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Wednesday, September 17, 1997

10:00 a,m, to Noon
Metro Regional Center, 600 NE Grand Avenue, Portland
Conference Room 370

15 min. f. Updates and Introductions Morissette/Warner

5 min.

1hr.
30 min.

5 min.

• Adding representative of Jack Gray Transport as
non\voting associate SWAC member (request Committee consensus)

• Metro/DEQ Intergovernmental Agreement on
licensing yard debris processors

• Other Updates and Introductions

2. Approval of Minutes
Action Requested: Approve the Minutes of August 6, 1997

3. SWAC Work Session #4 Related to Facilities
Action Requested: Approval of principal objectives and
work plan for remainder of project (Staff Report on Ageuda
Item 3 to be faxed ASAP)

4. Other Business/Citizen Communications

Adjourn
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Warner

Morissette

Warner

Morissette

All times Iiste<t (In this agenda are approximate. Items may not he considered in Ihe exact order listed.
Chair: Councilor Don Morissette (797-\887) Stlff: Doug Anderson (797-\788)
Committee Clerk: Connie Kinney (797-1643)
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Chair Morissette asked for a motion on the minutes from the meeting of July 16, 1997.
Mr. Penning made a motion that the minutes be approved. Ms. Keil seconded the motion.
The minutes were unanimously approved.

At the end of the last meeting, staff was asked to come back with a further clarification of
the definitions of the following terms: 1) Reload Facility, 2) Material Recovery Facility,
and 3) Transfer Station. Staff has done a considerable amount ofwork to identify what
we think needs to be done to implement the language that this committee recommended
earlier this year for the RSWMP. Mr. Warner said that the Metro Council has expressed
a desire to become more informed on the issues, and to that end, have requested that
Susan McLainattend the SWAC Meeting. Mr. Warner also wanted to express his
appreciation for the feedback that Metro recieved from the following individuals: Tom
Wyatt (BFI), Lakeside, Dave White, Doug Drennen, and Jeamle Roy. Mr. Warner also
recognized those folks that called, including Garry Penning and Merle Irvine.

Mr. Warner said that Mr. Anderson would give a brief overview of the issues and
proposals outlined in the staff report that was previously faxed to you. Mr. Warner will
then request that the committee identify major policy issues and prioritize them. We will
discuss each of these items for about 10 min. so they might be framed properly for
presentation to the policy makers and to increase understanding of where our differences
might be. Finally, Chair Morissette will give the committee direction and guidance on
ultimate decisions.

Mr. Anderson referred to Tables I and 2 on pages 3 and 4 ofthe staff report. I will
quickly walk through these tables to give you a sense ofwhat we are trying to accomplish
with this. This table has already suggested a number of policy issues that we've received
through various phone calls and letters. What we are trying to lead to here is to
understand what we've put on paper, why we've done it, what kind of policy issues that
suggests that will launch into that discussion. IfI'm not clear, please interrupt, but the
idea is to get through this and then get into the dialogue that Bruce talked about a moment
ago.

On Table 1, page 3 of the staff report, we've tried to set some of the important differences
among five different types of facilities. We've broken reloads up into three different
types of facilities, mostly to facilitate this discussion. As you'll see as we move through
this, they're really distinguished by increasingly diverse types of activities that happen at
these facilities, that have traditionally been called "reloads." We've also added to this
table:
• Material Recovery Facilities; and
• Regional Transfer Stations (Metro Central and South, and Forest Grove)

to give you an idea of how these reloads layout in our minds against the existing types of
facilities. As we move through, the main focus is this thing we are calling Reload with
Direct Haul (second colunm from the right). This facility would be a reload with limited
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recovery activities that does both wet and dry processing, but also has direct haul to
Columbia Ridge. That is a key, pivotal piece that we have talked about over the past
couple of months. The first block, Block A, tries to layout the main activities and how
they differ among these facilities. I want to emphasize these are not exclusive, because in
a moment we will be talking about how they relate to our regulations and our potential
regulations. There are all kinds of other things that can go on here, now and in the future:
truck , curbside recyclable depots, things like that.

I will be concentrating mostly on the reload, limited and full, and then reload with direct
haul columns (the three center ones) and as you move right, the word activities -- there
tend to be more of them available as you go [rom a limited to a full to a direct haul reload
to a transter station. Where we are going with this, for those of you that have glanced
through the staff report, is that what we are calling "Limited Reloads" really are a low
consolidation function, pretty much only an extension ofthe collection service. We will
be talking about these, and they are pretty much outside Metro's purview. As being an
exemption, nothing that we are particularly interested in getting into.

As you move to the Full Reload, however, the key distinction here is that there will be
some processing of waste. And in fact, there will be some waste processed, particularly
recovered, is where Metro may have an interest in giving some sort of regulation, but we
arc thinking that may be on a somewhat limited scale. That's part of what we want to talk
about.

As we move to a Reload with Direct Haul, the key distinction here is direct hauling to
Columbia Ridge as opposed to a reload to a transfer station. This direct-haul option has
more system impacts, and they begin to get into financial impacts and so forth, that
probably induce a higher level of oversight.

By the time we get to Regional Transfer Stations, we are including hazardous waste
options, and as you see below, we are adding public customers and a whole lot of other
activities that are really more appropriate for a regional public, very large-scale transfer
stations.

Under Block B, Users, some of our thoughts have to do, again, with, some of the
highlighted points: we are contemplating that reloads would be, in most cases at this
stage, anyway, probably initiated by haulers. So, these whole sheets probably don't
contemplate a reload set up by a private entity just to take outside folks in. We don't see
that on the horizon, but you can tell us if we are wrong about that. So when you read
through this, the first line obviously, an affiliated hauler could be a user and probably the
only user of a limited reload. I'll mention that some of our feedback has said: "Now you
should consider non·affiliated haulers there, so that is an issue about a limited reload
whether it should accept other haulers other than the "owner/operator." We see adding
that as an option. That is, accepting haulers other than your own company, as the key
user difference going from a limited to a full reload. It would be the owner's option
whether to open hislher door to others. And again, the same thing with the direct-haul
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reload. The difference here is that the public customers remain the province of regional
transfer stations and material recovery facilities. By commercial customers we mean
primarily roofers, janitorial services, propcrty managcment firms, that kind of thing
which are currently going to some MRFs and are going to the transfer stations. Public
customers, again, are you and me, self-haul pickup, weekend loads, that kind of thing.

Under Destinations, I don't think there are any surprises in this block. Again, the reloads
given their functions would go to a regional transfer station. A reload with direct haul
would take its wet waste to Columbia Ridge. A regional transfer station's system remains
pretty much the same. Dry waste, we talked about this over the past several months. The
appropriate places for that is a Metro designated facility and there are a number of those
available.

The last two lines on recyclables and inerts are there primarily to remind you that these
are currently exempted from Metro's purview and this would continue. We are not trying
to gct into thc business of limiting destinations for recyclablcs, incrts and othcr types of
similar materials.

Entry conditions, the last block, is something we may want to discuss more down the
road. It is really here more as a place holder to remind us that Metro's not at this time
interested in initiating any facilities. Again, regional transfer stations are obviously a
public initiative but any of the other facilities, MRFs, reloads, reloads with direct hauls,
would all be private initiatives as far as our thinking this time, as opposed to public
money or public dollars.

If, however, we have private initiative driving these, there may be conditions that we, as
public body may want to consider in whether we let these things enter the system and so
forth. That's a discussion that we don't need to get into today because there is nothing
really firm in our proposal. There are some ideas in the staff report. We're not talking
any particular options or proposals today.

Table I: We're trying to define some of the characteristics between the facilities and
among the facilities. Where we're going on Table 2 is in what would be the public
response to this particular set-up, if in fact facilities had these activities, users and
destinations, how would we regulate them, what some of the operational requirements we
would requirdnot require, what is exempt, what the financial and fee arrangements were,
and what the fiscal impacts are.

Table 2 of your staff report. Under block a) regulatory conditions. Thc class is simply
intended to give you a sense, consistent with my comment earlier on, that, again looking
at the reloads, as the activities have a greater system impact, the regulatory stance of
Metro would tend to be greater. In other words, that would march along with other
activity. So, again, MRF's are heavily franchised (first row), and we mayor may not look
at that (but that is not our focus just now), so that is status quo. A limited reload, one that
is primarily a consolidation, a transportation feeder facility we're thinking would be
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exempt from Metro regulation. But a full reload would have a limited form oflicensing
and permitting, not necessarily a full franchise. (Point of discussion). Reload with direct
haul, we bclicvc the system impacts are great enough that it's a ftanchisable issue.
Anything with a regional transfer station, that would also be franchisable as opposed to
being publicly owned.

The next row, with just two subheadings: Facility Tip Fee. Again, if one I dealing only
with one's own company there is really no issue, it is your own issue, its an internal price,
and it would be exempt from any kind of a Metro fee issue. There is really no public tip
fee anyway. A consideration is if the facility accepts non-affiliated haulers, we have for
full and direct haul reloads, a uniform proposal here. That does not mean setting the fees,
that does not mean setting the rates. That would be something that would be left with the
province of the facility operator. Our concern here is that once you get a solid waste
facility sited, it tends to be a valuable commodity; if it's nearby you'd like to use it, but
we currently have a code provision that we do apply to MRFs. That they have a uniform
pricing policy meaning that similar users that do apply there would be charged the same.
I.e., you can give a preference to your own people. And that's all we're talking about
here. And not that we even have one rate for everybody, but that if a rate is set and
charged, it would apply to all similar types of users, that is what uniform policy is.

The next line: Facilities Records: there's really no difference here, again from current
Metro Code which, for solid waste facilities we have at least accessibility to the books for
auditing purposes and primarily this is for financial accounting purposes. And to a lesser
extent Trucking Recovery Rates. Limits meaning limits on the size of the facility.
Currently MRFs are looked at on a case-by-case basis, and typically a limitation is set on
the tOllllage that the facility can accept during the course of a year. Tltis is primarily to
give us -- not so much as a limit or a ceiling, but rather a trigger to say should we re
examine this thing. Is it bigger than we originally licensed itfor, is it something that
local governments would be concerned about in terms of traffic or other impacts. Again,
not so much a limit to stop growth, but rather a trigger to re-examine whether there's been
a change in status in that facility. And if you look across, there's different types oflimits
that apply to these limited reloads, maybe not __, it can't be we're not
regulating it and I think you'll see that they have somewhat of a higher level of attention,
the bigger the facility.

Reporting: Again, really no change from the current status. All MRFs now provide us
with transactions data. Meaning the scalehouse transactions. \Ve would propose that also
for direct-haul reloads as we do for transfer stations. For a full reload, the report here we
are referring to is just keeping tabs on recovery materials and recovery rates. We're
talking about the monthly report, something they can put together fairly simply. Not any
kind of heavy reporting that the MRFs and the transfer stations give to us now, but rather
mostly an accounting of tonnages, and disposed of and recycled.

Unacceptable Waste Indemnification: Lets note that and we'll talk about that a little more
fully under Load Checks (Operational Requirements) below. They are very related.
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Recycling and Recovery: We have two approaches, a hauler certification and a facility
recovcry ratc. Right now all MRFs and MRFs that are proposed for renewal operate
under a recovery rate currently set at 45% for most facilities. This is designed to do a
number of things: to try to emphasize recycling at the facility and to a certain extent
discourage very marginal loads that maybe should go to transfer stations or are showing
up at a dry waste facility in the first place. And we've had a mixed track record on that.
The asterisk says we are examining our policies on that. But nonetheless we do have a
minimum required recovery rate at the facility. This means: how much do you recover
out of your input?

We are not proposing that for a full reload -- for discussion we'll get into it in a moment,
because we are proposing what we call a Hauler Certification program. And our current
operating contracts at the transfer stations have a minimum recovery rate so
we're reflecting that in the transfer station _

Moving up to the Hauler Certification: This comes out of our bottom line: that we are
very concerned and interested in ensuring that recovery and recycling rates remain in the
system. We also recognize that this set of proposals is driving disposal costs down and
that's good. We want to see disposal costs go down. But as disposal costs go down, we
are concerned about the effect on recycling and in particular the impact on source
separated programs and the up-stream work. And that's getting to the bottom lines that
we've talked about.

The thinking we have behind the Hauler Certification is that one of the things one has to
do to use a reload or to be accepted to dispose at a reload, whether it's a full one or with
direct haul, is that if you are a hauler, in order to demonstrate that you have a curbside
program in place -- we're not talking about anything new, but rather demonstrating and
making sure that our state, RSWMP and local waste reduction plan consistcnt program is
in place. The idea here is that as disposal costs go down, the stuff we put in up-stream,
we want to keep that intact. Make sure that people still commit to curbside, commercial
and residential programs. So, with a certification program, we felt we could get away
without a recovery rate at reloads because you all have told us as the RSWMPs implies
that recovery at reloads is really an incidental thing -- it is an opportunistic thing that
should be allowed to be flexible with markets. So we feel that if we have the upstream
stuff in place, you can have at it at the reload.

Operational Requirements: We know there are a number of local land use and health
department and other regulations that a facility operator has to abide by as well as DEQ.
OSHA and other types of requirements. Metro has a lot of interest in a lot of things those
agencies are regulating. We also have an interest in not duplicating their efforts. So if in
fact, a facility operator says "yeah, we'rc in compliance" and you can show us, we are
going to say okay. and step out. Just as long as you are doing the things that we need you
to do. That doesn't mean there won't be issues that we have and we will want to impose,
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but we are trying to come back a ways and letting the appropriate governments regulate
where they do their business best and not try to get into each other's way.

Load Checks: Has to do with reloading -- direct haul at regional transfer stations. In the
staff report, we describe the protocols that we go through to check loads to ensure that the
waste we deliver to Columbia Ridge is consistent with our contract, with DEQ regs, with
the landfill's permits and so forth. That is not a trivial operational requirement. And
while a MRF, a limited reload, or a full reload are free to do that if they so choose,
remember that a part of what happens when you bring a load to a transfer station is that
we go through a 2% sampling of the waste, 100% check of all medical waste to check for
radioactivity, hazardous waste and so forth. Again, that's protection of the waste in
transport to accommodate the rules of the landfill, etc. If in fact, a reload is going to self
haul there is an expectation that they would be doing some sort of a load check regiment
that would meet the performance standards of the landfill and of any transport. And that
we would in fact, be privy to that because consistent with the indemnification line I asked
you to jump over a moment ago, if in fact, waste from a reload hauled to Columbia Ridge
shows up at Columbia Ridge, we stand in line, liable with Oregon Waste Systems if
unacceptable waste gets into the landfill. So the issue here is: We'll give you the
performance standards, you figure out how to do them on the load checks issue. There's
an indemnification to us as well if in fact something happens at the landfill. We don't
expect this to be a big issue because I think you are all very well aware of what it takes to
handle waste, we just want to have it on the table.

Scales: This is primarily to have an accountability, a tracking system for waste in, waste
out, mostly a financial issue.

Long Haul Transport Standards. Ifwe're going to be doing long-haul, Metro has done a
lot of work working with Friends of the Gorge, the highway department, others. I'll think
we'll talk about what standards mean, but Metro is concerned from a public point of view,
not only about direct impacts, but images as well -- too many trucks going up the gorge.
Those ofyou who were around several years ago will remember that was a big discussion
and raised a low of eyebrows and called attention a lot of attention throughout the region.

Fees. Under Metro Tip Fee -- the two types of reloads, limited and full, you'll see
something called the large load rate. This is something we began talking about last time.
We've had a couple ofpeople in their letters write to us about as well. And we are
continuing to work on recognizing that we have different costs at the transfer stations that
depend on the type of the load, the size of the load and other factors about it. And it's
pretty clear to us tllat if we role up our sleeves and figure out how to do it, and if reload
begin bringing in waste in, say 8,10, 12 or even bigger reload size containers, we can
perhaps have some pretty significant price breaks for you at the transfer station. We are
talking about doing that. I don't know how much we're going to get into that this time,
but this work will be on-going as we go through this with our councilors and as the
engineers and operations people at the transfer stations work with that.
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I just want to put on the table that that is work that is on-going and we will be working to
present that to you. Obviously Metro's tip fee is not applicable ifyou are not coming to
the transfer station and I've just shown the $70/per ton rate for the regional transfer
stations. The asterisks under MRF's talk about the fact that MRF's have always had the
ability to bring their residuals to the transfer stations. it's really not very economically
viable right now, and it may never be viable, but the option is open, and they too might be
eligible for a large load rate, and even an incentive rate. We talked about that in the
recent past. All of the fee issues under MRF's are very wide open and very preliminary,
but I just wantcd you to know that that same thinking is on the table.

Tier II, the second line in on the Fee column. Right now in our rate of $70/a ton, the
amount that gocs to pay on a per ton basis, fixed costs of operating the transfer station is
about $8/ton, and that includes the excise tax. What is included in addition to the excise
tax is the costs of Metro's scalehouse people, the health and safety regiments we have
there. There is a fixed payment to Jack Gray Transport, and the debt service on the
transfer station bonds. Those are the big pieces in that. Now on the basis of round
numbers, 700,000 to 750,000 tons per year, and that's about $8/per ton. As the staff
report points out, a lot of those costs are truly fixed and are driven by a regional
commitment to having transfer stations. Specifically, the bonds went towards putting
those facilities in place. They stand ready to serve as "disposal of last resort" on a
contingent capacity, basically for all comers. Given that they are regional benefit, the
issue about who pays for those bonds is something that we really need to talk about. And
whether in fact by a company circumventing the transfer station, whether or not they have
some obligations to continue to pay some or all of those. That's a part of the discussion
we will get into, it will be a major policy issue.

Again, as the staff report indicates, the other part of our fixed costs which are fixed, but
what I call "sticky" such as the scalehouse folk, obviously if we cut down our hours of
operation, we can cut down that cost. So, they are not truly fixed like our bond payments
are. But to a large extent those payments are set by our hours of operation which are
dictated by our public customers and the fact they come in at various hours clear up
through the weekends. There is a demand for that and that really determines our hours of
operation which really sets, to a large extent, those other set or "sticky" costs for us. But,
if in fact, MRFs limited and full reloads even reloads with direct haul, are taking frankly
the more efficient loads, the hauler loads, who is left with the public customers, who is
left with the commercial customers, the small guys, the lost leaders like hazardous waste,
etc. We believe they should remain at the regional transfer station but it is a question of
public policy about who should share in the costs of paying for that. So, in the second
line Tier II, when we talk about reloads with direct haul, given that they would not he
coming to the transfer station, we're saying, by this line, lets engage in a discussion about
how much of those public costs should be borne by people that don't come into the
transfer stations as opposed to letting the people that are either "captive" or remain using
it holding that bag. As Jim Watkins presented some numbers last week, that number goes
up and then begins going up exponentially as the tons fall away from the transfer station,
and so it becomes an issue with us.
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The Disposal Charge, the third line in fees: It is also included in the tip fees unless you
direct haul. And $26.14 is a revised number from .last week. We've taken a new look at
our tOlillage and this is our best estimate right now, including excise tax. So the 8-1/2%
is in there ofthe current average rate at Columbia Ridge under our contract tor the region.
What we're saying here is that in order to take advantage of change order 7 and in order to
obtain this franchise to direct haul from Metro, and again, our bottom line and even our
flow guarantees under the contract that reloads with direct haul would nonetheless come
under contract to deliver to Columbia Ridge, and we would have a disposal charge of
$26. 14/ton would be our current estimate.

DEQ and Enhancement Fees: We could engage in a dialogue here as to who collects
those and who pays them. But I think it is appropriate that if in fact we have reload
facilities that become out in the landscape and whether or not host fees become
appropriate there, should they be collected, should we collect them and pass them on to
the jurisdictions, is that a local collection issue or whatever? We wanted it on the table
because that is part of the $70.00 and communities in which these are sited might want to
have some say in that.

Transfer and Transport and other Operations such as Recovery and Picking Line: Just
reminding us all that it is included in the Metro Tip Pee and the operator again would pay
on a reload with direct haul.

Regional User Fee: That portion of the Metro $70. But it is also a fee that everybody
fees when you tip at Metro designated facilities. Again, it would continue to be applied.
MRF's pay $15/ton on the residual; a reload with direct haul would pay $15/ton as would
any facility that delivers to a Metro designated facility.

Don Morissette asked, for the record, "Garry Penning, this $26.14 fee, what is Oregon
Waste System's position on negotiating special fees potentially lower than that with
individuals outside of Metro?" Garry responded that OWS intends to honor that contract
with Metro. There will be no special deals cut. OWS will charge reloads the same fee
that Metro is charged.

Ms. Keil asked whether Metro has the ability to negotiate a different rate with those
delivering waste directly. Chair Morissette responded that the more we fit in under the
Change Order 7 that was approved, the more tons, the less the rate for the region.
However, Sue clarified that hers was a legal question, since Waste Management does not
have that ability, but Metro might.

Mr. Warner stated that if Metro wanted to encourage folks to recycle, we could have an
incentive rate. It is just a point of discussion.

Ralph Gilbert asked whether non-system agreements protect us against material escaping
through?
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Marv: Do you mean designated facilities?

Ralph: We have two non-system licenses:

Marv: We have non-system and designated, which one do you mean?

Metro Legal Counsel Marv Fjordbeck expressed confusion over whether Mr. Gilbert was
referring to non-system licenses or designated facility agreements.

McLain: Special needs requirement.

Doug: Are you asking about wet or dry waste?
Mr. Gilbert clarified that he was asking about all waste, although they try to limit it to dry
waste. Mr. Anderson explained that nothing in this proposal would change that.

Mr. Warner explained that there are many issues involved, but that right now, we are
trying to address those which might set us up v.ith some challenges or dire consequences.

Merle Irvine requested that someone on Metro staff explain how they interpret "license,
pennit, or franchise." Mr. Anderson explained that obtaining a license or permit would
be less of an application procedure than it wonld be to get a franchise.

Jeff Murray asked how we would make this equitable with reloads and wet waste. "Will
Metro collect tip fees for the landfill?" Mr. Warner responded that the group still has to
figure how that will be done. Since it would go against our contract, it would be
collected by Metro from the direct-haul.

Don Morissette: The discussion we have with the individual or the collective with the
additional tons going to that area.

David White: Are we just clarifYing right now?
Bruce: Right.

Bruce Warner confirmed for Mr. Irvine that the enhancement fee is the host community
fee, for the transfer station.

David White commented that this is an excellent summary. He asked whether the
difference between a 'full reload' and a 'reload with direct-haul' was merely that there is
an opportnnity to transport to Columbia Ridge. Mr. Anderson responded that yes, this is
the basic distinction.

Mr. White then commented that lA is one option and one is limited, if you are talking
about where it is going. He did not understand that distinction. He asked whether Metro
was talking about traffic coming in the front end. Mr. Anderson replied that the term
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'traffic impact' addresses the fact that direct-hauling operations will have much bigger
trailers than reloads. Therefore, this would be a back door issue. He stated that the wet
waste issue is a nuance that we want to get discussion on. The question is: should we
require some level ofrecovery, or should it be 'hands off?'

The proposal was opened to debate. Mr. Warner said that Bill Metzler would summarize
the major issues on the board, and prioritize them as the dialogue progresses. The SWAC
Members presented the major issues as follows:

Connie: Here's the summary of the material from the chartpak that I put together for
Doug:

Priority Policy Issues:

A. Regulatory

• RSWMP should be clear

• Do any of these effect flow control issues?

B. Operational Requirements

• Who monitors long haul standards (and additional overhead involved with that)?

• Reload with direct-haul--consistency with long-haul transport (wealher conditions).
(under C. also?) [constant vs. periodic flows--could they use the transfer stations in
bad weather, for example, and then direct-haul in fair weather?]

• Performance standards.

C. Fees/Fiscal impactlRate payer equity

• 'Wno collects fees on direct haul?

• Which of these activities would interfere with our ability to hit the lower rate tier?

• Impacts on regional rate payer? Tier 2: $ breakdown of categories, and how much
should reloads owe.

• Which options provide best dea1 for region's rate payers?

• Discourage self-haul?
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• Selt:haulers (small volume) have higher fees and reduced rate for large loads?
Transaction fee idea.

• Enhancement fees?

D. Recycling/Recovery/Source separation

• Would reloads inhibit source-separated organics recovery?

• Which options are best to protect the source-separation system (priority)?

• Will reloads have an impact on the cost-effectiveness of recycling?

E. New Ideas/Options

• Direct haul reloads--Jack Gray Trucking compatible trucks to transfer stations?

• Direct haul reloads basically equal transfer stations.

F. Entry/Government roles

• Who makes entry approval criteria?

• RSWMP should define roles, goals, and responsibilities of local government, state,
Metro, etc.

• Entry conditions (pg. 6 - staff report) (under A. also?)

Now, back to the original notes:

Jeff Murray asked who would collect the fees on direct-hauled waste. (26.14

Sue Keil(?) asked, "which of the activities that are proposed, if any, would inhibit our
ability to get to the lower rate? Would it impinge upon volume going to Columbia
Ridge? Secondly, is there anything within any of these proposals that would inhibit a
source-separated organics reload operation?"

Garry: Full instead of going to Columbia Ridge, deliver to transfer station and then be
hauled by Jack Gray to landfill. That will help with cutting down on traffic, and help
Jack Gray's fixed costs, and relieve some. (Consolidate at reload, transfer to Jack Gray
truck. )
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Chair Morissette asked whether Mr. Penning was talking about the large-load discount.
Mr. Penning responded that he was discussing a hybrid of that concept. It would be in a
form that is acceptable to go to Jack Gray.

Mr. Gilbert stated that the definition of reload with direct haul sounds to him to be the
definition of a transfer station. He stated that he doesn't see any difference between the
two. He suggested that this is a big issue.

Mr. White asked what are the approval criteria for establishing a reload, and who makes
that decision. He stated that in the past. it has been based on need, and that is an arbitrary
measurement.

Mr. Irvine statcd that at the bottom Line No.3, "Effect on Regional Ratepayers,"
especially b) should not benefit one ratepayer at the expense of another.

Mr. Irvine stated that in relation to the Tier 2 rate, it would be interesting to see how
many dollars are really outstanding in debt service (i.e., how much ofthe g.OO of the
scalehouse operations represent Jack Gray fixed costs?). Furthermore, he asked, on the
debt service, how many dollars do we have outstanding?

Ms. Keil asked which of these options provides the lowest cost for the ratepayer (i.e.,
what is the best combination?). Mr. Warner clarified, "or how do we determine thatT.

Carol Devenir-Moore asked who would be enforcing the long-haul standards to ensure
that direct-haulers were meeting all of the requirements. She asked who pays for the
enforcement and the liability. Mr. Gilbert followed up on Ms. Devenir's question, asking
what are the costs of the overhead on the monitoring.

Jean Roy asked which structure and facility definitions would best protect the source
separation priority.

Mr. White stated that Metro's responsibility to (destination where wet waste to go) what
is an appropriate

Garry Penning wondered whether reload facilities with direct-haul would be able to take
advantage of favorable weather conditions by direct-hauling in the fair summer months,
and then, in winter, take advantage of the regional transfer stations. He wondered
whether there should be a review of constant vs. periodic use of direct-haul.

Susan McLain stated that we have a 13-year contract with the trucking situation. What
does that do to the overall

Chair Morissette asked, "Could they or not entertain direct-haul?" Mr. Fjordbeck
responded that it is not prohihited hy our contract with Jack Gray. What impact would it
have.
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Mr. White stated that the RSWMP defines roles and responsibilities. He suggested that
we need to do that here, with the reload issues. You've got siting, etc. What are the
limitations by Metro and local government?

Susan (?) stated that she had a couple of issues with the staff report She asked, do we
want to encourage self haul, and what is the cost of that Questions you raised on pg. 6,
in the entry area about will private initiatives ....the whole thing about entry. She also
stated that the public process questions that you raised, are all good ones and should be
discussed.

Susan (?) asked whether any of these issues impinge upon or have relationship to the flow
control issues.

Mr. Murray asked about the proposed reduced rate for consolidated loads. He wondered
about small self-haulers, the higher fee on that

Ms. Devenir asked about the impact on the cost effectiveness of recycling. Whether it is
influenced. Mr. Warner clarified, "because of reloads, right?"

Mr. Warner offered a few more suggestions for priority issues as follows:
• Enhancement fees--should we collect them from reloads?
• Performance Standards and load checks, is that a non-issue?
Mr. Gilbert responded that yes, it was an issue that he had raised.
After a la-minute break, the comments were put into categories as follows:

• Regulatory

• Operational Requirements

• Fees/Fiscal Impact

• Recycling/Recovery/Source-separation

• New ideas/Options

• Entry/Government Roles

Scalehouse
Health & Safety
Transport Fixed
Renewal & Replace
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Debt Service
[nterest Offset
Excise Tax

$2,673,426
$(3 [2,000)
$0.63/ton

The group decided that the fee issue was the top priority (who collects the fees):

Mr. Murray asked whether a reload facility that is direct-hauling would be paying fees to
Waste Management or to Metro. He asked for the feeling of the group as to who receives
the money.

Jim Watkins stated that as the tons come in, we won't necessarily know how much comes
in for the whole year. We do not receive the benefit until the end of the year.

Sue (?) wondered how we would know what Waste Management is charging if Waste
Management collects? Mr. Murray responded that in order to spread out the fairness to
all the different facilities, Waste or Metro might have to rebate at the end of the year.

Tom tried to explain to Sue, because she did not understand the issue.

Mr. Murray asked whether Metro expected to collect those fees. Mr. Warner responded
that the issue is, depending on the tonnage, the average rate will change. But who sets
that rate? Staff thought that since we set the annual rate tonnage,

Dean Kampfer stated that Metro should assure that the contract is maintained, and that no
different deals are cut. Secondly, control or accounting for tonnage. Preferably, Metro
does not get involved with billing, because it increases the costs. Ms. Devenir wondered,
isn't Metro going to be collecting user fee anyhow? Mr. Warner responded that yes, they
would. Mr. Gilbert stated that it has to be Metro, because they are the only ones that
know what the price is.

Mr. Penning reminded the group that Metro does its SWTS report, upon which they base
their budget, and that is a fairly conservative projection. They are usually low.

Chair Morissette stated that the issue isn't so much who collects the fees, but whether
there is a rebate. Mr. Irvine stated that if any excess ends up in their pockets at end of the
year, we want to make sure that it goes toward buying down the rate. Sue (?) added, or
that there is some sort of rebate.

Don Morissette: There is a conclusion: rehate or huy down the rate?

Sue added that this could be Council decision at the time what is the best choice.

Here is where I stopped on 8/29-AB.

Don: So that is a conclusion. Anyone a problem with that conclusion.
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Metro is collecting fees: if estimate is high, that goes into a rate that can be refunded, go
to rate stabilization (something to benefit the ratepayer),

Next: Which activities would interfere with lower rate
Sue: This is fairly complex, bottom line question, is there anything that really interferes
with us getting to the lower rate tier at Columbia Ridge.

Dean: I think that is a staff question.

Merle Irvine: I do not see anything here that would negatively impact that. Seems to me
whether it is __, it goes to Waste Management, and if it goes toward the 90% or
Change Order 7, then it works.

Don Morissette: Yamhill question and Forest Grove question as well. If you are talking
volume, you have a big area. A discussion about something that was brought into Metro
from outside the region, and would cause a lower rate overall, so there are two additional
Issues.

Sue: if we precluded anything going to Rivcrbcnd, or through Forest Grove, we could
force volume

Don: Tons is the driver and an option of additional ways to look at it.

Sue: One thing that would move additional tons there would be the lower rate for tons
coming from MRFs. If Metro could cut separate deal, lower rate for material from
MRFs, with municipal solid waste, that would de facto bul more volume in there, but you
would step on the toes of the other providers. That is not an inherent part of this. I think
that I agree with Merle, there isn't something here to inhibit us.

Dave 'Vhite: I agree.

Tom Miller: Thc only thing that might havc impact, would be he improved or additional
recovery that would take place at some of these facilities.

Bruce: that's an impact that we want

Tom: That's an A impact. (3a).

Don: Do you want to broaden your question, or wait till later to have a discussion about
that?

Sue: I think it is a worthwhile discussion, but not now.

Bruce: Consensus on this one.
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Don: Catalog down the road for future waste stream.

Bruce: Jim do you want to explain what you put on the board

Jim: (see table above). The bonds expire at different intervals. Major in 2007, but some
go to 2011. Interest rates vary. Question that Merle asked. We looked at that, and we
have enough to pay all but 10 million. Interest offset, we allocated a portion to each tier.

Sue: Fixed costs on transport what does that mean
Jim: They are guaranteed a fixed amount to cover their capital. Not inflated during the
year.
Dave: If they do not carry one load, they will still gel the money.

Bruce: on Merle's question
Merle: What portion of tier 2 would be assessed to the region. Want discussion on
paying down some of that debt with some of your reserve funds. Some of that debt
service is interest.

Jim: That's not all the interest, just what is associated with Tier 2.
Merle: Interesting review of that if you could pay down some ofthose bonds, that would
lower the regional rate some more.
Sue: essential question is what is the best financial management on what you are earning
on that reserve fund. In your scalehouse number, that's all staffing for transfer station.
Terry: Yes,
Sue: any variable
Bruce: question is if tons went down, transactions went down, then that number would
go down. Majority oftransactions would not go away because they are self-haul

Sue: They might go down if you raised the rate, or diverted by direct haul, there would
be reductions on that price.

Ralph: Ifyou are open so many hours, and you reduce tons, you can reduce hours.
Bruce: Might have personnel impacts.
Terry: Ifwe lost significant no oftransactions, we ought to be ale to reduce those costs.
Bigger issue, is if we continue to have those costs, the commercial haulers would he
automated. You should ask who should pay, public or commercial.

Dave White: Costs analysis ofwhere is your costs. I understand that 65% are selfhaul,
maybe they should pay more, might cause more illegal dumping, but we are prepared to
take care of some of that costs. Point no. 5 in our memo is important on addressing that 2
million dollars.

Don: We have addressed that.

Bruce: Ifyou read our staffreport, the discussion ofthe large load rates, 3-5.
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Jeff How much is to the transfer station (answer all of it).
Don: Contingency fund: you have flexibility to cover an emergency.
Bruce: Straehota has that chore on what to do with the reserve money. We will have
something to bring forward that provide the options on what to do with the money.

Don: Are we using our money as wisely as we should.

Bruce: There are things you can do with the fund balance, and that is what our finance
folks are looking at.

Sue: My preference, to understand our costs to have a cost of service rate. Takes into
accow1t illegal dWllping. C ofP, our costs of service has gone down.

Bruce: I agree with you, there should be some differential rates, to deal with some ofthe
things we are talking about.

Garry: Other public utilities, those large users of that commodity, because their volumes
are steady, they get a break.

Marv: Ifthere is universal service.

Jeanne: That can work against public policy desire. The breaks going to the large users,
can go against techniques for recycling.

Garry: Curbside programs, and recycling programs, source-separating, its easier to get it
into the system.

Susan McLain: Do not forget that self-haul is not served any other way. Western Wash
Co.,

Sue: Pricing itself will discourage the less attractive of the self-haul people.

Bruce: I am hearing you think we should look at options to minimize the tier to reloads.
2) we ought to look at variable rates.
3) What is the level of service we choose to provide

Don: We don't have a consensus on level of service.
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Sue: Variable rate has to be married t the public service level. We cant just deal with
business, we have to deal with public.

Sue: Susan raised another issue. We have under-served areas, that would be a strong role
for Metro. That service should be available to the extent the community desires it.

Bruce: Lets eat lunch.

Miller: Collection of fees, the only way to

Susan McLain: We did not meet the projection, and we needed to have some ofthat put
towards buying down for those types of years. I understand that it has to come back to
the ratepayers.

Dean: Need more teeth that it needs to go back to those responsible for those creating

Sue: Aren't you just saying be clear that it goes to ratepayer.

Dean: Wants it to go back to the generator.

Miller: Wants it to go back to the original user.

Morissette: Doesn't want it to go to non-solid waste uses.

Dean: To reduce disposal fees, not somewhere else.

Jeanne: No.2, does not want that to mean that we want to move t cost-of-service rates. I
do not want us to do that.
Bruce: So you want us not to endorse it just look at it.

White: Lots ofpeople thought that is the way we should head. Maybe we should vote on
it. We should be moving towards that cost-of-service rate.

Susan McLain: There has to be a definition of the service then.
White: It is not conceptual.
Bruce: This group is correct. But Jeanne is not in total consensus.
Don Morissette: No. I, is there consensus there.
Miller: Is that jeopardizing service?
Don: Lets clarify that. Current quality of service.

Bruce: Other area of consensus: Nothing in the list of options keeps us from getting
lower rate; and b)
Susan: On the Forest Grove 10% issue, as it relates to the contract. And you need
another Council stand on this. We need to balance. there are other factors there that I
hope would be part of that study. I do not think that the lower rate, you have to balance
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that with service. There are transportation issues, and a number of other issues, including
the site itself. You need to have it more rhan a dollar amI.
Don: We do not have a conclusion here.
Susan: It cant just be a dollar amt. It has to be the service,
White: Consider the benefits and disadvantages,
Don Morissette: Lower Rate, maintaining or improving quality of service.

Merle: Another part of impacts of regional rate. Looking at bottom line with respect to
the ratepayer. You have a conflict, you have a 3a that says: and then you have 3b that
says one group should not benefit, etc. Are we talking about system costs, or Metro
costs?

Dean: I think its a lower system cost. It not the disposal cost, which is a component of
that rate that the citizen or business sees.

Sue: If the reload lowers the systcm cost then that is good.

Jeff Murray: Those same people haven't benefited for a previous no of years the money
spent for the facilities. It catches them up.

Doug Anderson: If a reload were to benefit a group of ratepayers in one area, we want to
recognize that there are fewer tons to dilute these fixed costs. There will be an impact.
People in an area that do not have that reload, will see a rise in the tip fee. We have
chosen to provide a level of service, should the reload facility reap the benetits and the
others have to pay the fixed costs. Should there be some transfer part of the tier dollars
offset those in the rest of the region.

Merle: Your hottom line here in the staff report says that one reload should not benefit at
the expense of another. But your staff report says we have to meet (I see that as a
conflict).
Tom Miller: I want to see clearer definition of the rate paid by the consumer, the
differential that will occur as a result of these facilities coming on line. Its not a huge
amount, its a small amount. Do we have to have the same rate across the board.

Doug: We wont say no to a
Does all the system costs camt: down, how are those benefits going to be distributed.
If a reload gets Y, million (don't understand this argument- ask Doug).
David White: Do you react to the darkest premise that you have outlined, yes there will
be some impact If there are savings by the self-hauler, what is the complete wholc
picture.

Doug:

White: We look at the composite,
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Sue: I do not think Metro ought to do is have a self-preservationist relative to the
revenue. Do not avoid looking a options because it might impact the revenue side of the
equation.

Susan: Two different bottom lines. Is it going to affect the (listen to this).

Sue: Doug is saying asSLllC thcsc arc fixcd costs, and you pull out of the system, that
may impact the others, should that be borne by those ratepayers, or those that remain in
the system.

Susan: You have people in the pocket and out of the pocket. Even ifyour scenario
works out and those jurisdictions benefit, the others don't, how

Don Morissette: In the beginning, I said overall we don't want to stifle the
entrepreneurial,

White: If you paint the worst case scenario, you have to respond to that. It may nol be as
devastating as projected. Its hard for a local rep to go back to their jurisdiction and say
we could have reduced the fees by .50, and we cant because the impact to Metro,

Don Morissette: We are not running scared, we are looking for solutions and try not to
hurt other people.

Miller: What if we bring greater equity to things that are out of line.

Don: I think that's what I'm looking for too.

Garry: If! put my ratepayer
A
Don: Without the fear of debating more aggressively, what is your consensus.

White: The recommendation is there, the group here is saying here is an opportunity to
have a positive impact on the system. We are saying there is a positive impact

Sue: I think all of the focus goes toward he direct haul. Its going to be through the
limited or full, not the direct haul that we will see most of the change. That does not
mean avoidance ofthe transfer station, It should be an operational savings.

Dean Kampfer: If you do not pass on the savings to local jurisdictions, how do you get
them involved in helping to site one of these reloads. I'm saying you Mve to let the local
jurisdictions benefit from some of these facilities.

(Consensus of the group with Dean)
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Merle: Interesting discussion, because before we went to this topic, we were looking at
diverting the Forest Grove to Arlington to get a better rate Arlington. Ifwe look at
Metros bottom line, you divert those tons to go to Arlington.

Jeff Murray: Were the Change Order that is not blulding a reload, we are in the recyeling
business. $5 change in disposal fee is nominal. It helps, it spreads out over the cost of
service. Sununarizing, supporting the reloads as long as they function within the local
mles, could be a good thing. They shouldn't be so restricted.

Garry: I think there are enough options to tit almost 80-90 percent ofthe business. I do
not think we are that far from a recommendation. The hang-up is what about the fixed
costs: and I think the volrune over time will get that

Bmce: SWAC is saying that we are shooting for a lower system cost. Debate is, are you
saying that reloads should help support the region and fixed costs, or reloads should not
pay any fixed costs, or minimize that and bring it down to some level.

Sue: The only one in your charts is the direct haul.

Garry: I dot see a problem with reloads picking up some of the costs, but they cant be too
high.

Bmce: People are saying reloads ifthey do direct-haul should help pay for some of fixed
costs.
Question is what is that SOME.

Miller: Other nonusers should be considered of paying tier 2 costs. Other people who
haul direct should pay also.

Tier 2: sludge, PCS users, Schnitzer

Merle: The waste goes back to the transfer station and ----- Minimize Tier 2 costs.

Sue: Minimize costs, but make sure it is put in the right place.

Bmce: I understand what they are saying: You are telling us to examine these fixed
costs, and make sure they are allocated to the right tier. And the dollar amount per ton,

Sue: System to me means whatever it costs to get it from the generator to ultimate
disposal. The whole spectmm. You would be lowering the component of the rate to get
it from the hauler to the transfer station.

In the sakc of not trying to change the schedule, want to modifY the schedule.
The normal meeting date is
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Connie: here's some more material from my writeup for Doug:

Consensus:

On category C. above: Fees/Fiscal impacts/Ratepayer equity

1) Options to minimize transfer station fixed costs (without jeopardizing current quality
of service)

2) Cost-of-service rates (majority, not consensus).

3) Metro collects Oregon Waste Systems disposal charge. Cotmcil decides yearly:
a) rebate differences
b) buy down next year's rate
c) rate stabilization fund to balance high/low tonnage years
d) gets back to generator/rate payer/user

4)
a) Nothing in list of opLions keeps us from gelling lower rate except

recycling/recovery--but that's an impact that we want.
b) REM staff to examine options outside the list for other ways to lower rate while

maintaining or improving the quality of service:
• incentive rate for MRFs
• Forest Grove/Riverbendl1 0% issue

5)
a) Lower system cost
b) Direct-hauling reloads should pay for "some" of the fixed costs.
c) Examine fixed costs/and where they are appropriated.
d) Extend these costs to other non-users (not just direct-haul reloads).

Consensus to be determined:

Level and type of services offered at transfer stations vs. reloads.
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Table 1
Major Policy Issues and REM Recommendations

Reload
Full Reload W/Direct Haul

A. Users .,;
Affiliated haulers only yes yes 01

B. Destination
Wet waste Regional TS Columbia Ridge 2
Drywasle Metro Desig.Fac. Metro Desig.Fac. 3

C. Metro Re ulator Conditions
Unacceptable waste indemnification not applicable yes 4
Recycling/recovery

B~
Hauler program certification yes yes
Facility recovery rate none none

D. 0 erational R uirements
Management of unacceptable waste optional Metro standards 7
long-haul transport standards not applicable Metro standards 8

E. Fees (Illustrative for FY 1998-99)
Metro TranSfer Station Fees

Transaction fee $5 I transaction not applicable
Metro tip fee $631 ton not applicable

System charge included in above $3.33 I ton
Disposal charge (OWS) included in above $25.10 I ton 09
Transfer, transport, other operations included in above operator pays
DEQ + community host fees Included in above $1.67/ton
Regional User Fee included in above $15.00 / ton
Total to Metro $64.00/ton $45.10/ton

s:\share\andeltable1.doc



Staff Report

Metro SWAC Work Session on Facilities
Session 4: September 1997

Date: September 17,1997 Presented by: Bruce Warner

Goals for the September SWAC

1. REM staff will answer outstanding questions related to reload facilities that haul
mixed putrescible waste directly to Columbia Ridge Landfill:
a) Fees charged
b) Management requirements for "unacceptable waste"
c) Long-haul transport standards

These issues are discussed in this staff report.

2. SWAG finalizes discussion and comes to consensus on major policy issues:

a) Regulatory and financial conditions (See Table 1 and Appendix B to this report)
b) Metro's "Bottom Lines" (See Appendix A to this report)

3. Upon agreement on major policy issues, SWAG agrees to remand this project to
REM staff who will work directly with SWAC members and other stakeholders to
finish the work in a timely manner and report back to SWAG.

a) SWAG appoints a Task Force to work with REM staff.
b) REM staff presents, and SWAG concurs with, a timeline for completion. This

timeline is shown on the next page.

4. If consensus cannot be reached on certain major policy issues (# 2.a above), SWAG
agrees to allow its Task Force to continue to work toward consensus with REM staff,
and report back to SWAG.

Contents of this Staff Report

Table 1 (page 3) is a condensed version of the two tables that REM presented to SWAG
in August. The August tables show REM's proposed approach to regUlating several
types of solid waste facilities. Discussion at the August meeting focussed on 2 types of
facilities: '1ull reloads"-facilities that break loads for material recovery and wet-dry
separation, but deliver wet residuals to regional transfer stations-and "reloads



with direct haul" or "local transfer stations"-reloads that haul wet residuals directly to
Columbia Ridge Landfill. Table 1 in this staff report identifies the main issues that
SWAC identified for discussion relating 10 Ihese two types of reloads. (Tables 1 and 2
from August are reproduced in AppendiX B of this staff report, lor Ihe readers'
reference.)

SWAC asked REM two types of questions on the issues in Table 1:

1. What does REM propose as regulatory requirements for (a) management of
unacceptable waste; (b) long-haul transport standards; and (c) system charges for
direct hauling?

2. What policies guide decisions on these issues, and what are the effects 01 these
decisions?

The lext of this report following Table 1 answers #1 above, and provides a framework for
discussion of #2. Discussion is provided for each line in Table 1, followed by REM's
recommendation and a summary of findings and justifications.

Objectives for the September Meeting

SWAC and REM have been dealing with the issues in Table 1 since last May. REM staff
believes that closure on many of the main issues is near at hand. Thus, REM proposes
that SWAC provide direction or come to consensus on the main issues (Table 1)
at its September meeting. Then REM staff can proceed to iron out the details, working
in small groups with SWAC members and other stakeholders. SWAC will be regularly
informed of progress. This will be more efficient and lead to results sooner than if we
continue to use SWAC as a work group.

A timeline for reaching closure is shown below. REM proposes that SWAC concur
with a schedule for this project at its September meeting. Please note that Metro
Council will be very busy during this time with decisions on the Urban Growth Boundary,
the Regional Framework Plan, and the Regional Transportation Plan. Accordingly,
SWAC should understand that the schedule below is very aggressive.

Project Tasks & Timeline after the September SWAC Meeting

Nexl steps
1. SWAC's March RSWMP amendments heard by Metro Council
2. Re-draft Metro Code to incorporate SWAC's work
3. Draft administrative rules and regulatory instruments

Project schedule
o REM & Task Force draft code, rules, instruments September-November
o Council action on RSWMP amendments November

. 0 Comment period on code, rules, instruments November-December
o Revised Metro Code to Council January
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The major policy issues and recommendations for discussion by SWAC are summarized
in Table 1. A line-by line explanation and analysis follows in text.

Table 1

Major Policy Issues and REM Recommendations
Extracted from Tables 1 and 2 Presented at the August SWAC Meeting

A. Users
Affiliated haulers only

B. Destination
Wet waste
Dry waste

C. Metro Regulatory Conditions
Unacceptable waste indemnification
Recycling/recovery

Hauler program certification
Facility recovery rate

D. Operational Requirements
Management of unacceptable waste
Long-haul transport standards

E. Fees (I"ustrative for FY 1998·99)"
Metro Transfer Station Fees

Transaction fee
Metro tip fee

System charge
Disposal charge (OWS)
Transfer. transport. other operations
DEQ + community host fees
Regional User Fee
Total to Metro

Full Reload

yes

Regional TS
Metro Desig.Fac.

not applicable

yes
none

optional
not applicable

$5 / transaction

$63/ ton

included in above
included in above
included in above
included in above
included in above

$64.00tl ton

Reload
W/Direct Haul

yes

Columbia Ridge
Metro Desig.Fac.

yes

yes
none

Metro standards
Metro standards

not applicable:t

not applicable:t
$3.33/ ton

$25.10/ ton
operator pays

$1.67/ ton
$15.00/ ton

$45.10 I ton

* All charges except DEQ and community host fees include Metro excise tax al 8%'%.
t Assumes a 5·ton load. With a transaction fee. the heavier the load. the lower the effective

rate per Ion. For example. a 10-lon load would carry an effeclive rate of $63.50 per ton.
:t However, the rates at left would be available to any hauler that delivered MSW to Metro.
NOTES
• ·Optional" means optional to the facility owner/operator.
• Fees and charges are provided for illustrative purposes only. The Metro budget, fees,

charges. and rate design are subject to review and approval by the Metro Executive Officer,
Metro Rate Review Committee, Metro Council, and Multnomah County Tax Supervising and
Conservation Commission.
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Discussion Related to Table 1

A. Users

The types of users that would be allowed to utilize each type of reload is discussed in
this section. REM recommends that, for the short I1.m, only haulers who are affiliated
with the owner/operator may utilize a reload facility.

REM also recommends that this issue be broadly re-examined in formulating policy
recommendations for the long run-in particular, as it relates to the level of transfer
service in the region.

The amendment to the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan (RSWMP) that was
approved by SWAC is silent on the nature of users of a reload. ("Allow the siting of
reload facilities for consolidation of loads hauled to appropriate disposal facilities.")
From the discussion at the time, it is clear that the intention was to allow unaffiliated
haulers to use reloads. However, several important issues that arise when other
commercial and pUblic customers are allowed to use the facilities. These latter issues
were not addressed.

These issues include (1) whether reloads should be reqUired or restricted from accepting
certain non-affiliated customers-or whether this question should remain an option for
each operator. (2) What incentives or conditions might apply if non-affiliated customers
are allowed to use the facilities. (3) Other options for provision of services that are
needed or demanded by regional customers.

Until these issues are resolved, REM recommends that affiliated haulers only be
permitted to utilize reload facilities. This allows reloads to begin operation in a timely
manner, but allows time to flesh out the role of various facilities in the provision of
various solid waste services.

Recommendation: Users of both types of reloads
o Short run affiliated haulers only
o Long run examine the issue

B. Destination

This section is intended to ratify the result of discussions since last April.

Recommendations
o Wet waste (direct haul only) delivered to Columbia Ridge Landfill only.
o Dry waste (both types) delivered to Metro Designated Facilities,

or facilities approved through a Metro Non-System License.
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C. Metro Regulatory Conditions

Unacceptable Waste Indemnification
The requirement that Metro be indemnified against delivery of unacceptable waste' is
based on Metro's contractual responsibility for unacceptable waste that is delivered to
Columbia Ridge Landfill. Facilities that direct-haul to Columbia Ridge will be required to
meet certain standards that are consistent with Metro's obligations under its contract
with OWS. Because Metro stands in the line of liability if damage occurs as a resu~ of
delivering unacceptable waste, indemnification is a safeguard against failure to perform
under these standards. Indemnification would not be required for reloads that deliver to
transfer stations, as Metro would manage their loads under existing protocols. See also
"Management of Unacceptable Waste" under D. Operational Requirements, below.

IJ Recommendation (direct haul only) Indemnification required.

Recycling/Recovery Conditions
The recycling and recovery requirements on Table 1 are driven by Metro's "bottom lines"
supporting the solid waste management hierarchy and preference for source-separation
over post-collection recovery. For reloads, REM staff proposes that haulers certify the
presence of recycling programs that perform to acceptable standards and that are
consistent with applicable State, Metro and local plans and ordinances in order to be
authorized to use a reload facility. This type of requirement, or an equivalent set of
conditions, is designed to ensure that appropriate source-separated recycling programs
are made available, are used, and remain used, by generators.

D Recommendation (both types) Certification (or an equivalent) required.

D. Operational Requirements

Management of Unacceptable Waste
Metro's disposal contract requires that Metro and its contractors "... use all reasonable
measures to prevent Unacceptable Waste" from being delivered to the disposal site
[Columbia Ridge Landfill]." Metro has established procedures at both transfer stations
that are designed to minimize the probability of unacceptable waste being delivered to
Columbia Ridge. Reloads that direct haul to Columbia Ridge would be required to
implement procedures that at least meet these standards.

REM staff would develop the standards that reloads would meet. Operators would be
free to devise their own methods for meeting these standards.

To give the reader a sense of the level of inspection that would be necessary, Metro's
procedures are listed below:

a) Random inspections of 2% of general mixed solid waste by sorting.
b) Inspection of all hospital loads by sorting.
c) Observation of all loads as they are tipped by trained observers.
d) "Unacceptable waste" defined by Metro and consistent among all facilities
e) Procedures for detecting and managing radioactive waste.

"Unacceptable Waste" is defined in Appendix C of this staff report.
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f) Compliance with the sections of Metro's disposal contract thaI apply to
unacceptable waste.

o Recommendation (direct haul only)
: Procedures that meet Metro performance standards required.

Long-Haul Transport Standards
Metro, Friends of the Columbia Gorge, and others have developed standards for long
haul transport of solid waste. These standards are designed to minimize impacts on the
Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, affected communities, and other parties.
They represent good-faith efforts of cooperation between Metro and the various interests
along the haul route. Operators that haul mixed waste directly to Columbia Ridge
Landfill must conform to these public commitments.

The standards and procedures are summarized in Appendix D to this staff report.

o Recommendation (direct haul) Adherence to Metro transport standards.
or equivalent performance.

E. Fees

Summary
At the August SWAC, REM staff committed to returning with options for: (1) spreading
costs more broadly and more equitably among users of the system, and (2) an estimate
of the charge to operators that haul mixed putrescible waste to Columbia Ridge Landfill.

Two steps have been taken to help achieve #1 above. First, debt service has been
reallocated from the transfer station rate base to the regional rate base ("Regional User
Fee"). thereby diluting the charge by spreading it over a greater amount of tonnage.
Second, the fixed costs of operating Metro's scalehouses are recouped through a $5 fee
for each transaction involving disposal at the transfer stations. With these changes; the
tip fee would be $63 per ton in Fiscal Year 1998-99. By splitting the transfer station
charge into a fixed and a variable component. the effective rate per ton drops the
heavier the load. This helps address the relatively higher cost of small loads.

Regarding #2 above. after reallocating debt service to the regional rate base, the charge
for fixed costs of the transfer stations falls to $2.83 per ton ("Metro User Fee"), plus
revenues from the transaction fee. These fixed costs represent the cost of making
disposal capacity available to regional users. including back-up capacity for reload
facilities and seven-day operation to accommodate pubiic customers. SWAC has
generally agreed that reload operators should share in these costs. A reasonable
allocation of scalehouse costs, plus the Metro User Fee. calculates to a charge of $3.33
per ton on mixed putrescible waste that is directly hauled to Columbia Ridge Landfill.

These calculations are described more fUlly below.

Other factors not related to rate design are also reflected in these numbers, including savings
from Metro's new operating contract and a revised forecast of tonnage.
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Disclaimer and Caveat
For the following calculations, REM has made reasonable estimates of costs,
forecasts, and other factors that affect rates. However, these data, together with
the rate design principles themselves, are subject to review and approval by the
Metro Executive Officer, Metro Rate Review Committee, Metro Council, and
Muftnomah County Tax Supervising and Conservation Commission. Accordingly,
readers should not rely on the numbers contained in this report, but rather should
treat them as reasonable approximations, subject to the assumptions, for
purposes of planning.

Discussion and Derivation of Rates

This section contains more detail on the derivation of the fees and rate design described
above.

Cost Spreading
As mentioned in the Summary, some 01 Metro's fixed costs have been spread more
broadly by re-allocating the annual debt service from Tier 2 (the rate component
covering the fixed costs of the transfer stations) to Tier 1 (the rate component covering
fixed costs of regional services). This spreads the debt service over a broader tonnage
base and thereby reduces the per-ton contribution by $1.50, from approximately $3.80 to
$2.30. t The Regional User Fee (the Charge that recovers Tier 1 costs) remains at $15
per ton because of higher tonnage estimates based on regional growth.

This move is justified by viewing debt service, in part, as the cost of prOViding physical
facilities to meet regional disposal needs. Furthermore, these regional facilities serve as
contingent capacity for all regional disposal needs, and backup disposal services for
generators and private facilities thai have other disposal options temporarily or
permanently foreclosed (For example, a solid waste facility facing closure due to fire,
equipment failure, or bankruptcy.)

Equity
It has long been recognized that the delivery of small loads is more expensive on a per
ton basis than large loads. REM proposes a 2-part fee for transactions at the transfer
stations: a flat fee of $5 for every transaction, plus a charge for the actual amount of
waste tipped. The '~ransaction fee" is set to recover all scalehouse costs, except for a
portion that is allocated to tons that are directly hauled to Columbia Ridge. (For more
explanation on this latter point see below.) By splitting the transfer station charge into a
fixed and a variable component, the effective rate per ton drops the heavier the load.
This helps address the relatively higher cost of small loads.

Metro User Fee
As a result of moving debt service to Tier 1 (the regional base), and levying most (but
not all) scalehouse costs through a transaction fee, the Metro User Fee (that is, the
portion of the Metro Tip Fee that pays for fixed costs of the transfer stations) drops from
$7.99 to $2.83 per ton-both numbers including Metro excise tax.

t These figures include the Metro excise tax of 8%%.
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The cost components remaining in Tier 2 are:

Fixed payment to Jack Gray Transport $829.400
Station Health & Safety program 256.129
Transfer station Renewal & Replacemenl. 1,000.000
Revenue offsets (interest income. etc.l. (83.470)
Total $2.002.059

Per ton (based on 767,393 tons) $2.61
Metro excise tax 0.22
Total Tier 2 $2.83 per ton

Direct Haul Charges

There are 4 rate components that would be levied on mixed putrescible waste that is
hauled directly to Columbia Ridge Landfill: (1) System Charge, to cover transfer station
fixed costs; (2) Regional User Fee; (3) disposal charge; and (4) DEQ and community
host fees. Each of these is described in this section.

System Charge for Direct Haulers
As mentioned in the summary. the Metro User Fee of $2.83 per ton would be levied on
each ton of mixed putrescible waste that is directly hauled from reload facilities to
Columbia Ridge Landfill. This charge is justified by the understanding that Tier 2
components are essentially the fixed cost 01 "standby" or "backup" capacity for disposal
of mixed putrescible waste.

An allocation for some scalehouse costs would also be levied on directly-hauled waste.
This allocation is justified by the understanding that most scalehouse costs are a result
of accommodating public customers, and that facility owners who are not open to the
public are obligated to share in the regional cost of providing this service.

The scalehouse charge is calculated as follows. Metro's scalehouse costs are $1 .3
million. Approximately $60.000 of this is allocated 10 directly-hauled waste. based on the
estimated proportion of transactions that would be delivered directly to Columbia Ridge.
Because lhe average size of direct-haul load size is assumed to be 10 tons. the
allocation accounts for the economies of scale that are achieved by reloading. The
S60,000 is spread over 126,500 tons, the amount of waste that is estimated to be
directly hauled in FY 1998-99. This arithmetic yields approximately 50~ per ton
(inclUding Metro excise tax) that would be levied on each ton of mixed putrescible waste
that is directly hauled from reload facilities to Columbia Ridge Landfill.

In summary:
System Charges per ton for Directly-Hauled Waste

Revised Metro User Fee $2.83 per ton
Allocation for scalehouse operations $O.50 per ton
Total $3.33 per ton

September 17,1997 Page 8 of 14



Regional User Fee
The Regional User Fee goes to fund the cost of regional services and programs
(''Tier 1") such as hazardous waste collection and disposal, recycling programs,
enforcement, illegal dumpsite cleanup, grants, regional soiid waste planning, and so
forth. This charge is levied on all waste that is generated in the Metro area and
ultimately landfilled for a fee. The fee would continue to be levied on all waste that is
delivered to Columbia Ridge Landfill, regardless of the mode of transport

Disposal Charge
This is the per-ton rate for disposal at Columbia Ridge Landfill. As has been discussed
by SWAC during the past months, tonnage that is directly hauled to Columbia Ridge
under a Metro franchise would receive the same average rate as Metro under Change
Order NO.7 to Metro's contract with OWS. The estimated rate for FY 1998-99 is $25.10
per ton, including Metro excise tax.

DEQ and Community Host Fees
These are fees collected by Metro on behalf of DEQ and the community in which each
solid waste facility is located. For FY 1998-99 these are estimated at $1.17 and 50¢ per
ton, respectively. It remains to be determined whether Metro would continue to collect
these fees for directly-hauled waste, but they are shown here for completeness.

The bottom line:

Metro Charges for Directly-Hauled Waste to CRL

Regional User Fee $15.00 per ton
Metro User Fee 3.33 per ton
Disposal charge 25.1 0 per ton
DEQ & community host fees 1.67 per ton
Total $45.10 per ton

Clearly, the cost of operating the facility and transportation costs are excluded from the
above, and would be the responsibility of the facility owner/operator.
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Appendix A

Metro's "Bottom Lines"
As Presented at the June SWAC (with minor revisions)

1. Protection of the health, safety, and welfare of the region's citizens

2. State and Metro Charter mandates for which REM is accountable, including:
a) Recycling and recovery rates

b) Operation of the disposal system
c) Household hazardous waste program

3. RSWMP goals, objectives and principles, including:
a) Recycling and recovery goals and rates
b) Emphasize the solid waste management hierarchy (reduce, reuse, recycle)

c) Preference for source-separated recycling over post-collection recovery
d) Facility goals and objectives (regional balance, uniform disposal rate, cost

effectiveness, environmentally sound, public acceptability)
e) Other applicable elements of RSWMP

4. Effect on regional ratepayers
a) Reloads should demonstrate a net system benefit, or at worst, a neutral impact
b) Reloads should not benefit one group of ratepayers at the expense of another.

5. Metro's obligations:
a) To holders of bonded indebtedness
b) To the credit rating of the agency and the region

c) Contractual obligations for transfer. transport. and disposal
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Appendix B Table 1.
Principal Characteristics by Facility Type

A. Key Activities
Load consolidation
Dry waste recovery
Wet waste recDvery
HazardDus waste
Recycling drop site

8. Users

Reload Reload with Regional
MRF Limited Full Direct Haul Transf. Station

not applicable yes yes yes yes
yes no optional Dptional yes

nDt applicable no Dptional limited yes
no nD nD no yes

optional optiDnal optional yes yes

Affiliated haulers
Licensed/franchised haulers
Commercial customers
Public custDmers

C. Destination
Wet waste
Dry waste
Recyclables
Inerts

optional
yes
yes

by application

not applicable
Metro Des.Fac.

unlimited
per DEQ

yes
no
no
no

RegionalTS
not applicable

unlimited
not applicable

yes
optional

no
no

Regional TS
Metro Des.Fac.

unlimited
per DEQ

yes
optional

no
no

Columbia Ridge
Metro Des.Fac.

unlimited
per DEQ

yes, if applicable
yes
yes
yes

Gen.Purp. LP
Metro Des. Fac.

unlimited
per DEQ

D. Entry Conditions
Initiative
Other

private
no

private
no

private
no

private publict
perhaps-see text perhaps-see text

Note: "Optional" means optiDnal fDr the owner/operator. Optional items may involve additional regulations, i~centives, and/or exemptions
Metro owned and/or operated transfer stations will deliver to Columbia Ridge Landlill. General purpose landfill destinations for waste Irom
other regional transfer stations is subject to the 90% flow guarantee in Metro's contract with Oregon Waste Systems.

t Public initiative/ownership when regional transfer stations are proposed outright. Private facilities that grow or evolve into potential regional
transfer stations over time would involve 'change of status' conditions. Conditions for allowing changes of status remain to be determined.
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Appendix B Table 2.
Regulation and Fees by Facility Type

Reload Reload with Regional
MRF Limited Full Direct Haul Transf.Station

A. Metro Regulatory Conditions
Class franchise exempt license or permit franchise franchise
Facility tip fee

If affiliated haulers only exempt exempt exempt exempt not applicable
If non-affiliated haulers uniform not applicable uniform uniform uniform

Facility's records audit access not applicable audit access audit access Metro regulated
Limits case-by-case not applicable tonnage tonnage & traffic case-by·case
Reporting transactions not applicable monthly report transactions transactions
Unacceptable waste indemnification not applicable not applicable not applicable yes not applicable
Recycling/recovery

Hauler program certification not applicable not applicable yes yes not applicable
Facility recovery rate yes' not applicable none none yes'

B. Operationa/.Requirerrrents
Certify locaVDEQ/OSHA compliance yes not applicable yes yes yes
load checks optional optional optional yes yes
Scales optional optional optional yes yes
long·haul transport standard not applicable not applicable not applicable Metro standards Metro standards

C. Fees (FY 1997-98)
Metro Tip Fee •• large-load rate Large·load ratEl" not applicable $70lton
Tier 2 •• included in above included in above part-up to $8/T included in above
Disposal charge Incentive rate included in above included in above $26.14/ton included in above
DEQ + Enhancement fees •• included in above included in above $1.74/ton included in above
Transfer, transport, other operations •• included in above included in above operator pays included in above
Regional User Fee $l51ton included in above included in above $15/ton included in above

Note: 'Optional" means optional for the owner/operator. Optional items may involve additional regulations, incentives, and/or exemptions
The minimum recovery rate for MRFs, currently 45%, is under review by Melro. Rates for regionallransfer stations would have to be
determined on a case-by-{;ase basis.
The Metro tip fee applies if residuals are delivered to a regional lransfer station. Options for the disposal charge that are currently under
consideration are: (1) a concessionary rate linked to recovery perfonmance; (2) the large-load rate if loads meet the minimum size criteria.
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Appendix C

"Unacceptable" and "Special" Wastes
Definitions and Relevant Clauses

Metro-OWS Contract

The definitions in this appendix are taken from Metro's contract with
Oregon Waste Systems. Definitions are provided to the Regional Solid

Waste Advisory CommiNee for informational purposes and may be
subject to revision if and when they are incorporated in Metro regulatory

instruments.

"Unacceptable waste" means:

Any and all waste that is either (1) waste which is prohibited from disposal at a
sanitary landfill by state or federal law... , (2) a hazardous waste.... or (3) Special
Waste without an approved special waste permit.

"Special Waste" means:

Any waste (even though it may be part of a delivered load of waste), which is

a) containerized waste ...ofa type listed in (c)-(h) below. or
b) waste transported in a bulk tanker. or
c) liquid waste. or
d) sludge waste, or
e) waste from an industrial process. or
f) waste from a pollution control process, or
g) residue or debris from the spill or release of chemical substances, commercial

products or wastes listed in (a)-(f) of this definition. or
h) soil. water, residue, debris or articles which are contaminated from the cleanup of

a site or facility formerly used for the generation. storage, treatment. recycling,
reclamation. or disposal of wastes listed in (a)-(g) of this definition
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Appendix 0
Long-Haul Transport Standards and Procedures

Metro-Jack Gray Transport Contract

1. All waste transported via roads within'the city limits of Arlington, Oregon, shall follow
the same recommended route plans contained in, or prescribed by, the March, 1989,
'Waste Transport Services" contract between Jack Gray Transport, Inc., and Metro.

2. All transport trucks owned, operated, or controlled by <franchisee> that park within
the city limits of Arlington, Oregon, shall be parked in areas designated by the City of
Arlington. <Franchisee> shall bear and assume the responsibility to coordinate
parking arrangements with the City of Arlington.

3. In order to minimize noise and air pollution caused by transport vehicles oWned,
operated, or controlled by <franchisee> within the Arlington city limits, and in order to
enhance safety, <franchisee> shall use no equipment except that which fullills all
federal, state, and local regulations. The use of "Jake" brakes shall be prohibited
altogether.

4. All solid waste transported by <franchisee> pursuant to this agreement shall be
transported in containers of leak-proof design considered wind-, water-, and odor
tight. Any spillage of any nature from the transport vehicles shall be prohibited.
Transport containers shall be capable of withstanding arduous, heavy-duty,
repetitive service associated with the long-distance transport of solid waste.

5. Staging areas shall be located in areas outside or excluded from the Columbia River
Gorge National Scenic Area (NSA).

6. <Franchisee's> transport vehicles shall stop at designated stopping points outside
the Columbia River Gorge NSA except in cases of emergency. Use of rest areas,
turnouts, scenic vista points, and state parks shall be limited to cases of emergency.

7. When feasible, trucks shall not operate in the Columbia River Gorge NSA during the
following times:
a) 4:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. Friday afternoons in June, July, August, and September.
b) Daylight hours on Saturdays in June, July, August, and September.
c) All hours on Sunday in June, July, August, and September.

8. Per PUC and ODOT operation requirements. all transport vehicles owned, operated,
or controlled by <franchisee> shall include splash and spray suppressant devices
behind each wheel. and rain suppressant side flaps on all non-turning axles.

9. All transport vehicles owned, operated, or controlled by <franchisee> shall be
suitably painted to present an acceptable appearance in the opinion of Metro.

s:lsharelandelswac0917 sid

September 17. 1997 Page 14 of 14



Main Issues Identified by SWAC
Flip Charts from August Meeting

The following pages contain the "priority policy issues" that SWAG brainstormed at the
August meeting. It is noted below where SWAG had comments, questions, reached
preliminary conclusions, or reached consensus. REM staff suggests that resolution of
the remaining issues be assigned to a SWAG Task Force, and recommendations
forwarded to SWAG in October and November.

A. Regulatory

1. Regulatory approaches should be
clearly stated in RSWMP.

2. Do any of the regulatory conditions
affect flow control issues?

B. Operational Requirements

1. Who monitors long haul standards?

2. What additional overhead is
involved with #1 above?

3. Is there any reason to treat
differently reloads with constant vs.
periodic use of transfer station?
(For example, reloads with direct
haul could they use the transfer
stations in bad weather, and then
direct-haul in fair weather.)

4. Performance standards.

Comments/Questions

Comments/Ql,lestions

1) Need to determine the level and type of
services offered at transfer stations vs.
reloads
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Main Issues Identified by SWAC
Flip Charts from August SWAC

C. Fees, Fiscal Impact, Consensus Points
Ratepayer Equity

1. Who collects fees on direct haul? 1) Options to minimize transfer station

2. Which of these activities would
fixed costs (without jeopardizing
current quality of service)

interfere with our ability to hit the
lower rate tier? 2) Cost-of-service rates (consensus

3. Impacts on regional rate payer?
not unanimous).

4. Want a breakdown of Tier 2 3) Metro collects Oregon Waste

categories, and how much should
Systems disposal charge. Council

reloads owe. decides yearly:
a) rebate/collect differences

5. Which options provide best deal for b) buy down next year's rate

region's rate payers? c) rate stabilization fund to balance
high/low tonnage years

6. Should we encourage or discourage d) gets back to generator/rate
self-haul? payer/user

7. Should self-haulers (small volume) 4) Nothing in list of options keeps us
have higher fees and reduced rates from getting lower rate except
for large loads? Fees related to recycling/recovery--but that's an
cost of service impact that we want.

8. Enhancement (host community)
fees: required? Who collects?
Who gets?

5) REM staff to examine options
outside the list for other ways to
lower rate while maintaining or
improving the quality of service:
• incentive rate for MRFs
• Forest Grove/Riverbend/10%

issue
6) Rate Design:

a) Lower system cost
b) Direct-hauling reloads should
pay for "some" of the fixed costs.
c) Examine fixed costs/and where
they are appropriated.
d) Extend these costs to other non
users (not just direct-haul reloads).
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Main Issues Identified by SWAC
Flip Charts from August SWAC

D. Recycling/Recovery/Source
separation

1. Would reloads inhibit source
separated organics recovery?

2. Which options are best to protect
the source-separation system?

3. Will reloads have an impact on the
cost-effectiveness of recycling?

E. New Ideas/Options

1. Direct haul reloads--Jack Gray
Trucking compatible trucks to
transfer stations?

2. Direct haul reloads basically equal
transfer stations.

F. Entry/Government roles

1. Who makes entry approval criteria?

2. RSWMP should define roles, goals,
and responsibilities of local
government, state, Metro, etc.

3. Entry conditions (pg, 6 of staff
report); these are also regulatory
issues.

Comments/Questions

Comments/Questions

Comments/Questions
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