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George llubel introduced Doug Drennen hrho gave a brief presenta-
t ion on the f irst agenda i tem: Uniform Rates. He explained
tl le four rate Bcenarios--Cost of Service, Uniform Rate, Uniform
Rate rdith Convenience Charge, anil Uniform Base Rate with Transfer
Ch arge .

Cost of Service is based on each faci l i ty charging rates which
reflect Ure actual costs of that individual faci l i ty. A uniform
rate cornbines tie capital and operating cos ts of all general
Purpose landfi l ls and transfer stat ions into one general rate
paid by al] uaers within the sys tem. A uniform rite with a
convenience charge mixes the costs of a1I facitities into a
ggnera1 rate. horever, a one dol1ar ' ,convenience" charge is
added to the rate at transfer sr-ations. Ihis added chirge
reflects the benefit of reducedl hauling tj$e to t}le transfer
fac iL i t ies .

A uniform base rate with a transfer charge also mixes the costs
of al l  faci l i t ies, however, a charge is adi led to the disposal
rate rdhich reflects the transfer costs of hauling garbage from
transfer stat ions to the landfi l - I .  fhis transfer charge is
establ ishei l  according to the transfer cost at each transfer
stat ion and is then added to i  convenienee charge at these
stat ions. George Hubel askei l  i f  transfer stat ions would receive
l i t t le use under the Cost of Service approach since the transfer
stat ion disposal fee woulct be approximilely $9.00 more than
othe! faci l i t ies. Doug Drennen explained tbat dlecisions to
use faci l i t ies are made on a company by conpany basis, taking
into consideration geographical location of fa-i l i t ies, locai i .on
of routes. t} le type of equipnent used, etc. I t  is dif f icult  to
predict exactly where f lor wiIJ, 9o anil when. Por example, when
Rossman's Landfi l l  went from $7.48/ton to $11.4o,/ton, i t  took
a couple of months (after a bi l l ing cycle) for haul.ers to real ize
that their costs had gone up. Five oi six months after the rate
increase a general shif t  to St. iJohns becane apparelt t .  St. . lohns
is  $1 .00  less  than Rossmanrs  Landf i l l .  Horm wie t t ing  po in ted
out t} lat Wi ldwood wil l  accept transfer trai lers on1y, and there-
fore. the system wil l  basici l ly be cornposed of tranlfer stat ions.
Norm Wietting stated that some hauler groups are opposed to pay-
ing a uniform rate since t ie oregon City f lanning -omrnission
has l i -nited the amount of waste the Clackanas Transfer and
-'-,- ,  -- irrg Center can accept, ani l  therefore, i t  r .r i l l  not be open
to aII haulers .

Ed!. 'ar i l  Brunet said that marginal costs ref lect the actual cost
of each faci l i ty and that a uniform rate tendls to send mixei l
signals about that actual costs of ini t ividual faci l i t ies.
George Hubel was concerned about t} |e pofjcv impact of requir inq
St. Johns users to pay tor other faci i i t ie-s. Doug Drenndn was
asked about the status of the West Transfer Stat ion. l t tre
operation, si t ing and ovrnership of the West Transfer Stat ion is
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going out for bid. The cost of operating the tra'nsfer station
wil l  be ineludei l  in the bid responses and Metro wil l^ set tbe
rates.

Nextr Doug Robertson gave a brief, presentation on holv costs
wil l  be al located at the St. Johns Landfi l l  and the Clackamas
fransfer and Recycling Center. Firstf fJ-ow assumptions are
made, and from flow level the sites I costE are set. Once
the costs for each faci l iQr are establ iEhed, the costs are al lo-
cateil to the indiviilual user class depending upon the benefits
received by that user. Ihe costs are tierefore allocated by
either nurnber of trips or tons by each user class. With the.
cos ts to each uBer dlefined for each facility, the rates can be
calcula ted.

On a Cost of Service basis, the rate is sirnply the fee required
to generate an incorne stream, given the flo.t^r at that inilividual
site, whicb wil l  cover the faci l i tysr costs. f f  a uniform rate
is to be 6et, the cl isposal fee is calculated to generate an
income stream, based upon all of the flow in the systemr. which
wil l  cover al l  costs of the who3.e system. Therefore, under a
cost of service rate pol icy, rates are dif , ferent at each faci l i ty,
while uni ler a uniform rate pol icy al l  rates (for each user cl-ass)
are t}re same throughout the system.

EcI Brunet wonderei l  how signif icant labor costs are in relat ion
to the init tal capital costs of t le transfer stat ion. Douq
Drennen said that- labor costs are a substantial amount of the
total cost since there are six or Eeven people on the Bite in
ai ldit ion to transfer r ig drivers. A1so, th! faei l i ty rnay be
oPen extended hours, reguir ing more labor. Doug Robertson said
t lat a capital cost of approximately $3 miff ion, spread over a
25 year period, would result in an annual cost of approximateLy
$200-$260 thousand.

Edward Brunet asked i f  Ki l l ingsworth Fart Disposal- \rould be
included in a uniform rate. Doug Robertson explained that
staff is leaning away frorn including private facj. l i t ies in a
uniform regional rate aince i t  is dl i f f icult  to mix tJre prof i t
of a private faci.lity with the non-profit costs of a governnent
operation. Also, Kif t ingsworth prbvides a dif ferent service
than l i{e tro faci l i t ies since l t  accepts dernol i t ion refuse only.
Norm Wietting pointedl out that competition is rnaintained in a
system of government owned faci l i t ies which bid out opelat ion
of t t te faci l i t ies to private enterprise.

George Hubel suggested that the next agenda i tem, General
Establ ishment of a Rate uethodology, be diecussed sinee Mark
Gardiner had to leave the meeting early. Ed Brunet sai i l  that
he was concerned about conparing the landfi l l  operation wittr
t} te trucking industry on a post hoc basis, as had been done in
the 6taff teport on Ki l l ingsr"rort i  Fast Disposal. George Hubel
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said that i t  is dt i f f icult  to comPare a landfi l l  operation
which is a short-term project to the trucking .industry which
is ongoing. AIso, the r isks are dif ferent in each industry.

George Hubel stated t}rat the methodology adlopted shouldl inclutle
assuring that money is avai lable for post closure maintenance.

uark cardiner saiil he favorE setting the rates of public
faciLit ies on a cost of service basis and lett ing competit ion
determine the rates of private facilities with the excePtion
of making sure post closure maintenance costs are taken care
of. A cost of iervice method, i f  i t  works, is t-he most eff icient.
Unless there are reasons for not going cost of Service. such
as f l-ow control, a Cost of Service approactr ia preferab le.

Norm Wietting pointed out that undler a Cost of Servlcg approach
a transfer sLation would have to charge around $19.00,/ton,
whereas a private landfi l l  operatorr whose costs were only 512.00/
ton, could comPetit ively charge $r5.00,/ton' r tr is wouli l  be an
excessive and irnnecessary chaige to the public. Edward Brunet
Btated that since Metro is bidding out operation ot Pr:-vate
faci l i t ies, a monopoly situation does not seem to exist,  and
therefore, a regulated rate of return is not necessary. Norm
wiett ing s ta tei l  that the nwnber of si tes are l ini ted since
Metro wil l  not franchise an unl imited amount of si tes for
environmental ani l  land useleasons. AIso, i f  Resource Recovery
is bui1t, t tro-thirdts of the regionrs garbage wil l  go to that
facility and their wifl not be enough r,tas te to fiLl uP other
s i tes .

steve Aanilerud said that users of a transfer stat ion should pay
transfer costs, but he is not sure that he agrees with a. tolal
uniform rate. George Hubef said the methodotogy should. include
a post closure mainlenance fund which couldl incluile. equity in
thl lancl. Ttr is brings up sevelal questions: ff this were done
would ttre appreciation oi the trust fund be taxable to the
corporation?- Could the earnings of the funcl be tax sheLteril?
couid t}te trust fund be exernpt fron bankruptq/?. Ed Brunet.eai i l
he woulil draft a paper for the Committee to revrevr addresslng
post closure maintenanee, f low controlr transPortat ion costs
and other social impacts. George Hubel sai i l  he would draft a
paper on a post closure trust fund for the Cor|unittee to dliscuss.

The meeting was tien adjourned.
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