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MEETING: Metro Solid Waste Advisory Committee

DAY: Wednesday

DATE:October 19, 1994

TIME:

PLACE:

8:30 - 10:30 A.M.

Metro Headquarters, 600 N.E. Grand Avenue
ROOM 370

1. Approval of Minutes

2. Updates

3. Status report 00 the model ordinaue for sitiDg yard debris processing facilities

4. Status report 00 a plan for hlI7.ardous waste senke in outlying areas

5. MMetro Challenge" Grant Program

Review recommendations on the FY94/95 allocation of $450,000 to local governments

6. Regional Sol1d Waste Management Plan

A. Review of schedule and process
B. Review ofdraft evaluation criteria & perfonnance measures

Atrached is a table ofevaluation crileria andperfo/7/lQltce bench/lll11'ks. The evaluation
criteria would be used to evaluate altemative ''portfolios'' ofsolid waste practices. The
benchmarks would be used to measure progress towardgoals during the next J0 years.

C. Discussion of key planning issues

Ruth McFarland

Ruth McFarland
Bob Martin

Bill Metzler

Marie Nelson

Debbie Gorham

Terry Petersen

Atrached are five papers describing key planning issues that have been discussed by the
Planning Subcommittee. Also atrached is an arJicle on co-collee/ion technology as background
material for Issue #5: "Role ofTransfer Stations as Collection 'Technology Changes"

7. Other Business/Citizen Communications

8. Adjourn

Enclosures:

Ruth McFarland

Ruth McFarland



SOLID WASTE ADVISORY COMMITTEE (SWAC)
Meeting Summary ofSeptember 21, 1994

MEMBERS PRESENT:

Councilor Ruth McFarland, Chair
Merle Irvine, Willamene Resources
Kathy Kiwala, City ofLake Oswego
Doug Coenen, OWS
Bruce Broussard, Citizen
Ralph Gilbert, East County Recycling
Emilie Kroen, Washington County Cities
Tom Miller, Wash. Co. Haulers Assn.

GUESTS:

Diana Godwin, Regional Disposal Co.
Joe Cassin, Sanifill of Oregon, Inc.

METRO:

Jeanne Roy, Citizen
Lynne Storz, Washington County
Gary Hansen, Multnomah County
Steve Miesen, BFI
Andrea Friedricksen,- Clark County (Alt)
Chris Boitano, East County Cities
Dean Kampfer, OSSUfri-e (Alt.)
Lex Johnson, Oregon Hydrocarbon, Inc.
Susan Keil, City ofPortland

Terry Petersen, Solid Waste Planning and Technical Services Manager
Marie Nelson, Solid Waste Planning Supervisor
Doug Anderson, Senior Management Analyst
John Houser, Council Analyst
Roosevelt Carter, Solid Waste Budget and Finance Manager
Chuck Geyer, Senior Solid Waste Planner
Aletta Yantis, Administrative Assistant

The meeting was called to order by Councilor McFarland at 8:30 a.m.

1. Approval of Minutes

The minutes of August 24, 1994 were approved as amended. Page 3, agenda item 4 ofthe
summary was corrected to reflect that local governments such as the Washington County
Cooperative would like to have input into the criteria for delivering equitable household
hazardous waste collection services.
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2. Updates

A Chuck Geyer, Metro, reviewed the contracts for operation of the Metro Central and
South Transfer Stations.

B. Councilor McFarland reported on the upcoming considerations regarding the proposed
construction tax, changes to the excise fee, and the solid waste tip fee.

3. Regional Solid Waste Management Plan

Terry Petersen described the report that he gave before the Council Solid Waste Committee
(CSWC) regarding the discussion at the August SWAC meeting. The CSWC agreed with the
SWAC recommendations that: (1) sufficient time be given to develop a new Regional Solid Waste
Management Plan; (2) a status report on work-te-date be delivered to the Council in December
that identifies key issues including those that might he relevant to the FY9S·96 budget; and (3)
careful attention be given to the future process for updating the plan.

SWAC discussed key issues that need to be addressed in the update of the RSWMP Issues
identified were:

a. Opportunities for co-collection of refuse and other material need to be examined. In
particular, there might be opportunities to reduce system costs by co-collecting yard debris
and garbage, acquiring yard debris handling capacity at or near existing transfer stations, and
thereby reducing the overall system costs.

b. The plan update should be designed to help the Council make policy decisions. Councilor
McFarland pointed out the example of the code variances regarding "vertical integration"
that were granted as part ofthe ERJ and WR1 recovery facilities. She said these changes to
Metro policy have been granted on a case-by-ease basis and it would be timely to examine
the entire policy to avoid more case-by-case variances.

c. There was considerable discussion on the role that benchmarks should play in the RSWMP.
SWAC recommendations regarding benchmarks were:

1) There should be more emphasis on what is being disposed, rather than trying to
measure what is generated and recycled.

2) Benchmarks beyond traditional tonnage measures should be considered. There are
goals that are not best evaluated in tenns ofthe amount of waste. An example is
minimizing traffic impacts of the solid waste system. Vehicle miles might be an
appropriate benchmark.

3) Before a measurement plan is developed, it is important to know what the appropriate
benchmarks are. When existing information is inadequate to establish benchmarks, the
RSWMP should identify what steps will be taken in the future to acquire the
information. It's OK to say we just don't have enough information at this time to set
quantitative benchmarks for some goals and objectives.
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4) There are certain goals that cannot be monitored in terms of quantitative measures.

5) Benchmarks should include economic impacts. In particular there should be some way
ofmonitoring how well savings are being passed back to the ratepayers.

Report ofthe Planning Subcommittee: Goals and Objectives:

Jeanne Roy presented the revised draft goals and objectives that have been developed to date by
the SWAC Planning Subcommittee. SWAC made several specific changes in the draft. These
changes will he made by the Subcommittee and the revised goals and objectives will be distributed
with the next SWAC agenda packet.

SWAC discussion included the following comments the RSWMP needs to describe how Metro
and local government revenue systems should operate. The RSWMP should recognize the
different authorities that have been granted to Metro and local governments. Local
governments will decide how to collect revenue needed for collection.

Report ofthe Planning Subcommittee: Technical Analysis ofAlternatives:

Merle Irvine reviewed the work the Planning Subcommittee has been doing on the development
and analysis of alternative management practices. So far, the technical analysis of tonnage and
cost has been used to help develop the specification ofalternatives. The next task will he to
combine the alternatives into comprehensive management "portfolios".

Doug Anderson, Metro, presented a status report on the technical approach for evaluating direct
and indirect costs and benefits. There was discussion about the collection cost model, which
currently deals with waste and recyclables collected by licensed and franchised haulers. In was
generally agreed these items are appropriate for quantification in the RSWMP process, but any
findings should be interpreted in light of the fact that there are significant amounts of material
collected outside of the "regulated" solid waste system (e.g., "gypsy" haulers, landscapers and
processors doing their own collection.)

4. Other Business/Citizen Communication

Terry Petersen pointed out the article in' Waste Age that featured United Disposal and the recently
approved Willamene Resources recovery facility as "Facility of the Month". The meeting was
adjourned at 10:30 A.M.

SJVJlE\P1.TS\SWAC\I994'SWAC0921.MIl'l
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KEY PLANNING ISSUES

Through discussions with the Solid Waste Advisory Committee, Metro Council, and others,
several key planning issues have emerged during the process of updating the Regional Solid
Waste Management Plan.

The following papers give a brief background on five key issues, identify management options
where appropriate, and list several questions that SWAC might want to address regarding each
issue.

Metro staff, the SWAC Planning Subcommittee, and private consultants are continuing to
conduct a technical analysis that will help evaluate policy and management options.

Before additional wof1( is conducted, however, it would be helpful to make sure all parties agree
on' the key issues and questions that will be addressed in the updated Regional Solid Waste
Management Plan.

The main issues identified so far are:

Issue #1: Regional Waste Reduction Priorities

Issue #2: Service Provision - Transfer Stations

Issue #3: Service Provision - Other Faciilies

Issue #4: Revenue Equity and Stability

Issue #5: Role of Transfer Stations And Other Facilities
As Collection Technology Changes
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ISSUE',:
REGIONAL WASTE REDUCTION PRIORITIES

Background

During 1994, about 930,000 tons of general solid waste will be landfilled by the region. If the
regional recovery rate remains constant, population growth will cause the amount of waste
landfilled to increase to about 1,040,000 tons by the year 2000. As shown below, if the region is
to achieve a 50% recovery rate by that time, the amount of waste landfilled each year must
decrease by 200.000 tons.

Year Rll<:Overy Popuilltion Generated Recovered lIInclnlled
Level Tons Tons" Ton.

1994 38% 1,287,000 1.540,000 610,000 930,000

--2000--~~-'--(400:000 ·-·---1~680~000·'- 840,000 1,040,000

2000 50% 1,400,000 1,680,000· 840,000 840,000

"Projection based on the assumption that the annual per capita generation rate remains at the 19Q.4 level of
1.12 tons per person. Tonnages exclu~e petroleum contaminat~ soils and other special waste.

-Indudes all management alternatives to ••ndfilling: reduce, raust, recycling, energy recovery, and composting.

Management Options

The following table summarizes the waste reduction alternatives examined to date by the SWAC
Planning Subcommittee. Both tons and costs are dependent on specification details and are
likely to change as the Subcommittee looks at different specifications.

Alternative Disposal·
(tonslyear)

1. Home Composting 139,000 to 152,000
2. Commercial Waste Prevention 43,000 to 47.000
3. Expand Residenlial Curbside Recycling 24.000 to 27,000
4. Commingled Plastics Colleclion 7.000 to 8,000
5. Commercial Commingl~ Paper 102,000 to 112.000
6. Commercial Commingled Paper & Containers 117,000 to 126,000
7. On-Site Construction Recycling 133,000 to 146,000
8. Dry Waste Recovery Facilities 203.000 to 223,000
9. Commercial Organics Recovery 43,000 to 47,000
10. Residential Organics Recovery 109,000 to 120.000

"Tons currently landfllled lhat are targeted by the attemalive.

Key Questions

Potential Diversion
ltons/year)

7,000 to 16,000
5.000 to 10.000
9,000 to 20,000
3,000 to 7,000

40,000 to 65,000
46,000 to 75,000
70,000 to 90.000

150,000 to 165,000
11,000 to 25,000
50,0001070,000

Program Cost
(perlon)

<$18
$94 10$143

$138 to $183
$332 to $586
$149 to $161
$11610$120
$131 to $135
$114to$115
$226 to $269
$334 to $343

1. What are the regional priorities for new or expanded waste reduction services?
2. What supporting actions are necessary for effective implementation of the recommendations?

Supporting actions could include:
• Disposal bans or mandatory participation.
• Legislative resolution of the fair market value issue for commercial recyclables.
• Changes in Metro or local government franchise requirements.

3. What are appropriate waste reduction goals for the region? How should progress be measured?
4, What changes in the solid waste system could reduce the costs of new waste reduction

practices?
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ISSUE 12:
SERVICE PROVISION - TRANSFER STATIONS

Background

During FY94/95, the three existing transfer stations (Metro Central, Metro South, and Forest
Grove) will receive about 800,000 tons, Under status quo conditions, population growth will
cause this tonnage to increase during the nexl10 years.

Maximum operating capacity of the three facilities is well above the current tonnage. However,
there are several issues that need to be considered when planning for regional transfer capacity,
including:

1. The agreement between Metro and Oregon City to make every reasonable effort to limit
the tonnage at Metro South·to 250,000 tons per year. The intent of this agreement is to
mitigate impacts on the host neighborhood.

2. Metro's past policies have supported a concept of ·uniform service levels' for disposal
facilities. This had very specific implications for transfer station siting and setting of tip
fees, This concept will continue to bump up against the question: how much investment
in capacity is the region willing to bear in order to achieve a more uniform distribution of
disposal facilities?

3, Improving the recovery capability of Metro South may require restrictions on tonnage in
order to free up space for recovery equipment.

Management Options

1. The three existing facilities provide transfer services for the region through the year 2005.
Haulers continue to be free to choose among these facilities. Modifications, if needed, in
station design and operation are made to accommodate future tonnage.

2. No new facilities are built but haulers are directed by Metro from Metro South to Metro
Central in order to reduce tonnage at Metro South.

3. Build new facilities, either full transfer stations or reload operations, to improve service in
those parts of the region not conveniently served by the three existing stations.

4, Implement new waste reduCtion aCtivities or new colleCtion technologies (e.g, weVdry
systems) that reduce the demand for refuse transfer services during the nexl ten years.

Key Issues

1. How important is uniform access to transfer stations as a regional policy goal?

2. In general what criteria should be used to establish tonnage limitations, if any, at transfer
stations. More specifically, should the expected delivery tonnage at Metro South be higher
than 250,000 tons per year? If not, what is the plan for reducing tonnage?

3. If new stations are built, to what exlent will reduced haul costs compensate for additional
capital and operating costs of new stations?
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ISSUE #3:
SERVICE PROVISION - OTHER FACILITIES

Background

The RSWMP will identify roles of the private and pUblic sectors in providing solid waste services
during the next ten years. Several existing policies regarding facilities other than transfer
stations need to be examined. These include:

1. Current Metro policy is to avoid vertical integration of collection, processing, and disposal.
This policy is intended to prevent unfair advantages to those haulers that also own
facilities.

2. Current practice is to rely on the private sector to provide most of the mixed waste
processing and recovery capacity in the region (e.g. the WRI and ERI facilities) under
franchises with Metro.

3. Metro does not currently franchise or license processors of yard debris. Given recent siting
difficulties, this regulatory policy should be examined to see if there is a need for greater
involvement by Metro or other governments.

Manaaement Options

1. Allow private owners of mixed waste recovery facilities to engage in other parts of the system
in order to expand the availability of the recovery service.

2. Public procurement of recovery facilities (e.g. Metro issues a Request for Franchise for a dry
waste processing facility).

3. Public regulation or franchising of yard debriS or other recovery facilities to stabilize service
and mitigate any environmental impacts.

Key Questions

1. Should the region continue to depend on the private sector to provide recovery capacity for
mixed dry waste?

2. What requirements regarding rates, recovery levels, and vertical integration should be
included in franchise agreements with Metro?

3. Should Metro Central playa different role in the future in terms of waste recovery? For
example, should Metro establish differential tip fees to encourage delivery of mixed loads
that are more recoverable?

4. If recovery of food and other non-recyclabie organic waste is a regional priority, what
services will be provided by the public and private sectors?

5. Should access to disposal and processing services be made more uniform throughout the
region, particular1y services for hazardous waste, dry waste processing, and organics
recovery? If so, how?
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ISSUE":
REVENUE STABILITY AND EQUITY

Background

Metro's solid waste activities are funded almost entirely from tip fee revenues collected at
transfer stations, landfills, designated facilities, and franchised waste recovery laci~ties. In
addition to waste transfer and disposal, activities funded by these revenues include landfill
closure, hazardous waste management, waste reduction, and solid waste planning.

Unlike waste transfer and disposal costs, the costs of these latter activities do not vary with the
amount of waste delivered to transfer stations and landfills. Futhermore, these activities are all
identified as having regional significance, suggesting that a broad revenue base is most
appropriate.

There is an increasing number of management options for select waste types that are exempt
from Melro fees. If this trend continues, the burden of paying for Metro's regional solid waste
activities wiD increasingly lall on the narrower segment of ratepayers' that continue to deliver
waste to transfer stations arid landfills.

Management Options

SWAC has previously recommended that Metro continue to examine several funding
mechanisms, including:

1. Continue to make use of the tip fee as the primary funding mechanism for waste disposal
operations and management.

2. Product fees for hazardous waste and other materials that have extraordinary disposal or
management costs.

3. Billing generator fees through the property tax bill, utility bills, jurisdictions, or haulers.

4. A fee system (either as a surcharge or a licenselfranchise fee) lor facilities to the extent
that they benefit fl'om Metro's activities, but do not currently contribute to the cost of the
system.

Key Questions

1. How do RSWMP recommendations regarding new facilities, programs, and policies increase
or decrease any inequities that exist in the current Metro solid Waste revenue system?

2. If new or expanded solid waste activities are recommended, are they better funded through
alternatives to the tip fee?

3. To counter the bUdgetary consequence of Metro's promotion of waste reduction and fee
exemptions for certain classes of waste, Metro could expand its enterprise activities - for
example, operating MRF's or processing special waste. By seeking fiscal stability in this
manner, Metro may enter into competition with the private sector.
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ISSUE iI5
ROLE OF TRANSFER STATIONS AND OTHER FACIUTIES

AS COLLECnON TECHNOLOGY CHANGES

Background

As collection technologies evolve, transfer stations and other facilities could be used in new
ways to increase efficiency and effectiveness and thereby reduce costs for the ratepayers of the
region? For example, can recovery facilities serve "double-duty" as reload facilities and thereby
capitalize on existing investment?

One emerging change in collection technology is the use of co-collection trucks that have
separate compartments for different waste streams (see attached articles for more detail). While
such systems have typically been used for the co-collection of refuse and recyclables, there
might be opportunities for other combinations of materials. such as refuse and yard debris.

In addition to reducing on-route costs, there may be economies of "one-stop· dumping if transfer
of refuse and co-collected materials were located at or near the same site.

Management Options:

1. Transfer stations continue to function primarily as transfer operations for refuse. Metro
would scale back operations if demand for the transfer of refuse declines.

2. Transfer stations provide additional services if co-collection technology is implemented.
Options could include:

A. Co-colleclion of refuse and yard debris. Refuse transferred to landfill Yard debris
transferred to processor(s).

B. Co-collection of refuse and organic waste (e.g. food). Refuse transferred to landfill.
Organic waste either transferred to off-site processor(s) or composted on site.

3. Dry waste recovery facilities (e.g. WRI and ERI) provide additional services to the region.
One option would be reload operations for consolidating refuse loads prior to delivery to a
transfer station.

Key Questions

1. The emergence of co-colleclion technologies has implications for the future use of transfer
stations and other facilities. How likely are those technologies to be adopted in the region?
Are there barriers (besides cost) to adoption? What is the timing of adoption?
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Co-Collection:
Is itfOr you?

"It would not be a stretch to see 25% ofcurbside collection...being [served] using co
collection [methods] within three to four years," predicts Ron Perldns, director of recy·

cling operations with the American Plastics Council (Washington, D.G). But with hightech oo<ollection

vehicles, blue bags, and even modified units, the debate continues as to which co<ollection system

answers three important questions: Which method is the most expedient?; which technique produces

quality, contaminant·free recyclables?; and, bottom-line, which system is the most cost-effective?

Realizing the problems
Today, when a hauler is weighing the adV3Jltages

and disadvanlageS of"traditional" "",,"us eo<:ollection ser.
vice, the fIrst items that need ro be considered are the
obstacles that the route presenlS-Or may present-to a par'
ticular method of collettion.

Questions to ask:
Location-Is it a rural, suburban, or urban route?

• Materials recovery facility (MRF) proximity-ts
the MRF dose to the landfill or a-ansfer station?

• Wages-An wage rates high?
Once you have the answers In Ihese questions, it

will be easier ro customize your collection service ro suit
your route.

"1bere's no question that if)<JU're on a rural route,
you should defmitely be ro-coIlecting," assertsJim McMa
hon, marl<eting director for May Manufacturing (Arvada,
Colo.). "In a rural area, it makes more sense to havejust
one truck out there," concursJonathan Bw-gieJ. director
ofmarerials rrrrr.oeryfur R W. Beckand Asooci:a.... (0rlan
do, Fla.).

The adv.uttages of eo<:oUection in a rural area are
nwnemllS, according to McMahon, Burgid, and Perkins.
For one thing, "you're not sending two trucks down the
street tearing up the roadway; PerIcins says. \bu're also

"reducing the amount of fud usage, and when you real·
Iy look at it. it's saving aU the driving time of the two
trucks..

As for urban settings, the advanlageS ofco<ollection
require more careful analysis. Factors such as wage raIeS

and tight strttts may affect nOl only the cost-effectiveness
of the system, but the overall service as well. "I wouldn't
recommend [(<>-collectionJ for a major municipality
{that] can send out a separate trock [ro accommodate a
high ""Iume of reqdablesJ," McMahon admits.

On the other hand, most roa>II«tion systems require
only one or tWo employc::a to both opeme the truck and
collect the refuse and reqclables. Separate collection
requires not only two trocks, but generally more per
sonnel Consequenlly, "in urban amlS, )'DU may want In
put more money in the [co-collection] equipment ifyou
have higher wage rates,- Burgiel says.

Another Iogistieal~n fur urban areas is the
longer length ofmost co-collection vdUdes. MoSt cities
have narrow streets and tight comers thai. may be Iwd
10 nianipu\ate. Still, with a Iiale planning. this problem
can be~e as welL 7*alooIr. at Ihe chassis and
ananpt to compensate fur a longer vebide,• McMahon
ays. "You need to make sure )'DU have Ihe same wming
radi "us.

BYJENNIn!RA. GOfF
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We're in the money
In some ways, it is easier to detennine the cost·cfftX

tiveness of co<ollection for rural and wban routes, sim
ply because faclOr.; such as driving time and wage rates
are relatively easy to identify and measure.

In terms of the cost ofcollection, the suburban route
presents a more complex set of issues arid requires a
more detailed in\'cstigation into the potential benefits of
one system over another.

Granted, co<olJeetion offers the aforementioned
advantages such as the potential for reduced wages,
reduced fuel costs. etc. At the same time, co<oUection also
means more time out on the route because ofthe time it
takes to collect both the recyclables and refuse, as well as
a greater investment in equipment.

As McMahon points ou~ haul,," =11y have to do
some comparison shopping. 'You have to look at the
cost ofour unit [the Western Curbside Collector]; a half
hour ex1ra on the route each day; and the cost ofcab con·
vemon, and compare it to the cost ofsepara!" collection."

R W. BecI:. rerently completed acompreheruive study
that addressed collection costs of several cocollection
pij(){ programs in South Florida-

Not. surprisingly. the specifIC results, in~ of the
cO$t-clfectiveness of the individual systems, varied Over
all however, "The bottom line was that the co<ollection
systems were [generally] 13-15% more cO$t-effective,"
Burgiel says.

According to the study, "principall"acton which affect
the cost in the analyses when comparing total cost per
household per month were found to be:

Truck capacity by material;
Number ofemployees used.per truck
and their salaries;
Cycle time during collection;
Household participation rate;
Amount set out per household b)' material; and
Off·route time."

Unproductive, off·route time is a critical issue when
considering the economics of co<ollection. "We try to
oversize the recycling compartment in the truck...so that
it's the trash, not. the recyclables, that d.ri\'eS that truck off
the route," McMahon explains.

Skeptics of co<ollection are particularly concerned
aboot plastics because ofthe amount of100m plastics l<nd

- ~::Jr';- .-'.-

Blue Bags: T~Black SheepofCo~coJ{e~ti~nl .•;,:,: ~->{
.~' 1'.'0,,;' ,-_.:' _. ' ">,,: :;"':' : "," _ ' .. :. ,:' _", '.. '=~\,:!,~,< _::;-~.:~:( .. ,. '~~<',,/

~. ,-l'>lowadays, hauler.; nave ·sev<:ral.. '.'-lWndu:ck, ~ty n:cyding spCdalist for. . bags;~~.',. '.~. -,;
•. ',optionswbenitcomestoe<><olJe<tioli · ..~auwatosL-More·recydables were ' The ·a......~"·:Ta<e ...as

I
J.· Theycan buy new. bigIHeCb equipmett",:ili'oeI1ed from the~lidwa.<tethanany: .. ' ·16.9%;-aa:o.r4iDgto Rani<f>ed;.1be
"',""chas Oshkosh's (Ne<nah.,W...). A:i,~oimiIar,*b>g~.nsys-.,~ pilOlp'ogiJ!i:t!~rqxn¥.ab!ghpar
::-f,Ser1es"Sideloader Reqder;."or"~<ai':::"'~>tem.."'",.~ -iD'the~." ,:-. r::,:... " ~ ~~·iit;,~_ . .;,... !'_''':~.• ticipaqO~.".~~.'''''"'M,"".' .:84.~.,""R.esi."darts·
;: ltuildaco-wllecti<>nvehideusi.igcom: /:,:~. a pilotj,rogr:un ~lier"'d.:.overyV~~1.~¥~giani,"·

.., ,.ponents such as May Manuncturing's,.,approximaldy3,900 Wauwatosa hwse- ~~,~:omiIe'!!i'~mg.thal
,,- {Alvada, Colo.) Western Curbside Col- f boIds. rr:sid<rils let an twoblue bags fOr . resrdenu..,owd .not be:,.u inc1inc;d
Ii ... ·Ie«or, Or, tb'l' could~ bIUe·bags. '*..41iaJ'U and nor>pap<r~ The ,...toward·~"""'.if~U>:w-

:$ut:':",'f.art<~ report<d in:! .,_. . .coIlemd br.<,:ity,~ "'d>as<i' .... ,"

~~ ~
' .. --'" ....
iOf, ..
':"':i~.....;...
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C.·C.II.d;"" (on,d.

LO require in the [nick. BUl in th~ l...ak.e \Vonh pilOl pro
gram, plastics were "collected in an Oshkosh collection
vehicle equipped \\iLh a 17-cubicioard sideloading refu<e
compaction unil," according to the R W. Beck. study. "As
illUmed oul...Lhe refuse body fIlled upjusLabouL the same
time .., the recyclables section fIlled up," Perkins says. om
sal', "ith a plastics compactor, j'OU'lI never have LO go 01I

roUle ['pecifIcalll' because ofplastics1because iL will hold
300-400 pounds of plastic."

Another related, off-route problem is the 10000uon of
Lhe MRf. "\ou lose the <conorm", ofonNlop dumping
if the MRf is noL close Lo the landfIll," Burgie! says. How·
e\'er, "'if)'OU ha,'c a longer4cnn view, and)OU can locale
lhe MRF next LO the waste disposal facility, [co<ollection]
really makes sense."

So, what's the problem?
B..'cd 011 lhe studies thal have been conducLed '0 faJ',

cO<'ollection would seem to be me anC;\\'er for haulen \\'ho
are trying to cut costs, as wc:)) as the .solution for those try
ing [0 make recycling work in the rmds, of plummeting
markets. So why isn'L iL caLching on?

"The obstacles are resistance to U1' somclhing ncw."
McMahon explains. ·We talk to cities and pri\"dte haulers
all the time...Although they don'llike the cost of sepa·
rate collect..ion...)lOU ha\'e 'rules of thumb' in separ.ul' col
lection. In co<ollection, the uick LO building th~ truck is
LO size ,,]1 of the eompanmems so thaI Lhey fIll simulra
ncou,ly. 11m requires really thinking about the rouLes
ahead of time. People jusl ",anllD order a uuck:

Anoth<:r reason, a=rding to Perltins, is that recycling
really only sraned LO boom in the la,e 198Os. -There', a
lot of equipmenc out there thal's still relatively neK When
thal equipment wears OUI...[co<olleclionj",ill definilely
catch on." •

C1RCLE No.1 1&ON REAoe~ SERVICE CARD
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Packers join the recycling team

by Steve Apotheker
Resource Recycling

Traditional packer tnJcks and new
recycling compactor tnJcks, in all

shapes and sizes, are being drafted for
recycling collection programs.

of1IRc&eJl'l'* weeItly trw:!< colloclioos for
reqclables, yard debris and gatbage, adivid
ed packer caD aa:ommodale lb= material
SIIeams wirh two weekly collectioos.

This uticlc iIlUSltlllCS ways that commu
oiIies IIIIll companies are usiDg )llIdttn illUy-

.>.~~~~~

"..~~~>~::.~~:'"-'-" .:~...,.

711< "" DfditJilld pocI;or trud:sfDr recyclin8 col~etiDft is IN;'" un.d by N... YDn
Ciq's IH~<lS-jcrriDfl.

picked up with lbeae 0 \..mag ll'IIdcs.
Atew~ . are also in ~ng

the u:;eot::iifimnlti=pt:Cec
tion vehicle to handle a combination ot
garllag~k:Zi1ab1es and yard Ws on tbe
_ tIUCk, m seporaredJamben. iDslcad

(fsomeone says they have the answer. stay
away from them. There is no one right
answer, but some answers are men right !han
others,'" says a manager with one national
waste hauling finn.

Five yem ago. one might have predicted
residential recy<:liog collection was going to
taIce. serious toU on the numbers ofgilIbage
packer lruClts. However, a funny thing hap
pened on the way to the waU. In. quest lO

cut recy<:liog collection costs, ttUfic conges
lion and air pollution. "",ycUng collection
programs are exploring different equipment
SlrtItqjes. several ofwhich involve the work
boneofWlL<leoollcaioo-the pacIter lruCIts.

As more oommunities adopt. two-stream
commingledOIrbsiderecyclingooIIcaioo sys
taD paired wilb • maleriaIs recovay facility,
tbey ooosiderexistingpaclterlruCksas~·
tial ncycliog coUection vehicles, instead of
jUtbasiog<!r:rtic-Med 1DI1tk:tiJ4IiiilU>i=y
ding YdlicIoes. ~coIIeClial can oIfa'
a ...... Jease 011 life for oIderpocloerlruClts.

Some 1NCl< ItIiIlIUfat:tuI~ gone tlIIC

Ilq> further aDd mrdjfird the ttae\itimal pack
er design iotD a two<ouJpal1meD1, <'<lI11p'rt
iIt& vdUclc wilb pealapay1oad,casedopcr
pmand beatr maIC'iaI handJing fealutes for
~lini coUectioo. Oftbe over SOO com
munitiea selV'Od with curbs;de recy<:liog 001
Iectioo by Browniog-Ferris lndustries, about
2S petaIltare baviog lXlIIllItiogkd teC)'Clablcs



11!; 10 keep Iht.· lid 011 L"(!sb ~IS 111I..·y :::r'lppk·
,vith the t:h;tllcn£~or illl\.·~nJlil'~ r~\.'y,:lill,g.

lnd wasil' colleclillil pr()'.i-r-Jms.

A truck for aU sea",ns
With the daunting challenge of implcmem
ing citywide: recycling colleclion in the
nation's larg~1. and l1lOSl. densely populJh:d
city al a. time of fiscal sues.c;, ea~ or imple
mentation and low costs have been of p;1ra
mount concern. For Steve Lawius. assisUlIlt
commissionerofoperations and planning for
!he New Yark City Depanment ofSanic,tion.
that means mainlainin:; the interchangeabil
ity of =ycfing """ waste collection "ehicles.

TIle verSatility ofa rear loading pad:.tr in
ooIlecting garbage has withstood the 'est of
time in New YoIl< City. The trUck's capa·
cious hopper can handle typic.al singl~

family waste loads. including bulky furniture
discards. as well as service higher density
housing that produces the wide plastic bags
ofcompacted refuse, dubbed "sausage bag,.~

Two-pmon crews an: used for aU =r loader
collection activities.

'The city converted its 25-cubic-yard rear
loadas lD m:ycling colleoion duty by desig
nating one truck for paper and one for COlll
mingled contAiners. Collection is weekly in
areas ofhigh porticiparon; in areasof Iowa" par'
ticipation, paper is oollocted one week. followed
bycommingled conuiners !he next "'«k.

V' Commingled recycling ooIlection
favors !he use of partitioned compacl
ing vehicles.

V Compacting IruCks are valued
because of Iarse payloads and the
flexibility lD collect recyclables and
waste.

V Glass breakage can be a significant
problem. depending on vehkle
design and operation.

For much of 1993. the department evalu
ated 30 prototype split·body ttueks' 1bcse
rear loading.compacting trud<s have two sep
arate compartments of 10""" \5 cubk yards
each. 'The trucks collected paper in oneoom
pamnent and container.; in tbeOlhel". 'They
were operated in \1 of the 59 community dis
tricts across the entire range ofhousing den
sity and income levels to·see if there were
savings in collection truck shifts when com
pared to the number of conventional tnlCh
operated in the same: districts.

In mos, cases. use of the split-body truck
requited more lruCk shiflS than did the USl' of

":'tlln.:nliunal n..·.lf h'mk'''~' Th...· splil-hodv
tru..:k \~·~I~ ..:tlnSlr~lillcd from cOl11pleting it..
aSSi~Tk.~d routes by the \'olume L"~p.1citics of
the smaller comp:lnll'k.~nlor by II~ llddttion
allil11c r~uired (0 collect both malerials at
<xh Slop. The split-body trucks resulted in
colleclion savings only in high-income,
low-dcnsity districts. which compose only
3!lOu' 12 pen:cnt of the curren' recycling truck
shifls_ \\'hen these nurginal collection sav·
ings were of(set by the higher maintenance
and capital <OSt of the split-txx!y !lUCkS. the
negligible remaining savings were ncx enough
to outwei~h the otbe.r benefitS of having a uni
form collection truck fieel.

However. since August 1993. the city has
been conductine an cxperimem in· the Bronx
to see ifcommingling of all rccyclables in
one tnJek miglll be 1110re 00Sl effective in an:as
with a variety of panicipation rates and hous
ing densities. 1ne initial result has been a
gratifying 20 to 25 pettent reduction in oper
ating costs because setoutsofpaper and coo
tainer'S mean that trucks are returning with
bigger payloads than previously.

Lawins points out that funiler investiga
tion is being done on how commingled col
lection affect, the marketability of the paper
and the cost of processing. Samples of Paper
collected from both ihe new commingled col
lection test area and the standard separated
collection program have been sent to a labo
rnlory for a quality analysis. An advisory

RECYCLING RECEPTACLES - PRODUCTS USING RECYCLED PLASTIC LUMBER

Iloly <:onerete + Plastic Lumber. 1M Ide,' Cqmb!Il«Ugn; queJity products that ...
rice IooI<lng, _ maintenanoe free ond van<lal.-nt. Concreto adds rigidity

the plastic...., efll"llinates the _0100II.

Model 2C6Hl ~ Capacity Reeyellng
Containera_ with 2 or 3 a>mpar1melltS. Combination RecycIIlll Receptacles

t-::'oe-.:-Ig-ned-=-.nd--::'Uaaufactu:---:--rod-by------------, High Quality

Doty & Sons Concrete Products Inc. Heavy Duty DesIgns

1275 East Stale St.. Sycamore,ll 60178 Vandal Resistant

Toll Free: 1-800·233-3907 Fax: (815) -895-8035 • Factory Direct Dlscounts

Ordc 100 00 IUlIICI"Vb ca:rd



Autoload
The City of Milwaukee is taking an integrat
ed approach to ils waste management and

ed <0 that ,he wasre has a high percemage of
recyclables available for poIential recovery,

One other recycling collection study is tlr
geted fOl" the Big Apple later "'i, year. A two
month pilot project will be used to study the
recovery of loose recyclables from mixed
was'es collected by the rear loaders. An area
oflow recycling panicipation will be select-

'-
'._~'~~.

1M Cit)' ofHowton. alorlg wilh 'Iv A.",~n"con Plosl;cl Council. i11~st;nB the qJicUn.t:y oft:rJIkcting
rec:ydablu wiJh a modifiedside-JoaJing gorbtlgt' Inlet.

irnUI) ()f r;IIWf pn,·\' .....'.lf:' i:-. 1..·\';t1t1;llill~ lilt:'
quality of 'h~ ..:(1UlInill~h..·tl p~.1rll..'f.

(fthe f'l:lfk?r ~Ippcar~ 10 h~ or sllffil'i~ntl\'

high quality. 111l~ .:-ity \.. jlll..·()l1l~lr(' ...~oHel..'li(l;l

COS( ~vings \-'l:I"SUS any illCrl..".ascd processing
costs thaI might be: inCllm:d. This might iXll
~ an issue if the economics of (he pilot proj
~ hold up. The pro~essor handling lhe com
mingled recycl<.lhles is charging S22 per Ion
for the mixed containers, about hJlf the cost
now paid to processors handling con~inc:rs

from lhe citywide program. Th~ commin
gled paper from W pilot program is also han
dled at a slightly lower cost than il'i currently
being paid to process most of the paper from
the ~gl.llar recycling collection program.

With recycling Coll~lion and processing
costing about $240 per ,on and refuse col
lection and disposal averaging closer '0 S145
pelton. theciry is keen to realize cost reduc
lions when:: it can. However,lhe program is
still in flux. wi,h citywide recycling collec
tion service being reached only last Sep'em
ber (see "Cumside recycling collection uends
in the 40 largest U.S, cities" in w December
1993 issue).

It has not been until this year that a citya
wide public education outreach on recycling
col1~crion could be conducled through the
media. A successful outreach effon could
yield higher panicipation and more setouts.
making the city' soriginal collection approach
cost effective in more area" oflne city.

With This Capacity, AChampion
Can Go More Than AFew Rounds

Ilu<Jouu kcydin& April 1994111



Just Dump It!

R.-'t.)\.'ling 1lf()<~r:.Ulls. And lik~ N...·w Yort City.
i1 dl:cidcd that Ih..: re,ar luadcr shoul<.l be the
~n£t.ud. bearer or its progrJIll. However. that
is where the similaritil:s end.

After-conducting. sc\'ci.J1 different collec
tion projects for wac;te and recyclables. the
city solid waste management siaff selected
semi-.automated collection with 90.gallon
conlainers as lhe way 10 go for 1x>th material

strc.:.uns. TI\C cilv-sclected a lantknl-~l\:l~ rur
loader with a C41~cily of 25 cubic yards. and
ror recycling., splil the truck from side to side
inlo two chamm~ with 3 ratio of60 10 40.

Residenls are provided with a 9O-g3110n
recycling collection cart that is divided to
match the uuck's panition. Paper and com
mingled containers are accepted,

A special lifting mechanism lips .he can

Single
Cylinder
($9,900.)

Or
Twin

Cylinder
($11,350.)

inttllhc hig hop~r. The 3\1er-.l£~ selOul of
n:x:ycl;lblcs is aJmoSlSO polln<h or about th=
times then ofa traditional bin or oog program.
It is lhis large volume al each SlOp. argues
Steve Brachman. Milwaukee's rC:tOurcc
recovery manager,mat makes the rear luader
cost effective in this application.

The city currently h.as 75.000 carts dis
ailltlled. with anocher 108.00010 goOUl before
the end of 1996. Cost ofd>< cans. which h.ave
25 percenl posl-<:onsumer recycled plastic
oonlent. is $56 with the divides. The collec
tion lIUClcs are $ J27.000. The city was able
to bring costs down by bidding out all the
Inlcks and carts Bl one time, but requesting a
phased-in delivery.

The main problem to dale has been glass
breakage. averaging 0_25 pe«:ent during
collection and 35 percent al the materials
~very bciliti'. A new processing facility
will open dIis summer !hoi Badunan expects
will be lUIuoe glass breakage at d>< backend.
Owing collection. the breakage seems to
come more from residents dropping recy
cbbles into the four-foot-tal1 cart and from
emptying the can illlo the tnJcIc bopper.lh.an
fiom compacting the containers.

THE CALLAHAN 5th WHEEL HOIST
The Callahan Fifth Wheel Hoist Dumps Ali Flatbed Semi:rrailers And
Vans. Tucks in Behind Truck For On·Road Use. Adds Only About 2,000
Pounds To EXisting Truck Weight.

LALLAHAN~
MFG. ROYAL CITY, WA.

PD. Box 205, 253 Camelia
Royal City, WA 99357

(509) 346·2208
Circle •• QQRIl_cud

Plasticspadting
The American Plastics Council (Wasbing
IOn. D.C.) has conducted a number of pilot
projects 10 leSt the effcctiYCllCSS ofdiffen:m
cutbside recycling collection systems, espe
cially with n:g3rd 10 plastics recovery. One
It;St in Palm Beach County. Florida involved
the co-collcction ofWasle and recyclables in
a specially designed side loader (see ~ Co
oollectioo: Is it a .,jable technique" in the
June 1993 issue).

In the co-collection vehicle. garbage i,
compacted in the tear compattment of the
Inlck, plastics go into a separate compacting
bin, and paper and commingled containers
are pl.-:ed into seporate, DOi.....ipiICling bins.

ProTraller '8'

1-800-248-7761

.. seH-dumping bins
.. no manual unloading
.. bins lock to trailer·for transport

security

* 15-20 cu. yd, capacity
.. one-man unloading

.. fromtraller-to-storage via forklift

AMW_lOout_lineofdepondable endcosl...._ ~~
-.cling rwr leads.-.. end drop boxes.

can for informalion on
our complete line tOday -
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ill~ ... ollh" l~):,,1 ofl\\\l ..·'lIl\ ~IHi'lIl:z1lnh..k:-..
~ Since Ih~1! tl:SL the Illh:k manl~r<l(l\lr~r !l:b,

.'Iplit Ih..:- pjp.=r i.lnd Cl)nlail1l.~r hin:. fllf l1lUlli
pk I.:urbsid~ soning. TI~ Irl1':J.. C;..Il1 ;ll~n h...
oblaillL'1..I \"jlhout a pla.'li~s compactor. whic11
increases [he: size ofth~ paper anJ COlllJilll'1
bins by :tlI110~t 50 pcr.:cnt. to II cuhh.' yards
of loading cJpacily for each hin. Th..' com
pany will hnn~ 2 J tr\.Id:s in v3lious size COIll

lllunilieji; b\' summer.
In Hou;lon. APC is {~sling thl! cf(jeiclKy

of collecling recyclabli:'s \\lim a lnoditicd side
loading garb.age truck. The truck has been
split vertic.aJly down the middle, wilh 11 cubil'
yards in each pan or the truck. The ~ingle

axle side loader ha~ an t~tima[ed payload of
five tons. The experiment will eV.1lu3le the
efleel of compaction on collection and lcsl
some processing equipment.

The test project started Ia.<t Ocrober. Old
newspapers are set OUl in paper b3f!S. and
commingled metal cans, glass and plastic bol
lies (all resin lypes) are placed inta plastic
bags. Residents in the test area are provided
with the 30·gallon plastic bags. One ad van
la£eoflhe bags is to help keep theplasuc bot
tle!; next to the glass bottles, thus providing
some cushioning in the: light compacllon
process. \Vjth a pile of loose, commingled
cont.aine~.glass bonles tend to sink 3Jld plas
lic bottles to float to the top of the pi Ie,

IMPLEMENT

COST
AVOIDANCE!

International
Baler Corp.

Circle 99 on RR service: ard

P.w
~.,

~\~,-a
AS~ryol Waste T«tInoloOVCorD.

5400 Rio Grande Avenue· Jacksonville, Florida 32205
1-800·231-9286' (904) 358·3812' FAX (904)358-7013

NA·16S0

Automatic
Economical

'. Reliable

'k·..6'<>~~~;----
What you take ~I. ..:::'J5

out of the daily waste stream and 'fr-p'i-Y"
recycle, you don't have to pay to have ~,'-". .
hauled away and landfilled. Auto·Tie '. '"
elimina1es an operator: simple design reduces parts to wear and
replace; dense. square bales cut storage and transport expense. By
helping cut laber, maintenance and operating costs, the NA-1650
means more proMs'

THE USER FRIENDLYWIRE STRAPPER
DESIGNED FOR THE USER

- Easy to Operate
- Easy to Maintain

NEW SERVICE MANUAL
- Step by Step Instructions

TALK TO THE USERS
- Then Choose the Best!

FOR INFORMATION CALL: (503) 654-7751 FAX (503) 654-6172 1-
RG. Box 68207 Oak Grove, Oregon '97268 U.S.A. - S. I II I_... WElIlII

Orclc ZIt on RR sc:rvitt card
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Triple/S Dynamics,lnc. • P.O, Box 151.027 • Dallas, TX 7531.~1027

2.14/8288600 • FAX 21.4/82S8688

--IffiITRIPLE/S
I§IJ DYNAMICS. INC.

Triple/S Dynamics' non-ferrous reclamation systems are designed

to your requirements, using proven components llWluhetured to

high st2Ildards of qU2lity - that is why the perfonnanc:e of these
systems can be guaranteed.

Triple/S Dynamics' application engineers work with you in

developing a system that is matched to your needs for throughput,
product mix, product purity and utilization ofspace. All system

components are designed specificaUy for non-ferrous reclamation

service, providing both high performance and reliability. And because

these systems are modular, they are also e>sily expand.ble.

The leader in wire and other non-ferrous mel21s reclamation
technology, TriplelS Dynamics has built over 75 systtms. Many of

these have been on me job for more

than 20 yean, prboing that

Guaranteed perfonnanee- is a
promise on which you can depend.

~ . For more infol11l2tion on

I! .. Guaranteed Performance in nonII'·- ferrous reclamation systems, c:all
___ TriplelS Dynamics at 8001527-2116.
\Wi

l'I)c,)UI .'\O(J d.tily pil"kup~ ;trc l'k.."ill~ lu;uk
1.:J roule tll;,lt c()ntotin~ ahoUl LIon hOl1les.

~t()uts .scCnlIO consist of !'airl)' full ba£:-.
:ading observcP.oi (a slJl.:l.:ulall.· tll.1t l'esidr:ms
o not (eel [he need 10 sel out r~cycl;lllies as
-equenEly. (For more inforrn.ation on bag
.:JUcction and set-Oul inlervals. see "Improv
19 me efficiency of curbside recycling col
:ction" in this issue.)

The average time from the beginning. of
·ne SlOP to the nexl including collection. is
bOUI 33 s<conds. Side loaders are inereas·
."lgly favored for re..;;identiat waste collection
ccause drivers have to take only a few steps
~ the hopper instead of walking all the way
J the back of a rear lo3der. This c.an $2ve
.everaJ miles of walking a day for the driver.

So far, the truck and one-pet>OO =w have
>een able to complete the routes without
eaclting capacity. Payle>ad> of four (0 five
ODS have been =nded in the Houston recy
:Iing collection study. The paper chamber
,ften reaches capacity at 7,fY:XJ pounds. The
:omminglod containerse::liOll, holding about
!,400 poundsat the end of the roUle, still has
;pace available.

One nadeoffofcompaction is brakage of
~Jass bonles. with ant estimate punin,g the
:055 at 25 percent or mOre. Additional work.
:s being done in the pilot program to measure
"'" level ofbreakage and 10 test modifICations
:hat mighl reduce glas~ los~.

The Houslon study is also testing the effi
:iency ofa screw-augur debagger to remove
the commingled con<mners from the plastic
bag. The pilot project will conclude in Octo
ber 1994.

Seizing the container
One of the main drawbacks to moS! packers
or specially designed compacting recycling
collection trucks is glass container breakage.
However, some programs. ane seizing the bull
by the horns. or in this case. the glass con
tainer by the neck.

Rumpke Waste (Circleville, Ohio) has
.moline<! old side loaders with a special bin.
located between the cab and packing body,
that can hold three colo~ ofglass. The bin
IIides in and out of the lnJCk on nUls. Hinged
doors release the broken. color-soned glass
into different bunkers or roll-off containers.
A fOlldift is used to remove and replace full
Ilass 'collection bins if there isn't time to
cmptytbem.

Rumpke buys the used side loader.; for
about $15.fY:XJ to $20,000 and spends 8IlOlher
SlO,fY:XJ to R:OOVate them with glass bins and
di""=. The 2S-<:ubic-yard side loaders me
divided into two equal sections with a fixed
dividec. A second co<Uf<lc!ing blade is added,
but boch blades are opented together.

Old newspapers and oommingled mel8I
and plastic containers are put into the two
cbamb=..Without the glass, 1he ttueIcs can
be opemtcd with tun CIOmpaction. Big pay-



FOR MORE INPORMAT1ON CAlL OR WRlTE:
.ro-Ve"""c:IartDC Co-

p.a. 8oK38
RBecma........". Nd>ftsb 88716

402-528-3861 rn 402-lI28-S239
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~~~A"TNT TUB I fIt,.GI . GRINDERS

One stone., thne birds
Browning-I'erris 1nd1K!ri!:5<Houston,Texas)
is testing a multi-DJlqn5t compacting vehi
cle to handle recyclables. yard debris and
~age. The experiment. which started in

mary 1994. will go for one year and
involve 1.700 homes 00 two routes in West
Houston.

A emventional rear Iaade:r, with a capaci.
ty of2S cubic yards. isdivided end-Io-end by
a YerticaI, fixed partition inIo about I ~ cubic
yanls and 10 albic yanls. The !lUCk wiU col
lea gatb8ge and yard debrison one pass, then
pick lipoid newspapcIS aDd camlingled coo
tBiners OIl the second wceldy a>llo:tion.

Several modifications have been made
besed 011 !be oompany's expaieOlce coIIect
iD& I'eC)'Clabb in pd:a'trIICb in QeveIand
and ocber1Or\'ice ..... 1be<e are two rom
plCIiou blades, Wiih baodJes 011 each side of
lbe truck. 10 lUI diff=t materials can
m:eive indepencleul compactiOll tteatmen!.
DribbJc>.iD Imughshelp miDimize zlass lxeaJ<.
lit: IS the COIIlainers slide into the body of
the!tUCk. Also, WE," ioitJ.lailgaleS for ta:h
chamber have been fabricaled allowiog lite
lWO IIwaialSlDbe cbuped aep!IIlIIdy. RR

cd hy ... rClHo\'.lhk Ilanilioll fm (\""()-SIn;~1111

commingled recycling collection. A dividl~

carry can container, I\\'O 10 three cubic y... n.ls
in volume. is loc.:.ucd in ffOll1 of the: truck ;.lIld
provtde:s a klw·access hopper for recvclables.

The big p3yoff is the payload of five lon,
in the ll\JCk with a capacity of 30 cubic yards.
OperatO" could'cram more malerial into the
InJCk, bul at the COSl of losing~ gin', 10
breakage.

111<: cost of a front Ioad« recycling truck
is aboul one·fiflh more lhan a comp3cting
side _ and almost dooble that of a mulli
sort ewbside recycling lXllI<ction truck p<ic>;d
at $80,000. However. lite new breed ofrom-'
pactingtNd<sdeJivena payload thaI is lwice
.. large as ~'" multi-sort tnICk. allowing the
driver to stay OUI on the roultl for the entire
wtlrkday.

Oneof!he main JaSOIlS 10justify the frau
Ioader's premium price was the flexibility of
having one truck do bolhm:ycling and waste
collection efficienlly. In the Chicago aru..
Waste Management operation is using the
trucks for solid waste collection by remov
ing the partition and changing the 3C·c"oic.
yard recycling body to a 22-<:ubic·yard solid
waste one. 111<: entire change takes about 20
minutes and can be done by one person.

Some olher advantages of • fronl loader
recycling truek over a side loader are fewer
steps by the driver 10 the loading can. a big.
ger charging area and lower sill heigh!. One
disadvantage is !he ftonlloader height of 13.0
feet. one fOOl taller !han side loade". Emp
tying the carty can conlainer over Ihe top of
lite truek requires anod>er two feet of clear·
ance, headroom thaI may not be available in
certain communities.

Th.... rCl:~'('linl!.l.·omp.llClor
In the Quest for CJ morc malcrial..(ricndly and
efficienl ~cycling compoclor. Waste Man.
agcmcOl. Inc. (Oak Brook. Illinois) worked
with a major truck manufacturer to build Of

froOi loading packer wilh recycling collec
tion in mind. Waste Management has "more
lhan a handful of these [front loader) trucks
in service at ITllR lhan a handful ofkiations,"
according to a company represenwive.

Instead of a sweeping compacling blade
10 move materials inlo the chamber. usually
associaled with IrolIgh-1ype side lcoders, the
front loader uses a horizontal packer blade
lhal results in less b<eai<age. 1lle trudc also
features a heavier-buill bod)', which isdivid·

loads are crilicOJllO Rump"': hct:aLJsc trud:s
have to mak~ J onc·llour. OIlC-W;l\' trip to t1~

beginllingof the rou(t in We.sleJ"\"iUe. oulsi&
of Columbu.... ,

One vehick will drive by 100hou~ per
l'OOr. of which 90 percent will sel out rec\'~

"abies. In a to-hour day on route. the truck
will make sro to 900 Slops. orone pickup every
40 seconds.

Recycling. payloads 3vel"3ge six to seven
tons. and the lOJCks still have capacity avail·
able allhe end of Ihe day. By comparison,
loose fiU m:ycling mllectioo bUCks get a pay.
load of only two '0 three Ions and will make
two trips 10 the the processing facilily 10
unload.

l'eatures inClude:
• All tubs open hydraulically for .,.rictag and

cblnging sc:recns.
• lUb operation Is controlled byelectronic

governor,
• All dcvators clrivt: from the top with rubber

lagged puIJey,

• IlIJ1 base Is of "'" plate, bas 1" mill dieb and
1~" mlJ1 pins.

• TIIb floor Is sn" abrasI¥c rcslstaDt plate.

• TIIb.ralls are "" plate.
• H)'dratork makes it a ClIIe-m8II operatioo.

CIrdc Z8' _ U_conI
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