
Metro staff has worked on this methodology for almost 18 months. During this time, the industry had no 

input into its creation. The industry had no requests for information from Metro and was not asked to 

assist in any way in this endeavor. We learned of the model in mid-March when Metro sent the proposal 

to the private transfer station operators. Since then, each private transfer station has met individually 

with Metro staff and per our request, we have also met as a group with Metro staff to discuss the 

impacts of the proposed methodology. We have raised many questions, which I have copies of to hand 

out to the members here. Industry provided these letters to Metro in writing following our individual 

meetings, and as of today, we have not received answers to our questions and have been told that 

those questions would be presented to the Metro Council during the work session scheduled later this 

month. We are willing to continue meeting with Metro staff to ensure the allocation process works for 

all parties involved. However, under this current draft, the private transfer stations will have long term 

financial impacts that will affect the collection system including increase collection costs related to on-

route time and increased fees at private transfer stations. This will result in upward pressure on 

collection rates. 

Ask yourself:  There are approximately 40 plus solid waste collectors within the Metro area; they 

currently use the mixture of public and private transfer stations. Why do they choose one facility over 

another? Because it makes economic sense for them to do so. Collectors consider things such as travel 

time, tip fees, and proximity of their routes to the facility when determining where to take material. The 

proposed methodology does not consider the efficiencies of what is currently occurring. The model 

needs to be improved. 

The methodology shows Metro South should be receiving 109,000 tons, when the current tonnage is at 

170,000 tons. Under the proposed methodology, does that mean Metro South will be forced to turn 

away tonnage, once it reaches the 109,000-ton cap, as the private facilities would be?  Does this mean 

haulers from SE Portland and Clackamas could potentially have to use Metro Central if the cap is 

reached?  

In Washington County, the tonnage collected in the Hwy 26 corridor, which is unincorporated County 

and Beaverton customers, will now be facing longer overall travel times due to the trips to Central. Pride 

trucks currently travel from our yard to the route and back twice; under the model they would travel to 

the route, to Central and back to the route twice, then return empty to the yard. The net increase travel 

time adds from 36 minutes to 52 minutes per day, creating upward pressure to the collection rates for 

the public, increased transportation issues, and added greenhouse gas.  

In 2016, Metro had a series of meetings to discuss the transfer system and that group, which included 

private industry members and Metro staff. This group worked together to look at the current system 

and then made recommendations to SWAAC.  The SWAAC agreed with the recommendations. Now the 

model which has been proposed is drastically different in its effects among all transfer stations, public 

and private.  

As you review the industry’s questions, we hope you will see why the private transfer station operators 

would like to have this item pulled from the work session. We believe this proposal needs to be 

improved and that the private transfer stations’ questions need to be answered and suggestions need to 

be considered in the model. We are more than willing to work with the staff to improve the model 

moving forward. 



Kahut Waste Services, LLC 

April 13, 2018 

Mr. Roy Brower 

Director Solid Waste Information, Compliance & Cleanup 

Metro 

600 NE Grand Ave. 

Portland, OR 97232 

Re:  Wet waste tonnage allocation proposed 2020 methodology 

Dear Mr. Brower: 

Thank you for meeting with us last Friday to discuss the Metro Regional 

Transfer Station wet waste tonnage allocation proposal.  Below are the questions 

posed during our meeting.   

1. Page 3:  “Only Three facilities,,,,.  These facilities receive small amounts of

waste under the authority of non-system licenses (NSLs).

a. For Canby Transfer & Recycling this is almost 50% of the total waste

received so to be clear, it appears that Metro’s intent is to eliminate out

of region transfer stations completely?   Why?

2. Page 5:

a. Did the task force recommend eliminating private transfer stations

outside the region?

b. What is the definition or example of “Off-Route” travel?

c. The footnotes label out of region transfer stations as “inefficient” yet

our collection companies’ rates are the lowest in the region.  How do

you explain/justify the footnote?

3. Page 6:  “,,,a tonnage allocation approach that relies on uncongested travel

time”,,,

a. Is uncongested travel time specific to the solid waste industry?  If not,

why?

b. It appears that the use of traffic analysis zones (TAZ) specifically

directs the flow of traffic to specific facilities, yet you state that it does

not?  Explain.

4. Page 9:  Figure 5 Wastesheds based on uncongested travel times.

a. This model does not consider gate-to-gate congestion at Metro South

Station (MSS), among others.  The traffic at MSS is at failure during its

peak hours of operation for collection companies.  Doesn’t this failure

completely offset uncongested travel time data?

b. What is the average gate-to-gate travel time for collection vehicles at

MSS.  What is the plan to improve these when MSS gains additional

tonnage with the facility already at failure?
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c. Does Metro believe that haulers can control the time of day their

collection trucks require dumping?

d. Does Metro anticipate this methodology to increase collection times

and costs to ratepayers?

5. Page 10:  Truck parking lots and barns are not used to define wastesheds

because the parking is a variable that can be modified.

a. In Clackamas County all local jurisdictions require a conditional use

permit for land used by solid waste operators.  This type of land is very

limited and the development process is extremely slow and not

guaranteed.   Has Metro considered these facts and the impact on

ratepayers?

b. Why is the efficiency of property utilization and the benefit to

ratepayers being thrown out?

6. Page 11:  Combine wastesheds

a. The map clearly demonstrates a need for more transfer stations, not

fewer.  Where does Metro intend to site future stations?

b. Again, why eliminate out of Metro region stations?

c. Are private investments being ignored?

d. Have the lines been drawn to prevent one company from having a

competitive advantage over another?

7. Page 12.  “Metro calculates the amount of waste generated for each TAZ to

establish an estimate based on a model that is based on standard generation

rates,,,,”

a. Can you acknowledge that this method is complete theory and its

practical use is debatable?

b. Is there a specific minimum tonnage that Metro desires to direct to their

own transfer stations?  Why or why not?

8. Page 15:  “Transfer stations must, however, accept all haulers within their

wasteshed, even to the exclusion of accepting haulers owned by the same

company,,,”

a. Does Metro intend on setting tip fees at transfer stations?

b. How many companies would utilize others’ transfer stations?

c. How much and when is Metro investing in their own facilities?

9. Page 16-17  Wet waste tonnage allocations; current and proposed

a. The public transfer stations and the largest national waste company are

the only stations projected to increase their facility tonnage.   Why are

local firms (some women-owned) being eliminated from the system?

b. Does Metro anticipate taking more tonnage (or other business?) away

from small companies?

10. The transfer station task force recommended “status-quo” and expressed their

concern that the result was predetermined.  The staff report also noted that there

was no known opposition to their recommendation.

a. Why now is there so much distance between what Metro staff has

proposed and the task force recommendation?

11. How does Metro rank race and gender?



Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed wet waste allocation.  

Kahut Waste Services is willing to assist Metro in finding solutions to the issues 

raised for fair, equitable allocation to transfer stations.   

If you have any questions, please contact me any time at 503-936-3743 

Yours truly, 

Andy Kahut 

Andy Kahut 

President 

Kahut Waste Services 
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May 8, 2018 

Via email only to: Paul Slyman 

Paul Slyman 

Metro  

Director of Solid Waste Information, Compliance and Cleanup 

Re:  Metro’s wet waste tonnage allocation – Proposed 2020 methodology 

Dear Mr. Slyman: 

I am the Regional Director at Oregon Refuse & Recycling Association (ORRA), the statewide trade 

association representing solid waste management companies in Oregon. As you are aware, ORRA members 

collect and process most of Oregon's residential and commercial refuse and recyclables, as well as operate 

material recovery facilities, compost facilities, and many of Oregon's municipal solid waste transfer stations and 

landfills. Today, I am writing on behalf of the private metro area transfer stations.  

During March 2018, the private transfer stations learned about Metro’s proposed methodology for the wet waste 

tonnage allocation and promptly began contacting staff with significant questions and concerns. We are 

appreciative that Metro staff took time to meet individually with transfer station companies and accepted written 

lists of questions and concerns from several private transfer stations at that time. Additionally, per our request, 

Metro staff convened a meeting as a group on April 23, 2018 where private transfer stations received an 

opportunity to learn more about Metro staff’s proposal and staff could listen further to the private transfer 

stations’ concerns. As you mentioned in the April 23 meeting, the private transfer stations continue to request 

answers to their questions presented. Despite the private transfer stations’ requests, it is our understanding that 

Metro staff may not be able to provide answers to the private transfer stations’ questions until staff reports to the 

Metro Council on May 31. The private transfer stations are interested in reaching resolution with staff on 

identified areas of concern and continue to request prompt communication from staff in response to the 

collective questions presented to date.    

As discussed during the April 23 meeting, the private transfer stations recognize Metro staff’s goal to have a 

data driven system in place to allocate future volumes based on population growth.  The private transfer stations 

communicated during this meeting, that Metro’s proposed allocation model does not reflect the current state of 

the system and without that basis, it cannot predict the future state of the system. Currently, haulers are 

responsive to economic forces and inherently operate more efficiently than the proposed methodology. This 

current competitive system automatically accounts for multiple variables including traffic congestion, barn 

location, truck routes, and wait times. Employing a single variable proximity model and dramatically increasing 

Metro’s volume to at least 40% does not make the system more efficient. If Metro is going to implement a 

model that changes current volumes and flows to transfer stations, the model absolutely needs to address other 

important variables reflected in the current system, such as: truck parking, routes traveled, wait times at facilities 

and rates charged at facilities. The private transfer stations do agree that a simplified model similar to what 

Metro is proposing could be utilized to allocate future tons based on population growth, along with input from 

the haulers.  Additionally, such a model could be utilized to help decide if additional transfer stations are needed 

and where they should be located.     



727 Center Street NE, Suite 350  P.O. Box 2186  SALEM, OREGON 97308-2186 
(503) 588-1837  FAX (503) 399-7784  (800) 527-7624 

orrainfo@orra.net 

Again, as noted in our letter to Mr. Roy Brower dated March 26, 2018, we respectfully request that the Metro 

Council not adopt the proposed wet waste tonnage allocation until we can reach an amenable level of resolution 

with staff on this issue.   

I look forward to your prompt response. Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Beth Vargas Duncan 

Regional Director 

bethvd@orra.net 

971-707-1683

c:  Kirk Duncan, Senior District Manager, Waste Management 

Jason Hudson, Division Vice President, Waste Connections of Washington Inc. 

Andy Kahut, President, Kahut Waste Services 

Dean Kampfer, Municipal Marketing Manager – Oregon at Waste Management 

Jason Jordan, General Manager, Republic Services 

Mike Leichner, Vice President, Pride Disposal 

Kristin Leichner, President, Pride Disposal 

Matt Miller, Director, Gresham Sanitary 

Kristan Mitchell, Executive Director, ORRA 

mailto:bethvd@orra.net
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P.O. Box 1150 Sherwood, OR 97140  
Phone: (503) 625-0725    Fax: (503) 625-6179 

 
April 25, 2018 
 
Thank you for your time in meeting with us today. Below is the list of questions and comments we 
have regarding the Metro Wet Waste Tonnage Allocations: Proposed 2020 Methodology. 

 
1. Page 5 states “The policy reiterated support for the region’s current hybrid public/private 

transfer station ownership model and directed staff to develop an allocation process for 
wet waste.” 

a. There seemed to be support for the status quo from SWAAC and Metro Council. 
The staff report from July 21, 2016 also stated that the public/private tonnage split 
is about right and that it minimizes off-route collection cost and related 
traffic/emissions impacts as well as ensuring adequate throughput and tip fees to 
allow for continued operations at current service levels.  

b. What were the drivers to significantly change the current allocation if, as suggested 
in the staff report, the above is true? 

2. Page 5 states that the new methodology serves maximum public benefit and “Encourages 
haulers to minimize off-route travel to reduce greenhouse gasses, traffic congestion, and 
provide other public benefits.” 

a. What methodology was used to determine the proposed flow of material would 
accomplish those goals?  

b. Were haulers and transfer station operators contacted or asked about operational 
efficiencies or why they may choose 1 transfer station over another? 

c. For our operations, avoiding traveling via Highway 26 by staying on the westside is a 
noticeable benefit for our operational efficiencies and reducing traffic congestion. 
How does your methodology disprove this? 

d. Was wait time at facilities taken into consideration? From what we’ve been told 
anecdotally, the average wait time at Metro’s facilities exceeds the wait time at our 
facility, and one can only assume that wait time will increase as the tonnage 
increases. Was this considered when determining the public benefits of wasted 
time for the drivers, idling time, etc. 

3. Page 5 states that in 2020 “Metro’s existing disposal contract with WM will terminate…and 
no longer require that 90 percent of the region’s wet waste be delivered to their disposal 
contractor.” 

a. When the contract terminates, this will expand the destinations where the region’s 
waste can go, which means some transfer stations may be sending their waste 
south. Having facilities in the south part of the Metro region, when the waste from 
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those facilities may travel further south, would reduce the travel necessary from 
transfer stations to landfills. Was the end destination and the proximity to transfer 
stations considered as part of the methodology? 

4. Page 6 states “Staff concluded that a tonnage allocation approached based on proximity 
relies on uncongested travel time from the end of a haul route to a transfer station best 
met the Metro Council’s policy direction.” 

a. What methodology was used to determine uncongested travel time? Is this 
methodology making an assumption that trucks will be traveling from end of route 
to transfer only during uncongested travel time? 

b. How was “end of route” determined when figuring travel time from end of route to 
transfer? 

c. Was final destination considered when determining if traveling to a Metro station is 
more efficient than to a private station when the truck parks adjacent to the private 
station? 

d. Were CNG vehicles considered in this calculation? Overall travel distance will be 
increased for our vehicles if they have to go to a Metro station. Our CNG vehicles 
may not have enough fuel to make it through the day with this added travel time. 

5. Page 10 states “Uncongested travel time is a more stable metric than peak hour travel 
time, so it results in a more predictable and consistent policy.” 

a. While uncongested travel time is more consistent to measure, it is extremely 
unrealistic to expect that the times our trucks would be traveling would be 
uncongested, especially with current traffic times in the Metro area. Our average 
route break-away time occurs during Metro’s noted congested travel time.  

b. Even at uncongested travel, our vehicles traveling on Highway 26 (with elevation 
changes) are not able to get up to the speed limit as quickly as a standard vehicle. 
What average MPH was used in the methodology? 

c. Currently, when traveling to Pride, our drivers have multiple options for traveling 
depending on traffic. If traveling to Metro Central, Highway 26 is the only option. 
Were alternate routes considered when developing the methodology? 

6. Page 10 states “Truck parking lots and barns are not used to define wastesheds because 
the parking is a variable that can be modified.” 

a. Several of us have invested in Compressed Natural Gas fueling stations, where our 
trucks slow-fill while parked overnight. How does Metro feel the parking can be 
modified? 

b. Having the same end-of-route location as the transfer station location improves 
efficiency and decreases travel time. Why was this not considered in the 
methodology? 

7. Page 11, step 3: Combine wastesheds. 
a. Why was Metro South not grouped with the 2 other south facilities (Pride and WRI) 

when it is in closer proximity to those 2 than to Metro Central?  
8. Page 15 states “Transfer stations must, however, accept all haulers within their wasteshed, 

even to the exclusion of accepting haulers owned by the same company if their collection 
territories are located further away than the local hauler located within the wasteshed.” 

a. How is a transfer station expected to plan waste acceptance for the year when 
there is no predictability or control on what material may flow to our facility? For 
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example: If in November, a hauler within our wasteshed could start using our 
facility but in doing so that would push us over our cap (based on earlier projections 
in the year). 

9. Page 15 states “Out-of-region transfer stations will be ineligible to receive wet waste 
generated within the region because no out-of-region station is found to be located in 
closer proximity to a significant number of hauler routes located within the Metro regional 
boundary.” 

a. Why was there no consideration for the efficiencies gained by having the end-of-
route location at the same location as the transfer station?  

10. Page 16 states “Under the proposed methodology, the tonnage that would be allocated to 
each transfer station conforms to the 40% minimum requirement for Metro public transfer 
stations” 

a. If Metro has a minimum of 40% required and was previously allocated 41.79%, 
what is the justification for raising Metro’s total allocation to 53.8%? 

b. Do Metro’s facilities currently have the capacity to accept 12% more tonnage? 
i. If not, what is the plan to increase capacity? 

c. The wait time at Metro’s facilities is longer than at our facility. How is that wait time 
expected to increase with the additional tonnage allocated? 

11. In terms of waste allocation, how will Metro address any new facilities in the region? How 
will waste be allocated to potential new facilities? 

12. Have the local jurisdictions where the private transfer stations are located been informed 
of this proposal? Have they been told how their community enhancement program will be 
negatively impacted by the reduction in tons coming in to their facilities? 

13. Private transfer stations have been operating under the assumption that our current 
allocation will, at the least, stay consistent and grow as the waste generation increases. Has 
the impact on private transfer stations’ previous and ongoing investments at their facilities 
been taken into account? For example, we recently invested in 2 compactors to increase 
the efficiencies of our transfer hauls. Our ROI will be negatively impacted by the reduction 
in our tonnage. 

14. This methodology will have a negative impact on our private locally owned business 
including potential layoffs due to tonnage reductions. Have these impacts been taken into 
consideration? 

15. With our transfer station costs being spread over less tons, there will be upward pressure 
on the rates at our facility. Have the rate impacts for local rate payers been taken into 
account with this methodology? Have local governments been told about these potential 
impacts to their communities? 

 
Thank you, 
 
Kristin Leichner 
Mike Leichner 


























