
SOUD WASTE ADVISORY COMMITTEE (SWAC)
Meeting Summary of September 21, 1994

MEMBERS PRESENT:

Councilor Ruth McFarland, Chair
Merle Irvine, Willamette Resources
Kathy Kiwala, City of Lake Oswego
DougCoenen,OWS
Broce 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, BPI
Andrea Friedricksen, Clark County (Alt.)
Chris Boitano, East County Cities
Dean Kampfer, OSSIITri-C (Alt.)
Lex Johnson, Oregon Hydrocarbon, Inc.
Susan Keil, City of Portland

Terry Petersen, Solid Waste Planning and Technical Services Manager
Marie Nelson, Solid Waste Planning Supervisor
Scott Klag, Senior Solid Waste Planner
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 were of August 24, 1994 were approved as ammended. Page 3, agenda item 4 of
the 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.

2. Updates
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A. Chuck Geyer, Metro, reviewed ihe contracts for operation of the Metro Central and
Souih Transfer Stations.

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

3. Regional Solid Waste Management Plan

Terry Petersen described the report that he gave before ihe Council Solid Waste Committee
regarding ihe discussion at the August SWAC meeting. The CSWC agreed wiih ihe SWAC
recommendations that: (I) sufficient time be given to develope a new Regional Solid Waste
Management Plan; (2) a status report on work-to-date be delivered to ihe Council in December
ihat identifies key issues including ihose that might be relevant to ihe FY95-96 budget; and (3)
careful attention be given to the futnre process for updating ihe plan.

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

I. Opportunities for co-collection of garbage and recyclables need to be examined. In
particular, there tnight 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 ihereby reducing ihe overall system costs.

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

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

A. 1bere should be more emphasis on what is being disposed, raiher ihan trying to
measure what is generated and recycled.

B. Benchmarks beyond traditional tonnage measures should be considered. There are
goals that are not best evaluated in tenns of the amount of waste. An example is
minimizing traffic impacts of ihe solid waste system. Vehicle miles tnight be an
appropriate benchmark.
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C. Before a measurement plan is developed, it is important to know what the
appropriate benchmarks are. When existing infonnation is inadequate to establish
benchmarks, then the RSWMP should identify what steps will be taken in the future
10 acquire the infonnation. It's OK 10 say we just don't have enough infonnation at
this time to set quantitative benchmarks for some goals and objectives.

D. There are certain goals that cannot be monitored in tenns of quantitative measures.

E. Benchmarks should include economic impacts. In particular there should be some
way of monitoring how well savings are being passed back to the ratepayers.

Report ofthe Plmming Suhcommirtee: 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 be 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:

1. 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
10 Metro and local governments. Local governments will decide how to collect revenue
needed for collection.

Report ofthe Plmming Suhcommirtee: 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 10 help develop the specification of alteruatives. The next
task will be to combine the alteruatives 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 whether the current analysis
was overestimating the per ton costs of alternatives by only considering "commercial hauler"
IOnnage (GET SOME HELP FROM DOUG ON WORDING).
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4. Other Business/Citizen Communication

Terry Peiersen pointed out the article in Waste Age that featured United Disposal and the
recently approved Willamette Resources recovery faciliiy as "Faciliiy of the Month".

The meeting was adjourned at 10:30 A.M.

SHAREIP&TSISWACll!mISWAC0921.MIN
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DRAFT EVALUATION CRITERIA .. BENCHMARKS

Enlu.1ion C......nt Benchmark Eumple of FlIlure Year,i! Data
Criteria Va'.. IIeIlc~mart Sou.....

1. Cost Effecti....... Total System cost per ton S1451100 ! lllD· i Metro Simulation Medel

...................._ _ _ ;._ _ - - _..- _ -.; _ _ _.._ _.._ ; __._ _--_._-.-_.._---!.__ _ _.._.._.._..- ..
2. Flexibility & Sustalnability i I. Adaptability of transfer faciliti.s i Limited ability to respond 10 j Exponded ability 10 r<spond to !

j j cbanging conditioas i c"""sin8 conditions !
! 2. Stability of processing facilities ! Compost facility siting issues ! No compost facility silins i..... i
: : ; I

~:·..p~;,;tW-;;;t;·· ..-·..·-..-·....··....-· ..-TR~~jpe;-.:;;;;pii8~-;; __iki..·.... ·....-..-rij'ioo~y;;;;·-· ..·-·..-·-....·....n~~--- ..--IReeY<mii LeYelsurvey-.-

j j i t Waste Chlractcrizatioa
. i _ i 1 i Metro Tiansaction Da&a•..~._ •••••..•.M.•'._.••M~_ .•.••M._••...•_.M.M•••M._••_.•.•.•.••.,.•.._.•._. .._._••._•.••~_...•.....•.__._..•_.•_.. .~ ....••.__ ...•_.....•_.....•._._._. ._.__,.w._._ .._ .•._.•.•.__.• ._...:,...;_ _..__.._ _.

4. R.(ycl. & R......r Waslo i I. Regional recycling level j 19% of ....ste generated j SO% ofwutc: generated j Rccyclias LeYeI Survey
I 2. Amount of waste~ by program ! 3.4 Ibs yard debrislhblwk ! 0 Ibs yard debri!lhhlwk '1' PmIJOIII Monitoring
i 1. Ease of implementatioo i i Wa"" Characterization
I 1 I ! Metro Tl'IDIICtion Data

___. __ _._._. .1...._.. ._ _ _.._.._ __.._ _ _.L_,__ _. __ __.._._..;.. ...-1-._;--
~ Ac:<esslblllly oIDlspotai Servka i I. A_ haul time per trip j WA Coonty: 2S minltrip I WA CoaIIIy. IS minIIrip i Metn> Simulation McxId

i 2. A"""gehaultimeperloo j WACounty:SmiIlIlort i WACoaIIIy.3.~minlton !
······ w•.,.•~•••.,.,·••...._.M•••••••••_ ••• _ •••••••• - ••••••••• - •••••••i - ~ - , ········· ··· M ••······.w....••..•~••.•........•..••M •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• - i _ ·_-_.._ _ _._~ r- _-_ _ _._.-- ..
6. Avall.blllty of R (y Facilities i Unifoom geographic distribution i Dry waste recoYCl}' facilities serve i Dry _ I'CCO\'CIY Iilciliti.. Metn> Tl1III3OCIion Data

._.._ __ _.._ _....l ._ __ __ __.__ .__ _ L.~:.~~~.~~~ _. ._ !.~ attire regioa L__=_-:--:-""".__
7. Redoce Toslc Wute 'I' Amount oftoxic wlSte improperly de\iYered for ! 1,000 tonsIyear j 0 tonsIyear ~. Wast<: CbaracIaizotion

m~ i I
1 i !

li-ht;·E;pliY(M~;';;·r.;)--·"-·--· i-p;ym."i;iidO;ysi'mip;-;p;rtiOMi"jj)beiid\·j!··..·,······-·-·...·-··..-···....·-..-·..·-...... ·--..·r·
: I I I

................_ ••••••••• _ ••••••••• _ •••.•••••••••••••••••••••••_M _ M "' M _ •••••••••••••••••_ _ _ _ __•••••_ .._._ _.~••_.__ _ _M•••_ _ ..

9. Conserve .atunl resource. i Proportioo ofwaslell18llOged by different ports i Preveatioo lllD i Prevention ~% 'I' Recyoling LevcI Survey
j of the Stile hicrarcby ! Recycling 2g.3% i Recycling 50% Waste CIwactcrizatioo
i j CooIpostina 6.4% j CooljlClO\io,J 10% Metro TnIIBIICIim Dati
! j Reco... EnersY 7.9% j ~EoesBY 5% I

._ _ _._. __..__.._._._ _ _1__.._ .._.__._ _._ _.._ __ _ _ .LQi~._. .__..J.7,~~. __..l..~ _.._~...J __
18. COlt Iandftll.,... i Total tonslandlilled j '130.000 tons per rear i 700,000 tons per rear i Metro T••.-tiw Data

! ! ! I
_ , _ _ M _ _ •••••••• _ _ M w _ __••_._._ _-_._. ••••• _ •••••__ __ .

II. Reduce vehIcle h.pach i Total haul miles I lllD IlllD IMetn> Simalation Medel

............- -..-.---.- -- ---L- - ----- -.--.---.-..- -..- - ~- - - - -- --.- - - ~--- -~ ----.---..
11 Redace 11.1 d 1"1 i Number of illegal dump sites ! 32 llVljor sites !5 major siles I=DIcpI [)usnpq
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KEY PLANMNG 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 consultanta are continuing to
conduct 21 technical analysis that will help evaluate policy and management options.

Before additional work 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 Facilities

Issue #4: Revenue Equity and Stability

Issue #5: Role of Transfer Stations And Other Facilities
As Coilection Technology Changes



ISSUE.1:
REGIONAL WASTE REDUCTION PRIORITIES

Bacllground

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

Year Recovery Population Oe_ated Recovered Lendllileci
Level Tone TOft.- Tons

1994 38% 1,287,000 1,540,000 610,000 830,000

2000 38% 1,400,000 1.580~OOO· 640,000 -'-'-';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 al the 1994 level of
1.12 tons per person. Tonnage5 exclude petroleum contaminated soils and other special Yiaste.

-Indudes all management aitematives to landfilling: reduce, reuse, 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'
(tons/year)

,. Home Composting 139,000 to 152,000
2. Commercial Waste Prevention 43,000 to 47,000
3. Expand Residential Curbside Recycling 24,000 to 27,000
4. Commingled Plaslics Collection 7,000 10 8,000
5, Commercial Commingled Paper 102,000 10 112,000
6. Commercial Commingled Paper & Containers 117,00010128,000
7. On-Site Construction Recycling 133,000 10146,000
8. Dry Wasle Recovery Facilities 203,000 to 223,000
9, Commercial Organics Recovery 43,000 to 47,000
10, Residential Organics Recovery 109,000 10 120,000

"Tons ClJTently landfilled·thal are taryeted by the a~emative.

Potential Diversion
(tonstyear)

7,00010 16,000
5,000 to 10,000
9,000 to 20,000
3,00010 7,000

40,000 10 65,000
48,000 to 75,000
70,000 to 90,000

150,000 10 165,000
11,000 10 25,000
SO,OOO to 70,000

Program Cost
(per tOR)

Key Questions

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.2:
SERVICE PROVISION - TRANSFER STAnONS

Background

Ouring FY94195, the three existing tranllfer 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 next 10 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~isposal
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 transfllr 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 convenienUy served by the three existing stations.

4. Implement new waste reduction activities or new collection technologies (e.g. wet/dry
systems) that reduce the demand for refuse transfer services during the next ten years.

Kevlssues

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 extent will reduced haul costs compensate for additional
capital and operating costs of new stations?
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ISSUE.3:
SERVICE PROVISION - OTHER FACIUTIES

Backgroynd

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 coneetion, processing, and disposal.
This policy is intended to prevent unfair advantages to those haulers that also own
facilities.

2. Current practica 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 licanse processors of yard debris. Given recant siting
difficulties, this regulatory policy should be examined to see if there is a need for greater
involvement by Metro or other governments.

Management 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 verticallnlegration should be
induded 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-recyclable 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, particularly services for hazardous waste, dry waste processing, and organics
recovery? If so, how?
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ISSUEM:
REVENUE STABIUTY 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 facilities. 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 IlItter activities do not vary with the
amount of waste delivered to transfer stations and landfills. Futhermore, these activities are an
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 Metro fees. If this trend continues, the burden of paying for Metro's regional solid waste
activities will increasingly fall on the narrower segment of ratepayers' that continue to deliver
waste to transfer stations and 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) for faci~ties to the extent
that they benefit from 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 belter funded through
altematives 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.5
ROLE OF TRANSFER STATIONS AND OTHER FACIUTIeS

AS COLLECTION TECHNOLOGY CHANGES

Background

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

One emerging change in collection technology is the use of co-coUection 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-collection of refuse and yard debris. Refuse transferred to landfin. 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-collection 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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Is itfor you?
"It would not be a stretch to see 25% ofcurbside collection..being [served] using co­
collection [methods1within three to four years," predicts Ron Perkins, directorof recy­

cling operations with the American Plastics CounciJ (Washington, D.C.~ But with higtHech roroIlection

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

answers three imponam questions: Which method is the most expedient?; which rechnique 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 advan~es

and disadvantages of"traditional"·umus cocolIe:tionser.
vice, the first items that need to be considered .are the
obstades that the JOUle presenlS-<>r may present-«> a par.
ticular method of collection.

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

• Materials recovery facility (MRF) proximity-ls
the MRF dose to the bndfill or transfer Slalion?

• Wages-Are wage rates high?
Once you have the answers to these questions, it

will be easier to customize your collection service to suit
)'OW" muir.

"lltere's no question that if )"CU're on a rural route,
)"CU should defmitdy be CO<X>IIecting." assertsJun McMa­
hon, marl<etingdirector for May Manuf3cluring (An'ada,
Colo.). "In a rural area, it makes more sense to havejust
one truck out there," concursJonathan BurgieI. director
ofmaterials rea>YeI)' mr R.W. Bed<and Associates (Orian­
do, Fla.).

'The~ of oe><ollection in a rural area are
IlUIIlertJW, according CO McMahon, Btirgiet. and Perkins.
For one thing, "you're not sending two aucb down the
street tearing up the roadway," Perkins so:ys. You're also

"reducing the amount of fud usage, and when )"CU real­
ly look at it, it's saving all the driving time of the two
lrUOO."

At, for urban settings. the advantages ofCO<X>IIection
require more careful analysis. Facton ouch as wage rates
and tight streets may affect flO! only the rost-dfectiventss
of the system, but the overall serviceas well "I wouldn't
recommend [c<>-collection] for a major municipality
[that] can send out a separale truck [to accommodate a
high yolume ofrecyclables]," McMahon admiu.

On the other hand, It\OSl cocoUection sysu:rru require
only one or noO employees CO both oper2Ie the trueIr. and
collect the refuse arid -=)'dables. Separate coIJeaion
requires not only two truCks, but ge.-alIy more per'
sonnel. ConsequemIy, "in urban areaa, )"CU may want to

put more money iJ\ the [co-co1Iectionlequipment ifyou
have higher W28" rales." Burgiel says.

AnoIher \ogisticaI consideration /Dr tuban areas is the
longer length of most co-collection 1IChides. MOst cities
have narrow ItreeU and tight mmen that may be hard
to nW!ipu'atr Still, wilh a littleplanning, this problem
an be overcome aswdL "1ake a look at the chassis and
aaanpt CO CIClDlJ""lS'l fOe a longer vehide," Mc)bhon
ays. "You Deed to malce sure you have the same turning
radius,-

BYJENND1!1lA. Gow

APlIl n,. •__ 137
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We're in the money
In some ways. it is easier to determine the cost-effec­

tiveness of co-collection for rural and urban routes, sim~
ply because factors such as driving time and wage rales
are relatively easy 10 identify and measure.

In tenns of the cost ofcollection, the subwban route
presents a more complex set of issues arid requires a
more deuiled investigation into the potential benefits of
one system over another.

Granted, co-coll~ction offen the aforementioned
advantages such as 'he potential for reduced W3g<'S.

reduced fuel COSts. etc. At the same time, CO<XlI1ection aI>o
means more lime out on the route because of the time it
tal<es to collec' both 'he recyc1ables and refuse, as well as
a greater i""""tment in equipme~

At; McMahon points out, haulers really have to do
some comparison shopping. "You have to look at me
cost ofour unit [the Western Curbside Collector): a half.
boorextraon the route each day, and the cost ofcab coo­
venion, and compare it to the cost ofsepanre ooIlection."

R W. Beck recently compIeud a comprehensive stUdy
that addressed collection cos," of several eo<ollection
pilot programs in South Florida.

Not surprisingly. the specifIC results, in temu of the
cost..,rrectiveness of the individual systems, varied. OYer­
all however, "The bottom line was that the co<ollection
systems were (generally] 1~15% more cost-effective,"
Burgiel says.

Aa:ording to the stUd)\ "principal &don which affect
the cost in the analyses when comparing IOtal 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;
A mount set out per household bj' ~riaI; and
Off-route time."

Unproductive, off-route time is a critical issue when
considering the economics of co<ollection. "We try to
overs~the recycling compartment in the ttuck...JO that
it's the nash, not the recycIables, that dri\OeS that trudc. off
the route," McMahon ""Plains.

Skeptics of c<><:ollection are particularly concerned
about plastics be<:ause ofthe amounI.ofroom plastics tend
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10 require in the lrudt. But in~Uk Worth pilot pr0­

gram, plastics were "oolleclCd in an Oshkosh coI1e<:tion
""hide equipped with a 17<ubic.yard sideloading refuse
compaClion unit,' according 10~ R.W. Beck. study. "As
it turned OUL••the refusebody filled upjustabout the same
time as the~lessection filled up,' I'el1tins says. -ru
say, with a plastics compactor, you'll neoer have to go off
route [specificaUy b<cause ofplastics] because it will hold
300-400 pounds of plastic."

Another relaled, off-lOJte problem is the location of
the MRF. "\bu Iosc the economies ofone-srap dwnping
ifthe MRF is not close to the landfill,' Burgiel says. How­
ever, "ifyou have a 10nger-«<:rri1 view, and you can locate
the MRF next to the waste disposal fucility, [coroUeclionJ
really makes sense"

So, what's the problem?
Based on the studies that ha\'" been conducted so far,

roeoUection "OOId~ to be the answer for haulers who
...., trying 10 cut costs, as well as the solution for those try­
ing to make recycling worl< in the midst of plununeting
marl<ds.So why isn't it catehing on?
.~ obstad'" ...., resistance to try something new,'

McMahon explaim. "We: taU. to cities and privalC haulers
all the time...A1though they don't like the cost of sepa­
rate coI1e<:tion...)'OU~ 'ndes ofthwnb' in sepante col­
\ection. In eo<oIIection, the trick to building the In.ld. is
to size all of the cornpanmems so that they fiU simulta­
neously. That requires really thinking about the routes
ahead of time. People just wanllO order a UlICk.'
A~ reason, acaxding 10 Perl<ins, is that re<:j'ding

really only started to boom in the late 1980s. '~re's a
lotofequipment out there that's stIU relatively new. When
that equipment wears ouL..[C<KOiIection] will defutitely
e:ateh on· •

QIlCI.eNO.111 ON ......._CAM
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Packers join the recycling team

by Steve Apotheker
ResourceRecycling

Traditional packer trucks and new
recycling compactor trucks, in all

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

Ifsomcooe says they have the answer, stay
away from thorn. There, is no one right
answec, but some IlISWel'S lIe man: right than
others," says a manager with one national
waste hauling finn.

Five years ago, one might have predicted
residential recycling collect.ion was going to
I8ke aoerious IOU on the numben ofgarllage
packer IIlICks. However, a funny lhing hap­
pened on the way 10 the wake. In a quest to
cut recycling collection C05lS, traffic conges­
bon and air pollution, recycling collection
prognms lIe expllring different equipment
strategies, aevral<:lwhich inYOhoe the wod<­
beneat_cnJ!eaion 1bepac:Ica' IIUCks.

As more COlIIIlIUIIi1ie adopt atwo-streaDl
a:mlingltdOllb&ide recycling coDroim 5)5­
tem paiJed with a materia1s recovery facility,
1beYCOllSider CJistingpICka' IruCb as palm­
liaI recycling coUectioo vehicles, instead of
pun:Dasiogf'IedN _,,1 ",,!Ii--. H',WtmeUrecy.
eling vdlicIos. R.tqcIing coIJecrioo caD oIJa­
a_lease OIl life for ciderplCka'lIUCks.

Some trucl< lIIIIlIUfacluRr have pIC ODe

Ilqlfurth<rmilmodi1ied 1be tladitiODaI pock­
ecago inIo alWV<Clqlii1meul, COiIijlliCl­
itI& vebicIe wiIb IlaII:rpay!oad, easeatqIOr'
Ilioo and bcaeclllalc:zial baDcIlin8~ for
aecY<:lin& collectiOll. Oflbe CNer SIlO com­
InuDilies SC'ved wilh curl>side recyc1ing col­
Iectioa by BlI)WDjne-Fenis lDdustries, about
2S pemontaoehaviIlgCCIIIDliJl&bImcycIabI<:s

7Tw _ tJ{dMddptU:I;u rn.cbjo, recycJ.UJ,~ is boia8 _ul by New 10li
City-, /)qItuf1rIe1IIcfS-itgripa.

atduee sep8I'8IIl weekly lIIICi<ooIJeaions for
recyclables, yam debris aadprbage, adi~
eel packer can accommodate duee mataial
streams widt two weekly colJocti<los.

This anicIe i1IustraIes ways tIIat oommu­
ailitsmllOOlllpllies aoe usiDg pocl<m in Ily-



'11t: 10 l;.CL111lk.' ritll1l1 I..'t~h ;,1:' "lloy ~r;'ppko

wilh ,I.e c.:h;llI~ng~ of il1ll'groning r~t."ydil1g

;LtK1 waSil: collenion pm~rJms.

A lnJcl< for all """-","'s
With the daunting challenge of implcn~nt.
ing citywide recycling coll«lion ill the
nation's largCSI and most densely pOpUblCd
city at a time or fiscal-stress., ease of impIe·
mentation and low costs have been of p:lra·
mounl concern. For Steve L.awitL' a.~Sistanl
commissioner of operations and planning for
!he New Yor!< Cily Depanme11t ofSaniwion.
that means maintaining the interchangtabil.
ily oflOC)ding2lld "''3Slt collcction veIlic"'''

TIle vcriatility of a rear &oading packer in
collecting garbage has wi!hstood !he test of
time in New York Cily. The lIuck's c'P'"
<iou. hopper can handle Iypical single·
family wasle loads, including bulky fumiture
discards. as well as service higher densilY
housing lhat produces !he wide piaslic bags
ofcompacled refuse, dubbod "sausage bags."
Two-pmon crews are used for all rear loader
collection activities.

The city converted irs 25-cubic-yard n:ar
Ioade<s to recycling collection duty by de,ig.
IWing one llUCk for paper and one for com·
mingled containers. Collection is weekly in
areasofhigh panicipatoo; in aI12Sofiower par.
Iicijxcior, paper is oolJected oneweek followed
byCllllllllingIed containers !he next Wttk.

V Commingled recycling collection
favors the use of panitioned compact­
ing vehicles.

V Compacting trucks are valued
becauseof large payloads and the
flexibility to collect recyclables and
waste.

V Glass breakage can be" significant
problem, depending on ~hicl.

desiin and operation.

For much of 1993, the depanment evalu­
ated 30 prototype split-body IlUCks. These
rear loading. compacting 1nICks have two Sep­
arate compartmentsof 10and 15 cubic yards
each. The llUCks collcctcd paper in one c0m­

partment and containers in the other. They
were operaIed in 17 of !he S9 community dis­
lriclS across the enlire range ofhousing den·
~ity and income levels to·see if there were
savings in collection uuck shifts when com­
pared to [he number of conventional tJ'UCks
operated in the same districts.

In Jt1OS[ eases, use of the spIit-body !tuCk
required more uuek shifts than did !beuse of

....'mn:nti, ..',,1 rear h\;ull'n:. lllC splil-l,,)f.Jy
tru~k '\';l~ ....'mslr~lined fnll11 c(lmplctin~ ils
assi£lk:'d routes by Ilk: ,ooluuk: l·:tpaci(~'i of
l~ smaller ('ol1ll'Xlnnll:nl or by lhe addition­
allime required to collect both materials at
each <top. "10 split-body UlJcks resulled in
eollcelion savings ooly in high·income,
low..dens.it~1districts, which compose only
about 12 perc<nl oflhe cUtTCflI "",ycling truek
shifK When these marginal collection sav­
itl~s wen: offset by the higher mainlen:ancc
and capital c~t of the split-body trucks.!hc
negligible rcnulrUrtg ~v.ings were not enough
10 OlDweigh!he (JIher benefitsofhaving a uni·
form collection truck fl<el.

However. since August 1993. !hecity has
been conductine.:lr! cllperimem in· the Bronx
to see if commingling of all recyclables in
one auck mighl be more cost eIfec:live in areas
with • variety ofpanicipation rates and hous·
ing densities, The initial result has been a
gratifying 20 to 2S percent redue:tion in oper·
&ling costs because: selOUlSOf paper and con·
u.iners man that trucks are relUming wi!h
bigger payloads than previously.

Lawins points out that funller investig>'
lion is being done on how commingled col­
lection affecl" the marketability of !he paper
2Ild !he CO<t ofprolXSSing. Samples of paper
collected from bolh !he new oomningled coI­
leclion lesl area and !he .tandard separated
collection prog""" have been sen! to a Iabo­
r:nory for a quality analysis. An 3dvisory

RECYCLING RECEPTACLES - PRODUCTS USING RECYCLED PLASTIC LUMBER

Pi<nic Tables end ToDIe Sets

IIIIodeI 2C6Hl Urge C8pecfly ReeycIIng
Canta_1Ml1lable _ 2 or 3 ccmpettmenls.

Daty & Sons Concrete Products tnc.
1275 East Stale St, Sycamore. IL 60178

ToliFree: 1-800-233-3907 Fax: (815) -89~35

Combinalion~ Recoptacles

~D;;,;j'l;gn;;;oecl;;;_;;;jjj;;~;;;;;;;bby-;--------------l HIgh Quality

Heavy Duty DesIgns
Vandal Resistant

• Factory Direct Discounts



Autoload
The City of Milwaukee is taking an integr.tt­
ed approach 10 ils waste management and

ed '" that the waste has a high percentage of
recyclabks available for polefIliaI recovery.

One <lCber recycling ooIlectim SlUdy is Uf·

geled for !beBig Apple Ialer this year. A.wo­
month pilot proj«t will be used 10 study .he
recovery of loose recyclables from mi.ed
wastes coIlecu:d by !be rear Ioadas. An area
of low recycling participation will be ",leeI-

~~.
1M City ofHollSlOft.. altm& willi I~ Americon Plastics COfmCii. Is I~tting 1M~dsu:yDfcoJketing
1<C)'C/abks with 0 modijiM siM-Iooding gor1xr1l" ,ruck.

gmup 01 PillXT pnl.:...·~sors is \.·\"IIIl;l1ill~ Ihl.:'

qu~lilY (If IIll:' l( llllmingkd pa('lt:r.
If lhe p,lIra ;'IPlll:OIr~ to be of suflicicntlv

high qll.alil)'. the: <.oily will com~lf(, ('OIl~Cli(l;l
cost saving.s VCI'SU:\ "ny il'lCrca.'>C:d proccs.'iing
costs that miglH be incurred. This might 1'101
bean issue if the economics ofth< pilot proj­
~ hold up. The proces.<ar handlin~ the com­
mingled recyclJhles is charging S22 per (on
for me mixed conl:li'ners. about halflhe cost
now paid to processors handling containers
from the citywide program. The cornmin~

gled paper from the pilot progrdffi is also ban­
died at a slightly lower cO<l than is currently
being paid 10 process IllOSl of the paper from
the regul3r recycliO'ti collection program.

With recyclin~ ,ollcclion and processing
costing about $240 per Ion and refuse col­
lection and disposal averaging closer10 $145
per Ion. the ciry is keen to realize COSl reduc­
tions where it can. However. the program is
still in flux. with citywide recycling collec­
tion~ce being reacbed only lasl Septem­
ber (see "Curbside recycling collection trends
in the 40 largest U.S. cities" in the December
1993 issue).

It has nOI been until this year lhal a dry­
wide public education outreach on recycling
collection could be conducted through lhe
media. A successful outreach erfort could
yield high<r participation and more se.outs,
mal<ing the city'5 original collection approach
cost effective in more area.:; of the city.

With This Capacity, AChampion
Can Go More Than AFew Rounds



Just Dump It!

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

p.o. Box 205. 253 Camelia
Royal City, WA 99357

(509) 346·2208

i11lu th~ hig hop~r. 11lc aVcr.Ig~ serour of
=yclablcs is aIlT105l SO pOUnds. or about "'=
times thaI ora traditior1:ll bin or bag program.
h is 1his large voJume al e.3ch SlOp. argue!;
Steve Brachman. Milwaukee's resource
recovery manager. that makes the rear loadc<
COSt effective in this application.

The cily curTenlly has 75.000 cans dis·
mbu""'. wilhanoch<r IOS.lXX110 goOUl before
the end of 1996. Costof the carts. which have
2S percenl posl-consumer recycled plaslic
content.. is S56 with the divider. The collec­
tion truCks areSI27.lXXl. The city was able
to bring costs down by bidding ou, all the
ttuel:s aDd cans II one lime. bul requesting.
phased-in cIe1ivery.

The main problem 10~ has been glass
break2ge. averaging oYer 2S patCnl during
collection and 35 pen:et11 at the malerials
JeCOYOlY Cacinl}'. A new processing facilily
will open tbisswnmerthal BI3CIunan expects
will be"'lluOeglass~ Itthe back end.
During coIleccion, the breakage seems 10
come mOle fn:>m ~dc:olS dropping recy­
clables inlo the four-fool-la11 can and fn1m
emptying the cart inoo the 1IIICk hopper. than
from compacting the c:onlainelS.

I'Iasticspacking
The American Plastics Council (Washing·
tOIl, D.C.) has conducted a number of pilot
projeeu to te<1 the effectiveness ofdiffereJ'1
cull>sidc fCCYCling collection sySlemS. espe­
cially with regam to plastics recovery. One
IeSI in Palm Beach Counly. Florida involved
the co-<ollection ofwaste and recyclables in
a specially dcsig",", >ide 10adct (see M Co­
collection: Is it a viable teehniqueM in the
June 1993 issue).

In the C<KOllection vehicle. garbage is
compaeted in !he rear compaztmenl of the
lnICk, p1astics &0 mOO a sepatate compacting
bin. and paper and commingled conlaincn
lite pJaood inlo oeparate, """"""'I'g bins.

Single
Cylinder
($9,900.)

Or
Twin

Cylinder
($11,350.)

streams. lllC CilV·~lecleda lantk.·m-.:L.x!t:' rear
k><tder \!with a caPacity of25 cubic yard.;. and
Cor recycling. split the truck from side 10 side
UlIO two ch.::Imbers wilh :l "Ilia of 60 to 40.

Residents are provided with a 9O-gallon
recycling collection can thai is divided to
ma'ch lhe !lUck's partition. Paper and com·
mingled containers are accepted.

A spociallifting mechanism tips lhe Clllt

LALLAHAN~
MFG. ROYAL CITY, WA.

I\.'t.lding fl'"O"'eI'J.l1t'\. And like New York City.
it decided th;srlh~ rc;lf 11l;Klcr ~hould ~ the
Slandard bearer of its pl\)<~r<lIn. Howe....er. tll;it
is \Vher~ the similaril&e.scnlt

After conducling scvcr.tl different collec­
tion projec:l~ for wa~le and rec)'c1abte..'i. the:
city solid waste managemenl staff selected
semi-automated collection with 9O-gal100
containers as the way 10go for both material

Citcle 14 oallR _ ClU'l!

ProTl'lIlIer '8"

• 15-20 cu. yd. capacity
• one-man unloading

• from traUer-to-storage. via foMIft

• seH-dumplng blns
• no manual unloading
• bins loci< to lI'lIilerfor transport

security

Anow-"lo__lineof~IIld <lOOt1lf_~ equipment
""*'ding'"-.._1IldclRlP-.

~~=~~~y- 1-800-248-7761
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in~:-- of the' l,."\1",1 of 1\\ t) ,:ull\\~llIitIn:l) Ulli.:b.

Sir\((" lhJII~SI. Iht' lrul.."k m;lllufa(,'wrcr h;l....
splillhc pJJX'1" and (\ll1laincr hill.' fllr Illulli·
ph: (urbsidc suning. The truck call al~n I~

oh!;lincd \\-"il.hou[ a pla.;,ttcs COI1lP:ICIOr. whkh
incrca.'ics lht size of tnc paper ;mJ l'Olltaincr
bin!\ by :Ihnost 50 peP,:CI1l. to II cuhiL' yards
of IO<Jding capacity for cach bill. The com­
pany will have 21 IIUcks in v3Iious ~~ com·
munities bv summer.

In Hou;ton. APe is testing the cfficiclll:y
ofcollecting recyclables wilh a modified side­
loading garb3g~ lruck. Thc lruck has been
spIil vertically down lite middle, "ith II cubic
yards in each pan. of the tTUck, The single­
axle side loader ha:-. all estim3ted payload of
five tons, The experiment wil] evalu:lIe the
effect of compaction on collection and lcst
some processing equipment.

The lest projecl stalled lasl Oclober. Old
newspapers are set out in paper bags. and
commingled metaJ can" gJass~ pIaslic bOlo
ties (all resin types) are placed inlo plaSlic
bags. Residents in the lest area are provided
wilh lhe 30-gallon plastic bags. One advan·
tage of the bags is 10 help keep the plastic bol·
ties next 10 the glass bottles, thus providing
some cushioning in the lighl compaction
process. With a pile of loose, commingled
con~.glass bonles lend to sink and pia,.
tic boules to floal to Ihe lOp of the pile.

Automatic
Economical

Retiable

International
Baler Corp.

•••~"'\

"\'"A•

•

Circle 99 on RR service ani

,. Sutl!iidlilry or wasteT~Corp.

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

NA-1650

~ ,.\

.>::~--
What you take ";1 - . -"A': .~~. -;:_~, 1.:

out of the dany waste stream and '1'-_p'.y .
recycle, you don't have to pay to have ~.:!. .
hauled away and landtilled. Auto-Tie '..
eliminates an operalor; sirrple design reduces parts to wear and
replace; dense, square bales cut storage and transport expense. By
helping cut labor, maintenance and operating costs, the NA-l650
means more profitsl

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
P.D. Box 68207 Oak Grove, Oregon 97268 U.S.A. ; ---.~=.. IwiElMI.

CIrcle 211 'Oft RR servIoe card
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Triple/S Dynamics. Inc.• P.o. 801( 151027 • Dallas. TX 75315-1027
2j.4/828-8GOO • FAX 21.4/62&8688

--IEB1TRIPLE/S
I§IJDYNAMICS. INC.

TriplelS Dymmics' non-ferrous reclamation systems are designed
to your requirements, using proven components manufuetured to

high sundards of quality - that is why the performa.nce of these
systems can be guaranteed.

TriplelS Dynamics' application engineers work with you in
developing a system that is matched to your needs for throughput,
product mix, product purity and utilization of space. All system
components are designed specifically for non-ferrous reclamation
service, providing both high performa.nce and rdiability. And because
these systemS are modular, they are also easily c.panclable.

The leader in wire and other non-ferrous metals reclamation
teehnology, TriplelS Dytwuics bas built~ 7S systems. Many of

these have been on the job for more
than 20 years, proring that
Guaranteed Fe,fOlmance- is a

prom.ise on which you can depend.
For lllOU information on

Guaranteed Perfonnance in non­

ferrous reclamatiOll systeDts, call
TriplelS DyDamia at 8001527-2116.

About 500 d;tily pirkulh' ;lfC I"'ing lUad~

141 rutile tholl cont;tin." ,thoUI 1.100 h011l(:s.
~touts seem to consist of fairl\' full ba!!s.
'adiug observers 10 SllCl.."ula(~ 1~11 re:'1i,.k~Is.
o DOl feel the need 10 set out recyclahlc:s:ls
-equently. (For more infonnation on bag
oUection and set--oUl intervals. see ·'lmprov.
19 the efficiency of curbside recyclin! coI­
x:tion'" in lhis is..~ue.)

TIle avcr.age time froollhe bc1!inning or
ne Slop (0 the next. i'ncluding coll~lion. is
bOUt 33 seconds. Side loaders are incrcas­
ngly favored for ~<identi.1 waste collection
,"""use driver.; have to lake only a few steps
J lhe hopper instead of walking all the way
o lhe back of a rear loader. This can save
..vemI miles of walking a day for the driver.

So far, the tru<:k and one-peoon cn:w have
JeCn able to complete the routes without
.eac:lling capacilY. Payloads of faurlo five
OIlS have been recorded in the Houston recy­
:Iing colleclion study. The paper chamber
Jftcn lelICbes capacity al 7,000 pounds. The
::ommingled rontainer section. holding abOUt
2,400 pounds allheend of the 1OUle, still has
;pace available.

One tradeoffofcompaction is breakage of
glass bottle.!. wilh one estimate putting the
lOSS at 25 percent or mon:o Additional work
is being done in lhe pilot program to measune
Ihe level of breakage and to test modifications
that might neduce glass loss.

The Houston study is also testing the effi- .
ciency of a screw·augur debagger to remove
the commingled containers from the plaslic
bag. 11>e pilot project will conclude in Oct<>­
ber 1994.

Seizing the container
One of lhe main drawbacks 10 most packers
or specially designed compacting recycling
ooIlection bUCks is glass container btukage.
However. some programs, = seizing the bull
by the borns, 0< in mis cas.e, the glass con­
lainer by the neck:.

Rumpk.e Wasle (Circleville, Ohio) has
neuoIiaed old side loaders with a special bin,
Ioc:ated between the cab and packing body.
tbal can hold tIuee moo of glass. The bin
sIicIes in and out of the b1lCk on roils. Hinged
doors reIease the broken, color-soned glass
inlO c1iffen:nt bunJcers or roll-<lffcontainers.
A forklift is used 10 remove and replace full
llass collection bins if there isn't time to
aDpIytbem.

Rwnpke buys the used side loaders for
obout$15,00010$20,000and spends another
$10,000 10IalQVaIC them with glass bins and
lividers. The 2X'ubic-)'lI'd side Ioade%s are
cividcd into two equallCClions with a fixed
civider. A second cornpoaingblade is added,
...bod! bIadcs are opented toge:lber.

Old newspapers and commingled metal
IIld plastic contaioers are pul into the IwO
<banmen:.)Vithout the gWs, the tro<:ks can
lIeClpmlled witII full compaction. Big pay-

a.de5to _

kM>ltn:dl«ydillg ApriII9941E1



FOR MORE INFORMATION CAlL OR WRrl'E:
.ro- M .............. Co-

P.o. Ikllt 38
B Emer. Nebrub 68716

402-528-3861 hl402-ll~239

Grind tree trimmings. bark, waste
wood, pallets, and other waste

material into useable products for
mulch, landscaping or fuel.

~~~A·f'NT TUB I I f I,.' GI GRINDERS

One slone, throt birds
Browning-Fcnis Indncrrig (Houston, Texas)
Ui testing a multj-puQX'SC compacting vehi·
cle tn band1s recyclable! yard debris and
~e. l1te experimcn~..him started in

uy 1994, will go for one year and
iIlvolve 1,700 homes on twolOUleS in West
HotISlOn.

A ceaventimol.-looder, with a capaci­
ty of2S cubic yards, is divided end-to-end by
a Yettical, fixed partition into about 15 cubic
yards and 10 aJbic yards. The trueIc will col­
1eclg:orbage and yard debris on one pass. then
pickup old newsplIpOIS and commingled con­
IIintrs CO the second weeIdy collection.

Seven! modiftcalioas bave been made
bescd 00 the COIDJl8IIY'. copcria>oe coIIect­
iDe recyclabJea inpecbrllUCb inCleveland
ond odIer service__ There lie two com-
pa:Iioo b1Ides, WIdt MDdIes CO each side of
the tnIct, SO that different materiaJs can
ftlCei~ iDdependeut CtltJIP'I"tioo 1IQImetIL
DtiWc-iD troughs boIp minimi... g\.Iss brtak·
... as the oontainen slide into the body of
lhe trueIc. Also, i.Iq...... 1lliIpIeIb'ea:h
cbamber have bee<! fabricalOd allowing the
boO DIIlrrioJuobe dUlllpe,lIepanwy, RR

ec..l hy d rcnhwah~ panhion fm l\\io·str"::J11i
comlningled n:cycling collection. A divid~..J

carry can cont..,iner. IWO to three cubic yard"
in YOlume. is located in front of tile (ruck artd
provides a low-access hopper for recyclable~..

The big ""yoff is the payload of five ton,
in the lrUCk with a capacity of 30 cubic yaIds.
Operators coold·cram more ma!erial into the
uuck, 001 at the cost of losing~ gl.,s 10
~e.

l1te cost of a front loader recycling truck
is about one·fifth more than .a compacting
side loader and a1mostdoublethal ofa muhi­
sort curbside nccyclingcollection InlCk pricc.d
at $80,000. However. the new breedofoom­
pacling tnId<s deli""", a payload thaI is lwice
• latge IS tllC multi·SOI1ln1Ck. allowing the
driver to stay 0Ul on the route for the entire
wotl<day.

One ofihe main reasons IOjustify the front
loader's premium price was the flexibility of
having one bUCkdo bodt nccyc~ng and waste
collection efficiently. In the Otic:ago area, I

Waste Management operation is using the
bUCks for solid waste collection by remov­
ing the partition and changing the 30·,,;oi,­
yard recycling body to a 22~ic-yud solid
waste one. l1te entiret:hange takes about 20
miootes and can be done by one person.

Some other advantages of a fronl loader
recycling bUCk over a side loader are fewer
sreps by the driver to the loading can, a big·
ger charging area and lower sill height Ont
disadvantage is the front loader height of 13.0
fee~ one foot taller than side loaders. Emp­
tying the c:any can c»tttainer over the top of
the bUCk~ another two feel of cleM·
IIJlCC, headroom that may not be available in
certain communities.

111c n'C)'clin~ CC)mpac:hlr
In the queSl for a more m:ltcrial·Jri~lldly ~101I

efftciem recycling compactor. \VaSle Man­
2,gement, Inc. (Oak Brook. Illinois) worL:ed
with a major lruck manuf3cluref \0 build a
from loading packer with recycling collec­
Hon in mind. Waste Management has "more
than a handful of these (front loader] lrUcks

. in savi<:e a1 mqrc: lhan a handful of I<x:ations.n
according to a company representative.

Instead of a sweeping compacting blade
to move materials into the chamber, usually
associated with lroUgh-type side loaders, the
front loader uses a horizontal packer blade
that n:sults in less breakage. l1te uuck also
fearum; a hea~-built body, wbich is divid-

JlQtures IDdude:
• All tubs open bydraulically for sa ric:iIIg and

cbanging screens.
• 'I\Ib operation Is c:ontroDed by electronic

govauor.
• All elevators dri~ from the top with robber

laUeeI pulley.
• Mill base Is of %" plate, bas 1" IIIi1I dIsIIs and

1'h" IIIi1I pins.
• Tllb Qoor Is .'h" aIlrutIe~tplate,
·1Ub.wal1s lIJe~" plate,
• Hydraforlt maIIl:s It a __ operation.

load.'S are cnlicalto Rumpkc hL'(;JUSC Ul.d.:S

have to make a one-hour. one-way trip loth~

beginning oflhe route in \Vc!lo1eryille, ou(sid~
of Columbus.

One vehicle wiIJ dri\'e by 100 house~ per
!lour, of which 90 percent will set aU,t recy~
llables. In a I (}'hourday on route, the truck
will make 800 to 900 SlOpS. or one pickup every
40 seconds.

Recycling payloads average s.ix to seven
IOns, and the tI\lcks still have capacity avail­
able at the end oflhe day. By compar;"""
loose fiU lttyC!ingcollection trucks get a pay­
load ofonly two to three tons and will make
two trips to theme processing facHity to
unload.

0ftIc~_"'_COI'd
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