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Regulatory Classification

Number of 

Facilities 

(Approx. 

Count)

Approximate 

Annual 

Tonnage

Metro 

Inspections 

(FY05-06 

Planned)

Facilities Subject to Metro Regulation

… and actually regulated

Notes

1

Private Regional Transfer Stations

143,005

6

3

Local Transfer Stations

254,182

18

4

Dry Waste Processors

105,110

30

incl. Aloha, KB, W'tech, ECR

7

Non System Licensees

66,513

6

NSL destinations listed below

13

Compost/Yard Debris Facilities

250,000

93

3

Roofing Processors

50,000

17

Subtotal

170

(67% of total)

… but exempt from regulation

6

Sludge Processors*

50,000

31

2

Tire Processors

50,000

4

incl. out of district tires

10+

Other Specialized Processors

200,000

9

Hog fuel, drywall, etc.

6

Clean MRFs

450,000

0

8

Concrete & rubble Processors

1,000,000

+

0

Subtotal

44

(17% of total)

Facilities Not Subject to Metro Regulation

2

Metro Transfer Stations

565,202

0

10

Other Private Landfills

?

0

industrial wastes, inert mat'ls.

… but have an arrangement w/ Metro

2

Limited Purpose Landfills

219,058

22

Lakeside, Hillsboro

5

General Purpose Landfills

6,914

**

18

CR,CB,FB,Roos,Wasco

1

Mass incinerator (waste-to-energy)

12,022

***

0

Boxed values sum to 1,359,985 tons.

Subtotal

40

(16% of total)

Notes:  Tonnage figures rounded to the nearest 10,000 are approximate; throughput at these facilities is either not measured

 and/or is not reported to Metro.

Non-system licensees deliver waste to two Waste Connections transfer stations in Vancouver, Wash. and to the Marion

County incinerator, and small amounts of waste are delivered under NSLs to Wasco Landfill and to a Weyerhauser landfill

in Longview, Wash.  Not included in the licensee tonnage total, WRI hauls its waste under an NSL to Coffin Butte Landfill,

owned by its parent, Allied Waste; and Pride Disposal (and to a lesser degree Troutdale Transfer Station) haul waste to

WMI's Riverbend Landfill in McMinnville.

*

One sludge processor, Thermo Fluids, is licensed by Metro.

**

General purpose landfills accept virtually all the putrescible waste and dry waste residual from the above facilities.  The small number of tons

shown here represent mainly special wastes transported directly from the Metro region to the landfill without transfer.

***

Most of the incinerator tonnage is already counted in Metro's (9,100 t) and WRI's (2,700 t) totals.


MEETING SUMMARY

Rate Review Committee

Metro Regional Center – Room 370

April 5, 2005

Present:

Members
Metro
Guests
Michelle Poyourow
Councilor Rod Park, Chair
Eric Merrill, Waste Connections

Matt Korot
Mike Hoglund, Director, Solid Waste & Recycling
Dean Kampfer, Waste Mgmt

Ray Phelps
Doug Anderson, Solid Waste & Recycling
Easton Cross, Allied Waste

Mike Leichner
Tom Chaimov, Solid Waste & Recycling
Mark Altenhofen, Wash. County

Paul Matthews
Karen Feher, Finance & Admin. Services 
David White, ORRA

Mike Miller
Maria Roberts, Solid Waste & Recycling



Steve Kraten, Solid Waste & Recycling



Gina Cubbon, Administrative Secretary, SW&R


Members Absent:

- none-

Councilor Rod Park convened the meeting, and meeting minutes from March 22 (which had been distributed in draft form the previous week) were approved unanimously by the Committee.  Doug Anderson said he was still editing the summary of the March 15 meeting (adding information from his presentation) and they would be sent out before the next meeting.

Looking over the draft minutes for March 29, ORRA’s Dave White requested an amendment, observing that page 7 of the summary misinterpreted what he had stated at that meeting.  Since the minutes were still in draft form, the correction will be made prior to adoption.

Councilor Park introduced the next agenda item, information for design of the “3rd fee.”  Tom Chaimov presented a hand-out (attached) and explained the concept of the fee.  “The way I understand it, the ‘3rd fee’ was supposed to be designed to be consistent with the cost-of-service allocation model, and recover those costs associated with private facilities.  That is, recover those costs that folks... they wouldn’t otherwise incur if there were no private facilities.”  Paul Matthews interjected that the fee would be fully-loaded with the overhead costs.

Mr. Chaimov explained the hand-out, and said he’d like to get the group’s comments on the design and concept of the fee.  He also asked members to let him know of any other information they might need.  After looking over the information, Mr. Matthews asked for more details regarding the number and types of inspections conducted by the Regulatory Affairs Division, as shown on “Attachment B, Part 2” of the handout.

Inspections vary, Mr. Chaimov explained, by the type of material facilities are permitted to take, and how complex the operation.  “More complex facilities will have more complex inspections,” he said.  However, some of the bigger, most complex facilities are run by well-established companies that don’t typically “break the rules;” so inspections there may not be as involved as at other facilities.  “They’re subject to a high-degree of regulation.” 

Referring still to Attachment B, Part 2,  Mr. Chaimov explained that the figures shown in boxes tie the tonnage shown back to Attachment B, Part 1.  The facilities related to those boxes, he said, are those which are subject to Metro fees and taxes.  The others are exempt, he said, “...by virtue of, primarily, handling source-separated recoverable waste..”

From the audience, Steve Kraten of SW&R’s Regulatory Affairs Division added that there are exceptions.  Tire processors are regulated; sludge processors are in a gray area and may be brought under regulation soon.  Inspectors, he clarified, check on exempt facilities to verify that they are only accepting material that is exempt, and not surreptitiously spreading out into other activities.

Ray Phelps, referencing “Non-Metro” costs of $482,329 from the previous week’s handouts (page 4, as attached to meeting summary of March 29, 2005), asked if that entire amount is for the inspections listed on Attachment B of tonight’s handouts.  Mr. Anderson explained more about the Regulatory Affairs Division.  The Division handles a wide spectrum of activities, including the illegal dumping program.  “The Code Enforcement Group,” he said, “...enforces Metro Code with respect to facilities, the public health and safety issues at facilities, finance issues, as well as flow-control and other factors.  One of their main roles is the licensing and franchising of facilities, determination of exempt facilities,... and enforcing [those licenses].”  Field inspections and desk inspections are used to that end.  Additionally, Regulatory Affairs “...enforces and even prosecutes people who flout the law... For example, a ‘wild-catter’ that picks up waste from construction sites, hauls it out of the Region without paying fees, disposes of it improperly, and so forth – that’s another activity of this [Enforcement] group, and they do, and have, taken those kind of flouters all the way up to criminal prosecution.”  Mr. Anderson went on to describe other aspects of the Regulatory Affairs Division, such as the auditing function that supports the Enforcement Group.

Referencing again page 4 of the handouts of March 29, Mr. Anderson pointed out that the total cost of the Division is evenly split between all regional generators (through the Regional System Fee), and the “Non-Metro” allocation, which would be in the third fee.  “Last year, the reason for splitting the entire bundle I just talked about,” he said, “...was to put in the [Non-Metro cost], the functions that are directly related to inspections, license and franchise enforcement, auditing, that kind of activity.”  The costs related to criminal activity, for example, remain in the RSF, Mr. Anderson explained.

Mr. Phelps asked how much it costs the system for any facility to exist, and stated that he felt the application fees are set too low, which raises the cost to the system.  “The pikers should pay.  If you’re spending $490,000, and half of it is for compost and roofing processors, then half of that cost ought to be borne by them.”

The group began to discuss how it would be possible – if at all – to track an individual facilities’ cost of Metro staff time, etc. in order to divide the overall cost appropriately.  Mr. Phelps suggested breaking the facilities up into different classes, “...a regional transfer station is one kind of critter, [etc.].  If an inspection takes an hour at a regional transfer station... it’s a fairly easy number to drive throughout.”  Councilor Park warned, however, that it’s sometimes possible to end up “...losing the money by trying to chase the money.”  Citing the subject of inspections and using an example from the nursery industry, the Councilor explained that it’s important to make sure that even within ones’ own industry, each business is getting all the services that they deserve and need.  

Further discussion of how it might be possible to determine the cost of individual inspections ensued.  Staff time would need to be allocated, including drive-time.  Simply charging for inspections can quickly become a mire because so many incidents, not merely facility types, differ.  The group discussed application and license fees.  Mike Miller spoke up, “It seems to me we should worry less about how to do the math, as opposed to what’s the policy – who’s going to pay, who’re we going to include – then worry about the math.  I think the policy issues are the big thing.”  He expressed frustration that facilities which are subject to the RSF end up, in essence, paying for the inspection of facilities that are exempt.

On request, Mr. Anderson explained the facility regulation policy to the non-industry members.  “The main focus of the policy here is to ensure that facilities accepting mixed waste, i.e., disposal sites, are regulated.”  These regulations ensure public health and safety, and that facilities are in compliance with their franchise conditions, he said.  Along with public health and safety, Mr. Anderson continued, we need to ensure that fees and taxes are paid, and confirm compliance with contract flow guarantees.  “In addition,” he said, “...we also impose a degree of social regulation in the sense of almost all the facilities are subject to minimum recovery rates.  There’s also a bit of economic regulation with the local transfer stations – the famous ‘cap’ issue.”

In contrast to disposal sites, composting/yard debris facilities, roofing material processors and other “specialized processors” (tires, clean MRFs, concrete and rubble) are taking source-separated material.  Historically, Metro’s policy has been minimal or no regulation of source-separated solid waste, with the exception of compost / yard debris facilities, “...which the industry invited [Metro] into in the early 1990s.”  At that time, he explained, curbside yard debris programs were beginning, but there was some degree of question about whether there would be sufficient markets for the material.  Because of issues such as odor, the industry was concerned that “...a bad apple or two in the bunch could tarnish the image of the entire [yard debris composting] industry.  So Metro established standards for processing, enforced them through licensing and regulation.”  The Regional benefit was to ensure there was a stable and growing market in yard debris facilities so that curbside programs would have a market for the material, Mr. Anderson stated.  This was judged to be a regional benefit, broadly-based, and thus the costs became part of the RSF.

Metro does, Mr. Anderson noted, conduct occasional inspections of facilities taking source-separated materials to ensure they are not taking materials that would violate their exemption.  “Leave them alone,” he said was the policy, “but let’s make sure we should be leaving them alone, and they’re not doing anything untoward.”  

Of facilities that are outside Metro’s boundaries, Metro has an agreement with most of them, Mr. Anderson said. The policy has been “...to not enforce physical flow-control, but rather let that waste flow to other landfills so long as they operated in an environmentally sound manner, and collected Metro’s fees and taxes and remitted them.  It’s a good quid pro quo.”

Mr. Phelps agreed with Mr. Anderson’s recollections.  He added that if a facility is exempted because of perceived regional benefit and Metro deems it necessary to carry out inspections such as at yard debris facilities, “I’m not going to argue with that.  At the same time,” he continued, “...that’s not an area where that effort should be costed.”  He maintained that 100% of the system should pay it, not just private facilities.  Mr. Miller said that there needs to be clear policy regarding facilities that “...are a drain on the system – they cost something and aren’t participating.”  

Councilor Park said it’s the same principal as not charging facilities for recycled material.  

Ms. Poyourow brought back the subject of how facilities might be grouped.  For instance, facilities requiring similar frequency and expense of inspections, “...such that we might then assign costs to groups, instead of – as Councilor Park said – truck driving, [etc.]”  She asked Mr. Kraten how consistent the number of inspections are  at facilities from year to year.  Mr. Kraten responded that the plan each year is to inspect approximately the same number of times, “...but what happens is that there may be problems at particular facilities.  When there are, we need to step-up the inspections to make sure that those problems are being taken care of.”  Regarding sludge processors, only one is currently under regulation.  Metro is still developing its policy in this area.  

Responding to Ms. Poyourow’s question about penalties for needing extra inspections, Mr. Kraten said that such penalties do not exist.  “If a facility is non-compliant and enforcement action is taken, there could be a fine imposed, but it’s not directly related to the number of inspections it may take to resolve the issues.”  

“Are certain types of facilities inherently more expensive to inspect than others?” Ms. Poyourow asked.  Mr. Hoglund volunteered that facilities have different operations, different machinery, different processing capabilities, different materials.  Having toured facilities during inspections, he said that yes, they differ in time and effort.  For instance, Mr. Hoglund commented that while yard debris facilities’ inspections are normally quicker than some other types, “...if a yard debris facility is next to a creek, and they’re worried about leachate, we’re going to have to walk around the pile, look at it, figure out what’s going on, take pictures...” 

Ms. Poyourow added “The cost of regulation for each facility isn’t just going to be there, walking around.  It’s also all the paperwork, all the tracking...  Unfortunately, all your answers suggest that it would be quite difficult to separate these into groups based on the frequency of inspection and the cost of those inspections, especially given that repeated inspections may be necessary in case of violation and they may not actually result in a fine that covers the cost.”  

Mr. Kraten added that when inspections are done at certain designated facilities in Eastern Oregon and Eastern Washington, the travel time alone takes hours.

The group continued to ponder how best to handle and allocate the inspections portion of the Regulatory Affairs budget.  While Waste Management’s Dean Kampfer suggested using simple math (dividing the budgeted funds by number of facilities and planned inspections), Councilor Park said that from his own experience, “It’s kind of like insurance:  There’s a certain level of ‘pay to play’ we have out there, and I know everyone’s interested in keeping their costs down.”  However, there’s a definite value to everyone in the system in knowing that their competition is being inspected, too.  He continued, saying that a solution wouldn’t likely be found at this meeting, and a better model might include changing the ongoing franchise fees, application fees, perhaps by type of facility.  These are questions that he’d like staff to look into further.  

As for the idea of a flat fee per inspection, Mr. Miller felt it could be more a hardship on small facilities than large.  Ms. Poyourow pointed out that the ratio of inspections to facility type varies enough that a flat fee might not be a fair idea.  Councilor Park reiterated that staff would look into it and work through the potential options.  He’d like to look at some other models.

Mr. Matthews felt that figures could be developed using the concept of inspection equivalents.  “If you have a yard debris [facility] and that’s typically, say two hours on site, and an hour going there, and four hours at the office writing it up [for instance], versus a private regional transfer station, which is [for instance] four hours on site, four hours driving, eight hours back at the shop.”  The concept would take into account, therefore, that one type of inspection is twice as much work as another type, and figures developed from there.

Referring to Attachment A, Mr. Matthews continued, pointing out that there are some items that this idea might not be the right model for.  For instance, consider what the market will bear.  Using yard debris as an example,  Mr. Matthews illustrated, “Maybe the cost of that inspection regime might be put into the Regional System Fee – not so much to subsidize the inspections, but to subsidize that activity.  [If] we’d rather have yard debris in place, and one of the costs of having yard debris in place is to provide some sort of oversight, recover that in the Regional System Fee..”  Ms. Poyourow said that trying to allocate an exact cost-of-service  has too many variables to be completely accurate.  “It’ll be approximate, whatever we do,” she said.

Referring to out-of-region landfills that, through an arrangement with Metro, are inspected [Wasco County, Finley Buttes, Columbia Ridge, Coffin Butte, and Roosevelt], Mr. Hoglund offered that if the cost of all tonnage is allocated out, “...the drive time out to the remote landfills  – because we couldn’t [site] a landfill within the Region, that might be something that you allocate across, but that would make it more complex.”  That idea could be looked at internally.

There was some brief discussion of how the table in Attachment B was laid out.  Mr. Phelps mentioned he prefers to stay away from using tonnage as a way to allocate costs.  “Tonnage gets skewed, depending on function,” he said.  He prefers the idea of clustering facilities by function and then finding the figures.

Moving the meeting forward, Councilor Park noted that if Metro Council decided to move to an all-private solid waste system, a way would still have to be found to allocate the costs.  “Equal isn’t necessarily fair,” he said.

Coming to rest on Attachment A, Cost Causation, Mr. Chaimov commented that “...most of what you’ve been talking about this evening so far is the inspection [portion].”  Other concepts are included in Attachment A that may warrant further discussion about their allocation to private facilities.  Councilor Park asked members to forward any additional ideas for this piece to staff.  Mr. Matthews said he’d prefer to go over the piece as a group, “...so that by the time we make a rate proposal, we’re pretty certain we’re comfortable with all the decisions layered on this sheet.”

Councilor Park reminded the group that the discussion of this meeting was to focus on the “third fee” concept.  Did the group feel confident they could come to a conclusion on the subject by the next (and possibly final) meeting?  Mr. Matthews said he sees the third fee as containing two questions, “How do you design a mechanism for recovering that cost, and what ought to be in this cost?”  Depending on what is put into the cost, recovering it may be handled differently.  The Councilor repeated the question of whether the group felt the issue could be concluded at this meeting and the next.  Mr. Matthews said it all needs to be looked into – what should go into the third fee, what shouldn’t, etc.

“Given what I heard in the other discussion, that we don’t have the groupings, and given that we haven’t yet gone through this particular discussion, I’m trying to figure out how we get to making a recommendation on [April] 12th so we can continue the budget process.”  He’d like to get more ideas from the members, but felt that there simply wouldn’t be time to find answers to some of the questions this budget cycle. 

Ms. Poyourow said it’s apparent that, “...we can’t perfectly allocate the cost of regulating these facilities to these facilities, and that we’ll have to be more approximate than that.   The question of whether or not we can do that [in the time allotted] hangs on how approximate we’re willing to be.”  Mr. Matthews disagreed, saying he felt the question of inspection costs could be cracked fairly easily.  He wanted to make sure the other pieces were looked at, too.  As for allocation, he suggested putting inspection costs into the Regional System Fee.

Ms. Poyourow agreed that Attachment B could be looked at the following week, and asked that the Regulatory Affairs Division go through the list of facilities that are inspected, and approximate how many man-hours each inspection takes.  Is that something that can be estimated, she asked Mr. Kraten.  Mr. Kraten said the inspectors may be able to come up with something, and Ms. Poyourow said that if so, numbers could be calculated and allocated.  “Why do I have this feeling it’s never that simple?” Councilor Park said with a smile.  Having gone through inspection programs with his business, he’s learned that what appears to be simple can be much more complicated than it appears at first blush.

Mr. Kampfer commented that decisions will also need to made regarding which types of facilities would be put into the Regional System Fee, such as yard debris composters, roof processors, tire processors, etc. 

Councilor Park focused the Committee’s attention on the direct and indirect costs listed on Attachment A that may be put into the third fee.  Mr. Chaimov recapped that,“...the third fee would recover costs that would not be incurred were it not for the existence of private facilities.”  

Mr. Anderson and Mr. Chaimov explained each item very briefly for the Committee’s consideration.  Looking down the list, many of the bullet points elicited little or no discussion, nor opposition.  Mr. Matthews suggested putting licensing/franchising fee issues aside until next year.  The concept of “front door exemption” was discussed, and Mr. Matthews felt it should not be part of the third fee.  Coming upon the Regional System Fee credits, Mr. Anderson explained to the non-industry members, “When a facility delivers waste to a landfill, they will pay whatever the landfill’s tip fee is, plus the Regional System Fee and Excise Tax.  Metro has a program that, based on a facility’s recovery performance – i.e., if they meet a minimum of at least 30% recovery from incoming dry waste – they’ll get a credit against that fee and tax they pay at the landfill.  The purpose has changed over the years; it was originally a cost-relief issue [for private facilities when Metro’s tip fee went down].  The Council changed that a couple of years ago to be an explicit recovery-enhancement credit.  It’s a credit against fees and taxes to eligible facilities when they deliver waste to a landfill, so they effectively pay less Regional System Fee and Excise Tax per ton.”  The results of a study done about a year ago concluded that, “It’s inefficient in a tax-design sense, but it does result in real additional recovery – about 35-40,000 tons,” he said.  Currently, it’s allocated 100% to the Regional System Fee, Mr. Anderson said.  Over the years, Councilor Park commented, the program has sparked lively debate.

After further explanation, Mr. Matthews suggested discussing the Regional System Fee Credits further next year.

Working down the list into the indirect costs section, Mr. Matthews suggested that Debt Service allocation remain as-is.  Regarding the indirect cost of “Metro handles most public customers and household hazardous waste,” Mr. Matthews commented that it may be in the disposal charge now, but should perhaps be in the Regional System Fee.  Mr. Chaimov said that this point, and the next (Disposal/tip fees that exceed lowest unit costs) are related, because Metro takes most of the Region’s self-hauled, or “public” waste.  This necessitates that Metro’s transfer stations be open longer hours to accommodate private citizens.  He commented that in earlier meetings, the group maintained this “...artificially inflates rates around the Region.”  According to the criteria of the third fee, therefore, “...that is a cost in the system that would not be incurred were it not for private facilities.”

The issue of whether this item was of regional benefit or only a benefit to Metro’s customers was debated.  Councilor Park made the argument that if not for the longer hours, there could be more illegal dumping.  Mr. Miller said that Metro would likely be open long hours regardless of private facilities.  “However,” he said, “because of private facilities, you have less tonnage to spread the cost over.  There could be something included into the third fee that accounts for those less tons.”  Mr. Matthews felt it should be in the Regional System Fee.

Continuing the discussion, Councilor Park said that currently, tonnage is about 50% public, 50% private.  “But if you were to go 3/4 private, 1/4 Metro, based upon the cost allocations and so forth, you would see an increase in the Metro tip fee.  There wouldn’t be any change in services, but the cost would go up.  So is that really a third fee issue, or a Regional System Fee issue?”  As tonnage moves, how does it affect the system, he asked.  Mr. Phelps added, “The other thing is the artificial nature of caps on the facilities.  You have the benefit of more tons, so you’re open more hours.”  He reiterated the point that caps prevent private facilities from taking waste from private customers.  

After brief further discussion, Mr. Korot spoke up: “I feel like we can march down this line of settling the third fee, and we’re just marching down the line towards a policy problem.  I think there’s a policy problem already with the cost-of-service allocation, and this just walks us further down that line.  I question the benefit – we’re the Rate Review Committee, we’ve got our charge to look at the rates, but it keeps bumping into these policy issues that are completely intertwined with the disposal system issues more broadly... We can settle on the third fee, but I’m going to come back at the next meeting and say that local governments have a problem with the model as a whole.  So, where does that get us?”  Explaining his position further, Mr. Korot said that the allocation model last year seemed to have some consequences on the rate-payer that weren’t anticipated.  Rates were driven up at private and public facilities without a correlation to programs. 

Councilor Park added that he and Council President Bragdon have identified that “Metro’s price doesn’t necessarily have anything to do with the private side’s costs.  Just by moving things around, without touching anything else,” he said, if Metro’s price changes, the rate-payer ends up paying more, even if that change had no effect on private facilities’ costs.  The Councilor and Mr. Phelps debated this point with some vigor.

Mr. Matthews pointed out that there seems to be a disconnect:  “The Rate Review Committee is looking at Metro’s rate.  The local governments are looking at the disposal rates...  [The problem is] we’re looking at setting the rate here – it may or may not reflect on the cost of disposal that [local governments] are looking at.  That’s outside of where we need to be looking right now.  I appreciate the situation, but I’m not sure that this committee can affect that.”

Mr. Anderson challenged this thought.  Last year, he said, the Committee recommended a significant “sea change.”  Council saw a number of fall-out issues at that time, but the Committee has seemed to disregard these.  Mr. Matthews argued that whatever the cost is determined to be, the simple policy question of “Do your garbage rates in [for example] the City of Gresham reflect the true cost of providing that service if you were using someone other than Metro for disposal?  Regardless of what we do here with the Metro tip fee, we’re not going to solve that problem.”  Councilor Park said that it does, however, exacerbate it depending on what is done.

Mr. Chaimov reminded the group that according to the Committee’s charge, they have the authority and responsibility to review and make recommendations to Metro Council regarding both solid waste disposal rates and charges at facilities owned, operated, or under contract to Metro, and at Metro-franchised facilities.  

Councilor Park said that while he understands Mr. Matthews concerns, when looking at a recommendation, Council has to take into consideration how it will affect the public.  Council has to weigh the public benefits, increases, etc.  “It may be at cross purposes to what a perfect model would be, because quite honestly, we’re not in a perfect system.”  Even though something may seem to be the right thing to do from a modeling perspective, the policy issues are real, the Councilor said.

Mr. Korot added that a rate change of a few cents is less a problem than “...inventing a policy that has years of implications without looking at how it all pans out.”  To Mr. Matthews, he directed, “I completely agree with everything that you’ve said on the specifics, and the substance and the value, absolutely – I just can’t separate it from what I know’s going to come before the Council.”

Mr. Matthews stressed that once a cost-of-service has been identified, “...if there are policy issues like you’re describing, there is nothing stopping us from making an ad hoc adjustment specifically to address a policy implication that we can specifically describe and explain to the public and the Council.”  Councilor Park said he just wanted the Committee to realize that Council must take policy issues into consideration before approving rates recommended by the group.

Directing attention to a piece of the agenda packet entitled, “Notes for the FY 2005-06 Rate Recommendation,” Mr. Hoglund said this piece was created to help compare the status-quo with the full cost-of-service model.  The hope was that the Committee would talk about the third fee, work that into a rate, and then weigh the ripple-affects.  “Then you can form your recommendation... you’re free to move [numbers] where you want, but make sure that you understand that there are implications.  You can make your recommendation, and it may not even be a unanimous recommendation, and then the Council can deal with that as they want.”

There was discussion of the next steps.  Start with what the cost-of-service is, Mr. Matthews said, and then examine policies and make specific recommendations about those.  Mr. Anderson and Ms. Poyourow agreed with that idea.  “Let’s figure out what the number is, lock it down, and then criticize it and apply the policy filters to it and see where we have to make some adjustments,” Mr. Matthews said.  This will take meetings beyond April 12, he said, but while revenue requirements have to go out for that deadline, the fee design doesn’t necessarily need to, he concluded.

Councilor Park said that if the construction of the rate is going to affect the tip fee, Council needs to know that – it affects the program budget.

Mr. Korot told the group that he met recently with other local government representatives to discuss rate issues.  “There have been disconnected policy decisions made over the years that have all kinds of different impacts,” he said, “and the rate process has all kinds of different impacts.  We keep making segregated decisions, without a holistic view of where the system is going and what its impact is on the users.” 

The Council is having some very interesting discussions regarding the relationship between the disposal system plan and the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan (RSWMP), Councilor Park said.  Policies that may be adopted may affect the future direction for years.  

Mr. Matthews marveled that local governments haven’t been represented on the Committee before.  He asked Mr. Korot to talk to his peers and perhaps bring back ideas that could help formulate some of the policy questions in order to help the Committee make some recommendations.  “That would be the kind of recommendation that the Council could probably use,” Mr. Matthews said.

Noting that his meeting with local government peers was very fruitful and in-depth, “We don’t think we can do anything meaningful with understanding the tip fees at facilities of vertically-integrated companies,” Mr. Korot commented.  “If a model like cost-of-service gets implemented and we don’t buy into the concept of the margin, there’s a simple default of simply not allowing that margin, but I don’t think that’s good policy.”  Local governments, he said would like to just freeze the current allocation model and do a much deeper, systematic look at the implications.  “We don’t think they’re fully considered, and we don’t think we can get to them at the collection level.”

Mr. Phelps took exception, asking if local governments will freeze their costs, as well, and there was short but spirited dialogue on that subject, as well as what the use of the word “margin” in the figures meant.

Further discussion generally commented on the night’s previous conversations.  The group agreed to look at the third fee, propose a fee and let the Council change it as needed for regional policy issues.  

The meeting adjourned at 8:19 p.m.

Next meeting: Tuesday, April 12, 2005 

6:00 p.m. Room 370A
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Design of the “3rd Fee”

Framework & Data for Discussion

Purpose

The RRC wishes to discuss the design of the “3rd fee,” recommended in concept last year, but not fully implemented by the Metro Council.  This document and attachments provide detailed information to help inform the RRC’s discussion surrounding design of the 3rd fee.

Background

The idea behind the 3rd fee, consistent with the committee’s recommended cost-of-service allocation model, is to recover from private solid waste facilities costs that are caused by the existence of private facilities in the system, i.e., costs that ratepayers would not incur were it not for the existence of private facilities.  Historically, these kinds of costs have been recovered on a per-ton basis from a broad ratepayer base, via the Regional System Fee. In formulating its recommendation, the RRC may wish to consider the following discussion framework:

Proposed Discussion Framework

	1. Identify the sources of costs that would be recovered most appropriately from private facilities and/or their customers;
	[image: image2.wmf]Attachment B (Part 1)

Metro-Region Tonnage Accepted at Solid Waste Facilities

Recovery

"Back-Door"

Percent of…

Mixed Solid Waste Deliveries

Rate

Totals

Generation

Disposed

Total

Dry

Wet

Regional Transfer Stations

52%

54%

708,207

223,804

484,403

13%

679,051

Metro Total

42%

42%

565,202

183,495

381,707

16%

536,046

**

Metro Central

21%

22%

289,435

81,582

207,853

17%

275,566

Metro South

20%

21%

275,767

101,913

173,854

15%

260,480

Forest Grove

11%

11%

143,005

40,308

102,697

143,005

Local Transfer Stations

22%

21%

295,434

82,682

109,502

30%

270,268

Pride Recycling Company

5%

5%

67,971

32,971

35,000

30%

58,080

Troutdale Transfer Station

6%

6%

80,305

12,055

68,250

33%

76,327

Willamette Resources Inc.

8%

7%

105,906

37,656

68,250

30%

94,609

Waste Connections NSL

3%

3%

41,252

41,252

41,252

Dry Waste Processors

8%

5%

105,110

105,110

34%

69,451

East County Recycling

5%

3%

72,127

72,127

*

40%

43,276

Wastech

2%

1%

20,631

20,631

33%

13,823

Smurfit & Blue Heron

1%

1%

12,352

12,352

12,352

Other Entities (NSLs)

2%

2%

25,261

25,261

2%

24,756

Regional Landfills

17%

18%

225,972

225,972

1%

224,834

Lakeside

4%

4%

56,899

56,899

2%

55,761

Hillsboro

12%

13%

162,159

162,159

162,159

Distant landfills

1%

1%

6,914

6,914

6,914

non-Metro Total

58%

58%

794,783

479,334

212,199

13%

732,314

Total Mixed Solid Waste

100%

100%

1,359,985

662,829

593,905

14%

1,268,360

**

See regulatory grouping on reverse.

* ECR's total includes about 20,000-25,000 tons per year of high-grade (95%+ recoverable) materials.

**

The difference between these totals and tonnage from which revenue is recovered is material recovered at Metro transfer stations of 29,156 tons,

for a total of 1,297,516 revenue-generating tons.

See Attachment A 

	2. Identify any potential payer classes (facility & ratepayer);
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See Attachment B



	3. Assign costs to facility/customer classes; and
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Metro-Region Tonnage Accepted at Solid Waste Facilities

Recovery

"Back-Door"

Percent of…

Mixed Solid Waste Deliveries

Rate

Totals

Generation

Disposed

Total

Dry

Wet

Regional Transfer Stations

52%

54%

708,207

223,804

484,403

13%

679,051

Metro Total

42%

42%

565,202

183,495

381,707

16%

536,046

**

Metro Central

21%

22%

289,435

81,582

207,853

17%

275,566

Metro South

20%

21%

275,767

101,913

173,854

15%

260,480

Forest Grove

11%

11%

143,005

40,308

102,697

143,005

Local Transfer Stations

22%

21%

295,434

82,682

109,502

30%

270,268

Pride Recycling Company

5%

5%

67,971

32,971

35,000

30%

58,080

Troutdale Transfer Station

6%

6%

80,305

12,055

68,250

33%

76,327

Willamette Resources Inc.

8%

7%

105,906

37,656

68,250

30%

94,609

Waste Connections NSL

3%

3%

41,252

41,252

41,252

Dry Waste Processors

8%

5%

105,110

105,110

34%

69,451

East County Recycling

5%

3%

72,127

72,127

*

40%

43,276

Wastech

2%

1%

20,631

20,631

33%

13,823

Smurfit & Blue Heron

1%

1%

12,352

12,352

12,352

Other Entities (NSLs)

2%

2%

25,261

25,261

2%

24,756

Regional Landfills

17%

18%

225,972

225,972

1%

224,834

Lakeside

4%

4%

56,899

56,899

2%

55,761

Hillsboro

12%

13%

162,159

162,159

162,159

Distant landfills

1%

1%

6,914

6,914

6,914

non-Metro Total

58%

58%

794,783

479,334

212,199

13%

732,314

Total Mixed Solid Waste

100%

100%

1,359,985

662,829

593,905

14%

1,268,360

**

See regulatory grouping on reverse.

* ECR's total includes about 20,000-25,000 tons per year of high-grade (95%+ recoverable) materials.

**

The difference between these totals and tonnage from which revenue is recovered is material recovered at Metro transfer stations of 29,156 tons,

for a total of 1,297,516 revenue-generating tons.

Attachments A & B

	4. Recommend the basis for cost recovery for each class (e.g., per-ton, percentage, flat fee, tiered, flat plus per-ton, etc.).
	


Summary of Attachments

Attachment A.  Costs & Considerations

To inform the RRC’s discussion, Attachment A contains information organized as follows:

· Cost Causation – Certain elements of the solid waste system cause costs that would likely not occur were it not for the existence of private solid waste facilities.  This list groups direct service and program costs, such as for facility regulation, separately from indirect costs, such as tip fees that exceed unit cost.

· Other Considerations – The RRC may wish to discuss other considerations related to direct and indirect costs.  A shortlist of other considerations is provided.  A few blank spaces are included in the event that the RRC identifies additional considerations.

Attachment B (Part 1).  Metro-Region Tonnage Accepted at Solid Waste Facilities includes a detailed tonnage summary for activities at facilities where Metro collects fees & taxes.
Attachment B (Part 2).  Regulatory Classification shows tonnage throughput and the number of Metro inspections planned for the same facilities (and other fee-exempt facilities), organized according to Metro’s regulatory hierarchy.
Attachment A

Cost Causation & Other Considerations

System Costs Associated with Private Facilities

Direct Costs

· Enforcement (excluding illegal dumping)

· Licensing/Franchising

· Inspections/Monitoring

· Accounts Receivable

· Legal (Code, licensing, enforcement)

· Increased planning effort (fully loaded)

· Front-door exemption

· RSF and tax credits for recovery + admin. of credits

Indirect & Related Costs

· Metro debt service for unutilized capacity

· Metro handles most public customers & household hazardous waste

· Disposal/tip fees that exceed lowest unit costs

Other Considerations

· Metro has a long standing policy not to charge fees & taxes on recovered materials

· DEQ & local governments (LGs) regulate landfills, Metro regulates transfer stations and MRFs, LGs regulate haulers

·  The chief regional benefit of private facilities is hauler access
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Regulatory Classification

Number of 

Facilities 

(Approx. 

Count)

Approximate 

Annual 

Tonnage

Metro 

Inspections 

(FY05-06 

Planned)

Facilities Subject to Metro Regulation

… and actually regulated

Notes

1

Private Regional Transfer Stations

143,005

6

3

Local Transfer Stations

254,182

18

4

Dry Waste Processors

105,110

30

incl. Aloha, KB, W'tech, ECR

7

Non System Licensees

66,513

6

NSL destinations listed below

13

Compost/Yard Debris Facilities

250,000

93

3

Roofing Processors

50,000

17

Subtotal

170

(67% of total)

… but exempt from regulation

6

Sludge Processors*

50,000

31

2

Tire Processors

50,000

4

incl. out of district tires

10+

Other Specialized Processors

200,000

9

Hog fuel, drywall, etc.

6

Clean MRFs

450,000

0

8

Concrete & rubble Processors

1,000,000

+

0

Subtotal

44

(17% of total)

Facilities Not Subject to Metro Regulation

2

Metro Transfer Stations

565,202

0

10

Other Private Landfills

?

0

industrial wastes, inert mat'ls.

… but have an arrangement w/ Metro

2

Limited Purpose Landfills

219,058

22

Lakeside, Hillsboro

5

General Purpose Landfills

6,914

**

18

CR,CB,FB,Roos,Wasco

1

Mass incinerator (waste-to-energy)

12,022

***

0

Boxed values sum to 1,359,985 tons.

Subtotal

40

(16% of total)

Notes:  Tonnage figures rounded to the nearest 10,000 are approximate; throughput at these facilities is either not measured

 and/or is not reported to Metro.

Non-system licensees deliver waste to two Waste Connections transfer stations in Vancouver, Wash. and to the Marion

County incinerator, and small amounts of waste are delivered under NSLs to Wasco Landfill and to a Weyerhauser landfill

in Longview, Wash.  Not included in the licensee tonnage total, WRI hauls its waste under an NSL to Coffin Butte Landfill,

owned by its parent, Allied Waste; and Pride Disposal (and to a lesser degree Troutdale Transfer Station) haul waste to

WMI's Riverbend Landfill in McMinnville.

*

One sludge processor, Thermo Fluids, is licensed by Metro.

**

General purpose landfills accept virtually all the putrescible waste and dry waste residual from the above facilities.  The small number of tons

shown here represent mainly special wastes transported directly from the Metro region to the landfill without transfer.

***

Most of the incinerator tonnage is already counted in Metro's (9,100 t) and WRI's (2,700 t) totals.
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Sheet1

				Attachment B (Part 1)

				Metro-Region Tonnage Accepted at Solid Waste Facilities

																												Recovery				"Back-Door"

										Percent of…						Mixed Solid Waste Deliveries												Rate				Totals

										Generation		Disposed				Total				Dry				Wet

		Regional Transfer Stations								52%		54%				708,207				223,804				484,403				13%				679,051								CY04 thru Oct.

				Metro Total						42%		42%				565,202				183,495				381,707				16%				536,046		**				%dry		wet		dry

				Metro Central						21%		22%				289,435				81,582				207,853				17%				275,566						28%		183,768		72,129

				Metro South						20%		21%				275,767				101,913				173,854				15%				260,480						37%		143,182		83,933

				Forest Grove						11%		11%				143,005				40,308				102,697								143,005

		Local Transfer Stations								22%		21%				295,434				82,682				109,502				30%				270,268

				Pride Recycling Company						5%		5%				67,971				32,971				35,000				30%				58,080

				Troutdale Transfer Station						6%		6%				80,305				12,055				68,250				33%				76,327

				Willamette Resources Inc.						8%		7%				105,906				37,656				68,250				30%				94,609

				Waste Connections NSL						3%		3%				41,252								41,252								41,252

		Dry Waste Processors								8%		5%				105,110				105,110								34%				69,451

				Mixed Waste						0%		0%								0												0

				Gravel/Aggregate						0%		0%								0												0

				East County Recycling						5%		3%				72,127				72,127		*						40%				43,276

				Wastech						2%		1%				20,631				20,631								33%				13,823

				Smurfit & Blue Heron						1%		1%				12,352				12,352												12,352

		Other Entities (NSLs)								2%		2%				25,261				25,261								2%				24,756

		Regional Landfills								17%		18%				225,972				225,972								1%				224,834

				Lakeside						4%		4%				56,899				56,899								2%				55,761

				Hillsboro						12%		13%				162,159				162,159												162,159

				Distant landfills						1%		1%				6,914				6,914												6,914

		non-Metro Total								58%		58%				794,783				479,334				212,199				13%				732,314

		Total Mixed Solid Waste								100%		100%				1,359,985				662,829				593,905				14%				1,268,360		**

																See regulatory grouping on reverse.

		* ECR's total includes about 20,000-25,000 tons per year of high-grade (95%+ recoverable) materials.

		**		The difference between these totals and tonnage from which revenue is recovered is material recovered at Metro transfer stations of 29,156 tons,

				for a total of 1,297,516 revenue-generating tons.

				Attachment B (Part 2)

				Regulatory Classification

				Number of Facilities (Approx. Count)												Approximate Annual Tonnage								Metro Inspections (FY05-06 Planned)

						Facilities Subject to Metro Regulation

						… and actually regulated																						Notes

				1		Private Regional Transfer Stations										143,005								6

				3		Local Transfer Stations										254,182								18

				4		Dry Waste Processors										105,110								30		incl. Aloha, KB, W'tech, ECR

				7		Non System Licensees										66,513								6		NSL destinations listed below

				13		Compost/Yard Debris Facilities										250,000								93

				3		Roofing Processors										50,000								17

																						Subtotal		170		(67% of total)

						… but exempt from regulation

				6		Sludge Processors*										50,000								31

				2		Tire Processors										50,000								4		incl. out of district tires

				10+		Other Specialized Processors										200,000								9		Hog fuel, drywall, etc.

				6		Clean MRFs										450,000								0

				8		Concrete & rubble Processors										1,000,000		+						0

																						Subtotal		44		(17% of total)

						Facilities Not Subject to Metro Regulation

				2		Metro Transfer Stations										565,202								0

				10		Other Private Landfills										?								0		industrial wastes, inert mat'ls.

						… but have an arrangement w/ Metro

				2		Limited Purpose Landfills										219,058								22		Lakeside, Hillsboro

				5		General Purpose Landfills										6,914		**						18		CR,CB,FB,Roos,Wasco

				1		Mass incinerator (waste-to-energy)										12,022		***						0

																Boxed values sum to 1,359,985 tons.						Subtotal		40		(16% of total)

		Notes:  Tonnage figures rounded to the nearest 10,000 are approximate; throughput at these facilities is either not measured

				and/or is not reported to Metro.

				Non-system licensees deliver waste to two Waste Connections transfer stations in Vancouver, Wash. and to the Marion

				County incinerator, and small amounts of waste are delivered under NSLs to Wasco Landfill and to a Weyerhauser landfill

				in Longview, Wash.  Not included in the licensee tonnage total, WRI hauls its waste under an NSL to Coffin Butte Landfill,

				owned by its parent, Allied Waste; and Pride Disposal (and to a lesser degree Troutdale Transfer Station) haul waste to

				WMI's Riverbend Landfill in McMinnville.

		*		One sludge processor, Thermo Fluids, is licensed by Metro.

		**		General purpose landfills accept virtually all the putrescible waste and dry waste residual from the above facilities.  The small number of tons

				shown here represent mainly special wastes transported directly from the Metro region to the landfill without transfer.

		***		Most of the incinerator tonnage is already counted in Metro's (9,100 t) and WRI's (2,700 t) totals.
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Sheet1

				Attachment B (Part 1)

				Metro-Region Tonnage Accepted at Solid Waste Facilities

																												Recovery				"Back-Door"

										Percent of…						Mixed Solid Waste Deliveries												Rate				Totals

										Generation		Disposed				Total				Dry				Wet

		Regional Transfer Stations								52%		54%				708,207				223,804				484,403				13%				679,051								CY04 thru Oct.

				Metro Total						42%		42%				565,202				183,495				381,707				16%				536,046		**				%dry		wet		dry

				Metro Central						21%		22%				289,435				81,582				207,853				17%				275,566						28%		183,768		72,129

				Metro South						20%		21%				275,767				101,913				173,854				15%				260,480						37%		143,182		83,933

				Forest Grove						11%		11%				143,005				40,308				102,697								143,005

		Local Transfer Stations								22%		21%				295,434				82,682				109,502				30%				270,268

				Pride Recycling Company						5%		5%				67,971				32,971				35,000				30%				58,080

				Troutdale Transfer Station						6%		6%				80,305				12,055				68,250				33%				76,327

				Willamette Resources Inc.						8%		7%				105,906				37,656				68,250				30%				94,609

				Waste Connections NSL						3%		3%				41,252								41,252								41,252

		Dry Waste Processors								8%		5%				105,110				105,110								34%				69,451

				Mixed Waste						0%		0%								0												0

				Gravel/Aggregate						0%		0%								0												0

				East County Recycling						5%		3%				72,127				72,127		*						40%				43,276

				Wastech						2%		1%				20,631				20,631								33%				13,823

				Smurfit & Blue Heron						1%		1%				12,352				12,352												12,352

		Other Entities (NSLs)								2%		2%				25,261				25,261								2%				24,756

		Regional Landfills								17%		18%				225,972				225,972								1%				224,834

				Lakeside						4%		4%				56,899				56,899								2%				55,761

				Hillsboro						12%		13%				162,159				162,159												162,159

				Distant landfills						1%		1%				6,914				6,914												6,914

		non-Metro Total								58%		58%				794,783				479,334				212,199				13%				732,314

		Total Mixed Solid Waste								100%		100%				1,359,985				662,829				593,905				14%				1,268,360		**

																See regulatory grouping on reverse.

		* ECR's total includes about 20,000-25,000 tons per year of high-grade (95%+ recoverable) materials.

		**		The difference between these totals and tonnage from which revenue is recovered is material recovered at Metro transfer stations of 29,156 tons,

				for a total of 1,297,516 revenue-generating tons.

				Attachment B (Part 2)

				Regulatory Classification

				Number of Facilities (Approx. Count)												Approximate Annual Tonnage								Metro Inspections (FY05-06 Planned)

						Facilities Subject to Metro Regulation

						… and actually regulated																						Notes

				1		Private Regional Transfer Stations										143,005								6

				3		Local Transfer Stations										254,182								18

				4		Dry Waste Processors										105,110								30		incl. Aloha, KB, W'tech, ECR

				7		Non System Licensees										66,513								6		NSL destinations listed below

				13		Compost/Yard Debris Facilities										250,000								93

				3		Roofing Processors										50,000								17

																						Subtotal		170		(67% of total)

						… but exempt from regulation

				6		Sludge Processors*										50,000								31

				2		Tire Processors										50,000								4		incl. out of district tires

				10+		Other Specialized Processors										200,000								9		Hog fuel, drywall, etc.

				6		Clean MRFs										450,000								0

				8		Concrete & rubble Processors										1,000,000		+						0

																						Subtotal		44		(17% of total)

						Facilities Not Subject to Metro Regulation

				2		Metro Transfer Stations										565,202								0

				10+		Other Private Landfills										?								0		industrial wastes, inert mat'ls.

						… but have an arrangement w/ Metro

				2		Limited Purpose Landfills										219,058								22		Lakeside, Hillsboro

				5		General Purpose Landfills										6,914		**						18		CR,CB,FB,Roos,Wasco

				1		Mass incinerator (waste-to-energy)										12,022		***						0

																Boxed values sum to 1,359,985 tons.						Subtotal		40		(16% of total)

		Notes:  Tonnage figures rounded to the nearest 10,000 are approximate; throughput at these facilities is either not measured

				and/or is not reported to Metro.

				Non-system licensees deliver waste to two Waste Connections transfer stations in Vancouver, Wash. and to the Marion

				County incinerator, and small amounts of waste are delivered under NSLs to Wasco Landfill and to a Weyerhauser landfill

				in Longview, Wash.  Not included in the licensee tonnage total, WRI hauls its waste under an NSL to Coffin Butte Landfill,

				owned by its parent, Allied Waste; and Pride Disposal (and to a lesser degree Troutdale Transfer Station) haul waste to

				WMI's Riverbend Landfill in McMinnville.

		*		One sludge processor, Thermo Fluids, is licensed by Metro.

		**		General purpose landfills accept virtually all the putrescible waste and dry waste residual from the above facilities.  The small number of tons

				shown here represent mainly special wastes transported directly from the Metro region to the landfill without transfer.

		***		Most of the incinerator tonnage is already counted in Metro's (9,100 t) and WRI's (2,700 t) totals.
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