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INTRODUCTION

Transfer stations located within the region are a critical component of Metro's disposal
system because all the solid waste landfills serving the Metro region are located outside
Metro's boundaries. The landfill that provides the majority of the region’s disposal need
is located 150 miles to the east. Transfer stations allow commercial haulers and the
public to deliver their waste to a facility within the region for reloading and cost effective
transportation to distant disposal sites.

This analysis is intended to address the question of how much capacity the region’s solid
waste facilities have to accept and load waste for transport to disposal sites serving the
region. The focus of the study is on the estimated capacity to transfer "wet" or
putrescible waste. Therefore, analysis is limited to those facilities that are permitted to
accept wet waste. The study is based on the current level of development of each facility,
including fixed equipment. The analysis also includes an estimate of the future need for
solid waste transfer capacity, based on Metro’s solid waste tonnage forecasts.

Key Findings:

e The current capacity of the six transfer facilities authorized by Metro to accept
wet waste from the region is estimated to be 2.06 million tons per year.

e These six facilities received approximately 963,000 tons of wet and dry solid
waste during 2003.

e The region’s transfer capacity for wet waste currently exceeds the needed
capacity by approximately 1.1 million tons per year.

e By 2015, deliveries of solid waste to the facilities in the region are expected to
increase to about 1.56 million tons per year. Transfer stations serving the region
are expected to handle 1.22 million tons of waste and will still have 841,000 tons
of unused capacity.

e Future policy decisions could change the region’s wet waste transfer capacity.
For example, a requirement that all dry waste be processed prior to disposal could
reduce wet waste transfer capacity by utilizing a significant portion of the wet
waste capacity.
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Executive summary

This updated Regional Solid Waste Management Plan
(RSWMP) provides the Portland metropolitan area

with policy and program direction for the next decade
(2008-2018). Implementation of the 13 goals and 68
objectives outlined in this Plan will enable the region to
continue progress in reducing the amount and toxicity of
waste generated and disposed, and will blaze new trails
in advancing sustainable operations in the facilities and
services of the solid waste system.

Issues addressed in the plan

Resource conservation

This region is a national leader in successful waste
reduction programs. Over the past 20 years, the waste
reduction rate increased from 26% to 59%. Despite this
achievement, many resources that can easily be recycled
are still disposed. Enough waste from this region is
landfilled each year to fill a football field 100 stories
high. One-half of that disposed material is paper, wood,
metal, glass, plastic and organics (food and yard waste)
that could be recovered through existing programs. This
Plan identifies more aggressive programs needed to
achieve greater progress in material recovery.

Preventing waste from being generated in the first place
is perhaps an even bigger challenge: The sum total

of waste generated for recycling as well as disposal
continues to increase. Between 1995 and 2005, regional
population grew about 18%, or 239,000 new residents.
Waste generation, however, grew by over 50%. With
significant population growth and good economic
times, the generation rate historically trends up due to
increased commercial activity. The challenge is to instill
greater awareness and implementation of effective
waste prevention activities in the residential, commercial,
and industrial sectors. This Plan continues many
strategies intended to slow the rate of waste generation
in the region and anticipates the implementation of new
strategies, growing out of state recommendations, over
the next 10 years.

Toxicity reduction

As with overall waste generation trends, volumes of
household hazardous waste continue to climb, and only
a portion of the total generated by households each year
is separated and collected for recycling or safe disposal.
This Plan will continue to guide sound management of
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Key issues addressed in
this updated Plan include:

e Reducing the amount
and toxicity of waste
generated and
disposed

e Advancing
sustainable practices
throughout the
region’s solid waste
operations

e Ensuring the disposal
system continues
to serve the best
interests of the
region.

household hazardous waste collected at facilities and
events around the region. It also contains strategies to
make more people aware of alternatives to hazardous
products for homes and gardens, and to give them good
reasons to use those alternatives.

Awareness that hazardous products are tossed into

the waste stream have, in part, led to regional support
for a more upstream-oriented approach to managing
waste. Over the past decade, Europe and Canada have
enacted “product stewardship” policies that require
manufacturers to share responsibility for managing
certain products at their end-of-life. The RSWMP
update emphasizes the importance of making that
policy shift here. Results from the region’s advocacy
for product stewardship policies could have significant
payoff in reducing the waste handling burden on local
governments, and arguably lead to reduced toxicity and
increased recyclability in products manufactured for
market.

Executive Summary
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Sustainable operations

Great strides in awareness and implementation of
sustainability principles and practices have been made in
the past decade, particularly in the Portland region.

This updated Plan provides groundbreaking sustainability
guideposts for solid waste system operations. The solid
waste system’s operations are comprised of facilities,
vehicles and people that collect, receive, process,
transport, and recover or dispose of the region’s waste
stream.

At Metro's request, public and private sector
stakeholders examined how sustainability principles
could be applied to solid waste operations. Their
recommended definition of sustainability, sustainability
framework, and goals and objectives for sustainable
operations are included in this Plan. These goals and
objectives address air and water emissions, energy use,
employee work life, and institutionalizing sustainability
in solid waste system operations.

Disposal system decisions

A year-long analysis of transfer station ownership
options was undertaken in conjunction with the
development of this Plan. The main question addressed
was whether the current system of public and private
transfer station ownership should change.

After examining three different ownership models (all
public, all private, public/private hybrid), Metro Council
concluded that continuing the hybrid model, i.e.,
publicly-owned Metro Central and Metro South transfer
stations and strategically placed private transfer facilities,
is in the region’s best interests.

This Plan’s policies reflect that determination. Plan
appendices indicate further areas of disposal system
examination ahead for Metro, including waste
allocation, public and private pricing, self-haul services
and facility entry standards.

Metro’s role in regional solid waste
planning

Metro has the responsibility to conduct solid waste
planning for the region through RSWMP, which serves as
a regional framework for the coordination of solid waste
programs and practices. Metro is accountable for state-
mandated waste reduction goals in the tri-county region,
and works with its local government and private sector
partners to accomplish these goals. Local governments’
solid waste ordinances, regulations and contracts are
required to conform with the Plan (see Chapter VI, Plan
implementation, compliance and revision for required
elements of the Plan).

Regional Solid Waste
Management Plan

Plan performance

Historically, the regional waste reduction rate has been
the primary benchmark of regional progress. This Plan
continues an emphasis on that measure, but other
means of assessing the solid waste system’s performance
(i.e., goals and objectives for sustainable operations)

will be implemented and reported. In addition, the

Plan is likely to be amended to incorporate a new set

of numerical goals beyond the last benchmark year of
2009.

Annual work plans are the means by which Metro and
local governments plan for the programs, projects and
activities that implement the waste reduction elements
of the Plan.

Regional work groups involving Metro, local
governments, the DEQ and the private sector will
include a standing group engaged in implementation
and reporting on sustainable operations goals, as

well as short-term groups that meet to study regional
problems and recommend policy or program options or
changes. These work groups play an important role in
ensuring realization of Plan goals. They may also assist
in evaluating programs or recommending Plan revisions.

Moving forward

Twenty-five cities, three counties, Metro, the Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), private
waste haulers, and private facility owners are all part of
the solid waste system. The complex mix of public and
private involvement in solid waste in our region makes
cooperative planning essential. RSWMP provides a
unified blueprint to ensure that the efforts of all parties
are coordinated as key issues are addressed.

Hundreds of stakeholders participated in developing and
shaping this RSWMP update through various venues
and numerous discussions. Many of these stakeholders
will also play valued roles in the Plan’s implementation
over the next 10 years. Collaborative efforts define the
development and implementation of such plans for the
region.

By implementing the direction in this updated Plan,

the region will continue to provide national leadership
in waste reduction, advance sustainable practices in
system operations, ensure future changes in the solid
waste system that serve the public interest, and move
closer to achieving the Plan’s vision of a system in which
producers are an additional link in the responsibility
chain, and all contribute to the sustainable use of
natural resources.

Executive Summary
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

One of the primary responsibilities of Metro's Solid Waste & Recycling Department (SWR) is
to oversee solid waste management and disposal within the region. Metro owns and operates
two transfer stations—one in the industrial section of the City of Portland (Central) and one
in Clackamas County at the south end of the region (South). In addition to local hauling
companies, Metro's transfer stations serve approximately 300,000 self-haul customers each
year including construction trade contractors, various businesses, and individuals hauling
waste from homes and businesses. As use of the transfer stations increases, Metro must decide
whether to expand the current transfer facilities, work diligently to convince users to manage
their waste more efficiently, or both.

Metro contracted with the Gilmore Research Group to conduct intercept surveys of self-haul
customers at the Metro Central and Metro South Transfer Stations to help the agency
understand:

»  Who uses the transfer stations

» Reasons why they haul their own waste rather than using local hauling companies
» The frequency with which they haul waste to the transfer station

» The type and amount of waste they haul

* The amount of waste (tonnage) they haul

Methodology

Gilmore Research Group conducted intercept interviews at the Metro Central and Metro
South locations in the fall and winter of 2007 as follows:

Metro Central: 531 interviews conducted October 24-28
499 interviews conducted December 5-9

Metro South: 547 interviews conducted October 31 — November 4
525 interviews conducted December 12-16

Interviews were conducted across all hours the transfer stations were open to avoid bias by
time of day. To encourage participation in the survey, self-haul customers at the Metro
Central location were given a voucher for $5 off the cost of dumping their loads in exchange
for completing the interview. Traffic volume at Metro South was high enough that incentives
were not used at this location. Data on type of vehicle and trailer was collected by

Transfer Station Self-Haul Survey Findings. January 2008 GROUP
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observation. When possible load weights were recorded and matched back to respondent
vehicles.'

Customer Profiles

By Customer Type Figure 1

Size Qf_ Customer Groups
Research findings resulted in four Classified respondents
clearly defined customer groups based (Base = 2,102)

on their reasons for bringing waste to

. Residential
the transfer station and the amount of Other
500+ lbs Residential
waste they haul: 29% 6%
e Residential customers hauling Contractor
less than 500 pounds 16%
. . . Residential
e Residential customers hauling <500 Ibs Other
Business
500 pounds or more 40% 9%

e Contractors

. May not sum to 100% due to rounding.
e Other business (non-contractor)

customers

A fifth group, “Other Residential Customers” was not subjected to separate analysis because
of the weight of their load was known, they would have been classified into one of the other
two residential customer categories. It is assumed this group shares characteristics with both
of the residential groups that were analyzed (Figure 1).

Residential Customers Hauling Less than 500 Pounds

Four in ten transfer station users (40%) were individuals hauling less than 500 pounds of waste
from a home. They were equally likely to use the Metro Central and Metro South Transfer
stations. Most respondents in this group (61%) said they use the transfer station less than once
a month. The majority brought mixed waste (48%) or household waste (31%), usually on
weekends (67%), often hauling it in a pickup truck (74%) without a trailer. The average load
weight for respondents in this group was 284 lbs.

Residential Customers Hauling 500 Pounds or More

Almost three in ten respondents (29%) were individuals hauling loads that weighed at least 500
pounds. These customers were slightly more likely to visit the Metro Central Transfer

! Respondents did not always submit a weight card to the scale house for recording. Weights were not recorded for loads containing only
recycling or hazardous materials.

Transfer Station Self-Haul Survey Findings. January 2008 GROUP
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Station (53%) than Metro South (47%). Most (60%) said they come to the transfer station less
than three times a year. Over half the respondents in this category (51%) reported hauling
mixed waste and 28% brought in construction demolition waste. Just 15% of customers in
this group were hauling household waste. The majority of these respondents (66%) visited the
transfer stations on the weekend, usually hauling their waste in a pickup truck (76%). They
were significantly more likely than other Residential Customers to use a trailer (30%
compared to 10% of those hauling less than 500 pounds). The average load weight for
respondents in this group was 965 pounds.

Contractors

About one in six respondents (16%) was hauling waste for a Contractor. Contractors were
more likely to use the transfer stations in fall (54%) than in winter (46%) and were slightly
more likely to use the Metro South Transfer Station (54%) than Metro Central (46%). Most
Contractors (84%) said they use the transfer stations at least once a month including 38% who
come at least once a week or even daily. Contractors tended to haul waste in pickup trucks
(71%) or in box or step vans (15%). The 36% of Contractors who used a trailer often used
either a single-axle trailer or one that was self-dumping. Most Contractors (76%) were hauling
construction debris which the majority brought to the transfer station on a weekday (75%).
The average load weight for this group was 1,126 pounds.

Other Business Customers

Nine percent of respondents (9%) were in this mixed group of customers that includes
individuals who hauled waste for non-contractor businesses, small hauling companies like 1-
800-GOTJUNK?, were hauling waste from both residential and business locations. These
customers were more likely to use the transfer stations in the fall (57%) than the winter (43%)
and their frequency of use varied widely. Four in ten respondents in this group (40%)
reported using the transfer stations only a handful of times a year, 33% said they visit every
month and 24% said they come at least once a week. They brought their waste in pickup
trucks (66%) or box or step vans (14%). Not quite half the members of this group (48%) were
carrying mixed waste and 24% were hauling construction demolition debris (46%). Of the
four customer types, this group was the most likely to pay with a Metro account (8%). The
average load weight for members of this group was 809 pounds.

By Transfer Station

Metro Central and Metro South Customers

With the exception of where transfer station users come from, there was almost no difference
in customer profiles between those who used the Metro Central and Metro South transfer
stations. For the most part, customers used the transfer station closest to their location. The
breakout of the four customer types discussed above was similar at both locations. Half of all
customers (50%) said they visited the transfer stations less than once a month and 12% said
they visited the stations weekly. More than four in ten customers at both locations reported

Transfer Station Self-Haul Survey Findings. January 2008 GROUP
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hauling mixed waste (47% at Metro Central and 41% at Metro South). Three in ten customers
at both locations were hauling construction debris. Fewer Metro Central customers reported
hauling household waste as compared to Metro South (15% and 26% respectively). The
reverse was true for yard debris (9% Metro Central and 3% Metro South). There was very
little difference in average load weight for Metro Central customers (667 pounds) compared to
Metro South customers (679 pounds).

Key Findings

o Three-quarters (74%) of respondents were hauling waste from a residence, 17% were
hauling waste from a business and 9% were hauling waste from both a residence and a
business. One seasonal difference was noted at the Metro South Transfer Station
where the percentage of respondents who reported hauling waste from both a home
and a business dropped from 11% in the fall to 5% in the winter.

e Mixed waste was the most common type of waste brought to the transfer stations
(44%) followed by construction demolition (29%) and household waste (21%). Six
percent (6%) of respondents were hauling yard debris. The percentage of respondents
hauling mixed garbage decreased significantly between fall and winter for Metro South
customers while the percentage carrying household waste showed a corresponding
increase.

o There was a strong correlation between frequency of visits to the transfer station and
waste type. Survey findings showed respondents who said they use the transfer station
at least once a week were significantly more likely to be hauling construction
demolition materials than those who use the transfer stations less often (57% compared
to 31% of those who visit the transfer station one or two times a month and 22% of
those who said they use the station less often). Conversely, respondents who said they
come to the transfer station once or twice a month were significantly more likely to be
hauling mixed waste or household than those who visit on a weekly basis.

o In answer to a multiple response question, respondents at both Metro Central and
Metro South who were bringing waste from a home, most commonly said their reason
for use the transfer station was “having a large amount of waste” (58%) followed by
having items that were too big for the can (34%), recycling (32%) and bringing waste
from a home building or remodeling project. Eighty-six percent (86%) of these
respondents said they have collection service at their residence and 19% said they
looked into alternative disposal options.

e Customers who brought waste from a business also cited a “having a large amount of
waste” as their reason for coming to the transfer station (64%) followed by new home

Transfer Station Self-Haul Survey Findings. January 2008 GROUP
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construction/remodeling (54%) and then recycling (27%).> Customers who were asked
why they do not have collection services at their places of business most commonly
said the reason they don’t have collection service is that they move around a lot
and/or have a variety of work sites (22%).” This was especially true for Contractors,
farmers and landscapers.

e Frequency of transfer station use was similar between the two locations. Half of all
respondents said they (50%) visit the transfer station between one and three times a
year and 43% said they visit at least once a month including 11% who reported coming
one or more days per week. Six percent of respondents (6%) said the day of the
interview was the first time they had used a transfer station. Contractors were the
most frequent transfer station visitors (84% said they visit at least once a month
compared to 33% of Residential Customers and 56% of “Other Business” customers).

o Three-quarters of those who hauled waste to the transfer station brought it in a pickup
truck either alone (59%) or towing a trailer (14%). One in eight transfer station
customers (12%) drove a passenger car towing a trailer and 7% carried the waste in
their vehicle. The remaining customers used a box van, step van, flatbed or other type
of truck. At Metro South, more respondents used pickup trucks in the fall than in the
winter (79% and 71% respectively) while at Metro Central, vehicle choice remained
constant between the two seasons (72% in both fall and winter).

o Trailer use varied by type of respondent. Nine in ten Residential Customers with
loads under 500 pounds (89%) and 66% of Residential Customers with loads of 500
pounds or more, did not use a trailer. Residential customers who did use a trailer
tended to use single-axle trailers more than any other kind. This pattern was also true
for “Other Business” customers (69% did not use a trailer and 22% used a single-axle
trailer). Just over half of the Contractors (56%) did not use a trailer, 24% used a single-
axle trailer and 14% used one that was self-dumping.

o The average load weight for all respondents was 673 pounds with Metro South
experiencing slightly, but not significantly, larger loads on average than Metro Central
(679 pounds and 667 pounds respectively). Consistent with the higher percentage of
Residential customers, about half of all loads at both locations were less than 500
pounds. The average load weight did not differ significantly by season at either the
Metro Central or Metro South location.

e Although construction demolition was the second most common category of waste,
these loads weighed the most on average. The average load of construction demolition

2 Contractors were more likely than other customer types to cite dumping home construction debris as their primary reason for coming to
the transfer station (71%).

? This question was asked of those who listed their business as office, farm/ranch, automotive, restaurant or grocery, or light industrial
(n=241).
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weighed 949 pounds compared to average weights of 621 pounds for mixed waste, 433
pounds for household waste and 577 pounds for yard debris.

o Contractors carried more weight on average than Residential customers (1,126 pounds
and 568 pounds respectively). The average weight of loads brought by Residential
Customers hauling more than 500 pounds (965 pounds) was 86% of the average
Contractor load weight and roughly four times the average for Residential Customers
hauling smaller loads (284 pounds on average).

o Consistent with findings that Contractors had the heaviest loads and visited the
transfer stations most frequently, the average load weight for respondents who said
they come to the transfer station at least once a week was 1,023 pounds compared to
average loads of between 540 and 725 pounds for those who said they come less often.

e Again, consistent with when Contractors come to the transfer stations, load weights
were higher on weekdays than on weekends. Weekday loads averaged 754 pounds
when 61% of those using the transfer stations were Residential Customers whereas
weekend loads averaged 615 pounds when Residential Customers comprised 87% of
transfer station users.

o Just under half of all respondents at both locations (47%) had items for recycling in
their load. Respondents who brought waste from both a home and a business were the
most likely to be carrying recyclable material (57%) while contractors were the least
likely (43%). There were no significant differences in the percentage of customers
carrying recyclable materials by season.

o Just 2% of all the customers who participated in the winter survey used a Metro
account to pay for their load. Within each customer type, 6% of Contractors, 8% of
“Other Business” customers and 1% of Residential Customers paid using a Metro
account.

Transfer Station Self-Haul Survey Findings. January 2008 GROUP



2-4, Facility Needs Assessment and
Recommendations

URS conducted a series of site visits to the
Metro South Transfer Station during the
needs assessment process. These visits, and a
corresponding series of interviews with
representatives of Metro and Allied Waste,
provided this needs assessment and the basis
for the recommendations in the next section.
(A summary of comments is included in
Appendix D.)

Issues identified in the interviews about Metro
South activities included:

Long term site capacity — no more room
to grow in current location

The need for better signage

Queuing capacity/traffic
Recyclables recovery
Self-hauling

Sustainability

Coordination with Allied Waste
Organic waste

Lighting improvements needed
Good neighbor responsibilities

URS reviewed the facility needs and made
recommendations for improvements at MSS
considering the following:

Regional facility needs
Operations and safety

Material recovery and recycling
Sustainable design

Good neighbor strategy

The needs assessment and improvements that
the URS team recommends for MSS are also
based on the major objectives of the Solid
Waste Facilities Master Plan Update. These
objectives are to:

Improve the Sustainability of the Waste
Transfer Operation

Improve Customer Service

Provide Flexibility in Materials Handling
and Recovery

Increase Operational Efficiency and
Employee Safety

Improve Hazardous Waste Facility
Capacity

The recommendations that follow were based
on the facilities needs assessments determined
through interviews with Metro and MSS
operator personnel. The recommendations are
in two categories:




Opverall operations and non-facility
recommendations that Metro should
consider.

Specific facility design options that include
design and cost estimates.

The recommendations do not include a
consideration by URS of the future of the
facility or apply any cost benefit analysis. The
purpose of these recommendations is to
improve the existing operation of MSS.

Regional Facility Demands

The URS team assessed the future needs for
MSS with consideration for how the region’s
growth has affected the current capacity and
operation of the facility. MSS was the first
regional transfer station. The station opened
in 1983 and has served its customers well for
twenty-five years.

The Clackamas Transfer and Recycling
Center, now know as the Metro South

Station, was designed and built when the
region’s solid waste was delivered to the St.
Johns Landfill in North Portland. Within a
decade of its opening, the Portland site closed
and waste was shipped by transfer trailer to
the Columbia Ridge Landfill, 150 miles east of
Portland in Gilliam County, for disposal.

This change in regional disposal policy created
different demands on how to manage waste.
The initial role of MSS, as only a transfer
station with limited recycling service, grew to
include strategies to recover a larger volume
of the waste stream.

The Metro region will continue to grow. The
pace of population change, regardless of its
intensity, will generate more waste and a

demand for facilities to manage it. This is the
context within which to consider the
tollowing options for MSS.

Long-term Commitment to the MSS Site

MSS site is an important location for Metro.
Part of its value to the region combines the
site’s location, history, functions and customer
familiarity with an emphasis on the self-haul
public. These same variables have created a
situation that, under the station’s current
configuration, it has reached its maximum
vehicle capacity. This is an essential
consideration in the future of MSS. The
facility has additional volume capacity; the site
doesn’t have additional vehicle capacity.

The long-term use of this site as a solid waste
facility requires a decision by Metro on one of
the following options:

Increase the public tipping fees to reduce
public self-haul

Expand the facility, if possible, into the
remaining space available and operate it
until it reaches complete capacity

Retain the facility for only public self haul
use and develop a new facility (separate
location) for commercial traffic only

Retain the facility for only commercial use
with a large material recovery capability
and relocate the public to separate site

Develop a completely new facility for
both commercial and public use

The Current Use of MSS

Future development and land use
considerations in Clackamas County are
colliding with the current use of MSS as a
transfer station operation. Regional growth
continues to place greater demand on the




current use of Metro South as a public access
facility.

Historic research for Metro South indicates
how the demand use for this facility has
changed as the region grows. The contrast is
in the steady increase in public vehicles at
MSS and very stable flow of commercial
vehicles over time. This difference is due to
the number of private, regional material
recovery facilities that have opened since the
last facilities plan update in 2001.

These private facilities, which do not receive
public vehicles, provide alternatives for
commercial vehicles in the material recovery
process. Their impact on the regional
movement of solid waste is apparent in the
changing flow forecasts for facilities. A 2001
estimate for the total waste volume at MSS in
2010 was 319,800 tons. The January 2008
estimate (Metro Transportation RFP) at MSS
in 2010 is 277,106 tons.

The transfer processing capacity at MSS is
over 400,000 tons per year. This exceeds both
the 2001 and 2007 total waste volume
forecasts for Metro South. This capacity,
however, doesn’t solve the traffic volume
issues. Metro data from a 2006 survey
indicates that 54% of the total traffic volume,
which is public vehicles, represents only 11%
of the waste volume. This growing contrast in
vehicles versus volumes creates an inefficient
transfer operation.

New Facility Site Selection

An important consideration in Metro’s long-
term regional role in managing solid waste is
the decision to replace MSS. A new site and
facility will be a challenging process and
require a substantial lead time to find an

appropriate property with the proper land use
designation, size and transportation access.

The time necessary to complete the siting
process may be a minimum of five years. The
variables that will define the schedule and
complexity for a new facility include site size
and levels of service. Metro may consider a
site for only commercial vehicles, only public
vehicles, or 2 combination of both services
and the HHW operation.

A site that serves only commercial vehicles
may require 6 acres. If the site serves
commercial and public vehicles its size may
mandate 12 to 15 acres. The addition of an
HHW facility and container storage will
require 20 acres. The corresponding search
sequence will be more difficult as the parcel
size and site operations grow. Fewer site
functions may ease the mitigation
requirements.

More information about the Facility
site selection process is included in
Appendix C.

Recommendation 1: Decide on Future
of MSS Site

Because MSS is operating at its maximum
vehicle capacity with a queue that flows onto
Washington Street during peak use periods,
Metro needs to decide whether or not to
improve the facility and at what cost. This
decision, which is how to operate MSS as long
as possible, should consider that any capital
investment for improvements will not
generate any significant additional revenue for
Metro.




Revenue Collection under Metro's Split Transaction Fee

Metro allocated $2,798,803  net costs to the Transaction charge

in order to recover the costs of 399,704  transactions during FY 06-07.
Transaction fees were set at $8.50 per load for Scalehouse customers,
and $3.00 per load for Automated customers.
Metro expected to recover $2,503,820 ( 89.5% ) from Scalehouse customers;
and $315,411 ( 11.3% ) from Automated customers.
for atotal of $2,819,231  without elasticity effects.
This amounts to $20,428 more than needed to cover costs.
Sept06 thru Jan07 loads were 109,376 ( 71.3% ) at the Scalehouses,
and 44,130 ( 28.7% ) Automated.
Extrapolated to 399,704 total transactions for the year,
revenue would total  $2,765,495
or $53,736  less than requirements.

(mainly due to customers switching from scalehouse to lower-priced automated scales)

n fact, delivered loads are up ~ 1.1% vS. expectations for the year, so

the full-year revenue projection based on 5 months of transactions is...

$2,446,568 ( 87.5% ) from Scalehouse customers;
and $348,395 ( 12.5% ) from Automated customers.

for total revenue of $2,794,963 ,
or $24,268 less than expected.

100%

Proportion of Transactions Proportion of Revenue
80% - 1 89.5%
0Jul04-Jun06 0O Jul04-Jun06
0,
60% - f3.7% OSep06-Jan07 1 O Sep06-Jan07
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0% |11.3% 12.5%
0
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If total loads matched projections, then this would be a shift of about 9,800 loads from the scalehouse to the automated scales.

Metro's Split Transaction Fee: The Effect of Rounding

As part of a new "neutral" stance toward self-haul, the RRC recommended--and the Council adopted--a
transaction charge more directly aligned with cost of service. The RRC anticipated that raising the
scalehouse fee by one dollar over the previous year, and lowering the automated transaction charge by
over half would provide enough incentive for some (unquantified) number of scalehouse customers to
seek out the lower automated charge. For each load that switched, Metro anticipated losing $5.50 in
transaction revenue (lose $8.50, gain $3.00), with no anticipated decrease in scalehouse costs.

Thus, to soften the revenue impact of any elasticity-induced customer shifts and for ease of

administration, both tiers of the Transaction Fee were rounded up prior to adoption. A review of the
design parameters vs. the adopted charges is shown below along with a revenue analysis.

Design parameters (to the penny)

Loads Fee per load Revenue

Scalehouse 294,567 8.49 2,501,689
Automated 105,137 2.83 297,113

Total 399,704 6.96 (avg.) $2,798,802

Rounded (as adopted)

Loads Fee per load Revenue

Scalehouse 294,567 8.50 2,503,820
Automated 105,137 3.00 315,411

Total 399,704 7.05 (avg.) $2,819,231
Overcollection if no elasticity: $20,429

Overcollection (shortfall) if 1.0% of
scalehouse loads switch: $4,226

Actual trend is about a 3.3% shift: ($33,307)





