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Effective solid waste management is the responsibility and daily concern of many governmental
agencies, officials, and members of the sanitation industry in the greater Portland Metropolitan
Area. The co-operation and assistance of the following agencies has been most valuable in
preparing this report.

Federal
U.S, Department of Agriculrure
U.S. Forest Service, Civil Engineering Deparrment
Soil Conservation Service

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Ouality
Forestry Oepartment
State Engineers Off ice
State Highway Division

Regional
Columbia Region Association of Governments
Met.opolitan Service Oistrict

County
Clackamas County Department of Public Works, Solid Waste Oivision
Clackamas County Planning Department
Columbia County Health Department
Columl)ia County Orcanization of Governments
Columl)ia County Planning Commission
Multnomah City-County Health Department
Multnomah Counrv Oepartment of public Works
Multnomah County Planning Commission
Washinqton County Department of Public Works
Washjngton County Health Depafrment
Washington County Planning Department

Mun ic ipa l
City of Portland, Bureau oJ Refuse Disposal
The lVunicipalit ies throughout Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah, and Washington counties

Advisory Groups and Participating Organizations
Clackamas County Solid Waste Commission
Clackamas County Collectors Association
Columbia County Solid Waste Advisory Committee
League of Women Voters
Local Commercial Refuse Collectors and Disposal Site Operators
Metropolitan Service District, Citizens Advisory Committee
Metropolitan Service District. Technical Advisory Committee
l\4ultnomah County Coll€ctors Association
Oregon Recycling Intormation and Organization Network
Portland Association ot Sanitary Service Operators
Sanitary Truck Drivers Union Local Number 220
Washington County Befuse Haulers Association
Washington County Solid Waste Advisory Committee

We wish to express particular appreciation to William B. Culham, Director, Bureau of Refuse
Disposal, City of Portland, whose knowledge, interest, and involvement in this project have been
an invaluable contr ibut ion.
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Barlle
Wdls
Associates
Municipal Financing Consultants
Shell Building Penthouse
100 Bush Street, San Francisco

April 18, 1974

(415) 981-5751

Mefopolitan Service Disrrict
6400 S.W. Canyon Court
Portland, Oregotl 9722I

Attention: Mr. Charles C. K

Gentlemen:

Program Director

Our report on financhg tfoe M Service District solid waste
manag€ment plan accompanies ttris
submitted for yor-rr review has been

t@r. The earlier draft report
extensively, and sugg€stions

offered in the review process have n incorporated. Subject to such
changes as may be made in tie plan, the report should provide
a reasonably detailed guide to
ed program.

irg and carrying out the recommend-

advantage of possible grants andThe fimncing plao seeks to take
loans availnhle through Oregon's Quauty Cornmission.
Even so, the sttong emphasls on recoverv and the need for
transfer, millilg, separation and elements to direct waste
to recovery centers will requfue
in effect.

fees higher initially &an ftose now

As revenues can be earned from recovery, especially within or
near fhe district, future gaE fees be mitigated. Furtherm ore, with-
in the overall cost of refuse from poi.ut of origin to point of
disposal or recwery, tle gate fees required to advance into

small. About ten cents will be add-a regional management program
ed to the cost of handlitg a 32 household container.

We have enjoyed workiag with you the COR-MET team, and are gtate-
in us.fuI for the confiderce }rou trave

Yours very truly,

BARTLE WE LLS ASSOCIATES

/.M irt-f 44"'
ond K. O'ltreil Frederick W. Cope
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The solid waste management
responds to community concern f
the environment and for the val
ing process.

Lan for metropolitan Portland
the effects of dunpeit refuse on
of resources lost in the dump-

islative l{andate on Solid Was e Mana ement

Through legislation the Sta
icj.es and direction, grant and I

the Environmental ouality Con
Metropoli tan Service Distr ict
solid waste management plan rep
two agencies to study the solid
and propose action.

sol id waste act iv i t ies.  State
for soliil waste management !"ith
and loans are provided to local
waste and. other programs through
lat ion has also provided c. i t ies
and authorized the Metropolitan

Historv of MSD

Enabl ing legis lat ion, passe
vide publ ic services not adequat
agencies. MSD was establ ished
primary el-ection. The trtsD boun

report submitted. by COR-!.{ET on
develop this f inancial  report ,

of Oregon has establ-ishecl po1-
programs , and reguLations for

licy leaves prime responsibility
ocal- gfovernments. State grants

ies for implementing solid
a  $160 ,000 ,000  bond  f und .  Leg i s -

counties r^rith certain powers
e rv i ce  D is t r i c t  (MSD) .

in 1969, author ized MSD to pro-
1y available through existing

voter approva.L in the May 19 7 0

At the state .l.evel these have fostered formation of
while at the urban level, a

voted into being. This
a cooperative effort of the

problem, define a solution

been
ents

Clackamas, Multnomah 1 and Wash
encompasses portions of

n count ies.

MSD received a pJ_anning gr t from the Department of Environ-
s needs and to develop any
agement programs. The study area

mental puality to study the area
reguired regional sol id waste
included the three counties part alLy encompassed by MSD, and

f the Columbia Reqion Associat ionCoLunbia County. Staff members
of Governments (CRAG) were assi ed by agreement with MSD to carry

ts of the study.

CH2M-HiI I  of  Port land and Metcal f

out the administrative requi"reme

COR-lmT, a joint venture of
& Eddy Engineers of  Palo Al to,  C i fornia,  was retained as the
engineering consultant. Bart le IIs Associates was separatel.y
retained as the finaricial consul t .  The pre-f ina1 engineering

cember ]-2,  L973, was used to



Progran Ident i f icat ion

The engineerr s report  proposes four sol id waste systems:

Regional Processible System

Non-Processible Waste System

Scrap Tire System

Col-urnb ia County System

The regtionaL system is the major system proposed for the MSD
three-county area. The system incl-udes six mi l l ing faci l i t ies,
t ransport  faci l i t ies,  and sani tary landf i l ls .  This al- ternat ive
was selected by MSD to foster recovery of  secondary mater ials.
The non-processible system is also planned for the three-county
area, and the scrap t i re system for the four-county area. The
Cofumbia County system, developed separately from the regional
system, incl .ud.es four t ransfer faciLi t ies to serve adjacent com-
munit ies and a central  sani tary landf i l l .

Financing PIan Approach

The regj .onal  processible system requires an in i t ia l  out lay of
$26 '800 ,000  to  cons t ruc t  f ac i l - i t i es  to  mee t  f u tu re  was te  d i spo ia l
needs of the area and enable resource recovery. Both the capital
and annual costs for the recommended system are higher than an
alternat ive system designed to meet only the disposal needs of
the area. The more costlv svstem was recommended because state
pol icy favors resource r""ov"ry programs, and because higher costs
can be reduced i f  a suff ic ient market develops for sale of  second-
ary mater ials.

The f inancing plan is based on paying aLL program costs in i-
tially from service charges and disposal fees without reliance on
sales of  second.ary mater ials.  However,  the potent ial  for reducing
disposal fees through resource recovery is also ident i f ied in thi i
report .  Also discussed are the respons ib i l_ i t ies of  the var ious
agencies in operat ing the progra.,  lhe organizat ionaL, administra-
t lve,  regulatory and legis lat ive steps required, and issues that
the MSD board wilL need to resolve to carry out the program.

L-2
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Table f  descr ibes the present ial  ,  adminj .strat ive, and regu-

2

EXISTING LE TIVE FRAMEWORK

DIVISION OF POWERS AMONG AGENCIES

The federal  government,  St
ci t ies have certain respons ib i  I

latory roles of  these ent i t ies.
MSD, count ies,  c i t ies,  and the

to nat j -onal  programs. The L965
subsequent amendment in 1970, p
construct ion, and resource reco
Protect ion Agency (EPA) current
projects by sel-ect ing one or mo
rent EPA guideJ- ines, that best
technological  goals.  New legis
Disposal Act through Ehe 1974 f

RuraL areas or towns of 1
from the Farmer 's Home Adminis
(Category f0.4I8,  t r {ater and Was

munit ies),  Two Oregon count ies
l imited assistance. previous
been terminated. Anv 1ocal aqe
gram with rural  elements shouid
grants again become avai lable s
program should also be consider

State of Oreqon

The State of  Oregon has
a statewide sol id waste manaq
istrat ive, and regulatory provi
(oRS) are ident i f ied in Volume
ORS 449, l iater and Air  pol lut io
Sol id Waste Control ,  are the ma
waste management by 1ocal gove nts .

The Environmental euality
440 .685 ,  can  g ran t  f unds  to  30
waste programs. The Commiss ion
t j -on bonds, or other obl igat ion

of Oregon, MSD, count ies and
es in sol- id waste management.

Table 2 l ists speci f ic powers of
ate .

and grant programs are Limited
l id Waste Disposal Act,  and i ts

vides funds for demonstration,
ry programs. The Environmentaf

funds a l-imited number of local-
1ocal  proposals,  based on cur-

pear to meet speci f ied nat ional
t ion extended the Sol id Waste
caL  yea r .

than 10,000 can apply for loans
t ion, Department of  Agr icul ture,

Disposal System for Rural  Com-
ave used this program for

t  provis ions of  the program have
implement ing a sol id waste pro-

inquire whether or not federal
sequent to this report .  The loan

rtaken to regulate and develop
t program, The f inancial ,  admin-

ions of  Oregon Revised Statutes
,  Tab le  3 ,  pages  4 -3  th ru  4 -8 .
Control  Bonds, and ORS 459,
r  enabl ing legis lat io i t  for  sol ic l

ssion, under provis ions of  ORS
rcent of  project costs for sof id

also acquire general  obl iga-
of any agency, up to 70 percent

Iities must appear to the Commis-
t  sel f -support ing ani l  sel f -

Federal Government

Soli-d waste managemenr r ns a state and local-  responsi-
bi l i ty because federal-  legis Ia

of total  project cost.  The fa
sion to be not less than 70 per
l iquidat ing from revenues, gi  f t ,  user charges, and other fees.



The State of  Oregon establ ished poLicies for a statewide sol- id
waste management program und.er ORS 459. Key pol j .cy statements are
as  fo l l ows :

"Retain pr imary responsibi l i ty for adequate sol j_d waste
management with l -ocal  government uni ts,  .  .  .  "
"Provide advisory technical  assistance and planning
ass i - s tance .  .  .  "
"Provide for the adoption and enforcement of minimum
per fo rmance  s tandards .  . . "
"Encourage ut i l izat ion of  capabiJ- i t ies and expert ise of
p r i va te  i ndus t r y  i n  accompL ish ing  the  pu rposes . . . "

Under Sect ion 459.025, both the Environmental  eual i ty Commis-
sron and the Department of  Environmental  eual i ty (DEe) may enter
r-nto agreements with local  government uni ts for carrying out pur-
poses  o f  t he  ac t .

Metropol-  j - tan Service Distr ict

Under ORS 268, a metropof i tan service distr ict  may provide
publ ic faci l i t ies not adequately avai lable through other local
agencies. Within i ts responsibi l i ty for regional aspects of  sol- id
waste disposal ,  a metropol i tan service distr ict  may dispose and
provide faci l i t ies for disposal-  of  sol id and l iquid waste, and by
agreement with loca1 agencies, co] lect  and transport  such waste.
Local  responsibi l i ty for col- Iect ion and transportat ion is l imited
to the local  aspects of  the sol- id waste prog,ram. In metropol i tan
matters,  soLid waste requlat ions adopted bv MSD exceed or are at
a higher level  of  authoi i ty than cou-nty anl  c i ty ordinances.
Table 2 summarizes the div is ion of  author i tv under present Law.

Count ies and Cit ies

Cit ies and home-ru1e count i -es may implement charter provis ions
related to sol id i^ 'aste programs not in conf l ict  wi th state law.
ORS 459 provides a fr-rr ther basis for local  agencies to regulate
sol i -d waste programs. Cit ies are granted control  over sol id waste
act iv i t ies within their  incorporated areas; count ies within unin-
corporated areas.

Other Agencies

County service distr icts and sani tary distr icts or author i t ies
(ORS 451 and ORS 450 respect ively) can adopt soLid waste regula-
t ions not in conf l ict  wi lh regul l t ions of  

-DEe. 
ceneral_ infoimat j_on

reLat ive to these agencies is incLuded in Table 1.

2-2



TABLE I
MSD SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT STUDY
SUMMARY OF AGENCY RESPONS]BILITIES

Financial

Federal Government

State Government

Provide grants & loans
to state & local govern-
ment.

Provide grants & loans
to loca"L government
under provisions of
oRs 449.

Adm Eative and R

Promote s, assist local government,
improved solid waste man-in development

ag€ment
National for collection, recovery,
& disposal of w
Regulations of was tes ,
Regulation of w
and lands .
Policy & legis directives emphasizirg
state & Iocal responsibility for
tunding & imp ting solid waste manage -

ment pfogfams

State policy, , and regulations .
Disposal site & perm it regulations .
Hazardous regulations .
Policy e that local Eovernment
ret4in pxime xe
mdragement.

ibilitv for solid waste

Regulations re to agriculture, timber
slash, & burning, bottle bill,

on federal installations

lative

Solid Waste Disposal ActI
PL 89-272
PL  91 -5 r2
Hazardous Waste Manage -

ment Act, 7973 .

oRS 447
oRS 449
oRS 459
oRs 483
oRS 517
oRS 541
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Governrnental

ciry2

Financial

Prescribe rates lox
col lect ion.
Collect fees for fran-
chises,
Allocate general revenues.

state law - homerule

by cbattet or ordinance
on not restxicted by con-
state law ,

lative

Charter, ORS 459

implementing
or for employ-

Autlor ity
of cities,

May exerc
any regula
stitution

I
2

- Legislation has extended the Solid Waste Disposal Act thr fiscal year 1974,
- A city or a county may enter any agreement deemed des

solid waste management plans, for regional solid waste
ment of p€rsons to operate sites.

for franchises, for plaming or
ent study, for regional sites,
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PRESENT ROLES IN SOLID WASTE

Current sol id waste manageme
the four county area are sumrnari z
pages 4-3 thru 4- l -2.  An anal-ysis

1. DEo direct l -y exercises
and does not currentlv

si tes.  However,  the Ci
that serves the citv an

system j-s pr imari ly composed of
f i 11s ,  dumps ,  and  i l l i c i t  dumps .
progralns for recovery, proces sin

t  act iv i t ies of  agencies within
d in Volume I ,  Tables 2 and 3,
of  the informat ion indicates that:

1 authority granted it by law
legate i ts author i ty.

Washinqton count ies have

of Port land operates a si te
surrounding areas.

ent sol id waste management
sposal s i tes,  sani tary land-
There are no exist ing publ ic

transfer or t ransportat ion.

Cl-ackamas, Columbia, an
adopted simi lar sol id te ordinances'  for management
of col lect ion and dispo programs .

3.  Most incorporated ci t i have ord. inances for f ranchised
abandoned vehicles,  and otherco l l ec t i on  and  d i sposa l ,

nuisances, but do not ster or operate disposal

Table 3 summarizes the qene programs currently operated
in the four-county area. The

Col lect ion pract ices and fr
by county in Volume I, Chapters

Eleven operat ing disposal s
are ident i f ied in Volume I ,  Chap
si te locat ion, ownership,  operal
waste disposal in tons per year,
t ion are summarized. in Tables I?
thru 9-4. Addit ional  informat io
county in Volume I, Chapters 6 q

Existing County Programs

The count ies potent ial ly in
plan, those of Cl-ackamas, Colunb
establ ished plans to deal wi th
functions und.er various ordinan
Ordinances No. 59 and 83, ef fect
sol id \ . {aste col lect ion and dispo
single sol id waste ordinance eff
both col lect ion and disposal fun
June J-0, 1970. Multnomah County
ordj-nance deal ing with the sol id
t j -me, but the City of  PortLand
1andf i l1 which serves Multnomah

chise condit ions are swrunarized
th ru  9 .

s serving the four county area
r 9.  Informat ion relat ive to
n, type of mater ial-  accepted,
i te fees, and hours of  opera-

d l8,  Vol-ume 1, pages 9-2
on each si te is included by

lved in a regional sol id waste
, Multnomah, and Washington' have
d waste disposal and col lect ion

. Washington County adopted
e  March  23 ,  L97 l ,  t o  dea l  w i th
1. Columbia County enacted a
t i ve  Ap r i l  26 ,  1972 '  dea l i ng  w i th
ions, as did c lackamas County on

es not appear to have a speci f ic
te disposal subject at  th is
ates disposal at  the St.  , fohn

2-7
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TABLE 3
MSD SOLID WAST E MANAGE]\,IEIT{T STUDY
AVAILABLE PROGRAMS BY AGENCY

Process Agency Current Programs

Disposal

Recovery

Processing

Transfer

Tfansportation

Coilection and
Storage

State
MSD
C ounty

C ity

Private Industry

State

MSD
C ounty
C ity
Private Industry

State

MSD
C ounty
Cir_v
Private Industry

State

MSD
C ounty
C ity
Private Industry

State

MSD
C ounty
City
Private IndusEy

AII entities (ex-
cluding MSD)

Policy and disposal site regulations, permit requirements.
Under s rudy .
3 of the 4 counties have adopted solid waste reguLations

for franchised or licensed disposal.
The City of Portland operates a disposal site; other cities
require coLiectors to transport waste out of the city.

Ownership and operation of the majority of sites ,

Policy and legislative authority for supporting resource
recovery .

Under s tudy .
No programs of a reg'ional nature.
No programs of a regional nature.
Recovery programs have been implemented to remove
items from the waste stream.

Policy and legislative au&ority for processing, includirg
permit provisions .

Under study.
No programs of a regional nature.
No programs of a regional nature.
Processing programs have been implemented to remove

items from the waste strea.n.

Policy & legislative authority for transfer, includirg
permit provisions,

Under study .
No program s of a regional nature.
No programs of a regional nacure,
No programs of a regional nature,

Legislative authority, permit requirements for septic
pumper reguLations ,

Under study .
No programs of a regional nature ,
No programs of a regional rEture .
Ownership & operation of collection & transportation facilities.

Some involvement in the legislative, regulatory, financing,
or operational aspects of collection and storage.



A c  h a r m i  l - + ^ ' r  h "  S t a t e
f r anch ises ,  se t  ra tes ,  and
col lect ion and disposal of

presc
e countv ordinances establish

ibe operating standards for the
so l i wastes within thei  iur isdict ions.

ted for col lect ion and disposalSpeci f ic f ranchises are gr
funct ions.

Anyone col lect  j -ng or dispos
sat ion must be franchised.

g of sol-id wastes for compen-

County regulations do not

Violat ions of  county or

Joj-nt franchises may be gr
regional planning approach
for speci f ied sol id waste

ted in coniunct ion with a
luding af fected ci t ies,  or

l lect ion and discosal .

In al l  count ies,  the def in j_ on of sol id waste col lect ion and
disposal service includes trans rtation. For example, Washington

i-ce" as " the col lect ion, storage,
aste and sol id waste."  (Ordi-

County speci f ical ly def ines "
transportat ion, and disposal of
nance  59 ,  Sec t i on  l ,  A -12 ) .

Exist ing City Programs

A regional sot id waste ement program will affect the
area. Of nj .ne ci t ies surveyed

al l  f ranchise col lect ion and
various ci t ies in the four-coun
from those included in Vol-ume I ,
disposal under Oregon const i tut i
In some cases, these franchises
basis.  Ci ty f ranchises general l

provisions f,or home rule.
e granted on an exclusive

Franchi-se fees shal l  be r :ai

Rate schedufes are establ is

within c i ty l imits,  unless oth
only c i ty which maintains i ts

City f ranchises also set ce
lewy franchj-se fees, and general
port  and dispose of waste genera
corflpensatj-on is receiveil for col
in the various cities run from a
ten years in length.

P{esent System Costs

to the county.

ed by the county.

ply in incorporated areas.

ces a-re penalized.

prohibi t  sol id waste disposal
ise stated. PortLand is the

d iscosa l  s i t e .

l ing rates for servj-ce provided,
y permit househoLders to trans-
ed by the household if no fee or
ect ion and disposal.  Franchises
mini.mum of one to a maximum of

ion ancl disposal programs are
Current f ranchised col lect ion

ident i f ied for each franchised

Present costs of  both col le
incluiled in Volume I, Chapter 1l
fees include disposal.  FLes are
hauler,  by county,  in Volume I , apters 6 thru 9.  Disposal



fees are charged on est imated volumes with separate rates for
compacted and loose mater ial .  Table 4 shows the apparent cost
per ton and monthly disposal costs no\r/ charged at the Rossman,
San tosh ,  and  S t .  John  l and f i LLs ,

FUND SOURCES FOR SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT

Sol id waste management costs comprise capi tal  and operat ing
costs.  Capital  costs include land, equipment,  and improvements,
and can be spread over t ime through borrowing, bond j -ssuance, or
lease purchase. Operat ing costs incLude al- l -  p lanning, adminis-
trat ion, col l -ect ion, t ransportat ion, disposal s i te operat ion, and
equipment maintenance associated with the program. The total
annual- expend.itures for solid waste programs include both opera-
t ing costs and capi tal  costs expressed on an annual basis.

The corresponding revenue system must equal or exceed al" I
annual expenditures. Potent ial  revenue sources avai lable for
Iocal-  agencies in Oregon include point-o f-purchase charges for
speci f ied wastes, disposal charges for general  and speci f ic waste,
franchise fees, J- icense charges, and upon voter approval  ,  ad
valorem tax levies.  Table 5 ident i f ies the capi tal  and revenue
sources for MSD, count ies,  and ci t ies.

Capital  Fund Sources

The State of  Oregon crant/Loan Program avai l -able for sol id
waste faci l i t ies is administered through DEQ. A local-  agency may
receive up to a 30 percent grant and a 70 percent loan for sof id
wasre programs.

The Environmental  Qual i ty Commission current ly has an author i '
za t i on  o f  $160 ,000 ,000  fo r  a I1  e l i g ib le  p rog rans .  To  da te  th to
j-ssues of bonds have be.en sold, the first with a termination date
of Apr i l  1,  l -99I,  and the second with a terminat ion date of
November  I ,  1992 .  Bo th  i ssues  were  fo r  $45 ,000 ,000 .  Cur ren t
interest rates vary with bond maturity and range from 4 to 5 per-
cent,  r ' i th a net ef fect ive rate of  4.72 percent.

These funds are bel ieved largely conmit ted, but a port ion of
future issues under this author izat ion wi l l  be avai lable for
sol i -d waste faci l i t ies,  Land cost for sol id waste faci l i t ies are
considered an integral  part  of  sol id waste management programs,
and are grant el ig ib1e. Permanent structures, s i te improvements,
and equj-pment aLso appear to be el ig ible for grants and loans.

Loans. MSD has received legal  advice that MsD may borrow
funds-Ei66 counties and cities witrrin the district, or from the
state,  wi thout voter approval  .  MSD's l -egal  counsel al-so advises
that the Environmental Quality Coromission may lend funds directly
to MSD without resuirins MSD to issue bonds. To date the

2 -10



Commission has lent funds onlv
This pol icy may be an outgrowlh
ordinarily cannot borrow more th
The opportunity to borrow capit
the proceduraL hurdle of a bond

the secur i ty of  bonds issued.
dealing with count j-es which
$5 ,000  w i thou t  i ssu ing  bonds .

funds frorn the state without
sue r /rould be decis ive in qet-
'l

cy al-ready situated to borrow
onaL sol id waste manaqement

ting the MSD program off the gro

The costs and delays of  the t ing procedure can be avoided.

MSD is the only
capital  and use
program.

exist ing ag
i t  for a

Bond  Sa1es .  MSD,  coun t i es ,
gatioi-E6i?G-and revenue bonds f
limitations for each agency ar6
assessed valuat ion of  MSD and Co
debt that may be incurreil, are fo l l ows :

($oo
Assessed V

ci t ies n€ry use general  obl i -
soL id  was te  fac i l i t i es .  The

t i f ied in Table 2.  The current
ia County, and the amount of

uation Debt Limitat ion

MSD
Clackamas County
Multnomah County
Washington County

Col,urnbia County

The revenue structure
urable benefits are either
or used to help pay for the

The benef i ts that resul t  f
system should be ident i f ied in

es rather than taxes. The
ulcl have no effect on tax rates

an improved waste management
loping a revenue system for

L r155
6 ,070
1,610 ,

32 I

ret
designed to

d to the user

00
00
00
00
00

10? $883,500 ,000

6  , 434  ,OOO

insure that meas-
in decreased costs

z 6

Ample bonding capacity in all cases to fi-nance the
program. Hortever. bonds dorecolunended soli-d r,ras te manao

not appear to be a lega1 pr i te to MSD's obtaining grants
and loans from the Environmental
bonds should be required, in the

ty Commission. Even i f
e of  Columbia County,  repay-

ment can be made from direct
sol-id waste management program
or bonding capacity in the areas be served.

Revenue Sources

sol id waste disposal .  Some bene ts that may result include an
irnproved environment, reduced ance, reduced transportat ion
cost,s, more convenient service,
resources.

d better use of mater ial

1mp d program.



or  user

benef i ts to locaf agencj-es, col lectors,  or communj- t ies
of a new proqram.

measurable
as  a  resu l t

Gate fees have typical ly been charged at exist ing landf i l l
s i tes to pay al l  d isposat costs,  including disposaL franchise
fees. The City of  Port land current ly establ ishes fees to recover
disposal costs but does not use a franchise fee because the sj- te
i s  ope ra ted  by  c i t y  emp loyees .

Gate fees should provide the major i ty of  revenues needed for
the sol id hraste system, but should not be set at  1evels which dis-
courage faci l i ty use. Gate fees can be set at  t ransfer,  mj- l l ing,
or disposal s i tes to cover al l  sol id waste management costs not
recovered from other sources. Fees can be set by div iding the
cost of service by the tonnage or volumes received.

Transportat ion Surcharges. Besides providing for waste dis-
Posal,  the regional program also includes transportat ion of  wastes
from mif l ing centers to landf i l ls .  The savings in haul  cost to
pr ivate col- lectors is another form of direct  and measurable bene-
f i t .  This savings can be recovered from haulers through a sur-
charge for t ransportat ion service or capaci ty f inanced by MSD.

Franchise Fees. Ci t ies and count ies current ly use franchise
or tiE&sE- tEEG--Eoi both coll-ection and disposal fianchises. MSD
can use such fees to pay i ts cost in adrninister ing and monj_tor ing
f ranch ised  se rv i ces .

Franchise or l icense fees can be based ei ther on the quant i -
t les of  waste being handled or on a percentage of gross revenues.
The lat ter procedure is commonly used in the MSD regj_on because
of the di f f icul ty in est imat ing quant i t ies on a vohme basis.

Po. int-o f  -Purchas e Charges. Point-o f-purchase chargies can be
Ievrecl  on the sale of  i tems that are di f f icul t  to dispose of or are
found to create a special  disposal problem. Al though MSD can levy
such fees, none are reconrmended within this p1an. No wastes
except for scrap t i res have been recommended for separate handl ing
and disposal .  In the case of scrap t i res,  f ranchise and l_icense
fees appl icable to scrap t i re haulers are bel ieved to be more
pract ical  than point-o f-purchase charges because fees apply to al l
t i res disposed of in the region. point-o f-purchase charges would
not provide revenues from tires purchased. outside the region and
subsequent ly disposed of in the region.

es. Indirect user charqes are charqes
l-evied on benef ic iai ieG in proport ion to their  waste generat ion

Direct Service or User Charges. Direct service
charg charges made for

rather than on measured disposal-  or col lect ion quant i t ies.  MSD,
count ies and ci t ies may impose indirect user charges under provi-
s ions of  ORS 268 and 459. They may also enter into agreements
with any local  agency for developinqr this revenue source,

2-r2



Urban residents,  a- l - ready accus d to paying direct ly for col- .Lec-

The indirect user charge
percen tage  o f  sys tem cos ts .
not needed in urban areas becaus
smaIl  part  of  the combined cost

parce 1s
for

be preferable in rural  areas.
need to provide attendants at
drop boxes .

This revenue source is not
area, nor is this revenue source
tJ-ons of the three-county area
not included in the regional- st

To impose an indirecc user

1 .  C lass i f y  bene f i c i a r i es

2. Establ ish rates for uni
served.

3. Provide a method of col

-  The invest igat ions required
and property c lassi f icat ions cou
revenue were used only in rural
system would be establ ished on
of benef i t .  This approach would

charge undeveloped
iJ-legal dump ing and

charge developed parcels
disposal based on wastes
wastes lega11y disposed o

Although the indirect user
exi-st ing law, col lect j_on may req
tion requires that the charqe be
erty taxes, and become a 1i6n on
ment is mad.e. Legislat ion would
unless current assessment Droced
erty for del inquent accounls.

generate revenues for al l  or  a
rect user charges are usual ly

disposal costs compose only a
f  col lect ion and disposal.

a s ini lar ly direct  charge for

hand, now pay only a sna1l dis-
d do not have to pav the cost

d sani tary landf i11s. Rather
ugh to pay for transportation,

system, the indirect charge may
indirect charge obviates the

hours of  operat ion at  rural

roposed for use within the I'ISD
now proposed for the rural por-
cause d.rop box facilitj.es were

arge IVISD would first have to:

ccording to waste generat ion.

orm application within areas

ect ing the charge.

to establ ish the rate structures
d be reduced i f  this source of

as. The classi f icat ion rate
veloped and undeveloped parcels

or the benefits from reduced
ide cleanup measures .

t ion, wi l l  usual ly prefer paying
disposal -

Rural  residents,  on the oth
posal fee or use i l l ic i t  durnps,
of  t ransport ing wastes to approv
than raise rural  gate fees high
and thereby discourage use of th

i
g
f

erated
cost of proper waste

rather than just

arge could be applied under
re legis lat ive act j .on. Col lec-

bil l -ed and coLlected with prop-
the property served. if no pay-
be needed to establ ish the l i -en,

can be used to assess proD-



ALL four counties have developed computer programs for tax-
ing purposes. Al though the programs would be used to ident i fy
and bi l l  benef ic iar ies,  the data wouLd requi-re reorganizat ion.
Development of  data from tax inforrnat ion should not occur unt i l
the need for,  the magnitude of revenues, and the area of benef i t
are determined. 1970 census dwel l ing uni t  stat ist ics woul- i l  be
used. for prel iminary est imates for evaluat ing the indirect user
fee. 1970 census dwel l ing uni t  stat ist ics for each of the four
count ies,  the MSD area, and areas of  each county outside MSD
jur isdict ion are included in TabLe 6.

Ad Valorem Tax Lew, Ad valorem taxat ion is a method of
spre adii[GT-fr68Q-EIT the property owners within the taxing
agency. The property tax is an equitable means of paying for serv-
ices of  general  benef i t ,  especial ly where waste generat ion is
closely related to assessed value. The property tax may be a rea-
sonable way to apport ion cost among residents,  but i t  is  of ten a
poor measure of  commercial ,  industr j -al  ,  or agr icul tural  sol id
waste generation. The use of an ad val-orem tax levlz by MSD would
require voter approval. Counties could use their existing tax
base levies but wou1d be required to increase the base by voter
approval  unless funds were d. iverted from other exist ing programs.

Once establ ished, the tax base may be increased no more than
6 percent annual ly wi thou! voter approval- .  Costs of  waste disposal
can be expected to r ise more than 6 percent a year because of
annual inf lat ion rates and the development of  better but progress-
ively more cost ly technology, For this reason the ad valorem tax
is not recommended as a rray of paying MSD or Co]unbia County costs.

2-14



TABLE 4
MSD SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
CURRENT DISPOSAL FEES

S antosh compacted3

Loose4

st. John Compacted3

LOOSe 
-

Rossman compacted3

Loose4

$0.

0.

0 .

0 .

0.

0.

Calculated
Costffon

w/lVeekly
Seryicel

Monthly
Charge for

I Cubic Yard

$r .46

2 .77

1 .73

l .  15

1 .24

Monthly
Charge for
32 Gal. Can
w,/Week1y
Servicez

$0.23

o.2r

0. 18

$3.00

4 .00

2.  80

3 .20

2 .35

2 .56

Calculation based on 52 weeks oer , 12 months per year,
yard for serviced container, 250#fo loose refuse.
Calculation based on 52 weeks per
yard for seryiced container,

, 12 montbs per year,

- Received at 500 pounds per cubic
- Received at 250 pounds per cubic

225# per cubic

225# per cubic2

3
4



TABLE 5
MSD SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT STUDY
FUND SOURCES FOR SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT

Revenue Sources MSD County City State

Grants and Loals to local governments

Borrow fTom Counties and Cities
Within District

Bonded Debt
G, O. Bonds, upon voter approval

Limitation

Revenue Bonds, upon voter approval
No Limitations

Specia.l Assessments

Direct Service or User Charges

Franchise Fees or License Surcharges

Point of Purchase Charges for
Specified Wastes

Indirect Service or User Charges

A. V. Tax Levy, upon voter apptoval

x

x
7O/o of.

T .C .V .

I/2% ot

n/a n/a

x

\/a

rL/a

t7/a

n/a

n/e

n/a

Provide
Legislative

Sr4port

Provide
Legislative

Support

n/a

X
2% ot

T .C.V .
(1 )

X
37 of.

T ,C .V .
(1)

(3)

x

x

(3)

Y

x

(21

X

(4)

(5)(s)X

X

(6)

I - Must be authorized by charter.
2 - Lacks definite remonstrative procedures.
3 - Not identified for solid waste.
4 - Only for charges il connection with metropolitan aspects,

unless agreement with local governments.
5 - Point of purchase charges should be established on a regional basis.
6 - Subject to 6 percent limitation of Oregon Constitution.

(6)

2 -76



TABLE 6
MSD SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT STUDY
POPULATION AND DWELLING UNITS - 1970 CENSUS

Territorial
Afea NISD

Dvelling Units I

\J

{

Clackamas County

Columbia County

Multnomah County

Washington County

Total

166, r00

28,800

556,700

157,900

909,500

11r ,300

553, 100

143, 500

807,900

800

800

3,600

400

,600

54,600

9, 500

209, 000

52,400

325, 500

36,700

207, 800

47, 800

292,300

Area lvlsD Ortside I\{SD

17,900

9, 500

l ,200

4,600

33,200

I - Total dwelling unlts, including occtpied triler
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PROGRAM I FICATION

ENGINEERING SYSTEMS AND DESCRTPTI

The COR-MET engineering repo

1. Regional Processible Sys

2. Non-processible Waste Sy

3 .  Sc rap  T i re  Sys tem.

4. Colurnbia County System.

The  reg iona l  p rocess ib le  sys
for the MSD area. The system inc

cost has been recognized and acce
resource recoverv would eventual l

The non-pro ce s s ib l-e system
demol i t ion wastes that could not
system. waste volumes for th is
percent of  the total  waste in the
is essent ial ly a cont inuat ion of
in the three-county area, The en

disposal wi thin the four-county
recommended scrap tire carr j"er
to regulate the system under pr i
subsequently adopted two ordinan

The Columbia County system w
The Colunbia County system cons j.s
serve adjacent communities and on

e area. The higher in i t ia l
ted in the expectation that

red.uce the hiqher costs.

s developed for construct ion and
e handled by the processi-ble
stem are estimated at about ll-
three-county area. The system

e demol i t ion si tes that exist

a.  The consultants and staf f
scrap t i re processing permits

te ownership and operat ion. MSD
that wi l l  take ef fect  when

developed as a separate system.
of four t ransfer s i tes to

1andf i11 for receivinq al l

t  includes four

em.

bas i c  sys tems :

em is the major system proposed

developed for the recovery of
udes six mi l l ing faci l i t ies
ndary mater ials,  t ransport
.  MSD selected this system
tems for processible wastes

capital  and annual costs for

faci l i t ies,  and sani tary landf i l
f rom four proposed al ternat ive sy
to enable resource recoverv.  Bo
the se.l-ected system are hj-gher th the al , ternat ive desiqned to
meet only the disposal need.s of

the system but did not provj-de
ineer provi i led guidel ines for
tem costs because al l  costs are

expected to be pr ivately f inanced

The scrap tire sys tem rrTas de eloped to reduce i l legal  t i re

speci f ic condit ions are developed. and approved by the board.

wastes from the Columbia County
t ion and processible wastes.

3-r

ea. This includes both demol i -



The projected engineering costs for the regional processibl"e
system and the Cof urnb ia county system were based on the following
operat ing condit ions:

P a n i  n n r l  D r a a a c e ' i  h 1 6  q r z c + a f r .

1 .  Fac i l i t i es  des igned  fo r  100  pe rcen t  o f  p ro jec ted
generated. quant i t ies.

2.  A11 processible wastes handled by the proposed mi l l ing
fac i l i t i e s .

3.  Each mi l l ing faci l i ty open for the disposal of  wastes
by the general  publ ic,  f ranchised haulers,  and pr ivate
hau le rs .

4.  Waste from each of the def ined generat ion centers routed
to  ass igned  m i l l i ng  fac i l i t y .

5.  Residual miLled waste routed to assigned sani tary
Iand.f ills .

6 .  San i ta ry  l and f i 11s  rece i ve  on l y  m i -1 led  re fuse .

Columbia County Sys tem:

L. Faci l i t ies designed for 85 percent of  projected gen-
erated quant i t ies.

2.  Four t ransfer faciLi t ies receive processible and
bulky wastes from publ ic,  pr ivate,  and franchise
haulers f rom the generat ion areas nearest the faci l i ty.

)  ^ - ^  ^ ^ - . i ! - - - y landf i l l  receives al l -  non-proces s ib l-  e wastes
including paper s ludges fron the St.  He1ens areai
processible and bulky wastes from publ ic,  pr ivate,  and
franchisecl  haulers in the inmediate area of the landf i l1;
and al l  wastes handled from the transfer faci l i t ies.

PROGRAMS AND ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCIES

For impLementat ion the four systems can be cons j -dered as two:
a regional program, and a Colunbia County system.

The regional program includes the regional processibfe system,
the non-processible waste system, and the scrap tire system. The
non-processible waste system is included as a regional concern
because large quant i t ies of  processible mater ial-s are current ly
being disposed of at  demol i t ion si tes.  MSD should regulate both
systems so that al l  processible waste disposal wj- I l  conply with
the standards establ ished for the area.
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ADJUSTMENTS TO ENGINEERING DATA

The engineering data on pro quan t i t i es ,  cap i ta l  cos t ,
and operation and maintenance required certain adj ustments
to enable devel-opment of the fin c ing  p lan ,

2.

1 . Waste quant i t ies est j_ma

Capital  costs were adj

The Colunbia County system
should be implemented on a coun
re commended. as the implementinq
rent l -y regulates al l  d isposal s i
into agreements wi l l  a l l  incorpo
would be the logical agency to
personnel and special  services

of generation rates w
proj  ect ions .

using an annual inf lat i
struct ion and 5 percent
taL costs in the engine
ENR Construct ion Cost I

3.  Land values were develo
val-ues provided by the
increased. 50 percent to
ment,  and an inf lat j .on
used to forecast acquis

developed separately.  I t
de basis,  Columbia Countv is

ency because the county cur-
within the county,  can enter

ted ci t ies where required, and
tract wi th MSD for.  technical
needed.

d on the basis of  100 percent
reduced 15 percent for revenue

d to the date of  construct ion
factor of  I  percent for con-

or equipment purchases. Capi-
's report  were based on an
x  o f  1770  i . e . ,  1973  cos t s .

d from acreage and assessed
gineer.  Assessed val-ues were

1ow for probable underasses s-
ctor of  6 percent per year was
lon costs in future years.

costs were separated for t rans-
elements to faci l i tate indi-

on factor of  6 percent per
future costs.

4.  Operat ion and
+ v ! ,  r u r r f  ! r r Y a

vidual study.
year was used

ma intenan
and landf
An inf la

to fo
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Tables 7 and 8 show the est
generated and disposed of in the
subject to handl ing as processibl
quant i t ies appear as fol lows:

4

PROGRAM

ted quantities of r.raste now
ee-county area, and potent ial ly

or non-processible waste. The

Pro ce s ible Non-Processible Total

Generated ( tonsr/year)
Disposed ( tons/year)
Percent disposed

77  3 ,
688 ,

73.000
86 ,000

118  ?

846 ,000
774,o0o

91?

00
00
z

These estimates, prepared by
90 percent of the waste generated.
posed of at recognized sites. Th
volume of non-processible waste
or below estimated generation rat
lition actj-vj.ty j-s hi.ghly variabl

Table 7 also
and 73 percent of
processible waste
s  i t es  .

COR-MET, show that onLy about
in the three-county area is dis-

also suggest that the actuaf
any given year may vary above

s because construct ion and demo-

shows that onlv 66 percent of  al l  d isposed waste
cessible waste is received atal l  d isposed p

s i tes .  The  ba l e is received at demolition

These resul ts suggest caut i
wastes on which revenues can be
waste system. This f inancing pl
tures based on 85 percent of the
ible waste projected by COR-MET.
for :

in estimating the vo lurne of
d to pay for the processible

assumes revenues and exPendi-
nerated quant j . t ies of  process-

The 15 Dercent red.uction allows

1. Cont inued loss of  about
d i sposed  quan t i t i es .

2.  The di f f icul ty of  ident i
processible waste receiv

0 percent between generated and

ing and accounting: for non-
d at  demol i t ion si tes.

3.  Diversion of  wastes from
the regional system.

the waste stream before enter ing

To obtain revenues frorn dis aI of  even 85 percent of  the
processible waste generated in th
to i l ivert  most processible waste
or l-evy dj-sposal charqes on proce
t i on  s i t es .

three- county area, MSD will have
ow received at demol- i t ion si tes,
sibl-e waste received at demol i -

4-L



PROGRAM EXPENDITURES

Total  Annual Program Coscs

Table 9 summarizes the total  annual cost of  the regional pro-
gram through IgSO/8I ,  wi th subsequent costs at  f ive-year intervals.

Adninistrat ive costs for the processible '  non-proces s ib Ie '
and scrap t i re systems were determined from MSD and engineering
informat ion. Capital-  and operat ion and maintenance costs are
ident i f ied only for the processible system, because the other
systems do not require I4sD ownership and operat ion- Processible
system costs are further div ided among the mi l l ing, t ranspoxt '
and landf i l l  e lements involved.

The total  annual cost,  projected to be about $6.7 mi l l ion
fo r  1978 /79 ,  i s  based  on  pub l i c  f i nanc ing .  cos ts  fo r  t he  m i l l i ng '
t ransport ,  and 1andf i1l  e lements include land acquisi t ion and
repla-ement equipment.  Land needs are met by acquisi t ion and
lease arranqements.  Equipment purchase is planned or iginalJ-y
from grants and loans from peQ. Equipment replacement is planned
on a lease-purchase bas is.

Current fease-purchase informat ion indicates that 5 percent
f inancing can be arranged for lease terms comparable to the pro-
jected service l ives of  the equipment leased. For f inancial
planning, lease terms two years shorter than average service l i fe
have been used.

The author i ty of  MSD to obtain equipment by lease-purchase
may have to be establ ished by legis lat ion. The lease-purchase
technique is especial ly desirable in f inancing per iodic rePlace-
ment of equipment because it evens out the flow of capital funds
and sets in orderly procedure for regularly updating the equipment
in  use .

The annual capi tal  costs are based on publ ic rather than
private f inancing. Pub1ic f inancing is proposed because:

1. LJocal-  agencies can use DEQ grants for sol id waste faci-
l i t i e s .

2. Private financing for a given amount is more costlY
+h. r r  hr  r l . \ ' l  i  . .

3. Franchise agteements are di f f icul t  to structure when
costs are f inanced over a term di f ferent f rom the l i fe
of the franchise, when faci l i t ies to be provided by
pr ivate sources last  beyond the franchise l i fe,  or when
service l ives may be extended or waste volumes reduced
by resource recovery programs .
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TABLE 9
ANNUAL PROJECTION (INCLUDING INFLATION FACTORS) ($OOO)
REGIONAL PROGRAM

1975 1976 1977 r978/79

$ 202

$ 4 3
r,204

$ r , 2 4 7

r l  t t < $ 227

$r,  080
2, 583

$3,663

$r,  334

$ 7O7
784

$r" 491

24r

l ,  I88
2 ,753

364
l, 720
,484

1980

$ 236

$r, 169
2,937

I 360
r ,  191

$r, ssr

$ 734
925

$1,659

r990

$ 4sg

$ 2,5s3
6,824

$ 9,377

$  r ,056
2,963

$ 4,019

$ r ,329
2 ,071

$ 3,400

r99 5

$ 613

$ r ,4 rs r
9,629

$ 1r, 047

$  r ,324
3 ,0 r3

$ 4,337

Administradon

Capi.tal costs
O&M costs
Subtotal

Tranaport
Capital costs
O&M costs
Subtotal

l'"rraf t2
e"pltd-"o"t"3
O&M costs
Subtotal

Annual Cost

$ 191

( - - -

225
$225

46
$ 4 6

$ 3 0
ro4

$134

820

$ 415
2, 422

$t 837

$ 164
840

$ r" 004

$ 4r5
745

$r, G0

94r

$ 1,499
4 , 5 5 5

$ 6,0s4

$ 488
2 ,0 r0

$ 2,498

$ 968
1,326

$  2 , 2 9 4

$ 3,470
14,383

$17,853

$ 803
4,4r2

c  <  , t q

$ 340
994

$ r r
380

c. aol

94
402

$ 7s61 $ 2,033
4,976 7,382

$  5 , 7 3 2  $  9 , 4 1 5

$

$ 496

748
862

1 . 6 t 0

$s96 92,  336 $5,216 $6,  715 7,276 $7,372 $ 1r ,  r88

I - Figures show decline in leaseTurchase pa]rments that are over a short
2 - Disposal at 85 percert of projected generation,
3 - tunual lease for D,Jrham, L97S/76 throiugrr lgTZ /7g j and for Rossman, I /77 tttrot;.gh 1980/81, 1d included.

$r7,2s4 $2r,729 $33.303

$4, 106
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Annual capi tal  costs as sh
of DEQ loans and lease-purchase
large increase in annual capi tal
t ransport  elements between L9 85/
replacement equipment.  The incr
the landf i l l  e lement dur ing this
costs for the Havden Is land land

in Tabl-e 9 ref lect  repayment
replacement equipment.  The

costs for the mi l l inq center and
and 1990,/91 is requirei l  for
e in annual-  capi- tal  costs for

€rme period reflects developnent
11 .

Ta"ble 10 ident i f ies al l
ing centers and landf i  l ls  .
the mi l l ing centers and aLL
lease costs for the Rossman

acquisi t ion costs for
include acquisi t ion of
l oped  l and f i l l s ,  p lus

Cos
unde
and

the cap
capi ta1

the mi l l -
land for

annual
aln landf i l - l -s.

Undeve loped  land f i I I  s i t es e recommend.ed for purchase
rather than lease because the f i ts der ived from land reclama-
t ion should be used to of fset p
Rossman and Durham sites are re

arn costs in future years.  The

Durham si te has a short  l i fe,  an
man si te have alreadv incurred

f acili.ty are grouped by items
with common inf lat ion factors, ce l ives, or s imi lar f inancing.

Tables 11 through 13 ident i
ing center,  t ransport ,  and landf
cessible system. Costs for each

Table l I  shows the capi tal
centers.  Equ j -pment costs were
of their  service l - ives. The f i
l -ectors,  scales, and recorders
The second. group includes all o
cost for mi l l inq centers is abou
includes al l  equipment necessary

units for handl ing wastes from t
uni-t, as defined by the engineer
t ra i l e rs  a t  a  1973  base  cos t  o f
to be f inanced by lease-purchase

Table 13 ident i f ies
ment of  the system. The
OId Pumpkin si te was not

d for lease because the
the current owners of the Ross-
or costs for land reclamation.

al l  capi tal  costs for the mi lL-
l- elements of the regional pro-

rements of the millincr
nt j . f ied in two groups because

group includes only dust coL-
t  have 25-year service l ives.

equipment.  The total  in i t ia l
$14 .3  m i l l i on .  Th i s  cos t

six rni l l ing f  aci l - i t ies.  Each
includes one tractor and three
4 ,000 .  Fu tu re  equ ipmen t  cos ts ,
are also sumrnarized.

tal-  costs for the landf i l l  e le-
cost to acquire and develop the

because i t  occurs late i -n the

corrugated. mater ials.  I t  does
or the recovery of ferrous and

include air  separat ion equip-
ment because detai led costs were t proviilecl.

Replacement equipment needs
Table 50 and 51. A11 capi tal  co
ing and contingency all-oivance to

re determi.ned from Volume I,
s include a 25 percent engineer-

pay the cost of  evaluat ing di f -
ferent kinds of equiprnent which y be avai lable in the future.

Table 12 ident i f ies aI I  cap
port  element,  About $2 mi l l ion

al  requirements of  the trans-
s required for the in i t ia l  24

incl,



TABLB 10
LAND ACQU]SITION COSTS
REGIONAL PROC ESSIBLE SYSTEM

Element
Assessed

Value I Acreagez
Acquisition

Costo

Milling Centers
Columbia Boulevard
Durham
llillsboro -Cornelius

Killingsworth ald 82nd
S,E. Portland
Rossman

Landfill Sites
Durha-
Cipole
Old Pumpkin
Rossman
Alford
st. John
llayden Is1and

$r8 ,200
11,000
2,500

15,800
50,000
3, 500

$  - -
3 ,2005

3,500
t,_1oo

3,300

$ r40,000
85, 000
20,000

120,000
380,000
30,000

$ 30,0004
r, 152,000

60,
r,090,

__7

oool
2000

3,663, 000

5
D

J

5
)
5

u0
240

740

240

2

i

J

6

- Assessed property values per acre for comparable sized parcels in the general
area of the site, pfovided by COR-MET.

- Acreap requirements provided by COR-MET.
- Acquisition costs reflect a 50 percent increase in assessed values to account

for possible underassessment,
- Affnral lease based on a 10.2 percent rate of aeturn.
- Value iacreased to account for assessment and deferred farm rate, back taxes.
- Annual inflation of 6 percent per year for 8 years included to reflect ac4risition

cost in 1981.
- Nomina-l an-nual lease recommended.
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study period. Compactor equipment replacement was delayed to
ref lecl  the longer service l - i fe that would resul t  f rom processing
85 rather than 100 percent of  the quant i t ies est imated by COR-MET.

Except for lease and l -ease-purchase payments,  1ocal  capi tal
costs are proposed to be met f rom DEQ loans. The loans are to be
secured. by long term obl igat ions payable ser ial ly.

Five separate obl igat ions are recommended. Each obl igat ion
and i ts at locat ion to each system element are summarized j -n Tabl-e
14. Tables 14-1 through f4-5 show the repayment schedules. Each
obl igat ion includes an af lowance of about 5 percent to cover
administrat ive expenses'  costs of  issuance, start-up costs,  and
cont ingencies. Tables 15 through 17 show the resuLt ing annual
cap i ta l  cos ts  fo r  a I I  t h ree  sys tems .

An equipment deposi t  reserve is recommended for faci l - i t ies
with service l ives less than l -5 years.  The reserve provides reve-
nue accumul-at ion dur ing equipment service l - i fe to repay obl iga-
t ions which mature af ter €he equipment wears out.  Tables 15'  16,
and I7 show need.ed depos its

Annual deposi ts in the equipment reserve accumulate earnings
at 7.5 percent per year dur ing the actual  equipment 1i fe.  Annual
payments from the reserve begin when the equipment is retired and
cont inue unt i l  a l l  obl igat ion payments are made. with this
approach current users of  the system pay fees only to f inance
equipment then in service. never to continue Pal''ments on equipment
long since ret i red. At the same t ime DEQ wi l l  have the advantage
of a deposi t  reserve to secure payment of  the long term loans
even after the f j - rst  generat ion of  equipment is ret i red.

operat ion and Maintenance costs

Operat j -on and maintenance costs for the mi l l ing, t ransport ,
and landf i11 elements of  the regional processible system are
shown on Tabl-e 18. Operat ion and maintenance costs were scaled
d.own to ref lect  85 percent of  the quant i t ies est imated by COR-MET '

Mi l l ing. operat ion and maj-ntenance costs,  excluding labor
and inEI?-ance, were decreased by 10 percent.  This decrease was
calculated from the operat ion and maintenance cost project j -ons
provided in Volume I I I ,  Tables 0-1 thru 0-19, based on adjusted
generat ion rates in tons per year.

Transport .  operat ion and maintenance costs,  excluding 1abor,
were ffiEEEEI bv 15 percent, based on advice given by the
enganeer.

Landf iLl .  Annual-  costs for equipment operat ion and mainten-
ance, cover coscs and labor costs,  were recalculated based upon
unit  costs provided separately by the engineer,  the cost proiec-
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t ions provided in Vofume I I I ,  T
generat ion rates. This procedur
reduct ion in landf i ] l  cover and
nance costs that result from the
by resource recovery.

thru 0-38, and adj  usted
used to estimate the

operat ion and mainte-
in quant i t ies provided

1es  0 -20
was aLso

pment
decreas e

Admini .strat ive Costs

Administrat ive costs de
shor^rn in Tal:le 19. Personnel r
engineering and agency informati
t j . f ied for the regional process t ^

\^7aste system, and scrap tire sys

Administrative costs were
and escalated 6 percent a year.
in the salary base of each posi
an allo$/ance for contract servi

for the regional program are
ts were est imated from

Staff  requirements are iden-
system, the non-proces s ib le

tabl ished on a l -974 saLary base
Overhead expenses are included
on. The est imate also includes

and cont ingencies.

PROGRAM REVENUES

Capacity charges,
mended for meeting the
program.

fees, and gate
h requirements

fees are recom-
of the regional

Recovery of llaul Cost Savings

The program will save haul
tors and other users wiII trans
Table 20 shorrrs haul cost savinqs
This amount represents a savinls
out ly ing generat ion areas. Sa
col lect ion vehicle costs for ea
capital , labor, and operation an
decreased haul distances.

Tabl-e 21 shows the present
savings ancl regional transport
haul cost savings are based on I
year for annual cost inf lat ion
increases occurring subsequent
equal or exceed. the cost of the

To recover haul  cost savinq
sidered :

1. Direct charges
separate charge
hauler based on

sts because franchised coI1ec-
rt  $ras tes shorter distances.
to be about $1 mifLion per year.
of  up to $9 per ton per t r ip for

s are based on representat ive
generation center and incl,ude
maintenance savinqs due to

rth comparison between haul cost
s t s  t h rough  1986 /87 .  P ro  j  ec ted
73  cos ts ,  p lus  5  pe rcen t  pe r
d 2 percent per year for quantity

1975 .  Sav ings ,  f o r  t he  reg ion .
egional t ransport  element.

, three methods have been con-

franchi  s e
annual-

to each
would ve to

pment

based on his savings. A
be negot iated with each
and method of operat ion.h i s



2. Transportat ion surcharges at each mi l l ing center that
represent average savings for the areas served. The
su rcha rge  wouLd  be ,  i n  e f fec t ,  an  add i t i ona l  ga te  fee
related to t ransportat ion rather than to disposal costs.

3.  Capaci ty charges that assign average transport  costs on
a reqional-  basis or on a count) .wide basis.  The capaci ty
charge involves a commj-tment by the hauler to pay the
cost of  the transport  system in return for a savings in
gate fee. Those who do not subscr ibe for capaci ty would
pay the transport  surcharge.

Capaci ty charges, based. on transport  capaci ty required, are
recomrnend.ed for several reasons.

1. The charge is direct ly t ied to the cost of  subst i tut j .ng
the publ ic ly owned transport  system for haul  in pr ivat-
eIy owned col lect ion vehicles.

2.  The charge can be based on the t tansport  system costs,
and can be structured to al locate transport  costs on a
coun tyw ide  bas i s .

3.  The approach is easier to administer than one which
requires negot iat ing a separate charqe for each col lector.

4.  The col lector who feels that he wi l l  not save enough on
r ^  . i  ^  - 5 e + . 1  ^ " 'ar!-  yq!,--*- l ,ar  operat ion to ' r^ 'arrant a purchase of capaci ty
can opt not to purchase capaci ty or to delay his purchase
unt i l  he re-equips to take ful l  advantaqe of the new
sys tem.

5. The capaci ty charge grants each franchised col l -ector a
r ight to use the transport  system in proport ion to his
advance commi tment to help pay for it.

A l - ,200 ton-per-year capaci ty uni t  is recommended to enable
even very smal l  col lect ion services to purchase capaci ty in l ieu
of paying the transport  charge. The transport  surcharge per ton
is set at  1/1000th of  the capaci ty charge to encourage purchase.

The capaci ty charge is increased over a four-year phase to
al low col lectors t ime to recover haul  cost savings ,  e.q. ,  se1l
equipment,  adjust personnel needs, and adjust f ranchise fees, i f
warranted .

Both capaci ty charges and transport  surcharges are escalated
at 7 percent per year afEer L979/80.
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TABLE ]4
OBLICATION NLMBER AND FACILITIES
REGIONAL PROCE5SELE SYSTEM

Oblkation
Numbe!

1974 22
1975 22
t9E0 22
1964 22
t986 22

ro/r/74 -
ro/r/75 - r0/r
ro/L/n - $/
r0/r/84 - ro
ro/v86 - ro/

A.Eroutrt

$ 6,275.2 S 7,400
12,48i],9 14,600
t,927.8 2,300
3,256,0 3,800
2, l lE.o 2,500

Obligatiotr
Amount

I
2
3

5

Nurbber Elemedt atrd Item
Life

Years Arrlorst

La!d, cons*Eucdon 4!d equlpEeBt
E CIUTPrnEDI
Subtotal

Tlalrsport
Eq'',p*""t*

L€.ldJilI
l,ajd ard co4Efucdo!
EqiipElelrt
Equipment*
&lbtotal
totat

Cods Euc tio.a ald equiphe
Equipmeat*
Subtotel

Tfa.Esport
EqulFdent'

l-a.drulll

EEifiction

Subtotal
Toral

3 AlJord LsndJiII lrdd
aid ConsEuctlotr

4 HaydeB Ista.Dd Lanalfill CoDstructioD

5 Hillsboio Coinelius Milling Celter
Buildings
lqulpmenr

'Equipment d€posii reserve recommended to
equipment portioB of loan upoD retirement of
lecommended for equipmelt with 15 oi lnore

V+ $ 1,927.s .t00.0

13+ $ 3,256.0 !(D.0

25 $ r,200.0 56.7
t0  9 r8 .o  43 .3

$-tlfi.o roo.o

repaFaent of
No deposi!

23.6
t3 .8

EN

0.6
r . 2

100.0

25
l0

$ r ,479,8
866.6

$ 2,346.4

10

Varles
l5+
I0

10

Veriea
l5+
7

$ 3,0o4.s
9r .0

154.0
$-3=7tF
$t2,4e6.9

$ 2r?.7 3.s

IO

$ 3, s94.2
43.4

$1;7lrJ
$  6 ,ns .2

$  3 ,9?6.O 31,9
3 ,658.2  29 .3

$ 7,634.2 6L.2

$ l,600.2 r2.8

26.O
lm.0

sefiice life.



TABLE I4-i
OBLIGATION NO. I - OCTOBER 1974
REGIONAL PROCESSIBLE SYSTEM

Year
Ma ring Principal
October I Outstanding

Interes t
ar.5%

Princ ipa I
Maturfug

Bond
Service

r97s/76
r97 6/77
1977 /78
1978/79
r979/80
1980/81
L98r/82
1982/83
1983/84
1984/8s
198s/86
1986/87
1987 /88
1988,/89
1989/90
r99O/9r
r99r/92
r992/93
1993/94
r994/9s
1995/96
1996/97

$7, 400,000
7, 400,000
7, 400,000
7,250,OO0
7,000,000
6, 750,000
6, 500,000
6, 200,000
5, 900,000
5, 600,000
5,300,000
4, 950,000
4, 600,000
4, 250,000
3, 850,000
3, 450,000
3, 000,000
2, 550,000
2, 100,000
1, 600,000
l, 100,000

550,000

Construction Fund
Funded interest
Other costs
Obligation amount

: : :

$150,000
250,000
250,000
250,000
300,000
300,000
300,000
300,000
350,000
350,000
3s0,000
400,000
400,000
450,000
450,000
450,000
500,000
500,000
550,000
550,000

$6,275,2OO
740,000
384, 800

$7, 400,000

$370,000+
370,000*
520,000
612,500
600,000
587, 500
625,000
610,000
595,000
580,000
615,000
597,500
s80,000
612, 500
592,500
622,500
600,000
577, sOO
605,000
580,000
615,000
577 ,500

$370,000
370,000
370,000
362,500
350,000
337,500
325,000
310,000
295,000
280,000
265,000
247 ,500
230,000
2r2 ,500
192,500
172, 500
150, 000
L27,500
r0s, 000
80,000
s5,000
27,500

*Payable fr om bond proceeds,
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TABLE I4.2
OBLICATION NO. 2 - OCTOBER 1975
REGIONAL PROCESSELE SYSTEM

Year
Maturing
October I

Principal
Outstand

Intexe
at

Principal
Ma

Bond
Service

r976/77
1977 /78
r978/79
1979/80
1980/81
L98L/82
1982/83
1983/84
1984/8s
198s/86
1986/87
1987 /88
t988/89
1989/90
L99O/9r
r99L/92
1992/93
t993/94
1994/9s
r995/96
1996/97
1997 /98

$730,
730,
730,
715,
690,
665,
640,
615,
585,
5s5,
525,
490,
455,
420,
380,
340,
300,
t ( q

2ro,
r60,
110,
55,

$14,600,000
14, 600,000
14, 600,000
14,300, 000
13, 800,000
13, 300,000
12, 800,000
12,300,000
l l ,700,000
1r, 100,000
10,500, 000
9, 800,000
9, 100,000
8,400,000
7,600,000
6,800,000
6, 000,000
5, 100,000
4,200,000
3,200,000
2,200,000
r, 100,000

Construction Fund
Funded interest
Other costs
Obligation Amount

s soO,0oo
500,000
500,000
500,000
500,000
600,000
600,000
600,000
700,000
700,ooo
700,000
800,000
800,000
800,000
900,000
900,000

1,000,000
1,000,000
r, 100,000
r, r00,000

$ 730,000*
730,000+

1,030,000
r ,  215,000
r, r90,000
r, 165,000
r, 14O,000
1,  215,000
1, r85,000
1, r55,000
1, 225,000
1, 190,OOO
1, r55,000
1, 220,000
1, r80,000
I, r4l0,000
1,200,000
I, 155,000
1, 210,000
1, 160,000
1,2r0 ,000
1, 155,000

$12,484,000
r,430,000

686,000
$r4,600, ooo

aPayable from bond proceeds ,



TABLE 14-3
OBLIGATION NO. 3 - OCTOBER TSSO
RE GIONAL PROCESSIBLE SYSTEM

Year
Maturing
October 1

Principal
Outstandirg

Interest
at  5%

Principal
Maturing

Bond
Service

L98r/82
1982/83
1983/84
r984l8s
r98s/86
1986/87
1987 /88
1988/89
1989/90
r99O/91
r99L/92
1992/93
1993/94
1994/9s
r99s/96
1996/97
t997 /98
1998/99
1999/00
zOW/OL
2001/02
2OO2/03

$r15, 000
r r5 ,000
r r5 ,000
1r5 ,000
108,000
104, 000
100, 000
95, 500
9r ,000
86, 500
8r ,500
76, 500
7r, 000
65, 500
59, 500
53, 500
47,000
40, 000
33,000
25, 500
17, 500
9,000

s zo, ooo
70, 000
80,000
80, 000
90,000
90,000
90,000

100,000
i00,000
110,000
110, 000
120, 000
120, 000
130,000
r40, 000
r40, 000
150, 000
r60,000
170,000
r80,000

$1,927,sOO
230,000
142,500

$2,300,000

$115,000*
r l5 ,000*
r85 ,000
18r ,500
r88,000
r84,000
r90,000
185, 500
181, 000
186, 500
18r ,500
186, 500
181,000
r85, 500
r79,500
183, 500
187,000
r80,000
183,000
185, 500
187, 500
189,000

$2,300, 000
2,300, 000
2,300, 000
2,230,  000
2,  r60 ,000
2,080, 000
2,000, 000
1 ,9 r0 ,000
r, 820,000
1, 730,000
1,630,000
1, 530, 000
1,420,000
1, 3r0, 000
1, 190,000
r, 070,000

940, 000
800, 000
660, 000
510,000
350, 000
r80, 000

Construction Fund
Funded interest
Other costs
ObLigation Amount

"Payable from bond proceeds .
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TABLE 14.4
OBLIGATION NO.4 . OCTOBER T984
REGIONAL PROCESSIBLE SYSTEM

Year
Maturing Principal Interes

$r90,
rqn
190,
185,
r79 ,
t73,
L66,
r59,
152,
r44,
r36,
t27 ,
l  l 8 ,
108 ,
98 ,
88,
77 ,
65,
53,
40,

T4,

Prircipal Bond
Servicero / l Outs

r98s/86
1986/87
1987 /88
7988/89
t989/90
L99O/9r
r99r/92
1992/93
1993/94
r994/95
r99s/96
1996/97
1997 /98
1998/99
1999/O0
2OOO/Or
ZOOL /O2
2Oo2/O3
2OO3/04
2OO4/05
2OO5/06
2006/07

roo, ooo
120,000
120,000
r40,000
140,000
r40,000
160,000
160,000
180,000
180,000
200,000
200,000
200,000
220,000
240,OOO
240,044
260,000
260,000
260,000
280,000

$r90,000*
190,0004
290,000
305,000
299,OOO
313,000
306,000
299,OOO
3r2, 000
304,000
376,OOO
307,000
318,000
308,000
298,000
308,000
317, 000
305,000
313,000
300,000
287,000
294,OOO

$3, 800,000
3, 800,000
3, 800,000
3,700, 000
3,580,000
3,460,000
3,320,000
3,  180,000
3,040,000
2,  880,000
2,720,000
2,540,000
2,360,000
2,  160,000
1, 960, 000
1, 760, 000
1,540,000
1, 300,000
r ,060,000

800,000
540,000
280,000

Construction Fund
Funded Intefest
Other costs
Obligation Amount

$3,

$3,

,000
,000
,000
,000

* Payable from bond proceeds .
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TABLE I4-5
OBLIGATION NO. 5 - OCTOBER 1986
REGIONAL PROCESSELE SYSTEM

Year
Maturing Principal

L}/I Outstanding at 5/6
Inter€st Principal

Maturing
Bond

Service

t987 /88
r988/89
1989/90
L99O/91
r99r/92
1992/93
1993/94
r994/95
L99s/96
1996 /97
1997 /98
1998/99
1999/O0
2OOO/Or
2001/02
2OO2/O3
2OO3/04
2004/0s
2AOs/06
2006/o7
2007 /o8
2008/o9

$125 ,000
r25 ,000
r25,000
12r ,000
r17 ,000
r 13, 000
r08,500
r04,000
99,000
94,000
88,500
83,000
77,000
71, 000
64,500
57, 500
50,500
43,000
35,000
27,OOO
r8,500
9,500

$2,  1 r8 ,000
250,000
132, 000

$2, 500,000

ao,00o
80,000
80,000
90,000
90,000

100,000
100,000
110,000
110,000
120,000
120,000
130,000
140,000
r40,000
r50,000
160,000
160,000
170,000
180, 000
190,000

$125,000*
125,000*
205,000
201, 000
197,000
203,000
198,500
204,000
199,000
2O4,OOO
198,500
203,000
197,000
201,000
204,500
197,500
200,500
203,000
195,000
197,000
198,500
199,500

$2, 500, 000
2,500,000
2,500,000
2,420,O00
2,340,000
2, 260, 000
2, r70, 000
2,080,000
1,980,000
1,880,000
1 ,77 0, OOO
r, 660,000
r ,540,000
r, 420, 000
r ,290 ,000
r ,  150,000
r ,0 r0 ,000

860,000
700,000
540,000
370,000
190,000

Construction Fund
Funded Interest
Other costs
Obligation Amount

*Payable from bond proceeds.
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TABLE T5
ANNUAL CAPITAL COSTS FOR MILLING CENT
REGIONAL PROCESSIBLE SYSTEM

frligation
No. I

otrligation
No. 2

frligation
No.5

ELEMENT ($000)

Equipment
Deposit l
Reserve^ Lease

Purchase

Total
Alnua,I
Amount

r97s/76
197 6 /77
1977 /78 $r94
1978/79 229
1979/80 224
1980/81 22O
r98l/82 234
1982/83 228
1983/84 223
r984l85 2r7
1985/86 23O
1986/87 223
1987/88 2r7
1988/89 229
r989/9O 222
r990/9r 233
L99I/92 224
1992/93 216
1993/94 226
1994/95 2r7
1995/96 230
1996/97 276
1997 /98
1998/99
1999 /00
2OO0/O1

37.4 6r.2 I

$630
743
728
713
698

725
707
750
728
707
747 $205
722 201
698 r97
734 203
707 r98
740 204
7ro 199
740 204
707 r98

203
197
20r

its Exoenditures

$43
227
22r
221
221
221
221
22r
22r
22r
r79

45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
!tJ

$(82)
(42e1
(423)
(4391
(432)
(417)
(431)
(422)
(434)
(425)
(434',)
(338)
(88)
(8s)
(87t

$ 341
7 ,783
1 ,783
1 ,783
1 ,783
1 ,783
r ,783
r ,783

6s9
3,356
3,356
3,356
J ,  JCO

3,356

$43
4r5

1,080
1 ,188
7,769
1, 168
7 ,747
7, 787
1 ,763
r ,499
2 ,853
, ,oq

2,34 t
2 ,563
r  ( (q

2, 530
2, 550
2, 196

772
|  41R

4 ,727
3 ,968
3,47r
3,468
3,470

I - Equipment Lbposit Reserves:

13.8 percent of Obligation No. I -

a- $42,6OO a-nnual deposit at 7.5 percent

29. 3 percent of Cbligation bb. 2 -

trom 1976 /77 through 1985/86.

a $178, 800 arnuaf deposit at 7. 5 percent

43.3 percent of Obligation No. 5 -

ftom 1977 /78 through L986/87.

a $t14, 800 annua-l deposit at 7. 5 percent from 1988/89 though 1997/98.



TABLE 16
ANNUAL CAPITAL COSTS
REGIONAL PROCESSIBLE

FOR TRANSPORT ELEMENT ($OOO)
SYSTEM

Obligation
No. I

Year 3.5%

Equipment
Deposit
Reserve

Deposits Expenditures

Obligation
No. 2
12 .8%

Lease
Purchas e

TotaI
Amount

r975/76
r976 /77
1977 /78
r978/79
1979 /80
1980/81
r98r/82
1982/83
L98s/84
1984/8s
L98s/86
1986/87
1987 /88
r988/89
1989 /9O
1990/9r
L99r/92
1992/93
1993/94
r994/9s
r995/96
1996/97
1997 /98
1998/99
1999 /OO
2000/01

$l;;
l bo

r52
r49
r46
r56
r52
r48
I D /

152
t48
r56
r51
r46
r54
r48
r55
r48
r55
r48

(r72)
(r6e)
(r771
(173)
(167)
(174)
(169)
(17s)
(170)
(17s)
(t1)

$se
99
99
99
qa

148
r48
202
230
849

1,006
r, 105
I, 105
1,056
1,056
1,122
1, 078

763
/ J O

1,682
1,938
2, r53
2,266
2,033

$  1 r
164
340
364
360
358
403
4r3
462
488

r, r05
r,006
l ,  105
I, 105
1,056
1,056
L, T22
1,078

763
/ JO

r ,682
1 ,938
2, 153
2,266
2,033

q.r 9

2 l
2 l
21
22
21
21
20
z t

27
20
27
21
z z

2 l
20
2 l
20
22

?2

$1r
88
88
88
88
88
88
88
88
88
78

I - Equipment Deposit Reserves:

3.5 percent of Obligation No, 1 -

a $10,800 arurual deposit at 7.5 percent interest from

12.8 percent of Obligation No. 2 -
a $78, 100 annual deposit at 7.5 percent interest from

I97 6 /7 7 through 1985,/86.

1977 /7 8 through 1986 /87 .
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TABLE 17
ANNUAL CAPITAL COSTS FOR LANDFILL E
REGIONAL PROCESSIBLE SYSTEM

Obligation Obligation Obligation
No. I Nc. 2 No. 3

Year 59. I

NT ($000)

Equipment
Depo sit
Re serve I Lease

Rrrdlase
TotaI

Amount

r975 /76
1976 /77
1977 /78 $308
1978/79 362
r979/8O 355
1980/81 347
r98r/82 369
1982/83 36r
1983/84 351
1984/85 343
1985/86 363
1986/87 3s3
1987 /88 343
1988.//89 362
r989/9O 3s0
r99O/91 368
1991 /92 355
1992/93 342
1993/94 358
1994/95 343
1995/96 363
1996/97 u2
1997 /98
1998 /99
1999 /0o
2000/01

$268
3r6
310
303
296
316
308
300
318
3r0
300
J l /

307
296
312
300
J I J

302
3r5
300

$185
r82
r88
184
l o n

r86
r81
r86
r82
186
r8 l
r86
r80
184
L87
r80
183
186

$(r4)
(r4)
(22)
(21)
(21)
(22)
(22)
(2r)
(21)
(21)
(22)
(2r)
(zLl(i?
- -

$4
| , 7

T7
L7

4
+

$4
ozJ

647
688
674
689

$ 94 768
r27 996
r27 950
r27 968
t27 960
t t 7  I  t 2 0

JJ  r ,  roJ

177 1 ,302
177 1 ,329
r77 t ,295
r77 t ,295
r77 1 ,307
r77 r ,303
r84 1,324
309 r,436
309 1,100
309 798
309 790
309 803

I - Equipment Depo sit Reserves:

l,2 percent of Obliaation No. 1 -
a $3,700 annual depo sit at 7. S per cent intetre

1.2 percent of Obligation No. 2 -
a $13,700 annual depo sit at 7. S percent

ftom L976 /77 rb.rough 1985/86.

4-23

st from 1977 /78 through 1983 /84.
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TABLE 19
ANNUAL ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS1
REGIONAL PROGRAM

Committee

MSD Board
Technical Advisory Commiftee
Citizens Advisory Committee

Manager
Solid Wa ste Coordinator
Sanitary Engineer
Civil Engineer
Accountant
Secretary
Contingencies and contract services
Total Yearly Requirements: 1973 /7

r974
r97s /7
1976
1977 /7

$ 8'400
9,000
7,2OO

27,500
r8 ,600
19, 900
19, 900
15,600
r0, r00
33, 800

il?o-;00il
180,0003
r91,0003
202, 0003
215,0003
227, OOO3
241, 0003
256,0003

342,0003

458, 0003

613, 0003

820, 0003

engineering and agency information.

Yearly

social se orrity, office over-

r978
1979

I - E stimate for personnel
2 - Includes 30 percent for

1.980 /8

1985

L99O /9

r995

20oo /o

needs based
ulsurance,

head and persorurel eryenses.
3 - Annual inflation of 6 percent per \rear



TABLE 20
TIAUL COST SAVINGS
REGIONAL PROCESSIBLE SYSTEM

Processible

Quantities
Hauledo Annual

Center Mil€age MPH Mileage MPH System System ings (fons/Y€ar) Savings

Gener- Center to . Center to , Cost per Ton per Trip2
ation Existing Sitesr Milling Centersr Current New Sav-

3
3

t2
6
9

18

30 35
27 40
21 40
18 35
18 45
24 30

650
30 35

7
8
9

l0
l l
12
r.)

14

940
940
945
940
645
O Z}J

945
630
630
345
340
340
340
O J J

O J J

335
335
o J 5

635
12 40
12 40
18 45

22 20
21 18
21 20
22 20
18 16
15 14
88

18 19
78
I J

r8v
12 11
20 t7
20 t8
20 20
18 L6
2t 20
21 20
20 18
34 32
29 26
37 36

r1 ,800
r5 ,700
10, 300
6,500

67,600

1:1oo
2,000

14,200
13,000
3,200
5,700

20,900
11, 500

17,300
2,400
4,200

28,700
1,700

38,300
'?,_?oo
6,900

34, 300
83, 800
46,600
r r ,700
6,000
r ,000

$ 94, ooo
1r0, 000
31,000
13,000

r35,000
'!:9oo
8, 000

28,000
39,000
3,000

11,000
42,000
'1:loo

-17, 000
-2,000
8,000

29,000
r ,700

r15,000
'1,_9oo
14,000
34,000
84,000
93,000
24,OOO
18,000
r ,000

,l

$r, oos, o0o-

40
40
40
40
45
J J

45
45

$8
7
i'

2
2
5
0

$38 $30
32 25
25 22
34 32
20 r8
37 32
18 18
38 34

----------15 thnough 28: Same Flaul Distances - No Savings - -
29
30
O I

32
.JJ

34
35
36

38
39
40
4t

43
44
+J
46
47
48
49
50

15
18
12
12
L2
9
9
3
3
9
6

t2
t2
9
9

12
T2
15
r8
2 I
2L

35
40
35
40
Ji)

35
30
30
40
JJ

40
40
35
40
40
.JJ

40
40
40
45

Total

I - Data provided by COR-MBT.
2 - Data obtained from COR-MET computer repofts.
3 - 85 percent of projected waste generation for 1975.
4 - Fralchise collector savings are atlout 90 percent

or $905,000 oI the indicated figure.
Additional haul costs for centers 36 and 37 not included
in total.



TABLE 21
HAUL COSTSAVINGS VS. TRANSPORT
REGION\L PROCESSIBLE SYSTE M

TS ($000)

Transpo Pre sent Worth Comnarison I

Syste Haul Co st Transport
Costs

rg77 /782
1978 /79
r979 /8O
r980/81
r98r /82
r982/83
1983/84
1984/85
r98s /86
1986/87

$r ,314
t ,42I
r ,536
r, 661
r ,796
r ,94r
2,O99
2,269
2,454
2,653

$1, 004
1 ,  187
r ,246
r ,229
1,280
l ,354
1,393
1,448
1 ,479
1, 833

$13,453

L ,4
I ,
| , 71

$r,
I ,

I ,
)
2 ,

$1,3r4
7,2&
r ,290
1,316
r ,u2
1,368
r ,396
| ,423
l ,453
l ,48 r

$13,647

haulers.

I

I
2

- At 6 percent.
- First fiscal year service is availeble



In i t ia l ly haulers should be asked to subscr ibe for caPacity
annualJ,y,  terminable upon loss of  f ranchise. capaci ty charges
wou]d be payable each quarter year in advance. Use of the system
by subscr ibers wi l l  have to be reviewed annual ly to ensure that
no subscr iber pays more than a non-subscr iber for the same ton-
nages .

Projected capaci ty un. i ts,  charges and revenues, and transport
surcharges for al locat ion on a regional basis are as fol- fows:

F  i s  ca l
YeaI

Uni t
Capaci ty Capaci ty

I l h i  + c  a l - . r a 6

Non_
subscr iber

Transpor t
Revenue SqIShe4g

r975 /76
re76 /77
r97 '1 /7 I
197 8/79
L979 /80
r9  8o /81

l -985/86

l-990 /9 0

s2,000
2,1"00
2  , 200
2  , 300
2  , 400

3 ,500

5 ,0  50

s2.40
2 .40
2  . 40
2 .40
2 .40
2  . 55

3 .60

49
208
548
l b 4

s78
trv J

677

t o  I

$ 98 ,000
437 ,000

1 ,206 ,000
r ,297  ,0OO
l_ ,387 ,000
1 ,51-2 ,000

2 t 4 3 7 , O O O

3 , 8 7 3 , 0 0 0

Transport  cost al locat ion on a count l ' . ,v ide basis requires the
fol lowing capaci ty charges and transport  surcharges. The total
revenues equal the regional arnount but are matched to transport
costs for the mi l l ing centers in each county '

cl ackamas Multnomah Wa sh ington
Countl_ County County

FiscaL @aElE 
-TranspdE 

eapaETEy TransFoiE capacity Transport
Year Charge Surcharge Charge Surcharge Charge Surcharge

r97s/76 $  - -  $  - -  $  - -  $  - -  $2,ooo $3.00
t 976 /7 ' 7  1 ,600  1 .90  1 ,800  2 .20  2 ,400  3 -00
1977 /78  r , 7OO 1 .90  1 ,900  2 .20  2 ,7OO 3 .00
1978 /79  1 ,800  1 .90  2 ,000  2 .20  2 ,900  3 -00
L979 /eO 1 /900  1 .90  2 ,200  2 .20  3 ,000  3 .00

The projected revenues are based on sel l ing capaci ty at  90
percent of  disposed quant i t ies because col l -ectors current ly han-
dle 90 percent and wi l l  real ize savings when capaci ty is purchased-
Subscr ipt ion of  lesser amounts would provide greater revenues
because non-subscr ibers pay somewhat higher rates.

rndicated capaci ty charges on a countywide basis provide
revenues about equal to Multnomah haul cost savings and less than
Washington county haul cost savj-ngs. Capaci ty charges are not
offset by haul cost savings in Clackamas County because the pro-
gram does not af ter haul  dj-stances.

4-28



Franchise Fees

Franchise fees recornmended.
of the scrap t i re system are bas
annual revenue of about $36,000

Proposed. Proje
Surcharge Ann
Per Tire Gener

pay the administrat ive costs
on uni t  t i re surcharqes. An

be real ized for the scrap
tj-re system based. on the propos unit tire surcharges and the
nunber of  t i res that wi l l  be pro

ed
I
ion

Number
Proces sed.

Annual-
Revenue

Automob i 1e
Truck
Earthmover

$0.02
0 .  15
1 .00

1 ,40
L2

000
000
200

Total Annual Revenue

Franchise fees recommended
of the non-processibLe vraste sys
A fee of  8 percent of  gross reire
annua l  revenue  o f  920 ,000 .  Th i s
on  100 ,000  tons  pe r  yea r ,  an  ave
cubic yard, and a gate fee of  50

Ini t ia l  revenues wi l l  not
necessary to divert  the larqe
currently being accepted at demo
lat ions and control  procedures
should pay subsequent costs al ]
waste system.

Franchise fee revenue proje
annual increase. Revenues for
in the in i t ia l  project years when
gross revenues, and administrat iv

Gate Fees

provide the major revenues for th
and 23 show the year ly guant i ty p
annual gate fee revenues.

The direct  gate fees col- l_e

SUMMARY OF REVENUES AND EXPEND

sources. An ini t iaL subscr iber

Table 24, shorrs that the reg
and f inanced in the in i t ia l  vears

onal program can be
from the projected
te  f ee  o f  $7 .60  pe r

f ee ,  se t  a t  $ l - 0 .00required. The non-su.bscr iber qat
includes the transport  surchar le

implemented
revenue

ton wi l l  be
per ton,

capaci ty

1 ,000 ,000  $20 ,000
100 ,000  15 ,000

I , 000  1 ,  000
sl6;TTT

pay the administrat ive costs
are based on gross revenues.

e will provide an average
it iaL annual amount is based

ge densi ty of  340 pounds per
nts per cubic yard.

the administrat ive expense
t i t i es  o f  p rocess ib le  was te
t ion si tes.  However,  once regu-

worked out,  the I  percent fee
Ie to the non-processible

ons are based on a 5 percent
th systems should be reviewed
more accurate waste volumes,

costs are avai]able -

d at  the mi l l ing centers must
regional progfram. TabLes 22

oject ions used to calculate

charges paid by subscr ibers.
at equates to the



As a resul t  of  increased gate fees the charge for weekly
service of  a 32-gal lon garbage can wi l l  increase 40 cents a month
or I0 cents per can. Charges for direct  use by franchise co1-
lectors and the publ ic wi l l  be increased about $1.20 per cubic
yard for compacted. mater ial  and 60 cents per cubic yard for foose
mater ial .

A  un i fo rm ga te  fee  o f  $7 .60  pe r  t on  i s  p roposed  reg ionw ide
to cover al l  mi l l ing and landf i l l  costs.  As a resul t  colLectors
wi l l  be abte to choose or be assigned mi l l ing centers on the basis
o f  l owes t  t o ta l  t r anspor t  cos t  i . e . ,  r he  sum o f  cos ts  fo r  hau l i ng
from point  of  cof lect ion to point  of  t ransfer to point  of  disposal.
Waste can move across county l - ines as transport  costs dictate
rather than on the basis of  which county has the lowest gate fee.

The uni form gate fee l ies at  the heart  of  the regional
approach to sol- id waste management.  However,  Port land residents
have already paid to establ ish the St.  John fandf i l l  ,  whi le
al l  other fandf iL]s wi l l  be purchased or leased from gate fee
revenues. To make the uni form gate fee fair  to Port land a com-
pensation payment is recommend.ed. An annual payment equal to 5
percent of  the present book value (or iginal  cost less accrued
depreciat ion) is suggested as a means of repaying Port l -and for
the lease of j - ts landf i f l  to l , lSD. Compensat ion would end when
the si te is fu l- t  and the MSD lease expires.

Revenues from capaci ty charges and transport  surcharges ful ly
pay the cost of  t ransport  service from the ni l l ing centers to the
landf i f ls.  I f  capaci ty charges are var ied from county to county.
transport  surcharges for non-subscr ibers wi l l  a lso vary.  The
regional rate is compared to the indiv idual  county rates bel"ow:

Transport
Su.bscribex Surcharge

Non-
S ub s cr iber

Rate

Region a1
Cfackamas County
Mul tnomah County
Washington county

.  The ini t ia l  gate fees
regr-on are:

and average fee increases for the

+  / .  ou' 7  . 60
7  . 50
7  . 60

$2 .40
t - . 90

3 .00

s10.00
9  . 40
9 .80

10 .60

Loose Wastes
Per
Ton

Per
CY

Per
Ton

Per
CYCY

32  Ga l  .
Can

Compacted Wastes
Monthlv Rate Per

Subsc r i be r  $7 .60
Current rate

$1 .90

(S t .  , John )  2 .80  . 70
rncrease* SZ.TO $T.m

$3.70  $0 .60

t .  40  0 .20
92130 FI]ZT

$7.60

3 .  20

$r .00

0 .  40
S U .  b U

@nsport  surcharges are not included.
4 -30



TABLE 22
ESTIMATED SOLID WASTE PROCESSED
REGIONAL PROCESSDLE SYSTEM

Current
Disposal

Year Tons/Year Tons/Year1 T ons /Year2

DISPGED

Projected
Generation

Estimated
Processed

1973/74
1974/75
r975/76
r976/77
1977 /78
r978/79
1979/80
r980/8r
1981/82
1982/8s
1983/84
r984l85
r985/86
1986/87
1987 /88
1988/89
1989 /9O
1990/9L
199r/92
1992/9s
1993/94
r994/95
r995/96
1996/97
1997 /98
1998/99
1999 /OO
2000/0r

,,'.'-:oo

838,240
860,080
884,000
906,880
930,800
956,280
982,280

r ,008,280
r ,035,  320
r,062, 360
r ,  189,920
r ,  r18 ,000
I, r ! t6,080
I ,173,640
7,202,760
1,237,600
r,273,480
l ,313,  520
r,343, 680
1,380,  080
l ,418,  560
r ,457,O40
r,496, O4A
r, s35, 560
r ,575,600

Table F -3 ;

oi, ooog
277,OOO3
737,O70
751,400
770,850
791,780
812,840
834,940
857,040
880,020
903,000
926,430
950,300
97 4, r70
997,590

r,022,350
1,  05r ,960
L, o82,460
1, rL6,490
1, 142, r30
I, 173,068
r, 205,780
r, 238,480
r ,271,630
r, 305,230
1,  339,260

l -

ut1:!'o

1973 data from COR-MET, Volume
1976 - 2OOO quantiti.es calculated
COR-MET minimum anticiDated

COR-MET data, Table J.
- 85 percent of generated quantities.
up period.Estirnate for tons processed during



TABLE 23
ESTIMATED SOLID \4/ASTE PROCESSED BY MILLING CENTERT
REGIONAL PROCESSIBLE SYSTEM

Columbia
Year Blvd.

Hillsboro Killhgsworth S. E ,
- Cornelius & 82nd Portlald Rossman

197 5/76
1976/77
1977 /78
1978/79
1979 /80
r980/8r
1981/82
r982l8s
1983 /84
1984/85
198s/86
1986 /87
1987 /88
r988/89
1989 /9O
1990/9r
199r/92
1992/93
r993/94
r994/95
r99s/96
1996/97
1997 /98
r998/99
1999 /O0
2000/0r

34,0002
138,790
140,  110
r4r,44O
142,770
r44,530
146,300
i48 ,070
r49,840
151 ,6 i0
r53 ,370
r55,580
r q.7 a<n

159, 120
16r ,330
163,540
166, r90
r68 ,400
u l ,050
173,7 rO
176,360
t79 ,OLO
181,660
184,310
187 ,4LO

30,0002
122,880
125,090
127,300
129,950
r32,600
135,250
L37,900
r40,560
743,2LO
145, 860
148,5r0
151,  610
154,260
r57 ,350
160,000
163, 100
165,750
168,400
171,500
174,590
177,680
r80,780
183,870
186,970

48,0002
r94,480
198,900
203,320
207,740
212, L60
, rA  <en
22 l ,OO0
225 ,420
229,840
234,260
238 ,680
243, 100
247,520
2St ,940
256, 800
267,660
266 ,530
27r ,390
276,250
28r ,550
286, 860
292, 160
297,9rO
303,650

,0, ooo2
82, 650
86, 190
89,730
93,260
96, 800

r00,780
104,750
109, r7O
1r3 ,590
118 ,0 r0
r22,430
126,850
L3r,270
r35,690
141, 880
r48,070
158,680
160,450
r66, 630
173,260
779, 890
186,97O
r93,600
200,670

65, OO22
131,72O 1g,0002
r37 ,460  54 ,810
r43,650 57,460
749,400 59,670
155,580 6r ,880
161,770 64,974
t67  ,520 68 ,5r0
t73 ,7 ro  7 r ,600
t79 ,890 75 ,140
186,080 78 ,680
t92 ,7ro  82 ,210
r99,340 85,750
205,970 89,280
212,600 92 ,820
219,230 96,800
227,79O i02 ,540
235, 140 108,290
243,100 114,040
251,060 rr9,780
259,450 r25,530
267,85O r32,t6}
276,690 r38 ,350
285,530 r44 ,530
294,37O 151, 160
303,210 157,350

I - 85 percent generated quartities.
2 - Estimate for tons processed during start-l,p period.
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A reserve fund is reconmended for the regional program to
meet prograrnmed expenditures in the event that revenues fal- l  below
project ions. The recommended aftount includes one year 's debt
service and two months'  adminj .  s t rat ion r  lease-purchase, and opera-
t ion and maintenance expenditures. The projected cumufat ive net
revenue shows the amount avai lable to serve as a reserve fund.

The scrap t i re system and the non-processible waste system
revenues are included in the cumulat ive net.revenue column. They
do not provide suff ic ient revenues to af fect  gate fees for process-
ib le  was tes .

RESOURCE RECOVERY BENEFITS

Resource recovery benef i ts are ident i f ied separately,  because
net resource recovery revenues and disposal cost savings wi l l
remain very urrcertain unt i f  markets are clear ly establ ished.

Direct benefits include resource recovery revenues and opera-
t ion and maintenance savings. Depending on the response to
resource recovery,  indirect  benef i ts may also resul t  f rom d.efer-
r ing landf i l1 acquisi t ion and construct ion costs.

Al though capj- tal  costs for air  separat ion were not incfuded
in proqram costs,  the benef i ts that might resul t  f rom l ight com-
bust ible recovery was anal"yzed because:

1. Air  separat ion eguipment is recommended at one center
i f  a market is obtained for l ight corbust ib l-es.

2.  Potent ial  benef i ts would reduce the qate fees need.ed to
pay for the regional program.

3. Proposed engineering and f inancing requirements for land-
f i l l  s i tes could be appreciably reduced because air
separat ion woul-d extend landf i l l  service l ines and reduce
opera t i on  and  ma in tenance  cos ts .

D i rec t  Bene f i t s

Direct benef i ts incl-ude savings in landf i11 operat ion and
maintenance costs as a resul t  of  reduced volumes to be compacted
and covered, as wel l  as revenues from sale of  recovered mater ials.
Together both forms of benef i t  would permit  a reduct ion of  gate
fees  as  es t ima ted  i n  Tab le  25 .

Ferrous and corrugated recovery programs can be used to reduce
ga te  fees  be tween  $1 .00  and  $2 .00  pe r  t on  i n  t he  i n i t i a l  p rog ram
period because needed faci l - i t ies are provided. The indicated gate
fee reduct ions depend on a cont inued supply of  corrugated mater ial
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in the waste stream.
establ ishing a locaL

Air  separat ion,
benef i ts to further
o f  p rocessed  was te ,

Indirect Benef i ts

q l h o  h  i  n h a r

market for
educt ion depends further on
e recovered mater ials.

ted, may provide suff ic ient
es  f r om $1 .50  t o  $2 .80  pe r  t on

when impl
reduce gate

Deferred capi tal  costs for e fandf i l l  e lement can
indirect benef i ts to reduce qate
implemented or ant ic ipated t5 oc
costs for the Hayden IsLand and
Gate fee reduct ions would be abo

fees .  f f  a i r  sepa ra t i on
p r io r  t o  19  85 , /85 ,  t he

ford landf i l ls  could be
as fol l -ows:

al Gate F€e Reduction

o .2 I

t ions

provide
. i ^

capital
de ferred.

t977 /78
L985 /86

S unma

L976 / ' 77  -  7984 /85

L985 /86  -  2OOO/0 \

$0 .34
0  . 27

of Potent ia. I  Gate Fee

$0.34
0 ,48

The potent ial  gate fee redu ons from resource recoverv a re :

Po t ial-  cate Fee Reduct ions

rrugate r eapITeT-
& Ferrous arat ion De ferral  * Total

$1.00-
2 .00

1 .  00-
2 .  o0

I  - -  50 .30

t - .  50 -
2  , 80

0 .50

' )  ?n

s.30
* Average saEngs.

Transport  cost savings are
mates haul costs for secondary
than  hau l i ng  to  the  l and f i I I .
has been assigned in est imat ing
ror resource recoverv.

expected. The engineer est i -
r ia ls to be equal to or less

addit ional  t ransportat ion cost
eration and maintenance costs



TABLE 25
RESOURCE RECOVERY BENEFITS
REGIONAL PROCESSIBLE PROGRAM

Recov, Recov.
Rate I Costl Potential Cate Fee Reduction

Market
Pricel

%ot Per Ton Per Ton Per Ton of Processed Waste
cessed Recovered Recovered From O&M ^

Program Tons MateriaL Malerial n*"*""2 S""l"e"' T.rrl

3 $r5.7s4 g4o. oo $0.73

7 0 .255 3 .60  to  0 .23  to
19 .006  r .  s l

Corrugated

Ferrous

Subtotal

Air Separatiofl

Tot€-l: Corrugated, Ferrous
and Air Seoaration

O J 0.65 to
2 .  658

4.009

$0.96 to
2 ,04

$0.88 to
2 .  18

$0.057 $1.00 to
2 .10

$0.6210 91. so ro
2 .  80

$1.84 to
4 .22

$0.67 $2.50 to
4 .90

L - Data from COR-MET, Volume I, Chapter 12.
2 - Market price inflation assurned equal to recovelry cost inflation.
3 - Calculated savings in laldffll O&M costs.
4 - Lahor @ 915 per ton, O&M @ 90. 75 per ton (of recovered marerial).
5 - O&M, including loading recovered material.
6 - Market prices indicated for outside market reduced by sbipping costs

and potendal local market.
7 - For 1977 /78 fiscal year, from both corrugated arrd ferrous progralns.
8 - Recovery cost range includes estimated amortized cost and dependes upon size of

installed facility.
9 - Probable local market price.

10 - For 1985/86 fiscal year, with continued utilizarion of Alford, Sr. John and Cipole
si tes.
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The i .n i  t i  a1 increase
resource recoverv benef i ts

na1 charges with potent laf

acted was tes

in reg
are : -

Per CY

eparat ion cannot be
d in in i t ia l -  year.

Loose Wastes- - - . . - . . . . . - . _
Y C T  U Y

s0.60
0 ,30

-0 .10

re a1i  ze d
Cos t  o f  a i r

es t ima tes ,

Can

No resou rce  recove ry  $1 .20
co r ruga ted  &  fe r rous  0 .65
Corrugated, fe rrous r

&  a i r  sepa ra t i onz  -0 ,08

2 -  Potent ial  benef i ts f rom air
un less  fac i l i t i es  a re  p rov i
separat ion equipment is not

paper and steel from raw matexi
of  reclaiming or using scrap.
demand and pr ices for recovered

cluded in the above

mater ial  pr ices, resource recov-
t ional  costs of  introducing a

must be found or developed i f
The market ing opportuni ty is
al-  resources such as wood prod-

. The energy cost to produce
s is r is ing re1at ive to the cost
ese changes promise to increase

te r i a l - s .

$2.30
r .25

- 0 .  t - 5

$0.40
0 .20

-0 .02

1- Capaci ty charges and transpo t gate fee surcharges are not
dicated require markets forincluded; maxj.mum benef i ts

rec la i rned  ma te r ia l s ,

Po ten t i a l l y ,  even  a t  p resen
ery can go far to offset the add
mj-I l ing system. Ho!,rever,  market
the savings are to be real ized.
changing rapidly.  Natural  mate
ucts are diminishing or being rted more prof i tably.  Imported
mater ials are growing more cost l

IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

Pub1ic and Private Roles

The implementation plan is
regional program by local ag,enci
26 shows publ ic and pr ivate role
mentat ion.

Local agencies regulate and
lec t i on .

MSD plans and. regulates
resource recovery.

Pr ivate enterpr ise owns and

sed on fu1l  support  of  the
and pr ivate operators.  TabLe

re commended for program imple-

administer loca1 franchised col-

ona l  ,  t r anspor t ,  d i sposa l ,  and

f inances coLlect ion services
reg iona l  f ac i l i t i es .and may operate and main
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Issues and Act ions

Although MSD can adopt regu
program within i ts boundaries,  i
ment be developed to c lar i fy the
27 suggests agreement provi  s ions

Pol icy j -ssues that the MSD
to author iz ing engineering desi

f .  Emphasis on tax-exempt
other than col lect ion.

2.  Heavy rel iance on DEO

3. Fee structure based on

4. Su.bs tant iaL diversion o
p rocess ib fe  s i t es .

6.  Equipment replacement o

The inter im act ions that ne
neering contracts inc]ude:

EvaJ-uate interim reven

t j-ons to implement the
is recornrnended that an

regi  ona I
agree-

Tab 1e

5. Use of capaci ty charges d transport  surcharges to
aI l -ocate transport  cos on a countywide basis.

a  l ease -pu rchase  bas i s .

Ies  o f  o the r  agenc ies .

ard wi l l -  need to resolve pr ior
contracts include:

l - ic f inancinq for faci l i t ies

t s  and  l oans .

percent of  generated waste.

processible rrastes from non-

to be completed prior to engi-

ncep ts .Approve pre-f inal  plan

Cond.uct pub Ii c heari-ngs

Submit  f inal  plan to D for technical and policy

Adopt f inal  p1ans.

Request remaining Phase I I  f unds .

sou rces .

10.

f1 .

Evaluate EPA grants for

Confer with industry an
mine  the  bas i s  f o r  i nco

Es tab l i sh  the  bas i s  f o r
proposals that may be

Begin negot iat ions with

r separat ion equipment.

af fected }ani l  owners to deter-
ra t i ng  ex i s t i ng  s i t es .

ar ing any pr ivate f inancing
anced .

oca l  agenc ies .

Adopt ordinances for ta t i on  p lan .



l - ,2.  Resubmit  pl-an to DEQ for approval '

13. Submit  grant/ loan appl icat ion.

Implementat ion steps

Tabfe 28 shows the steps needed to i rnplement the processible

and non-proces s ib l -e systems of the regional progran. Steps to
incorpor-te exist ing systems are also ident i f ied'

The fol- lowing steps must be completed by october of  1974 to
meet in i t ia l  design and construct ion schedules:

1.  PIan adopt ion and agency agreements by ci t ies and
count ies in the region.

2.  DEQ commitment for inter im and ini t ia l  funds'

3.  Durham mil l ing center and landf i l l  s i te c l-earances and
opt ions from involved jur isdict ions'  owners'

Tha i  rnr, ]  emcnta1- ion schedule is based on MSD's abi l i ty to
obtain DEQ grant funds and to borrow the f i rst  and second obl i -
gat ions for DEQ without voter approval .  I f  MSD is unabl-e to
6Utain a DEQ commitment for the- 

-second 
obl- igat ion, MSD wi l l  need

to ei- ther:

1.  Seek voter approval  for bond issuance in l ieu of  the
second obl igat ion, or

2.  Proceed with the western Washington County segment of  the
processible system and seek voter apProval  for bond issu-
ince after re-viewinq the performance of the Durham milling
cente r .

to author iz ing engineering des ign
for each system. The steps to
a l so  i den t i  f i ed .

to implement the Processible
system include:

1. Determine and hire added administrat ive staf f .

2.  Sof ic i t  secondary market proposals.

3.  Decide whether or not to acquire the Hayden ls land si te,
and include air  separat ion equ. ipment.

4.  Def ine operat ing contract provis ions for resource recov-

Steps that occur subsequent
contracts in July are i i lent i f ied
incorporate exist ing systems are

Process ib le  Sys tem.  S teps

4-40



Of fe r  t ranspor t  capac i t y
payments to begin on comp

Develop operat ing contra
and landf i I l -  e l-ements as

Design, award, and const

Coordinate and conduct p

So l i c i t ,  r ece i ve ,  eva lua
for the Durham faci l i t ies

Establ ish user charges an

ts for subscr ipt ion, wi th
et ion of  the Durham faci f i t ies.

for the ni11ing, t ransport ,
u t l i nea l  i n  Tab le  29 .

t  the Durham faci l i t ies.

1 i c  hea r ings .

and award operating contracts

ga te  fees ,

stem, cont inue secondary mar-
ntracts and procedures as

to implement the non-

dures and operat ing standards.

an enforcement record system,
lassi fy processible and non-

5 .

o

10 .

I I . Administer and evaluate
ket analysis,  and amend
neede d .

Non-  Proce s s  ib  l -e  Systern. Step
processible system incLude :

1.  Prepare administrat ive p

2. Develop a permit  system,
and pract ical  methods to
processible \4rastes.

J .

4 .

Determine MSD/DEQ roles

Coordinate and conduct

d  c la r i f y  i n te r faces .

l i n  h a a r i n a e

enact-
o f  MSD.

r-ng rorms.

,  and ahrard disposal f ranchises.

s tem.

processible and non-processible
sible wastes from demol i t ion
uld be subject to revocat ion
es are accepted. Quarterly ton-
equired from each si te.

may be necessary is to require
on si te.  A11 haulers would

non-processibLe wastes. The
requent loads, would obtain
rocessible wastes to demol i t ion

Prepare and adopt MSD or nances and coordinate
ment of  ordinances in countv area outside

wastes is needed to prohibi t  proce
si tes.  Demol i t ion si te permi-ts sh

6. Complete permit  and repo

7 .  So l i c i t ,  r ece i ve ,  eva lua

8. Administer and evaluate

A pract ical-  method to c lassi

i f  s igni f icant processible guant i
nage and volume reports should be

An additional requirement tha
an MSD permit  for use of a demol i
obtain annual l4SD permits to handl
general- publj-c, or haul_ers with in
permits when needed. Del ivery of
sl tes would be cause for revoking

4-4r

e haul ing permit .



TASLE 27
SUGGESTED AGREEMENT PROVIS]ONS
REGIONAL PROGRAM

For Planning and Regulatory Roles :

1. Local agencies in the S-County area to ado'pt the master plan and the
general sites speci.fred, incorporat: designated milling and disposal
sites in land use and zoning plans subject to DEQ approval.

2. To safeguard the fegional program, MSD to ieview and approve all
disposal sites in the 3 -County area outside MSD boundaries.

3. MSD to administer and regulate franchise disposal fees in the
3 -County area outside MSD boundaries.

4. MSD to exercise exclusive authority to designate tralsfer or disposal
facilities to be used by firanchised and local collectors in the 3-Countv
area.

Local agencies to adopt uniform ordirulces on enforcement procedures,
standards for collection franchises, illegal dumping, and scrap tire
hauling.

Local agencies to provide availabte tecbnical and administrative
services on a reimbursement basis when needed for the resional
program.

q

6 .
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Scrap Tire System. Steps to implement the scrap t i t  e system
i"nclude:

1. Prepare administrat ive procedures, id.ent i fy and develop
rr in imum standards of  service, ident i fy t i re carr ier
service areas, and develop the t i re carr ier and t i re
processing permit  system and enforcement record system.

2. Coordinate and conduct publ ic hear ings.

3.  Prepare and adopt MSD ordinances and accompl ish enact-
ment of  ordinances in county areas outside MSD.

4. CompLete permit  and report ing forms.

5. Sol ic i t ,  receive, evaluate,  and award scrap t i re carr ier
and processing permits.

6.  Administer ani l  evaluate system, develop act ion plan to
clean up i l l ic i t ly dumped t i res,  and perform technical
eval-uations of new equipment.

Incorporate Existing System. Local agencies have the dominant
rote in aaj usElng thE Existing Collection system to the regrional
program. Franchising of  service wi l l  remain a local  funct ion.

Local agencies must evaLuate new customer charges to account
for changes in t ransportat ion and disposal costs.

Disposal under the COR-I.'IET plan clearly becomes a regi-onal
concern in which MSD wi l l  perform the major role.  E.Ieven exist ing
al isposal s i tes serve the three-county area and must be addressed
by MSD.

Six s i tes are demol- i t ion si tes.  The engineer indicated f ive
si tes can be included in the non-processible system. MsD should
give f i rst  pr ior i ty to include these si tes.  Si tes are Grabhornt
I l i l lsboro, Lavel le,  Lavel le and Yett ,  and Obrist .  The engineer
recoluneniled. that the Hidden Valley site be phased out and should
be evaluated when implementing the non-Processible system.

The other f ive si tes are current ly c lassi f ied as mixed si tes.
The Frank site is the only mixed site recommended to be phaseil
out. The Newburg and Woodburn sites are outside the region and
wi l l  cont inue to operate.  The St.  John and Rossman si tes are an
in teg ra l  pa r t  o f  t he  p rocess ib le  sys tem.

MSD should meet with the current operator,  DEQ, and Washinqton
County to establ ish the closure date or the procedures to . incor-
porate the Frank si te j .n the regional processible or non-process-
ible system.

4-44



MSD should evaluate the dive
and Woodburn si tes from 1974 thro

1. MSD si te lease at nomina

2. Use of MSD compensat ion

3. MSD capital  funds for

4.  MSD payments for appro
cos t s .

MSD contract for private
operate the si te.

recommended agreement be
incl-ude the Rossman site

wastes to the Nehrburq
and determine whethei

washington Count ies

ion of
h  1976

franchised col lectors f rom Clack and
should cont inue to use the si . tes.

The re comrnended agreement be MSD and
land to include the St. ,John 1 I1 provides

the City of Port-
f o r :

yment funds.

er .r.mprovements.

si te operat ion and maintenance

erat ion i f  c i ty elects not to

een MSD and the current property
rovides for:

by MSD.

The
owner to

I In i t ia l  capi tal  inves

Operating' contract rrith st ing operator.
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TABLE 29
OPE RATING CONTRACT PROVISIONS
REGIONAL PROCESSELE SYSTEM

MILLING CENTERS - MSD request for proposal to include:

Private industry submits bid specifying options or alternatives for operation
and maintenance of identified systems, unit cost per ton for contract payments,
and minimum monthly payments.

TRANSPORT - MSD request for proposal to include:

l .
2 .

'||

I

t

, l

Manufacturer's performance data
Range of anticipated waste quantities
Maintenance responsibilities
Hours of operation
Provisions for operating resource recovery programs.

MSD financ ilg for equipment
Waste materials, quantities and distances to be hauled
Maintenance responsibilities
Hours of operatior.

Final site development and operation plan
MSD staging of capital improvements by other contracts
List of equipment available for compaction and spreading cover
Range of antic ipated quantiries
Maintenance responsibilities
Hours of operation.

Private industry submits bid specifying type of equipment, mairtenance
options or alternatives, unit cost pelc ton mile for contlcact payments, and
minimurn monthly paym ent.

LANDFILL - MSD request for proposal to include:

1 .

6 .

Private industry submits bid specifying options olc alternatives for operation,
maintenance, compaction, and cover requirements, proof of source of cover if
imported material is required, unit cost per ton for contract payments, and
minimum monthly pa)nnent.
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THE COLUMBIA

The Columbia County System
regional program. The system inc
and one sani tary landf i l l .  A11 f
processible and bulky wastes from
chi-sed col lectors.  Transfer faci
Rainier,  St.  Helens, and Vernonia

SYSTEM

developed separately f rom the
es  fou r  t rans fe r  f ac i l i t i es

i l i t ies are planned to receive
e publ ic and from nearby fran-

t ies are located at Clatskanie,

the  l and f i l L  i s  t o
fer faci l - i t ies and aI1
the si te.  The Iandf i l l

Generated
Di spos ed
Percent i l isposed

is locate near scapPoose.

\"ras tes handled by
le wastes brouqht

ci-  I i  t ies for resource
t support  the cost.

t imated tons of  waste
73 /74 .

Non-Proces s ib le

non-p
the trans-
direct ly to

The system does not j -nclude
because expected quant i t ies wi l l

Tables C-1 and C-2 show the
and disposed of in the county in

Process ib

33,600
27  ,500

a2z

26 ,000
23  , 400

908

recovery

generated

Totaf

59 ,600
50 ,900

85?

Of the waste now generated
posed of at  recoqnized si tes.  P
f ied non-processible waste and

the county,  85 percent is dis-
r  s lualges are the only ident i -
d i sposed  o f  a t  recogn ized  s i t es .

ed on 85 percent of  the total
-MET. This percentage was also

Two assumptions underl ie the

Financing plan
generated waste as
used by COR-MET for
85 percent rat io:

f a \ t a n t t a q : r a

est imated by
system design

1. Transfer s i tes wi- lL be ssible enough to s timuL ate
greater use by rural res ts than i-n the

2. Non-processible paper s l
publ ic Landf i l l -  rather t

es wil-l- be brought to the
storei l  or  reprocessed at the

po in t  o f  o r i g in .

Table C-3 al locates the expe d tonnages amonq si tes.

To earn the tevenues as est ted, Colunbia County wi l l  need
to curtai l  i l l ic i t  dumping in rur
should invest igate whether or not

1 areas. In addi t ion the county
the disposal charges proposed

for paper s ludge wi l l -  cause the
posed  o f  a t  t he  l and f i l l .

ustry to reduce quanti t ies dis-



TABLE C - I
ESTIMATED SOLID WASTE GENERATIONI
(TONS PER YEAR)
COLUMBIA COUNTY SYSTEM

Indus lrial TotaIs

Residential
Year & Comm .

Proc -

essible
Non-
Proc .

Proc-
essible

Non-
Proc . County

197 3/742
r97 s /76
r9 80/81
1985/86
1990/9r
L99s/96
2000/01

t 7  , 37O
18 ,510
21 ,  580
25 ,0 r0
28 ,650
33 ,280
38,220

16,220
16,540
77,320
18 ,200
19 ,080
20,020
2r ,060

26,OO0
26,520
27  ,87O
29,280
30,790
32,340
33,960

33 ,590
35 ,050
38,900
43,21O
47 ,7  30
53,300
59 ,280

26,000
26,520
27  ,870
29,280
30,790
32,340
33 ,960

F-3  &  F-8

59 ,590
6r,570
66,770
72,490
78,520
85, 640
93,240

l - Data developed from COR-MET, Volume lll, Tables
Data from COR-MET, Volume III, Table F-3

< - t



TABLE C-2
CURRENT SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL
(1973 TONS PER YEAR)
COLUMBIA COUNTY SYSTEM

Source Clatskanie

BY

Direct users
Franchised collectors:

Compacted
Loose

IndustriaL
TotaI

E stimated tvDe of waste
Residential & commerc ial
Industrial

Process ible
Non-processible

150

t , : : :

2, r00

,, 
:::

2, LOA

150

!,,-6s93
r, 800

r50
1,6503

l ,  800

1, 500

7, 300
2,4002

34,200=
E;400

r r ,200
34,2004

22,OOO
23,400

2,300

10, 350
2,400

35, 850
50, 900

15,050
35, 850

27,500
23,400

Site

EIsie M

r00

r00

100

100

County
Santosh Total

i - D"ta fuom COR -l\,IE T, Volume I, TabLe
2 - Predominate commercial $rastes,
3 - Boise -Cascade woodwastes.

18, and Volume III, Appendix C .

4 - Includes 23, 400 tons of paper stu ge, as non-processible.
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TABLE C.3
ESTIMATED SOLID WASTE DISPGAL (TONS
COLUMBIA COUNTY SYSTEM

PER YEAR)

Year

St. Helens Other
Transfer Transfer

Site Sites Santosh+ Total

Non- Total
Process:lble County

Waste Waste

1975/76
r976 /77
7977 /78
L978 /79
1979 /80
1980/8r

r98s/86

r9 ,400
19,700
20,000
20,300
20,700
21 ,000

22,600

5 ,900
6, 100
6 ,300
6, 500
6 ,700
6,900

8, 000

4,400
4,600
4,700
4,900
5, 000
5,200

6, r00

29,700
30,400
31, 000
31,700
32,400
33, r00

36,700

22,400
22,600
22,800
23,000
23,300
23,500

24,700

52, 100
53,000
53,800
54,700
55, 700
56,600

6r ,400

+ Wastes hauled direct to site by collectors and other users.
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SYSTEM EXPENDITURES

Total  Annual Costs

Tabfe C-4 sruunarizes the tot
the system. Annual requirements
1985 /86 .

are ident i f ied separately.  Both
tenance costs are al located to th
f i I I  e lemen ts .

annual cash requirements for
shown through 1980/81 ancl

i ta l  and operat ion and main-
transfer,  t ransport ,  and land-

Admin i s t ra t i on ,  ope ra t i on maintenance, and capi tal  costs

The system wi l l  require 9242
opera t i on ,  I 975 /76 .  Cash  needs  w
by  1980 /81 .  The  es t ima tes  p rov i
in i t ia l  construct ion, equipment
replacement equipment.

The Iease-purchase technique
per j -odic replacement of  equipment
of capi tal  funds and sets an orde
ment in use.

Annual capi tal  costs are bas
f inancina.

l .  The county qual i f ies for
grants for sol id waste f

2.  Pr ivate f inancino fnr e
pub 1ic .

000  i n  i t s  f i r s t  f u l l  yea r  o f
11  i nc rease  to  abou t  $387 ,000

money for land acquisi t ion,
chases, and lease-purchase of

is desirable in f inancing
because i t  evens out the f low
ly procedure for updating equip-

on public rather than private

Environmental  Qual i ty Commission
ci l i t ies,  through DEQ.

ven amount is more costly than

Publ ic f inancing does not pr
County can franchise pr ivate oper
posed i f  costs appear comparable
ing system element in Table C-9.

Capital  Costs

franchise per iods, equi
per iods di f fer f rom one

purchase. Ini t ia l  capi tal  needs
the DEQ grant/loan program as fol

? Franchise agreements are d i f f i cu l t
t  l i f e ,

to structure when
and loan repayment

er .

vent private operation. Colurnbia
t ion of  any element being pro-

those shown for the correspond-

scheduled to be met f rom

The Colunibla County System a capital investment of
about $500,000 to fund construct i n and acquisi t ion of  in i t ia l
faci l i t ies.  In the future equi t  can be replaced by lease-

ows :



H F€IE ?HIH FHI€ g
I ;dl: 3sl9 :Ell s
E EEIE RHIF EHle H
f f $li :-li :ElE a

o
co

f-\o\o

8t
N O \
di fi
\o ct\

^  ^ l -
! :  : <  )< t=  =  x t=
rn F.- a.r lo. \o 6l lco
$ --{ \olF. lr .)  cDl@
c.l q .i lro .", or lo
, - . - l ** lA

E FEIH HFIR HFIE F
i : $19 :*t|3 3,.1H $
E ?RE gEIE FFIE E
i :-li idlf f dE a

EHIH HHIE E6sla ssl5i f;
+  l+  6  l { +  @

Cr)

rn oo

$ c o
cr)

? EIE HEIH HRIH E
3 ,- *ilf : -tli 3 -li $

rD ur .-., I! t i r l o
. t D  n  q  a  = .

P l o U  O + i  c -
i l o  q )  . u  q )
Xl ' - ,9? E l ' rR? <t r
6-t c! " { j  iEt!q - . tn

Hl.E>E EIE=E Eg
i lHd€  A lA"z t  o  > .
F loor ;  J luoa  F( / )

J - O

€s
<d o) ,^
r {  o ; i
l i  h l o  o

E *lt 3E'E Ht;>8
€ fi1,93 H

c{

@

o,

o.
f.-
o.

ct\
c..

f..
o,

\o

rD
o\
o.

l--

t-r..o.

F-
FT

N
o\

U)

d
F
U
fr

zo
F

J

z
(,
z
n
,.]
U
z
z \o
a) f'
= \
; .  F. .

o.

Pa
I 

-tA

F >
Ra
i i>
>z
E ] D

rao
Tf i<
O,rE
r . r<E
J D D
c 4 z J '
<zo
F<U



Trans fe r
Transport
Landf i  11
To ta l

I  67 ,000
37 ,  ooo
45 ,000

ST4E"F6!_

stem Element
Grant Amount

30*
Loca] Amount

702

$155 ,000
87 ,000

105 ,000
93?7;TTT'

Tota I
Cos t

$222  , 000
l -24 ,OOO
150 ,000

$z9c;ToT
The anticipated DEQ loan mus

because counties cannot borrow mo
bonds. System revenues shoul-d be
loan and all subsequent system cos
ment,  wi thout lewing a tax.

be secured by a bond obl igat ion
than $5,000 \ , r i thout issuing

et and maintained to repay the
, including equipment replace-

Land costs have been est ima
need.s for transfer sites and the l-
met by purchase rather than lease
exceed. 25 years.

TABLE C-5
LAND ACQUISITION CGTS
COLUMBIA COUN"TY SYSTEM

Element Assessed Valuel

Transfer

as shown in Table C-5. Land
df i11 and recommended to be
cause projected service l - ives

Acquisition
co"t2

Clatskanie
Rainiea
Vernonia

St. Flelens

Landfill
SantosE-

350
350
300

3, 500

3003

1 - Assessed property value per acre for
COR.MET.

2 - Estimated acquisition cost includes
cosIs.

3 - Current assessed value per acre based

0.3  to  0 .6
0 .3  to  0 .6
0 .3  to  0 .6

0. 3 to 0.6

100

240 acres.
of current assessed vaLue.

2, 500
2,500
2,500

5,000

$4s,0004

sized parcels provided by

and other related acouisition

4 - Estimated acqr-risition cost at 150

J -  I



TabIe C-6 ident i f ies capi tal  costs for the transfer,  t rans-
port ,  and landf i11 elements,  I tems with common inf lat ion factors,
service 1ives, or s imi lar f inancing are grouped.

Table C-7 shor. , is the repayment schedule for the ]S-year obl i -
gat ion to the Environmental  Qual i ty Commission. The obl igat ion
includes an al lowance of about 5 percent to cover cont ingencies,
administrat ion. and issuance costs.  The lS-year loan per iod was
used because the obl igat ion j -s smalI ,  and should be repaid before
compact ion equipment has to be replaced.

Table c-8 shows the resul t ing annual capi tal  costs for al l
three el-ements of  the system, A construct ion al lowance is pro-
vided to pay for dikes, c lear ing, and fencing that vrere included
by the engineer within operat ion and maintenance costs.

An equipment deposi t  reserve is recommended for the transport
element faci l - i t ies which have service l - ives less than 15 years.
The reserve serves as a sinking fund to repay the amount of  the
obl igat ion which matures af ter the transport  equipment wears out.
Tab1e C-8 shows the needed deposi t .

Operat ion and Maintenance CoEts

Table C-9 shows operat ion and mainlenance costs for the trans-
fer,  t ransport ,  and landf i l l  e lements of  the program. oPerat ion
and maintenance costs were developed from Vol-ume I ,  Table 45.
COR-MET provided supplemental data to permit future operation and
maintenance costs to be est imated.

Administrat ive Costs

Table C-10 shows the annual administrat ive costs for the pro-
g ram.  Admin i s t ra t i ve  cos ts ,  es tab l i shed  on  a  1973  sa la ry  base ,
w i l l  esca la te  to  abou t  $19 ,000  fo r  t he  L975 /76  f i sca l  yea r .  Es t i -
mates assume use of personnel that serve other county programs.

SUMMARY OF REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES

Gate fees are recommended for meet ing al . l -  annual costs,  Gate
fees wi l l  be charged at al l  t ransfer s i tes and at the central  land-
f i l l  .  Table C-11 shows the revenues in comparison to the annual
system costs and recommended reserve funds.

Separate gate fees are recommended for the processibLe and
non-processible wastes received at the landf i l -1.  cate fees recom-
mended for processible wastes received at t ransfer s i tes include
an added fee for al located transDort  costs.  The ini t ia l  qate fees
are :
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St .  He1ens
Other:  Tr

Gate fees charged at the tr f e r  s i t es
volumes rather than tons because s es are

of Waste

Non- Pro ce s s ib l-e
Proces s ib Ie

Cos t  Pe r
Cubic Yard

Comp acted
Loose

Santosh L
Santosh L

f i l r
O I . I  L I

Transfer Si te
fe r  S i tes

le  was tes

Gate Fee

S3.0O, /Ton
$4 .  SO lTon
$7 ,00 /Ton
$9 .00 /Ton

charge per cubic yard for process
gate fees are:

must be based. on
not provided. The

for the recomrnencled

Santosh
.Landt . l r_L

F f . l _5
0 .60

S t .  He lens
ansfer Si te

Other
Transfer Si tes

+ r .  / f
0 .90

s2.2s
1 .  20

The average fee increases
Santosh are;

S  i t e

Santosh Landf i l I
St .  Helens Transfer:  Si te
Other Transfer Si tes

current rates charges at

acted Wastes
arqe

32  Ga1 .
Can

Loose
Wastes--,er-

$0 .4
l n

1.5

$0 .7s
l - .95
Z . Y U

$0.  r0
0.  30

$0.  r0
0.40
0 .55

The increased charge for
bage can calculates to about I0
area, 30 cents for the St.  I {elens
ly ing rural  areas, The actual  j_nc
less than indicated in the St.  He
indicated monthly increases do not
haulers wi l l  real ize. No measurab
the other areas because transfer s
the area,

The recommended gate fees pro
costs on the fol lowi.ng'  basis:

1.  Gate fees for non-process
equal to al located admini

2.  cate fees for processibl-e
to a1l-ocated administrat i
d isposal costs.

y service of  a 32-gal lon gar-
ts per month for the Santosh

a, and 45 cents for the out-
ase j .n monthly charges wi l l  be

ns and Vernonia areas because
ref lect  the savings that
e savings wi l l  be real ized in
tes replace exist ing si tes in

cle revenues to pay system

le wastes
trat ion and

provide revenues
d isposa l  cos ts .

wastes provide revenues equal
n,  t ransfer,  t ransport ,  and
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TABLE C -7
OBLIGATION NO. I _ OC'iOBER 1974
COLLMBIA COUNTY SYSTEM

Year
E nding
Oct. I

Princ ipal
Outs

Intere s t
Payable
@s

Principal Ilond
Service

Construction Fund
Funded interes t
Other costs
Matufity Amount

r975 /76
1976/77
1977 /78
t978/79
t979/80
1980/8r
1981/82
!982/83
1983/84
1984/85
r985,/86
1986/87
1987 /88
r988/89
1989/90

$400, 000
400,000
400, 000
390, 000
370,000
340, 000
3r0 ,000
280, 000
250, 000
220, 000
r90, 000
160,000
120, ooo
80,000
40,000

$20,000
20,000
20, 000
r9, 500
r8, 500
r7 ,000
r5, 500
14, 000
12,500
r0, 500
9, 500
8, 000
6, OO0
4, 000
2, 000

$350, 000
30,000
20, 000

$400,000

gro, 0oo
20, 000
30, 000
30, 000
30, 000
30, 000
30, 000
30, 000
30, 000
40, 000
40, ooo
40, 000
40, 000

$20,000+
20, oo0*
30, 000
39, 500
48, 500
47 , OOO
45, 500
44, 000
32, 500
40, 500
39, 500
48, 000
46, OOO
44, O00
42, OOO

* l-l/2 years inteaest payable from bond
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TABLE C -IO

ANNUAL ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS
COLUMBIA COUNTY SYSTEM

Position

Working Yearly Yearly Yearly
Hours Position Budget 

" 
Program

Per Weekl Salary Requiremenl Cost

Refuse program supervisor

Program techrlician

Clerk

Total yearly requirements

t6

20

$r4,600

12,000

7, 180

$18,980

15,600

9,334

r973/74
r975/76
r976 /77
1977 /78
1978/79
1979 /80
1980/8r
1985/86

$ 7 ,600

7,800

1, 870

$17,
19,
20,
2 I ,
23,
24,
26,
34,

27O^
4000

6003
s003
0003
5003
0003
8003

I - BWA estimate.
2 - Includes 30 percent fot insurance, retirement, sociel security, office over -

head, and persorutel expenses; COR-MET data for supervisor and clerk.

3 - Armual inflation factor of 6 percent per year.
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The amount of the in i t i a l  9 e fees al located to systen costs
are :

Non-processible gate fee

Processible gate fee

st.  Helens gate fee

Other t ransfer gate fees

If  substant ial  volumes of
diverted from the system, gate i

Admini s tration
Land f i l l ,  cap i ta l -  &  O&M

Trans f  er s i te ,  capi ta. l  & O&M

Transport  cost at  St.  HeLens

Added transport  cost at
other s i tes

r s ludges
s may prove
that event,

and other wastes are
impract ical  as a
the county may have

.40

.60

means of paying system costs.  I
to establ ish indirect user charq

cnarge encourages system use by
to waste generat ion and decreas

Where waste volumes permj-t, howe
related to paynent for services

IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

Publ ic and Private Roles

fmplementat ion reguires
pr ivate enterpr ise.

fn implementing the plan th
stat ions adjacent to incorporate
processible wastes and needs ass
lectors use provided faci l i t ies.
and incorporated ci t ies should pr
author i ty to:

f. Review and approve all
wi thin incorporated are

This concept is descr ibed Chapter 2.  The indirect user
arging benef ic iar ies according

or maintaining gate fees at
be needed to establ ish a l iencurrent rates. Legislat ion woul

for nonpayment equivalent to a for nonpavment of  taxes.
r ,  the gate fee is more clear ly
ceived, and ls pre ferred,

r t  of  both 1oca1 agencies and

county wi l l  provide trans fer
c i t i es  fo r  t he  d i sposa l  o f  a l l
ance that local  f ranchise col-
An agreement between the county
vide Colurnbi-a County with

sposa l  s i t es ,  i nc lud ing  any

2. Exclusively f  ranch j_se di posal  s i tes and regulate di-sposal

3.  Exclusively designate fer or disposal faci l i t ies to
be used by franchised co lectors .



Colunbia County PoLicy Issues and Act ions

Before design begins Columbia County wi l -L need to review the
pol ic ies and assumptions of  th is report ,  v i .z ' .

1.  To qual i fy for DEQ grants and l -oans and minimize borrow-
ing costs,  county voters wi l l  author ize bonds to be
i ssued .

2. The DEQ loan can be repaid from user fees and charges
based on 85 percent of  generated waste and the cont inued
d isposa l  o f  paper  s ludges ,

3. Required gate fees are not so high as to discourage
system use, and therefore, indirect  user charges need
no t  be  es tab  l i shed .

4. The fee structure properly al locates disposal costs to
al l  wastes, and transfer and transport  costs onl-y to
DrocPss i  h l  F  was tes  .

5.  Equipment can be replaced in the future through lease-
purchas e .

Before beginning design a number of  steps appear necessary:

1. Col-umbia County publi-c information program vrith MSD
n ^ l . f  i  ^ i  ^ 5 +  i  ,
! - * -  - - - r F * - * o n .

2. EvaLuat ion of  any pr ivate f inancing al ternat ives that
may be proposed for the transport  eLement or other ele-
ments of  the system.

3. Plan adopt ion by CoLumbia County.

4.  Plan approvaL by ci t ies and DEO.

5. Request to MSD to administer Cofunbia County program,
with agreement to pay MSD costs.

6.  MSD request for inter im DEO funds to pay administrat ive
and consult ing costs pr ior to bond author izat ion.

7.  Agreement between county and ci t ies,  cont ingent on system
i m n l o m a n l - = + '_ - . . r  -  _ . . . _ - .  _ *  - 1On  .

8 .  MSD s tudy  o f  poss ib le  paper  s ludge  d i ve rs ion .

9.  County select ion of  engr ineer ing consultant to work und.er
MSD d i recL ion ,

5  -16



f0.  PLan revie$, and re-est ima

11. Start  of  bond elect ion pr

12. Appl icat ion for DEQ funds

o  i f  r a r r r r i  r o d

cedure .

contingent on bond approval .

To carry out th is
reconrmended in Volume
be met en route.  The

program by
I ,  Chap te r  2

1975 /75  f i sca l  yea r  as
nunber of  deadl ines have to

dates are as fol lows:pr incipal 9e t

Complete pref iminary design
Obtain si te opt ions
Author ize f inal  design
Conduct bond eLect ion
Award construct ion contracts

The revenues and expenditures
12  mon ths  o f  ope ra t i on  i n  I 975 /76 .
a f te r  Ju Iy  1975 ,  revenues  and

v/astes at  the santosh landf i11.
excluded from the re comrne nde d. plan
proposed for phasing out as the

f f  t hese  ex i s t i ng  s i t es

a

port ionately for the f i rst  year of operat ion.

E f fec t  o f  Ex i s t i ng  D isposa l  S i tes

The engineering plan is based

September 1974
September 19 74
September 19 74
November 19 74
March  1975

shown in Tabl-e C-l-1 ant ic ipate
f f  operat ion is delayed unt i l

tures wi l l  be reduced pro-

disposal of  al l  county
p resen t  M ickey  s i t e  i s

and the Clatskanie si te is
system goes into operat ion.
ther the Mickey or Clatskanie

as DEQ orders closure.

open for receiving process ible
es wi l l  have to be reneqot iated.

te the gate fees required for
iable operat ing costs saved

No costs are provided for c losinq
s i te  as  the i r  f r anch ises  exp i re  5 r

waste or paper s ludges, f ranchj-se
The new franchise fee woul_d appro
the county system, less only i i re
through reduced waste vo]unes.
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CHAPTER





After complet ion of  the f inanci
v/as changed. to reduce the number of
j -nclude air  separat ion equipment in
changes ref lect  suggest ions by pr iva

CIIAPTER 6

THE MODIFIED REG PROGRAM

g plan, the regional program
roposed mi l l ing centers and

e  i n i t i a l  s tage .  These
e industry and an increased.

urgency given to recover ing l ight c us t i b le  ma te r ia l s .

This chapter summari  zes f inanc
because of the program changes. Re
in a form paral le l  to that of  Chapt
f i rst  10 years of  the program,

g plan revis ions required
sions are presented br ief ly

4. Proiect ions cover the

The fol lowing revised tables included in this chapter:

ud ing  In f l a t i on  Fac to rs  )

t ies Financed

d r = h  E  I 6 m 6 n f c

ance Costs
sed by Mi11in9 CenterEst imated Sol id waste Pro

Sumnary of Annual Revenues d E4)enditures

PROGRAM EXPENDITURES

Total annual costs for the modi ied regional prog'ram are est i -
annua l  cos t  f o r  L978 /79 ,  $5 .6
u t  $1 .0  m i l l i on  l ess  than  i n

mated in Revised Table 9.  The total
mi l l ion with publ ic f inancing, is
the or iginal  p1an. Total  annual_ cos
and maintenance, and administrat ion.

comprise capi tal- ,  operat ion

K-v

R- 14

R-  15
R-l_8
R-23

Obl igat ion Nun cer and Faci l
Obl igat ions

Annual Cost Project ion ( In
Capital  Costs for Program

Annual CapitaL Costs for P
Annual Operation and Maint

?he totaf  in i t ia l  capi tal  cost
less than the or iginal  program cost.
mari ly f rom the fol lowj.ng changes:

s  $ f5 .9  n i 11 ion ,  $10 .9  m i l l i on
The decrease resul ts pr i -

2.

1. Two mi l l ing centers v/ere e
Cornel"ius area and the oth

Acguisition and improvemen
deferred to an undetermine
b1e mater ials diverted fr

nated, one for the Hi l - lsboro-
for southeast Port land.

of three landf i11s have been
date. wi th l ight combust i -
the waste stream, the exist j -ng

ce l i fe in the modif ied

landf i l ls ,  St.  ,John and Ros ' s , and the proposed .Iand-
f i l l -  at  Durham are expecte
Because of i ts extended se

to serve for many years.

program the Durham fandf i  1I
rather than 1ease.

6-7

is  now proposed for purchase
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REVISED TABLE III
CAPITAL CO6TS FOR PROGRAM ELEMEN'IS ($OOO)
REGIONAL PROCESSIBLE SYSTEM

Mil l ing
Land

Bui ld ings

Equipment

Equipment

Transport

Lalldfill

North Portland
E. Washhgton
205 North
RosEmar

North Portland
D. Washington
205 North
Rossmarl

North Portland
E - Washington
205 Noth
Rossman

North Potland
E. Washington
205 North
Roasman

North Portland
E. Washtrgton
205 North
Rossman

Durham

197 3
Cost2

$  837 .s
r,006.2

837 .5
1 ,006 .2

487 .5
5 2 5 . 0
487 ,s
525 .0

903 .8
t ,  t 2 2 , 5

965 ,0
1 , 0 6 1 . 2

t46 ,O
664,0
664.0
146 .0

27  4 .O
675 .0
174 .0

56 .O
56 .0
56 .0

95 .0
95 .0
9 5 . 0

r0r

2*

r01

l0.r

r0+

15+

15+
15+
15+

10+
7+
7+

t97 5
197 4
1975
1975

t97 6
\975
r976
r976

r97 6
r975
r97 6
1976

1976
r975
r976
1976

1976
t975
1976
t976

1975

r975
r976
t976

1975
r976
1976

r975
1976
t976

$ r40
85

r20
30

r ,055
t , t 7 4
1 ,055
1 ,268

564
579
564
608

r, 046
1 , 2 3 8
l , l l 7
\ 224

t69
732
769
t69

300

320
850
219

62

65

lo5
l l 0
t l 0

$  98 .0
5 9 . 5
84 .0
2 t  . o

738 .5
8 2 1 . 8
738 .5
887.6

394 .8
405 ,3
394 .8
425,6

732 .2
866 .6
781  .9
8s9 .6

I r 8 . 3
5l?,4
538 .3
1 1 8 .  3

2 1 0 . 0

224 ,0

r 5 3 , 3

43  , 4

7 3 . 5
? 7 , O
?7  ,0

Financi4g
Methdl6

0 - l
D - t
0 - I
0 - I

o -2
0 -  t
o -2
o -2

o -2
o - l
o-2
o -2

0 - 2
0 -  I
o-2
o -2

o -2
0 - l
o -2
o-2

0 - 1

0 -1
o -2
0 -2

0 -  I
o-2
0 - 2

0 - l
0 -2
o-2

Construction Durham
St.  John
Ro€sman

Loaders Durham
St.  John
Rossman

Compactors Durharn
st. John
RosEman

I 
-Eevtsed 

edGaing dara as provided by COR-MET.
2 - 1973 costs; alL items except Transport and Landfill

25 percent for engineering and conringencres.
3 - COR-MET dares.
4 - Inllatior factor of 8 percenr Fer year fol alL consrrucrion,

per year for al l  equipment.
5 - All items assumed eligible for 30 percenr DEe granr p
6 -  0- l  f i rs t  obl igat ion_

0-2 second obligarion.
NOTE: Reptacement equipmen! nor included -_ !!o eouiDment

ror repracemenr during t0 year period of rhis

include
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REVISED TABLE 14
OBLIGATION NUMBER AND FACILITIES FINANCED ($OOO)
REGIONAL PROCESSELE SYSTEM

Obligation
Number Year Length Period

Amount Obligation
Financed Amount

r97 4

7975

22

22

ro/r/74 - rO /r /96

1o/r /7s - r0 /r /97

$ 3 ,  4 1 9 . 5

7 , 7 2 1 . 7

$4, 000

9, 100

Obligation
Number Element and Item

Life Yo of
Years Amount Oblig.

Milling
Land, construction a-nd equipment
Equipment*
Subtotal

Transport
Equipment*

Landfill
f .anO-ana c ons truc tion
Equipment
Equipment*
Subtotal
Total

Varies $ 434.0 12.7

10  73 .5  2 .1
$--330.T 

-16',r

$3 ,  4 r9 .5  100 .0

25
10

$r ,  489  .6
866 .6

$2.3's62

$  s12 .4

43.6
25.3
68.9

r5 .010

Millirtg
Construction and equipment
Equipment*
Subtotal

Transport
Equipment*

Landfill
dois-Elction
Equipment
Equipment*
Subtotal
Total

Var ies $ 748.3 9,7
15+  9 r . 0  r . 2
7+  154 .0  2 .O

$ 993. 3 rLg
$7 ,727 .7  100 .0

25
10

$3 ,  579 .8
2 ,373 .7

q (  o < c  q

$  7 7 4 . 9

46.4
30 .7
7 7  . l

r0 .0l0

Equipment deposit resefl/e recommended to fund repaJrment
of equipment poftion of loan upon retirement o{ equipment.
No deposit recommended for equipment with 15 or more
years service life.
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REVISED TABLE 15
ANNUAL CAPITAL COSTS FOR PROGRAM ELEMENTS ($OOO)
REGIONAL PROCESSELE SYSTEM

Obligation Obligation

Equipm ent Deposit
Reserves *

Element/Year No. I No, 2 Deposits Expendltures Amount

Mrlrine 68.9% 77 .L%

Total
Alnual

1975 /7 6
1976 /77
1977 /78
r97 8 /79
r979/80
1980/81
r98L /82
1982/83
!983/84
1984/85
i9 85 /86

- ; ; ;

205
l l J

228
228
228
228
228
228

$43
r63
r63
r63
t oJ

l o J

_toJ

loJ

r63
163

$43
335
796
879
962
973
973
973
973
973

$428
501
J / 1

582
J 6 2

582
582
582

Transporr tS.0% I0.0%
r975/76
r97 6 /77
1977 /78
r978 /79
1979 /80
r9 80/8r
198r /82
1982/83
1983/84
r984l85
r98S/86

Landf i l l  16,I% t2,9%

$38
45
47
50
50
50
50
50
50

^ - : _ -
Q 5 J

o)

74
75
I J

75
75
75

65
OD

OJ

65
65
OJ

OD

65
OJ

$26
103
r65
177
189
r90
190
r90
r90
r90

1975 /7 6
r97 6 /77
1977 /78
197I /79
1979 /8O
f 9 80//8f
198L/82
1982/83
1983/84
1984/85

$+
l 9
l 9
19
19
19
19
r9
4

$40
48
50
53

J J

53
53

q  7 t

84
95
97
o 7

97
97 ( ls )

$4
JY

139
l ) J

ro /
t69
169
r69
I J >

x - Equipmefi Deposit Reserves - continued on following page.
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REVISED TABLE 15 (CONT'D.)

- Equipment Deposit Reserves:

Milting:
25.3 percent of Obligation No. I -

irrtercst tuom 1976/77 through 19

30.7 percent of Obiigation No. 2 -

interest fuom L977 /78 through I

Transpofi:

$43,000 arurual deposit at 7.5 percent

$I20,000 annual deposit at 7.5 percent

15,000 annual deposit at 7.5 petcent
84.

15.0 percent of Obligation No. 1 - $26, 000 annu al deposit at 7 .5 percent

interest fxom 1976/77 through 19

10.0 percent of Obligation No. 2 - $39,000 annual deposit at 7.5 percent
87 .jnterest ttom 1977 /7 8 through 19

Landfill:
2.1 percent of obligation No, I - annual deposit at 7 .5 percent

interest f.rom 1976/77 through 19

2.0 percent of Obligation No. 2 -

interest from 1977 /78 through 19



REVISED T'AILE 18
ANNUAL O&M CGTSr ($000)
RIC]OM]- PROCESSIBLE SYSTEM

/76 1976/77 t977nE 1978/79 1979/80 t98}/8t L98l/82 L9a2/E3 r9B3l84 t9A4/A5 L9A5/86

205 North

Totel Aonual O&M C.sts

Transpo!t

205 North

Toral Anr'.l O&M cosrs

tlndfiu-without re$ure
recovery:

Tolal Antual O&M Cosrs

$ - - - ^  $  D a z  I  4 2 t
303J 520 520

37 201
$340 $r.  ?s3

$----  $ 402 $ 97
r23J 21r 2 l l

ro12 243

:- __p2 76
$u3 $ 3E{ $ 627 $ 630

Is 73 165 2r3
$r38 $ 457 $ ?s2 $ 843

f303

'1::' '
:::

$r02 $
t2

$It{ t

l 8 l2  435
rB2  4 l s

$r,797 $r .800
472 609 vJ6 1.069

$2,269 $2,449 $2,553 $2,706 $2,869
r,24t  t ,423 \ ,6t7

$3,04I  $3,223 $3,4r7

$r,800 $1,800 $r ,800 $r ,800 $1,800 $1,800 sr,800
|,822

$3,622

$ 630
498

$t rtf

$ r75
229
231

s- 63s $ 640
t67 2t6

$ 6.10
4,{1

$ 640
s06

$ 802 $ Es6 $ 908 $ %2 $1,02n 5r ,081 $1,146 $t ,2r4 $r ,288

$ 4r0 $
324

$ 7 U  $

$ 1 , 0 5 2

gs2
_-292

366
70

436

lindfill wirh resouie
recou. ry ,S

Durtqm (

Suhtoral (
Annua l  id f la t ion4
' I  

o r r l  Annua l  O&M C6srs0  q

$ 630 $ 630
566 638

$t, i% $ t, ,6s

$ 640 S 6,{0
s74 648

4ro
368-7n

4r0
415
825

I _ Revised O&M costs plovtded by COR-MET for l0-Far operarhg peliod, 197617 ihrNsh 1985/86. No adjustm€nt ma.te iD O&M
cosrs for disposl ar 85 percenr of geErated quenrittes.

2 - E Brim.te fo! O&M bee€d on five -honth p€liod, t9?7 /78 @6t.
3 - Estibate for O&M b@*d on seven-month p€rlod, 1977 /7a .osr,
4 - O&M ptojections basd on annusl lniariotr factor ot 6 percent Fer rear from 19?3 ba6e co$.
5 - landfiu O&M @sts tor ft@re req)veiy provrjed by cOR -MET be*d on redued persouel ald cove! reqrilemenrs wirh 70 to 80

pe!ent baterisl recoveiy.
6 - No red'rction in ladflll dsts as$med for 1975n6 aad t976n7 fiicst leaIs.

$ 630 S 630
262 3r7

$--!q $ e47

$ 630
i74

$1,004

$ 630
434

$r,064

$ 640
264

$ 640
322

$ 6{0
380

$ 4r0
283

$ 693

410
243

l2l
t42
r43- 
406
r07--i3

t  4r0 $ 410 $ 4r0 $
139 172 206

$ sa9 $--5!t $ 616 $
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A11  cap i ta l  cos ts  fo r  t he  m i
f i l l  e lements are shown in Revise
costs for the rnodif ied proqram ar

Grant  Amount
Sys tem E- lenent

l i n g  c e n t e r ,  t r a n s p o r t  a n d  l a n d -
T a b l e  1 1 .  T h e  i n i t i a l  c a p i t a f

Local  Amount
Total-

M i l l i ng  cen te rs  $3
Trans port
Land  f i  11
To ta  I

Two Iongr
1 o a n s .  E a c h
Surffnarized in
i n  e s t i m a t i n g

. 561 ,000
552 ,000
662 ,000

s  8 ,  310 ,000
t ,287 ,0OO
1,544 ,000

$ r1 ,871 ,000
1 ,839 ,000
2 ,206 ,000

5T3;9ii--;0TT.$4 ,775 ,000 $11 ,141 ,000

Both grant and local  amoi lnts
DEQ qrant, / loan program. The gran
for the or iginal  program, and the

term obl igat ions ar
ob l i qa t i on  and  i t s  a

K E V I S E d  ' 1  A D  I E  . L 4 .

annua.I  program cos

Revised Table 15 shows the r
t he  t h ree  sys tem e lemen ts ,  i nc l u
rese rves .

Operat ion and maintenance
are shown in Revised Table l_8.
fo r  t he  10 -yea r  p ro jec t i on  pe r iod
in f l a t i on .  Reduced  land f i 11  cos
t i a f  70  to  80  pe rcen t  reduc t i on  i
resou rce  recove ry  a re  a l so  shown .

Replacement equipment costs
Table 9 because f i rst  generat ion
As equipment is replaced on a I
annua l  cos ts  w i l - f  i nc rease  i n  p
shown  in  Tab le  9 .

Annual lease requirements re

1. Delet ion of  the Durham l-
s i t e  i s  schedu led  fo r chase

2. Inclusion of  the compens
Port land for the St.  Joh

T h p  n r n n n c a d  n a r / m A n l -  f ^  f h 6

ennua l  i n t e res t  oaymen t  o f  S13 ,00
o f  t he  s i t e  f o r  t he  c i t y ' s  $2b l l 0
a rnua l  paymen t  o f  $7 ,000  pe r  - yea r
t he  c i t y ' s  $51 ,000  i nves tmen t  i n
560 ,000  annua l  s i t e  l ease  fo r  t he
and rernains in the annual l .easc r

are proposed to be met f rom the
amoun t  i s  53 .3  n i l , f  i on  l ess  than

loan  amoun t  i s  $7 .6  m i l l i on  l ess .

recommended to secure the DEQ
I  r1r -^ f  i . )n  hv cvs l  cnt  r . f  ement  are
ni form repayment  schedules used

a r e  s h o w n  i n  R e v i s e d  T a b l e  l 4 - I .

s u l t i n g  a n n u a l  c a p i t a l  c o s t s  f o r
n n  n a o r l a d  a d r r i  ^ m a n f  . l 6 n ^ c  i  Ir r Y  r r e \

ts for the three system elements
ts  are as est imaLed by COR-I4ET
wi th an a l lowance added for
that may resul t  f rom the poten-
waste quant i t ies by resource

e not ref fected in Revised
uipment serves through 1985/86.

a - n r r r n h a c o  h a c i  c  : f + a r  l  q a ( , / e A

r t ion to the costs or iq inal fv

a ^ +  + h 6  F ^ l  I ^ L ' i h d  ^ l ' ,r . .  : r  - ^ . . 1 n g e s :

d f i f l  l ease  cos t  because  the

t ion payment to the Cj. ty of
l  andf i  11 .

i ty of  Port land j .ncluCes an
na r .  i r , ! ? r  f  h r , r r r . r h . l r rF  t hc  l i f e

0 inve s t-ment in .l.and , and an
ove f  a  :O-yea r  pe r iod  to  repay
i xed  fac i l - i t l es .  The  es t ima ted
Rossman landf i l .L was not revised
ql] . r remenc "
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PROGRAM REVENUES

The capaci ty charges and gate fees needed to meet annual pro-
gram costs decrease for the modif ied regional program.

For purposes of the modif ied program, capacl ty charges are
based on iecbver ing af l  costs incurred in moving wastes from mil f -
ins centers to the landf iLls,  rather than on ident i f ied savings in
haul cost.  The modif ied progrram wi l f  st i l l  serve to reduce hauf
costs because franchised cof lectors and other users wi l l  t ransport
wastes shorter distances than at present-  However,  the hauf cost
savings projected in ' Iables 20 and 2L are not val id for the modi-
f iea program. \{hen f inal  s i te select ions have been made, the
relat ionihip between capaci ty charges and haul cost savings should
hre rechecked. with the except ion of  the North Port l "and and Ross-
man mi l l ing centers,  hauf cost savings are ant ic ipated to egual or
exceed recornmended capaci ty chaxctes.

Revised Table 23 shows the quant i t ies used to calculate capa-
ci ty charges, t ranspor!  surcharges, and gate fee revenues. Capa-
ci ty charges are based on purchase of capaci ty by haulers of  90
percent of  the waste del- ivered for processing. Transport  sur-
charges appfy to the remaining l0 percent of  the waste.

Revised capaci ty charges and transport  surcharges are a1loca-
b le  to  each  m i l l i ng  cen te r  as  fo l l - ows :

North 205 East CapacitY Revenues

Fiscal Tear Pofiland North washington Rossman Unitsl By ch'rgc

$ 115,  000
4r8 ,000
8r8 ,000
9r0 ,000
992,000

r ,  034,000
1 , 0 7 5 , 0 0 0
I ,  r44 ,000
t ,  197,  000
1,  252,000
1,326,000

$ rs,0oo
67,000

124,000
r29,000
r32, 000
r38,000
144,000
r53,000
160,000
167, 000
177,000

Capacity Charges
t975 /76
197 6 /'7 7
197'7 /7 8
r97B /79
r979l802
.t980 /8l
r981,/82
\982/83
l9 g3/84

1984 /8s
r9B5 /86

Transpofi Surcharges
1975 /7 6
\9J 6 /t '7
r97 ? /78
r97S/79 ̂
t979 /802
r980/8r
\981/a2
1982 /83
1983,/84
1984/85
i98s/86

$r ,  r00
I, 200
r, 300
l, 400
1 , 4 5 0
r ,  500
r ,  550
1 , 6 0 0
1,  650
1,700

$r. , {o  $2.50
1  . 4 0  2  . 5 0
1  . 4 0  2  . 5 0
r  .40  2  .50
r  . 4 5  2 . 3 5
r  . 5 0  2  . 6 0
L  . 5 5  2  . 7 0
I  .60  2  .80
r . 6 5  2 . 9 0
t  . 7 0  3 . 0 0

$ r, 800
$2,2OO 1,900
2,300 2 ,000
2,400 2 ,  100
2,500 2 ,200
2,550 2 ,200
2,600 2 ,200
2 , 7 0 0  2 , 2 5 0
2,800 2 ,250
2,900 2 ,250
3,000 2 ,  300

$ 2 . 2 0
2 .20
2  . 2 0
2 . 2 0
2 .20
2 . 2 0
2 . 2 0

2 . 2 5

2  . 3 0

$400
s00
600
700
700
700
750
750
800
800

$0.70
o . 7 0
0 . 7 0
0 . 7 0
0 . 7 0
0 . 7 0
0 . 7 5
0 . 7 5
0.  80
0 . 8 0

277
548

578

610
626
643
660
o l  /

1 - Figrrres based on recon mended 1,200 tons/year: capacity url i t-

2 - Figures increase ir l lcr f979/80 to provide leve[ues equal to
projected transport costs.
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RI]VISED TABLIi ]  23
ESTIMAI]JD SCLID WASTIJ PROCESSE
(OOO TONS PER YTAR)
RE GIONAL PROCTJSSII]LIJ SYS'ITM

Nortlr
Portlancl h Wash

I ]Y MILLING CENTIiRT

205
Nortir Lossman

t975/76
r976/77
1977 /78
1978 /79
r979/80
r980/81
r98r /82
1982/83
r983/84
r984l85
r98s/86

-  - ' )
).)-

r39
r40
141
r43
145
146
148
r50
r52

852
145
t92
20r
209
2r8
227
236
245
Z J J

265

ti5"
r90
202
206
2L l
2r5
220
224
229
233

852
2ro
208
Z L J

219
226
233
240
246

lJ.)-

370'
731
75r
77L
79t-
813
835
857
880
903

I - 85 percent of generated quantities.
2 - Estimate for tons processed during up p€ riod ,



SUMMARY OF REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES

As shown in Revised Tabl-e 24, an in i t ia l  subscr iber gaLe fee
o f  $6 .50  pe r  t on  i s  requ i red  fo r  t he  mod i f i ed  p rog ram '  Th i s  i s

$1 .00  pe r  t on  l ess  than  tne  o r i g r i na l  p rog ram.  The  $6 .50  pe r  t on
gate fEe, combined with recommended capaci ty charges and non-
iubscr iber t ransport  surcharges, would meet al l  est imated program

costs without ref iance on income from resource recovery'

RESOURCE RECOVERY BENEFITS

Direct benef i ts include income from resource recovery and sav-
ings in landf i l l  operat ion and maintenance costs -  Indirect bene-
f  i [ .s wi I I  a lso be real ized by deferr ing capi tal  investment in land-
f i l - I s  t o  rep lace  those  r - r sed  i n i t i a l l y .

Net income from sales of  recovered mater ials can be used to
red.uce gate fees. The potent ial  gate fee reduct ions shown in
Tab1e 25 for corrugated and ferrous mater ial-s remain va1id.  The
potenl ia l  gate fee reduct j -on from air  separat ion is now $2'60 per

ton of  processed waste. Landf i lL operat ion and maintenance cost
reduct ions that may resul t  f rom resource recovery range from

$0.40 per ton of  p-rocessed waste in J-9'1 '7 /78 to $0.50 per ton in
1985 /86 .

The total  potent ia l  gate fee reduct ions from resource recov-
ery are:

Potent ial  Gate Fee Reduct ion
Per  Ton  o f  P rocessed  was te '

o&M
Revenues Savinqs Tota]

Corrugate d
Fe rrous
Air  separat ion

s0.75
$0 .25  t o  $ I . 30

$2 .60
51.60-Eo-T?.C5 C , 4  n n  + ^  q (  n q

(2 )
(2 )
(2 )

$0 .40

The resul t ing gate fees required to support  the modif ied
regional program, 

- t i t r r  
at1 expeCted resource recovery,  wi lL be in

the  o rde r  o f  $1 .50  to  $2 .50  pe r  t on  o f  p rocessea l  was te .

1 -  F igu res  rounded  to  nea res t
2 -  operat ion and maintenance

program.

s0.05.
savings not al located to each recovery
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As compared to current
increase in regional charges

ra tes  a t  t he  S t .  John  l -and f i l l , the

Per  CY
32-Ga I .  Loose  Was tes

CY Can Per CY
5 0 0  l - b .  2 2 5  I b -  3 5 - 4 0  l b .  2 5 0  l - b .

Current rate at  St.  John
Increase without resource

re covery *
Increase with resource

re cove ry *

$0.70

+0  .9  3

- u  .  J z

+1.  80

- u .  o 4

I U .  Z I

+0.28

-0  .10

$0 .40

+0 .41

-0 ,2 I

the
the
as

* Capaci ty charges and transport  surcharges are not included;
r-ncreases based on current St.  John rateg-

As noted in Chapter 4 of  th is report ,  resource recovery at
present mater ial-  pr ices est imated by the engineer can offset
addit ional  costs of  introducing a mi l l ing and recovery system

soon as rnarkets are developed for the ful l  volume.

acted wastes
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After complet ion of  the f inanci
v/as changed. to reduce the number of
j -nclude air  separat ion equipment in
changes ref lect  suggest ions by pr iva

CIIAPTER 6

THE MODIFIED REG PROGRAM

g plan, the regional program
roposed mi l l ing centers and

e  i n i t i a l  s tage .  These
e industry and an increased.

urgency given to recover ing l ight c us t i b le  ma te r ia l s .

This chapter summari  zes f inanc
because of the program changes. Re
in a form paral le l  to that of  Chapt
f i rst  10 years of  the program,

g plan revis ions required
sions are presented br ief ly

4. Proiect ions cover the

The fol lowing revised tables included in this chapter:

ud ing  In f l a t i on  Fac to rs  )

t ies Financed

d r = h  E  I 6 m 6 n f c

ance Costs
sed by Mi11in9 CenterEst imated Sol id waste Pro

Sumnary of Annual Revenues d E4)enditures

PROGRAM EXPENDITURES

Total annual costs for the modi ied regional prog'ram are est i -
annua l  cos t  f o r  L978 /79 ,  $5 .6
u t  $1 .0  m i l l i on  l ess  than  i n

mated in Revised Table 9.  The total
mi l l ion with publ ic f inancing, is
the or iginal  p1an. Total  annual_ cos
and maintenance, and administrat ion.

comprise capi tal- ,  operat ion

K-v

R- 14

R-  15
R-l_8
R-23

Obl igat ion Nun cer and Faci l
Obl igat ions

Annual Cost Project ion ( In
Capital  Costs for Program

Annual CapitaL Costs for P
Annual Operation and Maint

?he totaf  in i t ia l  capi tal  cost
less than the or iginal  program cost.
mari ly f rom the fol lowj.ng changes:

s  $ f5 .9  n i 11 ion ,  $10 .9  m i l l i on
The decrease resul ts pr i -

2.

1. Two mi l l ing centers v/ere e
Cornel"ius area and the oth

Acguisition and improvemen
deferred to an undetermine
b1e mater ials diverted fr

nated, one for the Hi l - lsboro-
for southeast Port land.

of three landf i11s have been
date. wi th l ight combust i -
the waste stream, the exist j -ng

ce l i fe in the modif ied

landf i l ls ,  St.  ,John and Ros ' s , and the proposed .Iand-
f i l l -  at  Durham are expecte
Because of i ts extended se

to serve for many years.

program the Durham fandf i  1I
rather than 1ease.

6-7
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REVISED TABLE III
CAPITAL CO6TS FOR PROGRAM ELEMEN'IS ($OOO)
REGIONAL PROCESSIBLE SYSTEM

Mil l ing
Land

Bui ld ings

Equipment

Equipment

Transport

Lalldfill

North Portland
E. Washhgton
205 North
RosEmar

North Portland
D. Washington
205 North
Rossmarl

North Portland
E - Washington
205 Noth
Rossman

North Potland
E. Washington
205 North
Roasman

North Portland
E. Washtrgton
205 North
Rossman

Durham

197 3
Cost2

$  837 .s
r,006.2

837 .5
1 ,006 .2

487 .5
5 2 5 . 0
487 ,s
525 .0

903 .8
t ,  t 2 2 , 5

965 ,0
1 , 0 6 1 . 2

t46 ,O
664,0
664.0
146 .0

27  4 .O
675 .0
174 .0

56 .O
56 .0
56 .0

95 .0
95 .0
9 5 . 0

r0r

2*

r01

l0.r

r0+

15+

15+
15+
15+

10+
7+
7+

t97 5
197 4
1975
1975

t97 6
\975
r976
r976

r97 6
r975
r97 6
1976

1976
r975
r976
1976

1976
t975
1976
t976

1975

r975
r976
t976

1975
r976
1976

r975
1976
t976

$ r40
85

r20
30

r ,055
t , t 7 4
1 ,055
1 ,268

564
579
564
608

r, 046
1 , 2 3 8
l , l l 7
\ 224

t69
732
769
t69

300

320
850
219

62

65

lo5
l l 0
t l 0

$  98 .0
5 9 . 5
84 .0
2 t  . o

738 .5
8 2 1 . 8
738 .5
887.6

394 .8
405 ,3
394 .8
425,6

732 .2
866 .6
781  .9
8s9 .6

I r 8 . 3
5l?,4
538 .3
1 1 8 .  3

2 1 0 . 0

224 ,0

r 5 3 , 3

43  , 4

7 3 . 5
? 7 , O
?7  ,0

Financi4g
Methdl6

0 - l
D - t
0 - I
0 - I

o -2
0 -  t
o -2
o -2

o -2
o - l
o-2
o -2

0 - 2
0 -  I
o-2
o -2

o -2
0 - l
o -2
o-2

0 - 1

0 -1
o -2
0 -2

0 -  I
o-2
0 - 2

0 - l
0 -2
o-2

Construction Durham
St.  John
Ro€sman

Loaders Durham
St.  John
Rossman

Compactors Durharn
st. John
RosEman

I 
-Eevtsed 

edGaing dara as provided by COR-MET.
2 - 1973 costs; alL items except Transport and Landfill

25 percent for engineering and conringencres.
3 - COR-MET dares.
4 - Inllatior factor of 8 percenr Fer year fol alL consrrucrion,

per year for al l  equipment.
5 - All items assumed eligible for 30 percenr DEe granr p
6 -  0- l  f i rs t  obl igat ion_

0-2 second obligarion.
NOTE: Reptacement equipmen! nor included -_ !!o eouiDment

ror repracemenr during t0 year period of rhis

include
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REVISED TABLE 14
OBLIGATION NUMBER AND FACILITIES FINANCED ($OOO)
REGIONAL PROCESSELE SYSTEM

Obligation
Number Year Length Period

Amount Obligation
Financed Amount

r97 4

7975

22

22

ro/r/74 - rO /r /96

1o/r /7s - r0 /r /97

$ 3 ,  4 1 9 . 5

7 , 7 2 1 . 7

$4, 000

9, 100

Obligation
Number Element and Item

Life Yo of
Years Amount Oblig.

Milling
Land, construction a-nd equipment
Equipment*
Subtotal

Transport
Equipment*

Landfill
f .anO-ana c ons truc tion
Equipment
Equipment*
Subtotal
Total

Varies $ 434.0 12.7

10  73 .5  2 .1
$--330.T 

-16',r

$3 ,  4 r9 .5  100 .0

25
10

$r ,  489  .6
866 .6

$2.3's62

$  s12 .4

43.6
25.3
68.9

r5 .010

Millirtg
Construction and equipment
Equipment*
Subtotal

Transport
Equipment*

Landfill
dois-Elction
Equipment
Equipment*
Subtotal
Total

Var ies $ 748.3 9,7
15+  9 r . 0  r . 2
7+  154 .0  2 .O

$ 993. 3 rLg
$7 ,727 .7  100 .0

25
10

$3 ,  579 .8
2 ,373 .7

q (  o < c  q

$  7 7 4 . 9

46.4
30 .7
7 7  . l

r0 .0l0

Equipment deposit resefl/e recommended to fund repaJrment
of equipment poftion of loan upon retirement o{ equipment.
No deposit recommended for equipment with 15 or more
years service life.
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REVISED TABLE 15
ANNUAL CAPITAL COSTS FOR PROGRAM ELEMENTS ($OOO)
REGIONAL PROCESSELE SYSTEM

Obligation Obligation

Equipm ent Deposit
Reserves *

Element/Year No. I No, 2 Deposits Expendltures Amount

Mrlrine 68.9% 77 .L%

Total
Alnual

1975 /7 6
1976 /77
1977 /78
r97 8 /79
r979/80
1980/81
r98L /82
1982/83
!983/84
1984/85
i9 85 /86

- ; ; ;

205
l l J

228
228
228
228
228
228

$43
r63
r63
r63
t oJ

l o J

_toJ

loJ

r63
163

$43
335
796
879
962
973
973
973
973
973

$428
501
J / 1

582
J 6 2

582
582
582

Transporr tS.0% I0.0%
r975/76
r97 6 /77
1977 /78
r978 /79
1979 /80
r9 80/8r
198r /82
1982/83
1983/84
r984l85
r98S/86

Landf i l l  16,I% t2,9%

$38
45
47
50
50
50
50
50
50

^ - : _ -
Q 5 J

o)

74
75
I J

75
75
75

65
OD

OJ

65
65
OJ

OD

65
OJ

$26
103
r65
177
189
r90
190
r90
r90
r90

1975 /7 6
r97 6 /77
1977 /78
197I /79
1979 /8O
f 9 80//8f
198L/82
1982/83
1983/84
1984/85

$+
l 9
l 9
19
19
19
19
r9
4

$40
48
50
53

J J

53
53

q  7 t

84
95
97
o 7

97
97 ( ls )

$4
JY

139
l ) J

ro /
t69
169
r69
I J >

x - Equipmefi Deposit Reserves - continued on following page.
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REVISED TABLE 15 (CONT'D.)

- Equipment Deposit Reserves:

Milting:
25.3 percent of Obligation No. I -

irrtercst tuom 1976/77 through 19

30.7 percent of Obiigation No. 2 -

interest fuom L977 /78 through I

Transpofi:

$43,000 arurual deposit at 7.5 percent

$I20,000 annual deposit at 7.5 percent

15,000 annual deposit at 7.5 petcent
84.

15.0 percent of Obligation No. 1 - $26, 000 annu al deposit at 7 .5 percent

interest fxom 1976/77 through 19

10.0 percent of Obligation No. 2 - $39,000 annual deposit at 7.5 percent
87 .jnterest ttom 1977 /7 8 through 19

Landfill:
2.1 percent of obligation No, I - annual deposit at 7 .5 percent

interest f.rom 1976/77 through 19

2.0 percent of Obligation No. 2 -

interest from 1977 /78 through 19



REVISED T'AILE 18
ANNUAL O&M CGTSr ($000)
RIC]OM]- PROCESSIBLE SYSTEM

/76 1976/77 t977nE 1978/79 1979/80 t98}/8t L98l/82 L9a2/E3 r9B3l84 t9A4/A5 L9A5/86

205 North

Totel Aonual O&M C.sts

Transpo!t

205 North

Toral Anr'.l O&M cosrs

tlndfiu-without re$ure
recovery:

Tolal Antual O&M Cosrs

$ - - - ^  $  D a z  I  4 2 t
303J 520 520

37 201
$340 $r.  ?s3

$----  $ 402 $ 97
r23J 21r 2 l l

ro12 243

:- __p2 76
$u3 $ 3E{ $ 627 $ 630

Is 73 165 2r3
$r38 $ 457 $ ?s2 $ 843

f303

'1::' '
:::

$r02 $
t2

$It{ t

l 8 l2  435
rB2  4 l s

$r,797 $r .800
472 609 vJ6 1.069

$2,269 $2,449 $2,553 $2,706 $2,869
r,24t  t ,423 \ ,6t7

$3,04I  $3,223 $3,4r7

$r,800 $1,800 $r ,800 $r ,800 $1,800 $1,800 sr,800
|,822

$3,622

$ 630
498

$t rtf

$ r75
229
231

s- 63s $ 640
t67 2t6

$ 6.10
4,{1

$ 640
s06

$ 802 $ Es6 $ 908 $ %2 $1,02n 5r ,081 $1,146 $t ,2r4 $r ,288

$ 4r0 $
324

$ 7 U  $

$ 1 , 0 5 2

gs2
_-292

366
70

436

lindfill wirh resouie
recou. ry ,S

Durtqm (

Suhtoral (
Annua l  id f la t ion4
' I  

o r r l  Annua l  O&M C6srs0  q

$ 630 $ 630
566 638

$t, i% $ t, ,6s

$ 640 S 6,{0
s74 648

4ro
368-7n

4r0
415
825

I _ Revised O&M costs plovtded by COR-MET for l0-Far operarhg peliod, 197617 ihrNsh 1985/86. No adjustm€nt ma.te iD O&M
cosrs for disposl ar 85 percenr of geErated quenrittes.

2 - E Brim.te fo! O&M bee€d on five -honth p€liod, t9?7 /78 @6t.
3 - Estibate for O&M b@*d on seven-month p€rlod, 1977 /7a .osr,
4 - O&M ptojections basd on annusl lniariotr factor ot 6 percent Fer rear from 19?3 ba6e co$.
5 - landfiu O&M @sts tor ft@re req)veiy provrjed by cOR -MET be*d on redued persouel ald cove! reqrilemenrs wirh 70 to 80

pe!ent baterisl recoveiy.
6 - No red'rction in ladflll dsts as$med for 1975n6 aad t976n7 fiicst leaIs.

$ 630 S 630
262 3r7

$--!q $ e47

$ 630
i74

$1,004

$ 630
434

$r,064

$ 640
264

$ 640
322

$ 6{0
380

$ 4r0
283

$ 693

410
243

l2l
t42
r43- 
406
r07--i3

t  4r0 $ 410 $ 4r0 $
139 172 206

$ sa9 $--5!t $ 616 $
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A11  cap i ta l  cos ts  fo r  t he  m i
f i l l  e lements are shown in Revise
costs for the rnodif ied proqram ar

Grant  Amount
Sys tem E- lenent

l i n g  c e n t e r ,  t r a n s p o r t  a n d  l a n d -
T a b l e  1 1 .  T h e  i n i t i a l  c a p i t a f

Local  Amount
Total-

M i l l i ng  cen te rs  $3
Trans port
Land  f i  11
To ta  I

Two Iongr
1 o a n s .  E a c h
Surffnarized in
i n  e s t i m a t i n g

. 561 ,000
552 ,000
662 ,000

s  8 ,  310 ,000
t ,287 ,0OO
1,544 ,000

$ r1 ,871 ,000
1 ,839 ,000
2 ,206 ,000

5T3;9ii--;0TT.$4 ,775 ,000 $11 ,141 ,000

Both grant and local  amoi lnts
DEQ qrant, / loan program. The gran
for the or iginal  program, and the

term obl igat ions ar
ob l i qa t i on  and  i t s  a

K E V I S E d  ' 1  A D  I E  . L 4 .

annua.I  program cos

Revised Table 15 shows the r
t he  t h ree  sys tem e lemen ts ,  i nc l u
rese rves .

Operat ion and maintenance
are shown in Revised Table l_8.
fo r  t he  10 -yea r  p ro jec t i on  pe r iod
in f l a t i on .  Reduced  land f i 11  cos
t i a f  70  to  80  pe rcen t  reduc t i on  i
resou rce  recove ry  a re  a l so  shown .

Replacement equipment costs
Table 9 because f i rst  generat ion
As equipment is replaced on a I
annua l  cos ts  w i l - f  i nc rease  i n  p
shown  in  Tab le  9 .

Annual lease requirements re

1. Delet ion of  the Durham l-
s i t e  i s  schedu led  fo r chase

2. Inclusion of  the compens
Port land for the St.  Joh

T h p  n r n n n c a d  n a r / m A n l -  f ^  f h 6

ennua l  i n t e res t  oaymen t  o f  S13 ,00
o f  t he  s i t e  f o r  t he  c i t y ' s  $2b l l 0
a rnua l  paymen t  o f  $7 ,000  pe r  - yea r
t he  c i t y ' s  $51 ,000  i nves tmen t  i n
560 ,000  annua l  s i t e  l ease  fo r  t he
and rernains in the annual l .easc r

are proposed to be met f rom the
amoun t  i s  53 .3  n i l , f  i on  l ess  than

loan  amoun t  i s  $7 .6  m i l l i on  l ess .

recommended to secure the DEQ
I  r1r -^ f  i . )n  hv cvs l  cnt  r . f  ement  are
ni form repayment  schedules used

a r e  s h o w n  i n  R e v i s e d  T a b l e  l 4 - I .

s u l t i n g  a n n u a l  c a p i t a l  c o s t s  f o r
n n  n a o r l a d  a d r r i  ^ m a n f  . l 6 n ^ c  i  Ir r Y  r r e \

ts for the three system elements
ts  are as est imaLed by COR-I4ET
wi th an a l lowance added for
that may resul t  f rom the poten-
waste quant i t ies by resource

e not ref fected in Revised
uipment serves through 1985/86.

a - n r r r n h a c o  h a c i  c  : f + a r  l  q a ( , / e A

r t ion to the costs or iq inal fv

a ^ +  + h 6  F ^ l  I ^ L ' i h d  ^ l ' ,r . .  : r  - ^ . . 1 n g e s :

d f i f l  l ease  cos t  because  the

t ion payment to the Cj. ty of
l  andf i  11 .

i ty of  Port land j .ncluCes an
na r .  i r , ! ? r  f  h r , r r r . r h . l r rF  t hc  l i f e

0 inve s t-ment in .l.and , and an
ove f  a  :O-yea r  pe r iod  to  repay
i xed  fac i l - i t l es .  The  es t ima ted
Rossman landf i l .L was not revised
ql] . r remenc "
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PROGRAM REVENUES

The capaci ty charges and gate fees needed to meet annual pro-
gram costs decrease for the modif ied regional program.

For purposes of the modif ied program, capacl ty charges are
based on iecbver ing af l  costs incurred in moving wastes from mil f -
ins centers to the landf iLls,  rather than on ident i f ied savings in
haul cost.  The modif ied progrram wi l f  st i l l  serve to reduce hauf
costs because franchised cof lectors and other users wi l l  t ransport
wastes shorter distances than at present-  However,  the hauf cost
savings projected in ' Iables 20 and 2L are not val id for the modi-
f iea program. \{hen f inal  s i te select ions have been made, the
relat ionihip between capaci ty charges and haul cost savings should
hre rechecked. with the except ion of  the North Port l "and and Ross-
man mi l l ing centers,  hauf cost savings are ant ic ipated to egual or
exceed recornmended capaci ty chaxctes.

Revised Table 23 shows the quant i t ies used to calculate capa-
ci ty charges, t ranspor!  surcharges, and gate fee revenues. Capa-
ci ty charges are based on purchase of capaci ty by haulers of  90
percent of  the waste del- ivered for processing. Transport  sur-
charges appfy to the remaining l0 percent of  the waste.

Revised capaci ty charges and transport  surcharges are a1loca-
b le  to  each  m i l l i ng  cen te r  as  fo l l - ows :

North 205 East CapacitY Revenues

Fiscal Tear Pofiland North washington Rossman Unitsl By ch'rgc

$ 115,  000
4r8 ,000
8r8 ,000
9r0 ,000
992,000

r ,  034,000
1 , 0 7 5 , 0 0 0
I ,  r44 ,000
t ,  197,  000
1,  252,000
1,326,000

$ rs,0oo
67,000

124,000
r29,000
r32, 000
r38,000
144,000
r53,000
160,000
167, 000
177,000

Capacity Charges
t975 /76
197 6 /'7 7
197'7 /7 8
r97B /79
r979l802
.t980 /8l
r981,/82
\982/83
l9 g3/84

1984 /8s
r9B5 /86

Transpofi Surcharges
1975 /7 6
\9J 6 /t '7
r97 ? /78
r97S/79 ̂
t979 /802
r980/8r
\981/a2
1982 /83
1983,/84
1984/85
i98s/86

$r ,  r00
I, 200
r, 300
l, 400
1 , 4 5 0
r ,  500
r ,  550
1 , 6 0 0
1,  650
1,700

$r. , {o  $2.50
1  . 4 0  2  . 5 0
1  . 4 0  2  . 5 0
r  .40  2  .50
r  . 4 5  2 . 3 5
r  . 5 0  2  . 6 0
L  . 5 5  2  . 7 0
I  .60  2  .80
r . 6 5  2 . 9 0
t  . 7 0  3 . 0 0

$ r, 800
$2,2OO 1,900
2,300 2 ,000
2,400 2 ,  100
2,500 2 ,200
2,550 2 ,200
2,600 2 ,200
2 , 7 0 0  2 , 2 5 0
2,800 2 ,250
2,900 2 ,250
3,000 2 ,  300

$ 2 . 2 0
2 .20
2  . 2 0
2 . 2 0
2 .20
2 . 2 0
2 . 2 0

2 . 2 5

2  . 3 0

$400
s00
600
700
700
700
750
750
800
800

$0.70
o . 7 0
0 . 7 0
0 . 7 0
0 . 7 0
0 . 7 0
0 . 7 5
0 . 7 5
0.  80
0 . 8 0

277
548

578

610
626
643
660
o l  /

1 - Figrrres based on recon mended 1,200 tons/year: capacity url i t-

2 - Figures increase ir l lcr f979/80 to provide leve[ues equal to
projected transport costs.
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RI]VISED TABLIi ]  23
ESTIMAI]JD SCLID WASTIJ PROCESSE
(OOO TONS PER YTAR)
RE GIONAL PROCTJSSII]LIJ SYS'ITM

Nortlr
Portlancl h Wash

I ]Y MILLING CENTIiRT

205
Nortir Lossman

t975/76
r976/77
1977 /78
1978 /79
r979/80
r980/81
r98r /82
1982/83
r983/84
r984l85
r98s/86

-  - ' )
).)-

r39
r40
141
r43
145
146
148
r50
r52

852
145
t92
20r
209
2r8
227
236
245
Z J J

265

ti5"
r90
202
206
2L l
2r5
220
224
229
233

852
2ro
208
Z L J

219
226
233
240
246

lJ.)-

370'
731
75r
77L
79t-
813
835
857
880
903

I - 85 percent of generated quantities.
2 - Estimate for tons processed during up p€ riod ,



SUMMARY OF REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES

As shown in Revised Tabl-e 24, an in i t ia l  subscr iber gaLe fee
o f  $6 .50  pe r  t on  i s  requ i red  fo r  t he  mod i f i ed  p rog ram '  Th i s  i s

$1 .00  pe r  t on  l ess  than  tne  o r i g r i na l  p rog ram.  The  $6 .50  pe r  t on
gate fEe, combined with recommended capaci ty charges and non-
iubscr iber t ransport  surcharges, would meet al l  est imated program

costs without ref iance on income from resource recovery'

RESOURCE RECOVERY BENEFITS

Direct benef i ts include income from resource recovery and sav-
ings in landf i l l  operat ion and maintenance costs -  Indirect bene-
f  i [ .s wi I I  a lso be real ized by deferr ing capi tal  investment in land-
f i l - I s  t o  rep lace  those  r - r sed  i n i t i a l l y .

Net income from sales of  recovered mater ials can be used to
red.uce gate fees. The potent ial  gate fee reduct ions shown in
Tab1e 25 for corrugated and ferrous mater ial-s remain va1id.  The
potenl ia l  gate fee reduct j -on from air  separat ion is now $2'60 per

ton of  processed waste. Landf i lL operat ion and maintenance cost
reduct ions that may resul t  f rom resource recovery range from

$0.40 per ton of  p-rocessed waste in J-9'1 '7 /78 to $0.50 per ton in
1985 /86 .

The total  potent ia l  gate fee reduct ions from resource recov-
ery are:

Potent ial  Gate Fee Reduct ion
Per  Ton  o f  P rocessed  was te '

o&M
Revenues Savinqs Tota]

Corrugate d
Fe rrous
Air  separat ion

s0.75
$0 .25  t o  $ I . 30

$2 .60
51.60-Eo-T?.C5 C , 4  n n  + ^  q (  n q

(2 )
(2 )
(2 )

$0 .40

The resul t ing gate fees required to support  the modif ied
regional program, 

- t i t r r  
at1 expeCted resource recovery,  wi lL be in

the  o rde r  o f  $1 .50  to  $2 .50  pe r  t on  o f  p rocessea l  was te .

1 -  F igu res  rounded  to  nea res t
2 -  operat ion and maintenance

program.

s0.05.
savings not al located to each recovery
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As compared to current
increase in regional charges

ra tes  a t  t he  S t .  John  l -and f i l l , the

Per  CY
32-Ga I .  Loose  Was tes

CY Can Per CY
5 0 0  l - b .  2 2 5  I b -  3 5 - 4 0  l b .  2 5 0  l - b .

Current rate at  St.  John
Increase without resource

re covery *
Increase with resource

re cove ry *

$0.70

+0  .9  3

- u  .  J z

+1.  80

- u .  o 4

I U .  Z I

+0.28

-0  .10

$0 .40

+0 .41

-0 ,2 I

the
the
as

* Capaci ty charges and transport  surcharges are not included;
r-ncreases based on current St.  John rateg-

As noted in Chapter 4 of  th is report ,  resource recovery at
present mater ial-  pr ices est imated by the engineer can offset
addit ional  costs of  introducing a mi l l ing and recovery system

soon as rnarkets are developed for the ful l  volume.

acted wastes
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