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METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT 

BOARD OF DIRECTOR'S MEETING MINUTES 

OF 

FEBRUARY 19, 1971 

ATTENDANCE 

Eldon H6ut, Chairman 
Lloyd Anderson 
Robert Schumacher 
Gus Mohr 
Harold Ruecker 
Sidney Bartels 
Homer C. Chandler, Executive Director 
Herbert Hardy, Attorney 

There being a quorum present, the Board considered the following: 

A. LEGAL REPORT 

Mr. Hardy reported on legal and fiscal matters that may affect 
MSD. He emphasized that the question has been raised as to 
the legality of the provision in the State Pollution Bond Act 
which indicates a local agency can secure a loan from the 
State to finance anti-pollution facilities, secure the loan 
by imposing service charges and that this can be done without 
a vote of the people. Mr. Hardy stated that the Attorney 
General has determined that a declaratory judgment clarifying 
this point should be obtained from the Supreme Court and that 
MSD should be a party to that action. 

Mr. Anderson moved that Mr. Hardy be authorized to proceed with 
seeking the declaratory jud~ment; Mr. Bartels seconded the 
motion; motion carried unan~mously. 
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B. SOLID WASTES ENGINEERING REPORT 

Mr. Chandler stated that in response to a request of the Board, the 
MSD Public Works Advisory Committee has developed a conceptual 
design of a solid wastes disposal system that MSD could implement 
now if funds areavailable. The Committee has based this concept 
on the declared policies of the MSD Board. He emphasized that, 
what is suggested is minimal in scope, is based on present technology. 
and would have to have considerably more detailed development be-. 
fore it can be implemented, however, it should be detailed enough 
to provide the Board with a program that can be used in negotiating 
with the State for MSD financing. 

Homer Tunks, CRAG Engineer, presented the Advisory Committee 
report (attached). 

The Board accepted the report for consideration. 

C. FINANCIAL REPORT 

Mr. Ed Wells of the firm of Bartle-Wells presented his company's 
capabilities in assisting the Board in developing a financial plan 
for a solid wastes disposal operation. 

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 2:45 p.m. 
Next meeting is set for March 12, 1971. 
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TO: 

FRO'M: 

·~20 S. \'1 . .;n: J,'IE....:u.; • SUITE ZOO • POJ1TLt..NO, OREGON !l7204 • (~03) 226-433 I 

c, .. ..,cr:AMA3 c~.~ ... :-.:';Y, c:,c:~or• 
.;:r4.,s "'Ct.,.:,..,...,.-. Gc,..:f'ltJ 

HEMORANDUM 

Netropolitan Service District Board 

YIAStM.GTON CO\JNTY, Ci<tCO~ 
Crt'•• an Vl•s"'"•'"" County /~ 

Homer C. Chandler DATE: February 19, 1971 

SUBJECT: Solid Hastes Budget 

Pursuant to your instructions, the Solid Hastes Advisory Com­
mittee has, during the past ~\~eek, considered a work program and 
budget that might be used by the District in the District's 
attcm?ts to g·et State Bond money earmarked for developing a 
Solid ~.Jastes Disposal System. 

In submitting the attached suggestion, the Com."!littee '\vould like 
it emphasized that this is only a conceptual plan of a Solid 
lvastes Disposal Systen that is based on the Board's policy of 
providing a regional disposal site or sites and transfer sta­
tions. 

Th-= Cc:.<rnitt.;e also '\vishes to emphasize that this proposal 
rc:.pre~r..!nts a ninim.a1 progr.s.m reflecting current technology. It 
do2s not: consiC:er such disnosal nrocesses as incineration and 
:c.::cyc~in;. The: CoP.mitt~e's intent is to port:;:-ay a conce.pt"..lc.l 
p:cogrc.:n th.:l.t the: District could employ as a means o£ getting 
start~d in developing a regional services. 

The Coi':'!r:li t tc:e recognizes that much study needs to b~ done before 
the District \dll have a fully developed Solid Hastes Disposal 
Sys tcr.1. It h2s also been portrayed to them that there c.rc no 
Stnte funds available to finance studies; thereiore, the Com­
r:litccc has endorsed the Solid Hastes Elc::tent of the CRAG \,~ork 
p:co;r~~ for 1971-72 as being vital co the District 1 s ability to 
provid.:; a \veil-prepared l{egional Solid .\-Jastes Disposal Sysccrn. 

Ii1 concJ.c.sion, th~ Cor:::-.littcQ sug;;c.sts that the District present 
to th2 St::1tc o=fici.::d.s <JS the basis cf ~eking bond monies 
... ,\, .. i 1 •. t>i.·> '1 1)··:~; • .,,)..., p·-o····"'""'"' "'O'~Sl.. < .• ;-~, .. :-, ~...,::. 
c.., ....... • '"• \.:: c:: 1 .. t.'-'l'-C.'~:.•L: J.. 0 ..a. '-•4ll '- L& .::.. '""-••-..:;:. v.L • 

.:.1. A co:1CC!l')t'l.~~ 1. nl nn of a ::cg1.on:ll sys tcm based on 
;.jSJ.) pol1.cie;s. · 
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b. A revenue plan as suggested by your atto~ney. 

c. The CRAG Solid \·:'astcs Planning Program for 
1971-72. 

This package provides a short-range approach, a financial plan 
to accor:-1plish the short-range objectives, and a planning pro­
gram that \·lill develop a long-range systeo. 

. . 

·-· ........ . 



1n cc·~·~.:.::.~-.: ,.,:..t.h i:he. Ncr.::.:or~o:Li-c.r:..i. S.::.::vic..:: Dis::::ict:, CRAG x·:ri::..J.. id.::rH.:i.:y 

and d.:.v..::lo? ~.-• .:r."twds r1;;.cd-=.d to irrr:?le-.n.::.nt: t:h.:: cG.clc.::c.<i ·policy o£ the. 
MSD Bor-.::d co provide a r~gional <iispos.:.l sys t~~:r1 :Eaz..turing a :c..:..~ionc:!-1 

dispos~l site or sites, transfer stations, and ~ variety of dis~osal 
methods. 

S.:.laries 
Consult2.nts 

R\:p"!:'oduct:ion 
Travel 
Da~a Processing 
Overhead 

TOTAL 

$2~,, 700 
2,500 
3,500 

5~000 

$39,700 

I 
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VII. SOLID HASTZ DIS?OSAL 

,\. GOALS OF ELEMENT 

Some of the problems of solid was'te disposal in· the region are 

identified below: 

a. The problem of solid waste disposal ~s not limitad to 
city, county, ana state boundaries. It is -a regional 
problem and solutions to ~aste disposal within the ?ortland 
metropolitan area should be considered on a metropolitan 
basis. Independent action by city and counties is not 
the type of· action·whicn will lead to effective, accept­
able and economic solutions~ 

b. Cu=rant disposal sites within the Portland metropolitan 
area have a limited life, generally less than ten years •. 

c. The City of Portland has disposal capacity in their total 
site co serve the City for an estaimted thirty years or . . . 
ap~roxirnately half of ~his if the site serves the.entire 
area. The p-:-esent site has capacity for. the City for 
five years or three years for·the area. 

d. All disposal sites restrict th~ type of material disposed. 

,· 

. . ' .. . . Pnaccaptable matar~a~ ~~ d~sposed in an.unacceptable manner 
.or 9-isposed of surreptitio"L:sly .. 

e .. Vehicle disposal is fast bacoming disposal pro~lem. 

f. Oil cisposal is a major problem.. I-!m.·7eve=, efforts are 
being made by industry.and goverr~ent to.solve this problam. 

g. The extent of the industrial solids waste problem is being 
assessed. Information is b~ing collected. 

'h. D.emolition and const1.-uction 't>7astc is currently beirig 

·,· 

z 
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disposed of 'l.vithout control.· A means of reducing this 
'\vaste to a waste acceptabl~ .·fo:r landf~ll is. needed. 

Reco~mendations by the Metropolitan Service Distr~ct solids waste 
subcommittee fo+lcn-10: 

T~.us, 

•' 

Quote in part:· 

"We believe that the District should immediat~ly proceed to 
accomplish among other things the following specific items: 

1. Select one or more regional sites where various 
sy~tems of solid waste disposal will be developed 
and operated. 

2. Locate transfar stations throughout the three Oregon 
counties. Solid \'7aste hauled to these stations by 
private o:c local government collectors will be carried 
to the disposal sites in la:::-ge vehicle.s under the 
control of the districto 

3.. Recycle o::- reclairn when feasible solid ~ .. ;ast:e fo-r 
other uses·.. An exarr.ple of recycling is the separation 
of paper from ocher solid \'7.s.ste for =:esale to na:oer .. . 

.m.a:nufS.c tu:ce:cs v 

/. 
-r. persons and in \-70rk.ing out 

the best. av~ilable disposal syste~s .. 

5.. Assist the cities and counties in pe~fecting collection 
o£ solid '·7aste.:; .. n 

CF:/-.G Is :=o:: this 
. 
E:.::e listed: 

n. Co-;."l.tir-.uc a 1ib::.::.ry of c:~isti:.1~; studies. 



. . . 

b. Continue inventory of exis~ing facilities. 
' . 

. . 
c. Continue mapping existing facilities: 

d., Conduct. meetings with involved agencieso 

.,_ 
e. Prepare progress reports on the '\'lork. 

... 
II.· Continue predicting future req4irements.--l4MD 

III .. 

a.. Waste loads. 

b. Land Requirements 

1. Add detail on soils,. typog~aphy,· water table·,. drain-. 

age, etc. ... 
Revie\v of Dispo,sal Methods ; • .:.30MD 

a. Current.. 

b .. 

. b. Lvcatic::1 

c _ Revi~-.;v -cr.ansf~r sites (Added to 1970-71 ?:cog::am) 

Ccst Inio::.>i.c.tio:-. -.:o ~_. 970-7 1-· ?·.~~I)'·A~m) - -vv ..... -·, 

v. C. i~a~sfer Sites.--1031~ 

1. Evalu~te Possible sites \·lith. tr~i..1si.::r stations· . 

i 
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2. Inte::i:;1 s e lee t.ic:.;. 

3. Eyaluate sites only 

4G !nt~:::im transfer station locations." 

D$ Conbinue cost information f~om Item.4d 

EG 1. Sita Selection future 

2u Transfer Selection future 

N01:.e: The above to ·be evaluated with land use, zoning, 
hoods, community .goals and objectives. 

neighbor-
• 

VI. Conduct public info:cmation programs involving:--53MD 

A. League of Homen Voters 
< . 

. .··. 

B. Chamber of Commerce 

C. City Club 

D. Private contractors and other· 

E. Incorporate Feedback 

. vr:. Study .a~c! 0., .. ; i""'o--l4'i"Y'f' ~""'...L.-.1.•\i;; ~:.-ll.J 

A. Collection Systems Existing 

l. Routes 

2. Collection Equi~~ent 

3. Economics 



VIII. 

. . 

·. 

An~lyzc and combine conclusions.--l32MD--from V, VI, VII for 
for compatible and economical area solutions. 

A. Finalize short.- and long-range sites . . 

1 • Domestic 

B. Continu~ study as necessary regarding: 

• 
2. Sludge 

3. Oil ~: 

4. Tires 

5. Cars and metals .. 
. . 

' .. 

·6. Spec_ial industrial 
. .. .. , ·.··· .. 

• , • 0 .. . ·· .. , . 
.. :, 

7. Building wastes . . 
... . ... 

: .. 

8 •. Brush, etc. 

9. Paper 

10. Other 

c~ Select transfer sites (domestic and other) 
, . 

. . 
1. Major 

2. 

D. 9utline Salvage Systems 

1. Initial . . ·.· 
" 

. ; , 0 • ; • • .·:. • •, ~ • • • • •• ,. • • 

,;·' :· o .. I ·~: .. · ... · 
2. Futura ' 

; ... 
.. 

,. ·.. : .... . ,.: .. 
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,? .. • L-, • ::o Salact.ion 

CR/.G p::oposed to develop, uith the e..ssista~ce of adviso:.--y 
sc:::e cri.tpria for the 

·selection of possible· solid 't·Jaste disposal sites. 

Recommendation during 1970 broaden this item to include 
crit:.eria and review possible t::ansfer station location and develop 
some basic cost info~-rnation in the 1970-1971 program. 

The previous year~ s study v1ill be continued along ""Vlith some 
items acdec as indicated and Ite~s 6-10 a~e added ~or com­
pletion of the fundamentals of an srea-wide plan as follows: 

A., 5.. Conti:me to evaluate sites g AfJ:.er sub-elements A-1 through 
A 4 h ., 1 ., ,. 
~- .ave ~een comp~etea =or reco~uendi~g sites e..nd transfer 
stations by ar~lyzed evaluated both short- and long-range 

. ,_ . 1 . ._ . 
poss~D::.. ~~..:Les .. 

A. 6.. Th'e public cc..-;.1.:10t support p:cog::ams ·without some knmvledge of 

~ecCs &nd met~ods. 
!!ro~·:-.J~ t-v~ .-4-; s~-,...;·,.,.~~c. ~..,.. ... = ..... -., ........ .:; 0.,., -:·c D~""0'0S 0 ~ _ -- _ w '"-'- ..., __ v\....:.-\:::;; ----U- .... a-- .L.o~. _...., _- ~..J ~Uo 

A./ .. A .. 0-..1t.lin2 k:w\·7lecg.:: of I:.'i:.e r.:ajor coll~ct:io.n syste~s 

stations - . nau.!.s, a-ce, 

P\.ll:.E:r!:a~i v2s 't.o t:ha systera \·Jill .. ue. studied 

/1 c ..• v .. 

~.::!E!.Ch(!d for . . . 
\::~ 01":0~L1l.CC_:... .:;_'!,'":,(! 
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. 
for site or sites for disposal ~~d transfer of domestic 

wastes. Some consultants time for analyzing results by computer 

p::o,grao:ning is allp't·7ed for. Study time may not permit complete 
. d • Ojd • h • 1 .,. h' ::ccomr:oen at~ons an , tne many ot er spe:c::..a_ \'Tastes. .:.n t. J..S 

.... • . . . ,. '-h .... . . 1 , b '- . d . . t.. case ~..nasa port:J..ons 0:1: .I- a s ~...uGy \'lJ. ... J. • e con~..J..nue J.n t:.u.e 

follmving yea:!:"Q s program. R d ,. • . '1 . 
ecomo~n·ac:Lons on ce~aJ. rout:Lngs 

and collection systems c:.re planned to be continued in ongoing 

programs .. 

A. 9. A brief revie·tv· of laws~ organizations·, and contracts \'7ill be 

initiated. 

A.lO. The report of Items 1 through 10 't·7ill be drafted, assembled, 

and print:ed. 

RELATIONSHIP TO PREVIOUS \-JORK 

The first year of tha study provided basic'information f inventory, 

and possible site selection 't•lith emphasis ori domestic wastes. This 
ye.c.:r ~ s stt:dy is to co~tinue ~Do~ 

. - , ana ge.!..~. This yee:r \·;Till devote time: ~o such 
i . ., ., ... b. " .. ,.. . ... . . ""' ~ re-cyc_:.:-;.g, ..s.:r.c. sa..:..vage: as . can. e ,;ust:.J.:i:J..ec :.r. 'C~ .. e Si:.ucy 

rasul-:.s 1• &:."ld begin t.!-:e: s-cudy of disposal o£ other waste:s" ~he thi::d 
or ~ ~ 1 .. .. • • . • • . .. . . ~ =o..!..._ov7l.ng yea~ c.:~:1~ 1.~ 2.s e:.n-:.:Lc:Lpc:ce(! ·co ~evote e:.cldi=.ior:al t.:.!lie 

re-
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... ' .. . , . . . 
Enginee:c.in6 Tec:·r:c:ician; 'tha· Pla:r:1ii.1g 'and Economic De-

invut c~d r2~o::ts~ .. - , 

0. ·. .. ····--····· ....... ' 

COSTS 

1.. 1 . 
~a ar~es 

Consultants: 
Travel · 

Reproduction and Miscellaneous 

Office Overhead 
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In Apri I of 1968~ the Environrr:er.T.:ll Standards Cornm.ittce appointee 
a:1 Ad :-loc Co~r.mi~l"tce kr.O'.·tn as the Solid \'/aste Sut:commit·ree. T:;c purpose of 
·;·his co:·c::-.1it7cc ~·1as ·ro cxo;mine 7he problems of solid v:aste disposal in the 
Portlc::-.d me1ropo!'i-tan area c:.nd ·;·o arrive a~· such conclusio:~s c.i.d recor.-:;r.cndt­
tlons zs its study indicated. Although this corr.'l'littce contained a nur..=>er cf 
r~.o:;-,bc:-s expe:r i cnccd in the prob I ems of so I i d vmste d i sposa I~ the cor.-.i~dt"i·ee 
\'.'~s r.ot ex;:.:::e-red ·i·o provide -~echnical solutions ,~or solid \oJastc disposal. 
;;.::;·j·hor1 the Corr.iiittee idcn·rified its responsibili1y to be one..:-. de7in!ng 
·r;,c scope and magni"'l·ude of the problem in the area 1 lts future grow7h, c:nd, 
··;·o ·:-he extent possible, a general- c.pproach or plan \·lhich vii II contribute tc. 
·i·he I ong-rc:nge so I ut! 0:1 of so I i d \·laste d I sposa! in "!"he Portland me·i·ropo i i tc: 1 

area. 

The Corr.mittec prepured a 56-page report'v1hich \-.ras suc;nii-ted to tt·) 
ChambG: Soard and approved Jcnuary o7 this year. A summary of the recor:."J'ler: la­
tions of· ·:-his Committee is as ·fo!lov1s: 

·. 

I. !tis recom~ended that the saniTary land fil i·~ethod ~a 
ado::>i·ed as rc:os·;· ccceptab!e and practica·: cpproach for 
disposal of solid \'Jcste in the Portl~nd rr.e~·ropolitan 
a:-ea until such ·:-lme as nev1 techniques or circumstances 
make other methods more accepta.b; e. 

2. Criteria for sanitary !and fill site selection should 
be broad in concept and uti I iry. Sanitary land fi i Is 
must be compatible \'lith the needs and desi.res of industry 

:and the pub! i c. 

3. PeD i! c c\·,·~re:-:ess o·~ the solid v~aste di sposa i prob! ems l;: 
th8 m.:::·i-ro;=.ol i·;-~n arc.c. ~;us"i" !:>e mcde a part Oi: any \·:as·:-e 
dl spcso • p:-·\:~gi-~;;1 .. 

4. Spacial troat~ant process QUSt be davaioped for the 
d • , , ·• • · ·r · · · · ·· .. zsposo .• o·r s0p···1c SG\·,•og.a s:ucge;l 01 ~ \\'a5Tes, auTcmoi)~ !a 
:--Z:·;use ar.d c-:·h.:::;- ! a:ge vo i u:.ie •::astes v:h i ch zre 01ot accc~-:-­
abl e in s;;.n j·;;:,ry land ·? i l !s." 

5 .. Ros9o:-.sibi i i-i·y ·[oi dis?~sa! of scl id ·\\'cs·ras shoJ~G .-ci';·,air. 
\·Ji7h -~·ha c:·: .. y or Coun-; .. ~,~ axc~p·; privc/·i .. ~ e:i·rerpr!sa should 
be enccurc.seo .. rc en·f\S:i :~to 7ha bus! ness o·f ·,.;astc d! spes~! 
throJgh franchlse. 

6. Colloc·dcr. of so! id was7e should remain undar· the diractio~ 
of lo~a: units of govcrnmGat. 

II 
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7. Citie:s and coun·riGs joi~·~:y cr-':~"i"e and acoj)t t..:nifo:-m 
s~~ndoras for tho col lcotion and disposal of solid 
\·:asi·a. 

8. Co::;prohor.sive ;;nd long-range prcoram for the col!.:;ction· 
.::.nd disposa: o·r soi id \·ms·;·e should be developed for i"ho 
?or·riand r.~3·i·i·o;:.cl i·;·.::m Oi\3a by a planning board consisting 
of .::xis~·ing ag~r.cios involv~xJ in solid waste col !E.ction 
and disposal in ·;·he me·rro district.· 

g-. C:~AG· {Cclumb:c:.- Region Association of Govcrnm<:mts) serves 
as the-vehicle or c.;:taiyst for bringing a! I agencies 
concern3d with the collection and dlspos2l of solid 
\·!astes ·ror the a rove-stated pu;-pose. A r;: .. :::·:-.:~ service 
d i stri c·:· cou I C: serve in -;·:.a same capacity. 

tO. lr;:,-.5dic.:-:·e si·eps should be ;a!<e:i ::or the io1mation o·r t:-.e 
:above-mentioned planning board •. 
. · 

4/:4/70 

·• 
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. SOLID HASTES CO~·:CEPTUAL PROPOSAL 

PRELIHI~A~Y ESTH!ATE-CAPITOL COSTS 

TRI-COUNTY ARl::A 

SPACE REQUIRE'l'ENTS 

Approximate total space requirements by year 2000 considering 
'fills approximately 30ft. in depth. 

Scheme 1 

Population Forecast 
Disposal Forecast 

1400 Acres 

PORTLAND SITE 

Scheme 2 

Citizens Participation 
in Salvage and Recycling 

1200 Acres 

Assume using the Portland site with a developable acreage of 
approximately 470+ acres. 

ADDITIO~AI. SITE OR SITES REQUIRED 

In addition to Portland's site, 930+ acres will be required for 
land fill area. Tne total acreage requirement will be larger 
to accon~odate site screening, buildings, etc. Say approximately 
20% additional or 1100+ acres. 

Sli"?-.:·lARY COSTS DIS!'OSAL SITES 

Portland: 

l.and 500 .:1cres x $2000 = 
Sit? icprovemcnts .. = 

(l..,cl·· ·Lo·~"s 1·•·')0''' cl,•·ns " .... ~.! ~ !~L:. '- '--:=--~ ... , ···'~ ' 
i',,..,,, 'Cl'J!····~z1·· (•·-,.o,...,., .. c: Vl) ~\'- \ 1.1 

1
U . ltu\...~ L.. "- .L. hl JJ Ci 

Total 

1 F1·o::t Black {~ Vc·tch 

etc.) 

$1,000,000 
$1,000,000 

500,000 

$2,500,000 
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Site 1100 Acres x $2000 for site 
~·:~':Equip:-:1.::;:-,c 1 unit $400,COO, 1 unit $330,000 

Site Improve~ents 

OR 

ASSu~E 2 ADDITIONAL SITES 

Sites 2 @ 550 acres each x $2000 
-.•:-,': 2 units Equipment 

Site Improvements 

· Cost per acre: 

DISPOSAl SITE COST 

4,000,000 = $3,650* 
1,100 

$2,200,000 
730,000 

1,000,000 

$3,930,000 

$2,200,000 
800,000 

1,100,000 

$4,100,000 

Land requirement for year 2000 and equipment capable of 
processing 1980 quantities. 

·Portland site 
Additional site or sites 

Adding a 20/., contingency factor 
increases this estimate to 

$2,500,000 
4,100' 000 . 

$6,600,000 

$ 7' soo' 000 

The above estimate does not include capacities of smaller 
disposal sites nmv in existance. 

is fro:11 B & V nnd City of Portland @ $3. 20/ton+ 

•':This figure is close to that calculated by C & G Engineers for 
Washin~~o~ County. 

'" 

~·:~·: ~·::.~:d·::. .:; ·1 :1c~5 .. cntc t~""!,~t 0C'tl:!..iJ:nc-..1t rr:t!st. ~c cz.un~lc of ( .. t3:1c~l i.i1-:: 
.:!IJ:n·ox~.:.:::tte:ly 1.5 x .:1v2r.::~_;c d.:1y using a base year o~ l<JSO ior 
~.:~~jif):: . ...:iii::. dt:si:;n c·d.tcriu of 2L:.CO r:.o JJOG r:.o~1s/day. .'· uni::. of 
~(;.Jl[X<i2llt. as cnlculatcd cnn handle 800 to 1200 tons per day. 



A .;uiccd cs tir:1ate of ar..ount of refuse tonnage handled by 
tr.::~nsier st.:1tions is apprmd~ately 2/3 of that going to sanitary 
l[:.nd fill sites. 

CAPITAL COSTS TRA!,IS!-ER A!\ID T~ANSPORT.ATION 

Co~?arison of 2 systems capable of handling 1975 quantities: 

Large Trans- Sm~ll Transfer 
fer Stations Stations 

*Trucks & 15 ton trailers- 24 & 40 
**Transfer stations 3 

1,056,000 
3,000,000 

4,056,000 

21 & 
100 

1,828,000 
600,000· 

2,428,000 

For estiQating purpose use 4,000,000 x 1.2 contingency factor 
or approximately $4,800,000. 

A~~UAL OPERATION HAINTE~At\CE k\JD DEBT SERVICE 

Is approximated at .$4.50 per ton. 

~·, Bc..sed 0~1 1 or 2 major disposal sites and average one lvay 
haul distance c:..pprmdmately 22.5 miles. 

-.•,-:: Econor:1ic.:~l transfer stations should be capable of handling 
mini~um of 250 to 500 tons per day each. 

:,;:T.:-.:OR J:::i?QS IT, S,\l.V:\GE AXD ~ECYCLP~G STATIONS 

In c.dd:U:ion to the major site or sites and the major transfer 
st.:.:tic~1s sr::aller public convGnience deposit, salvage and recycling 
st.:J.tions nrc needed. 

These .:1rc needed to fill in the voids between sites and major 
~~~~io~s ~~ci chc rur~l o~Lc~ n~0&S ~nd nroviri~ conv~nicnt access 
Lo t:1c pi..~·,)u.c, and .LL:J icve con~.!;C:scicn at t::..:J.jo:c sites. 

convenience deposit, 

[},~ 1 '• '1 \!"·' ·-v ·r• 1C1l...,,., "'Ill- "·r." "' 1"' 0 '· ····t'l1 l..., :-> t· ]. J"·l'' t r·. 0 1- 1" 11,.... C 0 S 1- C "'i1 b 2 :a.::i c:~ ' ••·./ 4 \; .. "-,) -"-• j .• &.l ... --· .J vi.• -~.,. .. ................ ~ .A. '-• \.; "- t.;..., 

:lt: t:h:i.:-; t.:i.:·.~e:. For ~;~i.~ r::.rst -:;sti:lt.::ttc, \v'c assume approxim.:1tcly 
2/:i co:->i:. of s=-~~.:tl.l t·.:-~:.1::>f~}:- stations o~: $70,000 c~1ch. 



6 :·: 70, C)O 
~ith conti~;2~cy of 20% 

For domestic <J.nd CO:<h1l~rcial refuse. 
~ 

4-20 '000 
... 500 '000-:-

Major site or sites and eauio~ent 
Hc.jor tr~:1sfer stations and equipment 
Minor public convenience, deposit, 

salva;;e, and r-efds.e stations 
· teryt rnq 

$ 7,900,000 
4,800,000 

500,000 

$13,200,000 

Above estimate does not include allmv-ance for small existing 
sites or orovide for means of disoosal of special wastes or 
toxic Hastes or auto disposal, etc. 

Approximate annual operation costs Example: 

Disposal site 550,000 tons @ $3.20+ = 
Transfer 2/3 x 550,000 tons @ $4.5ITr = 

Ninor stations Unknown 

$1,760,000 
1,650,000 


