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REGIONAL SOLID WASTE ADVISORY COMMlTIEE
Monday, October 21, 2002
3:00 p.m. - 4:50 p.m.
Room 370A & B, Metro Regional Center, 600 NE Grand Avenue, Portland

5mlns. I. Call to Order and Announcements

Announcements

Responses to Issues from the September 16th Meeting

Approval of Minutes

Susan McLain

10 mins. II. REM Director's Update Terry Petersen

Terry Petersen30 mins. III. Report on October 2001 Code Revisions for
Local Transfer Stations

Last October, Metro regulations dealing with local transfer stations were
significantly revised to advance several policy objectives such as waste
reduction and locai access to services. Revisions inciuded establishment of
service areas, removal of any limitations on the amount of dry waste received
by a station, and increases in the wet waste limitations. A report on the
performance of the Code changes was also required (see attachment "A ").
?his agenda item is an opportunity to summarize the report (staff report and
consullanl's report) for SWAC, convey Council reaction 10 the report, and solicit
SWAC comments - particularly on key recommendalions and policy issues.

60 mins. IV. Recyclables Contamination and Loss Lee BarreWSleve Apolheker

A study on commingled commercial recyclables processing was recenliy issued
by Metro (see attachment "S"). The report finds that as commingled collection of
commercial recyclables has increased, residual generated by processors and
end-users has also increased. This agenda item is intended to: 1) summarize
and discuss the report; and 2) launch a SWAG subcommittee to identify and
recommend strategies and practices in the Metro region to reduce
contamination and loss ot material collected for recycling.

5mins. V. Other Business and Adjourn Susan McLain

All tlm95 listed on this agenda arG apprOXimate. Items may not be consIdered in the exact order listed.

Chair: Councilor Susan McLain (797-1553)
Staff: Janet Matthews (797-1826)

Altemate Chair: Councilor Bill Atherton (797-1887)
Commit.. Clerk: Michele Adams (797·1649)



Executive Summary

Solid Waste Advisory Committee
September 16, 2002

I. Call to Order and Announcements Susan McLain
Councilor McLain mentioned that she had enjoyed seeing many SWAC members at the
Association of Oregon Recyclers (AOR) conference. Mr. Walker congratulated Ms. Storz for
receiving a Special Board Award at AOR.
Approval of Minutes: Mr. Irvine motioned to move the summary; Mr. Kampfer seconded the
motion; none opposed; Executive Summary passed as read.

II. REM Director's Update Terry Petersen
Metro has a new and improved website. In the future we plan to post SWAC agendas and also
reports that SWAC members may be interested in viewing. In the longer term future, REM
plans to post searchable Metro Recycling Information Center infonmation on the web and also
add business functions such as paying transfer station bills online.
REM's BUdget Advisory Committee (BAC) reports to the Executive Officer, unlike SWAC,
which reports to the Council. The BAC has reviewed REM's reserve account policies and will
review Metro's role in handling the region's old electronic waste.

III. October Report: Preliminary Information Terry Petersen
REM will deliver a report to the Metro Council in October related to transfer station regulation
changes made last year. The 3 main changes were: removal of caps on dry waste; creation of
service areas; and, wet waste caps based on a facility's service area. The 5 main policies that
were intended to be addressed by these changes are: increasing dry waste recovery; improving
local hauler access; reducing need for rate regulation; reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMTs);
and, increasing competition to benefit ratepayers. This October Report is the first periodic review
that was called for every two years, and will address how these changes are working and any
recommended changes if needed.

Mr. Petersen then shared his 8 main observations to date in preparing this report. First, the
forecasting and waste flow model is sound and the assumptions are reasonable. Second. there
is no evidence of significant overall reduction of VMTs. Third. there has been some increase in
dry waste recovery as more waste has likely been diverted from Washington County landfills.
Fourth, the service area concept is useful in the decision making process and it is important to
know how much waste is within each service area. Fifth, Council may want to state multiple
criteria when setting the terms.of a franchise, one of those criteria being VMTs. There is a need
to reaffirm with Council whether they desire to consider franchises under a formula or balanced
criteria system. Sixth, the goal is to keep the system simple; Metro strives to use a minimum of
regulation to accomplish policy goals. Seven, over the past 5 or 10 years, they system has
changed. There no longer seems to be a need for additional transfer capacity and haulers don't
seem to be having the problems they were in accessing facilities. Eight, small haulers have
reaffirmed that Metro transfer stations play an important role in the overall system and serve as
an effective means of controlling prices without direct rate regulation.

SWAC members had few questions, but several did express interest in having a chance to review
the report. Mr. Petersen and Councilor McLain agreed that SWAC members would have a
chance to review t~e report and it would be brought back to SWAC again in October. In addition,
Mr. Petersen said that if anyone had questions or disagreed with his observations, to please give
him a call.

IV. Metro Regulation of Dredge Material Terry Petersen
Mr. Petersen began by explaining that disposal options for dredging material outside of the
traditional solid waste system are becoming scarce. in anticipation of increasing amounts of



these materials entering the regional solid waste system, Metro has been reviewing applicable
roles and regulations. At this point it is difficult to estimate how much material there will be and
what waste classifications it will fall into. However, Metro Code and state law are clear that much
of this meterial would be classified as solid waste. As such it is subject to Metro fees and taxes,
but it is likely that the lower clean-up fee would apply. Although the clean-up fee of $3.50 is low
and probably not a prohibitive cost, dredge material in the past has been disposed of for free. Mr.
Petersen questioned whether Metro should exempt dredge materials under Superfund status, or
if it is more important to spread the tax base out as much as possible. He noted that If Metro
were to assess the clean-up fee on this material, it could possibly offer significant incentive to find
useful applications. Mr. Irvine asked if the Metro forecast included dredge material. Mr. Petersen
answered that REM forecasts generally look to past trends, and if anything, dredge material could
compensate for the decline of petroleum-contaminated soil (PCS). In response to a question by
Ms. Chaplen, he added that right now, REM is trying to educate those involved about the solid
waste system, and will then see what assistance Metro can offer. Ms. Gilliiand added that DEQ is
reviewing the classification of dredge material and is also putting together a list of interested
parties. Councilor McLain summarized by saying that Metro is trying to get ahead of this issue by
determining what rules and regulations apply so any necessary Code changes can be made.

VII. Other Business and Adjourn
There was no further business.

Susan McLain

Documents to be kept with the record of the meeting:

Agenda 11em IV,
1. Staff Report: Discussion of Metro's role regarding the disposal of dredge material (included in agenda

packet)

mea
M:\rern\odlprojsI:LsISWAC\MINUTESI2002\091602.DOC

Solid Waste Advisol)' Committee
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REPORT ON THE PERFORMANCE OF THE OCTOBER 2001 METRO CODE
REVISIONS "'OR LOCAL TRANSFJ<:R STATIONS

Date: October 8, 2002

I. PURPOSE

Presented by: Terry Petersen

The purpose of this report is to identify changes to the solid waste system one year after Council
established transfer station service areas and revised local transfer station regulations and
franchises. In general, staff finds the Code changes of/ast October have yielded satisfactory
results in achieving Council policy objectives. No Code changes to the service areas in geneml
or local transfer stations in particular appear warmnted at this time. There are a few secondary
issues identified in this report that. Council may wish to clarify, either through discussion in a
public forum or formal legislative action.

II. BACKGROUND

On October 25,2001, the Metro Council adopted Ordinance No. 01-916C, which amended the
Metro Code to establish a new transfer station regulatory framework based on Service Areas,
including new provisions for Local Transfer Stations.

The key changes were to:

I. Establish Service Areas for a1l solid waste transfer stations.

2. Defme a Service Area in tenns of geographic locale around a facility based on distance to the
nex.t closest facility.

3. Define a Local Transfer Station as a transfer station that serves the demand for wet waste
disposal generated in a single Service Area.

4. Calculate the demand l for disposal of putrescible waste generated within each Service Area.

5. Limit the "cap" on wet waste for a Local Transfer Station to the amount of demand estimated
for the Service Area.

6. Require a Local Transfer Station to serve the local haulers within their Service Area.

7. Remove the "cap" on dry waste, and raise the required recovery rate from 25% to 30%.

I For this analysis, "demand" is defmed as the lotallons of discards generated within a service area. Actual hauling
and delivery patterns are not factored into the demand calculation.
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8. Revise the three existing Local Transfer Station Franchis,s to be consistent with the new
provisions and increase their wet waste tonnage authorizations from 50,000 outgoing
tons/year to 65,000 incoming tons/year for each facility.

The purpose of this report is to address the requirements established in Metro Code Section
5.01.131(b) which requires the Director of the Regional Environmental Management Department
(REM) to provide a written report to the Metro Council that includes:

1. A quantitative review of the demand for disposal of Putrescib1e Waste within all Service
Areas.

2. A review of the performance of the obligations and limits of the new Code provisions for
Local Transfer Stations in achieving the policies stated by Council in adopting them.

3. A recommendation on any revisions of Service Area boundaries, changes in the need for
disposal capacity within any Service Area, or changes of obligations or limits imposed on
any Local Transfer Stations.

The REM Department retained a consultant2 to assist in an analysis ofthe first two reporting
requirements, the consultant report is included as Attachment A.

III. WHAT HAS CHANGED SINCE OCTOBER 2001?

It is helpful to put the findings and recommendations in this report in the contcxt of what has
changed in the local solid waste industry during the past year. Several important changes are:

1. Continued Consolidation. Acquisitions within the industry have continued. Vertically
integrated companies - companies with their own hauling operations and transfer stations,
such as Allied, Pride, Waste Connections, and Waste Management - continued to purchase
smaller independent hauling companies. As a result, considerably more of the waste within
each service area is now controlled by the owners of the local transfer stations. The three
national companies now account for 46 percent of the wet waste collection in the Metro
region, compared to about 9 percent in 1994.

2. Out-of-Region Disposal. Authority for Waste Connections to transport 5,000 tons of
additional waste to Vancouver was granted on November 20, 2001 3

. At least until
December 31, 2003, when most of the current non-system licenses for putrescible waste
expire, this reduces the amount ofwaste that would otherwise go to one of the region's
transfer stations.

3. Pending New Transfer Station Application. Independent haulers in east Multnomah County
have continued to make progress toward gaining the land use authorization needed for their

2 Cascadia Consulting Group with Sound Resource Management Group.
] For a total of 10,000 ton,.
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proposed transfer station at 14041 NE Sandy Boulevard in Portland. They are currently
resolving a number of issues including easement rights for alternative access to the site
following the mandated closure of their current entrance that crosses the Burlington Northern
tracks.

4. Administrative Cap Increase. On May 8, 2002, the Executive Officer granted Pride
Recycling's request for a 5% increase in the tonnage limitation thereby increasing Prides's
cap to 68,250 ton8. No other reque8t8 were received for increa8es in the tonnage cap.

5. Additional RecoveIY Capacity. The region'8 capacity for proce8Sing mixed dry wa8te for
recoverables continues to expand. The Council recently approved a license to KB Recycling
for a new material recovery facility in Clackamas County. In addition, there is a pending
application for a new Waste Management recuvery operation at the Hillsboro Landfill.

6. Organics Recovery. Two out-of-region facilities have recently expressed interest in
processing organics, making it likely that distant facilities will be part of a regional organics
recovery program. It appears likely that transfer and transport of source separated organics
to distant processing facilities will be part of a regional organics recovery program.

7. Public Services. Service to the general public is not required as a condition ofthe Metro
franchises for local transfer stations. None of the three local transfer stations have chosen to
offer thi8 8ervice. In8tead, they have focu8ed on cost-efficient transfer and recovery of
conunercially collected waste. Metro transfer stations continue to be the dominant provider
of public services for 8elf-haul customers.

8. Renewal ofthc Forest Grove Franchise Agreement. The Forest Grove Franchise Agreement,
which has no tmmage limitations, is scheduled to expire December 3, 2002. As specified in
the Metro franchise, it will be automatically renewed for an additional five years, provided
that the Franchisee is not in default. The transfer station received about 103,000 tons in FY
2001-2002, compared to the 48,000 e8timated to be generated in the service area defined by
distance. It is likely that the amount of wet waste delivered to Forest Grove will increase due
to recent acquisitions of hauler collection franchises in Washington County by Waste
Management.

IV. SUMMARY: ACHIF:YEMENT OF KEY POLICY OBJECTIVES

1. Increase Recovery from Mixed DIY Wa8te. Recovery ofwaste materials from mixed dry
waste increased about 8% in the entire region (comparing first quarters of 2001 and 2002).
Lifting the caps on dry waste at local transfer stations appeared to account for about one­
quarter oflhis region-wide total increase. Other syslem changes dwing the past year, such as
the capital improvements at Metro South Transfer Station, account for the rest of the gains in
recovery.
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2. Reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMTl. There appears to have been a slight increase region­
wide in vehicle miles traveled (comparing first quarters of 2001 and 2002). Some
independent waste haulers have been able to drive shorter distances between the points of
collection and disposal. However, this has been more than compensated by increases in
VMT by haulers that own their own transfer stations - Pride, Allied, and Waste
Management. Raising the caps on local transfer stations has allowed these companies to
bring more of their own wet waste to their facilities, including loads from more distant
service areas. Without the wet waste cap, however, the increase in VMT could have been
even higher,

3. Ensure Access to Transfer Stations, In general, gaining access to the existing transfer stations
does not seem to be a significant problem for most waste haulers in the Metro region. The
REM Department has not received any complaints during the past year from independent
haulers regarding a lack of access.

V. SUMMARY: KEY RECOMME:'<IDATIONS AND POLICY ISSUES

1. Maintain Current Tonnage Cam. The current franchise limitation on tonnage at Willamette
Resources (Wilsonville) appears to be adequate at this time. Tonnage caps at Recycle
America (Troutdale) and Pride Recycling (Sherwood) are less than the amOlmt of waste
generated in their service areas. However, much of the waste generated in these two service
areas is either controlled by integrated companies that are committed to delivering it to their
own facilities, or it is waste controlled by independent haulers that have not expressed an
interest in delivering it to one of the existing local transfer stations. Therefore, it appears that
tonnage cap increases at these transfer stations would be justified only if the owners can
demonstrate a strong likelihood of additional waste within their service areas being delivered
to their stations.

2. Identify Additional Decision Criteria. In 2001 the Council considered a number of criteria
when deciding on the appropriate tonnage limitation for local transfer stations. The amount
of waste generated in each servjce area was important, but it was not the only criteria
considered. The Council might want to amend Metro Code to state these policy criteria.

3_ Increase Organics Recoverv: Exempting source-separated organics from counting towards
the wet wa.ste tonnage caps, coupled with conservative tonnage caps on wet waste, might
provide additional incentive for the industry to develop organics recovery in the Metro
region. This is an issue the Council might want the Solid Waste Advisory Committee to
examme,

4. Maintain Consistent Approach on Out-of-Region Waste. Consistent with the staff reports and
analyses conducted during 2001, the REM Department is not considering out-of-region waste
when administering the tonnage caps,

Attachment A
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VI. SUMMARY: KEY BUSINESS AND TECHNICAL FINDINGS

1. Hauling Patterns. During the past year, a complex interaction of factors influenced haulers'
decisions on where to deliver waste. These include the October 2001 changes in Metro's
regulations, variation in tip fees at different transfer stations, quality of services (e.g. queuing
time), continued industry consolidation, Metro's granting of non-system licenses, and
competition in the commercial collection market within the City ofPortland.

2. Consolidation. Acquisitions within the industry have continued during the past year. More
waste within each service area is now controlled by vertically integrated companies that also
own transfer stations. The thrcc national companics (Allicd, Waste Connections, and Waste
Management) now account for 46 percent of the wet waste collected in the Metro region.
This compares to about 9 percent in 1994.

3. Financial Impact. Less tonnage appears to have been diverted from Metro transfer stations to
local transfer stations than assumed at the time the Council considered the October 2001
regulatory revisions. As a consequence, the fiscal impact on Metro (of about $1.7 million in
reduced costs and about $1 per ton increase in unit costs) is less than was projected in the
October 2001 analysis, based on data through July 2002. However, additional diversion is
possible under the caps, which would increase the fiscal impact.

4. Wet/Dry Waste Estimates. There are some discrepancies between estimates of wet waste
from the Department's database and those reported by facilities. There might be technical
explanations for this (e.g. transport mode splits for wet/dry waste). However, the
classification and reporting of waste at private transfer stations might underestimate wet and
overestimatc dry waste. Thc Dcpartmcnt will continue to examine this issue.

VII. TONNAGE DATA

Table I shows the estimated wet waste generated in each of the three Local Transfer Station
Service Areas (refer to the Service Area map, Attachment B) for FY 01-02 and compares
affiliated with non-affiliated tonnage estimates from Metro's waste generation database'.

Table 1- Estimate of Wet Waste Generated by
Loeal Transfer Station Service Areas for FY 01- 02 (inside Metro region)

Local Transter Station SefYlce Areas
Pride Reevcle America WRI

Hauler Groups tons I (percent of total) tons I (percent of total) tons I (percent of total)

Affiliated with facility 34,000 (22%) 49,000 (39%) 18,000 (100%)
Not affiliated with facility 124,000 (78%) 76.000 (61%) __0

Total 158.000 125,000 18,000

4 These are planning level estimates based on Metro's 'waste generation database. Note that geographic service areas
for Portland's commercial waste do not exist, and Metro's database cannot track the origins of these waste loads.
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Table 2 shows actual deliveries of wet waste to each of the three Local Transfer Stations for FY
01-02 and compares affiliated with non-affiliated delivery tonnages.

Table 2 --- Actual Deliveries of Wet Waste Reeeh'ed by
Local Transfer Stations in FY 01- 02 (inside Metro region)

Local Transfer Stations
Pride Recycle America WRI

(Cap: 68,250) (Cap: 65,000) (Cap: 65,000)
Hauler Groups Ions I (percent of tOlal) tons I (percent of tOlal) tons I (percent of total)

Affiliated with facility 27,335 (39%) 49,917 (87"/0) 47,617 (98%)
Not affiliated with facility 43.138 (61%) 7,164 (13%) 923 (2%)

Total 70,473 57,081 48,540

Metro bas cited Pride 7,919 tons under cap 16,460 tons under cap:
for exceeding its cap. may reflect mid-year see note for Recycle

implementation of cap. America. In addition,
WRT's non-system
licenses for wet waste
total 50,500 tons.

The following charts show the historical delivery ofwet and dry waste to the three local transfer
stations. The first quarters of2001 and 2002, which are shaded on the charts, were used for a
"before and after" comparison of the October 2001 regulatory changes. The charts illustrate
local transfer stations were increasing their tonnage prior to October 200 I.
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Wet Waste
January 1999· Augus! 2002
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Figure A

"I. Waste Generated In Service Area

III Affiliated C Independent III National Companies

0%

Figure B

Actual Deliveries FY 01-02

III Affiliated 0 Independent mNational Companies

WRt RA Pride WRt RA Pride

Figure A shows the share ofwet waste estimated in each service area by hauler groups (affiliated
with the facility, independent, or national compauy).

Figure B shows the share ofwet waste actually delivered to a local transfer station by hauler
groups (affiliated with the facility, independent, or national compauy).
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VIII. RECOMMENDATIONS AND POLICY ISSUES

Recommendation I. Maintain current tonnage ca~

Pride Recycling tonnage cap.

The facility tonnage authorization of68,250 tons per year, as amended by the Executive Officer',
appears adequate at this time. Before the cap is increased, the facility owner should be asked to
demonstrate that there is a likelihood of additional waste from within its service area being
delivered to the facility.

As illustrated in Table 2, Pride received 70,473 tons of wet waste in FY 01-02, of which 39%
was delivered by Pride, and 61% was delivered by other independent haulers. However, as
illustrated in the Table 1, Pride's own collection franchise accounts for only 22% of the total tons
estimated within the service area.

A large portion of the non-affiliated waste delivered to Pride has been recently acquired by
Waste Management (West Beaverton Sanitary), and could potentiaJly be routed to a different
facility. Moreover, other large franchised collection routes in Pride's Service Area are serviced
by WR1 (Allied) and Waste Management. The total estimate of demand for this Service Area far
exceeds what may be actually delivered.

Recycle America tonnage cap.

As with Pride, before the cap is increased at Recycle America, Waste Management should be
asked to demonstrate that there is a likelihood of additional waste from within the Recycle
America service area being delivered to the' facility.

As illustrated in Table 2, Recycle America received 57,081 tons of wet waste during FY 01-02,
ofwhich 87% was delivered by Waste Management, and 13% was delivered by independent
hauters. In comparison, Table I reflects that Waste Management's coJlection franchises account
for ahour 49,000 tons of the total wet waste discards generated in this service area. This is
noteworthy because, Table 2 shows that actual deliveries to Recycle America from its affiliated
haulers totaled 49,917 tons - which exceeds the Table I estimate of wet waste generated from its
affiliated haulers in this service area. Notwithstanding the City ofPortland's conunercial
accounts·, this could be another indicator of the finding regarding an increase in VMT resulting
from raising the facility tonnage caps.

S On April 22~ 2002, Pride made a request to amend its tonnage authorization of 65,000 tons per year. Consistent
with Metro Code section 5.01.131(c) on May 8,2002 the Executive Officer granted the request amending Pride's
rranchise to increase Pride's cap to 68,250 Ions (Amendment#1 F-002-98).
6 Commercial accounts in Portland are competitive, not franchised geographic areas. Therefore Metro's waste
generation database cannot track the origins of these waste loads.
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At this time, there is one known potential applicant for a new transfer station in east Multnomah
County. The proposed facility is Columbia Environmentaf located at 14041 NE Sandy
Boulevard, in Portland. The facility is currently in the process of obtaining land use approval
from the City of Portland and resolving easement issues. The Department expects Columbia
Enviromnental to submit an application for a local transfer station franchise in the near future, at
the same time a solid waste permit application is submitted to the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality.

Even in the absence of a new transfer station, all of the estimated tonnage in the Recycle
America service area exceeds what is likely to actually be dclivcrcd to Recycle America. Many
of the haulers in the Recycle America service area have elected not to use that facility for a
variety of reasons.

WRI tonnage cap.

The facility tonnage authorization of 65,000 tons per year, as authorized by Council in October
2001, appears adequate at this time. As illustrated in Table 2, the facility received 48,540 tons of
wet waste during FY 01-02, and 98% of that waste was delivered by WRI affiliated haulers
while 2% was delivered by independent haulers.

Recommendation 2. Consider modifying Metro Code to clearly commllllicate the criteria that
will be used to establish tonnage limitations for local transfer stations.

In 2001 the Council considered a number of factors when deci<ling on the appropriate tonnage
limitation for local transfer stations. The amount of waste generated in each service area was
important, but it was not the only factor that was considered.

The Council might want to identifY the policy criteria that will be the basis for future decisions
regar<ling franchise tenns such as tonnage limitations. The criteria could include the amount of
waste generated with a service area, the amount ofwaste within a scrvice area likely to actually
be delivered to the local transfer station, the regulatory compliance history of the operator, the
impact on waste recovery goals, and the ability to maintain the value of public assets, such as the
Metro transfer stations.

Recommendation 3. Increase Organics Recovery

During the past IS years, the emergence ofprivate facilities that recover recyclable material from
mixed!ln' waste has helped reduce the need for traditional waste transfer facilities. The region
has invested a considerable amount of public and private money on recovery facilities that would
have otherwise been spent on the waste transfer infrastmcture.

The region has aggressive plans for further reducing waste, including the recovery of organic
waste such as food. It is reasonable to ask whether the principle of investing in recovery, rather

7 Columbia Environmental is currently known as Oregon Recycling Systems and operates as a processor of source­
separated recyclables.
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than waste transfer, should be applied to mixed wet waste. If the region is successful in diverting
food and other recoverable material from mixed wet waste, there is not likely to be a need for
much additional capacity strictly for the transfer of waste at existing transfer stations.

Because of the potential financial consequences for local businesses and ratepayers, Metro needs
to be realistic when basing regulatory decisions on waste reduction plans and goals. At the same
time, however, the Department recommends that the Council examine such opportunities to
create incentives for additional recovery.

Exempting source-,eparated orgaoics from counting towards the tonnage cap, coupled with a
conservative wet waste cap, might provide additional incentive for the industry to develop
organics recovery in the Metro region. This is an issue that the Council might want the Solid
Waste Advisory Committee to examine.

Recommendation 4. Maintain Consistent Approach to Out of Region Wa,te.

Consistent with the staff reports and analysis conducted last year, the REM Department is not
considering out-of-region waste when administering the tonnage limitations included in the
transfer ,tation franchises.

IX. FISCAL IMPACTS

The following analysis examines the effect on Metro of the October 200 I regulatory changes.
The analysis compares Metro costs with and without the changes by estimating Metro and non­
Metro tonnage and calculating associated Metro revenue and costs. Fiscal impact is measured in
terms of change in gross annual cost to Metro and unit (per-ton) costs using observed solid waste
flow data through July 2002, aod the tonnage forecast for FY 2002-03, which was prepared in
April 2002.

FY 2002-03 Revenue Tonnage

Estimate April Forccast Change
(without policy change) (includes policy change)

Metro 685,808 625,032 (60,776)
Non-Metro 557,751 612,384 54.633
Total 1,243,559 1,237,417 (6,143)

FY 2002-03 Gross Cost
$54,964,390 $53.270,266 ($1,694,125)

FY 2002-B3 Unit Cost
$63.37 $64.34 $0.98

As a result of the regulatory chaoges, the revenue-generating tonnage delivered to Metro transfer
stations is about 61,000 tons fewer than it would have been without the changes, and tonnage
delivered to non-Metro facilities is about 55,000 tons higher. The difference--about 6,000
revenue-generating tons-represents the approximate number of additional tons recovered as a
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result of Metro's new policy (tonnage generally shifted from facilities with lower recovery to
rugher-recovery facilities).

Metro's gross cost of operations is proportional to the number of tons delivered to Metro transfer
stations. So, as Metro tonnage declines, Metro's gross cost declines. Hence, the 6l,000-ton
decline at Metro's transfer stations resulted in approximately $1.7 million lower gross costs to
Metro.

Because of the structure of Metro's transfer and disposal contracts and the inclusion of certain
fixed costs in the Metro tip fee, Metro's costs of disposal operations decline more slowly than
revenue when tons leave the Metro transfer stations. For trus reason, Metro's unit costs increase
as tonnage delivered to Metro transfer stations declines. The 61,000-ton decline at Metro
transfer stations added approximately $0.98 per ton to Metro's unit cost for FY 2002-03.

By way of comparison, the analysis that accompanied Ordinance 0l-916C in Octobcr 200 I,
projected tllat about 100,000 tons would be di"Verted away from Metro transfer stations to non­
Metro facilities as a result of the policy change. Stafr calculated that this diversion would reduce
REM's total cost by $2.8 million and raise unit cost by $1.27 per ton.

In fact, based on data through July 2002, less tonnage appears to have been diverted from Metro
transfer stations than originally assumed; but there has been greater diversion from private
transfer stations and limited-purpose landfills. As a consequence, the FY 2002-03 fiscal impact
on Metro (of about $1.7 million in costs and about $1 per ton in unit costs) is less than projected
in the analysis that accompanied Ordinance 01-916C.

However, based on the tonnage remaining under the caps (about 8,000 for Recycle America and
16,000 for WRI, per Table 2), it is possible that additional tons may be diverted in the future. If
the additional diversion is realized, the fiscal impact on Metro may approach the $1.27 per ton
estimated last Fall.

S:\REMlmetzk:rb\Octobc:r TS Report 2002\LTSlkl'0rtFINALcloc
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Processing of Mixed Commercial Recyclables

A. Purpose of Study

This study was designed to answer the following questions:

1. Does the Metro region have the processing capacity and capability to handle more tons of mixed
paper fibers and fibefSlTAP (al1 fibers mixed with tin, alnminnm and plastic containers)?

2. Does the region have the processing capacity and capability to handlc single-stream mixtures (all
fibers mixed with all containers, including glass)?

3, To what extent, and due to what practices, are collected recyclables lost through processing by
inclusion in the wrong commodities (e.g., plastic or metal in paper fibers)?

4, To what extent are recyclable materials lost through inclusion in processor garbage?

5_ How are processors and fiber end~use markets responding to the increasing extent of mixed­
recyclables collection in the Metro region?

6. What messages should local governments and Metro convey to generators, collectors, and processots
about the mixing of recyclable materials at each stage of recovery?

B. Background of Study

Local government solid waste managers and the Commercial Recycling Work Group, a committee of
Metro-area tecycling specialists, asked Metro to conduct this study to inform efforts at increasing
commercial recycling. Increased recovery of comrnerci.al-sonrce materials is a key strategy for meeting
the region's goals, as outlined in Metro's Regional Solid Waste Management Plan and the Waste
Reduction Initiatives.

Local governments in the Metro region encourage or require businesses to separate their recyclable
materials for collection. To improve customer convenience and to allow more cost-efficient use of trucks
and crews, most collection companies are moving from a system that keeps different materials separated
toward a system in which all fibers (paper) and containers (metal and plastic--and increasingly. glass) are
mixed together. Processors sort these mixtures into commodities for sale to end-use markets.

Some paper mills have complained about increasing quantities of unwanted items in the commodities they
buy from processors. Some processors have expressed concerns about thc bighet costs to produce the
lower-value commodities they can extract from mixed recyclables, Some recycling advocates have
objected to a watered-down ethic of source separation and to the possibility that recyclables set out for
collection are being disposed. Governments want to ensure that the recycling system can help achieve
recovery goals while complying with regulations against disposing source-separated recyclables.
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C. Study Methodology

Metro contracted with Environmental Practices, a Portland-area consulting finn, to sort out and weigh the
components of fiber commodities produced for market from all-fiber and fiber/container mixtures.
Because fiber comprises about 90% of comnringled commercial materials recovered in this region, the
study focused on principal fiber grades produced by each ofeigbt facilities. Metro staff estimate that these
eight facilities handle at least 80 percent of commingled commercial materials collected in the Metro
region. The study team also measured the percentage of recyclables in hand-sorted garbage at processors
and estimated the amount ofrecyclables in screened discards. The consultants and Metro staff observed
processing operations and interviewed processor and end-use market (paper mill) employees. Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality staff assisted in study design and statistical analysis of results.

Metro wishes to convey its appreciation to the processors that allowed and assisted this analysis of their
operations and made staff available to answer questions. This report aggregates some individual processor
data for the entire study group, includiog capacity and throughput. Processors are not identified by name.

D. Answers to the Questions

This section sUllllllarizes study findings, ba:sed on measurement, observation and interviews.

1. Does the Metro region have the processiog capacity and capability to handle more tom of
mixed paper fibers and fiberlI'AP (aU fibers mixed with tin, aluminum and plastic containers)?
• Yes. Mctro-region processiog facilities have the aggregate capacity and capability to handle twice

as many tons of mixed fibers and fibcrs/contaioers as arc now delivered to them. Only two
facilities io this study regularly run more than one shift per day. No facility claims to be operatiog
at full capacity on any shift.

• Unused capacity 0[350,000 tons. The facilities parlicipatiog in this study could handle at least
350,000 additional tons of material per year, whether residential or commercial. This is twice the
amount of potentially recyclable paper disposed io the Metro region in 2000. Current total
production ofthese facilities is 290,000 tons per year (not inc1udiog one processor that would not
disclose this information). Their aggregate capacity is 640,000 tons per year.

• Capacity for mixtures. Because facilities process pure loads faster than mixed loads, and mixed
fibers faster than fibers/containers, the actual excess capacity for mixtures may be no more than
250,000 tons per year for studied facilities.

2. Does the region have the processing capacity and capability to handle single-streall mixtnres
(all fihers mixed with all wntainers, including glass)?
• One proce.sSOT does it now. One processor accepts single-stream loads from out-of-region sources

as well as material from io-region that contains significant glass. Other processors are seeing (and
hearing) increased glass io fiber/TAP material<, especially from apartment building sources and
mixed residentiallcommercialloads. (Single-stream collection is not endorsed by Metro-area
local governments.)

• Glass not recycled. Virtually all the glass io single-stream loads ends up disposed, either in
processor-screened fines, hand-sorted garbage or shipped out in commodities to mills that then
discard it. Glass mixed with fibers is treated as a contaminant by every facility.

• Glass-conlanlinated commodities. The glass content of paper commodities produced by the
siogle-stream processor (0.14%) is three times the average for all other facilities (0.05%) and five
times the average (0.03%) wheu only fibers are sorted. (See Table ES-2.) Note that Facilities B
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and G, which reload material for further sorting elsewhere, both, have relatively high glass
contamination levels (0.07% and 0.11 %),

• Paper mill problems. Mills see glass as a major concern if single-stream collection increases.
Only a few mills have had serious problems with glass to date, which included greater costs for
equipment repair and replacement, production shutdowns and disposal. These costs affect
recycling economics, including the price paid for commodities.

• Plastic and metaL Most paper mills consider plastic and metal a lesser problem than glass, even
though plastic and metal out-throws averaged 10 times the level of glass in all fiber samples from
single-stream sorting (1.5% vs. 0.14%). The same ratio occurred for all fiber samples at all
facilities in the study (0.58% vs. 0.06%). Facility B, with 1.4% plastic/metal out-throws, not only
sorts a fiber/TAP mixture that has considerable multi-family material, but also produces a fast­
sorted reload. (See Table ES-2.)

• Capacity. The capacity of studied facilities to handle single-stream loads probably exceeds
100,000 tons per year.

• Automation. Automatic sorting equipment improves the economics of sorting single-stream
loads, but it does not recover glass; it breaks it and screens it out of other materials, producing an
unmarketable mix ofglass, paper and dirt.

• Regulation. Local governments in the Metro region forbid mixing glass with residentially
collected fibers bul do not exclude this option for commercial routes, Because many collection
vehicles serve residential and commercial customers on the same route, glass collected at
cOlUmercial accounts can (and does) contaminate residential recyclables.

3. To what extent, and due to what practices, are recyclable material, lost by inclusion in the
wrong commodities (e.g., plastic or metal in paper fibers)?
• Out-throw average. The average out-throw rate (bottles, cans and film misplaced in fiber

commodities) was 0.65% for all fiber samples in this study. Weighting the study out-throw rates
according to the quantity ofeach fiber commodity collected commingled in the Metro region
brings the region's out-throw average to 1%. (Sec Appendix J, Table J. The region produces far
more tons of the commodities with the highest Qut-throw rates~mixed scrap paper, GNP and
OCC-than ofthe cleaner high-grade ledger and office pack grades.)

• Loss ofcontainers. The 1% regional, weighted out-throw loss refers only to bottles, cans and
recyclable plastic fibn, of which 17,000 tons are delivered to processors. This out-throw rate
translates into 1,350 tons that leave processing facilities buried inside fiber commodities-a loss
of 8% of the containers that processors handle. Another 6% ofcontainers delivered to processoT~

end, up in disposed residues, for a total processing loss of about 14%, (These numbers do not
ioclude bottle bill containers or containers that do not go to processors.)

• Misstated recovery rate. Tfthcse 1,350 tons of out-throws plus 4,000 tnns ofprohibitives included
in fiber commodities were subtracted from the weights that end-use market' report to DEQ, the
region's recovery rate would drop by 0.25% Only 33% of the Metro region's fibers are collected
in commingled fonn (135,000 tons out of400,000 total), often as fiber-only mixtures. If all fibers
were collected commingled with all containers in a single stream, the region's recovery rate could
drop by one percentage point.

• Correlation with mixture. Conunodities prepared from single-stream loads averaged out-throw
rates of 1.6%, compared with out-throw losses ranging from 0.3% to 0.5% at most facilities that
process fiber/container loads with only incidental glass. Samples taken from fiber-only loads
averaged 0.1% out-throws. These differences are statistically siguifieant at greater than the 95%
confidence level (sec Table H). One facility that processes a fiber/TAP mixture including multi­
family loads with high container content had a 1.5% out-throw level that cannot be distinguished
statistically from single-stream results.

Attachment B
Metro Conuningling Processing Study
Page 3 of9



• Automation. The highest out-throw rates were found in negatively sorted paper grades at highly
automated facilities that process the most extensive mixtures. (Negatively sorted material goes off
the end of the sort line after garbage and other commodities are removed.) Negatively sorted ONP
#6, a mix of newspaper, magazines, mixed scrap paper and other fiber, averaged 4% out throws at
one automated facility. Less automated operations averaged 0.5% out-throws for this grade.
Mixed scrap paper averaged 4.5% out-throws at another automated facility, compared with an
average below I% for this grade at facilities that handle simpler mixtures with less automation.

4. To what extent are recyclables lost through inclusion In processor garbage?
• Disposal rates. It is estimated that processors dispose at least 0.5% ofall comroingled recyclables

they sort. Based on individual processor interviews, the average garbage disposal rate for all
facilities in this study is about 1%. The study found that at kasl half of this garbage consists of
recyclable material, both fiber aodnon-fiber.It was not possible within the scope aod time frame
of this study to measure the percent of all received materials that each facility disposes.

• Hand-sorted garbage. Based on samples by the consultan~ the garbage that workers remove from
sort lines averaged 45% recyclables. ~etal, plastic aod glass made up 26% of this quantity, and
fiber comprised 19%.

• Screened garbage. Four facilities use screens to remove small fragments from the sort line,
including dirt, broken glass, shredded paper, bits ofcaos aod low-volume plastic bottles. In one
facility, this material passes off the end of the belt. Screened mixtures are not recovered at this
time, and appear to consist of at least 85% recyclable material, based on visual inspection.
Processors estlnaate that screens add 0.25% to facility disposal rates.

• Disposal and mixture. Facilities handling fibers-only loads had much lower garbage rates thao
facilities haodling more extensive mixtures. Most facility operators reported their own testing
results, ranging from about 0.1% for fibers-only to 1.5% for single-stream, with fibersrrAP at
about 1%.

• High and low. The highest rate ofrecyclables in hand-sorted garbage (70%) was found at the
facility that sorts the most single-stream material. At the time of the study, sorters at this new
facility were putting scrap metal in garbage, a practice that has since been corrected. This facility
also disposes notable quaotities ofglas&ipaper/plasticfmetal fragments that run off the end of the
sorting line. In general, fibers-only processors had the lowest percentages of recyclables in hand­
sorted garbage (28% to 50%).

• A seeming exception. One facility, which sorts mixed fibers/TAP, had the lowest percentage of
recyclables in hand-sorted garbage (25%), partly due to well-trained pennanent staff, but also due
to high-speed automation that screens out fragments. and because this facility reloads much of its
negatively sorted material for reprocessing elsewhere. This facility averaged the second-highest
rates of out-throws (1.5%) and prohibitives (3.4%) in its fiber commodities.

5, How are processors and fiber end-use markets responding to the increasing extent of rnixed­
recyclables collection in the Metro region?
• Adjusting to mixtures. Half the processors in this study have invested in equipment that will

enable them to handle increased supplies ofmixed-recyclables collection.
• Recent changes. Two facilities installed new automated equipment in the three months before the

Slndy, and another did it nine months before. A fourth processor will move into a new, automated
facility early next year. Processors are still experimenting with their new technologies.
A place for everything. Processor investments have created a complex ecology that can handle
virtually any type ofload, from pure fiber to a total mixture of every curbside item. Automation
reduces the number ofshifts, and therefore the labor costs, needed to handle mixtures.
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• Reloads. Several local and out-of-region processors and collectors sell unsorted or panly sorted
commercial and residential mixtures to processors that can sort it economically. These reloads
have high out-throw and prohibitive levels.

• The pressure to mingle. TIle need for casb flow to payoff large capital investments in automated
processing equipment drives processors to compete for low-value mixrures they would have
refused a few yearsag~ competition that brings an air of inevitability to increased
commingling. Collection companies-and some governments-favor increased commingling as a
lVay to constrain the rise in collection costs. Automated collection (one big roll cart) has
contributed to even higher oUl-throw, prohibitive and disposal rates in other communities, and
may become a trend in the Metro region that needs to be monitored.

• Corrunodity quality. More complex mixtures sorted with high-speed automation tended to
produce commodities tbat do nol meet published standards for the grade. Negatively sorted MSP
and GNP grades consistently exceeded official oUI-throw and prohibitive limits al almost all
facilities, pOSSibly reflecting ead-use markel willingness and preparation to take Olore
contaminated lower grades al a lower price.

• Paper mill concerns. Glass remains a concem for all paper mills. The jury is still out on whether
increased screening at proccssors and mills can remove glass from paper. Out-throws and
prohibitives as a whole incrcase mill disposal costs. As one processor said, "When the mills reach
their limit, they push back." One rcgional mill has cut its consumption of mixed paper by 75% in
the last six months due to contaminalion levels.

• End-use demand is sound. Although dcIJUU1d by Northwest paper mills for recycled grades is nol
expected to increase, regional mills prefer the low transportation costs oflocal supplies. These
mills have adjusted their processes, standards and prices to accommodate the lower grades of
material being produced from commingled collection. One mill has stated publicly it could absorb
all mixed paper generated in Oregon.

• Economics. Lower market prices could counteract collection savings from commingling.
• Technology. Processors that use more automated equipment are looking into vacuwns and air

classifiers to remove shredded paper from broken glass, so less paper is lost. There is little
evidence, however, that air classifiers allow screened or negatively sorted glass to be recovered.
These mixed fragments include too much material that does not yield to air separation, e.g.,
metal, plastic and substances unacceptable to glass markets.

• Vertical integration. Processors that have strong alliances with collectors had the lowest out­
throw and prohibitive rates. These alliances--{Jften co-ownership, but sometimes only long­
standing relationships-----allow processors to control what they receive and to adjust to market and
regulatory changes. Typically, such alliances concentrate on securing fiber-only loads or on
keeping containers separated tram fibers.

• Container resistance. Some processor/collector alliances that specialize in fibers-only loads may
be discouraging customers from recycling their containers, and thus subverting the right to
recycle.

6. What messages should local governments and Metro convey to generators, collectors and
processors about the mixing of recyclable materials at each stage of recovery?

(Conclusions are presented in ''E Recommendations," below.)
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E. Recommendations

The Metro Regional Environmental Management Department recommends consideration of the following
measures to ensure the integrity and success of a recycling system that is responding to increased
commingling.

1. Form a subcommittee uL\letro's Solid Waste Advisory Committee to address the luss uf
recyclables and the increase in residue at processors and markets.

This subcommittee could address the above issues in a broad systomatic way, including performance
standards related to loss of recyclables and residue, roles and responsibilities of involved
stakeholders, use of incentives and disincentives, and the economic impacts ofchanges to the system.
Some specific recommendations derived from immediate problems observed in the study are offered
with respect to collection, processing and markets and may help shape the discussion of the
subcommittee. Stakeholders on the subcommittee should involve haulers, private recycling
collectors, processors, markets, local governments, Metro and the Oregon Department of
Enviromnental Quality.

A. Collection

i. Prohibit the collection of glass mixed with fiber from commercial generators.
Metro and local governments should work todiscourage and prohibit generators and
collectors of commercial recyclables from mixing glass with fiber, as the local govermnents
currently do with residential recyclables collection. This discrepancy between commercial
and residential regulation leads to contamination of all materials when collectors mix load,
from both sources on the same vehicle, or when processors mix loads at their facilities.
Education and enforcement challenges may be found with multi-family generators and with
recyclables collected from front-loaded containers and automated roll-carts. [Since the
publication ofthis draft report, local governments have met and indicated their inteotion of
adopting rules to prohibit the collection ofglass mixed with fiber from commercial
generators. Some local govemments intend to instruct haulers to collect glass containers
separately from other containers, as well.]

ii. Monitor and enforce proscriptions agalnst collecting glass mixed with recyclables.
Local governments have adopted administrative rules for residential recycling collections
that require that glass be collected separately from fiber. Compliance with these rules may
be slipping. A complaint-driven approach does not appear to be sufficient. One alternative
is for a third party, such as Metro or local government representatives, to check deliveries to
processors to ensure compliance. Where possible, collectors should leave notes and, if
necessary, withhold collection for generators that do not comply.

iii. Develop consistent education, monitoring and feedback.
Generators need clear and repeated information, aimed both at employees and managers.
Collection companies local governments and Metro should provide consistent messages to
generators. Collectors should conduct regniar inspections ofloads and give feedback to
generators.
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iv. Promote increased recycling by businesses, including fiber-only and fiberrrAP (tin­
aluminum-plastic) mixtures.
Messages may vary locally but should encourage only mixtures that processors can handle
with minimal loss and contaminahon. All processors in thIS study have shown they can keep
out-throw levels below 1% with a two-sort of fibers separated from mixed containers; most
processors can produce cornmodihes with less than 1% out-throws from fiberrrAP mixtures
that do not include glass. Mixing metal and plastic containers with fibers, however, may
open the door for more "incidental" glass. 1f stakeholders can agree on an acceptable level of
recyclable losses, commingling offers convenience to generators, may increase participation
and recovery (even accounting for out-throw losses), and improves collection economics. it
is important to ensure that processors are capable ofeffectively handling fiberiTAP mixtures
before promotion of this mixture to businesses.

B. Processing

i.. Discourage or prohibit processors from handling source-separated materials in ways
that make them less likely to be recycled.
A combination of government and market pressure is nccded to prevent contamination and
loss of rccyclables caused by processors mixing a variety of materials, either on the floor of
thcir facility before sorting or when reloading them for shipmcnt to othcr processors. The
City of Portland has such a prohibition. Ifproccssors mix loads from out-of-region single­
stream sources and automated roll cart routes with cleaner regional loads, this will
contaminate regional materials. Sorting loss levels should be monitored periodically. Based
on container out-throws and disposal across all samples in this study, processors fail to
recover more than 14% of all recyclable containers, scrap metal and plastic film delivered to
them (see Appendix 1).

ii. Processors should provide clear and complete operating plans that indicate how all
types of recyclables would be sorted, stored and marketed.
These plans should describe how different mixtures would he handled to ensure maximum
recovery of delivered loads. Plans should cover containers and scrap metal as well as fibers.

iii. Processors need to do a better job of removing solid waste from fiber commodities that
are produced.
On avcrage, processors removed 37% of the solid waste mixed with commingled
recyclables. The balance of63% of solid waste, or 4,065 tons, was shipped in fiber
connuodihes to their respechve markets. The amount of solid waste in fibcr commodity
shipments is expected to increase to more than 13,000 tons annually as commingling
becomes a more accepted regional collechon practice.

C. Markets

Fiber markets are faced with the consequences of increasing quantities of solid waste mixed with
fiber and greater percentages of unusable fiber in connuodities from processors. Although no
specific recommendahons are made in this report, it is crucial that markets are involved in the
discussion because more recyclables are lost and more residues are disposed by markets than by
processors.
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2. Increase the focus on the recovery of plastic, metal and glass containers and scrap metal

Some collectors may be discouraging their commercial customers from recycling containers and
some processors do not accept containers at their facilities. For most commercial generators,
container recycling collection is an optional service, unlike residential generators where it is always
included in the service. As a result, commercial container recycling rates are 21 %, compared to
residential container recycling rates of53%. Some options to increase inclusion of containers and
scrap metal in commercial recycling collection are:

A. Include plastic bottles, metal containers, glass cuntainers and scrap metal in a mandatory
dispusal ban that has been proposed by the Cummerclal Recovery Wurk Group for
additiunal stakehulder discussiou.

B. Increase promotion ofcontainer recovery by local governments and by the Commercial
Recuvery Work Gruup as part oftheir general outreach and targeted assistance program to
businesses.

3. Undertake additional research.

Market and government stakeholders may want more and better data to make decisions about the
region's approach to recycling. For instance:

A. Obtain more objective and detailed data on processor disposal of residnes to derive a more
accnrate estimate of recyclables lost through commingling.

B. Examine research done in other communities on best management practices and how these
can affect ont-throw, prohibitive and disposal rates as a result of system changes, such as
moving tu more automated collection (with wheeled cart.) and more automated processing.
National data indicate that, lUlless best management practices are adopted, residue levels and
commodity contamination are likely to increase from our current regionallevcls as these system
changes are implemented.

C. Research how other communities regulate, enforce and communicate about contamination
with all stakeholders, including local governments, haulers, private recycling collectors,
processors and markets.

D. Evaluate the importance of convenience (mixing of recyclables) for increasing recovery
from commercial generators. Are certain types and sizes of businesses more responsive to
convenience? Can routing, equipment or education resolve problems?

4. Work with the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality to revise existing administrative
rules (340-090-0090) that prohibit the disposal of source-separated recyclable materials.

With commingling, Joss ofrecYclables is occurring both at the processor and the market. In effect,
disposal ofrecyclables is taking place when contaillers are left in fiber commodities. While
conuningling does result in net gains in recovery, there are widely divergent levels of recovery by
processors. ha addition, increasing amounts of solid waste are being collected commingled with
recyclables, with less tban half of the solid waste removed and disposed by the processor. The
majority of the solid waste is cOlluuingled with fiber commodities and sent to markets. Thus, the
amount of recovered fiber reported to DEQ is inflated by the arnolUlt of solid waste in the fiber.
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A. DEQ should develop performance standards that are appropriate to commingling that
address the loss of recyclables at both processors and markets.

B. DEQ should ask markets for the amount of solid waste conrnmination in their commodit)·
deliveries. DEQ should reduce market shipments by this solid waste contamination to
obtain more accurate ligures for recovered materials.

C. DEQ should enforce those standards with processors through reporting and inspection.

For mOre information, please conrnct either of the following Metro staff:

Steve Engel
engeIs@metro.dst.or.us
503.797.1535

M:,-"m\-.\prQjeeu\ComProcS tudyRcporl\Final Report tOl402.dcc
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PURPOSE OF STUDY

1. Adequate processing capacity and capability

2. Ability to handle single-stream mixtures

3. Recyclables and prohibitives disposed by processor

4. Recyclables and prohibitives "lost" in market commodities

5. Local and national market concerns

6. Response of collectors, processors and markets to
commingling
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FINDINGS

1. Things keep changing.

2. Capacity is not an issue for processors.

3. Glass mixed with fiber is not recovered.

4. Processor residue contains recyclables and total residue
increases with commingling.

5. Contamination of fiber commodities increases with
commingling.

6. Recyclable container recovery suffers from lack of
collection and loss from the recovery system.

7. Improved management practices and additional equipment
can reduce loss of recyclables and improve commodity
quality.



ITABLE H: Confidence Intervals for Contamination Levels, By Facility

Commingled Commercial Recyclables Processing (May/June 2002)

PQrcentages of Out-Throws and Prohibitlv9S In Flbor Commodities, with Total Contamination
Segregated by Source and Mixture of Material Processed
(Averages; Facilities Indicated That Handle Each Type of Source/Mixture)

Source. MIxture (Faclllou\ 1 Glass IIPlasti~ PlasticT Out-Th'o. Confidence Prohibj· Confldel"lCe Total Confidence
Bottles Bottles Film Metal Subtotal Interval 90.". IN.. Interval 90", Contaralnatlon IntelVal 90%

All Fiber Samples (All Facilities) OJJ6% 0.29% 0.09% 0.20% 0.65-;. (O.50-0.80%) 2.33"1. (2.02-2.63%) 2..98% (2.60-3.35%)

Commercial Fiber Only (A,E,H) 0.03% 0.01% 0.06% 0.02% 0.12% (OD7-G.16%) 1.28% {O.92·1.64%} 1.40% (1.03-1.n%)

Commercial Fibers (0) 0,11% 0.10% 0.09% 0.20% O.SO"'" (0.35-0.65%) 3.19-4 (2.63~4.94%) 4.28% (J.Ol-5.5aom)

ComJRes Fiber and FlberfTAP (0) 0.01% 0.22% 0.14% 0.16% 0.52% (O.39-0.65%) 1.97% (1.20-2.74%) 2.49% (1.64-3.34%)

Com. Fiber & ComfRes FiberfTAP (C) 0.05% 0.06% 0.04% 0.13% 0.27% (0.19·0.36%) 2.06% (1.29-2.83%) 2.340/. (1.54-3.13%)

Commercial Fitw!rITAP (B) 0.07% 0.B7% 0.15% 0.36% 1.45vl. (0.71-2.200;") 3....42°/. (2.-13.4. 42%) 4.880/. (3.5~_22%)

ComJRes Single Stream (F) 0.14% 0.62% 0.11% 0.55% 1.62% (0.97-2.28%) 2.35% (1.93-2.76%) 3.970/. (3.11-4.83%)



Potential effect of
commingling on Metro
region recovery

Scenario A.
Current commingling level
Processor
Market
Total

Scenario B.
Greater commingling level
Processor
Market
Total

Out·throws
Tons
1,924
1,349
3,274

Out-throws
Tons
1,924
4,135
6,059

Prohibitives
tons
2,352
4,065
6,416

Prohibitives
tons
2,352
13,279
15,631

Total
tons
4,276
5,414
9,690

Total
tons
4,276
16,730
21,006



Commingled
Containers and
Plastic Film in 2000,
in tons

Program
Residential curbside
Commercial
Subtotal
Bottle Bill containers
Total marketed

Container Flow at
Processors
Containers and film
marketed
Container loss

Processor residue
Out-throws to mills

Total Loss
Net delivery to
processor

Source
Separated

12,883
1.933
14,816
35,205
50,021

Com-
mingled

6,318
8,603
14,921

Q
14,921

1,112
1.349

2,461
17,382

6%
8%

Total
19,201
10,535
29,736
35,205
64,941

86%

14%
100%



Contamination in Old Newspapers

12.0% -r---------------------------------------,

10.0% +------~-----

8.0'% t-----

6.0% t-------

4.0%

2,0% t-------

0.0% +--'--
Commingled

Fiber, Gasrner,
AZ

Commerclal
Fiber, METRO

Com/Res Fiber,
METRO

All FiberITAP,
METRO

Single Stream,
Abitibi

Single Stream,
Phoenix

Single Stream,
METRO

FiberMixtures and Location

I[J,Un,.wanted Fiber, ,m, Conta_mi_n_~t!9_~J
. ---_..._----------- ..


