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Summary

Summary

In accordance with the Oregon Recycling Act of 1991, the
Portland metropolitan region actively pursues a variety of
recycling programs to reduce the amount of waste disposed
in landfills and to conserve nonrenewable resources.  Metro
has responsibility for overall planning and management of
solid waste disposal in the region while cities and counties
regulate the collection of solid waste and recyclable items.
This report analyzes the City of Portland’s solid waste
collection system managed by the Bureau of Environmen-
tal Services.

Portland has one of the most successful recycling programs
in the country.  Compared to other cities, we divert more
waste from our landfills and recycle more types of items.
As a result, we produce fewer tons of waste per household
than any other city we surveyed.  The Bureau recently
received a $5,000 award from the American Forest and
Paper Association for having the best     curbside recycling
program in the country for cities with a population of
100,000 or more.

Over the past four years residents have reduced the
amount of waste disposed in landfills by 12 percent and
now recycle almost 37 percent of residential waste.  Ap-
proximately 80 percent of households in Portland partici-

Highly Effective
Recycling Program
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pated in curbside recycling in 1995 up from only 39 percent
in 1991.  Citizens also seem highly satisfied with garbage
and recycling services – 76 percent rated garbage services
good or very good in 1995 while 77 percent rated recycling
services good or very good.

Portland’s effective garbage and recycling program comes
with a price.  Monthly residential garbage rates are among
the highest in the nation.  Although Portland has added
new services and reduced rates the past six years, Portland's
monthly bills are the fifth highest overall among cities we
surveyed and third highest among cities with only once per
week refuse collection.

We found that several factors contribute to high resi-
dential garbage rates.  First, Portland's aggressive recy-
cling and waste diversion program requires more labor and
equipment which increases the cost per ton of collecting
regular waste.  Our consultant for this audit, Ecodata, Inc.,
indicated that when comparing Portland’s rates to others,
most of the difference can be attributed to high recycling
and diversion of waste from the landfill.

Portland’s franchised collection system also contributes
to higher rates because it may be more costly than award-
ing a contract for services to a single hauler. Although
Portland haulers are relatively efficient and customers are
satisfied with services, 49 independent haulers cannot
achieve economies of scale possible with fewer haulers
serving more customers.  Our consultant estimates that a
single hauler could provide refuse collection services to
households for about $1.25 per month less.  While there is

Opportunities to
reduce residential

rates
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no guarantee that a contractor would provide lower costs
and equivalent service, Ecodata’s analysis indicates the
potential savings to be gained with fewer haulers.

We also found that residential bills are affected by
various methods used by BES to set rates.  Although the
model intends to ensure fairness to both garbage haulers
and ratepayers, most haulers make more than the stan-
dard operating margin (profit).  Of 20 haulers receiving
detailed reviews in 1995, all but three earned more than
the 9.5 percent standard, averaging 13.7 percent as a group.
Moreover, average hauler profits increased from 10.1 per-
cent in 1992 to 13.7 percent in 1995.

High profits are due largely to a strong recycling market
over the past few years.  However, several other factors
influence hauler profits at the expense of ratepayers.  First,
profit is allowed on tipping fees although haulers face little
risk in recovering this cost.  Second, the model allows
operating margin to be earned on itself, that is, profit on
profit.  Finally, the standard operating margin may be set
too high to encourage more consolidation of garbage compa-
nies and a reduction in total system costs.  We estimate
that addressing these factors could save Portland's garbage
customers between $900,000 and $1 million per year (See
Appendix C).

The final major condition affecting residential rates is the
relatively high “tipping fee” or disposal charge at Metro
regulated transfer stations. While tipping fees throughout
the nation vary greatly depending on funding and operat-
ing factors, our survey found that the current fee of $75 per

More Study and
Better Coordination

May Help Reduce
Metro’s Impact on

Rates
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ton is one of the highest in the nation.  Three-fourths of this
fee offsets the cost of operating transfer stations, transport-
ing waste by truck to Columbia Ridge landfill, and operat-
ing the landfill.  The Metro Auditor indicates that little can
be done to adjust existing contracts with the landfill opera-
tor, Oregon Waste Systems Inc., or the transport company.
However, we believe there may be opportunities to reduce
the remaining quarter of the disposal fee which is currently
used to support Metro’s solid waste planning staff, general
government, and other Metro programs.  Detailed study
and better coordination may help reduce the impact of
these activities on residential rates.

We make a number of recommendations in Chapter 5 of
this report to continue effective solid waste and recycling
service while reducing residential garbage rates.  In brief,
we recommend:

■ Continue franchised garbage collection system,
but modify franchise agreements and rate
setting methods in order to reduce over-all
system costs and lower residential rates.

■ More complete reporting on hauler perfor-
mance and profits.

■ Review of opportunities to reduce the impact of
Metro operations on residential garbage bills.

■ Develop new goals for the recycling program.

Recommendations
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IntroductionChapter 1

This audit reviews the performance of the Solid Waste and
Recycling Division of the Bureau of Environmental Ser-
vices.  The division is responsible for managing the collection
and recycling of solid waste in the City of Portland.  The
audit was approved by the City Auditor and included in the
Audit Services Division’s FY1995-96 Audit Schedule.  We
conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted
government auditing standards.  We limited our audit to
those areas specified in the audit objectives, scope and
methodology section of this report.

The Oregon Opportunity to Recycle Act of 1983 established
the State’s commitment to recycling solid waste.  The leg-
islation required governments to offer recycling
opportunities to the citizens of Oregon.  Specifically, it
required residential curbside recycling collection for cities
with more than 4,000 people, recycling at solid waste dis-
posal sites, and education and promotion programs designed
to raise awareness of recycling opportunities.

In 1991 the State legislature passed the Oregon Recy-
cling Act.  It strengthened the 1983 Act and established a
statewide integrated solid waste management program and

Recycling and Solid
Waste Management in

Oregon
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solid waste reduction goals.  The Act declared a statewide
recovery goal of 50% by January 1, 2000, and mandated a
number of recycling efforts such as recycling containers,
collection of recyclables on regular waste collection days,
and variable rates to encourage recycling.

The Oregon State Integrated Resource and Solid Waste
Management Plan, published in 1994, defined recycling as
“any process of obtaining from the waste stream, by
presegregation, materials which still have useful physical
or chemical properties...to manufacture new products.”
Recycling is a key part of the collection and disposal pro-
cess for solid waste.  The plan states that recycling is
preferred over disposal, energy recovery, or mixed waste
composting because the material has value as a resource
since it conserves virgin material and other non-renewable
resources.  The plan calls for recycling to be the primary
method of waste management in the state of Oregon.

The state requires that local governments develop and
implement solid waste reduction programs.  In the Port-
land area, the Act gave responsibility for solid waste
planning to Metro, the regional government for the three
county region.  Metro also assumed the role of managing
the disposal of all solid waste in the region as set forth in
Chapter 5.05 of the Metro Code.

Metro manages or regulates three transfer stations in
the region and has a long-term contract with Oregon Waste
Systems Inc. to dump at least 90 percent of the waste
generated in the region at their Columbia Ridge landfill in
Arlington, Oregon.  In addition, Metro contracts with a
private trucking firm to transport waste from area transfer
stations to the regional landfill in Arlington.  In January
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1996, Metro finalized its Regional Solid Waste Manage-
ment Plan.  The City of Portland, and other local
governments in the region, are responsible for designing
and administering solid waste and recycling collection pro-
grams for their jurisdictions.  Local governments’ solid
waste contracts, resolutions and ordinances must be con-
sistent with Metro legislation and solid waste plans.

The Solid Waste and Recycling Division of the Bureau of
Environmental Services (BES), oversees the collection of
solid waste and recyclable material from residential and
commercial sources within Portland's urban services bound-
ary.  The system serves about 127,000 households and
about 50,000 businesses.

The goal of the program is to reduce solid waste by
undertaking aggressive source reduction and recycling ac-
tivities. Portland franchises private garbage haulers to
collect residential solid waste.  The City sets the rates that
can be charged by the haulers, prescribes items subject to
recycling and establishes service schedules and standards.
Commercial accounts are not franchised and haulers must
compete for business.

Prior to 1991, the City of Portland only regulated gar-
bage haulers in a  limited way.  Haulers were required to
obtain a City license but residents could employ the hauler
of their choice and negotiate rates for garbage service.
Some haulers offered recycling to their customers but there
was no city-wide standard for this service.  Collection days
and frequency of collection varied throughout the City.

Solid Waste
Management in

Portland
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In order to achieve recycling goals established by the
State and Metro, the City of Portland developed a revised
approach to regulate haulers.  The City established a sys-
tem that awards franchises to haulers to provide residential
garbage and recycling services in defined geographic areas
at a regulated rate.  For a variety of reasons, the City chose
not to operate its own system using municipal employees or
to competitively bid garbage service to a few haulers.  Prin-
cipally, the City wanted to ensure effective recycling service,
reduce the potential risks of poor contractor performance,
and minimize the effects on the existing garbage haulers
doing business in the City.

The City Council set several primary program goals for
the new program:

■ reduce the amount of solid waste generated per
capita by 10% before 1997.

■ achieve a 60% recycling level by 1997.

■ establish fair rates that encourage waste re-
duction.

The primary source of revenue for the City's solid waste
program is a franchise fee of 4 percent (reduced from 5
percent last fiscal year) of the residential hauler’s gross
revenue and a permit fee of $3.15 per ton on commercial
haulers.   The division has a staff of 10 assigned to two
major programs – residential and multi-family/commer-
cial.  The day-to-day operation of the division is shared by
two program managers, reporting to the Director of the
Business Services Group of BES.

Since FY1991-92, the staffing has remained relatively
constant.  As shown in Figure 1, Division expenditures
have fluctuated from a high of $3.4 million in FY1993-94 to
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$1.7 million budgeted in FY1996-97.  Fluctuations are
mainly due to the addition of new programs, such as the
purchase and distribution of recycling containers to resi-
dential customers in FY1991-92 and to multi-family
complexes in FY1993-94 and FY1995-96.   In 1993-94, $1.7
million was paid to Metro for the closure of the St. John's
Landfill.

The major program areas for the residential section are
customer information services, field inspection and enforce-
ment, recycling education, illegal dumping prevention and
enforcement, franchise system management and program
development.  The commercial section  implemented a new
commercial recycling program January 1, 1996  that re-
quires all businesses to recycle at least 50 percent of their
waste.  Staff has also spent significant time in past years
setting up recycling depots at apartments and training
apartment managers to promote recycling.

Source: City Budget documents

Figure 1 Solid Waste Division Expenditures
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A critical component of the City's franchised garbage collec-
tion system is the rate setting process established by the
Division of Solid Waste and Recycling.  The goal of the rate
process is to ensure that garbage haulers recover reason-
able costs and have the opportunity to earn a fair profit
while also ensuring that customers pay a fair price for
garbage service. To achieve both of these objectives – fair-
ness to haulers and rate payers – the Division developed a
rate methodology that allows haulers to recover costs based
on a weighted average of costs, plus a standard profit of 9.5
percent.          The operating margin was established by the
Bureau of Environmental Services in 1991, based on a
survey of government solid waste systems conducted by
Hilton, Farnkopf, and Hobson, a California firm specializ-
ing in municipal management issues, and a survey of pri-
vate refuse company profits by Robert Morris Associates.
The rate calculation methodology is shown in Figure 2.

At the end of each year, haulers submit financial re-
ports to the Division that contain details on expenses and
revenues.  Haulers must include only those costs associ-
ated with collecting solid waste and recycling from City of
Portland residential customers.  From the total reports
submitted by the haulers, a sample of 20 hulers plus the
two recycling districts is selected for detailed review and
verification by a contracted independent certified public
accountant (CPA).  The sample and rate methodology is
weighted toward the costs of the large haulers.  Larger
haulers have a greater chance of being selected.  The CPA
checks the financial records of each hauler to verify if all
revenues are included and costs are reasonable and proper.

Setting Residential
Rates
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Source: ASD summary of Bureau rate documents

Rate Calculation ModelFigure 2

Solid Waste
Collection Costs

Recycling Collection 
Costs

Plus Disposal costs Less Recycling sales

Data Collection Report
from all haulers

Stratified
Sample of 20 reviewed

by CPA

Actual costs input to 
Model

Remainder kept on file

Yard Debris collection 
costs

Plus Yard Debris 
Processing costs

Administrative costs

Costs adjusted for 
inflation

Plus Franchise FeePlus Operating Margin

Monthly Rate
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For example, costs associated with non-franchised custom-
ers (such as commercial customers) or with acquiring other
routes cannot be included.  In addition, wages and salaries
to managers and employees must reflect current salaries of
other private sector companies and local union wages to be
included for rate-making purposes.

After the reviews are completed, a weighted cost is
computed for several cost components: solid waste collec-
tion, recycling, yard debris, and administrative costs.  Total
costs are reduced by revenues earned from recycling and
adjusted for changes in the annual inflation rate.  The
standard operating margin of 9.5 percent and the City's
franchise fee of 4 percent is added to the weighted cost to
determine the monthly rate to be charged to residential
garbage customers for the current year.  A rate review can
be called for at any time that it is presumed that current
rate schedules result in average operating margins that
vary by 1 percent from the 9.5 percent standard.  The
Division has conducted four rate reviews since inception of
the program.

The intent of the rate model is to provide a reasonable
return to the average hauler, and to give incentives and
disincentives to haulers that are either very efficient or
inefficient.  All haulers recover the same amount of revenue
from each customer regardless of how efficient they actually
are.  Consequently, companies that operate more efficiently
than average can earn additional profit, but those haulers
that are less efficient than average will earn less.  Haulers,
therefore, are not guaranteed a profit and the City does not
cover operating losses incurred by inefficient companies.
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Source: ASD analysis of  rates.

Figure 3

$0

$5

$10

$15

$20

$25

’90-91 ’92-93 ’94-95 ’96-97

Monthly Rate for 32-Gallon Can Service
(Adjusted for Inflation)

Table 1 Components of the Standard Monthly
Solid Waste and Recycling Rate: FY1996-97
(32 Gallon Container Once per Week)

Regular Solid Waste Collection $6.60

Disposal Fee * 3.89

Collection of Recycled Items 3.10

Yard Debris Collection 1.55

Operating Margin (Profit) (9.5% of $17.50) 1.66

City Franchise Fee (4.0% of $17.50) 0.70

Total $17.50

* Disposal Fee is based on the Metro regulated charge of $75 per ton of waste.

Source: Industrial and Solid Waste Division, BES.
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According to Division staff, the model injects an incentive
into the franchise approach by rewarding efficiency and
penalizing inefficiency.

The current monthly rate for a standard weekly collec-
tion of one 32-gallon container is $17.50.  The elements
that comprise this rate are illustrated in Table 1.

The primary objective of our audit was to evaluate the
efficiency and effectiveness of the City of Portland’s solid
waste management program.  In particular, we analyzed
whether the program was meeting stated goals of reducing
waste, increasing recycling, and ensuring fair rates for
users and haulers.

To compare Portland’s residential solid waste and
curbside recycling rates and services to other governments,
we surveyed 26 jurisdictions by mail.  Dr. Barbara Stevens,
of Ecodata, Inc., a nationally recognized expert in the field
of solid waste, was hired to help develop, implement and
analyze the survey. We included the six cities surveyed
annually for our Service Efforts and Accomplishments re-
port, and ten jurisdictions previously surveyed by BES.
The remaining jurisdictions were suggested by Dr. Stevens
based on her familiarity with other programs and a desire
to get a cross section of contract, municipal and franchise
systems.   Twenty-three jurisdictions responded to our
survey for an 88 percent response rate.

Our original scope of work included a detailed compari-
son of Portland costs to other cities' costs.  However, we
found that extreme differences in solid waste management

Audit Objectives,
Scope and

Methodology
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systems among jurisdictions made comparisons very diffi-
cult.   To assess refuse collection, we relied on previously
collected data from a 60 city survey conducted by Ecodata,
Inc. in 1994.  In general, because of the variations we found
between jurisdictions, we recommend that comparisons with
other cities or counties be approached with caution.  We are
confident, however, that our general comparisons of types
and amounts of waste collected, service levels, recycling,
and diversion rates are accurate and appropriate.

To examine the efficiency of Portland's franchised waste
haulers, we asked Ecodata to analyze and compare haulers’
refuse collection costs against the collection costs of cities
in its database.  Ecodata produced a report showing the
expected costs of haulers under a franchised system like
ours and also under scenarios with different numbers of
haulers.  We asked Ecodata to analyze the refuse collection
cost component only because of the three major services
(solid waste, recycling and yard debris) solid waste collec-
tion and disposal make up almost 60 percent of the
ratepayer's bill.  Also, because over half of Portland's house-
holds are already served by two large consolidated recycling
companies.  Ecodata's study is attached in Appendix B.

We also conducted a detailed review of the Bureau’s
economic model used to calculate rates.  We examined the
model’s structural integrity and logic to determine if the
spreadsheets were free of error and if the model produced
a fair rate for rate-payers and a fair return for haulers.  In
addition, to determine if the operating margin allowed
haulers is fair, we contacted those cities surveyed when the
standard operating margin was developed.  We also updated
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the Robert Morris survey of the profits of private solid
waste collection companies.

To assess the impact of disposal costs on residential
garbage rates, we interviewed Metro officials and reviewed
various program and budget documents relating to Metro's
solid waste management program.  We also compared Metro
disposal costs to other cities in our survey sample.  To
determine if there were instances of duplication of effort we
also reviewed the activities of both the Solid Waste Man-
agement Division and the Metro Regional Environmental
Management Division.  However, our review of Metro's
solid waste management program did not constitute a full
audit.

Because commercial recycling goals were not enacted by
the City until 1996, our work focused primarily on residen-
tial waste collection.  In January, City Council passed a
new ordinance requiring businesses to recycle 50 percent of
generated waste.  As more data is gathered about the new
commercial program, additional audit work may be war-
ranted.
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Portland’s Residential
Solid Waste and Recycling
Program is Effective

Chapter 2

Our review indicates that Portland’s solid waste and recy-
cling program for residents is highly effective.  We found
that the program:

■ made significant progress toward meeting its
goals and objectives

■ achieved a high level of recycling compared to
other cities

■ achieved a high rate of customer satisfaction
with services

Over the past five years, the program has reduced the
amount of solid waste disposed of in landfills and increased
recycling of useable materials.  As shown in Figure 4,  the
amount of solid waste disposed of per household declined
from 1,697 pounds per year in 1992 to 1,492 per year in
1995, a 12 percent reduction.  In addition, the total pounds
of recycled materials per household increased 165 percent
over the past five years, from 226 pounds in 1991 to 598
pounds in 1995.  The total amount of material set out for
curbside collection declined about 4 percent between 1992
and 1995.  The percent of residential households participat-
ing in recycling also increased from 39 percent in 1991 to
80 percent in 1996, which exceeds the Division’s goal.  In

Significant
Progress Toward

Goals
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Figure 5 Residential Pounds of Solid Waste Recycled
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total, the City recycled about 37 percent of its residential
refuse and yard debris in 1995, up from about 28 percent in
1990.

However, City solid waste staff believe it will be difficult
to meet the original Council goals of reducing total waste
generated by 10 percent and recycling 60 percent of all solid
waste by 1997.  According to BES staff, the 10 percent total
waste reduction is not easily measured because accurate
data is not available on home composting and personal
consumption.  However, as shown in Figure 4, the amount
of solid waste set out for residential refuse collection has
declined by 12 percent since 1992.

The 60 percent goal will not be reached for several
reasons.  One reason is that goals and regulations for
recycling commercial waste, which make up almost half of
all waste, did not begin until 1996.  Also, BES staff told us

Figure 6 Residential Recycling Participation

Source: Management Report for Solid Waste and Recycling, March 1996, BES
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that the original goals were set assuming that 10 percent
of the waste stream would to go Metro’s Solid Waste
composter which is no longer in operation.  According to a
recent article in Biocycle Magazine, Portland is not alone.
The City of Seattle, recognized as a leader in recycling
nationally, is also revising its own 60 percent recycling goal
downward.  City of Portland staff have not developed a
revised goal to present to City Council.

The City of Portland has implemented one of the most
successful recycling programs in the country.  About 80
percent of Portland households participate in the recycling
program.  As a result, the amount of refuse diverted from
landfills to the recycling market was second highest among
the jurisdictions surveyed.  Excluding yard debris, Port-
land recycles about     28 percent of its solid waste, compared
to an average of 13 percent for other jurisdictions in our
survey.  In 1995 haulers collected more than 131,600 tons
of solid waste of which more than 37,400 tons was recycled.
In addition, haulers collected over 69,000 gallons of motor
oil, the second highest of the seven jurisdictions surveyed
that collect motor oil curbside.  Also, the amount of yard
debris diverted from the landfill to composting facilities
has increased from 102 pounds per household in 1993 to
276 pounds in 1995.

Portland's recycling program currently accepts fourteen
different types of recyclables. While most cities collect news-
papers, glass, steel cans, aluminum, plastic soft drink con-
tainers, and milk containers, Portland also collects card-
board, magazines, waste paper, scrap metals, motor oil,
aseptic cartons, other plastic bottles, aerosol cans and phone

Recycling efforts
superior to most

other cities



17

Chapter 2

books.  In those categories alone, we collected about 11,700
tons plus the 69,000 gallons of motor oil.

Portland’s high recycling rate contributes to one of the
country’s lowest rates of refuse generation and percent of
waste that is landfilled.  About 0.7 tons of a Portland
household’s  trash ended up in the landfill in 1995 com-
pared to about 1.4 tons in the other cities we surveyed and
1.3 tons in Ecodata’s national survey.

Portland's residents give high marks to garbage and recy-
cling services.  As shown in Table 2, citizens have rated
both garbage and recycling services relatively high in re-
cent years.  Seventy six percent of residents rated their

Note: Does not include yard debris.

Source: ASD survey.

Customers Highly
Satisfied with

Services

Figure 7 Total Tons Collected in 1995 Per Household
(Selected Western Cities from Audit Services Survey)
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garbage service as good or very good the past three years,
down slightly from 78 percent the first year of the survey.
Satisfaction with recycling services has increased from 72
percent rating it good or very good in 1992 to 77 percent in
1995.

Despite the fact that residents are satisfied with the
services, they are less satisfied with the costs.  The percent
of citizens rating garbage and recycling rates as good or
very good has ranged from 31 percent to 37 percent the past
four years.  Even though the positive ratings on costs are
tending slightly upward, almost a third (29 percent) of
residents consider garbage rates bad or very bad.  The next
two chapters will discuss factors contributing to high gar-
bage and recycling rates.

Table 2 Satisfaction with Garbage and Recycling Services and
Costs (Percent rating service good or very good)

1992 78% 72% 31%

1993 76% 74% 32%

1994 76% 75% 36%

1995 76% 77% 37%

Source: Annual City Auditor Citizen Survey

Garbage Recycling
Services Services Costs
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Opportunities Exist to Lower
Residential Rates

Chapter 3

Monthly garbage rates in Portland are high compared to
other cities.  As shown in Appendix A, of 22 jurisdictions we
contacted, Portland’s monthly residential rates are fifth
highest.  Factors that contribute to high residential rates in
Portland are:

■ high levels of recycling and waste diversion

■ franchise collection system

■ rate calculation methods

■ high disposal costs

This chapter will discuss the impact that recycling, the
franchise system of collection, and rate calculation meth-
ods have on rates.  Chapter four will discuss the impact of
Metro operations' tipping fee on monthly garbage bills.

According to solid waste management experts and industry
research, it costs significantly more to collect recyclable
materials than normal solid waste.  Costs are up to three
times higher because haulers must travel the same dis-
tances to collect recyclables, incurring similar labor and
operating costs while only collecting about 25 percent of the
material and weight of regular garbage.  In addition, when

High Level of
Recycling Increases

Customer Bills
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recycling increases the remaining solid waste declines, driv-
ing up the cost per ton of collecting regular garbage.  More-
over, revenues from recyclable items do not, in most cases,
cover collection costs and fluctuate with recycling market
prices.

According to our consultant, Ecodata Inc., the low amount
of waste in the regular garbage stream in Portland ac-
counts for almost 70% of the difference between the actual
cost and the predicted refuse collection costs for a city with
our population and refuse characteristics.

As shown in Table 3, our survey also found a close
relationship between the amount of solid waste diverted
from the landfill and monthly garbage rates.  As shown,
Portland, San Jose, Seattle and other cities with low refuse
collection amounts per household and high diversion rates
per collection, have higher charges than cities with low
diversion rates.

Although Portland garbage haulers are efficient, the large
number of haulers franchised reduces the opportunities to
achieve economies of scale and increases costs for residen-
tial customers.  According to our consultant, Ecodata Inc.,
economies of scale begin to be gained when a collection
company dispatches more than five trucks and makes over
2,500 stops per day.  At this level, fixed costs are spread to
a larger customer base.  In our city, however, only six of the
49 franchised haulers dispatch five or more trucks each day
on city routes and about two-thirds of the haulers serve
fewer than 2,500 city customers.  Consequently, there are
too many haulers to achieve economies of scale and Port-
land customers may pay higher bills as a result.

Franchise Collection
System Contributes to

Higher Costs
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A research report prepared by Ecodata Inc. in 1994 also
concluded that awarding franchises to haulers to collect
residential garbage is generally more costly than selecting
a hauler through competitive bid.  Using the data base from
this study, we asked Ecodata to estimate the collection
costs for a single hauler collecting refuse in a city with
Portland’s characteristics.  Ecodata’s statistical estimate
showed that a single contractor providing regular garbage
service to the entire city could be expected to provide that

Comparison of Rates and Recycling Service Levels
(highest five and lowest five diversion rates from our
survey)

Table 3

SOURCE:  Auditor's Office survey

City

Highest

San Jose 33% 17 0.8 $13.95

Portland 28% 14 0.7 17.50

Fremont 28% 13 0.9 18.73

Seattle, WA 28% 9 1.0 20.35

Lee County, FL 18% 10 1.2 16.50

Lowest

Nashville, TN 6% 11 1.3

Brevard Co., FL 5% 6 4.3 6.00

Sacramento, CA 4% 7 1.8 13.24

Fort Worth, TX 4% 6 1.5 10.30

Denver, CO 2% 6 1.5 8.00

* San Jose's residential collection is subsidized by commercial collection.
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service for about $2 million less than our current costs,
about $15.00 per household per year.  While this does not
necessarily represent the savings in total system costs
available by changing to a single contractor, we believe it
indicates the potential efficiency gains possible with fewer
haulers.

Despite the large number of haulers in the Portland
system, Dr. Stevens, from Ecodata, found that as a group
Portland’s franchised haulers operate efficiently.  Haulers’
costs are actually less than would be predicted for a system
with so many haulers.  However, we found a wide range of
productivity levels among the haulers.  For example, among
the twenty haulers selected for review in 1995, the number
of stops per hour ranged from 31 to 72 with an average of
about 46 (Figure 8).  Also, there is a wide range of hauler
refuse collection costs per customer.  Some Portland com-
panies report costs as low as $110 per customer (including
disposal), while others report costs of almost $190, with a
system-wide average of $153 (Figure 9).  Although some of
the variations in cost and productivity may be due to differ-
ences in route terrain and customer service choices, it also
may indicate variations in general efficiency.

The Bureau of Environmental Services has acknowl-
edged that franchising may not be the most efficient collec-
tion system.  However, in moving from a largely unregu-
lated system in 1990 to a regulated system that empha-
sized recycling, the Bureau recommended a franchise sys-
tem in order to ensure recycling performance, reduce con-
tracting risks, and mitigate the disruption to the local
hauling industry and their customers.  In addition, BES
believes that a franchise system can be regulated in a way
to encourage efficiency through public incentives.
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We believe that a solid waste and recycling system that
involves fewer companies would help consolidate ineffi-
cient routes, more fully utilize manpower and equipment,
maximize stops per hour, and minimize cost per customer.
Our current franchise system was intended to encourage
haulers to become more efficient in order to maximize
profits.  Even though the number of haulers has declined
from a high of 69 when franchising began to the current
number of 49, the system could benefit from further con-
solidation.

Figure 8
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Source: ASD analysis of bureau and hauler financial reports.
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Our analysis shows that the franchise agreements may
allow too much profit for the haulers.  Franchise agree-
ments and the resulting rate model used to calculate rates
include elements which we believe increase rates unneces-
sarily.  In addition, haulers in our city earn higher profits
than some haulers in other franchise systems and some
private haulers of similar size.

As discussed in the Introduction, the franchise rate
method is intended to calculate rates that cover haulers'
operating costs and provide an opportunity, but not a guar-
antee, for a fair profit.  Because rates are based on weighted
average costs for 20 randomly selected haulers, we would
expect that when operating margins are reviewed as part

Franchise
agreements don’t

adequately promote
efficiency

Figure 9
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of the rate-setting process, the resulting actual margins
would cluster around the 9.5 percent target.  Some haulers
would operate very efficiently and make a large profit, most
haulers would make a profit around the target of 9.5 per-
cent, and some would operate less efficiently and reap a
smaller percentage of profit.

However, under the current rate structure, almost all
haulers make profits in excess of the 9.5 percent target
operating margin.  In 1994, 16 of the 20 reviewed haulers
made more than the target and one made 9.5 percent.  Only
three haulers made less than the target (Figure 10).  Dur-
ing calendar year 1995, 17 of the 20 haulers reviewed made
more than the target profit rate (Figure 11).   In addition,
the average for all reviewed haulers has gone up each of the
past four years, from 10.08 percent in 1992 to 13.7 percent
in 1995 (Figure 12).  According to our analysis, even some
relatively inefficient haulers were able to make profits in
excess of the target.  Some haulers with both high solid
waste costs and low number of stops per hour made profits
above the target rate.

We believe there are several main reasons for high
hauler profits.  One important factor for higher than ex-
pected hauler profit in 1994 and 1995 was an unusually
strong recycling market.  These markets are out of the
control of BES and thus are difficult to predict from year to
year.  Some discussions have been held with the Portland
Utilities Review Board and the Solid Waste Advisory Com-
mittee concerning possible ways to stabilize the effects of
these market fluctuations on customer rates.
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Figure 10

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

HaulersHaulers

Target = 9.5%

1994 Operating Margins: 20 Reviewed Haulers

Source: Hauler financial reports to BES

Figure 11

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

-5%

HaulersHaulers

Target = 9.5%

1995 Operating Margins: 20 Reviewed Haulers

Source: Hauler financial reports to BES



27

Chapter 3

  In addition, hauler revenues are affected by several
rate calculation methods.

Profits Allowed on Pass-through Disposal Costs
Franchise agreements allow haulers to earn 9.5 percent
profit on tipping fees paid to Metro regulated transfer
stations.  However, haulers simply pass these fees on to
customers in monthly bills.  Haulers make no investment
and take virtually no risks in the disposal system.  As a
result, haulers make a profit of $0.37 per customer per
month, or $4.44 per year for a typical 32-gallon container
on tipping fees – regardless of how efficiently the haulers
collect refuse.  We estimated that additional profits made
by Portland haulers in 1995 on the Metro tip fee ranged
from about $2,000 to almost $50,000 per hauler.

Figure 12
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We believe, as does our consultant and others we spoke
with in the industry, that haulers should make a fair profit
based on their actual costs, investments and risks, but
should not make additional profits on costs that are simply
passed along to customers.   We recognize that the haulers
first pay tipping fees to Metro and later collect reimburse-
ments from customers, and that slow payments, or custom-
ers who don't pay their bills expose the haulers to some
risk.  However, haulers are protected from total risk be-
cause the model includes an allowance for bad debts which
is also built into the rate.  Moreover, hauler financial
records indicate that bad debts are not a significant prob-
lem – amounting to only $59,000 on total revenues of $19.6
million in 1995 (0.3 percent of total revenues).

Rate Model Allows Additional Profit
The current franchise agreement treats hauler operating
margins and the City franchise fee as revenue to the hauler
for the purposes of calculating customer bills.  In other
words, the operating margin and the franchise fee are
considered to be a cost of service.  However, this method
allows the hauler and the city to earn revenues on an
amount already included in the calculation.  In effect, haul-
ers make a profit on the profit, and the City collects fran-
chise fees on the franchise fees.  This has the effect of
making the real operating margin based on a cost of service
on a 32 gallon can 10.9 percent and the franchise fee 4.6
percent.  According to our analysis, on a typical 32 gallon
container, the rate payer pays about $0.22 per month extra
for the operating margin and $.04 per month extra in
franchise fees because of this provision.   While BES cor-
rectly interpreted the language of the current franchise
agreements, we believe the operating margin should be
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calculated on service costs, not on total revenue, and fran-
chise fees should be based on service costs plus the operat-
ing margin only.  We understand this change means less
revenue to the Bureau’s solid waste program and we do not
recommend reducing the program’s service levels.  How-
ever, basing the franchise fee on the cost of service, rather
than total revenue, is needed to ensure accountability to
the rate payers.  To retain its current program service level
the Bureau may need to increase the franchise fee from its
current level of 4 percent.  The fee was reduced from 5
percent to 4 percent this fiscal year.

The rate impact of allowing profits on costs and operat-
ing margin is shown in Table 4.  The first column is the
current method and second column shows the rate if double
counting of operating and franchise fees, and profits on
tipping fees, were eliminated.

Table 4 Garbage Rate Calculation Methods
(32 gallon container, once per week)

Collection Charge $6.60

Recycling Charge 3.10

Yard Debris Charge 1.55

Disposal Charge 3.89

Operating Margin 1.66

Franchise Fee .70

Collection Charge $6.60

Recycling Charge 3.10

Yard Debris Charge 1.55

  Subtotal 11.25

Operating Margin 1.07

  Subtotal 12.32

Disposal Charge 3.89

  Subtotal 16.21

Franchise Fee .65

Current Method Alternative Method

Total $17.50 Total $16.86

SOURCE:  Audit Services Division calculations
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Operating Margin Needs Review
The current 9.5 percent operating margin allowed Portland
haulers needs review to ensure profit levels are fair to
ratepayers.  Although the current 9.5 percent base operat-
ing margin appears similar to what other cities allow,
Portland haulers consistently earn higher profits.  Specifi-
cally, Portland haulers have earned average profit of 11.4
percent the last four years and 13.7 percent in 1995.  While
some of these additional profits have occurred because of
the increased recycling revenues earned by haulers, we
believe operating margins earned by haulers may exceed
what is fair to Portland ratepayers.

The base operating margin was established by BES
based on a survey of municipalities and private sector
haulers by the firm of Hilton, Farnkopf and Hobson (HF&H).
We contacted the eight original cities used in that study to
determine if operating margins had changed.  We found
that five continued to allow operating margins between 9.5
and 10 percent, and two cities set profit margins signifi-
cantly below Portland’s.  One city’s system is no longer
comparable to Portland.  For the seven cities with compa-
rable systems, haulers are allowed an average margin of
9.4 percent.

We also obtained an update of the Robert Morris Asso-
ciates survey of private hauler profits. Haulers of similar
size to Portland's franchisees earned actual operating mar-
gins between 7.7 and 9.7 percent.

As shown in Table 5, Portland haulers earned a signifi-
cantly higher average operating margin than haulers in
the private sector.  In fiscal year 1995, all but three fran-
chised haulers in Portland earned more than the 9.5 per-
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cent targeted profit margin, for an average earnings of 13.7
percent.  We believe that operating margins for Portland
haulers should be critically reviewed to ensure they are fair
to ratepayers.  Fair but lower profit margins could encour-
age consolidations of franchises and produce lower total
costs for customers.

The large and small can incentive charges is another minor
factor affecting rates that may need adjustment.

To encourage customers to recycle and reduce the amount
of solid waste, the City has established rates for smaller
cans that are less than the actual cost of service.  In
addition, a disincentive fee is added to the rates for larger
cans to discourage their use.  This results in a rate that is
more than the actual cost of collection.  While this may be
an appropriate approach to encouraging waste reduction, it

Table 5 Comparison of Operating Margins

City Regulated Companies (1) 7.75 * 10 9.4
      (Allowed margin)

Similar Sized Private Companies (2)

$0 to $1 million revenues --- --- 9.7
$1 million to $3 million revenues --- --- 7.7

Actual Operating Margins for Portland -1.2 23.3 13.7
Haulers - 1995
(20 haulers reviewed)

Sources: (1) Audit Services Division Telephone Survey of seven cities
(2) Robert Morris Associates survey
* Base margin is 4.75% with up to three additional points added for

meeting incentives.

Low High Average

Large and small can
incentive needs

adjustment
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also results in providing some haulers more  revenue with-
out providing more service.  Depending on the mix of small
and large cans, a hauler who collects more in large can
revenue than is offset by his losses from small can collec-
tion is not required to make corresponding offset payments
to the City.  Over the past five years haulers have received
an additional $700,000 in revenue due to the large can
disincentive fee.

In addition, haulers make a profit of 9.5 percent, and
the City makes a 4 percent franchise fee on this large can
disincentive fee.  For example, from a customer with a 90-
gallon rollcart who pays an extra $1.25 a month, the hauler
makes about $.12 per month more profit and the City
makes about $.05 more per month in franchise fees.  Con-
sequently, haulers have a profit incentive to market the
larger cans to customers, which is contrary to the City’s
policy objectives.

BES Solid Waste Management staff recognized these
anomalies and began reducing the small and large can
rewards and penalties.  The small can incentive was re-
duced from $1.32 in FY1993-94 to $0.55 in FY1996-97, and
the 90-gallon rollcart penalty was reduced from $2.97 to
$1.25 during the same period.  While we realize it is impor-
tant to maintain price differentials to encourage waste
reduction, we do not believe that allowing haulers to keep
profits on these differentials is fair to the ratepayers.  Elimi-
nation of these two charges  altogether should be consid-
ered and the staff should research other types of incentives
as a replacement.  As shown in Appendix C, even without
the incentive/disincentive fees, the mini-can service would
still cost $1.87 less than the 32-gallon container.
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Near the conclusion of our audit, BES told us they
recently asked HF&H to develop a proposal to analyze
various aspects of the solid waste program.  HF&H was
asked to provide advice on some of the recommendations in
this report, plus other operational issues.
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Explore Opportunities to
Coordinate Better with Metro

Chapter 4

The second largest component of the monthly garbage bill
is the cost to dispose of waste in Metro regulated transfer
stations.  The "tipping fee" or disposal charge paid by
haulers, and eventually by rate payers, is one of the highest
in the nation.  Most of this charge covers the cost of oper-
ating the transfer stations, trucking waste to the landfills,
and operating the landfills.  However, over $17 of the $75
per ton fee supports Metro's general government opera-
tions and solid waste and recycling programs.  Our prelimi-
nary analysis indicates that there may be opportunities to
reduce the cost impact of these activities on residential
garbage rates through better intergovernmental coordina-
tion and internal analysis of the solid waste excise tax.

All waste collected in the tri-county region must be taken
to Metro regulated transfer stations and recycling centers.
Transfer stations charge haulers $75 per ton to dispose of
waste.  As shown in Table 6, the disposal charge, or "tip-
ping fee," is composed of four parts: transportation to and
operation of the landfill, operation of the transfer stations,
Metro regional programs, and state DEQ and local host
fees.

High Disposal
Charges
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The largest component of the disposal charge is the $39
per ton for transportation and landfill charge related to
Metro's long-term contract with Oregon Waste Systems
Inc.  This contract provides for the disposal of at least 90
percent of the region's waste in the Columbia Ridge landfill
through the year 2010.  About $14 of this amount pays for
trucking the waste from transfer stations to the Columbia
Ridge landfill in Arlington, Oregon.  The $16.70 transfer
station charge supports two regional transfer stations lo-
cated in Multnomah, Clackamas.  The $17.50 for regional
programs supports general administrative costs, engineer-
ing, and Metro's solid waste and recycling programs.  Metro's
7.25 percent excise tax for general government and legisla-
tive operations is spread across the rate components result-
ing in a flat per-ton disposal rate.  DEQ fees pay for moni-
toring local compliance with state plans and goals, and the
host fee helps mitigate the impact of disposal facilities on
host communities.

Table 6 Components of Metro's Solid Waste Tipping Fee

Transfer Station and Disposal Operations** $16.70

Transport & Disposal at Landfill 39.25

Regional Programs 17.50

DEQ Fees 1.05

Host Fee .50

Total $75.00

*   Supports regional solid waste and recycling efforts.

Source: Metro Code 5.02.

*

**   Includes fixed costs of station operation, transport, and disposal.
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Based on our survey of solid waste disposal fees (Appen-
dix A), this region's $75 per ton disposal charge is almost
80 percent higher when compared to the average tipping
fees in seven jurisdictions in our survey who use transfer
stations.  However, differences in operating schemes make
comparison very difficult.  For example, many governments
own or regulate landfills and subsidize their operation
through general property taxes.  Consequently, disposal
charges are much lower than the actual cost of operation.
In addition, other areas may not incur costs for transfer
stations or waste transportation because landfills may be
more plentiful or closer to the collection area.

Metro's long-term contract for transportation and land-
fill disposal with Oregon Waste Systems Inc. has also been
criticized by some as excessive.  However, according to a
recent report by the Metro Auditor, Metro has no effective
options for reducing costs under the contract.  The contract
contains no provisions for rate relief, nor has either party
significantly breached provisions of the contract.  More-
over, while Metro’s tipping fee remains high, the major
increases took place in the early years of the contract and
have remained stable since 1993.  Conversely, tipping fees
in other western states have increased 35 percent from
1992 to 1995.  Nationwide, tip fees are projected to rise
about 7 percent per year as federal regulations lead to
closure of smaller landfills in favor of larger ones.

Our preliminary analysis of Metro budgets and program
information indicates that there may be opportunities to
reduce the impact of Metro operations on residential gar-
bage bills.  We believe that a thorough internal review of

Need for Internal
Review of Metro

Impact on Residential
Rates
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Metro operations might 1) reveal ways to better balance
the cost and benefit of solid waste excise taxes for residen-
tial rate payers, and 2) identify opportunities to streamline
government regulation of solid waste and recycling activi-
ties in the region.

Assess Use and Level of Solid Waste Excise Tax
In accordance with the provisions of the Metro Charter,
Metro is authorized to levy an excise tax on the users of
Metro facilities.  The excise tax constitutes Metro's pri-
mary source of general fund revenues and is set at 7.25
percent, down from 7.5 percent from FY 1994-95 to Septem-
ber 1996.  The excise tax collected on solid waste totaled $5
million in FY1995-96, and represents about 75 percent of
all excise taxes collected by Metro.  The excise tax is the
only source of funds for general government operations,
including the Office of the Executive and Council Offices.
Excise taxes also support other Metro activities that lack a
defined source of revenue, such as growth planning, re-
gional parks and open space management, and administra-
tion of spectator facilities.

Although authorized by law for general purposes, we
believe there is a need for Metro to critically assess the
size, use, and rationale of the excise tax on solid waste.  To
the extent that the tax is paid by garbage customers, but
used for purposes unrelated to solid waste, it appears un-
fair.  In addition, given that Portland garbage bills are
among the highest in the nation, it may be appropriate to
reduce the existing tax rate on solid waste and seek finan-
cial support for activities unrelated to solid waste from
another source.  Moreover, the different goals and compet-
ing interests of the solid waste program versus the other
programs that rely on the excise tax on solid waste make
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such a tax an unreliable source of ongoing revenue for these
and other programs.  Specifically, the regional goal of en-
couraging recycling will result in less waste disposed of and
a decline in excise tax revenue available for Metro's general
government and other important programs.  Metro is fore-
casting that tipping revenue will decline by about 11 per-
cent from FY 1994 levels due primarily to increased diver-
sion of waste from landfills.

Metro staff, including the Executive's Office, are aware
of the policy conflicts and revenue generation problems
with using the excise tax for ongoing general government
purposes.  Staff will be developing alternatives for funding
general government activities to present to the Metro Coun-
cil later this fiscal year.

Review Size and Duties of Solid Waste and Recycling
Staff in Local Government
While a detailed analysis and comparison of staffing and
workload was beyond the scope of this report, it appears
from our surveys that the metropolitan region has a rela-
tively large number of staff assigned to solid waste plan-
ning and recycling efforts, compared to other jurisdictions
surveyed.  Metro has approximately 25 staff working on
these efforts while the City has a staff of ten.  In addition,
other counties and cities in the region have staff who man-
age and administer solid waste and recycling collection
efforts.

By contrast, 11 of the 18 jurisdictions that responded to
this specific question had five or fewer full time dedicated
staff assigned to solid waste planning and recycling. Two
had between six and ten full time staff.  No jurisdiction had
more than 15.
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Differences in staffing levels may result from very dif-
ferent laws and policy objectives.  As discussed earlier, our
region's emphasis on recycling and waste diversion may
require significantly more staff to plan and implement.
However, the difference in staff sizes appears so significant
that additional study is warranted.

Despite the apparent large number of staff dedicated to
solid waste management and recycling, we found duplica-
tion of effort between Metro and the City in only two small
areas: responding to telephone inquiries and investigating
illegal dumping.

Both the City and Metro handle similar telephone calls
from citizens needing information on solid waste and recy-
cling.  In 1995, the City’s Curbside Hotline handled over
22,000 calls from citizens.  Thirty-seven percent of the calls
were to identify a customer’s garbage hauler, while most
other calls concerned how to recycle items, inclement
weather schedules, or commercial and multi-family ser-
vice.  The City’s Solid Waste Division devotes 1 FTE to the
hotline.  Metro’s Recycling Information program answered
106,000 calls in FY 1995-96 and is staffed by about 5.0
FTE.  About half the calls received by Metro are from City
of Portland residents.  Over half the calls are for informa-
tion about transfer stations and drop off centers.  About 12
percent of the calls are from people needing information on
their hauler or on curbside recycling collection.  Metro staff
told us that they can answer almost any question about
individual haulers in the Portland area, such as who their
hauler is, how to prepare recyclable items for collection,
etc.
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We realize that consolidating information services may
mean contracting with Metro to answer City-related calls.
This should only be done if Metro can offer the service at
lower cost than our present system.

Metro and the City also expend effort regulating illegal
dumping.  Metro is attempting to coordinate illegal dump-
ing remediation activities within the region as part of its
Regional Solid Waste Management Plan.  A Metro planner
has formed a committee to draft a proposal to clarify the
roles of local governments.  The current system to locate,
investigate, and clean up illegal dumps often crosses juris-
dictional lines.  Metro has one planner who, along with
three Multnomah County deputies, is assigned to investi-
gate illegal dumps.  The City’s Solid Waste Division has
one staff person who spends about half his time on illegal
dumping investigations and other related activities.  He
investigates illegal dumps, attends the Metro committee
meetings, and sends warnings to offenders.

Even though we did not find significant  duplication of
City and Metro efforts, there may be opportunities to con-
solidate solid waste and recycling activities to avoid the
costs of multiple layers of government handling the same
types of problems.  The current system requires significant
coordination among agencies to ensure local agencies com-
ply with rules developed by the State and Metro.  For
example, virtually every facet of Metro’s Regional Solid
Waste Management Plan has elements of local government
coordination.  Some consolidation of recycling and waste
reduction efforts between Metro and local governments
could reduce the need for professionals at both the local and
regional levels to coordinate planning and program imple-
mentation.
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RecommendationsChapter 5

The Bureau of Environmental Services through the efforts
of the Solid Waste and Recycling Division should continue
their strong performance in achieving recycling and waste
diversion goals.  In order to moderate the cost of residential
garbage rates, we recommend that the City Council and the
Bureau take the following actions:

1. Continue franchised garbage collection system but
modify franchise agreements and rate setting
methods in order to reduce overall system costs and
lower residential rates.  Specifically, the Bureau
should:

a. Exclude disposal costs from the calculation of
operating margin.

b. Derive operating margin as a percent of cost of
service, not total revenue.

c. Eliminate large and small can incentive/
disincentive rate differentials. Exclude large can
disincentive revenues from operating margin and
franchise fee calculations until they are fully
eliminated.  Staff should research other types of
incentives for waste reduction as a replacement.
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d. Study existing operating margin levels  to ensure
they are equitable to ratepayers.  Consider
introducing incentives to earn back lost margin
based on improved service performance.

e. Calculate franchise fees as a percent of cost of
service and operating margin.

2. The City Council should request that Metro thoroughly
analyze opportunities to reduce the impact of their
operations on residential garbage bills.

Specifically, Metro should assess the fairness to rate
payers of the solid waste excise and assess its
appropriateness as an ongoing revenue source for Metro
operations and programs.  In addition, Metro should
study staffing levels, tasks, workload of the solid waste
and recycling programs of all jurisdictions  in the
region and identify opportunities to reduce duplication
and consolidate efforts.

3. The Bureau of Environmental Services should develop
and report more complete information on the
performance and efficiency of franchised haulers.

The Division should periodically report to Council the
operating margins of haulers.  This will help City
Council in assessing trends in hauler profit and
effectiveness of the rate model in achieving its
objectives of fairness to both the haulers and the
ratepayers.
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The Division should also develop a set of performance
measures for franchised haulers that would give
indications of hauler productivity and performance.
These measures should be publicly reported and used
to assess the overall efficiency of the franchise program.
Measures could include costs per ton, households served
per labor hour, and tons collected per crew member.

4. The Bureau should develop and present for City
Council approval new goals for the recycling program
to replace the 60 percent by 1997 goal.

The goal should be reasonable, realistic, measurable,
based on the best data available, and meet state and
regional goals and objectives.
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SurveyAppendix A

To compare Portland’s residential solid waste and curbside
recycling rates and services, we surveyed 26 jurisdictions
and collected information on costs, revenue, and program
elements.  Jurisdictions were selected from three different
sources.  The Audit Services Division’s annual Service Ef-
forts and Accomplishments report was used to identify six
jurisdictions previously identified as comparable to Port-
land.  Ten jurisdictions selected had responded to a previous
Bureau of Environmental Services survey.  The remaining
jurisdictions were selected with the assistance of Dr. Bar-
bara Stevens of Ecodata, Inc.  Dr. Stevens, a nationally
recognized expert in the field of solid waste, was hired as
a consultant in developing, implementing, and analyzing
the survey.

Twenty three of the 26 jurisdictions responded fully or
partially for an 88 percent response rate. All jurisdictions
were contacted by telephone and then a survey was mailed
to an identified recipient.  The jurisdictions then received
follow-up calls.

Methodology
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Austin, Texas 465,622 Yes--partially

Babylon Township, NY 202,889 Yes

Berkley, California 102,724 No

Brevard County, Florida 398,978 Yes

Charlotte, North Carolina 395,934 No

Cincinnati, Ohio 364,040 Yes--partially

Dade County, Florida 1,937,094 Yes--partially

Denver, Colorado 467,610 Yes

Duval County, Florida 672,971 Yes

Fort Worth, Texas 447,619 Yes

Fremont, California 173,339 Yes

Islip Township, NY 299,587 No

Kansas City, Missouri 435,146 Yes (no curbside
recycling program)

Lee County, Florida 335,113 Yes

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 628,088 Yes

Nashville, Tennessee 488,374 Yes--partially

Oakland, California 372,242 Yes

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 444,719 Yes

Omaha, Nebraska 335,795 Yes--(limited by new
 recycling program)

Phoenix, Arizona 983,403 Yes

Portland, Oregon 437,319 Yes

Sacramento, California 369,365 Yes

San Jose, California 782,248 Yes

San Francisco, California 723,959 Yes

Seattle, Washington 516,259 Yes--partially

Tucson, Arizona 405,390 Yes--Recycling only

1990 Census Responded to
Jurisdiction Population Survey
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Results of the survey responses and telephone contacts
indicated that no two jurisdictions used the same system to
provide solid waste and recycling services.  Jurisdictions
have implemented a variety of unique solid waste pro-
grams.  For example, the City of Portland encourages
recycling by providing literature and other assistance to
residents about diverting material from the waste stream.
They also provide weekly solid waste and recycling collec-
tion and provide incentives for the use of smaller garbage
cans.  In other jurisdictions, there appears to be less em-
phasis on diverting solid waste as evidenced through twice
weekly solid waste collection, recycling collection every
other week, and no variable cost for the amount of garbage
set out.  One jurisdiction allowed residents to place an
unlimited number of plastic bags of garbage curbside every
week.  For those jurisdictions that did share some solid
waste system characteristics, the combination of how the
programs were put together varied.  Following is a sum-
mary of the variations:

■ The jurisdictions ran residential solid waste,
recycling, and yard debris collection through
contract, franchise, and/or municipal systems.
Twenty-seven percent used contractors, 14
percent used a municipal system, 9 percent
were franchise, 41 percent used a combination
of contractors and municipal systems, and 9
percent had some other combination of sys-
tems.

■ Of the jurisdictions that used contractors or
franchisees solely or in combination with mu-
nicipal systems, none had more than 3
contractors or franchisees at a time.  Portland

Results
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was the only exception with 49 franchisees.
One jurisdiction with only one contractor re-
ported to be at a great disadvantage in
managing the solid waste collection system and
data collection due to a lack of competition and
a resulting inability to enforce sanctions.

■ Seventy-eight percent of jurisdictions collected
solid waste once per week and 22 percent
collected twice a week.

■ Seventy percent of jurisdictions collected
curbside recycling once per week, 15 percent
collected every other week, and 15 percent
collected less than every other week.

■ Only one jurisdiction collected 16 or more
recyclable items at the curbside, 59 percent
collected 10 to 15 different items, and 36 per-
cent collected less than 10 items.  Recyclable
materials included items such as newspaper,
glass, steel cans, aluminum, plastic bottles,
cardboard, mixed waste paper, scrap metals,
and motor oil.

■ The division of revenue from the sale of recy-
cling materials varied across the jurisdictions.
Some allowed the hauler or vendor to keep all
revenue, some jurisdictions kept all revenue,
others split the revenue by an agreed upon
percentage, and some had a formula or other
system for distributing the revenue.

■ Seventy-one percent of the jurisdictions offered
curbside yard debris collection, 12 percent had
depots or drop-offs, and 18 percent had some
other or no program for yard debris.
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■ Enterprise funds were reported most frequently
(43%) as the funding type for residential solid
waste collection and curbside recycling pro-
grams.  Nineteen percent used the general
fund, 19 percent used a combination of funding
sources, and 19 percent used some kind of
special funding source (i.e., state grants).

The variations in solid waste systems among jurisdic-
tions made it difficult to compare efficiency measures.
However, when analyzing data on a broader scale, a pat-
tern was apparent between the rate charged per collection
and the diversion rate (the amount of solid waste diverted
from the landfill into recycling).  In other words, the higher
the diversion rate, the higher the cost for collection.
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Appendix C
Current Rates and
Savings Estimates



 











Responses to the Audit



 



































 



 


	224b Begin - Residential Solid Waste Program
	224b Append B - Residential Solid Waste Program
	224b Append C - Residential Solid Waste Program
	224b End - Residential Solid Waste Program

