SOLID 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
Doug Coenen, OWS

Bruce Broussard, Citizen

Ralph Gilbert, Bast 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, OSSI/Tri-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 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
regarding the discussion at the August SWAC meeting. The CSWC agreed with the SWAC
recommendations that: (1) sufficient time be given to develope a new Regional Solid Waste
Management Plan; (2) a status report on work-to-date be delivered to the Council in December
that identifies key issues including those that might be relevant to the FY95-96 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:

1. Opportunities for co-collection of garbage and recyclables 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.

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

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

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

B, Benchmarks beyond traditional tonnage measures should be considered. There are
goals that arc not best evaluated in terms of the amount of waste. An example is
minimizing traffic impacts of the solid waste system. Vehicle miles might 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 information is inadequate to establish
benchmarks, then 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.

D. There are certain goals that cannot be monitored in terms 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 of the Planning Subcomminee: 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
to Metro and local governments. Local governments will decide how to collect revenue
needed for collection.

Report of the Planning Subcommittee: Technical Analysis of Alternatives:

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 of alternatives. The next
task will be 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 whether the current analysis
was overestimating the per ton costs of alternatives by only considering "commercial hauler”
tonnage (GET SOME HELP FROM DOUG ON WORDING).
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4, Other Business/Citizen Communication

Terry Petersen pointed out the article in Waste Age that featured United Disposal and the
recently approved Willamette Resources recovery facility as "Facility of the Month".

The meeting was adjourned at 10:30 A M.

SHARE\PETS\SWAC\1994\SWAC0921 MIN



SWAC D™®ussion Material
10/19/34

DRAFT EVALUATION CRITERIA & BENCHMARKS

eritper.doc

Goal Evaluation Current Benchmark Example of Future Year Data
Criteria Value i Benchmark Sources
1. Cost Effectiveness Total System cost per ton $145/ton i TBD* Metro Simulation Model
2. Flexibility & Sustainability 1. Adaptability of transfer facilities Limited ability to respond to Expanded ability to respond to
changing conditions changing conditions
2. Stability of processing facilities Compost facility siting issues No compost facility siting issues
3. Prevent Waste Regional “"pet-eapita waste peneration 1.3 tons/person/year i 1.0 tons/personfyear Recycling Level Survey
Waste Characterization
Metro Transaction Data
4. Recycle & Recaver Waste 1. Regional recycling level 38% of waste gencrated 50% of waste generated Recycling Level Survey
2. Amount of waste disposed by program 3.4 Ibs yard debris/hh/wk 0 Ibs yard debris/hhvwk Program Monitoring
3. Ease of implementation Waste Characterization
Metro Transaction Data
5. Accessibility of Disposal Services 1. Average haul time per trip WA County: 25 min/trip WA County: 18 min/trip - Metro Simulation Model
2. Avemge haul time per ton WA County: 5 min/ton WA County: 3.5 min/ton
6. Availability of Recovery Facilities Uniform geographic distribution Dry waste recovery facilities serve i Dry waste recovery facilities Metro Transaction Data
only parts of the region serve entire region
7. Reduce Toxic Waste Amount of toxic waste improperly delivered for : 1,000 tons/year 0 tons/year Wastc Characterization
disposal
8. Rate Equity (Metra fees) Payments into system propoertional to benefits
9. Conserve natural resources Proportion of wasle managed by different parts | Prevention TBD Prevention % Recycling Level Survey
of the State hierarchy Recycling 28.3% Recycling 50% Waste Characterization
Composting 6.4% Composting 10% Metro Transaction Data
Recover Energy 7.9% Recover Energy 5%
Disposal 57.4% Disposal 30%
10. Conserve landfill space Total tons landfilled 930,000 tons per year 700,000 tons per year Metro Transaction Data
11. Reduce vehicle impacts Total haul miles TBD TBD Metro Simulation Model
12. Reduce illegal dmphg Number of illegal dump sites 32 major sites 5 major sites Annual Illegal Dumping
Survey
*TBD To be determined
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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 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 Collection Technology Changes
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ISSUE #1:
REGIONAL WASTE REDUCTION PRIORITIES
Backaround

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 Recovery Population QGenerated Recovered Landfilled
Level Tons Tons™* Tons
1994 38% 1,287,000 1,540,000 610,000 930,000
2000 38% 1,400,000 *1,680,000* 640,000 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 1954 level of
1,12 tons per person. Tennages exclude petroleumn contaminated soils and other special waste.
**Includes all management alternatives to landfilling: reduce, reuse, recycling, energy recovery, and composting.

Management Options

The following table summarizes the waste reduction altematives 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* Potential Diversion Program Cost
(tons/year) {tons/year) (per ton)

1. Home Composting 139,000 to 152,000 7,000 to 16,000 <$18

2 Commercial Waste Prevention 43,000 to 47,000 5,000 to 10,000 $84 to $143
3. Expand Residential Curbside Recycling 24,000 to 27,000 9,000 to 20,000 $138to $183
4. Commingled Piastics Collection 7,000 to 8,000 3,000 to 7,000 $332tc $588
5. Commetcial Commingled Paper 102,000 to 112,000 40,000 to 65,000 $149 to $161
8. Commercial Commingled Paper & Containers 117,000 to 128,000 46,000 to 75,000 $116 to $120
7. On-Site Construction Recycling 133,000 to 146,000 70,000 to 90,000 $131to $135
8. Dry Waste Recovery Facilities 203,000 to 223,000 150,000 to 165,000 $11410 §115
9. Commercial Organics Recovery 43,000 to 47,000 11,000 to 25,000 $226 to $269
10. Residential Organics Recovery 109,000 to 120,000 50,000 to 70,000 $334 to $343

*Tons currently landfilled that are targeted by the alternative.

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 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 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,
inciuding:

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

; !

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.

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.

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.

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.

Key Issues

1.

2.

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

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?

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 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 mest 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 reguiatory policy should be examined to see if there is a need for greater
involvement by Metro or other governments.

Management Options

1.

Aliow private owners cf mixed waste recovery facilities to engage in cther parts of the system
in order to expand the availability of the recovery service.

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

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

Key Questions

. Should the region continue to depend on the private sector to provide recovery capacity for

mixed dry waste?

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

Should Metro Central play a 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 recoverabie?

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?

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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ISSUE #4:
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 faciiities. 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 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 license/franchise fee) for facilities 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. f new or expanded solid waste activities are recommended, are they better funded through
aiternatives 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 couid 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 FACILITIES
AS COLLECTION TECHNOLOGY CHANGES
ckaround

As collection technologies evolve, transfer stations and other facilities could be used in pew
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-collection 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. WR! 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 technoiogies 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 2t for you?

¢¢It would not be a stretch to see 256% of curbside collection...being [served] using co-
collection [methods] within three to four years,?” predicts Ron Perkins, director of recy-
cling operations with the American Plastics Council (Washington, D.C.). But with hightech co-collection
vehicles, blue bags, and even modified units, the debate continues as to which cocollection 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 advantages
and disadvantages of “traditional” versus co-collection ser-
vice, the first items that need to be considered are the
obstacles that the route presents—or may present—to a par-
ticular method of collection.

Questions 1o ask:

+ Location—Is it a rural, suburban, or urban route?

* Materials recovery facility (MRF) proximity—Is

the MRF close to the landfiil or transfer station?

+ Wages—Are wage rates high?

Onccyouhaw&camwustothesequesdons,it
will be easier to customize your collection service to suit
your route.

“There’s no question that if you're on a rural route,
you should definitely be cocollecting,” asserts Jim McMa-
hon, marketing director for May Manufacturing (Arvada,
Colo.). “In a rural area, it makes more sense to have just
one truck out there,” concurs Jonathan Burgiel, director
of materials recovery for R W. Beck and Associates (Orfan-
do, Fla.).

The advantages of co-collection in a rural area are
numerous, according to McMahon, Burgiel, and Perkins.
For one thing, “you’re not sending two trucks down the
street tearing up the roadway,” Perkins says. You're also

“reducing the amount of fuel usage, and when you real-
ly look at it, it's saving all the driving time of the two
trucks.”

As for urban settings, the advantages of co-collection
require more careful analysis. Factors such as wage rates
and tight streets may affect not only the cost-effectiveness
of the system, but the overall service as well. “I wouldn't
recommend [co-collection] for a major municipality
[that] can send out a separate truck [to accommaodate a
high volume of recyclables),” McMahon admits.

On the other hand, most co-collection systems require
only one or two employees to both operate the truck and
collect the refuse and recyclables. Separate collection
requires not only two trucks, but generally more per-
sonnel. Consequemtly, “in urban areas, you may want to
put more money in the {cocollection] equipment if you
have higher wage rates,” Burgiel says.
~ Another logistical consideration for urban areas is the
longer length of most co-collection vehicles. Most cities
have narrow streets and tight corners that may be hard
to manipulate. Still, with a linle planning, this problem
can be overcome as well. “Take a look at the chassis and
attempt to compensate for a longer vehide,” McMahon
says. “You need to make sure you have the same turning
radius.”

BY JENNIFER A. GOFF
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Co-Collection Contd.

AsMcMahonpounsmL}mmersrmllyhzvetodo
some comparison shopping. “You have to look at the
cost of our unit {the Western Curbside Collector]; a half-
hour extra on the route each day; and the cost of cab con-
version, and compare it to the cost of separate collection.”

R.W. Beck recently completed a comprehensive study
that addressed collection costs of several co-collection
pilot programs in South Florida.

Not surprisingly, the specific results, in terms of the
cost-effectiveness of the individual systems, varied. Over-
all however, “The bottom line was that the co-collection
systems were [generally] 13-15% more costeffective,”
Burgiel says.

According to the study, “principal factors which affect
the cost in the analyses when comparing total cost per

We’re in the money household per month were found to be:
In some ways, it is easier to determine the cost-effec- » Truck capacity by material;
tiveness of co-collection for rural and urban routes, sim- - Number of employees used per truck
ply because factors such as driving time and wage rates and their salaries;
are relatively easy 1o identify and measure. + Cydle time during collection;
In terms of the cost of collection, the suburban route - Household participation rate;
presents a more complex set of issues and requires a + Amount set out per household by material; and
more detailed investigation into the potential benefits of + Offroute time.”

one system over another. Unproductive, off-route time is a critical issue when

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

considering the economics of cocollection. “We try to
oversize the recycling compartment in the truck...so that
it's the trash, not the recyclables, that drives that truck off
the route,” McMahon explains.

Skeptics of co-collection are particularly concerned
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Co-Collection Contd.

to require in the truck. But in the Lake Worth pilot pro-
gram, plastics were “collected in an Oshkosh collection
vehicle equipped with a 17-cubic-yard sideloading refuse
compaction unit,” according to the R.W. Beck study. “As
it turned out...the refuse body filled up just about the same
time as the recydables section filled up,” Perkins says. “T'll
say, with a plastics compactor, you'll never have to go off
route [specifically because of plastics] because it will hold
3001400 pounds of plastic.”

Another related, off-route problem is the location of
the MRF. “You lose the economies of onestop dumping
if the MRF is not close to the landfill,” Burgiel says. How-
ever, “if you have a longerterm view, and you can locate
the MRF next to the waste disposal facility, {co-collection)
really makes sense.”

So, what’s the problem?
Based on the studies that have been conducted so far,

co-collection would seem to be the answer for haulers who
are trying to cut costs, as well as the solution for those try-
ing to make recycling work in the midst of plummeting
markets. So why isn't it catching on?

“The obstacles are resistance to try something new,”
McMahon explains. “We talk to cities and private haulers
all the time. ...Although they don't like the cost of sepa-
rate collection...you have ‘rules of thumb' in separate col-
lection. In co-collection, the trick to building the truck is
to size all of the compartments so that they fill simulta-
neously. That requires really thinking about the routes
ahead of time. People just want 1o order a truck.”

Another reason, according to Perkins, is that recycling
really only started to boom in the late 1980s. “There’s a
lot of equipment out there that's still relatively new. When
that equipment wears out...[co-collection] will definitely
catch on.” 8
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Packers join the recycling team

by Steve Apotheker
Resource Recycling

raditional packer trucks and new

recycling compactor trucks, in all
shapes and sizes, are being drafted for
recycling collection programs.

If someone says they have the answer, stay
away from them. There is no one right
answer, but some answers are more right than
others,” says a manager with one national
waste hauling firm.

Five years ago, one might have predicted
residential recycling collection was going to
take a serious toll on the numbers of garbage
packer trucks. However, a funny thing hap-
pened on the way to the wake. In a quesito
cut recycling collection costs, traffic conges-
tion and air pollution, recycling collection
programs are exploring different equipment
strategies, several of which involve the work-
horse of waste collection — the packer trucks.

As more communities adopt a two-stream
tem paired with a materials recovery facility,
they consider existing packer trucks as poten-
tial recycling collection vehicles, instead of
purchasing dedicated multi-compartment recy-
cling vehicles. Recycling collection can offer
a new lease on life for older packer trucks.

Some truck marufacturers have gooe onc
step further and modified the traditional pack-
er design into 2 two-compartment, compact-
ing vehicle with greater payload, ease of oper-
ation and better material handling features for

ling collection. Of the over 500 com- -

ities served with curbside recycling col-
lection by Browning-Ferris Industries, about
25 percent are having commingled recyclables
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mmofdwtdcdpackernucbfonmydmgmﬁeumubemg tested by New York

City's Department of Sanitation.

uon vchaclc to haudlc a oogghmau_o_g of
garbage, recyclables and yard debris on the
same truck, but in separate chambers. Instcad

of three separate weekly truck collections for
recyclables, yard debris and garbage, a divid-
ed packer can accommodate three material
streams with two weekly collections.

This article illustrates ways that commu-
nities and companics are using packers in try-



g w0 keep the Lid on costs as they grapple
with the challenge of inegrating reeveling
and waste coliection programs.

A truck for all scasons

With the daunting challenge of implement-
ing citywide recycling collection in the
nation's largest and most deasely populated
city at 2 ume of fiscal stress, ease of imple-
mentation and low costs have been of para-
mount concem. For Steve Lawills, assistant
commissioner of operations and planning for
the New York City Department of Sanitation,
that means maintaining the interchangeabil-
ity of recycling and wasle coliection vehicles.

The versatility of a rear loading packer in
collecting garbage has withstood the test of
time in New York City. The truck’s capa-
cious hopper can handle typical singie-
family waste loads, including bulky fumiture
discards, as well as service higher density
housing that produces the wide plastic bags
of compacted refuse, dubbed “'sausage bags.”
Twao-person crews are used for all rear loader
collection activities.

The city converted its 25-cubic-yard rear
loaders to recycling collaction duty by desig-
nating one truck for paper and one for com-
mingled containers. Collection is weekly in
areas of high participaton; in arcas of lower par-
ticipation, paper is collectsd one week., foliowed
by commingled containers the next week.

+/ Commingled recycling collection

favors the use of partitioned compact-
ing vehicles.

+ Compacting trucks are valued
because of large payloads and the
flexibility to collect recyclables and
waste.

v Glass breakage can be a significant
problem, depending on vehicle
design and operation.

For much of 1993, the department evalu-
ated 30 prototype split-body trucks. These
rear loading, compacting trucks have two sep-
arate compartments of 10 and 15 cubic yards
each. The trucks collected paper in one com-
partment and containers in the other. They
were operated in 17 of the 59 community dis-
tricts across the entire range of housing den-
sity and income levels to-see if there were
savings in collection truck shifts when com-
pared to the number of conventional trucks
operated in the same districts.

In most cases, use of the split-body truck
required more truck shifts than did the use of

comventional rear loaders. The split-body
truck was canstrained from completing its
assigned routes by the volume capacities of
the smaller compartment or by the addition-
al time required to collect both materials at
each stop. The split-body wucks resulied in
collection savings only in high-income,
low-density districts, which compose only
about 12 percent of the current recycling truck
shifts. When these marginal collection sav-
ings were offset by the higher maintenance
and eapital cost of the split-body trucks, the
negligible remaining savings were not enough
1o omweigh the other benefits of having a uni-
form collection truck fleet.

However. since August 1993, the city has
been conducting an experiment in'the Bronx
to see if commingling of all recyclables in
one truck might be more cost effective in areas
with a variety of participation rates and hous-
ing densitics. The initial result has been a
gratifying 20 to 25 percent reduction in oper-
ating costs because setouts of paper and con-
tainers mean that trucks are retuming with
bigger payloads than previously.

Lawitts points out that further investiga-
tion is being done on how commingled col-
lection affects the marketability of the paper
and the cost of processing. Samples of paper
collected from both the new commingled col-
lection test area and the standard separated
collection program have been sent to a labo-
ratory for a quality analysis. An advisory

T
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LTOUP O PAPCT PIOCESSOTS s evaluming the
quality of the commingled paper,

If the paper appears t be of sufliciently
high quality. the ety will compare collection
cost savings versus any increased processing
costs that might be incurred. This might ot
be an issue if the economics of the pilot proj-
k¢t hold up. The processor handling the com-
mingled recyclables is charging $22 per ton
for the mixed containers. about half the cost
now paid to processors handling containers
from the citywide program. The commin-
gled paper from the pilot program is also han-
dled at a slightly lower cost than is currently
being paid 10 process most of the paper from
the regular recyeling coliection program.

With recycling collection and processing
costing about $240 per ton and refuse col-
lection and disposal averaging closer to $145
per ton, the city is keen to realize cost reduc-
tions where it can. However, the program is
still in flux, with citywide recycling collec-
tion service being reached only last Septem-
ber (see “Curbside recycling collection trends
in the 40 largest U.S. cities” in the December
1993 issue).

It has not been until this year that a city-
wide public education outreach on recycling
collection could be conducted through the
media. A successful outreach efTort could
yield higher participation and more setouts,
making the city’s original collection approach
cost effective in more areas of the city.

-

The Ciry of Houston, along with

L

the American Plastics Council, is testing the efficiency of collecting

recyclables with a modified side-loading garbage iruck.

One other recycling collection study is tar-
geted for the Big Apple later this year. A two-
month pilot project will be used to study the
recovery of loose recyclables from mixed
wastes collected by the rear loaders. An area

ed so that the waste has a high percentage of
recyclables available for potential recovery.

Autoload
The City of Milwaukee is taking an integrat-

of low recycling participation will be select- | ed approach to its waste management and

WALING/

With This Capacity, A Champion
Lan Go More Than

A Few Rounds

The Walinga Champion

« Pesitive power up & dows

* 45 yard capacity

« Hydrautic Bastle tafl gate

« Walinga Factory “Cak
Conversion™

TRANSFOR?AT@

IPMENI: ;.

Walinga Inc., R.R. #3, Guelgh, Ontario, Carada H1H 812

% el (515} 824-8520 Fax (313) 8243651



recycling programs. And ke New York City,
1 decided that the rear loader should be the
standard bearer of its program. However, d
is where the similarities end.

After conducting several different collec-
tion projects for waste and recyclables, the
city solid waste managemen! staff selected
semi-automated collection with 90-gallon
containers as the way 10 go for both matenial

sureans. The city selected a tandem-axle rear
louder with a capacity of 25 cubic yards, and
for recycling, split the truck from side 1o side
inio two chambers with a ratio of 60 to 40.

Residents are provided with a 80-galion
recycling collection cart that is divided to
match the truck’s partition. Paper and com-
mingled containers are accepted.

A special lifing mechanism tips the can

Just

P
b

=

Single
Cylinder
($9,900.)

Or

Twin
Cylinder F
($11.350)

THE CALLAHAN 5th WHEEL HOIST

The Callahan Fifth Wheel Hoist Dumps All Fiatbed Semi-railers And
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Pounds To Existing Truck Weight.
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H MFG. rovaL crry, WA.
PO. Box 205, 253 Camelia
r Royal City, WA 99357
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* one-man unioading
* from trailer-to-storage via forklift

inta the big hopper. The average seiout of
recyclables is almost 50 pounds, or about three
times that of a traditional bin or bag program.
It is this large volume at each stop, argues
Steve Brachman. Milwaukee’s resource
recovery manager, that makes the rear Juader
cost effective in this application.

The city currently has 75,000 carts dis-
tibuted, with another 108,000 to go out before
the end of 1996. Cost of the carts, which have
25 percent post-consumer recycled plastic
content, is $56 with the divider. The collec-
tion wucks are $127.000. The city was abie
10 bring costs down by bidding out all the
trucks and carts at one time, but requesting a
phased-in delivery.

The main problem to date has been glass
breakage, averaging over 25 percent during
collection and 35 percent at the materials
recovery facifity. A new processing facility
will open this summer that Brachman expects
will be reduce glass breakage at the back end.
During collection, the breakage seems (o
come more from residents dropping recy-
clables into the four-foot-tall carnt and from
emptying the cart into the truck hopper, than
from compacting the containers.

Plastics packing

The American Plastics Council (Washing-
ton, D.C.) has conducted a number of pilot
projects to test the effectiveness of different
curbside recycling collection systems, espe-
cially with regard to plastics recovery. One
testin Palm Beach County, Florida involved
the co-collection of waste and recyclables in
a specially designed side loader (see “ Co-
collection: Is it a viable technique™ in the
June 1993 issue).

In the co-collection vehicle, garbage is
compacted in the rear compartment of the
truck, plastics go into a separate compacting
bin, and paper and commingled containers
are placed into separate, noncompacting bins.

PROTAINER

* sel-dumping bins

* no manual unloading

* bins lock to trailer for transport
security

Cali for information on
our comptete line today —

A new addition to our proven tine of dependabile and cost-effective recydling equipment
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some processing equipment.

Circle 99 on RR service card tic bottles to float to the top of the pilc.

rehmman resuhs mdicated 4 20 percent sin-
inus of the cost of two corventional rucks,
Since that test. the truck manufaciurer has
split the paper and container bins for multi-
ple curbside soniing. The truck can atso be
obtained without & plastics compactor, which
increases the size of the paper and container
bins by almost 50 percent. to 11 cubic yards
of loading capacity for exch bin. The com-
puny will have 21 trucks in vanous size com-

In Houston. APC is testing the cfficiency
of collecting recyclables with 2 modified side-
joading garbage truck. The truck has been
split vertically down the rmiddle, with 11 cubic
vards in each part of the truck. The single-
axle side loader has an estimated payload of
five tons. The experiment will evaluate the
effect of compaction on collection and test

The test project started last October. Old
newspapers are sel oul in paper bags. and
commingled metal cans, glass and plastic bot-
tles (all resin types) are placed into plastic
bags. Residents in the test area are provided
with the 30-gallon plastic bags. One advan-
tage of the bags is to help keep the plastic bot-
tles next to the glass bottles, thus providing
some cushioning in the fight compaciion
process. With a pile of loose, commingled
containers, glass bottles tend to sink and plas-

THE USER FRIENDLY WIRE 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 m=.
PO. Box 68207 Oak Grove, Oregon 97268 U.S.A. P e Lwielvh
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About X daily pickups ae heing nuade
12 roate that contins about 1,100 homes.
stouts seem 0 consist of fuirly full bags.
-ading observens 10 speculate that residents
o not feel the need to set out recyclables as
equently. (For more information on bag
ollection and set-oul intervals. see *Improv-
~g the efficiency of curbside recycling col-
sction™ in this 1ssue )

The average time from the beginning of
ne stop to the next. including collection. is
bout 33 seconds. Side loaders are increas-
agly favored for residential waste collection

recause drivers have to take only a few steps
o the hopper instead of walking all the way
o the back of a rear loader. This can save
cveral miles of walking 2 day for the driver.

So far, the truck and one-person crew have

>een able to complete the routes without
eaching capacity. Payloads of four to five
ons have been recorded in the Houston recy-
-ling collection study. The paper chamber
often reaches capacity at 7,000 pounds. The
sommingled container section, holding about
2,400 pounds at the end of the route, still has
space available.

One tradeoff of compaction is breakage of
alass bottles, with one estimate putting the
ioss at 25 percent or more. Additional work
is being done in the pilot program to measure
the level of breakage and to test modifications
that might reduce glass loss.

The Houston study is also testing the effi-
ciency of a screw-augur debagger to remove
the commingied containers from the plastic
bag. The pilot project will conclude in Octo-
ber 1994.

Seizing the container
One of the main drawbacks to most packers

or specially designed compacting recycling
collection trucks is glass container breakage.
However, some programs, are seizing the bull
by the horns, or in this case, the glass con-
tainer by the neck.

Rumpke Waste (Circleville, Ohio) has
rerrofinted old side loaders with a special bin,
located between the cab and packing body,

that can hold three coloss of glass. The bin

slides in and out of the truck on rails. Hinged
doors release the broken, color-sorted glass
into different bunkers or roll-off containers.
A forklift is used to remove and replace full
glass collection bins if there isn't time to
empty them.

Rumpke buys the used side loaders for
abhout $15,000 to $20,000 and spends another
$10,000 1o renovate them with glass bins and
dividers. The 25-cubic-yard sida loaders are
divided into two equal sections with a fixed
divider. A second compacting blade is added,
but both blades are operated together.

Old newspapers and commingled
and plastic containers are put into the two
chambers. Without the glass, the tnucks can
be operated with full compaction. Big pay-
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loads are critical to Rumpke because trucks
have to make a one-hour. one-way trip o the
beginning of the route in Westerviile, outside
of Columbus.

One vehicle will drive by 100 houses per
our, of which 90 percent will set out recy-
lables. Ina 10-hour day on route, the truck

will make 800 to 900 stops. ar one pickup every
40 seconds.

Recycling payloads average six 1o seven
tons, and the trucks still have capacity avail-
able at the end of the day. By comparnson,
loose fill recycling collection trucks get a pay-
load of only two to three tons and will make
two trips to the the processing facility to
unload.

The recycling compactor
In the quest for a more material-friendly and
elficient recycling compacior, Waste Man-
agement, Inc. (Oak Brook, Illinois) worked
with a major truck manufacturer to build a
front loading packer with recycling collec-
tion in mind. Waste Management has “more
than a handful of these [front loader] trucks
in service at more than a handful of locations.”
according to a company representative.
Instead of a sweeping compacting blade
10 move materials into the chamber, usually
associated with trough-type side loaders, the
front loader uses a horizontal packer blade
that results in less breakage. The truck also
features a heavier-built body, which is divid-
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ed by a removable pantition fur t(wo-streay
commingled recycling collection. A dividey
carry can conainer, two 10 three cubic yanlg
in volume. is located in front of the truck ang
provides a low-access hopper for recyclables

The big payoff 1s the payload of five 1ons
in the ruck with a capacity of 30 cubic yards.
Operators could cram more material into the
ruck, but at the cost of losing more glass 1o
breakage.

The cost of a front loader recycling truck
is about one-fifth more than a compacting
side loader and almost double that of a muli-
sort curbside recycling collection truck priced
at $80,000. However, the new breed of com-
pacting trucks delivers a payload that is twice
as large as the 1nulti-sort truck. allowing the
driver to stay out on the route for the entire
work day. _

One of the main reasons to justify the from
loader"s premium price was the flexibility of
having one truck do both recycling and waste
collection efficiently. In the Chicago area, a
Waste Management operation is using the
trucks for solid waste collection by remov-
ing the partition and changing the 30-cuvic-
yard recycling body to a 22-cubic-yard solid
waste one. The entire change takes about 20
minutes and can be done by one person.

Some other advantages of a front loader
recycling truck over a side loader are fewer
steps by the driver to the loading can, a big-
ger charging area and lower sill height. One
disadvantage is the front loader height of 13.0
feet, one foot taller than side loaders. Emp-
tying the carry can container over the top of
the truck requires another two feet of clear-
ance, headroom that may not be available in
certain communities.

One stone, three birds
Bmwniﬁng-jaﬁs Industries (Houston, Texas)
i testing a multi-purpose compacting vehi-
1 e lab debris and
garbage. The experiment, which started in
February 1994, will go for one year and
involve 1,700 homes on two routes in West
Houston.

A conventional rear loader, with a capaci-
ty of 25 cubic yards, is divided end-to-end by
a vertical, fixed partition into about {5 cubic
yards and 10 cubic yards. The truck will col-
lect garbage and yard debris on one pass, then
pick up old newspapers and commingled con-
tainers on the second weekly collection.

Several modifications have been made
based on the company’s experience collect-
ing recyclables in packer trucks in Cleveland
and other service areas. There are two com-
paction blades, with handles on each side of
the truck, so that different materials can

age as the contziners slide into the body of
the truck. Also, independent tailgates for each
chamber have been fabricated allowing the
two materials to be dumped separately. RR



