
AGE

a 0 !  t o a t r t r l t r  a a A r D  l Y t r ! E

l a L  t o r  t a t  r t 0 0

NDA

t o r r ! ] r r ! ,  o l a 6 0 r  i t l l t  r t r a

t ^ x  l a t  t r 7  r t a t

METRO

o

AGENDA

1. Call to Order and Roll Call (5 min).............. .................,........ Councilor Aiherton

2. Expectations and Goals of the Committee (10 min).....,..........................................Counci1or Atherton

J. Fiscal Year 2001-02 Tip Fee Recommendation (60 min)................. ...Tom Chaimov

Action rcquesled: Recommend regional system Jee and Mefo tipfeelor Fy 2001-02

MEETtr{G:

DATE:

DAY:

TIME:

PLACE:

Councilor Bill Atherton
Jim Strathman
Jerry Powell
Bernie Deazley

TTATE REvIEw CoMMITTEE

January 3 l, 200 I

Wednesday

6:00 - 7i30 p.m.

Metro Regional Center
Room 270

4. Future Agenda Items (10 min)....

Please call Tom Chaimov at Metro with anv ouestions at 503-797-1681.

Enclosures:
A. October 25, 2000 RRC meeting minutes
B. Table: Policy implications ofrate decisions
C. Rate Review Committee schedule and related activities

Distribution (with attachments)

.Maria Roberls

Dean Kampfer
Paul Matthews
Dave lvhite

TC:gbc
cc (w/o attachments): lnterested Parties
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MEETING SUMMARY
RATE REvIEw CoMMITTEE

Metro Regional Center - Room 370
October 25, 2000

Metro

Present:

Members

Dean Kampfer
Bernie Deazley
Paul Matthews
Jerry Powell
Steve Schwab
James Strathman

Terry Petersen, Dlreotor, REM Ray Phelps, Allied Waste
Councilor Rod Park Eric Menill, Waste Connections
Maria Roberts, Budget & Finance Admin. Lynne Storz, Washington Cty.
Doug Anderson, Waste Reduction,

Planning, & Ouheach Manager
Leann Linson, Business &

Regulatory Affairs Mgr
Jim Watkins, Environmental & Engineering

Services Manager
Tom Chaimov, Budget & Finance
Janet Matthews, Polioy & Program Mgr
Karen Feher, Financial Planning

Members Absent:
Councilor Ed Washington, Chair

Terry Petersen called the meeting to order, explaining that Councilor Washington had a scheduling conflict
and would be unable to attend. Councilor Park joined the meeting as an observer.

Approval of Minutes

Steve Sohwab moved to approve the September minutes; Bemie Deazley seconded the motion, and the
Committee members present unanimously agreed.

Regional System Fee

Mr. Petersen briefly reviewed what had been discussed in previous meetings. The Committee's advice is
needed regarding whether to maintain or raise the current Regional System Fee (RSF), whioh funds solid
waste-related programs. He introduced Tom Chaimov, who began a presentation explaining two scenarios
developed by staff:

A. "Status Quo", leaving the RSF at$12.90, and

B. "scenario One," raising itto $14.50. (See attached for explanations.)

He noted that ifthe Committee had other scenario ideas, they'd be looked into, as well.

Mr. Petersen cxplained that currently, if the RSF had to oover expenses, it would be at $14.80, but the
difference is being made up fiom the contract savings.

Councilor Park asked what recycling rate is used in the forecasts; Mr. Chaimov answered that the average of
the last two months' recovery at Metro facilities. The scenarios assume a status quo recovery rate; if
recovery improves, tonnage will go down, therefore precipitating a rise in tho tipping fee. (Note: Mr.
Chaimov has since reconsidered his answer and informed Councilor Park that the tonnage projections
inolude an annual regional recovery rate increase equal to the historical average, about 0.5Vo per year.)
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Status Quo: Leaving the RSF fee at $12.90 would delay cost increases at the MRFs, as well as fee inoreases
at landfills, It would draw down the Undesignated Fund Balance more quickly. However, it also could
cause a misperception by the public.

Scenario One: Raising the RSF would enable the cost ofregional programs to be spread more evenly, allow
the tip fee to remain unchanged for an extra year, and be a good waste reduction incentive.

Mr. Chaimov pointed out that there was a mistake in Enclosure C ofthe agenda p aaket. #2 should have been
3.7 million, not 2.5 as shown.

He explained that each year, the Department has to plan for five years' funding for Capital Imp.rovement
projects. Until now, because some planned projects were delayed, existing Capital Resewes have been
suflicient, and it hasn't been necessary to raise the rates.

In answer to a question, Mr. Petersen explained that the currently, $4 ofthe tip fee goes directly to pay for
regional programs, because the RSF doesn't bring in enough to fund them.

Would raising the transaction fee he$? Maria Roberts answered that raising the transaction fee by $1 would
help keep the tip fee at $62.50 one morc year.

It was suggested that perhaps the tip fee could be lowered, but the RSF and transaction fees botl raised, but
another member maintained that simply raising the RSF woutd be the most equitable.

Where did the money in the Undesignated Fund Balance come from? Ms. Robeft said it grew from some
Fiscal Years coming in under-budget, or underestimating the amount of tonnage comlng in. One member
commented that the balance could be bought down faster if the fee was lowered. Assign fee costs logically,
inorease the RSF and lower the tip fee. Mr. Schwab isn't comfortable with the feeling that moving fees $l or
$2 up and down might upset the public. Just do what needs to be done - the public wants fiscal
responsibility.

Further discussion of the graphs and scenarios fo llowed. Lynne Storz of Vr'ashington County said that for
recycling statistics, she would prefer to see the RSF go up. Dean Kampfer countered that even ifthe Meho
tip fee doesn't go up, other facilities' fees will if the RSF is raised.

The group then disoussed equity issues conoerning buying-down the Undesignated Fund balance, and
movement towards cost-based fees, phased in over time. However, the group was reminded that the impaot
any fee reductions might have on waste reduction are a big concern.

After continuing discussion, Mr, Kampfer said he was leaning towards keeping the status quo. Guest Eric
Merrill commented that the increasing cost of Metro programs seems to be driving up the RSF.. It makes
more sense, Mr. Merrill suggested, to raise both the RSF and the tip fee so that all facilities (including Metro
transfer stations) raise rates at the same time.

Paul Matthews felt strongly that a cost-based fee systegr is best; people would then understand the true costs
of rcgional programs. He suggested phasing this type of system in slowly to avoid major business
disruptions.

Steve Schwab said he liked the Status Quo scenario because it would buy down the Undesignated Fund
Balance faster, yet he dislikes the Status Quo scenario because the tip fee at Metro facilities doesn't reduce.
Therefore, he said he was leaning towards Scenario One because it keeps the tip fee steady longer.

Mr. Kampfer reiterated that he prefers to keep the Status Quo. Mr. Schwab disagreed, and the discussion
became somewhat lively. Mr. Petersen offered that he could take the Committee's "higher policy objective"
thoughts to Council if they preferred. The group then discussed some of the rate history for the behefit of the
newer committee members.

In the end, The Committee decided not to make a decision because ofsplit opinions:

Rate Review Committ€e Mceting Summary
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. Mr. Schwab said he could support either keeping or raising the cunent RSF, though he prefers
Scenario 1, which would raise it.

. Mr. Powell had the same opinion, supportive of either, though leaning towards raising the RSF.

. Dr. Strathman would like to keep the Status Quo scenario.

. Mr. Kampfer, too, preferc Status Quo.

. Mr. Deazley is partial to Scenario 1, raising the RSF.

. Mr. Matthews would like another scenario, and perhaps a further meeting.

Mr. Petersen said staff would get in touch with Committee members individually to see if there are other
scenario options before scheduling another meeting at this time. The Committee agreed to that idea.

gbc
Attachments
sr\rhar.\d€aavatc rlvicw cortrnuooovrcr025o0nin.do.
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@l
Jan-31

IL N'3I91JI
Mar-28

DRAFT RATE
AND

Meellng
FY 2001-02 Regional System Fee and Metro Tip Fee
lssues for tuture Committee consideration:

Rate Structure Review

Meetlng
Overview of rate-setting pradices:

Metro's rat+setting methodology
Costs classifi cation: variable and non-variable
(dependent or independent of tonnage)
Cost allocation bases
Allocation of revenues other than the tiD fee
Cost-of-service issues related to self-haulers:

Transadlon fee

Meetlng
Analysis of Cost and Revenu6 Allocation Proc€dures:

Balancing competing rate objectives
Rate equity versus rate stability
Reevaluate procedures in light of new regional

transfer stations
Reevaluate transaction fee

Five-year financial projections of rates and reseNe
funds using allocation methodology

Opportunities and Challenges:
Opportunities for enhancing current procedures

Solid Waste Disposal Rate lssues:
Guidelines for FY 200243 Disposal Rates

No Meeting

No Meeting

No Meeting

Possible review of rates pending shategic plan

otjlcome

REVIEW COMMITTEE SCHEDULE
RELATED ACTIVITIES

Related Activlties

Meetlng -Budget Advisory Committee

Meetlng -Budget Advisory Committee

Meeting -Budget Advlsory CommltGe

REM submits Budget Request
for FY 2002-03

l@l
May-23

a

l@l
Jul-25

lffil
Sep-26

lL_9e!!1_.ll
Oct-i0

Oct-24

@l
Nov.12


