles in Yamh·11, Polk 
and Benton Counties. Yamhill County ·s 
drained by the South and North Yamhill 
Rivers, Polk County by lributaries o f the 
South Yamhil l, and by R1ckrecill Creek and 
the Luckiamute River Benton County is 
drained by the Mary's River and Muddy 
Creek . 

Most or Marion County 1s drained by the 
Pudding River Suhbasin The major streams 
include the Pudding and Little Pudding 
Rivers, Butte, Mil l, Silver and Champoeg 
Creeks. The location and evaluation of 
floodplains 1s an important process 'n plan 
n·ng for future development. In particular, 
the intensity of flood haa1rc.J should be 
estimat8d for any s•te selected for the con­
struction of a pub c fac I ty such as a 
sewage 1reatment pant or u sanitary !and 
fill. Generally, floorlpla1n Hreus per se c1re 

considered particularly unsuitable for s,m i­
tary landfill sites because of the increosed 
costs for flood protection. However, in the 
Willamette Val ley, many landfi lls are 
located in floodplain corr'dors. This is 
generally because of a lack of suitable sites 
elsewhere. A lso, of al l the Willamette Basin 
soil types, alluvial soils in floodplain or 
terrace areas genera ly have the fewest 
limitations for use as landfil l s·tes The 
important considerations in evaluatiny a 
specific site for landfill suitabil i ty would be 
the frequency and height of flood ing. 

Benton and Linn Counties have promul­
gated and are enforcing zoning laws for 
floodplain developments. The Corps of 
Engineers 1s presently cooperatir•g with 
Marion and Polk Counties arid the City of 
So lem in developing rate structures for 
federal subsidi1ation of fl oodplain 
nsurance. 

The protection of groundwater quality is 
extremely important in the w·1Iamc1te 
Basin because ot the intensive use o l this 
resource for domestic, agricu tu mt and 
industrial purposes. Leachate from solid 
waste buried in landfi lls and surface runoff 
from open dumps are potentia1 hazards to 
both ground and surface Wdters. 



A general ized description of groundwater 
availability and d1str1but1on in the five­
county area will serve as background to an 
understanding of the 'mportance of this 
resource. 

Coast Range Subbasin: Much of the 
Coast Range is impermeable to surface 
waters and yields little or no groundwater. 
These mpermedble format ions under! Ie the 
W,llamina, Dallas, Falls City, Monmouth, 
Independence and North Corvall's areas as 
well as all of western Yamhil , Polk and 
Benton Counties. The a luvial formations 
along the Yamhil l River and Palmer Creek 
are aquifers, however, and yield moderate 
to abundant supp ·es of groundwater. In 
central Yamhill County, the depth to 

groundwater vanes from surface to 100 
feet, and wells in this formation produce 
low yields A iong the Yamh'II River and 
Palmer Creek in eastern Yamh'II and north­
eastern Polk County, the formation yields 
moderate q~1antities from wells of various 
depths. Extensive groundwater discharge or 
seepage to river flow occurs from this area. 

Northeastern Yamhill County (including 
the Newberg and Dundee area, north· 
eastern Polk County and West Salem) is 
characterized by low y ie ds from wel Is to 
250 feet in depth ·n fractured basalt forma­
t ions. Domest ic we Is generally use shallow 
perched water tables as the main water 
tabf P 1s several hundred feet deep. 

Floodplain areas of the Willamette River in 
Y.:imhill and Polk County and the Luckin­
mute drainage in southe<1stern Polk County 
have high water levels of variable depth due 
to the influence of the rivers. Wells along 
the Willamette have high yields from 
depths of 40 to 70 feet while along the 
Luckiarnute the water is shi.Jllower with low 
yields. In large areas of eastern Benton 
County, ,nctuding Corvallis, North Albany 
and Philomath, the areas along the river 
have a depth to the groundwater tab le of 
20 feet or less. Wei ls • n the more deve' oped 
areas not near the r ver vary from 20 to 
140 feet deep. 

Pudding Subbas1n In western Marion 
County, the floodp arn areas of the 
Wi lamette R,ver are under,a·n by a shallow 
variable water table. The cen tra' and north 
centra part of the county is underlain hy 
variable perched water tab les having a 
depth ranging from the surface to 10 feet. 
Wells in the northeast part of Salem and 
the C'ties o4 Gervais, Woodburn, St. Pau, 
Donald, Hubbard and Aurora vary greatly 
n yields and In depths wh·ch range from 

50 10 500 feet. The southwestern part of 
Mar on County (south of Salem and west 
of Turner) has a deep water table which is 
reflected by wells extending from 200 to 
500 feet with average y elds. Aumsville, 
Turner and the area south of Mill Creek 
have a water table which Is qurte high and 
It is also connected to strccimflow in the 
Santiam River. 

Most of eastern Marion County 1nclud1ng 
Scotts Mills and west Silverton is an c.Jre<.1 ol 
low yields at depths of 100 to 300 feet. 

Santiam Subbasin: A large portion of 
western Linn County and southern Marion 
County (including Albany, Lebc.Jnon, 
Halsey, Brownsville. Sweet Horne, 
Waterloo, Foster Reservoir area, Jefferson, 
Stayton, Lyons, Mill City and Gates) h<.ls 
wells whrch vary in depth from 30 to 135 
feet, although the depth 10 water table is 
genera ly 10 to 20 feet Wells in th is area 
vary greatly ·n y elds depending on whether 
they are located rn floodp.arns or in the: 
uplands areas The central and eastern 
port ions of Linn County and southwest 
Marion County haven very deep water 
table. We I yields are generally low at 
depths to 350 feet. 

MINERAL RESOURCES ANO 
TIMBER Min:ng ac tivi ty in this region 
has been minor in recen1 years . There are 
deposits of bauxite ·n the Salem hills; 
quartz•bearrng veins includir·g coppe•, ead, 
zinc, gold dncl silver at North Sant'?m, 
Marion County and Ot.;Jrtzville and BluP 
River in Linn County; cays rn the King 
l0cality and Mari0n County ; dnd Wi larnin<1 
c.l ay In s01ithern Yamh I County 

Timber s a mc1Jor 1ndusI,y in the 
Chemeketa Region. A total of 2,204,000 
acres, 60 percent of the Region, is in 
product ive forest land . Of this total, 
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920,000 acres are publicly owned; 508,000 
acres are owned by the forest industry; and 
776,000 acres are privately owned. In 1970 
there were 980,336,000 board 1eet 
harvested in the Region. the majority of 
which was Douglas lir und western 
hemlock. 

Historically, the forest products industry 
has produced problems in solid waste 
mc.1nagement. The wood products industry 
has always been a heavy producer of wood 
iesidues, both production process and non 
production process. Generally, production 
process wood residues are being u ttl ized by 
the industry because ot their economic 
value in other indtJstrial processes. How­
ever, the nonproduction process residues 
have no economic vi.)lue nnd in many 
instances they are entering the public 
disposal system. 

Social and Economic Characteristics 

AREA POPULATION. Population Is nn 
essential concern in solid waste manage· 
menl not only to estimate the quantities of 
~olid waste generated but to indicate loca 
tI011s of sources ot solid waste which ·n 
turn direclly tlffecl transportation 
requirements 

While Oregon is growing general ly at the 
same rate as thf' Paci tic Northwest, 1he 
W-I amette Valley Is growing more rap idly 
thnn the state as a whole For example, the 
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Table 111-1 
COUNTY POPULATIONS AND PERCENT CHANGE 

1950 1960 1970 

Benton 31,570 (+69.5) 39,165 (+24.1) 53,776 (+37.3) 
Linn 54,317 (+78.2) 58,867 (+ 8.4) 71,914 (+22.2) 
Marion 101,401 (+34.8) 120,888 (+ 1,9.2) 151,309 (+25.2) 
Polk 26,317 (+31.7) 26,523 (+ 0.8) 35,349 (+33.3) 
Yamhill 33,484 (+27.1) 32,478 (- 3.0) 40,213 (+23.8) 
TOTALS 247,089 277,921 352,561 

Willamette Valley is only 14 percent of the 
total state area, but i t contains approxi­
mately 70 percent of the state population. 
This density is also re flected in the fact 
that each of the tive counties In the Region 
has experienced a population increase of 
over 20 percent in the past ten yenrs. 

The latest estimate of existing popu-
lalion in the five-county area is il lustrated 
in Table 111-2. This information was 
prepared by the Center for Population 
Research and Census at Portland State 
University in July of 1973. The total 
populc1tion of the Chemeketa Region is 
therefore estimated to be approximately 
382,500. 

Table 111-2 
CHEMEKETA REGION 

ESTIMATED POPULATION 
July 1, 1973 

Benton County 
Linn County 
Marion County 
Polk County 
Yamhill County 
TOTAL 

60,900 
78,100 

160,600 
39,500 
43,400 

382,500 



COUNTY POPULATION. For the Table 111·3 

county areas, a general pattern of URBAN DENSITY POPULATION 

increasing urban densities is evident, as 
shown on Table 111-3. In nearly all cases, 1960 Percent 1970 Percent 

the urban density precentage would be 
significantly higher, since these figures do Linn County 
not include persons l"ving in urbanizing Incorporated 26,523 45 34,056 47 -
areas immediately around the incorporated Unincorporated 32,344 55 37,858 53 

limits. 
Benton County 

By counties, the general areas of increasing Incorporated 22,402 57 37,284 69 

density (mainly unincorporated vicinities Unincorporated 16,763 43 16,492 31 

of urban places) include the north Marion 
County corridor and the areas surrounding Marion County 
Salem, the West Salem and Monmouth Incorporated 60.117 50 86,904 57 

I areas in Polk County; northeastern Yamhil I Unincorporated 60,771 50 64,405 43 

County (especially the McMinnville and 
Newberg ~reas). the areas surrounding Polk County 

Corvallis in Benton County. and the Incorporated 13,927 53 20,751 59 

Albany area in Linn County. Unincorporated 12,596 47 14,598 41 

ECONOMIC CONDITIONS. Historically Yamhil County 

the Chemeketa Region was founded on an Incorporated 17,967 55 23,901 60 

agricultural economic base. It was, in fact, Unincorporated 14,511 45 16,312 40 

the land which attracted the early settlers 
to the Willamette Valley. As the Region 
grew, timber became an additional I 
contribution to the economy. Today the 
Region contains a diverse economic base. 

' Lumber and agriculture still play important 
roles, although other manufacturing and 

[_ 
nonmanufacturing activities form the 
majority of the economic base. 

' ., 
Because the Region has a large percentage ' 

L of manufacturing activities, the economy 
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has the ability 10 remain fairly resilient to 
fluc tuDtion. Part of this diversity is the 
resul l of governmental employment. State 
government Is the major employer with the 
capital located in Salem. !n addition, one 
of the state's major universities is located in 
Corva11 is. 

In the manu1ucturing base, certain groups 
are producing wastes wh ich are entering the 
public stream As stated previously, the 
wood products industry contributes both 
processed and nonprocessed wood (esidues. 
The agricu ture industry, especially in the 
food processing activities, produces large 
volumes of wastes. Also, the manufacturing 
of trailers, mobi le homes, and campers. 
which constitutes a large industry in the 
Chemeketa Region, generates arge 
amounts of wood, plastic, and metal scraps 
that enter public disposal sites. 

Employment and Income: The employ 
ment picture in the Chemeketa Region is 
sl ightly higher than the nat anal level. The 
annual average, bcised on 1973 data, was 
6.2 percent unemployed. Average income 
was $10, 111, approximately $100 above 
the national average. Although the income 
levels seem fairly good, 9. 7 percent of the 
families in the Region fall within the 
poverty level. 

Generally, national data seems to indicate 
Iha1 the higher the income level and the 
more urban the population the greater the 
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per capita waste generation. The 
Chemeketa Region can be characterized as 
rural with major urban concentrations and 
as having an average income level. Of 
additional relevance to a solid waste 
management program is that implementa· 
tion could be done either with pub I ic funds 
or through private enterprise. Generally, 
higher income levels indicate the program 
should be financed from user fees or callee· 
tion charges rather than publ ic sources. 
Lower income population is more l ikely to 
favor a tax or public-supported system. 
These categorical divisions by income levels 
are not always clear•cut, however, because 
in many instances ower income levels are 
less I ikely to vote for any tax supported 
bonds to finance capital improvements. 

Housing: Housing Is of major importance, 
since housing type and location affect the 
means of collection and disposal. Solid 
waste collection is more econom ical and 
le$S time consuming in areas of multi· 
fami ly housing because population 
densities are higher in these areas than in 
areas of detached homes occupying large 
parcels o r land. 

Although the precentage of single•family 
dwellings is near 80 percent for the Region, 
the housing trend has been away from the 
single•fam ily detached unit and toward the 
multi-family un t. Furthermore, all indica 
tors point toward increasing multi-fami ly 

construction and, therefore, increasing 
population densities. 

Table 111-4 
HOUSING fNFORMATION(l) 

Benton 
Linn 
Marion 
Polk 
Yamhi ll 
TOTAL 

Housing 
Units 

16,615 
23,905 
50,597 
11,705 
13,164 

115,986 

Percent 
Single 
Units 

69.0 
83.4 
79.2 
81.6 
83.7 
79.4 

Housing locations will also affect collection 
and disposal sites. Again, in urban and in 
rural towns, collection will be easier, since 
housing units are located relatively close 
together. However, the location of housing 
in rural areas on large parcels of land will 
produce added travel time which in turn 
increases collection costs. 

With the exceptions of Salem and Corvallis, 
most of the unincorporated areas show 
housing growth rates similar to their respec­
tive counties. Salem and Corvallis, being 
the two largest urban centers, have far 
greater growth rates, and these two cities 
will play an important role in the collection 
and disposal of solid wastes generated over 
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the nex, twenty years. It is also ant ici· 
pated, through the use ol land use controls, 
that future development will be contained 
within the expanding urban areas and rural 
centers of the five-county area as opposed 
to on increase in strictly rural, low-density 
hous·ng. This trend should be helpflll 10 
the problem of solid waste management. 

Another area whit:h dffects sol id waste 
management is season<"!! housing including 
vacation homes and migratory housing. 
Both types of housing are generally at high 
usage during summer months and, there­
fore, produce additional solid waste 
load·ngs. Migrant housing is usual ly 
confined to a relative y small number of 
sites and should be able to be assimilated 
into a management program. However, 
vacation housing will be far more difficul t 
to manage, since it generally occurs on a 
low-density basis and at some distance 
from urban centers. 

LANO USE AND ZONING. Because of 
the extensive size of the Chemeketa 
Region, a variety of landscapes c1re included 
which support widely differing land uses. 
The Willamette Valley with its broad 
alluvial plain is the most prominent 
physical feature of the Region. The valley 
supports a wide variety of agricultural 
activities as well as being the locat ion for 
major urban settlements which in turn 
sustain a wide variety of commercial and 
industrial activities. Both the Coast Range 

and Cuscc1de Range c1re m1por la11t because 
of their contribution to the lumber and 
forest products industry in terms or 
commercial timber production. These 
mountain areas ulso provide n wide rnnge of 
recrec1t ional opportunities helping to 
sustain the tourist ,ind rncre,1lional 
economy o f the Region. 

Each of the counties in the Region has 
developed land use plans and has enacted 
zoning in an effort to direct future growth 
and minimize the effec ts of confl icts 
between major land uses. The specific 
nature of the land uses and zones which 
affect the indiv idual disposal sites w i ll be 
discussed later. 

The existing character of each county can 
be summarized as follows. 

Benton County : Benton County is 
essenfa ly a rural county capitalizing on ·ts 
agricultural and timber lands. Corvall"s 
comprises the major urban area and is the 
site of Oregon State University. 

Linn County: Linn County is also dn 
extensive rural county, again dependent on 
c1griculture and lumber. The Cascades, 
however, offer a wide variety of 
recreational opportunit ies. Major centers of 
urban population include Albany, Lebanon 
and Sweet Home. The Albany area, located 
in the center of the valley, is the largest 
city and is a dominant industrial base. 

Mdnon County: Although Mdrior 
County contclins extensive rural are.is, ii 1s 
characterized more as hdlf urban-half rural 
becduse of the dominance of the Salem 
metropolitan area. Besides the Salem urban 
c1ren, the county contdins a number of 
s,mitl cities scattered 1t1roughou1 the valley. 
Because of this urban chiirdcter, the coun v 
has an extensive comm..rc·at and 1nclustr ,al 
bc1se Besides land uses associated w th 
urbanization, the county also relies heavi ly 
on agriculture and lumbering activ l ies as 
wel as a certain amount o f recreationul 
usage. 

Polk County· Polk is also a predomi­
nantly rural county, experiencing urban 
dnd suburban development pressures. 
Again, agr icu lture and commerc1at lumber 
production are major land uses. Growing 
urbon areas include Dal las, the largest, and 
the Monmouth -Independence area. 

Yamhill County· Because o f the prox i• 
m,ty to the Port ,md metropolitan area, 
Yamhill Coun ty is exper iencing consider­
able development pressure In essence, the 
county rs showing s gns of change from a 
rural county to an L rb,m area, especially in 
the corridor betweP.11 McM1nnv1lle and 
Portland. The majo, urbanizing areas c1re 
McMinnville and the Newberg-Dundee arecJ. 
Outside the Port land-McMinnville corr rdor, 
the county still retains ifs busic rural 

15 



ch,irm.I 1~r with ,Jgriculture dfK I commercial 
l trnber product 011 btimg the prl:!dum·mJ11I 
lund uses. 

RECREATION. Consistent with nat ional 
trends, the derndnd for rccre,:1tiorwl 
fr1cil lies in lhe Chenicket;:i Region has Ileen 
inc, easing rnpid ly due to the rising income, 
increased leisure time dnd high degree of 
mobility of the average working Americdn. 
A-:, the populat ion increases rn1d as toLmsrn 
exp,rnds, the dem,md for an c1dclit1onal 
number and variety ol facilities will 
produce outdoor recreation neecls sever a1 

tI mes greater than those of todcJy. 

The major recreat Iona areas irl the 
Chemeketa Region c1re ocated In the North 
and South SanticJm Bns,ns. More speed; 
c..1l ly, l hey are centered around Detron, 
Green Peter ancf Foster Reservoirs 
Attendr1nce records for park focilit1es In 
these ,1reas have shown il steady 11H.:redse 111 

~I sc1~w. both in overnight anrl d<ly vis·tat io ri , 
uver the pdst five se.isons. In a ll 1ke ihood, 
these demands will continue to incredse. 

Beeciuse of the expand ing nature ol th s 
segment of the e<.:011orny, there dre and 
there wrll cont'nue 10 be problerr1s in solid 
waste management Recroa11on produce~ 
cwo genurnl prubleins. F1rs1 of JII, tho 
dmount of solid waste gP11ervted 111 the 
Region is i11crecJsed by norn ouI1ly tourists 
who L 11 1e locdl rer-re;i .1on,1I l,wi!t1·es 
Secondly, rn,iny ol 1he re1.:ru<11iorwl med~ 
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w hich genernle wusle~ cJ ' e located in either 
distant or rNnotu dreds which in tu, n create 
prob lems in transporting wastes over long 
distance~ 10 accepldule u1sposal points. 

TRANSPORTATION NETWORK. In 
-;olicJ waste planniny, tr,mspoI tation modes 
cJre important when con~iuer'ng the tr,.ms­
port'ny o f recyc1ab!e rrn:ltPr ials either trom 
one location to another within the study 
area or to a point entirely outside the 
Region. Fedsible forms of transportation in 
the Chemeketa Reg ion ·nclude rail , barge 
.ind trucking 

As far as rn • I service is concerned, the 
Wil lamette Va ey cont<1 ns the Sot.. thern 
Pacific'-:, main north-south line. The 
Burl ington-Northern Ra1 road cJlso serves 
the ared on the Southern Pac fie l ine. As a 
rcsLil t, there Is direc1 n.-i'I t cct>ss to Portland, 
Seattle, dS we els to Califorrua. 

The W 1 ame1te River 1-; rnad ily nav·gable 
by barge to Sc1lem. The Corps of Engineers 
n-wintoins cJ m inimum channel depth of six 
leet by ,1pprox1mc1tely 100 120 feet wide 
to Salem. W th the exception of a few 
weeks in the summer, the probability is 
yoot.l thn1 the ubove ch,mnel wI II be open 
Barges up Lo 175 feet lvng by 35 ieet wide 
wi l~1 o 750-to111..c1p<1ci1v hove navigated 10 

Salem. 

Th€' channel depth lrom S<1lem to A h,iny 1s 

rrn11ntriined at a minimum of 3% feet. A 

navigat on problem trock shell) exi-:,ts neur 
the con! uence o f 1t1e S,mtiam ant.l the 
Willamette Rivers. Barges with a 175• ton 
capc1cIty hwe traveled as fc1r as A b<lny. 

Highways wit I probc.Jbly constitLtte the most 
1mport,mt form of transportclt ion. The 
most dom Inari I element of the highway 
wstem Is Interstate 5, located on ,1 north 
-:,outh dXis along the flou r of ihe Vi:illey. The 
other major north-south highways include 
U.S. 99E and U.S. 99W which run pdra lle• 
to each other on opposi re sides of the 
Wil lamette R ver. 

Pr ncipal eBst-west highways nclude 
U.S. 20 and Stare 34 in Linn and Benion 
Counties, State 22 in Marion County, <lnci 
State 22 and State 18 in Polk and Yamhil l 
Counties 

Highway transporta1·on, however, does 
pose some restrict'ons. These restrict ions 
c.Jre In the form o f truck size and w 1:1igh1 
imitations For l lustrat1ve purposes, these 
imitat ons are summarized in Tab e 111 5 

and Tab e lll 6. 
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Table 111-5 
TRUCK SIZE LIMITATIONS 

Height 
Width 
Length 

Semi or full trailer 

Tractor and semi 
Truck and full trailer 

Tractor and semi and 
fu II trailer 

13' -6" 
8' • 814" 

40' - 0" 
45'-0" 
60' • O" 
65' • 0" 
75' • 0" 
75' • 0" 

105' • O" 

Table 111-6 

across tires 

on designated highways or 
under special conditions 
on designated highways 
on designated highways or 
on Class 1 highways 
on designated highways or 
for tri pies on designated 

highways 

TRUCK WEIGHT LIMITATIONS 

Axle Load Limits (Pounds) 
Single 

Tandem 

Gross Weight Limits (Pounds) 
3-Axles 
4-Axles 
5-Axles 

Total Gross Weight 

18,000 
20,000 
22,000 

32,000 
34;000 

49,000 
63,000 
73,280 

76,000 

on 1-5 
on U. S. and State highways 
on U.S. and State highways 

for loaded compactor trucks 
on 1-5 
on U.S. and State highways 

on designated highways 
on designated highways 
on designated highways with 

permit 
on designated highways with 

permit 

Governmental Characteristics 

A solid waste management program 
involves var ious levels of government both 
in terms of administering standards and in 
col lection of wastes. 

FEDERAL. The Enviromental Protection 
Agency (EPA) administers federal planning 
grants and provides technical assistance for 
sol id waste management to state and local 
agencies. Oregon is w ithin EPA Region X, 
headquartered in Seattle, Washington. In 
addition, the U. S. Forest Service (USFS) 
and the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) are responsible for waste col lection 
at the various parks and camping facilities 
on federal lands. 

STATE. The State of Oregon administra­
tive district system includes Marion, Polk 
and Yamhill Counties as District 3 and 
Linn and Benton Counties as District 4. 
The Oregon Department of Environmental 
Quality (DEQ) administers solid waste 
management regulat ions and programs in 
the state. Marion, Polk and Yamhill 
Counties are administered by the DEQ 
district office in Salem ; Linn and Benton 
Counties are administered by the DEQ 
district office in Eugene. 

REGIONAL. Marion, Polk and Yamhill 
Counties along with the Ci ty of Salem and 
numerous other communities in the tri­
county area are organized into the Mid-
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Will,Hn1-nIe Valley Council ol Governments .. 
Liri11 c1nd Benton Counties are represented 
along with Lrncoln County in the Oregon 
D1strrcI 4 Councrl of Governments. These 
two councils of governments have entered 
1r1Lo .i lorrmil ussociation 1or the purposes 
o l conc..Juc tinu the Reg·u,1al Sul id Waste 
Mdnagernent Plan for the five-county area. 

COUNTY. The Regional Solid Waste 
Mond~Jernem Plan rncludes the total are.i of 
l ive counIIcs · Marion, Polk, Yc:1mh·,i1. 
Linn iind Benton. Each county s governed 
by D Boaru ol Cornm,ssroners. w ith one 
cornm1ss1oner from each county rep re 
sented on the Board ot Directors of the 
Chemeketa Region. The counties have 
primary responsibility for developing ancJ 
irnplerneni'ng solid waste management 
progr,irns. 

CITY. There are 48 munIc1pi.1 ities within 
the 11ve-county area. Marron County 
rnclud~s 18 communi ties; Pok, 4, 
Yamhi ll . 10; L·nn. 13: and Benton. 3. (The 
City of Sdlem and the communr ties of 
Idanha. M ,11 City and W l 'amina are within 
two counties.) Although cities are not 
s,rthorr zed through state-enabl 1ng 
cg1slat1on to develop reg 1on..il solid waste 
programs, lhey cJo have the dUthority to 
gr,rnt collec11011 11,mch1ses dnd hove tile 
r ght of cmineni domain to obtain l,ind for 
disposal sites 
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RELATED GOVERNMENT 
AGENCIES. Frnnch1sed wllect·on me<Js 
are o1 special concern in this Regional Sol id 
Waste Management Pion. Marion County 
has 16 franchised collection areas, L.nn 
County, 8, Polk County, 6; and Benion and 
Yamhill Coun ties have 3. 

Environmental Quality 

Protectron of the envi ronrnent is an 
essential element in the plannino of fut c1 re 
solid waste disposal sites. In the Chemeketa 
Region this is especially crif cal, since 
several oi the ex1s1ing and proposed s·tes 
are relatively close to maJor popu lation 
centers. 

A u1spos<ll site should not create a nuisance 
nor shou d it degrc.Jde the aesthetics of the 
surrounding drea. This impl es thnt proper 
precaut ons and sc4feguards must be 
exercised in order to protect ne'ghboring 
Ii.Ind anc..J/or land uses. To the exten1 
feasible, disposal sites should be screened 
from adjacent roads and dwell'ngs Opera­
tion of the site should be directed toward 
an eventual future use that restores or 
enhances the aesthetic value of the land. 

Preventing potential problems relat ing to 
,m and water pollution is also essentirII. 
Potential air pollution is related to c ··mato­
log cal conditions which can vary consider 
ably over short periods of time. The 
po1ent ia I is related to ocu rrences o I 

thermal inversions of atmospheric luyers 
which can trap smoke ol low elevaI1ons tor 
relat ively long periods. There is no landiill 
burning permitted at 1he 19 disposal sites, 
but there are some on-site 1nc1nera10rs at 
schools. stores and hospitals plus a few 
wigwam burners within the Region. 

Leachute frorn buried sol'u waste in lanu­
fills and surface runoff from open disposal 
sites can pose potential hazards to ho th 
ground and surface waters. Where leachate 
and drainage problems have been 
encountered in the fteld, they can general v 
be corrected by proper engineering design 
ancl operation. 

Proper floodproofing measures can help 10 

reduce or prevent flood damage or result ng 
pollution. These measures will, however, 
add significantly to the <.:ost of developing 
and maintaining these sites. 

Presently, the only sources of noise riollu­
tion are handling of rubbish containers, 
collection trucks and mechanicol equip­
ment in operation al the landfill sites. The 
noise from the foregoing sources has noI 
been excessive where OSHA standards have 
been rnet. A continuing ef1ort must be 
maintained to keep noise al <Jcceptable 
levels. especially where future redumation 
sites are near urban areas. It is 1101 expected 
that noise will be a major environmental 
problem. 



PRESENT SOLID WASTE 
MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

This section serves to document present 
solid waste disposal practices in the 
Chemeketa Region; the deficiencies and 
dttr'butes of vmI0.1', elements of the system 
dre analyzed and form the basis for the 
recommendations contained in Chapter IV 
entitled "The Plan. • 

Inducted in this section is an evaluation of 
present solid wastes generated in the 
Chemeketa Region, current collection 
practices, existing disposal sites, present 
resource recovery act'v'ties and financial 
aspects of present solid waste management 
practices. Pro1ect1ons of the present popu 
lat'on and present quantities of wastes are 
included in the section entitled "Planning 
Criteria and Projections," Chapter IV. 

Present Solid Waste Generation 

It Is generally acknow edged that the per 
capita weight of so id wastes has been 
increasing for the last 40 years. The portion 
of the total solid wastes from residential 
and commercial sources generated in an 
area reflects, more than any other factor, 
the affluence of our society. A national 
survey in 1968 evaluated the per capita 
amounts of solid wastes generated from all 
sources and determined that residential and 
commerc·aI wHstes amounted to slightly 
over 4 LBS/CAP/DAY, industrial wastes to 

nearly 2 LBS/CAP/DAY and demolit·on 
wi.lstes to slightly less than 
1 LB/CAP/DAY. As a percentage, resi· 
dential and commercial wastes were found 
to be slightly over 50 percen l of the total 
wcJstes collected in the United St,ites. 
Industrial and demolition wr1stes were 
found Lo be approximately 25 percent and 
10 percent, respectively, ol the total. Other 
types of municipal and institutiomil wastes 
made up the remainder of the totcll wastes 
identified in the 1968 n;:itiom.1I survey. 

It has been determined by the Chemeketa 
Region that mixed wastes presently 
entering the public waste disposal system in 
the Region amount to 

1-9? ~~S/~Ae/_QAY. This factor includes 
residential, commercial, industrial and 
miscellaneo.us wastes, but does not include 
demolition wastes. It reflects the quantity 
of wastes actually disposed of within the 
Region rather than an assumed rate of 
waste generation (all waste generated may 
not actually reach the public disposal 
system) and was utilized as an initial point 
from which to project future waste 
quantities. 

DATA COLLECTION. The type and 
quantities of sol id waste prl!sen tly gener­
ated within the Chemeketa Region were 
determined from collection records, 
disposal site records, a survey of the com­
mercial and industrial solid waste sources 
conducted by the Mid-Willamette Valley 

Air Pollution Authority, and investigations 
into specific waste types Sl1Ch as jurik 
;:iutornobiles, tires, radioactive wastes, the 
food processing industry, etc. The resu lting 
data reflects the type, location of 
!ienercition and approximate quantities of 
solid wustt!S that norm.il ly enlc->r either th 
public or priva te dispos<.1I systems w11h1n 
the Region. Thus, the quantities represent 
solid wastes for disposal rattier than w,iste 
generated. Very few of the wastes which 
are reclaimed or recycled c.1re accounted tor 
in this study due toil lack of ,Miilable daIa. 
Also, the Qllilntities of anim;il and mining 
w.istes were not ac.coL nteJ for in this 
study, s·nce these areas c1re being m,maged 
by olher org,.111i1aIiom. 

The types of solid wastes documentcc.J in 
this study hilve been grouped into four 
bcisic categories. The pub I ic and private 
disposal categories re flect different areas of 
responsibility. The tour bcisic categories 
include: 

Solid Wastes for Public Disposal 
Solid Wastes for Private Disposc1I 
Special Wastes 
Reclnimed, Reused or Recycled 

Wc.1stcs 

The types of soliu wastes are described by 
the source of generation (i.e., residenrial, 
commercial, etc.) in most cases. The 
composition of' a particular sourcP. uf sol id 
waste is assumed to be similar for all uf lhe 
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Re9ion when, in tdct, Lhe composition will 
vt1I v sornewhal from community lo 
com1nt1nity depending upon population 
densities, income levels, fiviny styles, 
nduslry types, types of dyricuflure, and 
type of comrnerc1c..1I dt:tivities. 

In most mstc.Jnces. waste quanl°ties u1il1Led 
in the report Jre given in 10ns. Use o1 this 
unit of measure c}llows the solid wcJs\e 
system performance to be comp1Jred with 
sys1ems frorn other areJs outside the 
Region. The waste densit ies usP.d to c.onvert 
between units of volume and weight in th·s 
report are listed below lor 1he vario,is types 
ol waste 

Waste Type 

Residential 
Commercial 
Industrial 

Plant Trash 
Canning 
Forest Products 
Sludges 

Institutional 
Agricultural 

Straw 
Vegetable and Fruit Wastes 

Demolition and Construction 
Park and Beach 
Street and Afley 
Catch Basin 
Sewage Treatment Plant 
Trees and Landscaping 
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Assumed 
Density(21 
LBS Per 
Uncompacted CY 

170 
170 

170 
600 
500 

2,000 
170 

100 
600 
700 
170 
170 

2,000 
2,000 

500 

Al though the at.Jove foe tors were used in 
the original estimates for votumes arid 
tonrwges of wc1stes generated in the Region, 
other c.1µproximdte fc:1ctur!> ure more 
convenient to Lise. Solid waste density in a 
compc:1ctor trut:k is m;sumed 10 dverage 
/400 LBS/CY. Al though it is ucknowledged 
Lhat hiyher dens ties (in the rnnge of 500 to 
700 LBS/CY) are possible. ll is believed 
that partial and low cJensi1y lodds ca11 
reduce the overall density to <1vernge 
400 LBS/CY for planning purposes 
Similarly loose volumes in drop boxes are 
more convenient ly assumed 10 be 
200 LBS/CY when tl is considered that on 
occasion the boxes would be only part ially 
tilled with low density material. In both 
situations it must be rt1cognizcd that the 
assumed dens.ties result in estimates 
suiwble !or general planning. For prelim·• 
nciry design of specific facilities more 
refmecl estimates or actu.:il truck weights 
should be obta ned. 

In general, estimates of the wastes 
generated in the Region have been based 
upon date.I compiled by tile Mid-Willumette 
Valley Air Pollulion Authority and the 
Chemeketa Region staff in 1971 and 1972. 
During this period, industri.:il waste sources 
were interviewee.I by the Mid-Willamette 
Vul ley Air Pollution Authority and the 
amounts of wastes generated by each 
source were estimated. This information 
was org,miLed by Stondnrd Industrial Class· 
ification and formed the b<1sis for estimates 

o f the amounts of industr :c.1 1 wastes gener 
ated In the Region 111 19 /3. 

During the same period, 1971 -1972, 
franchised collec1ors and disposal site 
operators were interviewed by the 
Chemeketd Region s1a1f. The inlormation 
gc:1thered consisted pri mari ly of estimates of 
the vo ume of mixed reluse hauled ·n the 
packer vehicles An estimate or this amount 
cis a percentage of the total mixed re ruse 
disposed of wds also made at the same time 
by the frnnch 1se operator. The quantity of 
wastes hauled by the genera public was 
then cc1 lculaterJ from the estimated amount 
ar d percentage not co lected by the 
franchised operator . Amounts of wastes 
1-auled by others, primarily cities. were also 
est1mdted and combined w i th the other 
estimates to obta n the total amounts 
est"mated 10 be generated in the Region. 
The total amount of wastes by type which 
resL,l ted from manipulc:11,on of the 
1971-1972 field data ·s presented in 
Tc1ble Ill l as the 1973 solid wastes 
generated in the Region. A per capita waste 
factor wcJs calculuted from the IOrincJges fo1 
each type of waste for a 1973 population 
oi 382,500 (see Table 111-8). A detailed 
breakdown of qua11 ti ties and an example of 
the procedures used to prepare the 
estimated Region toluf is given in 
Appendix C. 
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Table 111-7 
SOLID WASTE FOR 

CHEMEKETA REGION 1973 

Type of Waste 

Residential 
Commercial 
lndustria 

, Agricultural 
Institutional 
Demolition 
Street and Alley 
Tree and Landscaping 
Park and Beach 
Catch Basin 
Sewage Treatment Plant 
TOTAL 

T/YR 

137,350 
55,380 

116,170 
8,130 

14,660 
54,333 
3,080 
3,640 
l,320 
1,980 
2,320 

398,363 

Table 111·8 
CHEMEKETA REGION 

PER CAPITA WASTE GENERATION 
FOR PUBLIC DISPOSAL 

Type 

Resident;aI 
Commercia 
I ndustriaf 
Agricultural 
Insti tutional 
Street and A lley 
Tree and Landscaping 
Park and Beach 
Catch Basin 
Sewage Treatment Plant 
TOTAL 

LBS/CAP 
per day1 

1.97 
.79 

1.66 
.13 
.21 
.04 
.04 
.02 
.03 
.03 

4.92 -
1 Based on 1971-1972 waste volume 

base data and I 97] population 
(estimated). 

It is recognized lhal differences between 
the reported cmd actual quantities hc1ve 
inevitably occurred in the gathering and 
manipulation of the data. Most notable Is 
the 2 to 3-year difference between the 
time the field data was gathered and the 
1973-1974 per c,1pita waste factor which 
w;:is ca lculated and projected from tha1 
data. Using the 1973 population for 
1971 1972 data is not believed to be of 
major significance, but it does account for 
an approximate 10 percent underestimate 
because the 1971 Region population was 
364,010 rather than 382,500 as used to 
calculate the waste factor. Other changes 
have occurred in the Region. such as • 
increased quantities of wastes received 
from other areas (Washington County) and 
in population distribution throughout the 
Region. In each service area, an inexactness 
was also introduced by using a region 
average per capita waste factor to calculate 
projected waste tonnages. In these 
instances, a waste tonnage lower than 
actually generated in the service area 
resu lted, wh ile in other instances the calcu· 
lated quantit ies were tl igher. It is not 
believed that the above inexactness varies 
sufficiently (on the order of 20-40 percent) 
from the present a<.:tual quantities to 
require updated field meilsurements and 
recalculation of 11le estimates. It should be 
noted, however, that preliminary engineer 
ing of specific facilities should include 
revision of the estimated quantities of 
wastes to be received at the facility 
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RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL 
(MIXED) WASTES. Hcsidenliaf ,.ind 
commercial wdstes include primarily wastes 
lrom hOtJ!>P.holds and cornrr>erc al establish 
menls ;:ind cons1s1 of garbage (food waste). 
111bbish, dshes, c1nd some llulky wastes 
(dpµli;,ncf's). This cate~JO'Y of w<1s!C, ; ilso 
kn ow ri cJS mixed w,.1s1e, constI,1 It's the 
rna10 I Iy of 1he total trr11our11 o1 w.rst@ 
I1,ll,dled In Lhe Region and 1hc1t portion 
which requires 1imely col lec.:tion, t rc11 IspoI t 
and d isposal (or process111ul to avoid 
decornposit ion ancl objec.:tionable or 
unhedlthful effects. During 1972, ,tpproxi 
mcltelv 190,000 tons of mixed wastes 
entered the Region's public waste disposal 
sites. 

Mixed wastes of cl tvPe s1mIldr to thc:11 
generated from residentia l and commerr; Ic1 
sm rce<; ,He c1lso qenc1ated from recre,1t1onc.rl 
activ1t1es in the Region. Mixed wastes from 
recrec1tiondl c:1ct1vI11es are inc uded rn the 
I,.Jl,1I nmounts of th s 1ypr.. No ,1llemp 1 was 
P•ridc tc separately 1de11tify recreational 
wc:Jsle genera1ion or disposal 

Generallv. this c..c1tegory ol wdstes requires 
· ~1e grecitcst frn,mc al expendi ture tor its 
01 oper rrnIna9emPnt. The nwiority o f (1t:al 
sol id wa<;le funds 1s spc1 l on col lection, 
trnnsµorlation cJrld c..lispo<,,1I of rnixecl 
wasle-; N,11sc1nce conc..l1t1or1s ,r,su 1Iny from 
improper c1cctunulnt1on, qou;ge, co lection, 
or d1-,posc1I of m xt>d W<l'>l0,; me c1 recurring 
' rti blem ;-ind one of the h1stlir i..:J I re<1sons 
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locdl government has bec;orne mvo.vec..l in 
solid waste mandgernen1. More recent 
interest in the charocterisi ics and quc1ntities 
ol mixed wastes hes been stimulated by 
concern over the costs of transporting 
wc:1sles over s1gflll c.:unt di!>lances to resource 
rec.:owry t:enler!> dlld tlw polen1i,JI revenues 
to be derived from processing the wcJstes 10 
producf' a secor>dary ft1el Fur1her interesl 
in rn1xed wastes hos t1r isen from the 
incrensing d"if1culty in locating disposJI 
si tes where acceptable 10 the public Jnd 
many other concerned org;miull ions or 
groups. 

INDUSTRIAL ANO INSTITUTIONAL 
WASTES. At the present time, approxi• 
rnately 116,000 tons of industrial was1es 
or HJ 15,000 l0I1~ ot ins ti tu l • onal wa~tes .:ire 
g0nerated annudlly In the Region. Included 
in th ·s CJ Legory Jre garbdge, rubbish or 
trash. bu ky wustes, .ishes, and haLardous 
wc.1stes. Wastes of speciai types which 
originntf' from 1ndus1nes In lhe Region r:1re 
included n a subsequent section. 

Industria l wastes o1 lhe c.1bove types create 
difficulties in both handlin~ c1nd disposal. 
Paper. cdr dbodr LI. wood. and plastic from 
trcJile1 mdnuloLILir·ng cause hc111Llling 
problems at a tr,msfer str1tIon !->tJrving the 
Stayton area. The pr incq)HI eflei..:l is 
jamming of the sta11on·s compactor due to 
oversized pieces. The sheer volume of 
tra i ler manufacll!ring wust~s causes cJc;posHI 
diff1c:ult1es at Ihe Whiteson s,rnItary !anc.Jfill 

near McMinnville. Similar difficult es 
occurred al the High He,M:ln !>ite formerly 
in use near McMinnville. 

Institutional wastes dre primdrily generuted 
at colleges <1nd un·vers1ties, govemrnent 
o f fices and m1r~ing homes. 111 sorne 
instances, these wc.1stes rwiy be hcJzardou~. 
bu I usually con~ist of garbage, rubtiish 01· 
trash. and ashes. The institutional wr.1stes 
are handled and disposed of with other 
mixed waste<; rn the Region. Haz,irdous 
wcstes are generated in smal l qw,intities c1nd 
·r received at landfills are usually buried in 
a special lucc1tion. 

M ISCELLANEOUS WASTES. 
Miscellaneotis wastes consist of street and 
alley sweepings, tree and landscaping 
rec;idues, park and beach liner, ccltch basin 
cle<1nings, and sewage treatment plant 
residues. Approximately 12,000 tons of 
miscellaneous residues are ger,erated 
unnucl y 111 1he Region. Most significant of 
tr e miscel laneous wcJstes are residues from 
sewage trentment plants. Sewage lr1::atrnen 1 
plant residues. or sludges. are presently 1101 

rece ved at any disposcJI ~ite in the Region 
and, through the Department of Environ 
mental Ouc1lity, cJrP controlled separate y 
from 01her solid wa~IC'>. 

DEMOLITION WASTES. Demol rion 
wastes are 1dent1fied separately because of 
their relatively nert compoc;it1on and high 
density . In genercJI, heavy demolition 
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wastes cc1n be diffcull to handle, collect 
and transport, but due to their inert com· 
position may be disposed or in landfills 
close to the source or generation. In many 
cases, this type or waste has little value for 
resource recovery and may be more benefi­
cially used for land reclamation in the local 
area. 

Demolition wastes consist of building 
materials-wood. masonry, concrete, 
asphalt, plaster, roofing, paper, metal, 
trees, tree roots, 1 • mbs and shrubs. 
Approximately 50,000 T/YR are generated 
in the Region. These wastes are presently 
landfilled at two demol ition sites (Corvailis 
and Fowler) and, to a m·nor extent, at one 
m·xed refuse landfill (Monroe). 

SPECIAL WASTES. Specia wastes 
essentially consist of industrial or com­
mercial waste oil, sludges, wood residue, 
cannery wastes, sepfc tank sludges, 
hospital wastes, environmentally ha7.ardous 
wastes, tires, bulky wastes, agricultural 
wastes and dead animals. These special 
wastes are summarized below. Further data 
can be found in Appendix D. 

Oil and 0:1 Sludges: Waste 0·1 and oil 
sludges are generated in the Region from 
numerous industrial and commercial 
activities It is estimated that approxi 
mately 1,200.000 gallons of waste oil are 
generated annually, the majority of whir.h 
is disposed of as a dust pallative or 

reclaimed at reprocessmg centers near 
Eugene. Some of the waste orl ·s mixed 
wi1h fuel oil for combust on or is used in 
weed control. A lack ol demw1d for refined 
oi hampers reprocessing activities. No 
waste oil is known to enter existing mixed 
refuse disposal sites in the Region lndis 
criminate dumping oi waste 0·1 can degrade 
water quality if it is allowed to enter storm 
sewers. 

Industrial and Other Sludges: lndustria 
sludges, other than oil sludges, that are or 
importance in the Region are those gener~ 
ated by the pulp and paper industr ies. 
These industries are concentrated in the 
Salem and Newberg areas and generate 
approximately 3,000 T/YR of sludge. 
Private disposal of pulp mill sludge also 
occurs on Minto Island near Salem. 

Generation of pulp mill sludge is not con­
sidered to result in significant problems at 
the existing disposal sites. Oewatering of 
the sludge prior to landfilling prevents 
adverse effects and in some instances 
appears to retard leachate movement. Some 
industrial sludges are suspected to enter the 
Albany disposal site. 

Industrial Wood Residues: Industrial 
wood residues consist ol b8rk, sawdust. 
shavings. slabs, veneer and plywood trim, 
peeler cores and sanderdust. These wastes 
result from processing of timber into 
lumber, plywood and other wood products. 

It is estirm.Jtell that apf)rox1mately 60 
percent o the volurne ol a lay become!> 
wood residue w ith the remaini119 40 
percent ending up as lurnber. Of tile 
residue. it is estimated that 54 percent is 
now used for wood composition board. 22 
percent for fuel nnd 5 percent for misce 
laneous purposes. Nineteen percent Is no 
used and presents a disposal problem. Thus, 
sl ghtly over 11 percent of the volume or 
logs becomes residue Disposa is required 
for nearly 140,000 T/YR of residue. Most 
of this waste •s im.inerated or buried at 
private sites but a portion is disposed or at 
mixed refuse landfills. Wood residue is 
utilized at most disposa' sites as a cover 
material for use in wet weather and only 
poses a problem at sites which are limited 
in volume. The present Lebanon site 
receives a large volume of wood wastes. 
Approx ·mately 17,000 1ons of wood 
residue reach the Region's mixed refuse 
landfills annually 

Cannery Wastes. Cdnnery wastes consist 
of vegetable. fruit and berry crop wastes. 
Approximately 1 /,500 tons are generated 
annually. These wastes are seasonal, gener· 
ated in large quanti•ies over short periods 
or time and, c1s presently received, hc1ve c111 

objectionable odor ,md high water content. 
Most bf the canneIy wastes enter the publii.. 
waste disposa wstem at the Brown's Island 
sanitary landfill necir SHlem. 
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Sep: 1c Til1ll. Pump n4s Sef.!l1c 1ank 
pu:11pi1t\J~ f111Wnny lht.! put1l1c solid vvJslc 
wsle111 ,11nour1( lo 4,000 Ions (960,000 
~1,tllo11:;) cJnnucJlty. Tim, lypc u l wasl1.. 1!:, 

1:onlrolled by 1t1e cow11y henlth cJep,ir1-
nwn1:; .ind the S1,11e Dep('lrt m tint of 
Envi10111nc111al Qu;dity. Sin<.:c lhis wd!;te is 

()I '.iCwc.Jyr. or isiin, i I puses a pownt ial pulllic 
l1e;,I I h llilt.'.<ircl ;incl fllllSI !Jr. propc➔rly 

h<1nd l,•d At 1hc p f",P1ll 111ne. ~ep1Ic w11k 

pumping-, ~•I11er Lil(• pub Ic ~ol·d wasle 
sysle•ri .11 r.11he1 lhe Cill Norr.cl rn RoI0 
Roote, sludue c.Jispus,il si cs i11 Li1111 

Courllv Other scpl ic t,tnk p11rnpings ,m1 
d sposed of c.i sP.w,ige, lreatrnent plc:11lls 111 

the Region and w~'rt-> not inventoried rJurrr g 
1/ 115 study. 

Huspi1<1I Wastes· Bt1,;ed on d .. 1tr1 from thP. 
Chcrr~kern Solid Wastl! lnvenrory, ,IpproxI 
ITli-llely 50 IOilS ol huspilal W,.lSl('S me 
g1:ncr:1IP.cl ,innually. This amount incluclcs 

f)cdl1oge111C: wastes, such as bandages or 
11111,iun 1i:;sw:. vvhicl1 arc inci11ern1ed iii tht! 

inclivid11<il hosp.tills . 01hcr nonpdlhogrm ic 
h,,sp11<1I w<1stes, Slwh <is \'Jilrb·ige 111<.J tr;1c;h, 

1 1~ i11dudt:d 1 1 Llw n11xt,d wilsle!:. yc11eraleu 
111 thfi Region. Thu'>, hospitc1I wdsW.s, ds 

presenlly hondlcd. po-;e 110 sign f ic;int solid 
'sViVilL illdllil(J!!HlPII pro hlerns 

L11v1ru111rn:nt,illy l<1tc11drn1s Wr1slC'> 
Pesl icic.kis and r<1c.l 10,ir I rvc wr1s l(", Jre 

cons1rle1~d lo he ()nvirunnwn tdlly 
h.i1,1,dous and is s,,, h d1c d ,ectly 

co1111ollt1d by tlH! Dep<.Jrlrnenl of Environ 
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rncmal Ou,-1l11y. Ddl,i olJld1ned lrnrn the 
Chcmekeln Sul1tl Wd~te lnven ,ory re:>liltecJ 

Iri dll eslirndl~ of aµµroxm,;,itely 6,900 
g,1lluris (2-1 loris) o r pt.st cidcs and pesticide 

co111a·nc•r:, generated u11nudlly in the 

Reg ,on. Th s w0ste. d though oi small 
qu,J11 Ii I ie~. requires ~.pt1c1.1I prrc;iu I ions to 

nvo1d pollu11011 u ' ground t1nct surface 

Willer suppliec; 11 direct hilLcJrrl to r1nir11afc; 
o r hurnrins. D1spos,1 01 pest1ciclec; r-tnd 
rwstic de containers ciµpeurs 10 be ,1 

p,ublern of sulf1c1e1111nc1g111tude to require 

lurlller rivesliy,Jtiun 

R..i<110c1ct1ve wc.1::;1es generated In the Region 
urc es1,m,1leu to .inount to · ,200 CF/YR. 
Tl,is m inm qu,rn1ity 1s not Jct eµted ni ilny 

of the exist ing fattl i t1e:i and It Is assumed 
the wclstes are transpor teu to Hanford. 
WcJsh111gton, for J spo:.al 

Tires: Based on d survey by 1he Ydmhill 
County Depa, trnent of Public Works 
(1972), dpprox1rr1citcly 6,000 tone; of ti1es 

a,e g1:neratecJ annu<1lly 111 the Reuion Over 

ha ' thic; amount is generated ,ind d isposed 
or in Marion Coun1v. Bcu1use of their form 

and the r1wtcrial of which tires arr made. 
hc.1ndling and d isposal problems me created. 
Tires ,ire prescnlly iicuipled at un y lwo 
l,mcllills (CorvJllis ,ind \llc1cle<1y) In Lht? 

Reyio11. Al onl) site (Md<.: eay) Ille t1rt-1s &c 

split before burial, whi le at ano111er 'iite 

(Corvnllis) the I ires arP buried whole 

E3ulky Wnslcs· Bulky wastes consisl 
prirnctrify ot vehicle hlllks mtt! npplwnces. 
Both of 1hesc materials ,ire generated 
within the ReBion nnd dre rece·ved ell 
ex isl 1119 fucilities. 1 t is estimuted thcJt 
23.000 tons of vehicle hulks and 820 tons 
of flppli,rnces a:c genera led in lhc Rt-:\pu, 
.. mm1r;Jlly The mn1or11y o1 tho vehicle hulk~ 

.1nd a portior of the ,1ppliances ure 
n,cfa rned by local snlvilge oreratIons pr 01 

10 cntcrin~J 1he public waste dispos,1I 
sy-;tern. Most of the appl1r1nces genernted 111 

tlil" Region enter existing Ll1sposdl ,,;ites 
where w1 estimated one-l iftl1 rire sf:'4re:gdtec..J 

r1nd u l tim,llefy reclaimed. 

Bulky wcJstes hc1ve in the pas1 creatP.d ;_1 

significant solid w,1ste rn<1nayernent 

problem clue to difficu lties with h;indling 
ancJ disposal. However, thrm,gh recent 

technologiuil r1dvances, this waste cr;Jn riow 
be shredded and reused ,n the secondary 
metals market. Handling problems still 
pers·st lor this portion or the total m ixed 
wriste bul disposal problems have decreased 
due to grer;Jler reuse. 

Agriculturnl Was1 es: Agr icul turn I wclstes 
rimount lO about 8,000 T/YR and consist 
of rubbish ,mrl 11ash; ve~J(!trlble, fruit and 
IJeriy crop vvcistes; rrnmure; pninings and 

waste straw. 01 tile foreyoiny items. the 

only ones which reuch tile present landfill 
sites in any significant quan1i1y are rubbish 
And trash. Manure nnd vegetable rnatter are 

used as fertilizers. Prunings are frequently 
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shredded for use as mulch. In excess of a 
million tons per year of waste straw is 
presently burned. 

Dead Animals. Approximately 25 T/YR 
of dead cats. dogs. horses, and cows are 
generated in the Region. No significant 
problems arise because only small anima s 
reach the disposal sites for bur'al. Larger 
animals are rendered. 

Present Collection Practices 

Timely and efficient collection of solid 
wastes is an essential element of any solid 
waste management program. Mixed wastes, 
also known as residential and commercial 
wastes, con.stitute the largest amounts to be 
handled on a continual basis and are the 
type which can cause the most 
objectionable or unsanitary conditions if 
improperly collected. Generally, collection 
of mixed wastes has been a nearly exclusive 
function of the solid waste industry within 
the Region. The development o1 a so id 
waste management plan for the Region has 
been directed toward provid ng systems 
which will enable continued efficient 
collection and disposal of mixed wastes. 

Certain industrial and institutional wastes, 
other than special wastes, are usually col­
lected with mixed wastes and cease to be 
identifiable as to their origin. Commercial 
services are ordinarily utilized for collec­
tion of those industrial and institutional 

wastes thc1t do not require special h,mdling, 
allhouyh in some instnnces r.J irect hauling 
may be utilized by the generator of the 
wastes. Miscellaneous wastes such as street 
sweepings or tree trimmings usually are 
collected by municipalities and hauled 
directly to the point of disposal. Since 
these wastes are relatively small amounts 
and are separately collected by municipa -
ties. they have little impact upon cJ 

regional collection system. 

Special wastes frequently require special 
collect ion methods to avoid objectionable 
effects. For the most part, special wastes 
are hauled by the generator of the wastes 
directly to the point of disposal. however, 
in some nstances, commercial services are 
utilized. In general, special wastes are 
diffic..il t and costly to collect and usually 
cannot be handled with mixed wastes. A 
more detailed evaluation pertaining to 
present collection practices in the Region s 
presented below tor commercial co ection 
services, government collection act1v1ties 
and direct hauling 

COMMERCIAL COLLECTION 
SERVICES. Regular collection service to 
residential. commercial and industrial 
accounts is provided by 26 private firms 
operating in the Region. Most of the collec· 
tors are franchised by the counties in which 
the service is provided. except for the firms 
which operate exclusively within municipal 
boundaries. For example, City Sanitary 

Service and Stc1yton Sanitary are franchised 
only by the Ci lius of S::ilern and Swyton, 
respect ively. Other commercial services 
may be franchised by more than one 
governmental jurisdiction. The areas in 
which each collection service is franchised 
within the Region are given in Figure 111-1. 

In the five county area 01,1e 6,000 com­
mercial accounts and 70,000 residential 
cJccounts are serv·ced Approximately 65 10 

70 percent of the total Region popu at1on 
(about 250,000 people) 1s served by ct:m­
mercia collectors. Waste from the balance 
of the population either ri11ds its way to 
authorized disposal sites via privdte vehi<.les 
or ends up in unau thorized dumps as l itter, 
or is disposed of n back yards and 
fireplaces. Typical collection fees are I sted 
in Table 111 -9 and indicate the present 
range of costs for back yard collection, 
transportation and d:sposal of residential 
and commercial solid wastes within the 
Region. 

~5 
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FIGURE 111-1 
Existing Disposal Sites 
and 
Franchised Collection Areas 
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Table 111 -9 
CHEMEKETA REGION 

COMMERCIAL COLLECTION CHARGES 
1971 1972 

Household-weekly pick up 
1 con : ranged from $2.30 to $4.00 
2 cans. ranged from $1.35 to $2.00 

Apartment Houses weekly pick up 
per \:an : ranged from $2.30 to $2.75 

Mobil Homes-weekly pick up 
per can: ranged from $2.30 to $2. 75 

Commercial Containers-weekly pick up 
1 CY: ranged from $11 to $18 

20 CY: ranged from $22 to $35 
30 CY: ranged from $45 to $52.50 

The most common collection vehicle used 
in the Region is the 20-cubic yard, 
rear-loading packer truck. Most trucks use a 
two-man crew. Satellite vehicles (Cushman 
Scooters) are being used by two collection 
firms to service residential areas in heavily 
populated urban communities with narrow 
streets and long driveways. An adaptation 
of the satellite vehicle concept is being used 
in rural areas to help eliminate the expense 
and problems of operating large trucks over 
long rural roads with infrequent customers. 
Drop box containers are used throughout 
the Region to handle wastes not readily 
compacted and hauled in a typical packer 

truck. or qenerated in larQe volumes by a 
sing e source. 

Mixed waste from household and commer­
c·aI sources constitutes the largest single 
type of waste collected in the Region. 
Approx1mate·y 140,000 T/YR of residen­
tial wastes and approximately 
50,000 T/YR of commercial wastes are 
collected in the Region by commercial 
services. A large portion of the approxi ­
mately 120,000 tons of industrial and 
15,000 tons of institut ional wastes gener­
uted in the Region annually are also collec­
ted by commercial collection services. 

Problems present ly associated wi th collec­
t'on are noise, type and weight of con­
tainers, back yard locations and animals. 
The present packer trucks generate noise 
which on occasion may disturb residents 
Containers may be encountered which 
collapse under loads or are too heavy for a 
man to I ft safely. Underground containers 
are considered to be a great deal more 
dangerous to ift than standard containers 
Back yard container locat ions occasionally 
pose the prob lem of gates and doors. 
Animals foraging among bags or containers 
at curb side are also a problem. 

Other problems are associated w ith solid 
waste collection vehicles and operational 
costs. A prol if~ra tion of firms in the same 
areas could result in duplication of services 
and higher costs of collection. With the 

except ion of one small area near Stc!yton. 
this conc.lit1on is avoided by the preser t 
franchise system. Collection in congested 
areas frequent y results in slower and more 
costly operation of collect"on vehicles Of 
concern also is the haul distance from lhe 
terrnin.itiun of a collec1ion rou1e 10 the 
point of unloading. Distance lo the disposal 
point affects wear and tear on equipment 
and size of efficient vehicles beca..ise of 
gross weight rest rictions These prob ems 
ex st to a lim tec.l extent in some areas of 
the Region. 

GOVERNMENTAL COLLECTION 
ACTIVITIES. Governmental ent'ties ore 
involved in collect ion of li tter, recreational 
wastes. and miscellaneous wastes. Litter s 
collected by the county and sta e govern 
ment agencies for maintenance of pub ic 
roads. Recreationa wastes are collected as 
a part of routine maintenance of publ ic 
parks and other recreational faci li ties For 
norma maintenance of municipal streets 
and uti lit ies, misce aneous wastes are col· 
lected by governmental ngencIes and trdns 
porteu to the po •it ol disposal. The cost~ 
of governmen1c1I collection actIvItIes and 
the quanti ties of wastes handled were not 
sf:!parately 1den 1 ·t,ecJ during the study. 
However a notablf:! problem is abuse of lree 
l i tter stations due to dumping o f household 
garbage and other wastes by the general 
public. 
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Highway litter falls under the jurisd·c1 ion 
of the State Highwc1y Department or the 
County Roadmaster. The State Highwc:1y 
Dep1:irtrnenl crews pick up l itter and haul it 
directly to the disposal sites. The Depart• 
ment also owns and maintains containers 
.itony the roadside which ure serviced by 
the Depar1ment or under contract with 
comrnerc1a l services. The counties also h<1vc 
crews to pick up litter and empty con· 
tainers for direct haul to landf lls. Benton 
County employs service groups, sL1Ch as 
Boy Scouts. to collect I tter. 

Recreational wastes 1rom camps and park 
grounds are handlec.J similarly to highway 
litter. County Park Depmtments col eel 
wastes ,n Yamhill, Benton and Linn 
Counties, while a Regional Park Depart­
ment is responsible for Marion and Polk 
Counties. Wastes from federal tind stale 
recreational facilities are hauled directly by 
the responsible agency to the disposal sitP. 

Miscellaneous wastes (street sweepings, 
sewage treatment sludge, etc.) are haulei.t 
by municipal departments usuc1lly in open 
trucks or tanker trucks directly to the 
point of disposal. Costs of these col1ecfon 
activities are usually incurred as n part of 
the normal operaf on ot the mun1c1pal 
utility or other activity. 

DIRECT HAULING. Some mixed wastes, 
much of the demol11 ion wastes, and most 
of lhe spe<.; ia! wastes cire hauled d irectly to 

·~ 

the disposal site by the generator oi the 
waste. At most ol the disposal sites in the 
Region the general public brings in house 
hold wastes in private vehicles. The 
amounts. brought in to each site by the 
general public have been calculated from an 
estimated percentage of the total popu la­
tion not served by commercial services. 
This method of collection and transport of 
mixed wastes is considered to be generally 
inefficient compared to commercial collec­
tion methods. It also is considered to be 
waste fuel and causes higher disposal point 
costs to accommodate high traffic volumes. 

Much of the demoliton wastes generated in 
the Region are collected by commercial 
services in drop boxes and hauled direct ly 
to disposcJI sites in the Region . Some 
demolition wastes, however, are hauled in 
open trucks directly to the disposal site by 
the generator of the waste 

Spe<..1al wastes on the whole are col 1 ected 
by private concerns. A portion ol waste oil 
is picked up by re-refiner firms. Industrial 
sludges and wood residue are delivered to 
the disposal sites by industries' trucks. 
Cannery wastes are a problem for col lectors 
because specially-lined open trucks are 
required to minimize leakage. Septic tank 
sludges are pumped and hauled by private 
concerns either to treatment plants or one 
of two septic tank disposal sites in Linn 
County. Nonpathogenic hospita, wastes are 
handled by collectors in the same fashion 

as other commercial wastes. Pesticides, as 
prev·ously discussed, are environmentally 
hazardous items which require special 
handl ing. Tires are usual ly purchased and 
collected by retreaders who recap and sell 
the usable tires and haul the unusable tires 
n their own trucks directly to some landfil l 

sites. To dispose of abandoned vehicle 
hulks, salvage dealers pick up the hulks and 
strip, compat:t , and haul them in their own 
trucks or trai lers to Portland scrap metal 
dealers. Limited quantities of agricultural 
wc:1stes are hauled by private industry or 
farmers directly to the d"sposal sites. 

Present Transfer Systems 

The transport of sol id wastes from the col­
lection zone to the point of unloading may 
require long distance haul ing. Unti l recent 
years, disposal sites have been localed near 
communities or areas in which the wastes 
were col lected and the transfer element 
usually consisted of relatively short direct 
hauls ·n conventiona l compactor veh icles. 
With consolidation o f andfills for various 
reasons and with the ex tension ot more 
convenient facilities into rural areas, trans­
fer systems have become an important 
elerrient of the overal l so id waste manage · 
ment system. Two transfer systems are in 
operation in the Chemeketa Region the •• • 
Stayton transfer system and the Monroe ·. 
transfer system. •··: 
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STAYTON TRANSFER SYSTEM. A 
compacting-type transfer system was 
placed into operation in October 1972 to 
replace the Stayton landfill. The station 
includes a metal hopper mounted above a 
stationary compactor. The hopper has a 
capacity of 40 CY, and the waste is com­
pacted into a 30 CY enclosed container. 
Compacted wastes are then transported to 
the Brown's Island disposal site. 

Some problems have been encountered at 
the facility. Some large industries generate 
types of waste which are difficult to 
process through this type of compactor. 
Wood paUets and various lengths of used 
lumber frequent ly jam in the compactor 
requiring the operator to separate and cIJt 
the waste. 

Operating costs per CY cou ld be reduced 
by utilizing larger containers for transport 
or trucks which could transport more than 
one container at a time. Total costs per CY 
would increase, however. because new 
equipment would be required. The service 
area or amount of wastes handled could be 
increased and the overall effic'ency of the 
operation improved with the new 
equipment. 

MONROE TRANSFER SYSTEM. This 
operation was installed jointly by the City 
of Monroe and Benton County, The opera­
tion consists of a 30 CY drop box posi­
tioned against a concrete retaining wall, 

enabl ing the user to dump direct ly into the 
box. The hauling is by con tract w ith the 
Corvallis Disposal Company. The facility is 
open to the pub I ic two days a week, 
Wednesday and Saturday. An attendant is 
on duty. A fee is also charged for disposal. 

No technical problems are known to exist 
wi th this facility. Its importance with 
respect to consideration o f future transfer 
proposals is that it ·s a publicly-owned 
station which is serviced under contract 
with a commercial co lect1on service. This 
arrangement appears to be working satis· 
factor ily from both public and private 
viewpoints. 

Present Disposal Practices 

Present solid waste disposal practices were 
eva uated under two broad categor ies: 
pub lic disposal practices and private 
disposal pract ces. Publ'c disposal pract ices 
include disposal si tes or facilities which are 
either publicly or privately owned and 
which are open to or used for the disposal 
of wastes co ected from the general pub I ic. 
Private d sposal practices include only 
disposal sites or facilities privately owned 
and used only for disposal of wastes from a 
private source. Usual ly a private disposa 
site is operated by an industry to dispose o f 
wastes resulting from that industry's ·manu· 
facturing or p lant operations. Public 
disposal practices are of primary impor­
tance in developing a regional sol id waste 

management plan and will be considered in 
detail in this report. 

Anticipated future conditions or proposed 
future development or use of disposal sites 
are projected and evaluated in Chapter IV. 
Only ex isting pub lic and private disposal 
practices are evaluated in this chapter. 

PUBLIC WASTE DISPOSAL 
PRACTICES. Land disposal is util ized in 
tt'e Region for three categories of so 1d 
wastes · mixed refuse, demo i t ior wastes, 
and sept ic tank sludge. Mixed refuse con­
stitutes the largest quant ity of waste for 
land disposa and poses the most significant 
problems to be overcome in the develop­
ment of a solid waste management system. 
Wastes entering mixed refuse landfi lls have 
the greatest potential for damage to the 
environment or threat to pub' ic health if 
the site is improperly designed, deve oped 
or operated With the ant icipated develop• 
ment of resource recovery, the waste 
presently entering mixed refuse andfil ls is 
expected to become fess putrescible or 
hazardous and potentially offer wider uses 
in fand reclamat ion proiects. 

An evaluat ion of presen• disposal prac;r,ces 
was conducted to assess the available 
capacity and present deficiencies which 
must be corrected at each site in the 
development of a regional solid waste 
management plan. 
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I t should also be recogn1Led that changes 
af1er process·ng 1n the character o1 the 
pre~ent rnixed refuse will have a significant 
effect upon measures thnt w1 have lo be 
rnken in 1he future to overcome the present 
def1c1eric,es 

Demo 1tion lnndfills nre important to an 
eva!udt on of the pre'>ent <;ol1d waste 
s·y ::,te1r because of 1he d'ft1Cui•y w ith trnn,; 
non c1nd disposa o i hedvy demolition 
wastes Since uernol1t1on wastes are 
relatively inert, u~uolly ot high density, i:lnd 
generally bulky or d·t1 cult to handle, they 
dre ord nar ly landfilleu separately from 
mixed refuse at cl site as close as poss ble to 

the point of general1on Evaluat ions of tr- e 
present demolit ion sites were al~o con 
ducted to assess the availab le capacity and 
present deficiencies to be considered 1n 
development of a reg1ona1 plan for manage 
ment ot demolition wastes. 

Sept 1c tank sludge lagoons are presenlly 
used for land disposal of a portion of the 
sept'c tank sludge puinped in the Region. 
Evaluations were performed to <.Jeterrn ne 
deficiencies of the present sludge lagoons 
and to provide a basis for development o f a 
program ta proper y clispose o1 septic rank 
sludge 

Each of three types of publ c d1spo~al 
fact11t1es are evaluated in the following 
sections 
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Existing Mixed Refuse Disposal Sites: Of 
the or1g1na l 17 mixed refuse lcJndfills in the 
Region, as of 1970, seven have been closed 
and one new si te has been opened. Six sites 
are operated as s.:tnitary landtills with daily 
cover, and five are operated as modified 
lc1ndfills with cover at least once a week. 
Most ot the disposal sites have no recycling 
or proces~ing faci l .ties. Lm.:utions of each 
of the ex isting d·sposal sites are given in 
F·gure 111-1. Five disposal sites (Brown's 
sland, Coffin Butte, Lebanon, Newberg, 

and Whiteson) are considered reg onal sites 
in that they receive wastes from more than 
one commun·ry . These s·1es are important 
to the present system and w1 I be essent ial 
in the development of a pldn for future 
solid waste manayement. S x other disposd 
sites (Albany, Macleay, Monmouth· 
Independence, McCoy Creek, Woodburr . 
and Valsetz) are cons·dered locals res 1n 
that they serve only a single community or 
a small local area. The local sites are also 
important in the prt:sent and future system 
to ensure economical disposal ot wastes in 
a sotisfactory manner with minimal 
trcin~purt costs. EvalucJted in the following 
sections are the eleven existing mixed 
refuse sites, including the recently opened 
Wh iteson site in Yamhill County. For data 
on soils, geology and other detailed infor­
mation, the reader should refer to the l ist 
of ~eleued references which inc udes 
interim reports on various snes 1n the 
Region 

A lbnny Site: The existing Albany 
si le ( Linn County) 1s located approxi 
r_nately two miles southwest of Albany and 
to the east of the Calapooia River, which 
flows through the property. The site is 
owned by the City. It is privately operated 
nnd ,erves the City oi AlbiJny and Linn 
County west of In terslate 5. 

An area method of landfilling 1s used 
under difficult operating condit ions which 
result from highly saturated soils dur,ng 
wet weather, limited space, topography, 
and site arrangement These cond lions are 
recognized as severe limitat ons ·or 
continued use. 

• 
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FIGURE 111·2 
Albany Site 
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Brown's Island Site: The Brown's 
Island site (Marion County) is located three 
miles southwest of the City of Salem off of 
River Road South. ft is pr"vately owned 
and operated and has been a regional land­
fill site to serve the City of Salem and other 
areas of Marion County. Th is disposal site 
1s presently operated under a franchise 
from Marion County. 

The site, containing 150 usable acres, 
receives about 130,000 tons per year of 
household, commercial. industrial, and 
agricultural wastes. Agricultural wastes are 
disposed of in open trenches, whi e the 
remainder of the wastes are covered da'ly 
rn an area method sanitary landfill . Food 
processing wastes pose the most serious 
disposal problem afthe present time due to 
the'r high water content and the obnoxious 
odors which are generated from partial 
decomposition. 

Existing access to the site is approxi­
mately three miles on River Road South 
and about ¾-mile on Brown's Island Road. 
River Road South is generally substandard 
for access to a regional landfill site. Marion 
County has recently upgraded Brown's 
Island Road for the purpose of allowing 
access .to the site during normal annual 
flooding. However, severe problems of 
flood water constrict'on and erosion have 
been noted and further improvements will 
be necessary to allow continued use of the 
site. 

Although the present landfi ll 
operation is not in conflict with land use 
and zoning crassifications that denote 
agriculturdl usage (RA). the site does ex ist 
in the floodplain of the Willamette River 
anci is subjected to periodic flooding which 
restricts access and hampers landfill opera­
tions. This annual flood hazard is the most 
serious operational prob lem of the site at 
the present time. Soil at the site makes 
good cover materiat because of year-round 
workabil ity; however. 1t limits the site's use 
in an area fill because of high permeability 

A master plan has been prepared for 
ultimate use of the site as a park. Land­
fi ll ing, if carefu lly engineered. cou ld be 
general ly compat ible with the intended 
final park development. 
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FIGURE 111-3 
Brown's Jsrand Site 
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Coffin Butte Site: The exist ing 
Coffin Butte site (B'enton County) contains 
a total of 84 acres of which approx imately 
60 acres are usable. The site is located 
approximately eight miles north of 
Corval I is and 1 ¼ miles west of 99W on 
County Road 45-01 near the old Cc1mp 
Adair. The entire landfll operat on s 
pr 'vately owned and operated. 

The site present y rece·ves a total of 
approximately 40,000 tons annually of 
resident icJI, commercial . and industrial 
wastes from Corvallis and a portion of 
Benton County. An est imated 2.400 T/YR 
of waste are direct ly hauled by the general 
publ ic. An estimated 75 to 100 private 
vehicles use the site on an average day. 

Recycling practices are reducing land• 
fill needs to a limited extent. Cardboard is 
separated in Corva l1is and baled for resale 
by the area's tranch·sed co lector . White 
goods are presently stock pi led at the site 
and periodicall y delivered to scrap dealers 
for processing. Landfilling of the remaining 
so rd waste rs done by the ramp method. 
Ultimate uses of f illed areas are restricted 
primarily to agricultural grazing because of 
the steepness of slopes. Due to the steep 
ness of the fil l area, covering is difficult in 
wet weather and drainage into the buried 
refuse is hard to cont rol. 

The existing site is well above the 
floodp ain of nearby Soap Creek. Inter-

ference from surface water and ground­
water are significant occurrences as 
evidenced by seeps and springs which occur 
above and below the f ill during extreme 
wet seasons. L1m1ted recharge of ground­
water occurs from dra nage off Coffin 
Butte and other surrounding hills due to a 
sharp interface of overburden and basalt 
outcroppings at the base of the hi lls. A 
eachate and drainage control system has 
been partially constructed to alleviate these 
condi tions 

Future use of the site as a regional 
landfi w ith a larger service area is not 
feasible due to limited size and phys·ca l 
features. Recently, an adjo'n ing parcel 
co11tai ning 100 acres of relatively flm land 
was approved by Benton County for use as 
a regional sanitary landfi ll . This area was 
evaluated in site feasibil ity studies 
previously pub ished as inter m reports.(3) 
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FIGURE 111-4 
Coffin Butte Site 
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Lebanon Site: The Lebanon disposal 
site (Linn County) contains 83 usable acres 
of which 45 acres are owned by the City of 
Lebanon and 38 acres are owned bv Linn 
County. Located off Brewster Road about 
two miles northeast of Lebanon, the site is 
in an area of part floodplain and part hill 
side terrain. It is private y operated and 
serves the City of Lebanon and the sur­
rounding county area. The site is zoned 
ART, agriculture-recreation-timber, in an 
area of predominately mixed rural residen­
tial and agricultural land use development. 

Present annual quantities of solid 
wastes amount to a total of approximately 
167,500 CY (30,000 tons) of residential, 
commercial and industr•al wastes. There is 
no established method of processing wastes 
prior to disposal. Bulky metal items are 
stockpiled on an upper bench as salvage 
with all other material compacted and 
covered in an area method sanitary landfill. 
Public use of the Lebanon site consists of 
approximately 2,700 T/YR which is direct 
hauled. Usage ranges between 85 to 120 
vehicles per day. 

Remaining capacity of the Lebanon 
site within the existing property is esti­
mated to be 900,000 tons of solid wastes. 
Future use of this available capacity is 
evaluated in Chapter IV. 

Soils on the site are classified as sandy 
and silty loams to depths of 5 to 6 feet. 
Below 95 feet in depth rock is present. 
Workability and compaction properties of 
the soils are adequate for normal 
operations . 
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FIGURE lf1-5 
Lebanon Site 
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McCoy Creek Si te: Located on 
USFS land approx imately one mile east ol 
Idanha, Oregon, the McCoy Creek site 
(Marion County) contains 50 usable acres 
of wh ich 10 acres are presently in use. The 
site is in steep terrain surrounded by forest 
and is under a lease perm·t to Marion 
County from the U.S. Forest Service. It is 
privately operated and serves the City of 
Idanha, the Cty of Detro t, the USFS and 
surround'ng rura, areas of eastern Marion 
dnd Linn Count ies. The site ·s located 
c.1pproximately ¼ mile from State 
Highway 22. The North Fork of the 
Santiam River Is about Yi-mile to the south 
c.1nd McCoy Creek about 1,000 feet below 
the si te. 

Present annual sol id wastes amount to 
3,000 CY of residential, commercial, 
recreational wastes and highway litter. 
White goods are flattened before burying in 
the fill; salvageab e materials are removed 
about twice yearly. The site ·s open to the 
public onty one day a week and at the end 
of the day all wastes are compacted and 
covered. A trench method ot san·tary land­
fil ling is conducted. 

Increased use. because of recreational 
activity in the area, is experienced from 
May to October. 

Surface drainage is away frorr the site 
and present operational area due to topo 
graphy . Other than McCoy Creek, ,here are 

no known springs, ponds, or wells in the 
area. A wel1 across from the North Fork of 
the Santiam River 1nd1cates that the area's 
groundwater tab,e s qv ite deep. Due to the 
lack or surface water effects and the 
absencP. of a shallow groundwater table 
leachate production 1s believed to be 
minimal. B1owing papers are neglig1b e due 
to protection by surround iny timber dnd 
site maintenance. There are no residences 
near the site. 
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FIGURE 111-6 
McCoy Creek Site 
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Macleay Site: This site, containing 
25 usable acres, is owned and operated by 
Marion County. Located about¾ mile 
northwest of Macleay. the site accepts 
some mixed wastes and is a disposal center 
for t ires from Salem and the surrounding 
area. It is also a backup site for the Brown's 
Island site during periods when high water 
renders Brown's Island inaccessible. 

At present, the site annually receives 
20,000 CY (4,000 residential wastes and 
tires. Residential wastes are accepted only 
from indiv'duals; commercial collectors are 
not allowed to use the site. Tires are 
accepted, however. from any source. At the 
site. tires are split and bur ed ·n a special 
trench. Mixed wastes are compacted and 
covered period ically in an area method 
landfill. 

Existing topography of the site indi­
cates that the direction of groundwater 
flow is northwesterly towards the Little 
Pudding River. Down-gradient uses are 
primarily agriculture. The Macleay site is 
free from flooding. All surface runoff is in 
a northerly direction. A drainage ditch on 
the east side acts as a diversion structure 
for local storm runoff. Other than the 
caretaker's residence, there are no residen­
ces within 1,000 feet of the operational 
area. There are no springs or ponds in the 
area. but a well does exist at the caretaker's 
residence which is upgrade from the opera­
tional area. 

FIGURE 111-7 
Macleay Site 
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Monmouth- Independence 
Site: Under the jurisdiction of Polk 
County, a privately owned and operated 
disposal site is localed 3½ miles west of 
Monmouth in the vicinity of Fishback Hill. 
This site, containing seven usable acres is in 
flat terrace country with some rolling hills. 
It serves the cities of Monmouth, Indepen­
dence, Dal las and the surround ng Polk 
County area. 

At present the site annually receives 
approximately 64,000 CY or mixed 
residentim, commercial, industr ial and 
some demolition wastes. White goods are 
occasionaly scavanged by the public but are 
otherwise buried with other wastes in an 
area method modified landfill. Access 10 

the site is by a short gravel roa·d off State 
Highway 51. There are no residences on or 
within view of the site. The only existing 
building is an office and workshop. Present 
zon·ng of the site is Exclusive Farm Use 
and is shown on the land use plan as agri ­
culture and undeveloped land. 

Water used at the site is supplied by 
the Monmouth Water District because the 
area lacks devetopable groundwater. Site 
topography indicates that groundwater, if 
present. would flow southeasterly in which 
direction there are no known developed 
uses. The site is remote from any surface 
water and is free from any flooding. 
Absence of a groundwater table shallower 
than 150 feet and absence of surface water 
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drainage indicate that leachate production 
is probably minimal. Diversion ditches or 
berms have not been necessary. 

FIGURE 111-8 
Monmouth-Independence Site 
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Newberg Site: Yamhill County 
franchises a 42 acre privately owned and 
operated disposa site ocated about two 
miles south of the City of Newberg. The 
site is partially in the Willamette River 
f oodptain. The area served by the site 
includes the City of Newberg, the northeast 
portion of Yamhill County, the 
southwestern portion of Washington 
County, and on some occasions Clackamas 
County . 

Present annual quantities of solid 
wastes amount to 48,000 CY (about 9,600 
tons) of residential, commercial, industria 
and pulp wastes; tires; and white goods. 
White goods are separated and transported 
to Portland for scrap and all other material 
is compacted and covered in an area 
method sanitary landfill. In addi tion to 
whi te goods, some paper, cardboard and 
junk metal salvage projects are conducted 
at the site. 

For environmenta protection 
measures, the greatest attention has 
been given to water pollution prevention. 
Water tables determined from well logs 
indicate that the loca groundwater is 
approximately at river level. No known 
studies are available on groundwater but 
existing topography of the s·te indicates 
that the direction of the f low is southerly 
to the river. There are no known uses of 
subsurface waters down gradient. A dike 
has been constructed around the area used 

for summer opP-rations. Higher ground is 
available for winter operations. The dike 
also prevents inundation and erosion from 
Chehalem Creek or the Willamette River. 
Surface water from the higher ground m 
the adjoining terrace could be diverted by 
means of a drainage ditch below the terrace 
and above the landfill area with d•scharge 
to a slough. A paved Coun1y Road No. 65, 
known as "River Road," provides access to 
the site with a gravel on-site road to the 

•• operational area. There is one mobile home 
and one residence on the upper level 
approx·mately 300 feet from the site 
operations. 

FIGURE 111-9 
Newberg Site 
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Valsetz Site: The Valsetz disposal 
site (Polk County) is located about one 
mile west of Valsetz. The site presently 
occupies only aboul one acre. It serves a 
population of about 500 in and around 
Valsetz. Boise Cascade Company owns and 
operates this site without charge to 
residents of this mill community. 

Access to the si Le is 1 ½ miles of gravel 
road (Western Road) off County Road 
8610 (Valset7 Road). Land use in the 
vicinity is forest land and the site is .wned 
for t imber conservation. 

Present annual sur d wastes amount to 
1,400 CY of residential, commerc ·aI, and 
demolition wastes; t ires; tree trimmings and 
white goods No special handling is utili:r.ed 
at th is site and all so id wastes are buried in 
an area method modified landfi ll. 

The site is located un a bench 
tJdjoining a hillside so tt>at all surface water 
dra ins off tu the west or north toward 
Hardy Creek. A di Leh on the north side acts 
10 contain and filter surface drainage prior 
to reaching Hardy Creek. Information on 
groundwater flow • '> not avai I able How 
ever. topogrnphy of the si re 1nd1cc1tes the 
groundwater flows nort herly with no 
known down-gri:ldient uses. Surface and 
groundwater cond"tions ind·ca1e minimul 
fer1chute production a1 the site. There are 
no buildings or major improvements on the 
site. 
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FIGURE 111-10 
Valsetz Site 
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Whiteson Site: This site, containing 
28.4 usable acres of a 40-acre tract, is 
about 2½ mi les west of Whiteson and 
6 miles south of McMinnville, in Yamhill 
County_ The site is partially in the South 
Yamhill River floodplain with relatively 
low roll ing farmland surrounding the site. 
Privately operated, but under the owner­
ship and contro of Yamhil l County, the 
site serves the City of McMinnvi lle and 
western Yamhil l County. 

Approximately 130,000 CY /YR of 
mixed resident ial, commercial and 
industrial wastes are handled and landfilled 
by the trench method. 

The permeab"lity of subsurface soil is 
low and, as a resu lt, d minimal amount of 
local groundwater migrates vertically 
through the clayey materials. Most of the 
local groundwater recharge appears to be 
contained within the upper several feet of 
silt loam and si lty clay_ Horizontal migra­
tion has been cut off with " french" drains 
constructed a ong the higher s de. A signifi ­
cant amount of surface water which drains 
across the site has been diverted around the 
fill to a storm drain. 

The U. s_ Corps of Engineers and 
State E ngi nee r's off ce have recorded the 
approximate height of the 1964 flood 
(estimated to be 100 years frequency) to 
be 135 feet above main sea level Thus a 
evee was constructed at 139 feet elevation. 
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The ,:iverage elevation of the upper area Is 
1 bO feet CJrrent velocit es during h gh 
floods are less than two feet/second and 
the lcvfle also provides erosion protection. 
Summer fi lling of a f oodp lain section of 
the site (approximately six acres) according 
to the Corps, would exhibit negligible 
effects upon upstream f lood levels. 

Bordered on two sides by the South 
Yamhill River, the site ts down-gradient of 
all known uses of groundwater. No wells or 
other groundwater uses appear affected 
through existence of the site. The only 
building in the immediate vicinity of the 
site is a residence near the access road to 
the site. This residence is significantly 
affected by traffic approaching the site. 
Traffic is estimated at an average of 12 
commercial and 30 private veh icles per day. 
There are about 20 residences within a 
one-mile radius. 

FIGURE 111-11 
Whiteson Site 
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Woodburn Site. The present Wood­
burn disposal site, owned by Marion 
County but privately operated, is located 
three mi es northwest of Woodburn. The 
sI te contains 10 acres of which only e ght 
are usable. 1 t serves the Cities of Wood 
burn, Gervais, Aurora, Hubbard, Mt. Angel, 
SIiverton, Scotts Mills, Donald and St. Paul 
in Marion County and the Wilsonvil le ared 
in Clackamas County. 

Land use of the area Is agriculture and 
zoning Is Resident,al-Agr'culture. 

At present, the Woodburn site handles 
130,000 CY/YR of residential, commercial, 
industrial, and food processing wastes. 
White goods are separated and transported 
to a ferrous metals broker ,n Portland All 
other waste materials are compacted and 
covered bi weekly in an area method 
modif;ed landfill . 

Topographica ly, the area 1s flat w ith 
the present fi I considerably above sur­
rounding terrain. Since the present s·te s 
fJI ed to capacity an eva uat on of ground 
water conditions, surface water effect, and 
potential for leachate production was not 
undertaken during the study. The ex1stIny 
site is to be premanently closed during 
1974. 
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FIGURE 111-12 
Woodburn Site 
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Existing Demoli t ion Disposal S tes Three 
lanclfills are operated in the Region for 
disposa of an estimated 167,000 CY/YR 
ot demolition wastes and land clearing 
debris. The sites are considered modified 
landfil ls and serve the major urban areas 
around Salem c1nd Corvallis, as well as other 
outlying areas within econom·cal haurng 
distances. The existing sites are important 
in the evaluat ion of the present public 
system because of continued demand, need 
for control of dumping, and the difficulty 
with private 1ransport and disposal of 
demol it ion wastes if mixed w ith other 
wastes. Separate handl ing of demolition 
wastes from mixed wastes ·s usual y neces­
sary, primarily to prevent problems at 
regiona sani tary landfil ls. 

Corval l s Demolition Site: The 
Corvallis demolition site, owned and 
operated by Valley Landfills, contains 100 
usable acres and is located about ¼ mile 
southeast of Corval lis in Linn County. 
Under the control of Linn County, the site 
serves the cit ies of Corvallis and Phi omath 
and surrounding portions of Benton, Linn 
and Polk Counties. Agricultural land use 
predominates in the area which is zoned 
OLU--General Farming and Light Industry 
(no residentia ). 

Presently, about 104,000 CY/YR of 
demo 1tion wastes and land dear ng debris 
are received at the site annually. Some 
salvage.:ible materials are reclaimed; the 

remaining wastes are buried in an area 
method modified landfi l l . 

SoB at the site is abouts x feet in 

depth underla in with gravel 10 depths in 
excess of 60 feet. Well iogs 1nd1cate a local 
groundwater table at a depth o f 20 feet 
with 10-foot seasonal fluctuations. No 
information on groundwater is available 
but topography suggests a north or north­
westerly flow with no known down­
gradient used. Becc1use the w·11amette River 
borders its western edge and elevation, the 
site has been diked on all sides. Dikes also 
divert surface water from other areas away 
from the site. A gravel access road 
maintained by the operator connects to 
Ireland Road. No buildings exist on the site 
nor can it be viewed from any residence. 
An aeration pond in the south half of the 
site prov des treatment through aeration 
for site drainage. Because of the large 
amounts of leafy or organ ic material 
deposited, this control feature has been 
incorporated into the operational features. 
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FIGURE 111-13 
Corvallis OemoSition Site 
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Fowler Demolition Site: The Fowler 
demolition site (Polk CounLy}, is privi:ltely 
owned and operated. 11 is located near 
Salem about 1½ miles c:ast of the com• 
munity of Brush College. The site which 
contains 14 usable acres is within the 
Willarneue River tloodplain It serv,··s the 
City 0 f Salem and the surroundinu Jrea in 
Manon ,md Polk Counues. Agr cultural and 
sand and gravel activities predom1mite in 
the general area. Zoning 1s presently 
Exclusive Farm Use. 

Presently about 63,000 CY of demoli­
tion waste and land clearing debris a-e 
received at the site annua:ly. Occasionally 
tires and car bod ies are accepted at the site. 
Wastes are compacted and covered weekly 
n ar area method modif ed landfill 

Soi di the site 1s dpproximately seven 
feet deep and is underlain w ith rock We• 
logs indicate a local groundwater toole at a 
depth of 17 fee1. No informa1 :on 1s ,ivail• 
able on groundwater flow; however, topo 
graphy suggests a northeaster y direction 
with on 'v irr igation uown-gradient uses 
The Willamette River, 1,500 feet to the 
east . influences sJrface water elevations 
near the site No SL, rfoce Wdter d vers·on 
d itches or structures ex ist. 

Access includes a grnvel roud off River 
Bend Road which connects to Swte High 
way 221 Residences and an office are loca 
ted nem the entrance. 

FIGURE 111-14 
Fowler Demolition Site 
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Monroe Demol ition Site: The 
Monroe demolition si1c is owned and 
operated by the Ci ty of Monroe and 
Benton County It is located approx mate y 
une-hc1l I mile east of Monroe on 30 acres 
Five <.1cres c.1re usable for waste disposal. 
The site ·s presently open to the public two 
days per week to serve approx1mutely 
1,000 people An cistirnated 450 CY of 
demolition wastes, bulky wastes, tires, 
white goods, and i.lU tos cire received 
annually No tJ.Jrning occurs. Wastes c1re 
compacted pe~iodically . The proper'.y is 
rnned Exd w,1ve- Farm Use ,mc.J the sur• 
rounc.Jinii land LJ!:ie is p, cc.Jurnirwtely c1yr icul­
ture. A need exists for an operationa plan 
cJnd a pressure water system. Fc1turu use of 
the Monroe demulition site is disc11sscd in 
Chapter IV. 

Existing Sludge Disposal Sites: Two 
existing sludge lagoons handle an estimi-lted 
1,000,000 gallons o f the septic tilnk slL1dge 
generuted in the Region The maJonty o f 
septic tank sludge genernted 1s handled by 
sewage treatment plan ts. H 1storical records 
of this quantity are no t c:1vc1ilable. No other 
sludge disposal s1 tcs 'or pub I ic use exist in 
the Region Private sites, however, are used 
for special wastes such as pulp mi ll clarif'er 
-;Judge 

Cal Nored Sludge Lc1goon : The Cal 
Nored sludge lagoon (L nn County ! ,s 
rocated about two miles south of the C ty 
o f Albany clnd 1s 11r,vately owned and 
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operated. No definal>le service area exists 
for use of this fac.:ili Ly. Topography of the 
area is generally flat with swales to the 
northwest and ec:1sl of the site. Access to 
the site is by Oakville Road. 

Agricultural land uses predominate in 
the areil which is zoned SR, Suburban• 
Residential. Conditional use has been 
authorized for continued operation of the 
fac'lity in the SR zone. 

Only residentic.11 septic tank sludge 
(pumpings) is accepted at the site. An 
estimated 500,000 gallons of waste are 
dumped annua lly into a diked lagoon by 
several septic wnk pumpers operating in 
the area. Si nee more than one operator is 
using the lagoon, accurate volume estimates 
or records are not available. The quantities 
received appear to be within the holding 
capacity of the lagoon. No other treatment 
of the waste is provided. 

The lagoon which is diked and fenced, 
is located in the floodplain of the 
Calapooia River. A three-foot freeboard is 
maintained with no overflow pipe. A gate 
on the gravel dccess road is locked when 
the operator 1s not in attendance. Vegeta­
tion screens the s·te from view. There are 
no build ings on the site and the nearest 
residence is approximately 200 yards to the 
east. 

The nearest domestic well is about 
400 yards irom the lagoon. There are rio 
ind·cat1ons that po llutants have leached 
into the groundwater or surrounding 
surface waters. The lagoon is considered to 

be sa1·sfactorily operated and maintc1ined. 



FIGURE 111-15 
Cal-Nored Sludge Lagoons 
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R<.ltu Rooter Sludge Lagoon: This 
sl1.,dge lagoon (Linn Coun1y) 1s ownecJ by 
Delbert M. Cox and operdted by Delbert E. 
Brown. The surrouncling an:w is rolling hills 
and the lagoon itself is on a hillside. 

Used or1ly tiy the open-nor. the lac1I ty 
accepts only res1dentia septic tank <;ludge. 
An estimated 500,000 GAL/YR of 
pumpings are stored ·n the lagoon. No 
other treatmf:!nt is providf:!d. 

Clay soils at the s re have been .ised to 
line the bottom nnd inner faces of the 
lagoon dikes to reduce exfi ltrnt ion. A 
16 tool ""ide berm exists around the per' 
meter of the lagoon. Approximately a 
three-foot freeboard 1s maintained wllh no 
overflow pipe. Surface water diversion 
ditches have been constructed around the 
dikes. Ac..c..ess to the site s over a gravel 
road and 1s contrnlled by a locked gate and 
cyclone fence. There are 110 buildings at the 
site and the nearest residence is approxi­
mately 600 yards to the south. Ne, streams. 
springs. ponds. or we Is are known to exist 
J t the s1 te. Vegeta Lion sc..rcens the c:1goon 
from view The agoon 1s considered to be 
maintained in c.1 sat sfactory manner. 

Rvnd1ing and u~es predominate in 
the area which is zoned ART. agr iculture 
resident1al-t'mber. Cor d1tiunal use has been 
granted for cont nued operat on of the 
faci i1y in the ART zone 

FIGURE llt-16 
• Roto-Rooter Sludge Lagoons 
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PRIVATE WASTE DISPOSAL 
PRACTICES. Privute waste disposal 
practices include primari y lnndf1lls or 
fad ities priwlle y owned and used on y for 
disposal of wastes from a private source. 
Public use or disposal ol wastes collec-ted 
frorn the genernl public ·snot al lowed at a 
private (J"sposa l site or facility . Such a site 
1s usually provided by an industry or 
inst-tll tion 10 dispose of wastes resulting 
frorn 11s own manufcJcturing or inst"tutional 
opcrntions. 

l It tic 1nformat ion abou I privc.lle disposal 
pract c:es 1c; avad;1ble Most o f the dclW 

ava ilublc ror this report was obta ned from 
invrntorif's conducted during 1911 and 
1972 by the Mid Wil lcJmetto Vallt!y Air 
Pollu tion Authority . The rnajor relevdn<:e 
o f ,tr1 evaluation of current privat':l dispo~ill 
practicC;!s ·s to estirmHe the amounts o1 
wastes wh ich could be expected to enter 
the public system ,1nder future cond1t1onc;_ 

According to the ,Millable 1971-1972 
informati on. the region had about 60 
private mdustrwl waste <.iisposaf sites. most 
of which were in Marion and Linn 
Counties. Also at that time about 45 
cr,mrnercial, industrial. or nst i tutional 
1nc1n0rc1tors and r,ve wiywam waste burners 
existed in the Region. There were no 
ri-lu nic1pul incinerators 1n the Region. 

It has been es 1imated that wastes for 
prrvate d isposat histor Cd 11y amounted to 
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about 1,000,000 uncompacted CY/YR of 
solid wastes. Wastes disposed o-f at incinera­
tors were not inventoried or included in 
this totu! Approximately 270,000 uncom• 
pacted CY of solid wastes, primarily wood 
residues, were incinerated annually in the 
five wigwDm wc1stc burners ·n use at that 
time. A remaining 730,000 CY of wastes 
were disposed of on land by various means. 
Approximately 200,000 CY/YR were 
lagooned, 12,000 CY /YR entered private 
open dumps, 75,000 CY/YR were privately 
landfi11!:!d, and 486,000 CY /YR were 
stockpiled for later uti izat1on. 

The 1971-1972 data has not been updated 
but knuwledge concerning vur"ous present 
economic and env1ronmenta conditions 1n 
the Reg on suggests probable changes that 
have occurred in the intervening period. 
The number of wigwum wood waste 
burners and the amount of wood residue 
incinernted has probably decreased due to 
more restrictive air quality standards and 
sale or greater utilization of wood waste 
materials for new products. It also appears 
that the number of landfills and the 
amount of wastes disposed of in 1hem have 
increased as an alternative to more 
restrictive air qualily standards. The 
amount of wood wastes stockpiled 
previously represented nearly half of the 
total amount of wastes for private d,sposal. 
This amount fl uctuates considerably under 
short-term economic cond"tions but is sti I 
about half of the amount for prtvate 

disposal-assuming thal increased quantities 
from industrial growth and phase out of 
wigwam burners have been offset by a 
greater demand for hog fue . The number 
of open dumps, lagoons and land spreauiny 
operations also f uctuates with anticipated 
increases in land spreading for agricultural 
wastes. 

It should be noted that the disposal o f 
wood waste in the Reg·on's andfills is not 
compatible with the Department of 
Environmental Qua ·ty goals and 
objectives. A decrease in the amount of 
landfill volume consumed by wood wastes 
dnd improved incineration, reuse, or 
recovery are goals which should be con 
sidered for the Region. 

Present Resource Recovery Practices 

Rec'aimabte solid wastes include the waste 
materia s which might normally be 
discarded but instead are recycled or 
recovered for reuse and future 
processing/ut ii ization. 

Chemeketa Region's proximity 10 the 
Portland metropolitan area with its 
secondary materials market enhances 
resource activities in the Region. 

Present solid waste reclamation efforts 
consist of salvage at the disposal site by 
attendants; source reduction of mixed. 
industrial, and commercial wastes either by 
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the owner or collector; separate collection 
of ferrous scrap by secondary materials 
dealers; oil re-refining: house-to-house 
pickup or delivery of separated materials to 
a collection depot by householders for 
further sorting by civic or environmental 
groups; activities regarding returnable 
beverage containers; agricultural use of 
grass, straw and cannery wastes; and indus­
tr'al reclamation of wood, metal and paper 
product'on wastes. 

MATERIALS. Materials which are 
presently recla med and reprocessed within 
the Region inc ude metals, glass, news­
paper, kraft paper and cardboard from 
municipal, commercial and industrial 
wastes; animal feed from cannery wastes 
and straw; metals from white goods and 
autos; and particleboard. 

METHODS. The present method of recla­
mation of municipal, commercial and 
industrial wastes and scrap is either preseg 
regation at the source or hand sorting at 
the disposal site. The waste oil is re refined 
by filtering and distillation at chernical 
refineries and is also used as a fuel mixed 
with conventional fuel oil. Returnable 
bottles are reused by the various companies 
involved while one industry processes non­
returnable containers as cullet into new 
glass containers. Pilot pant operations have 
densitied grass and grain straw into cubes 
and pellets for shipment to Japan for cattle 
feed. Cannery wastes are settled and 

dewatered for animal feeding and so· 
enrichment. Wood wastes are chemically 
treated to extract the lignin for paper pro 
duction or, with the aid of a binder, 
formed under pressure into particleboard, 
briquettes and presto-logs or reduced in 
size for bark dust and chip export. 
Chemically treated newspaper is combined 
with fly-ash, fir planer shavings and other 
types of waste paper and compressed into 
condu it pipe, f ower pots and exterior 
siding. Newspaper is also exported from the 
Region in large quantit ies. Kraft paper mills 
utilize waste corrugated cardboard in the 

' manufacture of kraft paper and new corru 
gated cardboard. The Reg on has one stee 
mil in operation with two electric furnac:es 
which uti lize 100 percent scrap as raw 
material, wh ich can be ferrous metals from 
compacted wh 'te goods or shredded auto 
bodies. 

AMOUNTS. It 1s estimated that 
municipal solid waste 1s composed 
of: paper, 50 percent (including 8 per­
cent newspaper, 10 percent cardboard and 
32 percent other paper): metal, 8 percent 
(including 6 percent ferrous metals and 2 
percent nonferrous metals); glass, 7 
percent; wood, yard, brush, etc., 15 
percent (including 10 percent yard and 5 
percent from other sources): rubble and 
trash, 6 percent; plastics and textiles, 2 
percent (textiles,½ percent); and garbage, 
12 percent. The foregoing and following 
figures are tabulated in Table 111-10. 

Of the 16,591 T/YR of newsprint, about 
12 percent (2,000 tons) of the estimated 
usage is recycled. An estimated 
5,000-6,000 tons of cardboard is being 
recycled. Th is represents about 25-30 
percent cardboard which ,s potential sol id 
waste. 

Tin cans which comprise over five percent 
of the total municipal sol id waste burden 
are currently recovered by on 'y a few 
community recycling centers at a rate of 
about 60 T/YR, slight ly over½ percent of 
the total available supply. 

The amount of glass in solid waste has been 
affected by the Oregon Bottle Bili . About 
38 percent of the potential glass in solid 
waste is containers affected by the Bottle 
Bil l. Of the 14,517 T/YR of glass in the 
Region, 90 percent or 13,065 tons is 
estimated to be glass containers of which 
41 percent 1s estimated to be beer and soft 
dr"nk containers Thus, 5,392 tons of glc1ss 
could be covered under the Bottle Bill. If 
each conta ner made ten trips, the amount 
removed would be 90 percent or 4,853 
tons per year, wh ·ch is approximately 34 
percent of the amount of glass in the 
Chemeketa Region. In addition, 
community recycl ing projects have 
reco'tered about 250 tons for recycling HS 

cul let. 

Texti les represent about ½ percent of the 
municipal solid waste. Much more cou d be 
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Table 111-10 
RECYCLING SUMMARY 

% of Municipal Amount Amount 
Commodity Mixed Refuse Generated, T /YR Recovered, T/YR 

Glass 
Nonbottle Bill 4.4 9,125 ?!10 
Bottle Bill 2.6 5,392 4,853 

Paper 
Newspaper 8.0 16,591 2,000 
Corrugated Cardboard 10.0 20,739 5,5oo± 
Fine & Mixed Paper 32.0 66,364 5.0001 

Ferrous Metal 
(Tin) Cans 5.0 10,370 60 
Other 1.0 2,074 4,2402 

Nonferrous Metal 2.0 4,148 2,0003 

Textiles 0.5 1,037 1,7003 

Garbage 12.0 24,887 
Rubble & Trash 6.0 12,443 
Plastic 1.5 3,111 
Wood, Yard, Brush 15.0 31,109 

Total Mixed Refuse 100.04 207 ,3905 

Special Wastes 
Oil (Crankcase) 2,000,000 gal/yr 820,000 gal/yr6 
Tires 6,150 T/YR 1,600 T/YR 

; 4,000 T/ YR of fine paper recovered; 1,000 1'/Y R of mixed paper recovered. 
- Recovered tonnage is larger than mixed municipal refuse sillce tonnage recovered includes 

material from sources other than municipal refuse. 
3 

Reco11ered tonnage i11ciudes material from sources other than municipal refuse. 
4 The percentages are natio11al figures. 
5 

The 207,390 tons is the summation of commercial, reside11tia/ and institutional wastes 
reported in the Region in 19 72 of which I 37,350 cons is residential waste. 

6 
400,000 go/Jons crankcase oil; 420,000 gallons crankcase oil (dust control). 

7 
20 percent crankcase oil; 21 percent crankcase oil (dust control). 
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Percent 
Recovered 

7.7 
90.0 

12.1 
26.5 

-

0.6 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

41.07 

26.0 

expected if it were not for reclamation 
activities of charitable organizations. 
Although accurate figures are not available, 
it is estimated that over approximately 
1,700 tons of textiles per year are 
recovered for resale. 

Figures for the amount ot lube 011 disposed 
of are rough estimates, but, reports indicate 
that of an estimated 2,000,000 gallon 
consumption per year in the Region, 20 
percent or 400,000 gallons are collected for 
re-refi ni nfJ. 

Like textiles, much of the nonferrnus 
metals presently recycled do not appear n 
the solid waste stream fgures because such 
a large amount is constantly diverted 
before entry into the solid waste stream. 
National estimates dre that about 48 
percent of the nonferrous metals available 
for recycling are actually recycled. From 
these figures, it is estimated that 
1,000-3,000 tons per year are recovered ·n 
the Region and about 2,000 tons per year 
are lost in the solid waste stream. 

Of the total amount of tires generated in 
the Region, it is estimated that 1,600 T/YR 
are retreaded and about 4,550 T/YR 
become waste. 

Fine grade paper and mixed grades make 
up 32 percent of the waste stream. 
Although accurate figures are not available, 
it is believed that around 4,000 T/YR of 
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fine grades are recycled with approximately 
¼ that amount for mixed grades. 

VALUES. Unit va ues for these mater'als 
vary with the market demand, degree of 
purity and processing. Prices (December 
1973) given below are approximate to give 
an ndicat1on of worth to the generator. 

Material 

Newspaper 
Corrugated Cardboard 
Fine Grade Paper 
Mixed Paper 
Glass Cullet 
Tin Cans 
Aluminum 
Copper 
Lead 
Zinc 
Steel 

Price, 
$/TON1 

$ 10- 30 
35- 55 
15-270 
0 20 

15 20 
10- 20 

180-220 
500-800 
140-240 
120-200 

5- 50 

1 December 1973. f,a.b. Portland. 

IMPACT. Since recyc ,ing act1vit1es often 
involve a source diversion of materials 
which precludes their collection with other 
solid waste, impact on disposal and collec­
tion Is one of reducing waste volumes from 
those expected with no recyclrng. HowevP.r, 
'f demand for materials being recycled 
diminishes, the solid waste collection and 
disposal system is forced to absorb the 
increased burden. Approximately 

20,000 T/YR are estimated to be removed 
from municipal solid waste via reuse and 
recycling--this is approximately ten percent 
of the generated municipal solid waste. 

Those items now recycled from residential 
sources that could appenr in routine solid 
waste collection include glass containers, 
tin cans, newsprint, old clothing and other 
texti les (tires and motor oil are not 
included in normal residential collection 
practices). None of these items are cur­
rently separated for recycling by solid 
waste collectors. These items amount to 
4,010 T/YR; however, if the volume 
redL1ction effect of the Bottle Bill is 
included the amount would be increased to 
8,863 T /YR removed by reuse and 
recycling. In effect, this would be 6.5 
percent of the 137,350 tons of the 1973 
theoretical generated residential waste. 

The major recycled item from commercial 
sources is paper, particularly corrugated 
cardboard. Collection of postconsumer 
corrugated is currently done by both solid 
waste collectors and specialized waste 
paper collectors. Approximately 
5,500 T/YR, or 26.5 percent. of the total 
amount of corrugated cardboard available 
is collected from these sources. In some 
areas, prices (1973) approaching $50 per 
ton (f.o.b. Portland) have made this a 
highly sought-after commodity. In other 
areas, remoteness or quantity available have 
reduced recycling attempts. Since the 

handling ol corrugated for recycling Is 
more eificient it it is collected with a 
minimum of contamina1ion from other 
materials, some solid waste collectors have 
reorganized their routes so as to obtain 
maximum loads of segregated cardbodrd. 
Separate collection is not muncJatory if 
processing residue can be handled . In 
Albany, the recovery facility is lot.ated on 
the road to the la11dfill; since the mater'a l Is 
not always completely segregated, th,s 
location permits a short haul to dispose of 
residue. To induce commercial accounts to 
separate their cardboard wastes, the collec­
tors offer lower collection rates. In come 
cases, especially where the generator may 
bale the cardboard, the sol id waste col­
lector will purchase the former waste 
material. Paper dealers almost always pay 
the generator for the materials collected. 

Where controls are not available, an exces­
sive amount of collectors may enter the 
field. thus reducing the potential of any 
one firm having an efficient system. All 
areas of the Chemeketa Region ure under 
solid waste collection franchises which have 
been extended to include collection for 
recycling in some instances. Such a pract ice 
of restricting entry y1ves increased viability 
to the col lection program so long as the 
franchise udministrntor assures that all 
opportunities for recycling are dCt.rvely 
pursued. 
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LIMITATIONS. Limitations to current 
resource recovery activities are essentially 
the low demand for secondary materials 
and associated high risk to the industry. 
The cyclic variation in demand makes it 
difficult to plan for investment financing. 
Disposal site salvage is limited by high labor 
costs for small volumes of materials. lnsti• 
tutional barriers, such as discriminatory 
freight rates, also limit resource recovery 
activities. 
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PLANNING CRITERIA AND 
PROJECTIONS 

Economic Projections 

Regional economic growth to the year 
1994 will likely be characterized by a 
steady upward progression of total employ­
ment, by an increasing concentration of 
economic growth in the ,arger communities 
of the Region, and by the strengthening of 
past economic trends, especially in the 
areas of construction, manufacturing and 
commercial and serv ce activities. 

Manufacturing is expected to increase at a 
rapid rate during the next 20 years, then 
decl ine somewhat thereafter. However, 
manufacturing employment ·s expected to 
decline in relative economic importance 
over the next 25 years. Th's decline, esti­
mated at five percent, reflects the past 
trends toward plant automation and 
mechanization and the distorting effects 
caused by rapid growth in retail and service 
'ndustries. 

Agriculture wil l continue to decline in 
relative economic importance. The rate of 
decline will be somewhat less pronounced 
than in previous periods and is expected to 
be only moderate beginning in the eighties. 
Large declines in agricultural employment 
are anticipated. Indeed, agricultural 
employment may decrease by 
25-35 percent. 

The projected decline in agricultural and 
industrial employment during the 
1974-1994 period will be o ffset almost 
entirely by the growth in commercial and 
service employment. The majority of all 
regional employment is forecasted to occur 
in these two sectors. 

Retailing is projected to rise fairly rapidly 
in actual employment. Service employ• 
ment, primarily generated by the growth in 
professional and governmental activities, is 
assumed to increase at a moderate rate and 
is expected to provide the vast majori ty of 
all employment in the Region. 

Population Projections 

The Willamette Valley has historically 
contained the state's highest population 
densities as well c1s having the largest 
growth rates. As a result, the population 
projections for the five counties in the 
Chemeketa study area are very generous. 
Figure IV-1 illust rates these projections 
based on ten-year intervals. In addition, the 
following sections present short discussions 
of expected growth patterns within each 
county and the distribution of population 
throughout the incorporated areas. This 
type of data will be useful in developing 
service areas for solid waste col lection and 
locating regional facilit ies. 

IV 
the plan 

FIGURE IV-1 
Regional Population Projections 

-- -------..---.... ---,,----.----, 

•ooooot---i~' 

,oo.oo. t ' 

100000 ,_J_ 
I 

I 
'"'

000 I ,;:;,, a , EE:':::2 

~ 

8t1uon l,nn 

' ~
199◄ 

I 198'& 
197• 

Wil<>'I Poll< Yamh,11 A~nal 

49 



FIGURE IV-2 
Bf':nton County Population Projections 
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BENTON COUNTY. Benton County is 
anticipating a populc1tion ncrP,Ise of 
25,000 by 1990. Most of this increase wi ll 
be centered in the Ci1y u l Corvallis ,md 
surrounding urb,mii'.eu mea. This corn 
munity has shown c.1 70 perceI1t increase 
over the past decade, c1nu the .ire, ~houlu 
remain one of t11e las1esr growing com­
munities of the Willamene Vc.illcy. This is a 
direct result of the influence of Oregon 
State Ur1iversity und a favorable location 
between Eugene nnd the northern port ions 
of the Willamette Valley. Projected city 
populutions are listed in Table 1 V-1. 

LINN COUNTY. As illustrated in 
Figure IV-3, Linn County is expecting an 
increase of approximately 20,000 persons 
by 1990. Albany will continue to be the 
major growth center c1s indicated by its 
steady and rapid growth over the~ past three 
decades. This trend is expected 10 continue 
because of the city's location and diver 
si ficd industrial base. 

In the rural areas, it is likely that Browns­
ville, Lelmnon, Hulsey, Harrisburg, Milt 
City and Sweet Home will continue to 
show significant growth rates dS a result of 
existir1g industries, favorobl1:1 ocatI01s and 
increc1sir1g potentials for recreat onill devel ­
opment. Projected city popu t1t1ons are 
listed ,n T~ble IV-2. 

FIGURE IV-3 
Linn County Population Projections 
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Table IV-1 
POPULATION PROJECTIONS 

FOR BENTON COUNTY INCORPORATED CITIES 

City 1970 1972 1975 1980 1985 

Corvallis 35,153 36,800 40,000 45,700 :0,300 
Monroe 443 470 500 550 600 
Philomath 1,688 1,875 1,900 2.250 2.500 
TOTAL 37,284 39,145 42.400 48,500 53,400 

Table IV-2 
POPULATION PROJECTIONS 

FOR LINN COUNTY INCORPORATED CITIES 

City 1970 1972 1975 1980 1985 

A lbany 18,181 20,400 22,300 25,800 29,000 
Lebdnon 6,636 7,625 8,000 8,800 9,680 
Sweet Home 3,799 3,990 4,000 4,280 4,500 
Other Cit ies 5,675 5,801 6,250 6,900 7,600 
TOTAL 34,291 37,816 40,550 45,780 50,780 

1990 

55,800 
650 

3,000 
59,450 

1990 

31,400 
10,600 
4,800 
8,300 

55,100 

MARION COUNTY. Ot the five co11111y 
drea, Mc.1rion County ,s proiec.ted to h,we 
the greatest population 111creilse-c.1n ndd 
ilional 88.000 bv 1990 · " IC tal 
dpproaching 240,000. This rote ol growth 
is no1 unoxpec;tecJ, since the Salem ,ir< c1 1 

the third la1gcs1 rn~Iropol1 Ic1ri t1rC'd ir1 tilt: 

state. is locatecl in the mid point of the 
vulley and con la ins <;lclte tIovcrnmer1t 
op~rmions. 

In <1dd1Iion to the <:un1·nuP.d expansi<Jn or 
the Salem urbani1.ing cirea, Table IV-3 
shows a noticeable shifting of popul,Hion 
vrowth to lhe northern pnrtI011 of the 
c )L,nty This shilt Is pred1ctPd 10 ,'.lcnir 
primarily in ;t--e H .,1,ba-c.J Woodburn i.,rec1 
wh 1ch contained dpl)roy1matcly 11 percent 
of the county'!> popula • In 1970 ·11, s 
percentage is cxpec1eu lo ncreose ti.' 
almost 14 percent by 1990 
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Table IV-3 FIGURE IV-4 
POPULATION PROJECTIONS FOR Marion County Population Projections 

MARION COUNTY INCORPORATED CITIES 

City 1970 1972 1975 1980 1985 1990 2..0.000 I I I I 238,890, 

A umsville 590 730 940 1, 1 !10 1.400 l ,700 :130.00D 

Aurora 306 360 590 760 970 1,250 
Detroit 328 340 375 420 465 510 220.000 

Donald 231 220 350 470 640 860 
Gates 250 240 290 330 370 410 210,000 

Gervais 746 745 990 1,180 1,400 1,660 
Hubbard 975 1,170 1,590 2,050 2,650 3,420 200,000 

I dahna 280 279 300 320 340 360 
Jefferson 936 1,025 1,260 1,550 1,890 2,300 190.000 

Mill City 328 340 375 420 465 510 
Mt. Ange 1,973 2,120 2.480 2,850 3,350 3,900 180,000 

St. Paul 347 335 470 520 575 630 
Saem 62,960 68,272 75,783 89,022 109,360 122,565 t70,000 

Scotts Mills 208 230 270 310 350 390 
Silverton 4,301 4,525 5,800 6,400 7,100 7,900 

\60.000 

Stayton 3,1 70 3,375 3,790 4,360 5,020 5,760 
Sublimity 634 630 815 940 1,080 1,240 
Turner 846 830 1,325 1,650 1,975 2,300 ·--·--,,10 1975 1HO ltH 1990 

Woodburn 7.495 8,260 9,550 10,900 12,430 14,160 
TOTAL 86,904 94,026 107,343 125,602 151,830 171,825 
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POLK COUNTY. A 42 percent popula• 
tion increase is projected for Polk County 
in the next two decades, or an increase 
from approximately 35,000 in 1970 to 
about 50,000 in 1990. This projection is 
based on the assllmption that the county 
will continue to contain 1.7 percent of 
the state's population as the county has 
over the past 40 years. 

Table IV-4 illustrates projected increases 
for Polk County communities. Projections 
for Dallas, Independence, Falls City and 
Willamina indicate a growth rate similar to 
past trends while West Salem and Mon­
mouth are expected to grow at accelerating 
rates. 

FIGURE IV-5 
Polk County Population Projections 
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Table IV-4 
POPULATION PROJECTIONS 

FOR POLK COUNTY COMMUNITIES 

City 1970 1972 1975 1980 

Dallas 6,361 7,065 7,060 7,770 
Falls City 745 755 770 790 
Independence 2,594 3,145 3,450 3,950 
Monmouth 5,237 5,725 6,090 6,940 
West Salem 5,336 6,328 6,330 7,330 
Willamina 478 505 520 570 
TOTAL 20,751 23,523 24,220 27,350 

1985 1990 

8,630 9,500 
800 810 

4,450 4,900 
7,670 8,400 
8,700 10,100 

660 750 
30,910 34,460 
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Table IV-5 YAMHILL COUNTY. A population 
POPULATION PROJECTIONS increase of approximately 18,000 is 

FOR YAMHILL COUNTY COMMUNITIES projected for Yamhill County. This will 
produce a 1990 population approaching 

City 1970 1972 1975 1980 1985 1990 58,000. This figure is based on a 1969 
projection made by the Bureau of Govern· 

Amity 708 795 735 770 825 860 mental Research and Service at the 
Carlton 1,126 1,215 1,251 1,289 1,328 1,367 University of Oregon with ad justments 
Dayton 949 1,065 1,275 1,370 1,400 1,425 based on the 1970 census. 
Dundee 588 780 660 800 900 1,000 
Lafayette 786 940 951 1,116 1,350 1,585. The influence of the growing Portland 
McMinnville 10,125 11,950 11,750 13,500 15,000 17,000 metropolitan area is quite pronounced, 
Newberg 6,507 7,635 8,159 9,891 12,463 15,034 especially in the northern portion of the 
Sheridan 1,881 1,970 2,174 2,247 2,324 2,404 county. As a result, the Cities of Newberg, 
Willamina 715 755 1,325 1,380 1,450 1,525 Dundee, McMinnville, Dayton and 
Yamhill 516 540 530 540 550 575 Lafayette are projected for high rates of 
TOTAL 23,901 27,645 28,810 32,903 37,590 42,775 growth in the coming years, whi le other 

communities (as indicated by Table IV-5} 
are projected to have a much slower rate of 
growth. 

FIGURE IV-6 
Yamhill County Population Projections 
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Future Land Use and Environmental 
Quality 

There is a close functional relationship 
between areawide comprehensive planning 
and solid waste management, especially in 
regard to future development. Therefore, 
long-range land use plans are extremely 
helpful in developing a solid waste manage­
ment program. In the Chemeketa study 
area, there are various governmental levels 
involved in long-range planning. 

The State of Oregon is involved, through 
Operation Foresight ·nan environmental 
protection plan for the w·11amette Valley. 
Hopefully, this program wil l be imple­
mented through regional und local agencies. 
Regional agencies undertaking areawide 
planning in the Chemeketa Region include 
the Mid-Willamette Valley Council of 
Governments (Oregon District 3) for 
Marion, Polk and Yamhill Counties and 
Oregon District 4 Council of Governments 
for Linn and Benton Counties. Active 
planning is also taking place at the county 
community levels. 

Existing and proiected development trends 
as they affect the major growth areas of 
each county are briefly d'scussed in the 
fol lowing sections. 

BENTON COUNTY. The development of 
additional commercial and residential arec:1s 
is the most significant planning feature for 
Benton County. The Urban Area Plan 
includes the majority of population of 
Benton Countv in Corvallis, Philomath and 
vicinities. The Urban Areu Plan, designed tu 
serve the needs of the next 20 years, also 
provides additional industrial land. Com­
mercial development will be concentrated 
in the existing urban centers of Corvallis 
and Philomath, with some new develop· 
ment taking place along the Highway 99W 
corridor and at intersections of regional 
highways. The development of new land 
uses in the Adair area may occur in the 
next few years and may draw existing 
urban area land uses northward. 
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LINN COUNTY. Linn County will 
continue to remain a rural area with major 
urbnn growth occurring in Albany, 
Lebanon and Sweet Home. Albany will 
experience the greatest amount of urban 
qrowth with res1dr.ntial expansion 
pro jected for the southwest ,mu northeast 
areas. Albany will ulso continue Lo be the 
major industrial area of the county. The 
communities of Lebanon and Sweet Horne 
will also experience residenticJI grow1h 
along with some expansion or the industrial 
base. The remainder of the county wil I 
retain its rural character-essentially small 
communities scattered throughout the 
ugricultun:il area or the Wil lamP.lle Valley 
and the forest areas of the Cascndes. 

MARION COUNTY. Although Marion 
County contains a great deal of rural farm 
land and forest areas, t 1s general ly chcirnc 
rerized by one major ci ty with a scattering 
of smaller commun"ties which are poten­
tially developable The growth and develop­
ment of these communi ti es 1n tu rure years 
is cJ subject of maior importance in the 
county planning program. 

The major urban area in the entire 
Chemeketa Region will continue to be the 
Salem Area. It is projected that there wil I 
be an increase of over 80 percent in popula 
tion with in the next 25 years and that most 
of this increase will be accommodated in 
medium•density residenticil development in 
the south, southeast. cJnd northeast 
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portions of the Salem Area. An increase tn 

industrial development is also forecasted in 
this area as well. 

Outside the Salem urbanizing area, growth 
will be encouraged in local communities. 
The areas likely to show the most increases 
will be along the 99E corrfdor north of 
Salem. These communities would include 
Woodburn, Aurora and Hubbard. To the 
east, the Cities of Mt. Angel and Silverton 
show potential as do several of the com­
munities along the North Santiam 
Highway. 

POLK COUNTY. Polk County is a pre· 
dominantly rural area experiencing urban 
and suburban development pressures in 
several areas. Dallas. the County Seat, is 
expected to show a 50 percent growth 
increase by 1990, mostly in the form of 
medium-density residential areas. The 
Monmouth-Independence area 1s also 
expected to show sign ·1 icant residential 
expansion. In addition to these residential 
growth areas, there is potential to develop 
commercial uses at various locations along 
Highway 22 between Dallas and West 
Salem. 

YAMHILL COUNTY. Because of the 
proximity to the Portland metropolitan 
urea, the northeast portions of the county 
will continue to feel development 
pressures. The major area of influence is 
the corridor between McMinnville and 

Portland. McMinnville will continue to be 
the dominant urban area, although the 
Newberg-Dundee area is expected to attract 
an increasing amount of residential 
development. Because these communities 
are located on Highway 99W they wiU atsc.> 
dttract add itional industrial activ'ties. 

Other communities in the county which aru 
expected to show significant growth 
include Lafayette, Willamina and Shendan . 
Outside of the Portland-McMinnville 
corridor the county will remain basically 
rural in character. 

One major environmental problem which 
can be anticipated is associated w ith urhan 
areas and the need to locate and develop 
suitable and econom ical solid waste 
facilities. Because of higher land use 
intensities in urban areas, solid waste gener 
ation is also increased. Therefore, the 
potential for confl icts between urban land 
uses and solid waste facilities wil l be 
increased as appropriate locations for these 
facili ties are sought. 

Adding to the problem is the fact thdt 
many regulatory measures, primarily 
zoning ordinances, do not address 
themselves to certain types of faci lit ies, 
mainly transfer stat10ns and resource 
recovery centers. These facilities are many 
times excluded from zones not because 
they are inappropriate, but rather, because 
they are new concepts and have not yet 



been considered within the ordinance, 
especially in terms of the critical locational 
requirements necessary to ensure successful 
operation of the overall system. 

A ll cities and counties in the Region should 
insure that land use and .zoning adequa1ely 
provide for: 

1. Construction and operation of 
resource recovery facilities ·n ·ndus­
trial 1ones, 

2. Establishment .:ind operation of 
neighborhood recycling centers, "drop 
off" stations or similar facilities in 
residential 7.ones, and 

3. Construction and operation of rurnl 
drop box stations and urban transfer 
stations in all zones. 

As mentioned earlier. most of the popula­
tion sett ements occur in the valley areas 
where temperature inversions are relatively 
common. Smoke and odors, therefore, tend 
to be retained within these areas. This will 
place severe limits on combustion as a 
means of disposing of wastes. It also means 
that daily covering of wastes will be neces­
sary to reduce odors. In the long run, these 
factors will make disposal more costly. 

It will also be imperative that proper 
drainage measures are implemented to 
eliminate the possibilities of surface and 

groundwater contamination from leachdte. 
In addition, hiyher density resident"al lanu 
use will place restrictions on noise em·s 
sions from processing operations, the 
impact of which will be increased cost of 
processing for waste recovery or ior 
disposal. 

Projected Solid Waste Generation 

Projection of solid waste quantities is at 
best a risky undertaking because few such 
projections have been made in Oregon and 
historical data to conrirm the accuracy of 
the methods in use is lacking. It is known, 
however. that the amounts of so id wastes 
generated are related closely to the total 
population, economic conditions, and 
social patterns or life sty es that exist in an 
area. As the total population increases, the 
total amount of sol id waste has been 
observed to increase, although not in direct 
proportions. Economic conditions, 
pr,marily greater or esser industrial 
activity, wastefulness associated with 
affluence, and increased source separation 
or reduction affect the total amounts of 
wastes generated and the amounts which 
enter the public system. Social patterns or 
life sty es affect primarily the amounts of 
wastes which enter public systems. due to 
greater or esser usage of the facilities 
prov"ded, and in addition, may cause 
shifting of waste loads within an area. As 
noted in Chapter 111, the amounts of so id 
wastes generated become somewhat synon-

ymous with the amo.mts disposed of or 
entering the public sysrem; it is an atmosl 
·mpossible task to determine the quanft1es 
which are generated bul do not enter the 
public system. Essentia ly the amounts 
estima1ed, in Chapter 111, to be genera Led 
were amounts entering Lhe f)ublic systern. 
In the projection o f sol iu wastes an nttempt 
was made to forecast the increasP in the 
present quantities due to population 
growth, changes in per capita waste genera 
tion due to economic conditions, and 
changes in system usage due to ant c1patcd 
sacral condit"ons, packaging po icies, or 
recycling. 

The categories of <;ol id waste having the 
mos1 impact upon the selection ol a solid 
waste co' lect"on, tnwspon, processing ar•d 
disposal system are mixed, demolition and 
industr al wastes. Mixed wastes require 
timely collection, transport, and disposal 
and offer moderate to hi~h potential for 
processing to recover vd :1 dble constit rents 
I ndusrrial wastes affect .-;electron of a 
system due to the signif"cant quantit ies 
which may be included in the public 
system at the present time or which may 
need to be handled in the future due to 
<,hanges in ec:onornrc co11u1t1ons or tl1fl1-
culty with private di~posal facili1 ies. They 
offer. the highest potential for material 
recovery. Demolition wastes affect 
selection of the recommended system 
because of their relatively inert composi­
tion and high density which make 
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colleclion and rrnnsporr cJ tticult Also, Ih1.., 
type of w11ste has the nwest vc1 lue for 
n!sourc\: recovery and may bP more 
IH-1ne l1ci,llly usecl for n 1cJ IPc,arrn11I0I rIeor 
1 I H, •;rn J rc:r of rJt>riera I on. Spt:c, ,ii or 
'ip1 :ulil·tl w<1slus de, IHJ I I11;J t:llillly a l'C l 

:;i:lcie1 io1 11lf the rt~1.or1HrH:nc.JecJ system 
i.Jc<·;111,ci !aciliticJs wc.11ild be provicJc.:d urily 

c.1 m r?UI ;1111Ic1paIccl sp(.!I;1ci purpos1• needs 
Sllcl I wa'>tes would se dorri he h,:inc..l l<!d 
wi1h1n 111<•' rc:corn1111:nrh~d trnn,;port or 
procc•:;~Ing wsIrrn. Rc~covery of spt?( i.il 
,..,."~ ' o f poient al vnlue mtI<;1 be evn u<1U!d 
,n r . .i:;c by c;i1s(? h .. ,s,:-., ll'~ne1c11ly 1'\J ·th •he 

so1Irce of gP.ncrnlion encournuc~d to 
unclc•r1;1k(• •;uc:h µre gr;irns. 

MIXFD W/\STES. To proj(~ct rnixecl 
wcJsles lhP Region was divided into service 
dred'> ( )f clistric s. The di:-.tr icts are not 
legc1I humddries but delineate ex isting 
1..ul lec .ron 1one~ for which ddlcl is c.Jvi-ulable 
or ,re dIec1s dround which rJ sysIem c:-m br: 
,mr1ly1.ed As !ihown ,n Fiqure IV /, 21 
survIu-i areas were ,dent if iP-d hclscd upon 
existing franchise meds, population concen 
trc1I ioni;, and other geoyrnphica fea1ures 
Each 5erv·cc areu consisted of onr or more 
voter req1sIration precincts which aided ,n 
dl: f111iny lh8 basi> rop1da 11 on 

The population of each service Drec1 was 
es! irnaled through compnr ·son ol the voter 
registration. For t)ach vf the five counties, 
the 1973 voter reyis1ratio11 was compared 
Lo the 1973 csIim1Jted pop11la11on. A correl 
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;mon frlcror o1 two wc:ts eslablished for all 
counties, assuming 50 percent of the 
population being registered voters. 
Projected population fiqures for the service 
areas were oblained by vssurning ,hdt 
lulure population distribution would 
remnin rc~lnt1ve, I/iere lore, r,n·os developed 
lor 1973 dalcl coulcl IJe utilized for 
cs11ma1,ng service <1re3 populi.ltron ,n 1974, 
198-1, c:ind 1994. These population 
projections were made ut I 1ing C1Jrves 
ri rot tcd from data tabulated m the p~1bl1ca 
II0n ent i t!od "Populut ion Gruwlh ,n the 
Mid Willamette Valley ," Issue No. 7, March 
19 /3 preparPd by COG D1str11.: I 3 plus 
,idditiomi l data iurnishec.l by COG 
Dis1ric:t 4 . (These overall pruJections were 
previol sly i l lusl ' ated in Chapter IV.) 

Mixed waste proiections were made by 
u:;Ing the per cap·t;i waste quantity est"­
mated on the bass of 1971-197✓. field data 
,rnd 1973 basC' population Lo give a waste 
factor considered to reor0.s0n1 1974 condi· 
lions. The mixed wastP. factor included all 
resirlential. commercial, institutional, 
miscellaneous, industrial and recreational 
wastes. Demolition and special or specified 
wnstes were projected separately c:1s 
discussed in a subsequent section. 

The 1974 factor was projected to increase 
at a rate of 1.3 percent per year com· 
pounded annual y thrm1gh 1984. The rate 
of annual incre<lse for the Region was l.>cJseJ 
upon a similar increase which occurrP.d in 
the United Sltltes during the period 19?0 
to 1970. This rdtr of increase ,n mixed 
wdstes was assumed 10 reflect econornir. 
changes that would uffect tile urnuuIns uf 
industrial wastes entering the public 
system, increases in use of convenience 
packaging, and changes in fe sIyle w tl1 In 
the tota Region. 

Between 1984 and 1994 the per cap til 
mixed waste factor was assumed to remain 
constant to reflect reductions in 
convenience packaging and other method~ 
to reduce wastP generdt ion. The fauc r~ 
used, as g·ven in Table IV-6, were 
4.92 LBS/CAP/DAY Uo• 1974) whrct, w,ic, 

compounded i:lnnually 10 
5.60 LBS/CAP/DAY in 1984. Bdsed .rp,in 
the above factors, proiections of the.: mixed 
waste quanti Lies for the various regior1ol 
service areas are given in Figure I V-8. 

Variations from actual quantities may 
result within each service area due to the 
following: 

1. A regional average per capI ta waste 
factor was used for each service area 



u, 
co 

I 

I 
I 

i.;: 

i 

, 1 

I 

! 

t 
I• 
I 

" 

I 3: 
C') 



Table IV-6 FIGURE IV-8 
Ct-!EMEKETA REGION Solid Waste Projections by 

SOLID WASTE PROJECTIONS BY SERVICE AREAS Regional Service Areas 

Service Population Mixed Waste, T/YR 
Area* 1974 1984 1994 1974 1984 1994 

ND 13,162 16,159 19,184 11,818 16,514 19,606 I "-.' l t,o 
MC 24,099 29,585 35,124 21,638 30,236 35,897 
SW 7,867 9,656 11,466 7,064 9,868 11,718 

I"'-.~!'\ . 1~0o ws 12,203 14,981 17,786 10,957 15,311 18. 177 
VA 345 424 503 310 433 514 
DA 11,358 13,945 16,555 10,198 14,252 16,919 1:5o 

Ml 10,668 13,097 15,549 9,579 13,385 15,891 "'tto 
KV 1,228 1,508 1,790 1,103 1,54 t 1,829 to'a • 

ioo •~ t Pt ~,tt 
LV 1,075 1,319 1,566 965 1,348 1,600 11ol }t' 

co 59,786 73,397 87,139 53,682 75,012 89,056 'o 
s4iio~~ 

MH 6,255 7,679 9,117 5,616 7,848 9,318 
AL 30,584 37,547 44,576 27,461 38,373 45,557 
ST 11,243 13,803 16,388 10,095 14,107 16,749 .... .,..., 

~

4'.c-._.<.,..,.. 
LE 20,338 24,968 29,643 18,262 25,517 30,295 4t-.. ~ " ""~ ' SH 12,280 15,075 17,898 11,026 15.407 18,292 ~<...-.,.._ ......... ..,,. "'+ ~<.,.. '<-c. 

IS 921 1,131 1,342 827 1,156 1,372 
,.. .. ~ ,, 

..... - ~~ 
MG 5,487 6,737 7,998 4,927 6,885 8,174 
TJ 12,318 15,123 17,954 11,061 15,456 18,349 
SA 104,376 128,139 152,130 93.719 130,958 155,477 
MS 16,462 20,210 23,994 14,781 20,654 24,522 
WO 21,681 26,617 31,601 19.468 27,203 32.296 
TOTALS 383,736 471,100 559,303 344,557 481,464 571,608 

* See Figure IV-7 for location and identification. 
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2. Industrial wastes were included with 
residential. commercial, and inst1tu 
tional wastes. Anticipated changes in 
industrial act1v1ties are not reflected in 
each service area. 

3. The rate of increase in per t:dp1ta 
waste generation (and the population 
growth) used in each service area was 
a regional average. Changes in social 
patterns or system usage are not 
ref ected 111 each service area. 

The projections of solid waste quantities 
for each service area could differ from 
existing and future quantit es by 20 to 40 
percent due to the approximations noted 
above. However, the impact on regional 
facilities is reduced by the fact that service 
areas are generally grouped, thereby 
reducing the effect of higher or lower 
amounts in any one serv·ce area. Thus, 
these variations w ill not be of great impor· 
tance on a regional basis, but may affect 
the smaller facilities in loca areas. A re 
evaluation of solid waste projections should 
be made for each fac·I ty during prelim­
inary engineering design or at some future 
date when long-range fac.lity expansion is 
being considered. 

DEMOLITION WASTES. Demolition 
wastes were projected separately from 
mixed wastes at a constant one percent per 
year of the present quantity received at 
each demolition landfill. No per capita 

demolition waste factor was used nor was 
the projected amoLrnt direc.:tly related to 
population growth. The constant annual 
increase selected was ussumed to reflect a 
gradual increase in the amount of demoli­
tion waste generated due to urban renewal 
and other construction ,1c1ivities w ithin the 
Region. Proj!:!cted demolition waste 
quantities <ire given in Appendix E for each 
existing demolition landfill. 

INDUSTRIAL WOOD RESIDUES. It is 
generally anticipated that industrial wood 
residues will remain within the private 
waste disposal sector in approximately the 
same proportions as presently exist. No net 
change between the publ ic and private 
system is expected to occur with respect to 
wood residues. It is anticipated that 
decreases in wood residL1es due to greater 
utiliZrttion wil l be offset w ithin the public 
system by increases resulting from greater 
difficulty in obta ining private disposal sites. 

SPECIAL (SPECIFIED) WASTES. 
Special or specified wastes were projected 
in a general nature for only septic tank 
sludges. 

Septic Tank Sludges. As discussed in 
Chapter 111, the present quantity of septic 
tank sludge disposed at facilities in the 
Region is about 1,000,000 gallons 
annually. This quantity was acknowledged 
to be less than the tota generated in the 
Region due to undetermined amounts 

disposed of at sewc1\je treatment plan ls. 11 
was also noted that the estimates of 
quantities presently lagooned are believed 
to be low due to insufficient sources of 
data Even though existing data is lacking, 
it is generally anticipated that septic tank 
sludge entering sol id waste~ system fdciti, il•s 
will dee ·ne in the future. 

Disposal of septic tank sludge is likely to 
become more stringently regu lated by state 
and toca agencies and is expected to be 
almost exclusively processed at public 
sewage treatment plants This disposal 
method is forecast because increased 
difficulty Is ikely in ocating and main­
w·nrng satisfactory private sludge lagoons. 
Processing at sewage treatment plaPts is 
desirable because of the s1m1larity o' the 
waste and the greater control possible. An 
additional factor causing the ant icipated 
decline will be an increase in the 
proportion of the present popu at on 
served by sanitary sewers. 

ALTERNATIVE SOLID WASTE 
MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS 

There are seven bas c operational elemenls 
of a solid waste system: genernti01. 
storage, collection. transporwtIon. 
processing, disposal w 1d resou, ce recovery. 
The latter has only recently been 
recognized as to its importance in the total 
system. Each element can uffecr any other 
element and not al may he controlled or 
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conducted by the same organization. A 
large variety of alternative systems can be 
developed from the management 
standpoint for combinations of each of the 
operational elements. During the proposed 
initial planning period, only those systems 
most appropr'ate or feasible in terms of 
meeting present and fLi tLJre needs of the 
Region were identified for further detailed 
evaluation and are presented in the 
following section. 

Alternative Systems 

In developing a solid waste management 
plan suitable for the Chemeketa Region. 
three al ternative transportation, processing 
and disposal systems were considered for 
detailed evaluation. These systems as 
proposed would handle mixed refuse, 
industrial or institutional wastes and 
demolition wastes. Facil i ties to handle 
spe<.:ial wastes and the problems associated 
with th is type of waste were considered 
apart from the alternative systems and are 
inclLided in the overall recommended 
management program. Elements of each 
alternative were evaluated based upon the 
specific objectives to be achieved. The 
alternative selected was later adjusted to 
minimize costs as well as to achieve other 
objectives not previously recognized . 

The time period for each alternative was 
defined as 1974-1994 wi th an .in itial period 
and a long-range period. Each alternative 
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system given detailed evaluation 
included: nine sanitary landfills, two 
demolit ion sites and a rural drop box 
system commencing in 1974. Closure of 
disposal sites wh ich would reach capacity 
or which would become unnecessary upon 
implementation of the plan were also 
indicated for each alternative. Due to case 
by case circumstances, dates given in the 
discussion may vary slightly due to 
short-term changes in usage or available 
revenues. 

With in the framework of the alternative 
plans, numerous existing and potential 
locations for handling the disposal facil ities 
have been considered. Locations of 
facil ities considered in the alternative plans 
are intended to represent only a general 
area or community to be served. New site 
locations wil l depend on specific land avail 
ability and on an actual preliminary engi­
neering evaluation. 

ALTERNATIVE A. Alternative A was 
formulated to evaluate a five-county 
system based generally upon waste disposal 
in sanitary landfills w'th transfer systems to 
enable consolidation o f sites to a limited 
extent. The objectives met by this 
a ternative system are to: 

Minimize the capital investment 
required. 
Minimize the risk of investment in 
new or relatively unproven tacilit ies. 

Minimize transport elements and 
consumption of fossil fuels. 
Provide adequate public convenience. 
Insure the least possible adverse 
environmental impact of solid waste 
disposal. 
Provide easy opportunities for 
implementation by industry. 
Insure development of a reliable 
system adequate to meet the long• 
range waste disposal requirements of 
the Region. 
Insure that the system will comply 
with applicable existing regulatory 
requirements. 

The specific rural drop box stations, urban 
transfer facilities and disposal sites which 
were included in Alternative A for detailed 
evaluation are shown in Figure IV-9. 
During the initial period {1974-1979), the 
system would include closure of two 
disposal sites and construction of seven 
rural drop convenience stations in add.tion 
to one existing station. Specifically: 

1. The existing Albany and Macleay 
disposal sites would be closed during 
1974. Wastes from the Albany and 
Corvallis areas would be hauled 
directly to a new regional landfill 
developed in north Benton County. 
The Benton County landfil I would 
replace the existing Coffin Butte land 
fill at a new adjacent site and would 
serve nearly all of Benton County, 
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southeastern Polk County, and 
western Linn County. The 
Salem (SA) and Mt. Angel-Silverton 
{MS) service areas would haul approxi­
mately 7 percent of the waste gener­
ated directly to the existing Brown's 
Island regional landfill. The remaining 
wastes would be hauled directly to the 
Newberg or Woodburn landfil ls. The 
existing Newberg landfill would serve 
portions of Clackamas and Washing• 
ton Counties, most of Yamhill County 
and northern Marion County. A new 
site near Woodburn would serve 
portions of Clackamas County and 
northern Marion County. The Brown's 
Island site would serve eastern Polk 
County, southwestern Marion County 
and a portion of northern Linn 
County. Under this alternative a drop 
box station constructed near Silverton 
could also serve portions of the Salem 
and Mt. Angel-Silverton service areas. 

2. Drop box stations would be installed 
during 1974 at Lobster Valley, Wren, 
Brownsville, Sweet Home, Mill City, 
and Willamina. The existing Monroe 
drop box station would continue in 
operation. The Lobster Valley drop 
box station would be located south of 
Alsea (Siuslaw National Forest) and 
would serve a portion of the Lobster 
Valley (LV) service area of Benton 
County. A drop box station at Wren, 
north of Philomath, would serve a 
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portion of the King's Val!ey service 
area of Benton County. A drop box 
station near Brownsvil le would serve a 
portion of the Sweet Home (SH) and 
Monroe-Halsey (MH) servicl:l areas of 
Linn County. The Sweet Home service 
area of Linn County wou ld be 
partially served by a drop box station 
near Sweet Home. A drop box station 
near Mill City would serve a portion 
of the Mill City-Gates (MG) service 
area of Linn and Marion Counties. A 
portion of Sheridan-Willamina (SW) 
service area of Yamhill and Polk 
Counties would be serviced by a drop 
box station near Willamina. Continu­
ation of the existing Monroe drop box 
station would provide service to a 
portion of the Monroe-Halsey (MH) 
service area of Benton and Linn 
Counties. 

During the long•range period ( 1980-1994), 
the system would include closure of five 
existing disposal sites, establishment of two 
new demolition sites, establishment of one 
new rural drop box station and the con· 
struction of three urban transfer stations. 
This alternative would involve the 
following specific long range facilities and 
elements: 

1. Close the existing Monmouth­
Independence disposal site during 
1979, the Woodburn disposal site in 
1984, and the Whi tP.son disposal site 

in 1986. Unti l ctosed in 1979 the 
Monmouth-Independence site would 
serve the Monmouth-Independence 
(Ml ) and Dallas (DA) service areas of 
Polk County. While in operation, the 
existing Whiteson site would serve the 
majority of Yamhill County and 
portions of Polk County. 

2. A drop box station would be con 
structed in 1979 near Falls City to 
serve a portion of the Dallas (DA) 
service area of Polk County. 

3. Urban transfer stations would be 
constructed near Rickreall in 1979, 
north of Woodburn in 1984, and near 
McMinnville in 1986. The Rickreall 
station would serve portions of the 
Monmouth-Independence (Ml) and 
Dallas (DA) service areas of Polk 
County. The Woodburn (WO) and 
Mt. Angel-Silverton (MS) service areas 
of Marion County and a portion of 
Clackamas County would be serviced 
by a transfer station located north of 
Woodburn. The McMinnville station 
would service the Sheridan-Willamina 
(SW) and McMinnville (MC) service 
areas of Polk and Yamhill Counties. 

4. The existing Corvallis and Fowler 
demolition landfi lls would be closed 
in 1979 and replaced with two new 
demolition sites. One new demolition 
site (Tremaine) would utilize existing 
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gravel pits north of Corvallis. Another 
site would be developed north of 
Silverton . 

Estimates of initial capital costs and initial 
annual costs for each facility of Alter­
native A are given in Appendix F. The total 
initial capital cost of rural facilities would 
be approximately $400,000 and that of 
urban and regional facilities would be 
approximately $2.9 million if Alternative A 
were to be implemented as formulated. 
Expenditures would be largely in the initial 
or early period. 

-
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ALTERNATIVE B. Alternative B was 
formulated to evaluate a system based 
generally upon regional use of resource 
recovery. Transfer elements were included 
where necessary to make large-scale 
resource recovery feasible and to enable 
consolidation or replacement of landfills 
which were found to be unnecessary or 
which would reach capacity during the 
20 year period. The objectives met by this 
alternative system are to: 

Minimize the net annual cost of the 
system. 
Minimize the risk of investment in 
new or relatively unproven systems. 
(A slight risk would be acceptable 
when offset by opportunities for 
favorable revenues.) 
Maximize energy recovery but not 
necessarily at facilities constructed 
under the plan. 
Maximize resource recovery of all 
potentially reclaimable materials. 
Maximize conservation of land or 
natural resources of the Region. 
Maximize economy of scale to mini 
mize unit costs and promote efficient 
operations. 
Maximize public convenience. 
Minimize the impact of traffic 
resulting from the system. 
Insure the least possible adverse 
environmental impact of solid waste 
disposal. 

Provide opportunities for implementa­
tion by industry. 
Insure development of a reliable 
system adequate to meet the long­
range waste disposal requirements of 
the Region. 
Insure that the system will comply 
with applicable existing regulatory 
requirements. 
Insure development of a flexible 
system which can be implemented in 
phases and which can utilize future 
technological advancements. 

The specific rural drop box stations, urban 
transfer facilities, resource recovery 
facilities and disposal sites which were 
included in Alternative B for detailed 
evaluation are presented in Figure IV-1O. 
During the initial period, 1974-1976, the 
system wou d include closure of two 
existing disposa sites, construction of 
seven rural drop box stations, construction 
of one urban transfer station and com­
pletion of design for two regional resource 
recovery centers. 

This alternative would consist of specifc 
initial facilities or operational elements as 
follows: 

1. Close the Albany and Macleay 
disposal sites during 1974 . .Wastes • 
fr0fn tttr,b.Tuany .,fe~foe1J'rea~would 159' 
hau I ed•di r.ectl y-rtO' the~North·-Bent0n 
Countv"disposat~St~-u11t-iH975; an 
that.tiffle-a·-trao&fer~station .woulo-...be 
constracted"n~ar AIBany,.tO'SeY'Ve'"the• 
same-area·.~wastes from the Macleay 
area would be hauled directly to the 
Brown's Island site or to a rural drop 
box station which would be con­
structed near Si lverton in 1974. The 
Silverton drop box station would 
serve, under Alternative A, a portion 
of the Mt. Angel-Silverton (MS) 
service area of Marion County. 

2. Construct rural drop box stations 
during 1974 at Lobster Valley, Wren, 
Brownsville, Sweet Home, Mill City 
and Willamina. The existing Monroe 
station would be continued. 

3. Preliminary and final engineering 
design of resource recovery centers at 
Salem and in North Benton County 
would be completed prior to 1976. 
The Southeast Salem Resource 
Recovery Center would be-considered 
a regional facility that would serve 
eastern Polk County and nearly all of 
Marion County. A similar regional 
resource recovery center located north 
of Corvallis would serve most of 
southern Polk County, nearly all of 
Benton County and western Linn 
County. 
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Duriny the long-range period (1977-1994). 
the system would include closure of !ive 
existiny disposal sites, establishment of two 
new demolition sites, establishment of one 
new rural drop box station, construction of 
four urban transfer stations and construc­
tion of the two regional resource recovery 
centers. 

This alternative would involve the 
following long-range facilities or opera­
tional elements: 

1. Construc1 in 1976 an urban transfer 
station south of Corvallis to serve a 
portion of the Corvallis service area of 
Benton County. 

2. Construct resource recovery centers 
south of Salem and in North Benton 
County in 1976. 

3. Close the Monmouth-Independence 
disposal site during 1979, the 
Woodburn disposal site in 1984 and 
the Whiteson site in 1986. A rural 
drop box station would be con­
structed at Falls City in 1979. Urban 
transfer sta1 ions would be constructed 
at Rickreall in 1979, at Woodburn in 
1984 and at McMinnville in 1986. 

4. Close the Corvallis and Fowler 
D~molition sites in 1979 and establish 
new demolition sites at Trernaine and 
north of Silverton in 1979. 
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Estimates ot initial capital and initial 
annual costs tor each facility of Alter­
native Bare given in Appendix E. The total 
initial capital cost of rural facilities would 
be approximately $400,000 and that of 
urban and regional facilities would be 
approximately $10.1 million if Alter-
native B were to be implemented. 
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ALTERNATIVE C. Alternative C was 
formulated to evaluate a system based 
generally upon an extensive resource 
recovery system directed primarily at heat 
recovery. Similar to Alternative 8, transfer 
elements were included where necessary to 
make large-scale heat recovery feasible. 
Transfer elements were also included to 
enable consolidation or replacement of 
land ti I ls found to be unnecessary or which 
would reach capacity during the 20-year 
period. Objectives met by this alternative 
system are to: 
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Minimize the net annual cost of the 
system. (Capital investment would not 
necessarily E_e minimized.) 
Maximize energy recovery at facilities 
constructed under the plan. 
Maximize conservation of land or 
natural resources of the Region. 
Maximize economy of scale to 
minimize unit costs and promote 
effkient operations. 
Maximize public conven ience. 
Minimize the impact of traffic 
resul ting from the system. 
Insure the least possible adverse 
environmental impact of solid waste 
disposal. 
Insure development of a reliable 
system adequate to meet the long· 
range waste disposal requirements of 
the Region. 
Insure that the system will comply 
with applicable existing regulatory 
requirements 

The specific rural drop box stations, urban 
transfer facilities, resource and energy 
recovery facilities and disposal sites which 
were included in Alternative C for detailed 
evaluation are presented in Figure IV-11. 
During the initial period, 1974-1980, the 
system would include closure of two 
existing disposal sites, construction of 
seven rural drop box stations, construction 
of one transfer station and completion of 
design of four resource recovery centers 
and one heat recovery facility. This 
alternative would consist of the following 
initial facilities and operationa! elements: 
1. Close the Albany and Macleay 

disposal sites during 1974. Wastes 
from the Albany area would be hauled 
directly to the North Benton County 
disposal site until 1975; at that time a 
transfer station would be constructed 
to serve the area. Wastes from the 
Macleay area would be hauled directly 
to the Brown's Island site or to a rural 
drop box station which would be 
constructed near Silverton in 1974. 

2. Construct new rural drop box stations 
during 1974 at Lobster Valley, Wren, 
Brownsville, Sweet Home, Mill City 
and Willamina. The existing Monroe 
station would be continued. 

3. Preliminary and final engineering 
design of four resource recovery 
centers and one heat recovery facility 
would be completed prior to 1980. 

During the long-range period ( 1981-1994), 
the system would include closure of eight 
existing disposal sites, establishment of two 
new demolition sites, construction of one 
new rural drop box station, construction of 
four new urban transfer stations, construc­
tion of the four resource recovery centers 
and construction of one heat recovery 
facility. This alternative would involve the 
following facilities or elements: 

1. Construct urban transfer stations 
south of Corvallis in 1976 and at 
Lebanon in 1983. The Lebanon 
station would be located to the east of 
Lebanon and would serve the Sweet 
Home (SH) and Lebanon (LE) service 
areas of Linn County. 

2. Construct a resource recovery center 
south of Salem in 1976, one south of 
A lbany in 1976, one at Rickreall in 
1979 and one at McMinnville in 1983. 
The Marion County center would 
serve a portion of Clackamas County, 
eastern Polk County, and nearly all of 
Marion County. 

The center near Albany would be 
known as the Linn County Resource 
Recovery Center and would serve 
nearly all of Benton County and 
western Linn County. 



A facility north of Rickreall wou ld be 
known as the Polk County Regional 
Resource Recovery Center and would 
serve most of Polk County. Yamhi 
County's regional resource recovery 
center would be located north of 
McMinnv·lle and would serve the 
Newberg-Dundee and McMinnville 
service areas of Yamhill County. 

3. Close disposal sites at Monmouth­
Independence during 1979, and at 
Woodburn, Newberg, Whiteson, 
Brown's Island and Lebanon by 1983. 
Construct a rural drop box station at 
Falls City in 1979 and urban transfer 
stations at Woodburn and Newberg 
in 1983. The existing Lebanon 
regional landfill would serve the Sweet 
Home (SH) and Lebanon (LE) service 
areas of Linn County. 

4. Close Corvallis and Fowler demolition 
sites in 1979 and open new 
demolition sites at Tremaine and 
north of Silverton in 1979. 

5. By 1983, construct a heat recovery 
facility in North Benton County that 
would serve essentially all of the 
urban and high population density 
areas of the Chemeketa Region. 

Estimates of initial capital and initial 
annual costs for each facility of Alter­
native Care given in Appendix F. The total 
initial capital cost of rural facilities would 
be approximately $400,000 and that of 
urban and regional facilities would be 
approximately $28.4 million if 
Alternative C were to be implemented. 
Capital costs are extensive in the long-range 
phase. In an inflationary economy it may 
not be feasible to provide these facilities as 
required unless large industrial or federal 
financing is available. Further details 
regarding this alternative are included in 
Reference 4. 

71 



Collection Systems 

This seuion evd1u,1tcs various collection 
:-.ystems that may he applicable to the 
Region wilh respect 10 the alternative 
w~ lt:rns previou..,ly lormul<.1tt'd Technology 
I \ l t>t• t·ul eel ICJrl eq1IIprTH!lll ind us I ry j,; 

auvanc ng rapidly ,mcJ o lher concepts rnay 
prP'i1:'rll ff:as1ble Jllernat1ves w i thin 1he near 
f Jture W th increcJsed emphasis on source 
separdtion of recoverable wc.1stes, cont 11ued 
cJfJpra isal or more eff ic1L'nl or e1.:onumic;-i1 
rm:thod~ 1s import,m1. 

It should be noted 1hat source sepc1rc1tion 
and separate collec1 ion systems for specific 
rr aternils were beyond thr. scope of this 
report. This evaluauon Is lirn ted to 
possible new developments which muy 
enhilnce present co ectIon methods and 
which will be compatible with mech,mier1l­
type rather than lc1bor-1ntens1ve resource 
recovery systems. 

Co cctIon includes the rminpower, equ ip· 
rr' P-nl ano lacil it ics required to pick up or 
remow sol d wasws r rum the storage si ICJ at 
the source of generdt1on, place the waste in 
..i co' cc:11011 vehicle, haul the waste tn a 
local collect1011 poin t cind then d,c;c-harg,, 
thf' wastP from th e.: cotlcction vehicle 

lrr- porl,mt ch,mH.ter1st1cs which affect the 
e.ff1c1Bncy of a col lcuion sy~tem include 
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Type, amount and frequency ot waste 
collected 
Pick up operations and nterface with 
storage equipment 
Type, size and performance of 
equipment and/or containers 
Cmw si1e 
Roule and haul time 
Interface with the collection point 
operations and waste separation 
Weather 
Ordinance dnd frand1ise requirements 

PRIVATE. The term " private vehicle" is 
used to designate a vehicle that is operated 
by an individual rn ther than a co lec.:t ion 
company. Types of prrvate ve'1icles include 
automobiles, m., tomobilcs w·th trailers, 
pick-up trucks and smJII trucks. Private or 
dinct hauling is considered a combination 
of co ection and trnnsport elements 

Vehicles of this type cnrry, on the average, 
from 0.4 loose CY (0.034 ton) in 
automobiles to 7 loose CY (0. 7 ton) in 
trucks under 10,000 GVW. Unloading time 
for private vehicles avernges from 4 to 10 
minutes; however, maximum unloading 
t'me can be up to 20 minutes in some 
instances . Fur panning purposes, <ln 
average load for ci ll private vehicles 1s 
assumed to contain <Jbout 2 loose CY, 
weigh about 0.2 tons and require about six 
minutes to unload. 

Extensive use of this method in urban areJs 
is not encouraged because it is not as 
efficient as commercial collection opera 
lions Due to a lower payload, the amount 
of fuel consumed per ton of waste is rnuch 
greater with direct or pr"vate hauling than 
with commercial vehicles. Also, com:ider 
dble congestion and litter may occur r1t the 
unloading point or along the haul rouie due 
to large numbers ot pnva tc vehicles. T1'irns• 
fer fac.:ilities and landfill access or unloading 
areas handling private veh icles must be 
designed for traffic volumes much larger 
than those of faci ities handling on y 
commercial vehicles. Thus, the total system 
cost is significantly affected by the extent 
to which private or direct hauling is accom­
modated. 

In add ition, large portions of the waste 
may not get into the controlled solid waste 
system and may result in litter and publ ic 
health problems, Private vehicles are on ly 
suitable for hauling unexpected peak wuste 
loads, bulky materials or refuse. It must be 
recognized, however, th,n in some rural 
areas direct or private hauling continues to 
be necessary and curtailment of this 
activity without an acceptable substitute 
could lead to promiscuous dumping, 
littering or other objectionable practices 
such as unsanitary backyc.1rcJ dumping or 
burning. 

COMMERCIAL. Commercial collection 
service inclurles all conventional collection 



vehic es and specialized equipment recently 
developed to increase efficiency or reduce 
costs. Of primary concern In this collection 
method is the potential for continued use 
of existing equipment with replacement 
equipment designed to utilize more 
efficient or labor·saving devices wherever 
possible. 

Three general types of packer trucks are 
available and are classified by method of 
loading-side. rear or front. Side and rear 
loaders are used when oose refuse ·s to be 
h,mdled or when storage containers o1 
loose refuse are to be collected. The refuse 
is dumped into a charging hopper at the 
back or directly into the side of the truck. 
The material in the hopper is mechanically 
dumped or pushed into the body of the 
packer where It is subsequently compacted 
to at least half of its original bulk. Side and 
rear loaders can also be fitted with devices 
for lifting conta,ners (1-10 CY size) and 
dumping their contents into the loading 
hopper. Front-loading trucks mechanically 
lift one to ten cubic yard containers over 
the truck cab and dump the refuse into the 
pat:king area. All three types of packer 
trucks are unloaded by dumping out of the 
rear of the vehicle. Packer trucks in 
common use range in size from 13 to 31 
cubic yards. Smaller packer trucks are avaI 
able in 5, 10 and 14 cubic yard capac·ties 
and are suitable for use around housing 
complexes or certain rural routes. 

Open trucks are also used but have no 
compaction device for reducing the volume 
or bulk of the waste. This type of truck is 
best suited for waste materials that w ill not 
compact appreciably and for collecting 
special wastes and residential waste from 
rural areas where less dead weight of the 
truck is an advantage. 

The tilt-frame truck is a conventional truck 
chassis with a special tilt·frame hoist which 
is designed to pull a large container onto 
the vehicle and slide the container off at a 
desired location. The tilt frame truck is 
used for larger enclosed containers used 
with stationary compactors and also for the 
large open-top containers used for urIcom­
pacted wastes. 

The hoist frame truck consists of a heavy­
duty hoist system mounted on a conven· 
tional truck chassis and is designed to 
handle large special purpose, rear-loading 
containers with capacities up to 16 cubic 
yards. 

The satellite vehicle is a small, three­
wheeled, scooter-type vehicle on which is 
mounted a 1 ¼ to 2 cubic yard open-top 
container. The containers can be tilted 
hydraulically to dump 41 to 55 inches off 
the ground, usually into a rear-loading 
packer truck. This type ot equipment is 
used to service individual homes as part of 
the collection system of some 
municipalities. 

MECHANIZED COLLECTION. Some 
recent advances have been made in various 
U.S. communities towurd reducing coses 
and ·mproving collection service. Collection 
costs are the largest part of all expenditurns 
for solid waste management and are also 
the most noticeable to the public. New 
systems of mechanized collection have 
been recently implemented which may 
reduce collection costs. 

Several cities utilize mechanized systems or 
refuse collection at the present time and 
are noted below.(5) 

Tolleson, Arizomt· The Ci ty of Tolleson 
has, since 1969, ,.,sed a collection vehicle 
which picks up 55 gallon barrels placed at 
curbside by each household. The vehicle ·s 
able to scoop up and empty each bnrrel 
without stopping. Service is provided to 
approximately 1,000 homes in less than six 
hours on a three·t"mes a week schedule. 
The drums are provided by the City. 

Scottsdale, Ari1om1: Half the population 
of Scottsdale is served by a mechJnized 
system and the other half by a conven 
tional co lection system. The mechanized 
system provides alley service twice a week, 
collect ng 300-ga on, low•cost containers 
serving four households, and curb service 
twice a week, collecting refuse from 
80-gallon contdiners, edch serving one 
household. The containers are provided by 
the City. 
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Fon Lauderdale, Florida: The City of 
Ft. Lauderdale also provides 80-gallon . 
containers to each household. Each rear 
loader is equ ipped with a "Modification 
Kit" which elevates the container and 
empties 1t into the typical compactor 
tnwk. The mechanism then returns the 
containers to the curb. This system is the 
least complicated mechaniLed system. 

Bellaire, Texas: Bella ire has developed 
mechanized bag collec.:t ion utilizing a truck 
which picks up plastic bags as well as other 
disposable containers at the curb. These 
" one-way" disposal bags have the advan ­
tage of being sanitary and convenient 
because the container is not replaced after 
collection. This one-man equipment is able 
to collect at a rate of 750 homes per man• 
day. 

Mechanized collection systems income 
situations may result in cost savings. Cost 
rnductions utilizing mechanized collection 
rather than a conventional collection 
system will depend on a number of factors 
which require evaluation for each specific 
situation. Not the least of these factors is 
ac<.;eptance of newer methods by the 
res1d1:mts and the assurance that lower cnsts 
will actually resu lt when all costs are 
considered. 

LIQUID TRANSPORT 1N PIPES. This 
method uses the flow of liquid in pipes to 
carry the waste materials to a centra l 
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processing point. A common exc1mple ls the 
garbage grinder which discharges ground 
food wastes into the sanitary sewer system 
from kitchen sinks. The food wastes and 
other garbage represent on ly about 14 
percent (by weight) of municipat wastes 
and about 12 percent (by weight) of wc.1stes 
generated from the residential sources. The 
sewers are capable of transport ing the 
ground garbage; however, some sewage 
treatment plants may not be capable of 
hand I ing the increased sol ids loading. 

Current solid waste literature contains 
numerous proposals for using liquid trans­
port in pipelines to carry all or nearly all 
municipal solid wastes from the source of 
generation to a central disposal or pro­
cessing point. The wastes would requ ire 
extensive size reduction (shredding and 
grinding) to f low with t he liquid and new 
treatment systems would have to be con• 
structed. Many proposeq systems are 
presently in the conceptual stage and need 
additional development before they are 
technically feasible. Cost estimates indicate 
proposed concepts are not economically 
feasible unless the transport distance is over 
100 miles and initial costs are amortized 
over time periods on the order of 40 to 
50 years. 

While this system is more convenient to the 
resident, it is disadvantageous in that 
additional sewage treatment facilities may 
be required, the cost is relatively high and 

jurisdictional problems may arise with the 
involvement of various administrative 
entities. Other disadvantages include use of 
more water, lack of flexibility in locating 
routes and the central processing point, 
potential rat infestations resulting from the 
additional food supply in sewers, ,ind 
hindrance of resource recovery. 

RURAL CONTAINER SYSTEM. At least 
15 counties in the United States are using 
the rural container or "area .box" system to 
provide collection and disposal services to 
rural areas. This system combines 
col lection and transport elements into a 
single operation and is intended primarily 
to provide improved practices in areas too 
sparsely populated to make commercial 
collection feasible and where promiscuous 
dumping is prevalent. The basic equipment 
includes a number of four to six cubic yard 
containers which are placed at convenient 
locations throughout the community, plus 
a front-loading packer truck for collecting 
the solid waste from the containers. 
Existing packers can be modified to pick 
up the containers. Some present systems 
provide a container within 10 minutes 
driving time from nearly all houses in the 
service area. The waste is collected from 
the containers about every two days and 
hauled to a regional or county disposal site. 
Existing crews from various county road 
departments are often used part-time to 
service and clean the container sites. 
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Each conta·ner site is suitable for a three to 
six mile diameter service area containing up 
to approximately 420 people generating an 
average total ot 840 pounds of waste per 
day. A single f ive cubic yard container can 
serve approximately 140 people {genera 
tion rate of 2.0 LBS/DAY; dens·ty of 
170 LBS/CY; and peak daily load of 1.5 
times average daily load) it the container is 
collected every two days. The collection 
vehicle collects from a number of container 
sites along a route. 

Some advantages of the rural container 
system are. 

Collection and disposal services can be 
provided to rural areas at less cost 
than the conventional house to-house 
collection method. 
System flexibility is achieved by 
relocating or add 'ng containers as the 
community needs change. 
The container system is less costly 
than providing a number of small 
sanitary landfills throughout the rural 
area. 
The container system provides a 
controllable solid waste management 
system for the rural areas and offers 
convenient access to the public. 

Some of the disadvantages of the rural 
container system include: 

Unit costs are high. 

A large number of container sites 
must be obtained and properly 
maintained. 
Containers are subject to vandalism. 
Significantly more fuel is consumed 
by direct hauling to the container site 
compared to conventional house-to· 
house collection. 
Large items cannot be deposited in 
the containers. but must be hauled to 
the disposal site by the generator or 
by special collection arrangements. 
The entire system must be publicly 
financed. 

Unit cost rates for collection and transpor• 
tar on in the Region urider this system can 
be expected to range from approximately 
$10 to $15 per CY of waste handled. The 
lower cost rates would be applicable to 
col ection routes with a arge number of 
contniners {approximately 100). Capital 
investment co5ts will depend upon the 
number of containers used, the amount of 
preparation needed at each container site 
and the modification or purchase equip­
ment to service the containers. Comparison 
of the rural container system with a rural 
drop box system should be undertaken to 
determ·ne the most economical system. 

PNEUMATIC COLLECTION 
SYSTEM. A pneumatic collection system 
utilizes underground vacuum tubes, 
conceivably servicing several high-density 
dwelling areas and light commercial 

districts, which transfer refuse to a central 
storage facility for subsequent transport to 
a processing or disposal facility. In a modi 
fication of this system, refuse is collected 
by a vacuum-packer truck. High-rise 
buildings and hospitals are currently 
utilizing pneumatic collection sysLcms. 

Advantages of this system are its con 
venience to users and ultimate environ­
menta improvement. However, estimated 
costs of this system are high, ranging from 
$20/T for high density residential areas 10 a 
high of $72/T for low-oensity, s·ngle-fomily 
residential areas. also, the system cannot 
accept bulky wastes and heavy metnl or 
hiyh-density materials. 

CONCLUSIONS. Of the var ious al ter­
native •collection systems evaluated, only 
the conventional packer truck is believed to 

be practical lor the next two decades in the 
Region. An effort shou ld be made, how 
ever, to evaluate increased mechanization 
of collection services within high-density 
areas. Mechaniza tion may help 10 offset 
rising labor costs. Collection wil l also 
continue as a funct ion of the private sector. 

Transport Systems 

The transport element of a sol id waste 
system includes the labor, equipment and 
facilities required to transport solid waste 
from the collection zone, or area, to the 
point of disposal. In th is contex t, the poinl 
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of disposal may be either a resource 
recovery (processing) center, a landfill. or 
even an intermedinte trcnsfer point The 
wstems described in this sect"on pertain 
only to the transport of mixed wastes 
including residential, commercial, institu· 
tional, miscellaneous, recrearional and 
industrial wastes Special, or specified, 
wc1stes and dcmol1l1on wastes generally 
would not be handled on the transfer 
systems evaluated below. Two categories ot 
transport systems dre rccogn1Led: d irect 
hauling in the collection vehicle and trans· 
fer systems utilizing specli.llized trnnsport 
vehicles or equipment. 

DIRECT HAUL. D1rec.;1 haul involves the 
use of the co llection veh de wh k::h hnu s 
wa,;tes directly to the disposJI point, 
..iPI0ildS, and returns to the co'lect1on route 
area ( Direct haul by rmvate vehicles was 
evaluated In the previous section dS a 
collection method, bu l it Is also a trnnspon 
elemrnt.} An ev1Jlu<1t1on of direct hdu ' ng 
essentially entails ;in economic comprtr soi> 
of 11sing co lection veh icles to trarn;port 
wilstP.s the entire distcJnce from the col lee 
lion rou1e to the disposal point and using 
trc1nsler systems utilizing special equipment 
to accomplish the same rfsu ll Rural trans 
1er systems cannot , however, be cornparPd 
on lhe same hctsis c1s prMHe direct haulir1g 
because other subjective !actors, such as 
l1ttP.ring ilnd promiscuous dumping, must 
be considered m add1 t on to overfill cosl 
savings to users. 
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In the comparison of direct haul in collec­
tion vehicles and transfer vehicles 
consideration should be given to the cost 
savings which may result due to: 

Reduced opernting costs result ing 
from a reduction In mileage traveled 
by the collection vehicle and from 
vehicle maintenance. 
Reduced nonproduction labor time of 
the collection crew for transit from 
the collection zone, or rirea, to the 
disposal point. 
Reduced operating and fixed annual 
costs due to a reduct ion in the 
number of crews and veh icles needed 
to service the col lection routes. 

The possible suvings are not readily 
apparent and must be determined ihrough 
c1 dewiled analysis of th ta: costs oi each 
situation. except when distance or round­
lrip time obviously favors one method. 
Ul timately, the comparison depends upon 
the mileage between the collection zone 
and the disposal point and the time 
required to travel the round trip. Although 
various methods of comparison have been 
utilized, annual costs of each method 
should be determined r1nd converted to 
drlily time and usage costs to estab ish the 
cost per ton of waste trunsported. No 
specific mileage or time limits of one 
me1hod outweigh those of another, but 
round-trip distances greater than 40 miles 
or round-trip transport times greater thdn 

60 minutes usually make transfer the most 
economical system. Similarly, round-trip 
distances less than 20 miles or round-trip 
transport times less than 30 minutes 
tisually favor direct haul with collection 
vehicles. 

In most instances, a rigorous comparison of 
dJrect haul in collection vehicles and trans­
fer systems was not made in this report. 
Situations in which direct haul would 
probably be more economical were 
identified thoughout the Region, however. 

TRANSFER SYSTEMS. Three basic 
transportation methods commonly used in 
the United States are the highway, rail and 
barge systems. Each system tends to be 
most feasible under a different set of 
conditions. 

The more important characteristics which 
affect the technical and economic fedsi­
b1lity of a transfer system include: 

Round-trip time and distance between 
the collection area and transfer 
station. 
Availability of public access to the 
solid waste system including al1er 
native disposc1i sites in the vicinity. 
Type and quantity of solid waste 
generated. 
Type, size and number ot vehicles 
delivering waste to the station. 
Time of day and week when waste 
loads arrive. 
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Transport vehicle route. 
Transport vehicle load optimization. 
Public health, nuisance, safety and 
environmental requirements. 

The type and size of system must be 
selected to match the size and frequency of 
the solid waste load coming from the 
service area. The various types of transfer 
systems applicable to this region include 
rural drop box systems. highway transfer 
stations, rail transfer stations and barge 
transfer stations. Each is particularly suited 
for different types of incoming vehicles and 
waste quantities. A small town could not 
afford to construct and operate a rail 
transfer system and a large city would over­
whelm a drop box station with its daily 
vehicle and waste loads. 

Transfer systems can be used to accomplish 
the following objectives: 

Increase public access to the 
controlled solid waste system by 
offering more disposal points and 
shorter hauling distances. Public 
access is particularly important in 
rural communities and small towns 
where commercial collection services 
are not economically feasible. Public 
access to the disposal system is 
important in urban communities for 
occasional peak waste loads. The 
benefits are public convenience and a 

lower potential for surreptitious 
dumping. 
Provide a substitute for deficient land­
fills or dumps. When the local open 
dump is closed, a disposal point is still 
required for the community. Transfer 
stations with transport to a regional 
disposal site can normally provide the 
same level of service as a local sanitary 
landfill, but at less cost if transport 
distances are not great. 
Provide locations for collecting 
reclaimable waste materials. Transport 
equipment can be used to haul an 
occasional load to a recycling center. 
Reduce the overall cost of hauling the 
solid waste from the collection area to 
the disposal site. The relative costs 
depend upon the size of the opera­
tion, the equipment and labor used, 
and the round-trip time and distance. 

Rural Transfer Systems: A typical rural 
transfer station, suitable for use in the 
Region is shown in Figure IV-12. Vehicles 
enter the facility on a higher level than the 
20 to 50 CY drop boxes which receive the 
wastes. All-weather access roads should be 
provided. Additional refinements could 
include a truck washing facility, comfort 
station, gates and fly screening. A waste 
density of 300 LBS/CY and an average of 
90 percent use of the box capacity can 
generally be attained if an attendant is on 
duty to distribute and tamp the load 
whenever the facility is open to the public. 

FIGURE IV-12 
Typical Rural Transfer Station 
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The facility, as considered for use in the 
Region, would receive wastes only from 
private vehicles in rural areas or near small 
communities. To avoid overloading, no 
commercial collection vehicles would be 
permitted to use the facility. An attendant 
would be on duty at all t imes while the 
station wou Id be open to collect fees, pre­
vent vandalism and maintain the site. In 
most instances, servicing of the station 
would be done under contract with com­
merclal services, therefore, no transport 
equipment would be provided as a part of 
the facility. 

Capi tal and initial annual costs of rural 
transfer (drop box) stations for specific 
locations in the Region are given in 
Append ix F for the three alternatives given 
detailed evaluation. Only capital costs for 
the recommended rural facilities are sum­
marized in Chapter V. Annual costs for 
rural facilities are also included in 
Chapter V, Implementation. 

Urban Transfer Systems: Urban transfer 
systems differ from rural systems m that 
they handle larger amounts of waste per 
day, serve a larger population and utilize a 
more soph isticated station and hauling 
equipment. In the connotation of this 
evaluation, both urban and rural transfer 
systems utilize highway routes. Use of rail 
and barge routes for transporting wastes 
from rural or urban areas on a regional 
basis is evaluated in a subsequent section. 
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An urban or highway transfer system refers 
to a transfer station where solid wastes are 
transferred into a large container, semi­
trailer or similar vehicle and then towed by 
a tractor along highway routes to a disposal 
point. 

Transfer stations generally are suitable for 
service areas of approximately a 10- to 
15-mile radius. that generate from 50 to 
2,000 tons per day of sol id waste, and·have 
a haul distance ranging from 10 to 50 miles 
one way. More than two-thirds of the waste 
quantity entering the station should be 
arriving in the larger collection company 
vehicles (packer trucks). 

The main physical requirement is that both 
the transfer station and the disposal point 
should be located near an arterial highway. 

The same transfer station can be used 
permanently even though the disposal 
point location may change. 

Planning cost estimates have been made for 
specific transfer stations that were pro­
posed for detailed evaluation under the 
three alternative systems. Typical systems 
were evaluated for application under 
similar conditions at various locations 
throughout the Region. Although the 
estimates were adapted as closely as pos­
sible to the local conditions, it will still be 
necessary to perform preliminary 

engineering of each facility prior to 
construction. 

A typical urban transfer station evaluated 
for use in the Region is shown in 
Figure IV-13 and consists of concrete 
retaining walls, a steel roof enclosure, a 
wire mesh fence around the perimeter of 
the dump area, and a concrete dump chute 
or steel hopper. An enclosed direct dump 
station such as this would also have con­
crete or asphalt roadways and concrete 
pads on a lower level for loading of 80 CY 
(16-ton) transfer trailers. A two-lane 
asphalt paved road, asphalt paved dump 
area and administration building would be 
needed. Scales would be necessary if the 
station received wastes from more than one 
commercial collector or large amounts 
from the public. Due to the winter rainfall, 
a roof is necessary to minimize incon­
venience. assure publ ic acceptance and 
avoid excessive refuse moisture that would 
hinder resource recovery. Equipment 
needed for operation of the station 
includes a yard tractor to position transfer 
trailers and a tractor-mounted backhoe to 
level and compact loads. No shredding or 
other waste processing would take place at 
the station. Provisions can be provided for 
drop boxes to segregate recyclables, demo­
lition wastes or nonprocessible trash. 

Approximately 70 percent of the wastes 
are assumed to arrive at the station in 
commercial, self-compactor trucks with a 
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FIGURE IV-13 
Typical Urban Transfer Station 
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4 ton payload and 30 percent to arrive In 
private vehicles carrying an average of 2 CY 
al 200 LBS/CY density. Al though private 
veh icles operated by the general public 
usually carry only about½ 10 1 CY of 
household waslHs, d1rec;I hdul1ng by com ­
mercial esrablishmcnts and low density 
wastes, such as tree trimrrnngs, raise the 
civeragc volume of Fil private vehicles to 
approximately 2 CY per vehicle. Peak 
volumf' and traffic was assumed ro result 
l r. 1m 50 percent of the col lect1on vehicles 
arrivi r g in i.l 2-hoiir pf'riod on a weekday 
and 50 percent of the privnte (p~ibl ic) 
vehicles arriving in a 7-hour period on a 
weekend. These c1ssurnptions were u Li li zed 
to size the transfer stations lo handle the 
number of vehicles and time required for 
unloading the amount of waste earned by 
each type of vehicle. Initially, each stat ion 
was sized, under each alternmive, to handle 
peuk dui ly traf fie without excess ve 
queuing. lri subseque111 modifications lo 
Al ternativr. B. design criteria were altered 
to tolcrolr. queuing on peak days in ordc-'r 
to permit phased construction of some 
transfer stations. Capacity of each station 
to h1indle the total doily w,Jste tonnage was 
based upon operation of the station nan 
8-hour day under average conditions. It was 
assumed that peak day wastes would be 
ternporarily stored at the station and could 
be h;.indled within the next 24 hour periQd, 
by working overtime if necessary. 
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Also considered were two other types of 
transport equipment and modifcations to 
the transfer station discussed above. A 
compactor-extruder system which includes 
vehicle unloading into a conveyor instead 
uf a hopper. a stationary compactor, and 
..in extruder 1hat would produce a bale of 
solid waste to be transported on a flat bed 
trailer. The compactor extruder system 
would still require a similar transfer station 
to accommodate vehicle unloading and 
traffic routing. Weight of the bale would be 
about 10 to l 2 tons, but cou d be more 
depending upon the size that could be 
readily handled. Installed cost ( 1975) of 
the equ ipment required would be about 
$12,000 for a 40• lo 50 foot hydraulic 
conveyor, $32,000 for a stationary com­
pactor. and $8,000 for an extruder Savings 
in transport trailers and tamping backhoes 
would have to offset these costs to favor 
this system. Transport costs, difficult ies 
with unlodding and breaking up the bale at 
a resource recovery center, and keeping the 
waste intnct during transport are bel'eved 
to be the major problems to be overcome. 
Due to n lower payload than 80 CY 
( 16,ton) tra• ers, about 20 to 40 percent 
higher operational costs would result from 
use of compactors. This is because of the 
greater number of trips required to trans­
port a given amuunt or waste in a d,:iy's 
operation. 

A s·m i1 ar type of comp..icting tr,msfer 
stdtion co f'\sidered wo 1.1ld utilize a hopper 

or conveyor to charge a stationary com­
pactor. The compactor would load a 
heavily reinforced drop box. Payload of 
this system would be about 10 tons to 
travel on interstate highways. lnsta fed cost 
( 1974 $) of the compactor would be 
$44,000. Lower payloads would result In 
about 40 percent higher operationa costs . 
Savings over 80 CY (16-ton) trailers could 
result from elimination of tamping back· 
hoes. Transport equipment costs would not 
be significantly different between each 
system, and the transfer stations would 
have to be comparable to accommodnte 
traffic and vehicle rout ing. 

The direct dump station and 80 CY 
transport trailers are considered satis­
factory for use in urban areas ot the Region 
and can be used as a b;isis to develop cost 
estimates. Although the latter two types of 
transfer systems were not used in system 
evaluat'ons, preliminary design of each 
facility should re-evalu,He their 
applicability. 

Construction costs of proposed urban 
transfer stations would include site earth 
work and grading, paved access roads. 
perimeter cyclone-type fencing, guard rails 
and traffic control bumpers, concrete slabs 
and retaining walls, steel roof enclosures, 
landscaping, contingencies, and architec­
tural and engineering fees. The sites would 
have to be approximately two to five acres 
to accommodate structures, access roads, 



and future expansion. A steel roof enclo 
sure about 7,000 to 10,000 square feet 
would be provided u timately, depending 
on station capacity. Sides of the enclosure 
would be wire mesh screen. The dump 
floor would be paved and 12 unloading 
positions would ultimately be provided. 
Except at the entrance, separate roads 
would be constructed for transfer vehicles 
and unloading vehicles. Transfer vehicles 
would be loaded on a concrete pad under a 
dump chute or hopper on a level lower 
than unloading vehicles. Access roads 
would be two-laned, asphalt-paved. A small 
office would be provided and would 
include toilets, washroom and lunchroom. 
Telephone, electrical, water and sewer 
uti it ies would also be ·ncluded. Two trans• 
fer trailers would be positioned at one time 
to accommodate alt 12 unloading positions 
at ultimate capacity. With crowding, the 
two trailers could allow 16 unloading posi­
tions at ultimate capacity. 

Initial capital and initial annual costs are 
given in Appendix F for specific transfer 
facilities to be included in each alternative 
system. The estimates were derived by 
scaling actual construcfon costs (1975) of 
the King County, Washington, North East 
Transfer Station. Phased construction costs 
as presented at the end of this chapter were 
based upon partial construction of the 
unloading and traffic routing facil ities but 
with no reduction in the daily waste 
handling capacity. 

Ra Transfer Systems. A rail transfer 
system refers to a transfer station where 
solid wastes are transferred onto rail cars 
which are then towed along a railroad 
network to a disposal site. 

Studies by the American Public Works 
Association have indicated that rail haul of 
municipal solid waste is not economically 
feasible (when compared to highway 
systems) unless the system is able to haul at 
least an average load of 1,000 T/DAY over 
a minimum one-way distance of approxi 
mately 100 miles. Large-scale operation is 
necessary to pay for the processing equip 
ment that is required to achieve the rail car 
payload capacities. Rail cars suitable for 
hauling bailed municipal wastes or con­
tainers of shredded and tamped municipal 
solid wastes are capable of carrying pay ­
loads ranging from 50 to 100 tons, 
depending upon the size of the rail cars. To 
achieve maximum rail car payloads, the 
municipal solid wastes must be compacted 
or baled to a density of approximately 
1,500 to 2,500 LBS/CY (approximately 
ten to one compaction ratios for uncom­
pacted residential and commercial wastes). 
Otherwise, the waste will exceed the rail 
car volume capacity long before the weight 
capacity is reached. Sufficient compaction 
can be achieved either by high pressure 
baling or by shredding and tamping. 

Since present waste qur1ntities in the 
Region do not justify rail transport, no cost 

estimates have been prepared for such a 
system. 

Barge Transfer Systems. A barge trans 
portation system would utilize a single 
barge or multiple barges towed by a 
tugboat. The economics of the method 
favors the use of a large barge towed over a 
long distance. As in rail transportation, the 
transport vehicle (barge) must be loaded as 
nearly as possible to its weight capacity to 
gain the most favorable transportation cost 
rates. When mixed municipal sol"d wastes 
are hauled, considerable compaction of the 
wastes is requ ired to achieve the weight 
capacity of the barge Without compaction. 
the volume capacity of the barge is 
exceeded long before i ts weight capacity . 

Two transfer stations located ;:ilongside a 
navigab e waterway would be required, or e 
near the source of generation and another 
at the end of the trip. Three general 
methods for handl ing mun:cipal sol id 
wastes are: 

Dump wastes d 'rectly onto the barge 
and use a dozer to spread and com 
pact. Wastes must be unloaded by 
overhead clam shovel 
Utilize a fork l ift truck or overhead 
crane to load and unload containers of 
shredded and tamped solid waste. 
Utilize a fork lift truck or overhead 
crane to oad and unload high com­
paction bules of solid waste. 
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These cuntainer or high c.J ens1ty bal ing 
methods are favored because they offer 
greater flexibility, better litter control 
during loading and unloading, and higher 
waste compaction densities than the direct 
dump method. 

Reclaimed materials (such dS bales of 
paper) might be loaded directly onto the 
barge if delivered directly to the user. A 
container system could be used for smal l 
sized materials to minimize the loading and 
unloading time. Mixed municipal solid 
wastes must be transported dtiily to 
minimize nuisance conditions and public 
hea lth problems. Waste containing non 
putrescib'e materials cou,d be temporari ly 
stored until a full barge load can be 
accumulated 

Barge transport of solid wastes within the 
Region 1s not economically feasible when 
compared to highway tnmsport. Barge 
transport to disposal sites outside the 
Region may become feasible in the future, 
but feas1b1lity depends upon transportation 
rntes, dis1ance hauled, channel and flood 
conditions, amount of processing required 
and value o f thf:! waste. Since present or 
future conditions in the Region do not 
Just ify barge transport, no cost estimates 
have been prepared for such a system. 
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Resource Recovery Systems 

Resource recovery 1s the extraction and 
reuse of mater ials from the sol id waste 
stream for some beneficial purpose. 
Materials recovered 'nclude constituents 
such as metals and minerals which can be 
used as raw materials in the manufacture of 
new products. Utilization of components 
of waste as a fuel , production of compost 
using solid waste as a medium, and indirect 
utilization of processing residues to reclaim 
land are other methods of recovery. The 
market value of the materials recovered 
from solid waste has the most impact upon 
implementation of a viable recovery 
system. 

Due to the multitude of resource recovery 
systems and processing methods either 
under development or in existence. it was 
necessary at the outset of this study to 
limit the scope of the evaluation. Evalua­
tion of Alternative B considered resource 
recovery systems that would yield a 
marketable fuel while evaluation of Alter­
native C considered heat recovery systems 
that could be constructed under the 
regional program. Processing meLhods 
included in this report are only those which 
were essential to achieving the objectives of 
Alternative B or C; other processing 
methods were evaluated under previous 
interim studies and provided basic informa­
t ion to narrow the scope of this report. 
Heat recovery systems proposed under 

Alternative C have been evaluated and are 
published in a separate report. Therefore, 
heat recovery systems are not presented ln 
detail in this report. 

Although a complete home separation 
program offers some potential advantages, 
the scope of this method was narrowed at 
the outset to only those activities which 
would enhance either Alternative B or C. 
Home or source separation of certain 
wastes such as newspapers or bottles and 
cans. should be recognized as a continuing 
future effort to reduce quantities and 
disposal costs. Any type of home 
separation program would be compatible 
with most regional processing systems. 

PROCESSING ELEMENTS. 

Primary Separation: Primary separation 
can be accomplished by either of two 
processes-hand operation or mechanical 
separation. 

Separation by hand is the most common 
separation process and involves hand• 
picking selective waste components, i.e., 
materials which can be readily sold or 
salvaged. A number of composting and 
incineration operations have used manual 
separation 111ethods to remove reclaimable 
waste materials or materials which might 
limit the effectiveness of the downstream 
operations. This method is limited to 
removing the larger sized objects and is 
expensive and inefficient. 
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A single man is able to remove approxi­
mately ½- to ¾-ton of newsprint and 
cardboard per hour from mixed wastes. 
This corresponds to 1-1 /3 to 2 man hours 
per ton of material handled. Manual separa­
tion costs would, therefore, range from 
$4.00 to $6.00 per ton assuming a low 
labor rate ($2.50/H R wage plus 20% 
benefits). However, labor rates are 
frequently higher than the value of the 
recovered material so any system must 
incorporate flexibility to rapidly adapt to 
changing market prices. Manual separation 
may be economically feasible for removing 
some items such as bulky materials if the 
economic efficiency of the overall process 
can be increased. 

In mechanical separation, large volumes of 
waste are handled and separated into 
categories relying upon pl)ysical charac­
teristics of the material. Mechanical separa­
tion is an important processing step in the 
recovery and utilization of mixed munici­
pal solid wastes and ·s essential to sub 
sequent waste processing steps such as 
incineration and composting. Some prior 
size reduction of the waste is usually 
required in order for mechanical separation 
to be economically efficient. 

Size Reduction: Size reduction refers to 
the mechanical shredding or cutting of 
waste materials into smaller pieces. The 
purpose of size reduction is to permit more 
efficient separation and recovery processes 

or to convert the solid waste into a form 
which is easier to handle or compact. 

Secondary Separation and Packaging: In 
this step of processing, further refinement 
and size reduction of the waste material 
takes place, utilizing methods of mechani­
cal separation, such as magnetic separation 
(removing of metals) or air classification 
(separating light material from heavy). 
Cqmpaction and baling reduce the volume 
and increase the density of the wastes, 
resulting in easier handling and disposal, 
and cost reduction. 

Conversion: 

Heat Recovery: Combustion of 
municipal solid wastes has been used by 
numerous cities in the U.S. as a means of 
reducing the volume of waste for land 
disposal. Recent advances in the 
combustion process have been aimed at 
reducing air pollutants, increasing the firing 
efficiency and applying waste heat recovery 
techniques. The recovery of waste heat in 
conjunction with combustion of municipal 
wastes and wood residues is a method of 
reclaiming some value from the solid wastes 
generated. • 

Two general configurations are 
employed to convert the waste heat into a 
steam generation system. One uses a con­
ventional refractory-lined furnace with 
waste heat boilers located in the flue. The 

other has water-filled metal tubes built into 
the walls of the furnace. Both systems are 
capable of producing steam for sale as a 
heat source or, upon superheating, for 
power generation. 

Most incinerators with waste heat 
recovery incorporate some processing with 
the feed system to obta in a more homo­
geneous fuel. This processing may include 
size reduction, removal o f noncombustibles 
or predrying. The economic feasibility of 
waste heat recovery is very dependent upon 
the long-term (20 years or more) avail­
ability of a suitable source of fuel, plus 
nearby markets for the recovered steam. 
Further evaluation of heat recovery and 
other conversion processes, such as 
pyrolysis and composting, are presented in 
a separate publication.(4) 

RESOURCE RECOVERY CENTER. A 
resource recovery center is in one sense a 
salvage operation and in another a 
processing step in disposal. It selectively 
removes valuable materials using mechani­
cal methods and creates a more homo­
geneous, uniformly sized and less noxious 
waste residual for landfilling. The extrac­
tion processes thus help to conserve 
materials and energy while enhancing other 
en\'.ironmental aspects of solid waste 
disposal. 

The economics of resource recovery must 
be given careful consideration in deter-
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mining the type of facil ity, methods used, 
equipment size and cost benefit to disposal. 
Numerous studies have been made on avai l­
ability of markets for such secondary 
processed materials, their demand, and 
other factors such as freight rates and 
taxes. Specific attention to these variables 
is beyond the scope of this report. How­
ever, the feasibility of a specific processing 
center established to extract what appear 
to be valuable materials at this time can be 
analyzed. To do so requires selection of a 
system best suited to local collection 
practices and attitudes. The system may be 
based upon preseparation of solid wastes at 
the source of generation with separate 
transport, or it may follow conventional 
practices of mixed waste collection. In 
either case, the overa ll size and type of 
system must be scaled to the area's projec­
tions as to quantities of waste. 

Due to limitations in the work scope, 
preseparation of wastes at the source has 
not been evaluated in detail in this report. 
The potential for a major solid waste 
management system based upon source 
separation exists in many urban areas and 
may exist within the Chemeketa Region. 
This evaluation was limited to those 
activities wh ich would enhance the existing 
system and mechanical types of resource 
recovery systems. Manual or labor intensive 
activities may; however, be conducted as an 
init ial phase of mechanical processing 
systems. A decision to implement a labor 
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intensive system, as an initial phase of 
mechanical systems, depends upon various 
local social and economic factors rather 
than an engineering evaluation of the 
application of technology to solid waste 
management. 

The flow sheet shown in Figure IV-14 
requires as major equipment 
items: shredder, air separator or classifier, 
magnetic separator, nuggetizer for ferrous 
metals, paper baler and stationary compac­
tor for combustibles. The complete facility 
can be fully developed initially or in stages, 
i.e., a paper baler may be first installed 
followed by a shredder and magnetic 
separator and, finally, at some later date, 
the air separator and compactor. 

Weighing Facilities: The facility operating 
on a regional concept would receive wastes 
from numerous sources and collectors. To 
maintain adequate records, a scale should 
be utilized to fully account for costs of 
processing and to apportion actual disposal 
charges. Because transfer vehicles are antici­
pated to be in use, scales 70 feet long with 
a capacity of 75 tons are proposed. A scale 
attendant would enter account numbers 
along with automatic recording of gross 
vehicle weight for later computer billing 
using est<!blished vehicle tare weights or 
reweighs. 

Building Requirements: The entire pro 
cessing area is proposed to be enclosed in 

order to give all-weather convenience, 
maintain cleanliness, reduce noise and help 
control refuse moisture. The latter is partic­
ularly important in processing combustibles 
to meet quality control specifications as to 
Btu value for burning. Specific areas of the 
building are: dumping floor, storage pit, 
shredding room, baling room, processed 
material storage area and shipping docks. 
Other areas may be designated for bulky 
refuse handling, residue handling, and 
administration and maintenance. In the 
initial period an overall bui lding size 120 
feet by 160 feet should be adequate, w ith 
the space divided about equally for t~e 
dumping floor and processing. Expansion 
in the long-range period would double the 
building size at most facilit ies. 

Shredders: The refuse would be shredded 
to meet an established specification for 
burning combustibles preferably not 
greater than four inches particle size. 
Preliminary analysis of equipment has 
al lowed for selection of either a horizon­
tal-shaft or vertical-shaft shredder. Because 
shredders are high maintenance items, 
standby capacity is needed if backup 
facilities are not provided for waste 
disposal or storage during equipment 
shutdown. Shredders would be controlled 
for dust emissions through the location and 
design of air classification equipment so as 
to provide a negat ive air discharge. 



FIGURE IV-14 
Resource Recovery Schematic 
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Air Classification: Following shredding of 
the mixed refuse, air separated combus­
tibles could be conveyed to an automatic 
horiwntal baler which would compress and 
t ie approximately 20 T /HR of recovered 
rnmerial. The buler could be arronged so as 
to ultimately receive material from any 
shredder and air classifier capable of 
operuting on heated forced air which aids 
in control ling moisture content. 

Use o f a stationary compactor and transfer 
trailer can be substituted for a combustjble 
baler when the refuse derived fuel Is sold to 
a single customer or when haul costs are 
favorable. 

Heavier particles removed by the classifier 
would be passed through magnetic separa­
tors to pull off _ferrous meta ls and the final 
residue transported to a regional landfill 
site. 

Marketing of Combustibles: The unique 
clement in the operation of the processing 
center 1s the separation ol dry organics in a 
form sLJ<.:h that they become a rnarkotuble, 
nonstandard fuel similar 10 hog fuel, but 
with a slightly higher Btu value and easier 
handling properties. The combustibles are 
delivered to the user In a compacted or 
baled form where they are passed through a 
hogger to be broken up and fed into a 
steam plant. Potential users include privatf:! 
1ntlustry, public agencies and college 
carnpuses. 
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Facility Cost: The capital costs for initial 
construction have been estimated for 
purposes of plann ing and alternative plan 
comparison. It is assumed that a more 
deta iled site and cost analysis would be 
made prior to design initiation. Current 
estimated initial capital and annual costs of 
buildings, equipment and other support 
faciti t ies are summarized in Appendix F for 
Alternatives Band C. Initial capital costs of 
resource recovery faci lities included i'n the 
recommended plan are given at the end of 
this chapter. Annual costs are presented n 
Chapter V. 

INTERRELATIONSHIP WITH 
TRANSFER AND DISPOSAL 
SYSTEMS. Resource recovery act ivities 
are greatly affected by transfer systems and 
can significantly reduce the volume of 
waste to be landfilled. In general, resource 
recovery systems to be economical ly 
ff:!asible must process large quantities of 
wastes on a sustained basis. Rural counties 
or regions ordinarily must transfer wastes 
into one central area in order to accumu 
late sufficient quantities to make resource 
recovery financially attractive. Thus, an 
additional expense of transfer must usually 
be incurred to obtain a revenue from 
processing of solid wnstes. However, savings 
consisting of a reduction in required land 
fil l volume capacity can result through 
implementation of the proposed resource 
recovery system. Regional sanitary landfills 
at North Benton County, Salem and 

Newberg will be able to dispose of residues 
beyond 1994. Whereas, without resource 
recovery, these facilities would have to 
develop additional areas. 

OTHER RESOURCE RECOVERY OR 
RECYCLING ACTIVITIES. Other 
resource recovery or recycling activities 
regarding paper, newsprint. corrugated 
paper, other paper, ferrous metals, non• 
ferrous metals, glass, textiles, tires, waste 
oils and abandoned vehicles were evalu­
ated during the course of the study. 
Detailed information on these related acti­
vities has not been published but is avail­
able from the Chemeketa Region. (11) 

A lternative plans were reviewed to evaluate 
potential conflicts between source separa­
t ion and the recommended industrial type 
of resource recovery program. Only under 
Alternative C does a potential for a major 
conflict exist if source separation of paper 
were to become extensive. The impact of 
source separation of paper upon Alter· 
native C is evaluated in Reference 4. 

Disposal Systems 

This section evaluates alternative disposal 
systems applicable to the Region. This 
element includes the labor, equipment, 
facilities and natural resources required to 
accomplish final disposal of residues from 
the Region's sol id waste management 
system. The final disposal element must be 



oecomplished in a manner that prevents 
public health hazards, environmental degra­
dation, safety ha1ards and nuisance 
conditions. Also to be considered are 
federal, state and local regulatory criteria, 
public access and acceptance, local govern­
mental acceptance, resource utilization, 
available technology and financial matters. 

At the outset, this element was narrowed 
to give detailed consideration only to land· 
fills as ultimate disposal methods. 
Stockpiling, ocean dumping and long haul 
out of the Region are believed to be 
impractical or unacceptable. Spreading or 
soil incorporation uf solid wastes was con­
sidered only for special or specified wastes. 
Landfill disposal methods are evaluated 
below for application to various local or 
regional areas. 

MIXED REFUSE LANDFILLS. Mixed 
reruse landfills are considered under each 
of the alternative plans to be the ultimate 
disposal method for both unprocessed and 
proces.c;ed wastes. There is no other method 
of disposal which offers equal reliability, 
flexibility and low cost obtained through a 
properly designed and operated sanitary 
landfill. 

However, upgrading of present sites will be 
necessary to overcome physical and opera­
tional deficiencies. Development of new 
sites will also be inevitable to meet future 
needs of the regional program. 

Mixed refuse landfills are classified as 
modified or sanitary landfills depend·ng 
upon the frequency of cover and other 
degrees of operationa control. 

Sanitary landfill is a method uf d"sposing of 
solid waste by properly spreading, compac 
ting and adequately covering the waste 
daily. Wastes are covered to control 
vectors, litter, fire moisture and to main­
tain proper appearance of the site. 
Landfilling can be accomplished by the 
trench method, whereby waste is spread 
and compacted in an excavated trench and 
covered with the excavated soil; by the area 
method, whereby waste is spread, com­
pacted and covered on the natural ground 
surface; or by a combination of both 
methods. No burning of wastes takes place 
at a sanitary landfill. Elements basic to 
landfill design are the amount of solid 
waste to be landfilled, si te operation, and 
final use of the site. A completed landfill 
should be inspected by a government 
agency and a detailed descr"ption recorded 
so as 10 provide future users with adequate 
background information on the site. 

Modified landfills also include compaction 
and cover of the deposited wastes, but at 
specific designated intervals other than 
daily. Also, all environmental or 
operational factors may not be controlled 
to the extent that they are in a sanitary 
land fil I. 

The sanitary landfill is considered today to 
be the most economical method o f ulti­
mate disposal. Increased quantities of waste 
can be buried without adding more 
personnel or equipment by ncreasing the 
operating time up to certain limits. A 
sanitary landfill, if proper ly operated, 
produces no objectionable odors or vector 
problems. Land, which without 
improvements is unsuitable for other 
purposes, can be reclaimed. Upon 
completion, a landf ill can be utilized for 
recreational purposes such as parks or p'ay­
grounds, for agriculture, or for light con 
struction. If a sanitary landfill is properly 
planned, designed and operated, potential 
problems, such· as groundwater pollu t"on or 
hazardous gas production resulting from 
waste decomposifon, can be avoided. 

In general, the unit costs of landfill disposal 
decrease with the la rger capacity sites. 
Smaller sites, in many instances, are more 
costly to develop and operate than a 
transfer system to a s' te with r1 larger 
capacity. In the evaluation of landfill 
disposal for the Region, 1t was dcterm'ned 
that a level of performance equivalent to a 
sanitary landfil' will be necessary. Included 
in this criteria is daily cover, leachate 
control, dra·nage control, adequate ,., ti ,t ies 
and access, dnd adequate operat,rg 
equipmenl. 

Was1es to be received at landfills in thP 

Region in the initial period will have much 
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the same characteristics as those presently 
received. However. upon impl~mentation 
of resource recovery, regional landfills will 
benefit from over a 50 percent reduction in 
waste tonnage. What residue results from 
resource recovery will be relatively inert 
and greatly reduce potential environmental 
ha.rnrds associated w1 th conventional land 
!ill for mixed wastes. Landfill of unclt1s­
sified milled wastes may not he undertaken 
in the Region due to the anticipated 
demand for refuse-der ved fuel. 

Lo<.;al areas will remain dependent on land­
fills for residential. commercwl, industrial 
and agricultural wastes. Generally, vehicle 
hulks, hazardous wastes, environmentally 
ha;,:ardous wastes, large dead animals, 
logging slash, grass and grain straw, indus­
trial sludge, and sept j<,; tank sludge will not 
he accepted at either regioncil or focal 
mixed refuse lundfdls. These mid demoli 
Lion wastes will be disposed of at specifi­
cally designated sites. These sites are 
evaluated in a subsequent section con­
cerning special purpose landfills. 

Factors considered in the selection of a 
new site or continuation of an exist ing site 
include: 
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Life or capacity 
Access 
Location with respect to other 
fdcilities 
Land use and zoning 

Availability of land 
Final use 
Flood protection 
Leachate control 
Groundwater control and protection 
Surface water control 
Traffic congestion 
Soil workability 
Availability of cover material 
Buffer zones 

With respect to the above factors, landfil l 
capacity requirements were determined by 
projected waste tonnages. Usable area or 
capacity was estimated and compared for 
usage by service areas ident ified under each 
alternative. Access was evaluated with 
respect to haul distance, traffic congestion, 
condition of roads connecting the site with 
the generation areas. The location of each 
site was evaluated to assure its compat ­
ibility with transfer stations serving other 
regional or local areas and with regional 
resource recovery centers. Land use and 
zoning were evaluated to determine com­
patibility of the site with other activities or 
objectives of the local area. Availability of 
land was assessed to assure, insofar as 
possible, that new sites or expansion areas 
could be obtained during implementation 
of the plan. Final use of the site or inter­
mediate areas after closure was identif ied. 
Flood protection measures were recom­
mended for specific f loodplain sites. 
Leachate control measures were recom­
mended as necessary. Groundwater was 

evaluated to determine if measures to 
prevent interference with landfill opera­
tions were required. as if a significant pollu• 
tion hazard would probably exist. Measures 
to divert surface water were identified. 
Traffic congestion at both off- and on-site 
access roads and at the working face were 
evaluated. Soil workability and availability 
of cover material were evaluated from 
available soil data; soil investigations were 
only performed at some regional sites. In 
areas of potential conflict with surrounding 
land uses, buffer zones were identified. 

Five mixed refuse disposal sites (Brown's 
Island, North Benton County, Lebanon, 
Newberg and Whiteson) were evaluated for 
development or continuation as regional 
landfills under the three alternative 
systems. An additional regional site 
(S. E. Salem) was considered for use as a 
residue landfill only. Five other local 
disposal sites (Macleay, Monmouth­
Independence, McCoy Creek, Woodburn 
and Valsetz) were evaluated for continued 
use under any of the alternatives. 

Feasibility studies have been previously 
prepared tor specific disposal sites and that 
information is only summarized in this 
report. Sites are evaluated below for the 
impact resulting from future use under 
each alternative. Service areas and waste 
flows for sites are given in Appendix E, as 
incorporated in the different alternatives. 



Brown's Island Regional Site: Existing 
conditions at the Brown's Island site were 
presented in Chapter Ill. Future use of this 
site was evaluated under the three alter­
natives. Under Alternative A, the site 
would have to receive approximately 
3,800,000 tons of unprocessed waste 
during a 20-year period (1974-1994). 
Adequate flood protection measures, access 
road improvements and infiltration and 
leachate control would allow use of the site 
(with the availability of 60 acres of 
adjoining land) in conformance with regula­
tory criteria. 

Alternat ve B would necessitate use of the 
site beyond 1994 to dispose of approxi­
mately 1,300.000 tons of residue from 
resource recovery. Similar upgrading, land 
acquisition and developmental measures 
would be required but to a lesser degree. 

Under Alternative C, the site would receive 
approximately 800,000 tons of unpro­
cessed wastes during a ~o-year period 
(1974-1984) after wh"ch time atl wastes 
would be diverted to a regional heat 
recovery facility. Similar upgrading and 
developmental measures would be requ·red, 
but to the least extent of the three alter­
natives. No addit"ona land would be 
required under Alternative C. 

Technical evaluations(6.7) of the feasibility 
for use of the Brown's Island site under 
each of the alternatives have been 

previously prepared. A comparison 
summary of the most ·mportant factors is 
given in Table IV-7. 

Under Alternatives A and 8, expansion of 
the site beyond the ex isting ownership 
boundaries would be required. Future use 
of the site may have to be limited to the 
present boundary to be compatible with 
the regional park plan and to avoid river 
channel or floodplain obstructions. Land 
that would have to be used for future 
expansion has already been acquired for 
the Willamette Greenway system under 
wh'ch interim use as a sanitary landfil l ·s 
not presently permitted. Minimum setbacks 
w thin the w·11amette River floodplain 
limit usable area for the landfll. 

Under Alternative A, ongoing use of the 
site would be fu ly compatible with other 
e ements of the regional system which 
would be primar'ly direcLed toward land 
disposal. It would also be fully compatible 
with the regional system under Alter­
native C because after 1983 no landfill 
would be required in the Salem area. The 
site wou d, however, under Alternatives A 
and 8 have difficult access and traffic 
congestion due to its general location. If 
the proposed resource recovery center were 
located in southeast Salem, residue trans­
port to the site would require highway 
transfer vehicles. However, if the residue 
landfill were ocated adjacent to the center. 
more efficient off-road equipment could be 

used. Off-site access improvements wou d 
be essential for long-term use of the site. It 
is not feasible under Alternative 8 to locatP 
the resou rce recovery center near Brown's 
Island because of more severe access and 
traffic problems for incoming vehicles and 
nonavailability of land in the floodplain. 

Initial capital and annual cost estimates to 
develop and operate the site under the 
three a/ternat ves are given ·n Appendix F. 
Development costs would be about 
$1,113,200 under Alternative A, $640,200 
under A lternative B and $518,300 under 
Alternafve C. 

ll ·s concluded that the Brown's Island site 
cannot be used without great technical 
difficulty and expense during the 20-year 
periods necessary under A lternatives A and 
B. It would be possib e to continue use for 
a limited period 'f access and flood protec 
tion measures can be provided at a reason­
able cost. If the site ·s restricted to its 
existing boundary under either A l ter· 
nafve A or B. the duration of the site use 
would have to be shortened to less than 
f ive years. A new site, such as an 
abandoned gravel pit, should be anticipated 
in the southeast Salem area to be more 
compatible with the regional system 
beginning in 1979-1980. 

A need also exists for further study of a 
site to backup the Brown's Island regional 
landfill. As noted in a subsequent section, 
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Table IV-7 
BROWN'S ISLAND REGIONAL SITE 

COM PAR ISON SUMMARY 

Factor Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C 

1. Disposal Method Area SLF Area SLF Area SLF 
2. Additional Land Req'd 70 Acres 60 Acres None 
3. Waste Projected 3,772,000 Tons SW 1,292,000 Tons SW 822,000 Tons SW 
4. Capacity 3,772,000 Tons SW 1,292,000 Tons SW 822,000 Tons SW 
5. Life 20+years (1974-1994+) 20+ years (1974-1994+) 10 years (1974-1984) 
6. Site Accessibility Paved, Brown's Island Rd. an_d Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 

River Rd. from Salem 
7. Road System U.S.-State Hwy.; County Rd. Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
8. Haul Distance 3 miles from Salem Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
9. Buffer Zones Conservation & Park Areas Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 

10. Land Availability Confine to existing areas Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
11. Land Use Presently idle or sep. future Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 

recreation 
12. Zoning RA (residential-agricultural) Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
13. Final Use Regional park or agriculture Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
14. Auxiliary Transport Rail, barge possible Same as Alt, A Same as Alt. A 
15. Leachate Control Collection, treatment, land Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 

disposal 
16. Groundwater Fluctuates with river; future Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 

fill above natural ground 
17. Flood Protection Dikes, access road improve· Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 

ments, & back-up site req'd 
18. Springs & Surface No springs or ponds, Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 

Water Willamette River floodplain 
19. Traffic Congestion Severe on River Rd. & in Salem Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
20. Soils & Geology Silty & sandy loam over sands Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 

& gravels; good workability 
but high permeability 

21. Compatibility with Fully compatible Limited compatibility Fully compatible 
System w/transfer & resource 

recovery due to access 
and location 
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the Macleay site is recommended to 
provide emergency backup to the Brown's 
Island site. It is recognized that the inter­
relationship between the S. E. Salem 
Resource Recovery Center, the Brown's 
Island site, and the Macleay site need 
further evaluation regarding waste flow and 
contingency operations under emergency 
conditions. 

North Benton County Regional Site: The 
conditions pertaining to the use of the 
existing Coffin Butte site were included in 
Chapter Ill. Future use of a regional site in 
the same vicinity was evaluated under the 
three alternatives. In each alternative, a 
regional landfill need was indicated in the 
vicinity of Granger and Camp Adair tor a 
20-year period (1974-1994+}. Different 
waste types and flows would occur, how­
ever, under the different alternatives. 

Under Alternative A the Benton County 
landfill would requ ire hand ·ng nearly 
3,000,000 tons of unprocessed waste from 
southern Polk County, Benton County and 
western Linn County (see Appendix E). On 
an annual basis, the site would receive 
approximately 90,000 tons of wastes from 
this service area with the amount doubling 
by 1994. 

Under Alternative 8, the site would serve 
the same areas as Alternative A. However. a 
resource recovery center would be built in 
the same general area which would reduce 
the amount of waste received at the land-

fill. A total of approximately 1,600,000 
tons of residue and 180,000 tons of unpro­
cessed wastes would be andfilled by 1994. 

Under Alternative C, the site would serve 
primarily as a residue landfill lor a heat 
recovery facility also located in North 
Benton County. In the later years, this 
facility would serve virtual y all of the 
major populated areas of the Region. A 
cumulative total of approx imately 
1,760,000 tons of wastes and incinerator 
ash would be landfilled by 1994. 

Evaluations were made of the feasibility tor 
development of several different sites in the 
vicinity of the existing Coffin Butte site. 
Floodplain restr ictions. land use, zoning 
and land availability led to the eventual 
selection of the proposed site. 

A comparison summary for use of the 
North Benton County site under the three 
alternatives is given in Table IV-8. Under 
Alternative A, development of the new site 
would require lease or purchase of about 
100 acres with site preparation. improve 
men ts to access roads, access control, land­
scaping, leachate and drainage control, 
utilities and other support facilities. 
Leachate and drninage control would be 
essential to handle the area previously filled 
at the old Coffin Butte site as well. 

Land acquisition could be reduced to 60 
acres under Alternative B; leachate and 

drainage control measures would be 
reduced in scope. Due to the reduced totul 
quantity of waste to be landfilled, other 
developmental measures would also be less. 

Al ternative C would also requ re a total of 
100 acres and s·milar site developmen1 
measures. However. measures for leachate 
and drainage control could be significantly 
reduced under Alternat ive C due to the 
characteristics of the incinerator res1duE' 
which would be received. 

Public use of the site would only occur 
under Alternative A. Under Alternative B 
both commercia and public use would be 
prohibited if an alternaLe transport and 
processing system is provided Only 
transfer vehicle transport would be allowed 
under Alternative C. These decisions were 
justified as the site Is considered to have 
poor access for the public and for com­
mercial traf fic from Albany, but is 
considered to have good accessibility for 
Corvallis commercial tra ffic. Distance from 
communities and litter were also 
considered. 

As given in Append ix F, the capital costs 
(including land) to develop the site would 
total $360,600 under Alternative A. 
$280,600 under Alternative Band 
$360,000 under Alternative C. The 
expenditures for preparation of the si te 
vary initially and with time depending on 
the amount of wastes anticipated. 
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Table IV-8 
NORTH BENTON COUNTY REGIONAL SITE 

COMPARISON SUMMARY 

Factor Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C 

,. Disposal Method Ramp SLF Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
2. Additional Area Req'd 100 Acres 60 Acres 100 Acres 
3. Waste Projected Approx. 2,870,00 Tons Approx. 1,780,000 Tons Approx. 1,760,000 Tons 
4. Capacity 2,904,000 Tons 1,704,000 Tons 2,904,000 Tons 
5. Life 20+ years (1974-1994+) 19+ years (1974-1993+) 20+ years (1974-1994+) 
6. Site Accessibility Poor for public; poor for No public use; good No public use; no comml. 

commercial from Albany comml. Corvallis; poor direct use 
comml. from Albany 

7. Road System U.S.-State Hwy.; County Road Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
8. Haul Distance Approx. 10 mi. Albany; 12 mi. Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 

to Corvallis 
9. Buffer Zones Required on south & east sides Same as Alt. A. Same as Alt. A 

10. Land Availability Option to purchase Other 40 acres avail. Same as Alt. A 
11. Land Use Agriculture (idle) Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
12. Zoning R-A, Suburban Res./agriculture Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
13. Final Use Agriculture Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
14. Auxiliary Transport Potential rail Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
15. Leachate Control Collection system; lagoons, Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 

land disposal 
16. Groundwater At 10-20-foot depths or more Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 

low yield wells 
17. Flood Protection None required Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
18. Springs & Surface Intermittent springs to west Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 

Water & ponds to north; none in 
working area 

19. Traffic Congestion Severe Hwy. 20 and County Rd. Minor Hwy. 20 & 99W; None; residue transport 

20. Soils & Geology Witzel very cobbly, silty, clay 
severe on County Rd. only 

Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
loam underlain by basalt rock 

21. Compatibility with Fully compatible Fully compatible Fully compatible 
System 
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Lebanon Regional Site: Present condi­
tions pertaining to the Lebanon site were 
given in Chapter 111. Future use of the 
Lebanon site is antic ipated under all of the 
proposed alternatives. 

Under Alternatives A and B, the site would 
be upgraded for continued operation to 
receive a total of approximately 840,000 
tons of unprocessed waste during the 
20-year period (1974-1994). Wastes from 
the Sweet Home and Lebanon service areas 
of Linn County would be received at an 
initial rate of approximately 30,000 tons 
per year which would increase to approxi­
mately 50,000 tons per year by 1994. 

Under Alternative C, a total of only about 
300,000 tons of unprocessed waste would 
be received from the same service areas. 
After 1983 wastes from the Sweet Home­
Lebanon areas would be transferred to the 
resource recovery center near Albany to be 
ultimately recovered as steam at the pro· 
posed regional facility. 

Remaining capacity of the present site ,s 
estimated to be 900,000 tons of solid wriste 
which would be adequate to meet the 
needs of the area for nearly a 20-year 
period without acquisition of add itional 
land. An area method of tandfill could be 
utilized for residential , commercial and 
industrial wastes. Appliances and other 
large scrap should be reclaimed. Final use 

of the site has not been identified but 
presumably could be phased to agricultura 
grazing or cropland. 

Flood control dams on the South Santiam 
R'ver have reduced f lood hazard to the site. 
As an added precaution, a dike is under 
construction along the western edge. 
Surface water divers·on ditches will also be 
necessary. Leachate monitoring wel Is 
should be installed and, i f needed. a 
leachate collection and treatment system 
could be constructed. Traffic congestion is 
not expected to be a problem for use under 
any of the regional alternatives. 

It is concluded that the Lebanon site can 
be used under nll three alternatives in much 
the same manner during the init ial period. 
As given in Appendix F. the initial capital 
cost is estimated to be $121,400 (including 
land) for upgrading operations and would 
remain the same under all alternatives. 
Anm1al costs would also be the same under 
Alternatives A and B. 

A comparison summary for alternative uses 
of the site is given in Table IV-9. 

Newberg Regional Site: Conditions 
pertaining to present use of the Newberg 
site were evaluated in Chapter 111. Future 
use of the site as a regional sanitary landfi ll 
appears feasible under the three alternative 
systems. 

Under A lternative A, the Newberg site 
would be upgraded to receive nearly 
1,400,000 tons of unprocessed wastes from 
service areas in Yamhill County, northern 
Mar ion County and Washington County. 

Under A lternative B. the site would be 
upgraded to receive approx imately b00,000 
tons of unprocessed wastes from Ol"ly 
Newberg and southwestern Washinyton 
County. 

Under A l ternative C, tl'e s te would rec.e,ve 
a total of approximate1y 170,000 tons of 
unprocessed wastes for an eight year period 
from 1974 to 1982 after which time wastes 
wou ld be transferred to a processing center 
near McMinnville. 

During the initial period, the site would 
contm..ie to be upgrdded and operated ir, 
much the same manner under all of the 
alternatives. Residential. commercial and 
industrial wastes, riulp mill sludge, tires dnd 
app!iances woulrl be buried in an area 
method sanitary landfi ll. 

With the purchase of additional propert ies, 
adequate soi l cover can be made availab le. 
Pulp mill sludge a so offers some potential 
for use as interrr1ed1are cover. 

Mill ing to achieve volume reduction would 
assist in reducing land requ irements and 
enhancing final stability ot the site. How 
ever, the economics for facility installattorl 
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Table IV-9 
LEBANON REGIONAL SITE 
COMPARISON SUMMARY 

Factor Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C 

1. Disposal Method Area SLF Area SLF Area SLF 
2. Additional Area Req'd None, City-County Combined None, City-County None, City-County 

Combined Combined 
3. Waste Projected Approximately 840,000 Tons Same as Alt. A Approx. 300,000 Tons 
4. Capacity 900,000 Tons Same as Alt. A 900,000 Tons 
5. Life 20 years (1974-19941 Same as Alt. A 9 years (1974-1983) 
6. Site Accessibility Good from all areas Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
7. Road System Brewster Rd. to Hwy. 20, Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 

satisfactory 
8. Haul Distance 2 miles from Lebanon Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
9. Buffer Zones None required Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 

10. Land Availability Presently owned Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
11. Land Use Agriculture, residential Same as Alt, A Same as Alt. A 
12. Zoning ART. agriculture-recreation- Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 

t imber 
13. Final Use Unknown, probably agriculture Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
14. Auxiliary Transport Potential rail Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
15. Leachate Control Monitoring wells only Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
16. Groundwater Approx. 44 feet below surface Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
17. Flood Protection Dikes needed Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
18. Springs & Surface Surface water diversion needed Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 

Water 
19. Traffic Congestion Unlikely Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
20. Soils and Geology 5-6 feet of sandy, silty loam Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 

overlying tighter soils 
21. Compatibility with Fully compatible Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 

System 
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without material recovery appears 
infeasible based on the unit cost for 
quantities processed. 

Monitoring of groundwater conditions 
particularly adjacent to the river should be 
an ongoing program as should the use of 
dikes or other methods to divert surface 
waters away from active landfill areas until 
final cover and stability from erosion is 
obtained. A specific operational plan for 
both summer and winter conditions should 
be identified to insure continuous and 
effective site use. 

It is concluded that the Newberg site can 
be upgraded and continued in operation to 
meet the projected waste disposal needs 
under all three alternatives. Capital costs 
are estimated to be about $63,900 
(including land) remain·ng the same for 
each alternative. 

A comparison summary for alternative uses 
of the site is given in Table I V-10. 

S. E. Salem Regional Site: Although not 
included in the three basic alternative 
systems, a landfill site in southeast Salem 
was evaluated during the study period for 
use c1s a regional residue landfill. The site 
was intended, only under Alternative B, to 
be used for disposal of processed residue 
from the S. E. Salem Resource Recovery 
Center. This would avoid transporting the 
material to Brown's Island. Two existing 

gravel pits were evaluated: M. P. Materials 
and Walling Sand and Gravel. Both are 
located near the Salem Municipal Airport 
and are easily accessible to Interstate 5. 

The M. P. Materials site is located near the 
junction of Airport Road, S. E., and Turner 
Rd., S. E., on property zoned RA, Residen­
tial. No immediately adjacent property 
appeared readi ly suitable as a site for a 
regional resource recovery center. Traffic 
congestion could be a potential problem at 
the entrance to Turner Road if all residues 
were transported in highway vehicles. 
Although no measurements were made, the 
capacity of the site appeared suffcient to 
dispose of residue wastes from 1976 to 
1994 or beyond. A dewatering system 
would probably be necessary, as well as 
entrance improvements. 

The Wall ing Sand and Gravel Co. gravel pits 
are located between 16th Street, S. E., and 
22nd Street, S. E., on McGilchrist Street in 
an area zoned HI, Heavy Industrial. 
Adjacent property already committed to 
industrial uses appeared to be well suited as 
a potential site for a regional resource 
recovery center. It appeared possible to 
construct an exclusive access road between 
the industrial sites and the gravel pits to 
enable use of off-road transport vehicles. 
Rail is readily available and the present use 
of the existing road network includes heavy 
industrial vehicles. A dewatering system, as 
well as fencing and equipment maintenance 

facilities, would be necessary to develop 
the site. Capacity appeared adequate for 
the anticipated use. Both sites would 
require access control to prevent unauthor· 
ized use. Although both sites could 
µrobably be utilized, the Walling Sand and 
Gravel site would be preferable because of 
compatible zoning and surrounding land 
use, availability of adjoining sites for a 
processing center, and compatibi l ty with 
the existing road network. 

Protection of groundwater will be a major 
concern for either site w ith the level of 
protective measures largely dependent on 
the character of materials being landfilled. 
Inert demolition waste could be used to 
bring the level of the pits above the water 
table. If resource recovery then removes 
the organic and putrescible wastes as a 
combustible fuel, the inert residue could be 
safe y landfilled. In case the material is not 
sufficiently processed, capacity at Brown's 
Island could be used to back up the system. 
In case additional landfill capacity is 
needed for unprocessed wastes over the 
long-range period, a contingency plan could 
include use of the Mac eay s te in Marion 
County With use of the latter as a drop 
box site and special waste processing site, 
landfill operation could be quickly 
mobilized. A summary for use of the site 
under Alternative B only is given in 
Table IV-11. 
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Table IV-10 -, 
NEWBERG REGIONAL SITE 
COMPARISON SUMMARY 

Factor Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C 

1. Disposal Method Area SLF Area SLF Area SLF 
2. Additional Area Req'd 50 acres 50 acres None 
3. Waste Projected Approx. 1,400,000 tons Approx. 500,000 tons Approx. 170,000 tons 
4. Capacity 1,400,000 tons w/land 500,000 tons w/land 170,000 tons 

acquisition acquisition 
5. Life 20 years (1974-1994) 20 years {1974-1994) 8 years (1974-19821 
6. Site Accessibi I ity Poor access into site; easily Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
7. Road System Co. Road to State Highway Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
8. Haul Distance 2 miles from Newberg Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
9. Buffer Zones None required Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 

10. Land Availability Unknown Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
11. Land Use Agriculture Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
12. Zoning Agriculture Same as Alt. A Same as Alt, A 
13. Final Use Agriculture or Recreation Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
14. Auxiliary Transport None Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
15. Leachate Control None to be provided Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
16. Groundwater Fluctuates withe Willamette Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 

River 
17. Flood Protection Diking, access road improve- Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 

ments needed 
18. Springs and Surface Chehalem Creek and the Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 

Water Willamette River 
19. Traffic Congestion Severe at entrance and River Moderate at entrance Moderate at entrance 

Road and River Road and River Road 
20. Soils and Geology Silty, sandy loam to 6 feet Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
21. Compatibility with Fully compatible Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 

System 
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Table IV-11 
SE SALEM REGIONAL SITE 

SUMMARY 

Factor Alternative B 

Disposal Method Area residue landfill 
Additional Area Req'd None 
Waste Projected 1,292,000 tons 
Capacity Greater than 1,300,000 tons 
Life 18+ years ( 1976-1994+) 
Site Accessibility Off-road access possible; 

excellent area accessibility 
Road System McGilchrist Rd. & Turner Rd. 

to 1-5 
Haul Distance Adjacent to RRC sites 
Buffer Zones None req'd except fencing 
Land Availability Lease or purchase from 

private owner 
Land Use Industrial, natural resource 
Zoning IH, Heavy Industrial 
Final Use Industrial site 
Auxiliary Transport Potential rail 
Leachate Control Not required 
Groundwater Dewatering system or initial 

demolition filling 
Flood Protection None required 
Springs & Surface Infiltration from gravel strata 

Water 
Traffic Congestion None likely; exclusive access 
Soils & Geology Sands and gravels 
Compatibility Excellent 
w/System 

It should be noted that a five-year per od 
exists during which other alternative 
residue disposal sites may be investigated 
and evaluated. Final selection of the 
residue disposal si te must be coordinated 
with the design, construction, and opera­
tion of the processing center during th is 
time period. 

Whiteson Regional Site: Present condi­
tions pertaining to the Whiteson site were 
given in Chapter 111. Future use of the site 
as a regional sanitary landfill appears 
feasible under all three alternatives. 

Under Alternative A. the site would receive 
a total of approximately 630,000 tons of 
unprocessed waste during the first 12-year 
period (1974-1986). Until closure of the 
site in 1986, it would receive wastes from 
service areas in Pol k County and the 
McMinnville area of Yamhill County. 

Under Alternative 8, wastes from the same 
service areas would be transferred to a 
resource recovery cen ter after 1986. 

Under Alternafve C. the site would receive 
approximately 270,000 tons of unpro­
cessed wastes and be operated only for an 
8-year period (1974-1982). It would be 
replaced with a processing-transfer facility 
similar to that at Lebanon. After 1982, all 
processed materials and residues would be 
transferred to the heat recovery facility 
proposed in North Benton County. 
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Under a I of the alternatives, the site would 
receive residential, commercial and indus­
trial wi.lstes for burial in a sanitary landfill 
operater.J nit1ally in trenc;hes, thence in an 
nren rnethod. Wh.te goods and other scrap 
would be stored in a separa Le area for 
reclamc1I ion. Area fi ll ing on top of trenches 
would ern:ible the site to adequately handle 
the 460,000 tons for disposal under Alter• 
riat 1ve B but wou d require excessive depths 
or Jred expansion 10 dispose of the 
630,000 tons projected under Alter • 
nat ive A. Waste qudnti ties received under 
Alternative C could be readily landfi lled. 

Soils at ttw site are heavy elays which are 
pnorly workable in wet weather but which 
lirni1 leachate prociuction ,md travel. Flood 
and surface water con I rol measures are 
wov1ded o planned for future construe 
tIon. A frcnch drain controls subsur1nce 
water entering bur·ed refuse. Bulky wastes 
ore gcncrnIed in large quantities in the 
McMfnnville service arer1 a'ld have a maior 
impac t on the lundfil operat ions. Volume 
reduction by source separntion und 
recovery or s11.c reduction by milling these 
wcistes appears necessary to conserve 
capaci ty at thP site. Smee wood residue 
d sposal provides <1 significant portion of 
the revenur to operate the site, reduced 
quantities of this waste would require 
extensive read1ustrne111 of •he operat ionr1 I 
progrc1rn. 
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It is concluded that the Whiteson site could 
not be used for the entire period of Alter­
native A but could be used for the 
proposed periods of Alternatives Band C, 
respect ively. No additional major capital 
costs would be incurred under any alter­
native. Summary of the uses of the site 
under the three alternatives is given in 
Table IV-12 

Albany Site: Existing conditions 
regarding the Albany site were evaluated in 
Chapter 111 No future use 1s proposed for 
the site becatise of the difficu t operating 
conditions :.ind future capacity require­
men ts. Under a I alternatives, use of the site 
would be terminated. Wastes from the 
service area would be lnndfilled at the 
North Benton County site under Alter­
native A, would be transferred to North 
Benton County Resource Recovery Center 
under Alternative B, or wou ld be inciner­
ated under Alternative Cat the proposed 
regional facility in Benton County. 

Macleay Site: Existing conditions at the 
Macleay site were evaluated in Chapter 111. 
Under all alternatives, the site would be 
closed during 1974 or early 1975. Wastes 
from the area would be hauled to the 
Brown's Island site under Alternative A or 
be transferred to a Resource Recovery 
Center in S. E. Salem under A lternatives B 
or C. The site has served as a backup for 
the Brown's Island site and may continue 
to do so in the future ·1 the need arises. 

Continued use of the Macleay site as a 
backup to the Brown's Island regional site 
and the S. E. Salem Resource Recovery 
Center was selected primarily on the basis 
of least initial cost, Duplicate equipment at 
the processing facility is not indicated 
because the maximum duration of 
emergency downtime is expected to be two 
weeks annually and it is considered more 
acceptable to rely upon the Macleay and 
Brown's Island sites for backup facilities. 
Further evaluation of the capacity and 
anticipated use of the Macleay site should 
be undertaken concurrently with prelim­
inary design of the Salem processing 
facility. 

Monmouth-Independence Site: Existing 
conditions pertaining to the Monmouth­
Independence site were evaluated in 
Chapter If I. Under all three alternatives, 
the site would have to handle approxi­
mately 130,000 tons of unprocessed waste 
during the next five years (1974-1979). 
Approximately 19,000-24,000 T/YR of 
wastes would be received from the 
Mon mouth-Independence and Da I las areas 
during this time. Beyond 1979, wastes 
from the area would be transferred to the 
North Benton County landfill (Alter 
native A), the North Benton County 
Resource Recovery Center (Alternative BL 
or would be processed near Rickreall and 
hauled to the incineration facility in 
Benton County (Alternative C). 



Table IV-12 
WHITESON REGIONAL SITE 

COMPARISON SUMMARY 

Factor Alternative A Alternative 8 Alternative C 

1. Disposal Method Trench and area SLF Trench and area SLF Trench and area SLF 
2. Additional Area Req'd 10 acres (approx.) None None 
3. Waste Projected Approx. 630,000 Tons Approx. 460,000 Tons Approx. 270,000 Tons 
4. Capacity Approx. 460,000 Tons Approx. 460,000 Tons Approx. 460,000 Tons 
5. Life 12 years ( 1974-1986) 12years (1974•1986) 8 years (1974-1982) 
6. Site Accessibility Good for service area Same as Alt . A Same as Alt. A 
7. Road System Co. Rd. and 99W Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
B. Haul Distance 6 mi. south to McMinnville Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
9. Buffer Zones South and east sides Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 

10. Land Availability Owner by county Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
11. Land Use Agriculture Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
12. Zoning None Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
13. Final Use Agriculture Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
14. Auxiliary Transport None Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
15. Leachate Control Interception and Prevention Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
16. Groundwater Below 35 feet Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
17. Flood Protection Dikes needed Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
18. Springs and Surface Diversion ditches needed Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 

Water 
19. Traffic Congestion Not likely Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
20. Soils and Geology Silts and clays Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A 
21 . Compatibility with Compatible, but limited life Fully compatible Fully compatible 

system 
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ResicJ,mtial, commercial and industrial 
wastes would be buried in an area method 
scmitary landfill. While goods would be 
separated and reclaimed. 

AdequJte soil cover cons•st1n9 of silly clay 
loam is Jvailable ior remain·ng use. Surrace 
und qroundwater control rriedsures do 1101 
appear 10 he necessc1ry 'or remainir1g use of 
the sI le. 

McCoy Creek Site: Existing conditions 
pe1·1 c1 i11i11g lo the McCoy Creek site were 
evaluated In ChcJpter 111 Future use 01 the 
:;itn 1mc.for nil .i lterm1tives would be iden1i 
cal. 11 would receive dpproximately 25,000 
tons of unprocessed wastes during Lhc 
e111ire20-year period (1974-1994) from the 
Idanha Sant1am Junction cirec.1. Approx ·­
rnately 800 T/YR are cstim .. 11ed to be 
generated in lhis area. plus an unknown 
urnounl of recremI011a area wastes from 
forest lands. 

Res1den1wl, commerc nl ,.ind recreational 
wdstes, l11ter and white goods would be 
buried ind trench Lype sanitary landril!. In 
add it' on Lo the present 10 .icres, 40 a<.:rns 
are available for expansion 

Groundwater. surface Willer and leachate 
control urc not anticipated to be futurr 
problems w·1h use of the McCoy Creek si1e. 

Valsel/ Site: Existing condit ions per 
taining to the Valselz sile were evaluated ·n 
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Chapter 111. Under the three alternative 
systems, the site would be used for at least 
a 20-year period (1974 1994) to landfill 
approximately 9,000 tons or unprocessed 
wastes from the community of Valsetz. An 
initial rate of arproximately 300 T/YR is 
projected lo increase to approximately 
500 T/YR by 1994. 

Residential, commercial and dernolition 
wustes, white goods and tree trimmings wil l 
be buried m an area method modified 
landfill. The property presently in use 
could be extended to meet the needs of the 
are~ 

The silty loam soil exists c1t depths of 
approximately six feet with an underlay of 
rock at 20 feet which could limit cover 
material. Groundwater, surface water and 
flooding problems are no1 expected Linder 
the anticipated future use. Leachate 
control would utilize existing ditches and 
ponds. Traffic congestion is not 
anticipated. 

Initial capital cost to develop the site ·s 
estimated to be $7,400 under all alter 
natives. This exµenditure is primarily for 
fencing, signing and other improvements to 
upgrade usdge ,md operational control to 
those for a sanitary landfill. To avoid the 
high costs of daily covering, a limited 
period of operation (one or two days per 
week) appears preferable. This wou ld be 
similar to the McCoy Creek site. 

Woodburn Site: Existing conditions 
pertaining to the present Woodburn site 
were evaluated in Chapter 11 L Future use 
of a new replacement site near the existing 
site would be included under all 
alternatives. 

Under Alternatives A and B, the new site 
would receive approximately 500,000 tons 
of unprocessed wastes from the Woodburn 
and Mt. Angel-Silverton areas of Marion 
County and a portion of Clackamas 
County_ Generated wastes have been 
estimated to be approximately 
35,000 T/YR which would increase to 
approximately 50,000 T/YR by 1984. By 
such time. the site would be closed and all 
mixed wastes transferred to the Newberg 
site. 

Under Alternative C, the site would be 
closed by 1982 and wastes would be trans­
ferred to a processing-transfer facility in 
S. E. Salem, thence to the regional incinera­
tion and heat recovery plant in Benton 
County. 

Residential, commercial. industrial and 
tood processing wastes would be buried in 
a trench sanitary landfill. Cardboard and 
white goods would be reclaimed in a 
separate area. 

Adequate so il cover consisting of silt loam 
is available on site. High groundwater 
conditions, however, do pose special des gn 
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and operation problems by limiting depth 
of excavation and requiring leachate 
control. 

Filling should be restricted to above water 
table elevations and be phased to achieve 
optimum use of available soils for con­
structing area lifts over filled trenches. At 
least two feet of cover should be planned 
for all filled areas with contouring for 
eventual reuse for agricultural or park 
development. 

Initial capital costs to develop the site have 
been estimated to be about $60,000, 
remaining the same under each alternative 
system. 

DEMOLITION LANDFILLS. Generally, 
demolition wastes can be landfilled in small 
quantities with little difficulty. However, 
when the amount exceeds about 30 percent 
of the total waste to be handled, special 
equipment may be necessary to move. 
compact or cover heavy or bulky materials. 
Landfill of demolifon wastes can be done 
with I ittle separation or special handling 
methods. Transfer and resource recovery 
systems may, however. be adversely 
affected by some types of demolition 
wastes. Wood residues have potential value 
for energy and should be diverted to pro­
cessing systems wherever feasible. 

Rural transfer systems are the type most 
affected by large amounts of demolition 

wastes. Concrete. rock or other heavy 
materials can overload a drop box causing 
delays or damage to the equipment. To 
overcome this problem, an attendant has 
been assumed to be essential to operation 
of a rural transfer system. An important 
duty of the attendant would be to prevent 
heavy demolition materials from being 
deposited in the drop box and designating 
proper separation and disposal of these 
wastes. 

Urban transfer systems are also vulnerable 
to overloading from excessive heavy demo 
lition materials. The typical system 
previously discussed would be protected 
from overloading by the facility attendants, 
but excessive amounts would need to be 
diverted to an alternative disposal location. 

Due to the above considerations, it will be 
necessary to continue to provide sufficient 
demolition landfills in the Reg'on. Loca­
tions of the landfills will have to be as close 
as possible to the source of waste genera­
tion, primarily the urban areas of Salem, 
Albany and Corvallis. Uses of existing and 
proposed demolition landfills are presented 
in this section. 

Corvallis Demolition Site: Existing 
conditions at the Corvallis demolition 
landfill were previously evaluated in 
Chapter 111. Under all three alternatives, 
the site would continue in use until full, 
projected to occur about 1979. During this 

five-year period, approximate y 210,000 
tons of demolition wastes would be 
received from the Corvallis-Albany urban 
area at a rate of approximately 
35,000 T/YR. A new demolition site could 
be developed at the existing Tremaine 
gravel pits for replacement of the site under 
all three alternatives. 

The site would receive demolition wastes 
and land clearing debris which would be 
buried ·nan area method mod.tied landfi ll 
with weekly cover. Recovery of processible 
or combustible materials should be 
considered by 1976 to be compatible with 
other regional programs. Adequa te cover 
material is available for remaining use of 
the site. Existing dikes are anticipated to be 
adequate for f lood and surface drainage 
control. No add tional leachate control 
measures or access road improvements are 
believed to be necessary. Traffic congest ion 
is not anticipated to be a future problem. 
Upon completion, the site should receive 
final cover sufficient for agricultural usage. 

Fowler Demolition Si te: Existing 
conditions pertaining to the Fowler 
demolition landfi ll were evaluated ·n 
Chapter 11 1. Under all three alternatives, 
the site would be continued in operation 
un.ti l the remaining capacity is exhausted 
{about 1979) to serve the Salem and 
surrounding urban area. Approximately 
130,000 tons of wastes would be received 
during the 5-year period at a rate of about 
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27,000 T/YR. Jn 19/9 <l r1ew dernol1t1on 
!anri di ::ould be cstub ished nedr Silverton 
10 ,epldce the site. 

The 'iite would conI inne Lo receive only 
dernol It ion was res and land clecJriny debris, 
t1 II of w t 1ch would be buried in <ln <1rc,J 
lllClhod modified l;;indfi!I (weekly cover). 
F ndl use of rhe site woulcJ IJe presumab y 
:iyriuil turd I ur,mng or cropland. 

S1>il cover uvarlab1hty should be adequate 
tor remaining use of the site. Groundwater 
dnd surface water conditions are not 
hel1eved To require construction of any 
d1vers1orr <;tructures, dikes or ditches. 
A lthough the site 1s rn the Willamette River 
I oocJpl,mi, no flood prulection mensures 
<.1Ie p1upused beccJuse of rl1e inen charaLter 
of tt •e wuste and the luck of a need for 
<~011 1IrnJ011s use. 

Monroe Dernolit1on Site Existing 
0•11 i rr1on, ,11th~! MonroP demolition <;Ite 

were evc.1 uated In Chupter 111. The 
1emarning capacity ol the> site has not been 
ueterrnined; however. the need for a 
demolition landfill in Benton County has 
beer1 rccn11niLed. Al though a detailed 
evalual ion has not been made, continued 
usf> of the -;ite un til its Cilpacity Is 
ext' rhtslecJ Is recolllmencJed in order l I1 

prov c.lc a facility for demolition waste 
tfsposal in Benton County. Further 
c:vnluat1un ol tile site is c.1lso recommendc~d 
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Other Demol ition Sites: Two potenriat 
dPmolition s·tes were ideni1f1ed during the 
study period for use under long-ranye 
plcJns The sites, either scµcJrately or ri 

combination with the CorvcJllis, Fowler, 
Silverion or Tremaine demolition landflls, 
cot1ld serve p,irts of the Region 

One site in Linn County (SE¼, Section 10, 
Tl 1 S, R3W) coufd be developed from an 
old quarry owned by Albany Rock 
Products. Another site in Yamhill County, 
north of McMinnville, (NE¼. Section 19, 
T3S, R4W) also offers potential i or 
development as a demol1tron landfi l l 

Further investigation and upe1cJt ,ona p dns 
should be developed as need aI· I~es No cost 
estimates have been prep,m~d for develop 
rnent or Lrsc of these sites. 

SLUDGE LAGOONS. Two existing 
septic tank sludge lc1goons were previously 
f.Nc.1luated in Chapter Ill. Future manage­
ment ol th s wasle d1sposcJ has been 
considt!red as a necessary element separate 
from rnixed refuse and demolition wastes. 

Genercilty, It is anticipated tha1 trie future 
need for septic tank sludge lagoons wil 
rl rn1nish. It is proJectecJ that the sludge 
entering the public system will decrease or 
rem, .. un constan1 because population growth 
will be oflset by new Sdnitary sewer 
services In ddd1tion to a lnrge, precenrnge 
of the population pro1ected 10 be served by 

public sewers, greater usage of sewage 
treatment plants for disposal of septic tank 
pumpings is anticipated. Future use of the 
existing sludge lagoons is evaluated below 
in light of the c.1bove !actors. 

Cul Nored Sludge Lagoon. Under any of 
the alternatives, the Cul Nored sludge 
lagoons should be phased out in a three- to 
five-year period. During that period, the 
Region's sewage treatment plan ls should be 
programmed to upgrade capability to 
handle septic tank pumpings. No major 
improvements are recommended for 
continued use of the site. 

Roto Router Sludge LcJgoon. Like the 
Nored facility, the Ro to Roo ters udge 
lagoon should be phased out In a three- to 
f ive-year per"od. No major improveme"l ts 
are recommended for continued use of the 
site during the remaining usage. 

SELECTION OF THE RECOMMENDED 
PLAN 

Th,s StiCtion describes the procedures used 
to select the recommended plan, how the 
recommended plan ach Ieves the desired 
planning object ives dnu what modi ficat1ons 
to the selected alternative plan were 
c1ctucJlly developed. As was discussed for 
the al ternat ve plans, specific goc> ls ant.l 
objectives for the Region were intended 10 
be incorporated in the recornrnended plan. 
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Obviously. there are many criteria and 
constraints in selecting a final plan and 
many variations could be proposed. With 
the guidance of the Chemeketa Board, one 
of the three alternative plans proposed was 
selected and became subject to further 
detailed evaluation before emerging as the 
recommended plan set forth in the next 
section. 

Procedures 

Three alternative plans for regional systems 
were proposed as described in a previous 
section. Each included a planning level 
analysis of facility needs, size, capital costs 
and approximate total annual costs. The 
plans were presented to the Chemeketa 
Board for discussion in light of meeting 
existing regulations and controls, and the 
established goals and objectives. Plans were 
discussed particularly in terms of capital 
costs. A consensus was reached to select 
Alternative B (Figure IV-10) as best 
meeting these requirements. 

Detailed financial analysis was undertaken 
on this plan resulting in capital cost 
ad1ustments. additional phasing of facilities 
where high growth would indicate future 
expansion and facility deferral if not 
economically feasible during the indicated 
implementation period. Further discussions 
with involved parties also resulted in 
add-tional facility phasing or relocations to 
achieve a workable final plan. 

To add flexibility in a lowing for different 
approaches to implement plans in each 
county, Alternative B, as modified, was 
further adjusted as to initial and long-range 
periods. The importance of recognizing an 
initial period for major facilities was to 
allow for the possibility of different rates 
of progress in each county together with 
optimum use of acceptable existing 
facilities. 

The culmination of the above acfon was 
the Chemeketa Boards's general concur­
rence with the Recommended Plan 
presented in detail in the next section. 
Further review of the Recommended Plan 
by the various counties and cities in the 
Region will fol low publication of this 
report. Adoption of the Recommended 
Plan by the counties and most of the cities 
will mark the end of the planning process 
and the beginning of implementation of a 
regional solid waste management plan. 

Planning Objectives Achieved 

In the previous section, broad objectives 
were established for Alternative B. Due to 
capital and annual operating costs, partic­
ularly in the initial period of implemen­
tation, it became apparent that not all of 
the objectives could be fully realized. 

Public convenience, primarily outside the 
main urban areas, will not be as great as 
anticipated due to high user costs which 

would tend to discourage rather than 
encourage use. Voluntary use of rural 
collection services wil I be necessary unless 
increased illegal dumping activity leads to 
intolerable conditions which would require 
publicly financed spec'a1 districts or a 
county-wide subsidy of rural drop box 
stations. 

Continued use of short-term landfills w,I 
be necessary in some areas because of the 
high costs ot consolidation into regional 
sites. These sma ler sites will have to meet 
all operating controls and requirements 
probably at higher user costs. Incentives to 
close such sites and uti ize regional resource 
recovery facilities must be reviewed 
annually. 

A lack of large energy users in the proper 
location and the unavailability of suitable 
supplementary fue s make construct' on of 
a heat recovery facility technically 
infeasible for the Region. Maximum energy 
recovery will not therefore be achieved at 
facTties constructed under the Recom­
mended Plan. However, resource recovery 
as recommended would result in conversion 
of a portion of the Region's so 1d waste 
into a marketable fuel wh ich can be used n 
existing boilers. So, although energy 
reyovery is not maximized. it is signif i­
cantly enhanced when considered for the 
enfre Region. 
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Under Alternative B as modified, resource 
recovery is maximized except in outlying 
areas where the use of local landfills 
essentially reduces the energy which would 
be consumed in transporting the waste to a 
regional resource recovery center. It is 
probable that the energy saved would 
nearly equal the energy which could be 
derived by processing wastes from these 
areas. Inclusion of an additional resource 
recovery center at Newberg will represent a 
net savings in energy by reducing transpor­
tation of those wastes to North Benton 
County or recovery of wastes initially 
proposed lo be landfilled. 

An objective achieved under the Recom­
mended Plan that was not included in the 
original objectives is minimization of initial 
capital investment through phasing of 
mcijor facilities. The purpose of this 
objective is to enhance the ease with which 
local government and industry can finance 
the Recommended Plan and to enhance 
public acceptance of the Chemeketa 
Region's program and the Recommended 
Plan. 

Specific Modifications 

Specific modifications to Alternative B, 
resulting from the procedures noted above 
are: 
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Early closure of the Brown's Island 
sani tary landfill is shown in the 

Recommended Plan because costs to 
develop the site for long-term use are 
estimated to be much greater than 
originally anticipated. In lieu of long­
term use cJS a large-scale sanitary land­
fill, the Brown's Island site will be 
upgraded for short-term use only, 
during which time gravel pits near the 
S. E. Salem Resource Recovery Center 
will be evaluated and developed as a 
residue landfill. The feasibility of land 
reclamation with air classiffer residue 
will be demonstrated at the gravel pits 
while the Brown's Island site will be 
available in the short-range period. 
Also during the trial period, enhance• 
ment of Brown's Island may be 
demonstrated by raising the site above 
flood elevation. 
A smaller transfer facility would be 
constructed to serve the Corvallis 
urban area. Detailed evaluation 
disclosed that only about 10 percent 
of the city's wastes would have to be 
handled initially at the transfer 
station, with the remaining wastes 
hauled directly to the North Benton 
County Resource Recovery Center. 
Expansion of the initial drop-box type 
station into a compacting-type urban 
transfer station would be done in the 
long-range period if usage so dictated. 
Minor modifications to the existing 
Stayton Transfer Station were deter-· 
mined to be all that will be necessary 
to provide a long-term transfer system 

for that community. A new facility as 
originally included in Alternative B 
was found to be an unnecessary 
expense in the Recommended Plan. 
Primarily due to a desire to spread 
capital expenditures over as long a 
period as possible, urban (compacting) 
transfer stations, resource recovery 
centers, and some regional landfills are 
indicated for phased construction. In 
addition, initial construction of 
resource recovery centers will not 
include standby equipment as 
originally proposed. It was determined 
that the Region can tolerate some 
congestion at transfer stations du ring 
peak days, will have sufficient landfill 
backup to accept some downtime at 
resource recovery centers, and prefers 
to develop facilities only as needed. 
With those considerations in mind, a 
phased construction program was 
selected in the Recommended Plan. 
In A lternative Bas originally formu­
lated, a sanitary landfiH would be 
developed at Newberg for use during 
the entire 20-year period. During 
evaluation of Alternative B, a transfer 
system to transport the Newberg­
Dundee area wastes to the North 
Benton County Resource Recovery 
Center was considered as a modifica­
tion for the long-range period. Fur­
ther evaluation has resulted in the 
recommendation that a resource 
recovery center be constructed at 



• 
t -

I • 
, .. 
,. -
l 

Newberg to serve Newberg, Dundee. 
McMinnville, most remaining· areas of 
Yamhill County, and portions of 
northwestern Polk County. 
Construction schedules for rural drop 
box stations have been deleted in the 
long-range period of the Recom­
mended Plan. This modification was 
made primarily due to a desire to 
minimize capital costs of the Recom­
mended Plan and to promote 
economy of operation. Actual con­
struction of these facilities in the 
ong-range per·od will depend ent'rely 

upon a demonstrated demand by 
residents of the local area or upon 
intolerable waste d'sposal nuisances 
resulting from lack of a convenient 
public faci 1ty. 
The exisfng Macleay landfill site wil 
be retained under the Recommended 
Plan as a imited sanitary landfill. The 
landfil1 will be operated only on an 
emergency basis when the resource 
recovery center at Salem is not func­
tioning. Th s plan feature avoids using 
the gravel pit residue landfi ll for 
putrescible wastes. The site will not be 
used for regular landfilling, but wil l 
serve as one of the rural drop box 
stations. 
A landfill was recognized to be neces­
sary to provide emergency backup to 
the Rickreall Transfer Station. 
Development of either a new landfill 
or the existing Monmouth site is 

indicated to serve Polk County under 
such conditions. Further evaluation of 
contingency plans for Polk County 
should be undertaken concurrent with 
prel"minary design of the Rickreall 
Transfer Station. 

THE RECOMMENDED PLAN 

In the future, individual communities wi ll 
be unable to effectively solve the 
economic, social, scientific and technical 
problems of solid waste disposal. A regional 
approach to solid waste disposal will be 
necessary. Such an approach is particularly 
important from a facilitv planning stand­
point and for overall economy. 

The planning alternatives for a region as 
large as the Chemeketa Region are almost 
limitless. In order to simplify and reduce 
the number of alternat ives, preselection 
criteria were identified to assist in the task 
of plan development. Significant criteria 
included: 

Consolidation of numerous landfills 
into fewer regional sites will be neces­
sary because of higher operational 
standards, tighter and more expensive 
environmental controls and the 
unavailability of adequate, long-term 
sites in many areas. 
Resource recovery will be stressed and 
be a more involved element of 
disposal systems in the future. This 

will require that the long-range plan 
be flexible. It must allow the addition 
of recovery equipment without 
replacing or competing with a long­
term facility which does not recover 
any value from the region's wastes and 
to which local financing is committed. 
Regardless of the type of new 
program proposed, increased cost can 
be expected and resource recovery 
may aid in return ing revenues to 
offset future ncreases in disposal 
costs. 
Resource recovery on a large scale can 
be expected to sign ificantly reduce 
the need for sanitary landfills but not 
eliminate this need completely in the 
foreseeable future. 
At least one sanitary landfil l will be 
necessary in each county for some 
time. 
An increasing need to have special 
waste problems solved at the soJrce of 
generation rather than by use of 
public disposal s·tes must be 
recognized. 
Any plan developed on a regional 
basis must continue to recogn·ze the 
ab il ity to be mplemented by both 
private 'ndustry and public agencies, 
either separately or jointly, in order to 
be economical and offer the best 
pub I ic service. 
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Elements of the Recommended Plan 

While the alternative plan chosen as best 
meeting planning criteria and local con­
ditions can be considered a composite 
system, in actuality it represents a highly 
interfaced set of local facilit ies which 
operate independently but under a joint 
program of cooperation. The overall recom­
mended initial and long-range plans shown 
in Figures IV-15 and IV-16, consider a total 
of nine regional service areas and contain 
two major phases for schedul ng future 
system upgrading and addition of new 
facilit ies. The initial and long-range periods 
will vary from county to county. Resource 
recovery is a key element in the system and 
requires special facili ties to be ·mp e­
mented. Continuation of collect ion 
activities in the same general manner as is 
presently practiced is recommended in 
both the initial and long-range plans. 

Based on physical, economic, and planning 
constraints, the approximate years of 
usefulness for each disposal site will be as 
shown in Table IV-13 under the Recom­
mended Plan. 

Specific elements of the Recommended 
Plan by regional service area include: 

NEWBERG AREA. By upgrading and 
expanding the existing sanitary landfill, this 
area's program will continue much as it is 
at present. On an indefinite basis, mixed 
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Table IV-13 
ESTIMATED PERIODS OF USE FOR 

REGIONAL AND LOCAL LAND Fl LLS 

Landfill Site County Status Years of Use 

Regional 
Brown's Island Marion Exist. 1974-1979 
North Benton Benton New 1974-1994+1 

Lebanon Linn Exist. 1974-1994+ 
Newberg Yamhill Exist. 1974-1994+ 
Whiteson Yamhill Exist.2 1974-1986 
S.E. Salem Marion New 1977-1994+ 

Local 
Macleay Marion Exist. 1974-19863 

Monmouth• 
Independence Polk Exist. 1974-1979 

McCoy Creek Marion Exist. 1974-1994+ 
Woodburn Marion New 1974-1984 
Valsetz Polk Exist. 1974-1994+ 

Demolition 
Corvallis Linn Exist. 1974-1979 
Fowler Marion Exist. 1974-1979 
Monroe Benton Exist. 1974+ 
Silverton Marion New 1979-1994+ 
Tremaine Benton New 1979-1994+ 

1 Plus(+} indicates capacity may extend life beyond planning 
period. 

; Site was developed during planning study (1973). 
Macleay site to serve only as back up to S. E. Salem. 



11175+@) ' 

,. . - ....... .. 
' 

l_ 

i 
i . 

~ 

,.--.J 

-~ 

FIGURE IV-15 

■ DROP 101 

& TRANIFU STATION 

I!) IANITARY LANDFILL 

Ciiil SANITARY LANDPlll (LIMITID OPEIIATIONJ 

12) DEMOLITION SIT! 

• NlSOUACf UCOYUIY CENTER 

Recommended 
Initial Facilities Plan 

• , -'\ ,.I(. 
. , ... 

l_i>~- - ... 
..... ,._ 

Ciiil1117•• 
' ' ...... --, 

\ 
\ 

I 

/ _,. 

--A~1 00 

,...>, 

( 
) ' J 

.• ~~.,.-· ii,. I , .. 

,t' 

·~ 1 I :i.; ·· ~t■ ._ /' .~ . ..........__ .• , • -------
~ - -

', 

_,,, •• • _,..... .. ---........_, I~ r 

....... 

j 

\ 

I 

\ 

t 

!; 

] 
C 

107 



wastes irom Washington County would be 
handled at the Newberg sMitary landfil1. 

lnitia facility improvements should be 
adequate through about 1987. By this date. 
waste volume of the area plus consolidafon 
wit h the McMinnville area should lead to 
the feasibility of constructing a regional 
resource recovery facility. Daily handling 
capacity would be just over 200 tons. 

WOODBURN AREA. As with most areas 
in urgent need of new disposal facilities, 
numerous alternatives were considered for 
long-term implementation for the Wood­
burn area. Two options were 
considered: ( 1) construct ion of a 
compacting-type transfer station with 
initial transport of wastes to the Newberg 
sanitary landfill and later to the Salem 
Resource Recovery Center (see Salem 
area); or (2) preparat ion of a new local 
sanitary landfill to serve only the local area 
for approximately ten years, at which time 
it would be replaced with a transfer system. 
Resulting costs to the users are approx i­
mately the same. 

The Recommended Plan for the Woodburn 
area is to utilize the new sanitary landfill 
from 1974 to 1984 after which time wastes 
would be transported to the Salem 
Resource Recovery Center. Construction of 
a transfer station in about 1984 would 
replace the new sanitary landfill. The actual 
date for convers·on of the landfi ll to a 
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transfer station wi ll depend, however, upon 
the construction and operation of the 
Salem Resource Recovery Center. Favor­
able economic conditions at the processing 
center or significant difficulties with land­
fill ing may result in this conversion at an 
earlier date than 1984. At this t ime. how­
ever, it is the recommendation of the Board 
that the new landfill be planned for use 
during the next ten-year period. 

McMINNVILLE AREA. As one of the 
areas which has proceeded to implement 
new facilities while regional planning was 
still in progress, a sanitary landfill adequate 
for the initial period would continue as the 
primary disposal operation. Rural area drop 
boxes may be added if and when necessary 
to provide greater public conven ience, e.g., 
in the Sheridan-Wil lamina area, but these 
will depend on their economic feasibility. 

Based on projections of waste quantities, 
the Whiteson sanitary landfi ll would serve 
the area until about 1986. Fo lowing that 
date, consol idation of disposal operations 
with Newberg and implementafon of 
resource recovery is recommended. 

ALBANY-CORVALLIS AREA. The 
Albany-Corvallis area is the second largest 
generator of solid waste in the Region. 
Sufficiently large quantities will be gener­
ated in a fairly confined area to make 
large-scale resource recovery economically 
feasible. The plan as selected for this area 

combines transfer, processing and disposal 
elements into a system that will result in 
economical solid waste management with 
maximum conservation of the area's land 
and other natural resources. 

Under the initial plan (1974-1976) the 
most important elements of the recom­
mended system would be constructed. A 
resource recovery center would be built 
during 1976 in the general vicinity of Camp 
Adair, approximately centered between 
Corvallis and Albany, the population 
centers of the area. In 1974 or early 1975, 
a new landfill would be developed to the 
east of the present Coffin Butte site to 
dispose of unprocessed wastes prior to 
construction of the resource recovery 
center, but only residue thereafter. An 
urban transfer station would be con­
structed in 1975 near Albany to transport 
wastes to the North Benton County 
Resource Recovery Center. Another 
drop-box type transfer station would be 
constructed in 1976 near Corval I is to 
transport approximately 10 percent of the 
wastes from that urban area to the 
processing center_ The remaining wastes 
from Corvallis would be hauled directly to 
the processing c~nter in packer trucks. In 
the initial period, the Corvallis transfer 
station would have a capacity of only 
about 10 TPD, but the site should have the 
flexibility to expand in the long-range 
period if usage so dictated. Rural drop box 
stations at Blodgett, Lobster Valley and 
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Monroli would transport wastes from these 
areas to the North Benton County 
Resource Recovery Center. A rnodified 
landfill c:Jt Albany would be closed upon 
consrructIon of the Albany Trans fer 
Stdt ,on. and the ex·sting Coffin Butte 
sani tury landfi ll wou d be closed upon 
development of !he adjacent s·te as a 
reg onal landfill. 

Under the long-range pan ( 1976-1994+) 
the facilities described above would be 
continued in operat ion and expanded as 
necessary to meet increased waste volume. 
In about 1986, it would be necessary to 
insta ll additional equipment and enlarge 
the structure or operate a second shift to 
essentially double the capacity of the 
processing center. Development of 
additional fill areas would be necessary in 
about 1980 at the regional landfill to allow 
sufficient capacity for disposal of residue 
until beyond 1994. The Albany Transfer 
Station, if constructed of sufficient 
capacity in the init'al period, would not 
have to be expanded in the long-range plan. 
The Corvallis Transfer Station would have 
to be upgraded to have sufficient capacity 
to handle the projected amount of waste, 
although this construction has been shown 
in the plan to be dependent upon usage. 

In 1979, wastes from Polk County would 
be transported into the North Benton 
County Resource Recovery Center through 
a transfer station constructed near 
R1ckreal. 
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MONMOUTH-INDEPENDENCE 
AREA. A lack of suitable landfil l sites in 
Polk County has resulted in a need to 
upgrade the existing Monmouth sanitary 
,andfill to enable its continued use until 
about 1979. During this initial period 
( 1974-1979), wastes from the Monmouth­
Independence and Dallas areas would be 
landfilled at the Monmouth site. 

In the long-range per' od ( 1979-1994), a 
compacting-type transfer station would be 
constructed near Rickreall. The Rickreall 
station would also receive wastes from a 
rural drop box station at Falls City, when 
the latter facility is constructed. It would 
transport all mixed wastes f rom the Dallas 
and Monmouth-Independence areas to the 
North Benton County Resource Recovery 
Center. Construction of the Falls City 
station will depend primarily on a demand 
for the facility by the local residents; its 
economic feasibility should be re-evaluated 
about 1976. 

After the Rickrea ll Transfer Station is 
placed into operation, the existing 
Monmouth landfill would be closed to 
regular use. This should occur in about 
1979. A backup landfill, however, will be 
necessary in the event of extended down­
time at the transfer station. Further 
evaluation should be made regarding either 
development of a new site in Polk County 
or the existing Monmouth landfil I for this 
purpose. 

SALEM AREA. The Salem area will 
generate the largest amounts of mixed 
waste to be handled under the recom­
mended plan. Large-scale resource recovery 
has been found to be economically feasible 
and implementation of the Recommended 
Plan will assure maximum conservation of 
land and other natural resources of this 
area. 

In the initial plan (1974-1976) a resource 
recovery center would be constructed in 
southeast Salem during 1976. The pro­
cessing center would receive wastes from a 
transfer station at Stayton. Since the 
Stayton station is already in service, it 
would only require minor upgrading to 
provide satisfactory tong-range service. A 
ru ral drop box station at Mill City would 
be constructed in 1974 to transport wastes 
to the Stayton station. A similar station at 
Macleay would be constructed in 1974 and 
would transport wastes to the regional 
landfill until the S. E. Salem processing 
center is placed into operation. Disposal of 
unprocessed wastes would take place at the 
Brown's Island site from 1974 to 1976. 
After 1976, residue from the processing 
center would be landfilled in a demon­
stration program at gravel pits in S. E. Salem 
or at Brown's Island. By 1979, use of the 
gravel pits for land reclamation with air 
classifier residue should be sufficiently 
demonstrated so that the Brown's Island 
site can be phased out. Costs to upgrade 
the Brown's Island site would be incurred 
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in 1974 or early 1975, and development 
funds for the S. E. Salem site would have 
to be expended ·n 1976 to have it available 
for demonstration use during 1977 and 
1978. The existing Macleay s·te has already 
been upgraded and would be closed to 
further routine use in order to reserve its 
capacity to back up the resource recovery 
facility. 

In the long-range plan (1977-1994) capa 
city of the resource recovery center woulr.1 
need to be essential y doubled by 1986 to 
handle daily waste volumes. The Woodburn 
Transfer Station would need to be enlarged 
at about the same fme, also due to 
increased waste volume and vehicular 
traffic. No expansion of the Stayton 
or Mill City stations is projected for their 
continued operation dur ng the long-range 
period. The Mac eay station would also be 
continued in operation; no expansion is 
projected. The Macleay landfill would be 
retained for the 20-year period as an 
emergency backup for Salem area facilities. 

It should be noted that a need exists for 
further-study of a site to backup 1he 
Brown's Island regional landfll. Although 
the Macleay site is recommended to 
provide emergency backup to the Brown's 
Island s·te, it 1s recognized that the inter­
relationship between these disposal sites 
and the rel iability of the S. E. Salem 
Resource Recovery Center needs further 

evaluation regarding waste flow and 
contingency operations under emergency 
conditions. Alternative development 
methods or uses of the Brown's Island site 
should also be evaluated during the trial 
period in the event the gravel pits are found 
to be unsuitable for residue disposal. 

LEBANON AREA. The Lebanon-Sweet 
Home area does not generate sufficient 
quantities of wastes to economically justify 
large-scale processing, and the area is too 
distant from the North Benton County 
Resource Recovery Center to al low trans­
port at an acceptable cost. Thus. the area 
will have to rely upon a sanitary landfill for 
waste disposal for some time. 

In the initial plan (1974-1976) the present 
Lebanon sanitary landfill would be 
upgraded (in 1974 or early 1975) for long­
term use to serve both the Lebanon and 
Sweet Home service areas. A drop box 
station would continue to be used at Sweet 
Home and wastes would be transported to 
the Lebanon landfill. 

In the long-range plan (1977-1994) the 
initial facilities would be continued in 
operation and a rural drop box station 
would be added at Brownsville. The 
Brownsville station. if needed, would also 
transport wastes to the Lebanon landfill. 

IDANHA AREA. Due to its remote 
location, the Idanha area has no practical 

opportun·ty to participate in reg ional 
resource recovery. The area also will gener­
ate the second lowest amount of wastes in 
the Region. 

In the initial plan (1974-1976) the existing 
McCoy Creek landfill would be prepared 
for ,ong-term use. It would be continued •n 
operation during the long-range plan 
{1977-1994) as a limited operation sanitary 
landfill to serve the Idanha area and federal 
lands. 

VALSETZ AREA. The Valsetz area will 
generate the lowest amount of wastes of 
the Region and is a considerab e d'stance 
from regional systems proposed at Salem. 
Newberg or in North Benton County. 

In the inifal plan (1974-1976) the Valsetz 
site would be upgraded to a limited 
operation sanitary landfill which would 
continue to serve the area for the long­
range period. 

Cost of the Recommended Plan 

Summary cost estimates for each of the 
facilities in the recommended in it ial and 
long-range plans are presented m 
Tables IV-14 through IV-21. The estimates 
are based on 1974 dollars with no 
adjustments for inflation. Total capital cos1 
of the initial plan {1974-1976) wi ll be 
approx imately $4.9 million. which includes 
$70,000 for rural drop box facilites. 
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$380,000 for transfer systems, $700,000 
for land11lls and $3,800,000 for resource 
recovery. Total capital cost of the long 
range plan will be approximately $6.9 
million, which includes $60,000 for 
additional rural facilities. $1,500,000 for 
ddditional or expanded transfer systems, 
$150,000 n land f rnprovements and 
$5,200.000 for new and expanded resource 
recovery facilities. 

Relation To Other Areas 

The resource recovery system recom­
mended for use in the Region should be 
compatible with resource recovery 
activities in adjacent areas. Some exchanges 
of unprocessed wastes and marketable fuels 
will occur. 

Wastes from western Washington County 
could be processed at the Newberg 
Resource Recovery Center after about 
1986. If the waste flow from Washington 
County could be insured through an inter 
governmental agreement. it would become 
economical y feasible to construct the 
Newberg faci lity prior to 1986. No 
nfringement upon fuel markets of the 
Metropoli tan Service District -Columbic'I 
Regional Association of Governments 
(MSD CRAG) program is ant'cipated 
because of the avarlabi l ity of potent al 
industrial users in the Region which cou ld 
probably utilize the refuse derived fuel 
produced at the Newberg fac·lity. A so the 
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MSD-CRAG fuel markets are reponed to 
be directed more toward the Camas and 
Longview, Washington, areas than the 
Chemeketa Region. 

Lane County and the Lane Council of 
Governments resource recovery program is 
directed toward development of an energy 
recovery facility utilizing wood and solid 
wastes from the Lane County area. 
Approximate,y 10 to 20 TPD of solid 
wastes from the Brownsville area would be 
diverted from Lane County's facility. This 
amount is insignificant considering that the 
Lane County facility would process 
approximately 700 TPD. Since a deficit of 
wood wastes reportedly exists in the Lane 
County area. combustibles produced at 
the Chemeketa facilities could be sold to 
the Lane County energy generation facility 
if sufficient markets do not materialize in 
or become more readily available to the 
Chemeketa Region. 
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Table IV-14 
CHEMEKETA REGION 

RURAL DROP BOX STATIONS 
INITIAL CAPITAL COSTS (1974 $) 

1974-1976 CONSTRUCTION PERIOD 

Lobster Region 

Item Blodgett Valley M·I1 City Macleay Monroe Total 

Land 
Station Development 
TOTAL 

CAPITAL COSTS 

$ 2,000 $ 2,000 $ - $ -
12,800 12,800 ---16800 17,300 

$14,800 $14,800 $12,800 $17,300 

Table IV-15 
CHEMEKETA REGION 

RURAL DROP BOX STATIONS 
LONG-RANGE CAPITAL COSTS (1974 $) 

1977-1994 CONSTRUCTION PERIOD1 

$ - $ 4,000 
7,700 63,400 

$7,700 $67,400 

Region 
Item Brownsville Falls City Sweet Home Willamina Total 

Land $ 2,000 
Station Development 12,800 
TOTAL 
CAPITAL COSTS $14,800 

1 Construction a:s required. 

$ 2,000 $ -
___g_aoo 12,800 

$14,800 $12,800 

$ 2,000 
12,800 

$14,800 

$ 6,000 
__21200 

$57,200 
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Table IV-16 _,, 

CHEMEKETA REGION TRANSFER STATIONS 
INITIAL CAPITAL COSTS (1974 $) 

1974-1976 CONSTRUCTION PERIOD • • l 

Region 
Item Stayton Albany Corvallis Total 

Land $ - $ - $ - $ 

Station Construction 
Site Work 1,100 38,600 3,100 42,800 
Fencing 3,600 14,700 3,600 21,900 
Traffic Control - 4,200 - 4,200 
Concrete Work 9,200 34,500 9,200 52,900 
Building - 52,800 - 52,800 
Landscaping 500 12,000 500 13,000 
Contingencies - 15,000 - 15,000 
Engineering - 13,000 - 13,000 

TOTAL 
STATION CONSTRUCTION $14,400 $184,800 $16,400 $215,600 

Station Equipment 
Yard Tractor $ - $ 8,000 $ - $ 8,000 
Backhoe - 12,000 - 12,000 
Drop Boxes1 2,800 - - 2,800 

TOTAL 
STATION EQUIPMENT $ 2,800 $ 20,000 $ - $ 22,800 

Transport Equipment 
Tractors $ - $ 50,000 $ - $ 50,000 
Trailers - 80,000 - 80,000 
Drop Boxes 2,800 - 5,600 8,400 

TOTAL 
TRANSPORT EQUIPMENT $ 2,800 $130,000 $ 5,600 $138,400 

TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $20,000 $334,800 $22,000 $376,800 

1 For demolition and nonprocessible wastes. 
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Table IV-17 
CHEMEKETA REGION TRANSFER STATIONS 

LONG-RANGE CAPITAL COSTS (1974 $) 
1977-1994 CONSTRUCTION PERIOD 

Region 
Item Ricl<reall McMinnville Corvallis Woodburn Total 

Construction Year 1978 1985 _1 1984 

Land $ - $ 12,500 $ - $ - $ 12,500 

Station Construction 
Site Work 17,300 38,600 50,300 38,600 144,800 
Fencing 9,500 14,700 20,200 14,700 59,100 
Traffic Control 2,100 4,200 6,700 4,200 17,200 
Concrete Work 17,300 54,500 70,600 54,500 196,900 
Building 26,400 94,600 121,000 94,600 336,600 
Landscaping - 19,000 23,500 19,000 61,500 
Contingencies 3,400 17,400 20,200 17,400 58,400 
Engineering 8,000 19,000 23,500 19,000 69,50Q 

TOTAL 
STATION CONSTRUCTION $ 84,000 $262,000 $336,000 $262,000 $ 944,000 

Station Equipment 
Yard Tractor $ - $ 8,000 $ 8,000 $ 8,000 $ 24,000 
Backhoe 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 48,000 
Drop Boxes2 2,800 2,800 2,800 2,800 11,200 

TOTAL 
STATION EQUIPMENT $ 14,800 $ 22,800 $ 22.800 $ 22,800 $ 83,200 

Transport Equipment 
Tractors $ 25,000 $ 50,000 $ 50,000 $ 50.000 $ 175,000 
Trailers 40,000 80,000 80,000 80,000 280,000 

TOTAL 
TRANSPORT EQUIPMENT $ 65,000 $130,000 $130,000 $130,000 $ 455,000 

TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $163,800 $427,300 $488,800 $414,800 $1,494,700 

1 Upgrading depends upon demand. 
2 For demolition only. 
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Table IV-18 
CHEMEKETA REG ION 

,..., 

RESOURCE RECOVERY CENTERS 
INITIAL CAPITAL COSTS (1974 $} 

1974-1976 CONSTRUCTION PERIOD 

Item S.E. Salem N. Benton Region Total 

Construction Year 1976 1976 

Land $ 100,000 $ 80,000 $ 180,000 

Facilities 
Site Work 82,500 55,500 138,000 
Utilities 50,000 50,000 100,000 
Building 180,000 130,000 310,000 

Equipment 
Equip. Installation 300,000 291,500 591.500 
Scales 40,000 40,000 80,000 
Shredder 375,000 375,000 750,000 
Air Classification 250,000 250,000 500,000 
Residue Disposal 45,000 45,000 90,000 
Conveyors 80,000 80,000 160,000 
Paper Baler 10,000 10,000 20,000 
Mag. Separation 35,000 35,000 70,000 
Compactor 40,000 40,000 80,000 
Front-end Loaders 28,000 14,000 42,000 
Misc. Equipment 11,000 11,000 22,000 

Subtotals 
(excluding land) $1,526,500 $1,427,000 $2,953,500 

23% Engineering & 
Contingencies 351,100 328,200 679,300 

Subtotals 
(excluding land) $1,877,600 $1,755.200 $3,632,800 

TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $1,977,600 $1,835,200 $3,812,800 
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Table IV-19 
CHEMEKETA REGION 

RESOURCE RECOVERY CENTERS 
LONG-RANGE CAPITAL COSTS (1974 $) 

1977-1994 CONSTRUCTION PERIOD 

Item S.E. Salem1 No. Benton1 
1

1

1■ 
Newber.g Region Tomi 

Construction Year 1986 1986 1986 

Land $ - $ - $ 50,000 $ 50,000 

Facilities 
Site Work 50,000 40,000 45,000 135.000 

Utilities - - 40,000 40,000 

Building 180,000 130,000 130,000 440,000 

Equipment 
Equip. Installation 340,000 317,500 270,000 927,500 

Scales - - 40.000 40.000 

Front-end Loader - - 14.000 14,000 

Shredder 375.000 375,000 375,000 1.125.000 

Air Classification 250,000 250,000 250,000 750,000 

Residue Disposal - - 45,000 45,000 

Conveyors 80,000 80,000 80,000 240,000 

Paper Baler 10,000 10,000 10,000 30.000 

Mag. Separation 35,000 35,000 35,000 105,000 

Addt'I Mat'I Rec. 82,500 65,000 - 147,500 

Compactor - - 40,000 40,000 

'Misc. Equipment 25,000 25,000 25,000 75.000 

Subtotals 
(exc. land) $1,427,500 $1,327,500 $1,399,000 $4,154.000 

23% Engineering & 
Contingencies 328.300 305.300 321.800 955,400 

Subtotals 
I 

(exc. land) $1.755,800 $1,632,800 $1,720.800 $5.109.'100 

I 
'- TOTAL 

CAPITAL COSTS $1,755,800 $1,632,800 $1,770,800 $5.159,400 

I 1 E:rpansio11 only . ..._ ■ 
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Table IV-20 
CHEMEKETA REGION SANITARY LANDFILLS 

INITIAL CAPITAL COSTS (1974 $} 
1974-1976 CONSTRUCTION PERIOD 

Brown's S.E. N, Benton McCoy Region 
I terr• Island Salem Lebanon Monmouth Newberg Woodburn County Valsetz Creek Tota 

Land $ - $100,000 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 20,000 $ - $ - $120,000 

Site Development/Upgrad ng 
On-site Access Ro;ids 3,200 - 3,000 3,200 6,300 5,000 4,300 - 8,000 33,000 
Drainage Control 6,300 10,000 - 500 - - 10,500 - - 27,300 
Leachate Collection 5,600 - 1,000 1,000 - 2,000 9,000 - - 18,600 
Leachate Disposal 20,000 - 3,000 - 1,000 3,000 10,000 - - 37,000 
Flood Protection 73,000 - - - - - - 500 - 73,500 
Attendant Fac1ht1es - 5,000 16,000 200 4,000 18,500 5,000 - 4,500 53,200 
Ut1 ities - - 3,500 - - 6,000 20,000 5,700 5,700 40,900 
Access Contro {Fencing) - 24,000 4,000 300 300 - 7,600 - 500 36,700 
Landscaping - - - - - - 3,000 - - 3,000 
Scales3 

Wash Rack - - 1,500 .... - 1,500 - - - 3,000 
Equipment Maint Facility - 5,000 - - - 40,000 - - 45,000 
Clearing & Excavation - - - - - 14,000 2,800 - - 16,800 

Sul.Jtota (excl land) 108,100 44,000 32,000 5,200 11,600 50,000 112,200 6,200 18,700 388,000 

Engineering & Cont. 10,800 6,000 6.400 1,000 2,300 10,000 11,200 1,200 3,300 52,200 

TOTAL SITE DEV/UPGRADING $118,900 $50,000 $38,400 $6,200 $13,900 $60,000 $123,400 $7,400 $22,000 $440,200 

Equipment 
Landfill Equipment _ I 60,000 1 _ 1 - I - 2 - 2 - l - I 60,000 
Transport Tractor - 25,000 - - - - - - 25,000 
Transport Trailer - 35,000 - - - - - - - 35,000 

TOTAL EQUIPMENT $120,000 - - - - - - - $120,000 

TOT AL CAPITAL COSTS $118,900 $270,000 $38.400 $6,200 $13,900 $60,000 $143,400 $7,400 $22,000 $680,200 

1 Cun tinue us,:, uf exmi11g equ1pm,:,nt, 
2 Relocation of exist111g equipment 
J l.ucated at resource recovery faciliflei. 
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Table IV-21 
CHEMEKETA REGION SANITARY LANDFILLS 

LONG-RANGE CAPITAL COSTS ( 1974 $) 
1977-1994 CONSTRUCTION PERIOD 

N. Benton Region 

Item Newberg County Lebanon Tomi 

Land $20,000 $40,000 $ - $ 60,000 

Site Development/Upgrad·ng 
On-site Access Roads 5,000 2,800 7,000 14,700 

Drainage Control - 10,500 5,000 15,500 

Leachate Collection 1,000 6,500 2,000 9,500 

Leachate Disposal 2,000 - 3,000 5,000 

Flood Protection 10,000 - 10,000 

Utilities 1,000 - 2,000 3,000 

Access Control (Fencing) 1,000 - 1,000 2,000 

Landscaping 1,000 1,000 2,000 4,000 

Clearing 1,000 7,100 5,000 13,100 

Subtotal (excl. land) $22,000 $27,800 $27,000 $ 76,800 

Engineering & Cont. 4,400 ___§.,600 5,400 15.400 

TOTAL SITE DEV/UPGRADING $26,400 $33,400 $32,400 $ 92,200 

TOTAL CAPITAL COST $46,400 $73,400 $32,400 $152.200 

119 





---,-, 





The adoption of a master plan for sol id 
waste management is only the first step in 
implementing such a program. A schedule 
of future coordinated actions includes 
many other elements, from advanced 
planning and preliminary design of specific 
proposed facilities to regional financial 
programs. 

This chapter evaluates ex isting and 
proposed organizational structures to 
finance, construct and operate proposed 
facilities in each county. It also presents a 
strategy for program implementat' on 
including a schedule for involvement of 
local government. industry and other 
affected parties. Finally, it summarizes 
specific recommendations as to 
organizational roles including the requ ired 
financing resources. Organizational roles 
will involve cities, counties, an inter­
governmental agency, and private industry 
through operations, franchises and contract 
procurement. Financing requirements, 
possible sources of funds and specific 
recommendations for funding are 
presented. Various sources of funds which 
were proposed include bonding, user 
charges, and revenues from sale of 
recoverable materials. 

ORGANIZATION ANO AUTHORITY 

To achieve effective implementation of the 
Recommended Plan, some governmental 
unit must be given overall responsibility 

and authority to administer the solid waste 
management program of the Chemeketa 
Region. In this section the capab ilities of 
existing and alternative organization(s) are 
evaluated, and a recommended organi­
zation to implement the Recommended 
Pan is selected. Since many organizational 
structures are possible, only those that may 
be appropriate to implement the Recom­
mended Plan were evaluated. 

Existing Organization and Authority 

The ex isting organization known as the 
Chemeketa Region Solid Waste Planning 
and Management Program was established 
by an Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Agreement executed on May 17, 1973, 
among the counties of Benton, Linn, 
Marion, Polk and Yamhill and Mid­
Willamette Valley and Oregon District 4 
Councils of Government. This Agreement 
created a 13-member Board of Directors, 
made up of public officials and citizens, to 
prepare and approve a plan and adopt rules 
and regu lations ior the operation of the 
plan. The resolution could be continued as 
presently organized for the implementation 
of the program with certain modifications 
depending on defined responsibil"ties. The 
agreement under which the present 
planning program was conducted may be 
found in Appendix G. 

Other existing organizational structures 
authorized for involvement in so id waste 

V 
implementation 

management have been discussed in 

Chapter 11 with respect to their statu tory 
functions. County service d istricts and 
sanitary districts or authorities are specio 
districts which could regulate or operate 
solid waste operations. At the present time, 
no special districts are either regulating or 
operating solid waste systems in the 
Region. 

Historically, solid waste disposal activities 
have been conducted or controlled by cities 
and counties through frc1nchises. Consider­
able experience in basic operations lies with 
the specific county agencies such as public 
works or road departments, planning and 
heal th departments pl us many private firms 
generally involved in both collection and 
disposal. The latter should be recognized as 
an important element in the existing 
management organization. Involvement of 
private enterprise in future programs is a 
strong consideration because of incentives 
for regulated competition, employment 
and tax base growth, and not the least 
important, a strong understanding of waste 
disposal and marketing of recoverable 
materials. 

Cities are involved in solid waste manage­
ment directly through collection franchises 
within their boundaries. They are also 
authorized to condemn land for disposal 
sites and could participate in financing 
transfer, processing or disposal systems. 

n1 



Cities have a great deal of interest in any 
element of a solid waste program which 
affects collection rates within their 
boundaries. Municipal government will play 
an increasingly important future role in 

implernentcJtion o1 sol id waste management 
sys terns w th regard to locat ion of transfer 
and resource recovery facilit ies. The 
support and involvement of cities will be an 
·mportc:1nt step in implementation of the 
plan. 

It is concluded that the existing organiz,i. 
tionfs) have funct oned quite effective y in 
the preparation of ci regional solid waste 
management pldn, but may need to be 
mod'ficd to implement a regional prograrn 
of the scope selected as the Recommended 
Plan. The existing separate city and counly 
governments are fully capable of imple­
ment ing, in cooperation with the sol'd 
waste ·ndustry, most ot the ·ndependent 
ancJ local elements of the RecornmenderJ 
Plan RegioncJI processing foci ties and, in 
sorne nstances, reg1oncil landfills or transfer 
stations are, however, dependent upon 
waste flow control wh ich requires clssurnci, 
coordinated regional c.1ction. It is also 
unlikely that a sound fin,rncial program 
could be obtained on other than a regional 
basis for these types of facilities. 

It uppears possible to continue and modify 
the present Intergovernmental Agreement 
to provide for waste flow control, distri­
bu tion of revenue from process·ng 
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facilities, and assurance that facilities 
required for overall success of a regional 
program will actually be provided at the 
proper time. Evaluated ln the following 
section are other organizational structures, 
and possible modif icat ions to the existing 
organizations that may be used to imple­
ment the Recommended Plan. 

Alternative Organizational Structures 

Comparison of the existing structures with 
other possible organ izations is necessary to 
assure these ection of the most effective 
and appropriate management organization 
for the Region. This work has been, In part, 
the result of the efforts o f the Legal Sub­
committee (9) and a financial consultant 
(10). Three basic categories of structures 
evaluated in this section consist of 
cooperative agreements u tilizing exisfng 
governmental units, format ion of new 
governmental units, or separate actions by 
existing governrnenta1 units. 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
AGREEMENT. Continuation of the 
present Intergovernmental Agreement 
(Appendix G) typifies a cooperative 
approach utilizing existing governmental 
units. Present county governments have 
specific authority pursuant to ORS Chapter 
287 and 459 to issue general obligation 
bonds, industrial revenue bonds, and secure 
State grants and loans to acqu ire, operate 
and maintain solid waste transfer, 

processing or disposal facilities. Through 
these procedures and by intergovernmental 
agreement, the existing Boards of Com­
missioners could coordinate, through a 
regional board, with other agencies and 
private industry to solve regiona l problems 
for actual construction and operation of 
planned facilities and to deal w ith special 
financing situations. 

General obi igation bonds issued by each 
county would be limited to two percent of 
true cash value of all taxable property. 
Each county could, under its existing 
Board of Commissioners, call for an 
election for a certain amount of bonds to 
be used in conjunction with DEQ grants 
and loans to acquire, operate, and maintain 
disposal sites and other facilities. Through 
this procedure, the existing Boards of 
Commissioners could enter into inter­
county agreements which could authorize a 
supervisory board to coordinate, with 
private industry, the use and expenditures 
of funds. Before such a plan could operate, 
of course, the citizens of the counties 
would have to approve, at a general or 
special election, the necessary bonds and 
pledge their payment by an ad valorem tax 
on all taxable real property in the county. 

The Chemeketa Board could continue with 
its present makeup consisting of two 
citizens members; one county sanitarian; 
five elected county commissioners, one 
from each county; two small c·ty-elected 



representatives, one from each Council of 
Governments' area; two large-city repre 
sentatives, one from each Counci I of 
Governments area: and one Oregon 
Sanitary Service Institute member or repre­
sentative. Wtih this composition, the Board 
would be limited to an advisory and 
coordinating role. Functions of the Board 
and any administrative staff would be 
similar to the present functions with some 
slight expansion as given in Table V-1. 
Expansion of the Board to include 
additional members could be negotiated by 
agreement between the present members. 

Waste flow control, revenue distribution. 
and timely construction of regional 
facil i ties will be functions essential to 
success of a regional program. These func­
tions would be coordinated and recom­
mended by the Board, in an advisory 
capacity to each of the individual counties. 
Since it is likely that these functions must 
be ensured before financing of the regional 
facilities can be accomplished, it will be 
necessary for a separate waste flow control 
agreement to be adopted by the individual 
counties {upon the recommendation of the 
Board). 

Under this arrangement, the Board would 
not be authorized to levy taxes and own. 
construct or operate facilities; such func­
tions would be done by the separate 
governmental units. Rate setting or any 
regulatory functions would also be advisory 

Board of Directors 

Table V-1 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT ORGANIZATION 

CHEMEKETA REGION 

Two citizen members, one from each Council of Governments' area; one county sanitarian; five elected 
county commissioners, one from each county; two small city-elected representatives, one from each Council 
of Governments' area; two large city representatives, one from each Council of Governments' area; and one 
Oregon Sanitary Service Institute member or representative. The Board should be constituted such that there 
are no less than two representatives from each county (additional membership as may be agreed upon). 

Functions of the Board of Directors 

1. Recommend and coordinate franchise disposal fees or other revenue sources obtained by individual 
counties. 

2. Recommend and coordinate franchise agreements, operating contracts. user charges, and other revenue 
sources. 

3. Coordinate and assist in arranging public financing when requ' red for facil'ties of the master plan. 

4. Coordinate franchise agreements for resource recovery, landfill, and transfer facilities. 

5. Assist in master planning for solid waste management. 

6. Upon request by member counties, serve as liaison with state and federal agencies. 

7. Coordinate adoption and maintenance of the regional solid waste management plan. 

8. Coordinate the character, size, and relative timing of any proposed solid waste facil ity that affects the 
master plan. 

9. Coordinate and recommend waste flow from collector, drop box or transfer to downstream facilities. 

10. Recommend regulations on the types of wastes receivable at demolition sites. 

11. Recommend the adoption of uniform solid waste ordinances. 

12. Recommend and coordinate inter-county repayment of increased facility costs and allocation of 
revenues and expenditures for multicounty facilities. 

13. Provide public information programs. 

14. Provide programs for training and safety for solid waste activities. 

15. Encourage standby equipment pooling arrangements. 
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functions only. Mutual confidence and 
trust between counties and cities of the 
region would be the link between separate 
ocal programs and a coordinated regional 
program. Failure of any partIcIpant to 
provide financing or construction of 
essential regional facilities could jeopardize 
implementation of the overall program and 
it is likely heavier reliance would be placed 
upon private industry to construct, as well 
as operate, faci l1t.es than under a regiona l 
organization with taxing or regulatory 
authority . It is uncertain whether th's 
organizational structure would have an 
adequate regional base in the view of 
lending and bonding ·nstitutions or 
agencies administrating federal and state 
grant or loan programs. The one major 
weakness is the dependence upon five 
separate counties to provide local funds for 
publicly financed fac lities at a time 
compat'ble with the overall regional 
program. 

The advantages of continued rel iance upon 
the I ntergovernmeNal Agreement Organ • 
7ation include: 
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It does not estab1ish any new special 
districts, taxing authority or new 
problems as to formation and 
representation 
It continues a solid waste management 
board at the regional level to adv·se 
and coordinate. 

Ultimate responsibilTty for the 
program remains with units of local 
government, primarily counties. 
It is a highly flexible structure which 
can be readily adapted to changing 
conditions by modification of the 
agreement. 
It coordinates a regional program as a 
part of the statewide solid waste 
management action plan. 
It provides a method of coord·nating 
technical assistance to local 
government and private industry for 
the·r problems in solid waste manage­
ment planning and implementation. 
It requires a relat'vely simple proce­
dure and short time for development 
and rat ification by the affected 
governmental bodies. 

Major disadvantages of the lntergovern 
mental Agreement Organizational structure 
are the following . 

It requires numerous contracts to 
ensure and develop financing of 
specific facilities. 
It requires a separate waste flow 
control agreement to ensure adequate 
revenues from regional faci lities. 
It provides no assurances to member 
counties and cities, except by their 
confidence in each other, that regional 
facilities necessary to support other 
local facilities will be provided when 
needed. 

It limits financial means primarily to 
the capability of the local govern· 
mental unit proposing to provide 
specific facilities. 
It requires individual counties lo share 
financial responsibility for facilities in 
other counties, e.g., resource recovery 
centers. Or, alternatively, counties 
with resource recovery centers would 
have to assume financia l responsibil ity 
for costs which depend on inter­
county cooperation for repayment. 

INTER-COUNTY SERVICE 
DISTRICT. An inter-county service 
district is an example of a new govern­
mental unit which could be created to 
implement the Recommended Plan. 

As discussed in Chapter II, county service 
districts can be formed within counties for 
such items as sewage, lighting, drainage and 
the disposal of solid wastes. A seNice 
district can include all or a portion of a 
county. The Board of County Commis­
sioners consitutes the governing board of 
the district. Before such a district could be 
formed and bonds issued. it would have to 
be approved by the citizens in the district 
at a general or special election. 

This type of district is generally operated 
within the boundaries of a single county. 
ORS 198.705 to 198.725 indicate that 
although it is called a county service 
district, it can include "areas in more than 
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one county as well as a c·ty if the city 
approved " When the service district 
includes more than one county, the 
governing body of the "principal county" 
constitutes the governing body for the 
service district. The "principal county" is 
that county within the district with the 
greatest portion of the value of all taxable 
property. It appears that if such an inter­
county service district were formed. the 
governing body would be the Marion 
County Board of Commissioners. 

If such a district were formed, it could, of 
course, have an advisory board or com­
mittee which could assist in the operation 
of the service district. Such a committee 
could be obtained from the counties and 
cities involved, similar to the present 
Chemeketa Board of Directors. 

The inter-county service district offers 
severa distinct advantages: 

It a lows un·fied responsibility for 
operation of all regional facilities 
regardless of internal jurisdictional 
boundaries. 
It provides for uniform user fees to 
ensure waste flow and efficient use of 
facilities provided. 
It minimizes chances of a local arecl 
failing to implement a regional facility 
for financial reasons by providing for 
a single bond election covering the 
entire service distr'ct. 

Actual responsibility and authority 
rests with a Board of County Commis­
sioners which serves as the Governing 
Board. 
It provides flexibility in ownership 
and operation alternatives using 
private enterprise and private 
financing as well as public funds. 
grants and loans to achieve the lowest 
possible cost of service. 

Disadvantages of the inter-county service 
district organization are the following: 

It requires the initial and continued 
support of the "principal" county, 
Marion County, to initiate formation 
and actual organization of the district. 
It requires all jurisdictions to delegate 
certain functions to Marion County 
upon establishment of the district. 
It must have membership from all 
counties and major incorporated areas 
which are involved in facility 
implementation. 
Legal authority remains to be 
researched for all charter provisions of 
involved counties and statutory 
provisions covering counties and solid 
waste management. 
Boundaries and district formation 
would have to have the approval of 
Boundary Commissions with jurisdic­
tion in the proposed service area. 

The problems of form ng such new tern 
tories, obtaining the consent of the people 
on the formation as well as the bonding, 
and obtaining the concurrence of the state 
boundary commissions in the various 
jurisdictions must be carefully weighed. 
The process may be lengthy, but the base 
for long-range implementation and for tax 
support can be secure and broad, lessening 
the burden on some local areas. A ready 
means of procuring and franchising private 
enterprise for operation of facil'ties is 
provided, particularly for regional resource 
recovery facilities serving more than one 
county. 

The present attitudes prevailing in the 
Region make the Inter-County Service 
District an unpopular organizational 
structure unlikely to generate essential 
support for revenue measures. It is also 
probable that such an organization would 
not receive total support of State agencies 
and boundary commissions due to the 
special purposes for which it would func­
tion. Recognition of these attitudes is a 
practical assessment of the suitability of 
this organization al hough it should be 
noted that the Inter-County Service 
District remains as a techn·cally feasible 
implementing organization. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT. Reliance upon 
existing governmental units without a 
regional organization would utilize existing 
city and county jurisdictions to implement 
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all facilities within their areas of respons 
ibility. This alternative allows ec1ch county 
flexibil i ty to form and commit to priorities 
in light of other local needs. Program 
funding, while more limited, is locally 
controlled. 

Operational flexibility also is provided; it 
offers arrangements for local franchises to 
private industry if public funds or 
operating capabilities are not available. 

No regional agency is utilized under this 
alternative. Thus, each county must pursue 
its own rmplementation program together 
with funding such as DEO grant and/or 
loan applications. 

Advantages of using local government 
without a regional organization for imple­
mentation include 

No new special districts, taxing 
authorities, or new problems as to 
formation and representation are 
created. 
Ultimate responsibility remains with 
units of local government, primarily 
counties. 
The structure is highly flexible to 
meet changing conditions. 
No time or funds are required to 
utilize the existing organizations. 

Disadvantages of separate local government 
implementation include: 
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No regional level organization would 
exist to coordinate planning and 
regional facility implementation. 
A unified regional program as a part 
of the state-wide solid waste manage­
ment plan would be lacking. 
Technical assistance to local govern­
ment and private industry for their 
problems in solid waste management 
would not be available on a regional 
level. 
No assurance is provided to other 
governmental units or to industry­
except through mutual confidence­
that regional facilities would be 
provided when needed. 
Waste flow control ancr revenue 
distribution would be difficult or 
impossible to ensure. 
Financial means would be limited to 
the capabil ity of the local govern­
mental units attempting to provide 
the specific facilities. 

It appears that cities and counties would 
have to rely more heavily upon private 
industry to provide faci lities serving 
regional areas. The ability to fund or 
operate such services would be restricted to 
fewer local jurisdictions because of possible 
voter reluctance to approve financial 
support. Cities are afforded equal oppor­
tunity to enter into arrangements to 
provide local facilities and maintain 
control. In some cases, there may be no 
other means of providing the facil ities. tt 

may be possible for two or more local 
jurisdictions to be competing for wastes in 
order to lower costs or provide surplus 
revenues. This procedure increases the risk 
of investment. 

Although a management program based on 
reliance upon existing local government 
without a regional organization cou ld 
function in the Region, such an arrange­
ment would jeopardize regional facilities 
dependent upon waste flow control and 
proper timing of construction of other 
facilities. Such an organization would be 
su itable for implementation of Alternat ive 
A, rather than the Recommended Plan. 

OTHER ALTERNATIVE 
ORGANIZATIONS. Another organi­
zational structure which could be utilized 
to implement the Recommended Plan 
would be one based upon a combination of 
the intergovernmental agreement and an 
inter-county service district. The inter­
governmental agreement could be utilized 
to provide for regional solid waste manage­
ment functions in combination with an 
inter-county service district organized 
solely to finance regional facilities. 

The combination. or joint agency, organi­
zation would depart from the present 
organization primarily through separation 
of advisory and legislative roles. Legislative 
roles could include contracting with the 
state, possibly the issuance of bonds, 
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, drafting of model ordinances, franchising 
resource recovery centers, and assigning 
shares of financial responsibility among 
participating court.ties and cities. Under this 
organization, legislative roles would be left 
to elected officials which would make up a 
regional board. From time ro time the 
legislative body wou d have to regulate 
waste processors. lend money for 
purchasing or improving their facilities, 
review their requests to change rates or 
charges, and renew or terminate their 
franchises. Since these functions would 
preclude industry participation on the 
legislative body, a separate advisory 
committee would be necessary to provide 
continued input from the industry. A 
broad management scope could be 
obtained through representation of public 
agencies, private industry, and civic groups 
on the advisory committee. The advisory 
committee could not perform regulatory or 
financial functions but could make 
recommendations on such matters to the 
legislative body. 

Advantages and disadvantages of the 
combination, or joint agency, organization 
would include many of the advantages and 
disadvantages of the separate intergovern­
mental agreement and inter-county service 
district organizations. Advantages of the 
combination, or joint agency, organization 
would be: 

It continues a regional advisory board 
to advise and coordinate management 
functions. 
It coordinates a regional program as a 
part of the statewide solid waste 
management action plan. 
It provides a methotl of providing 
technical assistance to local govern­
ment and private industry for their 
problems in solid waste management 
plann·ng and implementation. 
It allows unified operation respons­
ibility of all regional facilities 
regardless of internal jurisd ictional 
boundar"es. 
It provides for uniform user fees to 
ensure waste flow and eff"cient use of 
faci l ities provided. 
It minimizes chances of a local area 
failing to implement a regional facility 
for financial reasons by providing for 
a single bond election covering the 
entire service distrct. 
It provides flexibility ·n ownership 
and operation alternatives using 
private enterprise and private 
financing as wel l as public funds. 
grants and loans to achieve the lowest 
possible cost of service. 

Disadvantages of using the combinat ion, or 
joint agency, organization would include: 

Ultimate responsibility would be 
divided between a regional legislative 
body and a regional management 
committee. 

It would not be readily adapted to 
changing conditions due to the 
reliance upon an inter-county service 
district for financial measures. 
It requires the initial and continued 
support of the "principal" county, 
Marion County, to initiate formarion 
and actual operation of the inter 
county service distr ict. 
It requires all jurisdictions to delegate 
certain functions to Marion County 
upon establ ishment of the district. 
It must have membership from all 
counties and major incorporated areas 
which are involved in facility 
implementation. 
Legal authority rema ins to be 
researched for all charter provisions of 
involved count ies and statutory 
provisions covering counties and solid 
waste management. 
Boundaries and district formation 
would have to have the approval of 
Boundary Commissions with 
jurisdiction in the proposed service 
area. 

A :·joint agency" is not recom~ended 
because the present attitudes prevailing in 
the Region also make this organizational 
structure unpopular and unl ikely to 
generate essential support for formation 
and revenue measures. Such difficulties 
would impede implementation of the 
Recommended Plan. Recognition of these 
attitudes is a practical assessment of the 
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suitabi ity of this organization, although ·1 

should be noted that it remains as a 
technically feas ible implementing 
organization. 

Recommended Organization 

The previous section described vari ous 
approaches to the designation of an organi­
zational structure to implement the recom­
mended solid waste management plan. The 
alternatives are clearly not all inclusive, but 
are limited to the approaches surrounding 
county governments, comparison of future 
facility needs, and possible implementation 
problems (related only to the Recom­
mended Plan). Other organizational 
structures applicable to implementation of 
Alternc1tives A and C were not evaluated 
due to selection by the Board of 
Alternative B, with modifications, to be 
designated the Recommended Plan. 

The recommended organization Is based on 
the Intergovernmental Agreement as 
previously described. This organizational 
structure has gained the respect and 
popular support of key local government 
units within the Region. Their voting 
members on the Board have indicated 
willingness to enter into basic contractual 
agreements setting up organizationa l 
structure and flow control on a sufficient 
long-term basis to implement the plan. 
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At the time of this writing, the Legal Sub· 
committee is investigating various 
alternatives to provide longer term city 
agreements where existing charter 
limitations may limit the duration of city 
participation. This may involve a combina­
tion ot state legislation to be proposed, 
local popular vote and charter 
interpretations. 

The good faith demonstrated between 
member counties, key cities and the two 
COG districts throughout the planning and 
prel iminary implementation period has 
demonstrated the abi lity of this organi ­
zational system. 

The Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Agreement system does require more 
coordination and publ ic relations type 
activities by both the staff and Board for 
effective communication between member 
governments and implementation of the 
plan. Th is is anticipated in Table V-1, 
Intergovernmental Agreement Organiza­
tion, and in Table V-10, Initial Administra­
tive Costs for the Chemeketa staff. 

STRATEGY AND SCHEDULE 

Implementation of an adopted plan is 
probably the most difficult step in a 
program because of financial and legal 
implications plus obtaining public 8!1<:l 
business support as well as the support of 
municipalit ies. To maintain progress in th is 

implementation, a schedule is important to 
indicate major "milestones" or 
in~ermediate objectives. 

The sched!Jle for implementation of the 
recommended plan includes upgrading or 
closure of existing disposal sites, develop­
ment of the recommended system, 
operation of new or upgraded facil ities, 
financing, legal steps for organization, 
franchising and operation contract 
procurement. 

Current regulations generally make it 
imperative to upgrade existing sites in the 
initial plan, while other elements can be 
undertaken at a later date. The recovery 
centers wi ll require considerable time for 
detailed planning and design, financing and 
construction. Intergovernmental 
agreements, franchises and private 
contracts wi ll also require time to procure 
or negotiate. 

A schedule tor implementation of the plan 
is presented in Table V-2. Primary 
responsibility has been suggested to ensure 
that one agency or group is assigned the 
responsibility for coordination and takes 
the necessary action to complete that 
element of the plan. Secondary responsi­
bility can be widespread involving industry, 
the general public, state agencie~. and 
others. These are listed in the proposed 
schedule and may take the form of an 
optional responsibility, support role, review 



Table V-2 
IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE 

1974-1980 
C E 

X PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY 
0 E [ :, .!l ·g, e 0 0 -g C 

t SECONDARY RESPONSIBILITY ~ a: E u :> UJ fl :, 
3:: -0 0 a . COORDINATION/COMMUNICATION 0. E 0 E ,a 

u en -! ., 
t:! r= ., 

0 0 3:: iii ~ 
.. C 

II ~ u cii 
:, 0 

PERIOD ACTIVITY C) <.) u u (/) 0. en u 

40 74 Review Final Plan X t t t t t 

10 75 . Adopt Final Plan . X t . t 

10 75 DeveloP Intergovernmental Agreement X t . t 

10 75 Obtain Plan Support from Cities and Others t X t t t t t 

10 75 Begin Pre im·1nary Engmeermg or C-Onstruction Improvements t X t t t 
for ln,tiat Phase Facilities: Aura Drop Boxes, Landfills 
and Transfer Stations 

20 75 Re-review Final Plan X t t r, t t 

30 75 Complete Financial and Franchising Arrangements for lnit ia , X t 1 t f 
Facilities 

40 75 Begln Site Selection, Engineering and Financial Arrangements . t X t t t f . t t 
for Resource Recovery Facilities 

Oeve'op N6'111 Demolition Landfil ls in Marion. Linn and Yamhill . t X t t t 
Counties (if needed) 

10 77 Begin Construction of Resource Recovery Facilities t X t t 

40 77 Commence Operation of Resource Recovery Facil ities t X t t 

10 78 Initiate Use of Residue Fills on Experimental Basis . X . t t T 

I 40 79 Phase Out Remaining Use of landfill~ at Brown's Island and t . t . t X . T f 
.__ Monmouth•llldependence 

10 80 Develop New Demolition Site In Benton County end Close . t X T t t 
I Existing Site 

L 

r 
L 
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and approval, or simply active participation 
for informat ion purposes, advisory efforts 
or publ ic hearings. 

FINANCING PLAN 

Financing of initial and long-range capital 
improvements will be a major element in 
implementation of the plan. Unlike other 
ut i lities such as water supply and sewage 
disposal, private enterprise owns or 
operates many of the Chemeketa Region 
solid waste systems. Placing requirements 
upon the industry for use, design or 
operation of present and future systems 
would require considerable coord ination by 
public agencies. 

It is preferable that development of local 
disposal sites, drop boxes and transfer 
stations be financed by a combination of 
private and public funds to enable early 
implementation. Recovery facil ities and 
equipment require a different approach to 
ensure regional support which can be 
modified, if necessary, to attract as much 
local private capital as possible. Formation 
of a successful financing plan must consider 
a number of factors, including: 
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Capital fund sources 
Methods for public agencies and the 
private sector to administer, regulate, 
and operate the system 
Program expenditures 
Types and uses for revenue sources 

These factors are addressed in the following 
sections. 

Program Costs 

Initial program costs are summarized in 
Table V-3 for land and faci lity con­
struction. Equipment has been included 
only in transfer stations and resource 
recovery centers; other necessary equip• 
ment has been determined to be available 
and would be initially provided by the sol id 
waste industry. 

Figures V-1 and V -2 graphically show the 
breakdown between types of faci lit ies. 
While this shows expenditures as present 
costs. the resource recovery facil lty 
implementation clearly requires the largest 
source of funds. Private f inancing should be 
encouraged to the highest extent because 
of the nature of the proposed facilit ies and 
their operation. To ensure satisfactory 
implementation and lowest possible cost of 
service a regionat approach should be 
utilized. 

As a basis for planning replacement , 
estimated service lives for facility items are: 

For land and construction - 20 years, 
excepting some existing landfil Is and 
the landfil I at Woodburn 
For resource recovery equipment-
20 years, excepting $627,300 of 
equipment with a life of 5 years at 

Southeast Salem and 10 years at 
North Benton and Newberg 
For all other equipment-7 years 

Capital costs shown in Table V-3 must be 
adjusted tor inflation. An 8 percent annual 
inflation factor was used to project land 
and construction costs, and a 6 percent 
factor was used for equipment costs. 

Table V-4 shows accumulated capital costs 
for the program, including inflation. Also 
shown are costs for replacing first· 
generation and existing equipment as it 
wears out. 

About $5.4 million is required to 
implement the initial construction 
program. This amount includes $1.8 
million for land and construction and $3.6 
million for equipment. The major cost is 
$3.3 million tor equipment at the South· 
east Salem and North Benton resource 
recovery centers. 

During the period between 1977-1995, 
additional capital costs amount to $26.4 
million. Major costs include: 

$2.0 million in 1986 to construct the 
Newberg and expand the Southeast 
Salem and North Benton resource 
recovery centers 
$8.8 million in 1986 for equipment to 
expand the Southeast Salem and 

.. , 
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Table V-3 
CHEMEKETA REGION 
RECOMMENDED PLAN 

CAPITAL COST SUMMARY (1974 $) 
1974-1994 

lnrt al long-Range 
Period Period 

Rural Drop Box Stations 
land $ 4,000 $ 6,000 
Station Construction 63,400 51,200 
TOTAL $ 67.400 $ 57.200 

Transfer Stations 
Land $ - $ 12.500 
Station Constructionl 238.400 1,027.200 
Transport Equipment 138,400 455,000 
TOTAL $ 376.800 $1,494.700 

Resource Recovery Centers 
Land $ 180,000 $ 50,000 
Center Construction2 3.632.800 5,109.400 
TOTAL $3,812.800 $5,159.400 

San tarv Landfills 
Land $ 120,000 $ 60,000 
Site Develc,pment 440,200 92,200 
Landfill Equipment3 120.000 -
TOTAL $ 680.200 $ 152.200 

Region Total 
land $ 304,000 $ 128,500 
Facility Construction 4,374,800 6.280,000 
Equipment 258.400 455.000 
TOTAL $4.937.200 $6.863,500 

1 Includes station equipment. 
2 Includes processing equipment. 
3 lnclude:r off-road transport equipment. 

Program 
Total 

$ 10,000 
114,600 

$ 124.600 

$ 12,500 
1,265.600 

593,400 
$ 1,871,500 

$ 230,000 
8,742,200 

$ 8,972,200 

$ 180,000 
532.400 
120.000 

$ 832.400 

$ 432,500 
10,654.800 

713.400 
$11,800.700 

FIGURE V-1 
Rtcommended Plan-Initial Capital Costs ( 1974 $1 

TOTAL 
$4.9million 

FIGUREV-2 

landftlfs 
$700,000 

resource recovery 
$3,800,000 

Long-Ranga Capital Cosu (1974 SI 

landfills 
150,000 

rural facilities 
$60,000' 

TOTAL 
$6.9milllon 

resource recoverY, 
$5,200,000 
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Table V-4 
SUMMARY OF CAPITAL COSTS ($000) (ESCALATED) 

CHEMEKETA SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Facility 

1974/75 Through 1976/77 
Rural drop box stations 
Trans fer stations 
Sanitary landf ills 
Resource recovery centers 
Subtotal 

1977 /78 Th rough 1994/95 
Rural drop box stations 
Trans fer stations 
Sanitary landfil ls 
Resource recovery centers 
Subtotal 

TOTAL 
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Land and 
Facility 

Construction 

$ 72.8 
232.9 
454.5 
996.2 

$1,756.4 

$ 16. 1 
t ,320.0 

388.4 
2,030.9 

$3,755.4 

$5,511.8 

Escalated Capital Costs 
First 

Generation 
Equipment 

$ 86.4 
190.8 

3,324.4 
$ 3,601.6 

$ 13.0 
704.3 
170.2 

8,758.9 
$ 9,646.4 

$13,248.0 

Replacement 
Equipment 

$ 

$ 

$ 374.3 
2,322.7 
3,072.6 
7,256.8 

$13,026.4 

$13,026.4 

Total 

$ 159.2 
423.7 
454.5 

4,320.6 
$ 5,358.0 

$ 403.4 
4,347.0 
3,631.2 

18,046.6 
$26,428.2 

$31,786.2 

North Benton resource recovery 
centers and begin operation of the 
Newberg center. 
$7.3 million to replace equ ipment at 
the resource recovery centers 
$5.8 million to replace equipment at 
rural convenience and transfer 
stations, sanitary landfills. 

Capital Fund Sources 

Both the private sector and public agencies 
have provided capital funds for existing 
solid waste facilities. Both can provide 
capital needs of this program. 

PUBLIC SOURCES. Public agencies can 
meet capital costs by use of grants, loans, 
bond sales, and lease-purchase methods. 
Sources of grants and loans-are or may be 
available through the Farmers Home 
Administration, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, and the State Depart -
ment of Environmental Quality. 

Farmers Home Administration: The 
Farmers Home Administration (FHA) has 
long been involved in financial assistance to 
rural communities under 10,000 popula­
tion. Their programs have, in the past, 
primarily funded water and sewerage 
systems through both grants and loans. 
More recently, however, financial aid 
through the Rural Development Act has 
become available for sol id waste projects. 
At the present time, the agency is 
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authorized to make loans bearing an 
interest rate of 5 percent for 40 years to 
finance land, construction of improve 
ments, engineering and legal fees, and 
equipment. There is no dollar limit on the 
amount of the loan; however, larger loans 
would not be funded as quickly as the 
smaller ones. The loans can be made for the 
full amount of the project. Any loan must 
be secured with a satisfactory repayment 
schedule. Cities, counties or special d"stricts 
would be eligible for the loans, and it is 
satisfactory to combine FHA loans with 
loans or grants from other public funds. 
Funding of the loan program is presently 
adequate for small projects (under 
$50,000). No grant funds are available 
from FHA at this time. 

U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency: At the present time, no EPA 
grants or loans are authorized for 
implementation of solid waste projects. 
Grants for solid waste planning, such as 
received for initial regional planning, are no. 
longer available. It is unlikely EPA funds 
will be available for future implementation 
of the plan unless a unique process were to 
be demonstrated within the system. Several 
bills before Congress are aimed at resource 
recovery with possible planning and 
construction grants in this area. Final 
legislation cannot be predicted but may 
follow a recent preference for loan 
guarantees instead of construction grants. 
Loan guarantees tend to reduce risks of 

investment and encourage use of industrial 
capital. 

Oregon Department of Environmental 
Quality: Grants and loans for imple­
mentation of solid waste transfer, 
processing and disposal systems are 
available from the DEO pollution control 
bonds fund. Generally, the funds can only 
be disbursed to a public body such as a 
city, county or special district. Eligible 
costs include land acquisition; eng·neering 
design and superv·sion; construction of 
structures, site development, and utilities; 
and initial purchase of major equipment. 
Special conditions pertaining to major 
equipment require open bidding and a 
sinking fund for replacement and limit 
funding to initial purchases essential to 
sustain the project. 

Up to 30 percent of the eligible costs could 
be financed through a grant, but the 
remaining 70 percent must be repaid over a 
20-year period at approximately 5 percent 
interest. An adequate financial program 
must be established to ensure repayment of 
the bonds. Any tacillties may be leased or 
franchised to private enterprise for 
operation. From the 30 percent grant, 
deductions are made for planning grants 
previously given to a public body if the 
portion of the funds prev·ously spent on a 
given project can be identified. This report 
{considered Phase I planning) was financed 
through a OEQ grant. Phase 11 (advanced 

planning) funds are also available for 
100 percent funding of more specific sol id 
waste system plans, site selection, 
preliminary des·gn or other approved 
investigations. 

At the present time, it is required that the 
applicant prepare and obtain voter approval 
for a bond issue in the amount of the loan. 
The state would then buy the bonds at 
approximately 5 percent interest i f no 
lower bids were rece·ved. A legal question 
is being resolved as to whether the loan can 
be obtained from the state without a bond 
issue and its associated expenses, A 
satisfactory means of securing repayment 
of the bonds without obligating real 
property appears to be an obstacle to th is 
approach 

County Bonds: Public agencies may also 
sell bonds in the usual way to meet capital 
needs. Counties can use general obligation 
bonds, and if authorized by charter, 
revenue bonds. Voter approval is required . 
The current assessed values for the five 
counties o1 the Chemeketa Region and the 
amounts of debt that may be incurred are: 

County Assessed Value County Debt L imitation 

Benton $ 498,300.000 2% $ 9,966,000 
Linn 1 .003.400.000 2% 20,068.000 
Marion 1,457,200,000 2% 29,144,000 
Polk 371 .100.000 2% 7.422.000 
Yamhill 441 ,200,000 2% 8.824,000 
TOTAL $3,771,200,000 $75,424,000 
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Ample bonding capacity remains lor 
counties to finance the program. Either 
general obligation or revenue bonds can be 
repaid from direct charges ra1her than 
taxes. The program, 1 f financed by bonds, 
should have no adverse effect on taxes or 
bonding CJpaci Ly 111 the Region. 

County servke districts (CSD's) can also 
issue general obligation and revenue bonds 
with voter approval. CSD's are author ized 
in individual counties under ORS 451 ff. 
Under ORS 198 ff., the CSD appears to be 
appl'cable on cl mul ticounty basis. Genera l 
obligation bonding for CSD's is limi ted to 
2 percent of assessed valuation, far in 
excess of any debt requi red for the solid 
waste management program. No reason 
appears for forming CSO's within the 
separate counties of the Chemeketa Region 
to finance the solid waste management 
program. If a CSD is formed for this 
program, it should be 1ormed only as a 
regional financing vehic le. Bonds issuable 
by a five-county CSD would require 
approvc1I only at c.1 region-wide election 
rather than separately in every county. 

Ao addi tional method of bond finc:Jncing is 
proposed by Senate Bi ll 1018 as introduc~d 
in the 1974 session of the Legislative 
Assembly. SB 1018 wou ld permit counties 
to issue industrial development bonds, that 
is, bonds of the county issued to finance 
facilities for use by private enterprise, cind 
secured solely by the rents and revenues of 
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the project. Counties would be expressly 
prohibited from operating any facility as a 
business other Lhan as lessor or seller. Th is 
bill also affirms the power of counties to 
lease or sell facilities to private parties and 
permits counties to negotiate construction 
contracts. Bonds would be issuable without 
a vote. 

The advantage of industrial revenue bonds 
proposed under SB 1018 over other forms 
of revenue bonds is primarily the 
exemption from voting. Counties already 
have powers to lease or francise facilities 
for private operation, and state pol icy 
under ORS 459.0l 5(7) encourages use of 
private industry's capability and expertise. 
Bonds issued under SB 1018 would sell at 
terms comparable to other revenue bonds if 
the county could reserve the right, upon 
default of rent, to enter promptly, and 
lease the facility to others or operate it 
with county personnel. However, if the 
county were unable to immediately protect 
its stream of revenues upon default of rent, 
industrial revenue bonds under SB 1018 
wou ld carry a substantial interest penalty 
over conventional revenue bonds. 

Lease-purchase methods can be used to 
acquire needed equipment. Both first ­
generation and replacement equipment can 
be purchased this way. Current lease­
purchase information indicates that 
7 percent financing can be arranged 
through banks for lease terms comparable 

to estimated equipment service lives. 
Lease-purchase is especially desirable in 
f inancing periodic replacements because it 
smooths the flow of capi tal funds and sets 
an orderly procedure for regularly updating 
equ ipment in use. 

Municipal Bonds: Capital funds for 
financing of specific facilities may also be 
provided by municipalities in the Region. 
In most instances, only those facilities to 
be located within incorporated boundaries 
would be considered for municipal 
financial assistance. The Southeast Salem 
Resource Recovery Center, the Woodburn, 
Corvall is, Albany, Rickreall, and 
McMinnville transfer stations, and the 
Southeast Salem and Lebanon landf-il ls 
are the facilities most likety to be con­
sidered for municipal financial involve­
ment. Municipal financing could include 
general obligation bonds, industrial 
revenue bonds, or use of funds on hand­
all of which cou ld be used separately or 
in combination with county or private 
funds to make up the local share of capital 
costs. Municipalities could also assume the 
role of applicant for federal or state grants 
and loans. 

Even though the financing plan developed 
in this report is based upon separate county 
capital fund sources, municipalities may 
also be involved. Actual participation 
would be negofated between the separate 
counties and municipalities during imple-

• 



·-
·--

! 

l-

r . 
• 

mentation of the Recommended Plan. It is 
beyond the scope of this report to further 
delineate municipal financing of local and 
regional faci Ii ties. 

PRIVATE SOURCES. The private sector 
of the solid waste management industry can 
also supply capital. To compensate for 
improvement of existing facilities, franchise 
agreements can be renegotiated. New 
facilities can be better financed by solicit­
ing proposals from existing franchised 
operations individually, in concert, or from 
national waste system companies. The cost 
of private financing to users of the system 
will depend on the rate of return required 
by the investors. 

A 10 percent rate of return over the 
estimated service life of the facilities has 
been assumed for estimating and comparing 
the cost of private financing in this report. 

RECOMMENDED CAPITAL FUND 
SOURCES. Table V-5 compares public 
and private financing costs. The compari­
son is based on costs provided for the 
Southeast Salem Resource Recovery 
Center. The cost per ton can be 20 percent 
less if tax exempt financing is used. Capital 
costs are about 40 percent less. Operation 
and maintenance costs are the same 
because this plan relies on the private 
sector to operate all facilities. 

Table V-5 
CAPITAL FUND SOURCE COMPARISON (1977/78) 

CHEMEKETA SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

Item 

Southeast Salem 
Resource Recovery Center: 

Capital Costs 
Land and fixed facilities 
Equipment 
Equipment 
Subtotal 

Operation & maintenance1 

TOT AL ANNUAL COST 

Annual cubic yards (400 LB/CY) 

Capital cost per CY 
0 & M cost per CY 
TOTAL COST PER CY 

Service 
Life 

20 
20 

5 

Construction 
Cost1 

$ 565,000 
972,900 
704,800 

$2,242,700 

Cost Comparison 
Public Private 

Financing Financing 

$ 39,800 $ 73,000 
68,500 125,700 

124,8002 204,500 
$233,100 $403,200 

491,900 491,900 
$725,000 $895,100 

955,000 955,000 

$0.24 $0.42 
0.52 0.52 

$0.76 $0.94 

1 Includes inflation. 
2 Includes $75,J 00 annual equipment deposit reserve payment to meet loan amount of $49. 700 after 

equipment is retired. 

Source: Bartle Wells Assoc·ates 
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For faci l ities other than resource recovery 
centers, the overal I savings through public 
financing will be less. Capital cost savings 
will be similar to those for resource 
recovery centers, but operating costs which 
do not change will form the larger part of 
the overall cost. 

Privnte financing is recommended for 
improvements needed at privately owned 
facilities and for all transport and landfill 
equipment. Although somewhat higher 
financing costs are introduced, private 
financing will expedite improvements at 
existing sites and avoid the need to 
prescribe maintenance standards for 
equipment. It is desired that opportunities 
be provided for private industry to finance 
other faci lities such as regional transfer 
stations or resource recovery centers. The 
ease at which industry can obtain financing 
for these types of facilities is, however, 
unknown during the planning period. For 
that reason the financing plan is based 
upon public funds or obligations for major 
new facilities, but it is understood that 
private financing will be encouraged 
whenever competitive or advantageous to 
reduce costs or promote eff iciency of 
operntions. 

A procedure which appears to offer 
maximum opportunity for private 
involvement while assuring a sustained 
overal l program is to advertise for proposals 
from industry to construct or operate 
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specific faci li ties. In return tor industry 
investment, franchises or other benefits 
would be awarded. The length of time 
during which proposals would be accepted 
by the unit of local government would be 
greater for the more costly and complex 
facilities. At the end of the advertisement 
period, if no acceptable proposals were 
received or awarded, then local government 
would need to proceed with implemen­
tation measures based on public financing 
as presented in this report. 

Private sector investments required for the 
program amount to $7.4 million, composed 
as follows: 

Land and construction 
for existing facilities 
First-generation and 
replacement equipment 
TOTAL 

$ 326,500 

7,026,200 
$7,352,700 

Public investments required for the 
program amount to $24.5 million, of 
which $18.0 million is for resource 
recovery centers. Eleven mil lion dollars 
for resource recovery equipment can be 
met by lease-purchase. Table V-6 shows 
that the remaining $13.5 mill ion can be 
met by: 

DEQ Grants (1975-1986) 
DEQ Loan 11975) 
Resources on Hand 
( 1975. 1986) 
General Obi igation 
Bonds 
TOTAL 

$ 4,046,300 
3,332,200 

281,300 

5,827,800 
$13,487,600 

The general obl igation bonds wilf be 
required for capital funds if stat'e loans 
cease to be available. For purposes of this 
financing plan, general obligation bonds !or 
DEQ loans) are assumed for facilities to be 
funded in 1984 or later, namely: 

Construction 
McMinnville transfer station 
Newbero resource recovery center 
Woodburn transfer station 

Expansion 
Lebanon and Newberg landfills 
Southeast Salem and North Benton 
resource recovery centers 

DEO grants (30%) were assumed to be 
available to fund projects to be constructed 
prior to 1987. General obligation bonds 
may also be required to secure the 
suggested loan of state pollution control 
bond funds. It is assumed each county 
would obtain a DEQ loan through general 
obligation bonds, if necessary. It is also 
assumed that Benton and Marion Counties 
will each finance regional resource recovery 
centers as a local obligation. 
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SB 1018 could offer an alternative to use 
o{ general obligalion bonds· and possibly 
also to private financing of first-generation 
and replacement equipment. Whether or 
not the state will accept SB 1018 revenue 
bonds as security for loan repayment 
remains to be tested. Similarly the 
marketability of SB 1018 revenue bonds in 
the municipal market will depend on the 
the security features built into each parti­
cular issue, and especially on the recourse 
available to the issuer in event of default. 

Expenditures 

Annual expenditures include capital 
repayments, lease-purchase payments, 
operation and maintenance costs, and 
administrative costs. 

CAPITAL REPAYMENTS. Capital 
repayments for private capital include land 
and improvements. Public capital 
repayments (Table V-7} include general 
obligations and monies borrowed from 
reserves. Reserve repayments are based on 
6 percent interest over 20 years. OEQ loan 
obligations are based on 5 percent interest 
for 17 years (1977-1994). General obliga­
gations or future DEO loans are based upon 
7.5 percent interest for 17 years (1987-
1994). It is assumed for both types of obli­
gations that 2.4 years of funded interest (no 
principal payments} and 2 percent of the 
construction fund for legal and administra­
tive fees would be included in the total 

obligation amounts. All general obligations 
or loans would require voter approval in 
the county (or city) constructing the 
facility. A contract between the separate 
counties (or cities) and the regional organi­
zation would establish revenue repayment 
provisions to meet bond service or loan 
payments. 

ANNUAL EQUIPMENT LEASE 
COSTS. Table V-8 shows lease costs for 
all equipment to be acquired by the private 
sector and for equipment lease-purchased 
by each county (or city). Except for 
resource recovery equipment to be 
purchased with stc1te grant/loan funds in 
1976, the annual costs for both public and 
private acquisitions are based on 
lease-purfhase procedures. Annual costs are 
determined by amortizing acquisition costs 
over estimated service lives at current 
interest rates. No allowance is made for 
possible salvage values. 

Annual costs 1or rural drop box stations, 
transfer stations. and landfill equipment 
include a 10 percent rate of return on 
private investments. Costs shown allow 
repayments for all existing and replacement 
equipment used in the program at these 
facilities. 

All resource recovery equipment acquired 
after 1976 with service lives of 10 or less 
years can be lease-purchased by the 
individual counties (or cities) at about a 
7 percent tax-exempt interest rate. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
COSTS. Table V 9 shows operation and 
maintenance costs. Projections. based on 
the 1974-level costs include a 6 percent 
annual inflation allowance. 

Operation and mainteriance costs tor the 
Brown's Island. Southeast Salem. and 
North Benton lc:1nd fills anticipate a 
50 percent decrease in costs when resource 
recovery centers beg in operat'on. 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
COSTS. Adminisrrative costs are 
estimated in Table V 10. Costs were 
established on a 1974-cost level and 
escalated 6 percent a year. It is assumed al 
administrative costs would be apportioned 
between the member counties by 
agreement as is presently the case. The 
costs could be reimbursed by either d·rect 
payments or in -kind services. whichever is 
most suitable to the particular county. 
Apportionment of the annual administra· 
tive costs between each county on the 
basis of popu lation would be approx· 
mately as follows· 

Marion County 
Benton County 
Linn County 
Polk County 
Yamhill County 
Region Totol 

(42%} 
(16%) 
(20%) 
( 11 %) 
( 11%) 

$14,100 
5.400 
6,700 
3,700 
3,700 

$33,600 
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Table V-6 
OBLIGATION AMOUNTS BY COUNTY 

Constr. 
Constr. Cost Escalated Costs 

Facility/County . Year 1974 1975 1976 '77-'80 '84-'86 1986 Total 

MARION COUNTY 
Mill City, Macleay DB 1975 30,100 32,500 - - - - 32,500 
Woodburn TS 1984 262,000 - - - 565,600 - 565,600 
S.E. Salem LF (Land) 1975 100,000 108,000 - 108,000 
S.E. Salem LF (Constr.) 1979 50,000 - - 73,500 - - 73,500 
S.E. Salem RRC 1976 1,977,600 - 2,242,800 - - - 2,242,800 
S.E. Salem ARC Expan. 1986 1, 128,5001 - - - - 2,413,900 2,413,900 

Subtotal 140,500 2,242,800 73,500 565,600 2,413,900 5,436,300 
30% DEQ Grant 42,100 672,800 22,100 169,700 724,200 ·1,630,900 
Local Amount 98,400 1,570,000 51,4002 395,900 1,689,700 3,805,400 
Obi igation Amount 1,668,400 - - 2,085,600 - 3,754,000 

BENTON COUNTY 
Blodgett, Lobster Valley 

Monroe DB 1975 37,300 40,300 - - - - 40,300 
Corvall is TS 1975 16,400 17,600 - - - - 17,600 
N. Benton LF Expan. 1980 73,400 - - 11 6,500 - - 116,500 
N. Benton R RC 1976 1,835,200 - 2,077,800 - ...... - 2,077,800 
N. Benton R RC Ex pan. 1986 1,005,5001 - - - - 2,129,100 2,129,100 

Subtotal 57,900 2,077,800 116,500 - 2,129,100 4,381,300 
30% DEQ Grant 17,400 623,300 35,000 - 638,700 1,314,400 
Local Amount 40,500 1,454,500 81,5002 - 1,490,400 3,066,900 
Obligation Amount 1,495,000 - - 1,490,400 - 2,985,400 

LINN COUNTY 
Sweet Home DB 1977 12,800 - - 16,100 - - 16,100 
Albany TS 1975 184,800 199,600 - - - - 199,600 
Lebanon LF 1975 38,400 41,500 - - - - 41,500 
Lebanon LF Expan. 1986 32,400 - - - - 81,600 81,600 

Subtotal 241,100 - 16,100 - 81,600 338,800 
30% DEQ Grant 72,300 - 4,800 - 24,500 101,600 
Local Arnau nt 168,800 - 11,3002 - 57,1002 237,200 
Obligation Amount 168,800 - - - - 168,800 
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Table V-6 (Continued) 

Constr. 
Constr. Cost 

Facility/County Year 1974 1975 1976 

POLK COUNTY 
Rickreall TS 1978 84,000 - -

Subtotal - -
30% DEO Grant - -
Local Amount - -
Obligation Amount 

YAMHILL COUNTY 
McMinnvilfe TS 1985 274,500 - -
Newberg LF Expan. 1986 46,400 - -
Newberg ARC 1986 1,143,500 - -

Subtotal - -
30% DEQ Grant - -
Local Amount - -
Obligation Amount - -

REGION TOTAL 439,500 4,320,600 
30% DEQ Grant 131,800 1,296,100 
Local Amount 307,700 3,024,500 
Obligation Amount 3,332,200 -

NOTES: 
~ Excludes $627,300 of first generation equipment acquired by lease purchase arrangements. 

Reserves on hand to meet 1mall obligations: total obligations met from re1erves ""$281 ,JOO. 
DEQ grants a1sumed to be available thro11ih 1986. 

Escalated Costs 
'77-'80 '84 '85 1986 Total 

114,300 - - 114,300 
114,300 - - 114,300 
34,300 - - 34,300 
80,0002 - - 80,000 

- 640,000 - 640,000 
- - 116,800 116,800 
- - 2,460,100 1,460,100 
- 640,000 2,576,900 3,216,900 
- 192,000 773,100 965,100 

- 448,000 1,803,800 2,251,800 
- 2,251,800 - 2,251,800 

320,400 1,205,600 7,201,500 13,487,600 
96,200 361,700 2,160,500 4,046,300 

224,2002 843,900 5,041 ,000 9,441,300 
- 5,827,800 - 9,160,000 
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Table V-7 
CAPITAL REPAYMENTS BY COUNTY 

Constr. Funded1 Other2 Total Repayment Annua13 

Obligation Year Fund Interest Costs Obligations Period Repayment 

DEQ LOAN, 5% 1975 
Marion County 1,668,400 200.200 84,800 1,953,400 77.94 152,500 
Benton County 1,495,000 179,400 111.400 1,785,800 77-94 140,000 
Linn County 168,800 20,300 14,700 203,800 77-94 16,000 
Polk County - - 80,000 80,000 77-94 7,000 
Yamhill County - - - - 77-94 

REGIONAL TOTAL 3,332,200 399,900 290,900 4,023,000 77-94 315,oOO 

G.O. BONDS, 6.5% 1985 
Marion County 2,085,600 325,400 41,700 2,452,700 87-04 206,000 
Benton County 1,490,400 232,500 29,800 1,752,700 87-04 147,000 
Linn County - - 57,100 57,100 87-04 5,000 
Polk County - - - - 87-04 
Yamhill County 2,251,800 351,300 45,000 2,648,100 87-04 226,000 

REGIONAL TOTAL 5,827,800 909,200 173,600 6,910,600 87-04 584,000 

NOTES: 
1 2.4 years interest no principal payments. 
2 Reserves, plus 2% of construction fund. 
J 17 years at stated interest for construction fund plus 20 years at 6% for reserve repayments. 
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Table V-8 
ANNUAL EQUIPMENT LEASE COSTS-CHEMEKETA SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Facility/County 1975/76 76/77 77/78 78/79 79/80 80/81 84/85 87/88 

Marion County 
1, 1 oo2 Mill City oal 2,200 2,200 2,200 2,200 2,200 3,300 3,300 

Macleay osl 3.oooZooJ 6,000 6,000ooJ 6,000oJ 6,000ooJ 6,000 9,100 9,100 
Stayton TS 8,7 8,7oo3 8,7 8,70 8,7 13,100 13,100 19.700 
Woodburn TS - 50,000 50,000 
Brown's Island SLF 32,oooJ 32,0oo3 32,0ooJ 32,oooJ 32.oooJ - - -
S.E. Salem LF - - - - - 35,000 35,000 52,600 
S.E. Salem RRC - - - - - - 243.800 652,600 
Subtotal 54,800 48.900 48,900 48.900 48.900 56.300 354.300 787.300 

Benton County 
Blodgett, lobster Valley 

3.9002 Monroe oal 7,800 7,800 7,800 7.800 7,800 11,800 11.800 
Corva tis TS \ 1,6002 3,100 3,100 3,100 3,100 3,100 4,600 4.600 
N. Benton SLF 2s,10oJ 2s.10oJ 2s.10oJ 2s,1oo3 35,700 35,700 35,700 53,700 
N. Benton RRC - - - - - - - 381,000 
Subtotal 30,600- 26,000 36,000 36]oo 46,600 46,600 52.100 451,100 

Linn County 
2,5003 Sweet Home oel =- - 2,500 2,500 2.500 3.800 3,800 

Albany TS 34,600 34,600 34,600 34,600 34,600 52,100 52,100 
lebanonSLF 2a.10oJ 2a.1oo3 24,500 24,500 24,500 24.500 36.800 36.800 
Subtotal 28,100 62,700 61,600 61]oo -moo 61.600 92,700 92,700 

Polk County 
Riclcrealt TS 

9.20o3 
23,300 23.300 35.000 

Monmouth SLF 9,2ooJ 9.2oo3 9.20o3 9.2oo3 - -
Subtotal 9,200 9,200 9,200 9]oo 9,200 23,300 23,300 35,000 

Yamhil County 
McMinnville TS - - - 66.900 
NewbergSLF 17,10o3 17,10o3 17,10o3 17, 10oJ 20,600 20.600 20,600 31,000 
Whiteson SLF 27,7oo3 27,70o3 27,70o3 27:70o3 27,70o3 27.7003 
Newberg RRC 11,1ooJ 17,1oo3 17,1oo3 17,1oo3 20.600 20,600 20.600 20,600 
Subtotal 61,900 61,900 61,900 61,900 68,900 68,900 41 ,200 118,500 

L. ~ REGIONAL TOTAL 184,600 208,700 217,600 217,600 235,200 256,700 563,600 1.484,600 

~ Allocated lease-purchase cost of equipment shared with other sites. 

! Based on one-half year of operation. 
'-·· 

1 Based on existing equipment values and service lives. 
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Table V-9 
~-~• 

ANNUAL OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS2 -CHEMEKETA SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN ~, 
I 

1974 Level$ 
t 

Facilities/County 0 & M Costsl 1975/76 76/77 77/78 78/79 79/80 80/81 84/85 87/88 
~ "l 

I 

Marion County 
5,40<>3 Mill City DB 10,100 11,300 12,000 12,800 13,500 14,300 18,100 21,500 

Macleay 08 27,700 14,70<>3 31,100 33,000 35,000 37,100 39,300 49,600 59,100 
Stayton TS 62,200 65,9004 69,900 74,100 78,500 83,200 88,200 111,400 132,700 
Woodburn TS 122,000 - - - - - - 218,500 260,200 
Woodburn SLF 100,600 106,600 113,000 120,000 127,000 134,600 142,700 
Brown's Island SLF 236,800 251,0004 266,100 141,0005 149,500 158,400 

82,0004 S.E. Salem LF 57,800 - - - - - 103,500 123,300 
S.E. Salem RRC 413,000 - - 491,9004 521,400 552,700 585,800 739,600 880,900 
Subtotal 1,030,200 443,600 491,400 872,000 924,200 979,500 952,300 1,240,700 1,477,700 

Benton County 
Blodgett, Lobster Valley 

19,10<>3 Monroe DB 36,000 40,400 42,900 45,400 48,200 51,100 64,500 76,800 
Corvallis TS 48,000 25,40<>3 53,900 57,200 60,600 64,200 68,100 86,000 102,400 
N. Benton SLF 147,000 155,8004 165,200 87,5oo5 82,800 98,400 104,300 131,600 156,800 
N. Benton RRC 278,000 - - 331,1004 351,000 372,000 394,300 497,900 593,000 
Subtotal 509,000 200,300 259,500 518,700 539,800 582.800 617,800 780,000 929.000 

Linn County 
17,9004 Sweet Home DB 15,000 - - 18,900 20,100 21,300 26,900 32,000 

Albany TS 104,000 - 116,9004 123,900 131,300 139,200 147,500 186,200 221,800 
Lebanon SLF 84,100 89,1004 94,500 100,200 106,200 112,500 119,300 150,600 179,400 
Subtotal 203,100 89,100 211,400 242,000 256,400 271,800 288,100 363,700 433,200 

Polk County 

97,50D4 Rickreall TS 68,700 - - - - - 123,000 146,500 
Monmouth SLF 57,900 61,4004 65,100 69,000 73,100 77,500 
Subtotal 126,600 61,400 65,100 69,000 73,100 77,500 97,500 123,000 146,500 

Yamhill County 
247,9003 McMinnville TS 116,200 - - - - - - -

Newberg SLF 85,900 91,1004 96,500 102,300 108,400 115,000 121,900 153,800 91,600 
Whiteson SLF 161,100 170,8004 181,000 191,900 203,400 215,600 228,500 288,500 -
Newberg RRC 262,000 - - - - - - - 558,8004 
Subtotal 625,200 261,900 277,500 294,200 311,800 330,600 349,400 442,300 898,300 

REGIONAL TOTAL 2,494,100 1,056,300 1,304,900 1,995,900 2,105,300 2,242,200 2,305,100 2,949,700 3,884,700 
1 Source: STR (1974 $ value}. 4 Projection based on full operation under the new program. 
2 Opera lion and maintenance projections include 6 percent annual inflation factor. 5 Operation and maintenance costs estimated by STR to decrease 50 percent. 
3 Projection based on six-month operation. 
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Table V-10 
INITIAL ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS1 

CHEMEKETA REGION STAFF 

Position/ Expense I tem 

Director (ful l-time) 
Secretary (fu ll -time) 
Subtota Salaries 

Office and Support Faci lities 

TOT AL Annual Requirements 

1 Cost estimate based on agency information. 

TOTAL ANNUAL COSTS. Total annual 
costs for the next 12-year period are given 
in Table V-11 for each county by type of 
expenditure. The annual costs of each 
county program would include repayment 
of DEQ loans, repayment of general obliga­
tion bonds or reserve accounts, equipment 
lease costs, operation and maintenance 
costs, and apportioned regional administra­
tive costs. Reapportionment of these costs 
and redistribution of revenues between 
counties and cities of the Region are 
assumed to be highly subject to negotiation 
during establishment of the Intergovern­
mental Agreement and are not included in 
this financing plan . 

Direct Payroll Annual 
Salary Overhead Total 

$16,000 $2,500 $18,500 
8,100 1,200 9,300 

$24,100 $3,700 $27,800 

5,800 

$33,600 

Revenue Sources 

Annual revenues from all sources must 
equal or exceed annual expenditures. The 
historical revenue sources for solid waste 
systems include ad valorem taxes, gate fees, 
and house-to-house collection charges. 
Revenues from recovered materials can 
help pay expenses a1 the recovery centers 
as soon as markets are developed for sale of 
these materials. Indirect user charges may 
possibly be used as a supplemental revenue, 
to maintain gate fees at or near current 
levels. 

AD VALOREM TAXES. Ad valorem 
taxation is a method of spreading cost 
among all property owners within the 
taxing agency. The property tax is suitable 

where waste generation relates closely to 
assessed value. The property tax may be a 
reasonable way to apportion costs among 
residents, but is often a poor measure of 
commercial, industrial, or agricultural solid 
waste generation. Counties could use their 
existing tax base levies for regional costs. 
Each county would need to contribute 
funds based on estimated waste generation 
or some other equitable basis. Voter 
approval would be required in each county 
to increase the tax base unless funds were 
d verted from other exist ing programs. 
Because the existing tax base is comm·tted 
to meet other needs, the ad valorem tax ·s 
not recommended as a way of paying 
program costs. Local waste management 
costs may continue to be met from th s 
source, but should be .it lower levels 
because all disposal costs wi I be met from 
other revenue sources. 

GATE FEES. Gate fees have been 
typically charged at existing landfi ll 
facilities to pay all disposal costs, including 
disposal franchise fees and any capital 
repayments for public agency invest men ts. 
Gate fees should continue to provide the 
majority of revenues needed for the sol id 
waste program, but should not be set at 
levels which discourage faci l ity use. Gate 
fees can be set at transfer stations, 
processing facilities, or disposal sites to 
cover all solid waste management costs not 
recovered from other sources. Fees can be 
set by d·viding the cost of service by the 
tonnage received . 
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Table V-11 

TOTAL ANNUAL COSTS BY COUNTY-CHEMEKETA SOLID WASTE PLAN 

Expenditurr/County 1975/76 76/77 77/78 78/79 79/80 80/81 84/86 87/88 

Marion Covntv 
DEC Loan Repayment - - 152,500 152,500 152,500 1S2.S00 152,500 152,500 
G.0./Roserve Rep1yment - - - - - - - 206,000 
Equipment Ltaie Co,u 54,800 48,900 48,900 48,900 48,900 56,300 354,300 787,300 
O&MCom 443,600 491,400 872,000 924,200 979,500 952,300 1,240,700 1,477,700 
Adm1n,str.at1ve Co~\s ~ ~ 15,800 16,800 17.800 18,900 23.800 28,400 
Subtotal 512,500 555,200 1,089,200 1,142,400 D9iiToo 1,180,000 1,771,300 2,851.900 

Benton Cou ntv 
DEO L""n Repayment - 140,000 140,000 140,000 1'0,000 140,000 140,000 
G.O.JRenrve Rep~yment - - - - - - 147,000 
i.QU pment Lene Costs 30,600 26,000 36,000 36,000 46,600 48,800 52.100 461,100 
0 & M Costs 200,300 259,500 518,700 539.800 682,800 617,800 780,000 929,000 
Admtn1stra1,ve Cosu 5.400 ~ 6.100 6.400 6.800 7,200 ___!J_QQ_ 10900 
Subtotal 236,300 291.200 700,800 722,200 ~ B11.600 981,200 1.s1ii'.ooo 

Linn County 
' DEO Loan Repayment - - 16,000 16,000 16.000 16,000 16,000 16,000 

G.D./Resorve R•payment - - - - - - - 5,000 
Equipment Lease Co5ts 28,100 62.700 61,600 61,600 61,600 61,600 92,700 92.700 
0 8c M Costf 89,100 211,400 242,000 258,400 271.800 288.100 363,700 433,200 
Administrative Cosl 6,700 7,100 ~ 8,000 8,600 9.000 11,300 ~ 
Subto t~ 123,900 281.200 327,100 342,000 357,900 374,700 483,700 560,400 

Polk County 
DEO Loan Rtpayment - - 7,000 7,000 7,000 7,000 7,000 7,000 
G.0./ Reserve Ropaymont - - - - - - - -
Equipmtflt Lea-ie Cos1s 9,200 9,200 9,200 9,200 9.200 23,300 23,300 35,000 
0 & M Costs 61,400 65,100 69.000 73,100 77.~ 97,500 123,000 146,500 
Administrati~ Casrs 3,700 3,900 ~ ~ 4,700 ~ 6,300 ~ 
Subtotal 74,300 79.200 89,400 93,700 98,400 132,800 '"7'59]oo' 196,000 

Yamh.U County 
DEO Loan Repayment 
G.0./Reserve Repayment - - - - - - - 226.000 
Equipment Lease Costs 61,900 61,900 61,900 61,900 68.900 68,900 41,200 118,500 
0 & M Costs 261,900 277,500 294,200 311,800 330.600 349.400 442,300 898,300 
Administ,ati\le Cost$ 3,700 3,900 ~ 4,400 4,700 5.000 4S::~~ ~ Subtotal 327.500 343,300 360.300 378,100 404,200 423,300 1,250.300 

Region T otol 
OEO Loan Rtpayment - - 316,500 315,500 315,500 315,500 315,500 315 500 
G.D./Reserve Repayment - - - - - - - 584,000 
Equtpment Ltase Costs 184,600 209,700 217,600 217,600 235,200 266,700 563,600 1,484,600 
O&MCou, 1,056,300 1,304,900 1,995,900 2,105,300 2,242.200 2,305,100 2,949,700 3.884.700. 
Adm101nra11ve Cosu 33,600 35,500 37,800 40,000 424600 ~ 56,800 ....£:!22. 

GRAND TOTAL 1,274,500 1,549,100 2,566,800 2,678,400 2,835,400 2,922.400 3,885.600 8,336,800 
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HOUSE-TO-HOUSE COLLECTION 
CHARGES. House-to-house collection 
charges are billed by franchise collectors 
I or collect ion services. Rates are set to 
recover franchise collection fees. collection 
,md transport costs. and any disposal fees 
charged. Rates include a reasonable profit 
for the collector. Collection rate adjust­
ments for increased or decreased costs of 
doing business are subject to approval by 
the franchising agency. 

Franchising agenc·es will need to eva uate 
collection rate increases between 1975· 
1976 through 197/ 19 /8 ;is the new and 
mure cost y disposal methods are brought 
or line. Frdn..:h1s1ng agenc es shou d 
requIrfa! collectors to provide data on both 
increased drspo~al charges and any savings 
in transpcrt costs ,if lorded if haul 
distances t1re shurtened by :he new 
focil1ties. 

FRANCHISE FEES. Cities and counties 
currently levy lranchise or license fees 
for col ection and disposal franchises. 
Fees are charged to pay the adminisIra­
tIve costs of monitoring activ1ries and 
may in some cases provide additional 
general fund revenue. 

Franchise fees for fac:d1t'es should be 
set to recover admm1strat've t:osts. 
Initially each county should recover 
1 ts apportioned share of administrative 
costs by establishing a franchise fee per 

ton of waste disposed of at resource recovery 
centers and land fills receiving unprocessed 
wastes. Actual experience in administering 
transfer, resource recovery, and landfills 
may later require that different fees be 
charged at each type at facility. 

INDIRECT USER CHARGES. Indirect 
user charges are charges levied on the basis 
of waste generation rather than measured 
use. Oregon Revised Sta tutes 268 and 451 
c early give authority t ') metropo,itan 
service di-;tricts dnd ccunty service districLs 
to evy indirect user charge~ for so 1d waste 
disposal. It s possible that this authority 
m;:iy be available to sepc1rnte counties if 
ORS 268, 451. and 459 ar- legally be 
interpreted to give such broad powers to 
counties which do noL form special 
distri.:ts. Legal research will be necessary to 
cl arr fy th Is point and future egIs at,ve 
action may be desirable. 

In the event such powers are available to 
separate counties. then this revenue source 
may be considered to supp,ement any gate 
fees at rural drop box stafons. Gate fees 
could then be kept at levels comparable to 
those nearby transfer sta1ions to avoid high 
fees which could discourage use or ow fees 
which couid divert wastes from transfer 
stations. As an alternative to levying gate 
fees at rural sites, an =ndirect user charge 
can be used to pay all costs at rural 
convenience stations and transfer stations. 
However, full indirect support will not be 

needed if, as plunned. rural drop box 
stations will have attendants during all 
hours of opera tIon 

SALES OF RECOVERED 
MATERIAL. Revem.es •rom sales of 
recovered material can help pay expenses 
of the recovery centers as soon as markets 
are developed. Current market pric~s 
indicate a possible price of $5. 70 per ton ol 
processed waste. Of this price, $3.20 per 
ton can he earned f rorn sales of ferrous ;:ind 
combustib le materials. Revenues ;:ire 
esr imuted tor 80 percent of the incoming 
waste at $3.20 per ton. ec;(';:ilated at 
6 percent per yevr. pr1Jducing $866,000 in 
1977 78. These revcr ues rely on 
esrnb 1sh1n9 m;:irke•s at prnIecteti prices for 
both ferrous ard cornbust ble materials 

Additional revenue of .1p to $1.50 per ton 
of processed waste for ·orrugated paper s 
attainable at current market prices. 
Corrugated paper now cons ti rutes 10 
percent of the waste enter ing the waste 
strecim However, much ol this tonr1c191= 
may be diverted ford rect sale by 
col ectors. and Is not counted upon as a 
revenue source. 

Revenues from newsprint should not be 
relied upon either, because no facilities are 
included to handle this material. It is 
anticipated that newsprint not recovered or 
separated by local progr.:irns will be 
processed for recovery as a combust ible 
material. 
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Revenue and Expense Projections 

Table V-12 summarizes revenues and 
expenses for the total regional program. To 
remain conservative, costs have been 
estimated on the basis of 100 percent of 
tonnage forecast by the Chernekern st;if f , 
but revenues from sa es of secondary 
mater als have been estimated on 
80 percent of the potential quantit es. 

A regional average gate fee of $3.55 is 
requ red per ton of waste in 1975-76. This 
fee will increase when the resource 
recovery centers begin operation in 
1977-78, depending upon establishment of 
markets for the Selle of ferrous and 
combustible materials. Gate fees will 
decrease after 1979-80 i f ferrous and 
combustible material can be sold at 
projected market price. 

Revenues for the Newberg processing 
center are not included. Based on revenue 
assumptions similar to those used for the 
two initial centers, the gate fee at Newberg 
wou d be much higher than that for 
continuing landfill operations at this site. 
The actual construction date for the center 
and for expansion of initia centers will 
depend on the success in obtaining markets 
for secondary materials and the actual 
quantities of waste disposed of 
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Adoption of a regional average gate fee 
appears to be desirable to aid in waste flow 
control. Waste piracy between counties 
should be controlled through the 
Intergovernmental Agreement. Private 
hauling of wastes tO disposal points having 
lower disposal costs could, however, cause 
significant imbalances in the overall 
regional system. It is possible that some 
private hauling could result in larger 
quantities of wastes to be transported 
greater distances than necessary simply 
because of the pub! ic's desire to find the 
cheapest disposal point without proper 
consideration of all costs involved. 

It is recognized that a regional average gate 
tee may be a somewhat over-simplified 
allocation of costs. The recommended 
organization, however, negates any method 
of allocation of costs on a regional basis 
since separate counties will be the primary 
source of local public funds. In addition, 
negotiation of a separate agreement for 
waste flow control must be compatible 
with any method of cost allocation and 
revenue distribution. At the time of 
negotiation of a waste flow control 
agreement, a method must be selected to 
establish gate fees compatible with 
financing of specific facilit ies. 

PLAN REVIEW AND UPDATING 

This solid waste management plan should 
be reviewed on a regular basis with major 
updating occurring at approximately 
five-year intervals. Minor revisions and 
updating of the plan can be accomplished 
during the intervening period by 
amendments to the resolution of fnal 
adoption. In this manner, the plan can be 
kept current with changes in land use 
pol icies, solid waste regulations and 
standards, changes in technology, and 
changes in implementation measures. 



Table V-12 
REGION AVERAGE UNIT COSTS CHEMEKETA SOLID WASTE PLAN 

1975/76 76/77 77/78 78/79 79/80 80/81 84/85 87/88 

Total Region Costs1 1,274,500 1,549,100 2,566,800 2,678,400 2,835,400 2,922,400 3,885,600 6,336,600 
Revenues 

Secondary Mat'l Sales - - 866,200 950,200 1,041,200 1,230,200 1,752,900 2,441,900 

Net Program Cost 1,274,500 1,549,100 1,700,600 1,728,200 1,794,200 1,692,200 2,132,700 3,894,700 

Region Annual Waste 
Tonnage 359,149 371,968 384,970 398,248 411,806 425,610 481,464 509,364 

Region Average Unit Cost 
$/Ton 3.55 4.16 4.42 4.34 4.36 3.98 4.43 7.65 
$/Compactej CY2 0.71 0.83 0.88 0.87 0.87 0.80 0.89 1.53 
$/Loose CY 0.36 0.42 0.44 0.43 0.44 0.40 0.44 0.77 

NOTES: 

l See Table V-11. 
2 400 LB/CY avg. 
J 200 LB/CY avg . 
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