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y. . INTRODUCTION ../ . - --' .. . . , > -. . .. , -;. : b'. - \ ' -. i Almost - f.*rgot t en  i n  ih,ti myriad of urban p r o b l e q  facing ; the M n  % Ci t i e s  ,. 
- me?ropolitan arda -today is the questton of how .we ;get rid: of our garbage (food wastes), 

-';waste paper., used t i n .  cans, glaqs b ~ t l e s ,  word-out mattresses, rags,  :broken': 
'., . .. --!furniture, .  old r e f r f g e r a t ~ ~ s ' i n d  s toves ,  burne'd out l i g h t  bulbs..and. o ther .  s u ~ h  waste-, 

' 

pr6ducts-grouped; generally under -the' blanket . t i t l k  of "refuse. " . . - 
.<, ,-' id ., ,:- 

For most o f ius  our coicern ends 6hkn our keekly accumul~t ion of re.fuse i s  -. , ? taken 'awdy from our homes. by the  t rash  hauler.  Most 05 us want t o  make sure  our 
- - . 'collection service  is ,ptompt, rkgular; complete and reasonable i n .  cost. What happehs 

- - - to  ! the  refuse a f t e r ,  it $3''. taken away: usually .is. of 'no concern t o  us. Most of US,  i n  
.,~-fa~t,.~prohbl~-,have n6 idea &hhere t he  ref  use ends up. ' This also. is the .case wi th  many -. .. 

. . ' 
.mu@'ci-pal governments i n  the TwiK'Cities qrea today. Their main In t e r e s t  is making ' <- 

. i r-suke\th'at the-  =&fuse' is not .disp&ed of within - .  t h e i r  own boundaries. Where i t  ends 
up i s ,  eameone else's. : -. .. . . 

. . 
I \-. - 

. Plagued by , t h i sp  &&era1 di3intereet  and by a continuation of essent t a l l y  
i :: - ::$he same- type of refuse  disposal  - -eh dumping - which was, used whep'this nation 

. - wab predominant ly , . akur~l  society,  the  Twin C i t i e s  area  todsy has's refuse disposal< 
.;, ,. problem smiewhat, a n a l ~ o u s  t o  a sleeping giant.  - 

. . ~. . : - '. . \.. ,, \ I. ., . ., 1 > 
* . .  . I . ' -. . . ..+ . . \ In- the case bf oth& functions associated with a growing :metropolitan area,  '~. 
' we-have appl ied~  o r -  a r e  attempting- to- aphly 20th century solutions.  With few except- 

i : . - ions  ,: t h i s  is not  t h e  c p e  with-,re$use 8sSposal. .Wk must face - 'the f ac-t t ha t .  tli& t r a -  . ,  .-I . 

c % 
. diTiqna1 open dump, usually bsmi&, 'is & t a l l y  incampat i b l e  with -the  idea of a \modern, - 

i prog~esd ive  metropolitan as&. ' - . . - 3 .. -. 
< .  1 \ 

I I We have been ab le  t o  "get by'! so  f a r  i n  t h i s  Twin Ci t ies  a rea  by ignoring- ,. 
, - - t h e  problems of refuse- disposal ,  Refuse\ haulers '-have been able t o  find ,dumping . 

g r o h d s  i n  sparsely populated of the area. I n  recent years, though, res iden t ia l  
developments have been c r eegng  undomfortably close t o  these dumps. _It is not- an - unusual s to ry  t o  hear a f  the d d  operator, upon receipt  of complaints from nearby 
residents,  to 'reply:  "I was here before they were." It is becoming much more dpffi-  

\ c u l t  t o  find-Available dumping grounds. , - 
I 7 . . . ~ 

'\ 
v .  -, A S  f a r  a s  we -could"&termine, no..o& has developed an informed. estimate-of . - 
\ . t h e ' a ~ u a l  e o u n t  of r e f u s e  ,produced.. i d  the Twin Citieg area. : Reports we have  r e ~ e i v - ~  ... -, ed from other pa r t s  of the  vation i&&ate .*hat 1,500 ~ e r .  capita..per % .  year 3s 

; a good r u l e  of thumb .' We Jrbw. have 8.. podulatiori?,of about 1.8 mil i ion.  This is ex- '. 

. -.-, . ' p e c t e d t o  readh 4 mi l l i on  b 9.  the  end of t h i s  century.'. -Using the  :f igure of 1~,500 
P-S bf r e fuse   per cap i ta ,  t h i g  ?Fans w e  are producing about 1,300,000 tam a&ual- . : ~  ,. l y  i n - t h i s  area  :today,. and w= w i l l  reach 3,0&000, tons aanua-lly by the year.,'2000 -- 
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even assuming no increase i n  the per capi ta  produStion of refuse. 1 n f o n l a t i ~ ~  frgm 
, technical  experts i n  the f i e l d  indicates  the  per cap i ta  production w i l l  increase '50 

per  cent by the year 2000, This would mean w e  would be producing 4,500,000 tons - annually ,then. The above f igures  are dif  f i tu l f  t o  i n t e rp re t  by themselves, other ' - than t o  ind ica te  t ba t  t h i s  is  a l o t  of waste material. Based on these estimates, i f  
w e  p i led  a l l  our  annual production of refuse i n  the  Twin C i t i e s  area i n  1966 ih one 
place, say an area equivalent t o  the  cen t ra l  business d i s t r i c t  of Minneapolis, about 
one square mile, w e  would f i l l  Buch aa area t o  a depth of f i v e  fee t .  That is only 

- f o r  one year, of course, By ,ae year 2000, such an area could be f i l l e d  annually t o  
a depth of 16 feet .  , -- 4 - -? --. / 

- This report  attempts t o  bring t o  genekid public awareness t he  emerging 
problems of- refuse disposal and suggests some ways t o  c T e  with these problems. The 
report,also discusses the  problems of refuse col lect ion,  which a r e  qu i t e  ser ious  i n  - 
the  Swo cen t r a l  cities, 'add makes some suggestions f o r  imptowment . Finally,  t h i s  
report  attempts t o  bring together i n  one   lace the various per t inent  data  about re- 
f we col lec t ion  &d b ispbsas  i n  the  Twin C i t i e s  metropolitan ;area today t o  provide , 
assis tance t o  public o f f i c i a l s  and in te res ted  ci t izens .  

I \ . 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS - - 

\ RESIDENTIAL REFUSE COLLECTION . - 

, ,- - 
r 1.- W e  f ind t h a t  refuse\collection geherally is b=ing handled adequately 

a t  the  municipal l eve l  i n  the Twin C i t i e s  m e t r o p ~ l i t a n  area._-Although major im- 
provements a r e  needed t o  correct  cer ta in  def ic iencies  (as we indicate  i n  subsequent 
recommendations), w e  believe tha t  municipal g o v e h e n t s  are  able t o  make these im-- - 

provements . W e  f ind no evidenceit0 ' i d i C a t e  t h a t  refuse col lect ion could be h%ndlech - 
b e t t e r  by any level--of government with responsibi l i ty  over'a greater  area than one 
municipality. W e  therefore recornend tha t  f u l l  responsibikitv f o r  refuse col lect ion 
remain with t he  individual m ' u n i ~ i ~ a l i t i e s  of t h e  Twin Cities 'area.  

\ I 
\ - - 2. Cwbined Collectibn of Garbage 'end Rubbish -- We recommend tha t  t h e  

City CoGci l s  of Minneapolis and St. f a u l p r m f d e  for'ccynbined coUection of garbage \ 
and rubbish. This means t h a t  a l l  r e s iden t i a l  refuse would be  collected together a t  , 

the  same t i m e ,  from the  same containers by the same col lect ion service. The exist-  
ing  prac t ice  of separate 'collection would ,be discoptinued. - 
' I 3, ImplenentXng Combined Collection i n  M i G ~ a p o l i s  and Saint  Paul -- We 

L recommend-that the City Councils of M n n e a ~ o l i s  Bnd St ,  Paul r e j ec t  t he  method of 
combined col lect ion by-which pr iva te  haul& \would make t h e i r  arrangements with - 
individual residents.  (This method i s  common i n  many suburbs. ) 

- 

Instead, w e  reco,mend tha t  the  City Councils ,of both - c i t i e s  provide a : / 

method of col lect ion which w i l l  assure thq t  a l l  residents-ln -a given area w i l l  be 
served excXu9ively by only one hauung truck ,and ,crew. This can be accomplishedv 

, e i t h e r  by usigg &ic ipa l  eplployees Gr private  haulers. Because both municipal 
employees and pr iva te  hauler& now a r e  involves i n  col lect ion i n  both c i t i e s ,  we 
sugges t tha t  t he  %ci t ieg  be divided i n t o  a number of _ dis t? ic ts ,  perhaps a l o n g t h e  .- 
l i n e s  of the  various garbage col lect ion routes n m i n  existedce. Municipal employees 
now col lec t ing  garbage only could be assigned S e r t a i n  routes. . Private  haulers 
could be awarded exclusive franchis& by competitive bidding f o r  cbl lect ion i n  the  
p ther  routes. ~ & e r  a few $ears ea=h c i t y  could evalitate the system and determine - 

-whether it is b e t t e r  t o  have a l l  prfivate haulers,- a l l  c i t y  employees, o r  continue 
t h e  j o i n t  operation. 

\ 
. 

L 
1 

4,  Contract Collection versus %ide Open" Collection i n  Suburbs -- W e  
recommend tha t ,  suburb- muiifcipalitfes/ i n  t h e ,  Twin C i t i e s  q e a  now served -by the  - 
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I . 
"wide 'open'*, r e fuse  c o l l e c t i o n  sys  t e m ,  i n  which p r i v a t e  hau le r t  make t h e i r  own 
arrangements with each dwellwg, move t o  the  con t rac t  system. Under tbe contrac t  
system a p r i v a t e  c o l l e c t o r  is engaged exclusively by'a municipali ty under formal 
con t rac t  agreements and d e f i n i t e  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  t o  c o l l e c t .  ref  use from a l l  ,or a 
por t ion  of t h e  municipality.( The con t rac t s  are usual ly  awarded t o  t h e  dowest 

-, responsible bidder. I J - , i 

- 5., Service Charges versus General ,Taxation -- We recommend t h a t  as *a' 
genera l  p r i n c i p l e  muni5ipal i t ies  of the  Twin CitGes-area f inance  re fuse  c o l l e c t i o n  
by s e r v i c e  charge> aga ins t  the-ber?efited p roper t i e s ,  r a t h e r  than general  taxat ion.  . 

,. * 
.- 6. Frequency -- We recammen3 t h a t  under dq -ci&mstan=es (excep* perha i s  , 

. " i .  
, 

. in those  weeks when t h e r e  is a, ho.liday) should. any municipali ty permit :regular ' ;- ( 
. . . . 

.. .. 
refiise ' co l l ec t iop  bn a&hing less thkn d once.-a-week bas$s. .' . 1- 

. , ~ ,' , . 
,, . -, '., 

REmTSE DISPOSAL ; S, 1 . ,  

I .  . ,  
J I.. s a n i t a r y  G n d f  ill . \ 

! .. J .. 
. . , 

1. Dumping -- We recommend t h a t  open dumping,, the  most common type of .. re fuse  d isposal  i n  t h e  Twin C i t i e s  a rea ,  be stopped. L o c a l i t i e s  i n  t h i s  a rea  are 
beeoming more and more r e l c c t a n t ,  and i n  some cases refusing,  t o  allow new dumping , 

_ sites beca'use s o  many a r e  improperly operated. Unless-dumpfng sites a r e  cleaned up 
and operated only as s a n i t a r y  l a n d f i l l s ,  . t h i s  metropol&tan a rea  may soon f i n d  i t s e l f  , 
without an adequate supply of refuse' d isposal  f a c i l i t i e s  ; Sani tary  l a n d f i l l ,  when 
properly operated, is completely acceptable t o  hea l th  and Lpubli<works a u t h o r i t i e s .  3 Saqi tary  l andf i l l - today  still  is more economical thbn .incineration i n  t h e  Twin C i t i e s  
a rea  a s  a major means of r e fuse  d isposal .  ,- .. ,. -. 

> 
6' TO assure  the- proper operat ion of s a n i t a r y  l a n d f i l l s ,  w e  rec-end t h e  
P, enactment and en*rc9ent of: s t r i c t  regula t ions  on t h e i r  operat ion.  Ttieseregula- 

t i o n s  should g e n e r a l l y b e  i n  l i n e  v i t h  recommendatfbna of l o p a l ,  sy te  and na t iona l  . .* . 
,.. h e a l t k  ,and publ ic  works a u t h o r i t i e s .  ThiS would mean; among, o the r  things,  t h e  f o l -  

1 '  -. , . 
lowing : . . 

, . 
I , ,  

1 .  , .- 1 .  

.- (a) A l l  r e f u s e  w q l d  b e  ebmpikted and &red :daily with a t  l e a s t  ' .- ; ../ six inches 05 e a r t h .  ' Y, , . 
' t .  . . ,  ,. .- ;. ( . . 

. . f -I, --;: 

, .. , :, , ) , '  r / ,' 
L .  ' - (b) Open burningvould be . ,prohibited; . . . . .. -. ; . .  .. 

\. ' 
- ! .  , L 

: (e) Salvage- operations$&ld bg diseour;g&d, but ,  i f ;al lowed,  would ' - -  

he conducted only - i n  enclosed : bqi ld ings  . 
. , . -1 - ,, -_ 

L < - 
I TThis recommendation is d i rec ted  f i r s t  t o  the  l o c a l  goyiernments of 

t h e  Twin C i t i e s  a rea ,  which now a r e  f u l i y  =esponsibleTfor - regula t ion and enforcement 
of dumping sites. We a r e  urging i n  t h i s  r epor t ,  h'owever, (see recommendation below) 

7 
t h a t  t h e  respons ib i l i ty  f o r  r e fuse  d i s p o s a l  be'assigned by the  Legis la ture  t o  an 
areawide governmental agency. I f  t h e  Legis la ture  does not  a s s ign  t h i s - r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
t o  an  areawide agency; t h e  respons ib i l i ty  w i l l  r e v e r t  back to t h e  l o c a l i t i e s . )  

w- . -' r 2 .  Future Landf i l l  S i t e s  -- W e  recommend t h a t  a technicax study of t h e  
; dong-term a v a i l a b i l i t y  of land i .  t h e  Twin c i t ies  a r e a  f o r  use  a s  san i t a ry  f a n d f i l l  

' be  undertaken i'bhediately. ~ h i k  study 'should earmark t h e  s p e c i f i c  a reas  whfch a r e  , 
b e s t  s u i t e d  f o r  l a n d f i l l  and the  a reas  Ghich should n o t a e ' u s e d .  The study should 

L include p red ic t ions  a s  i o  .how long the  Twin Cities a rea  czan r e l y  upon san i t a ry  land- 
f i l l  a s  its major means of d i sposa l  and when t h i s  a rea  should move on a l a r g e  s c a l e  
t o  some o ther  method. \ * 



d 
L 

\ (Me a r e  recommending tha t  the overa l l  responsibi l i ty  f o r  refuse disposal  
be assigned by the Legislature t o  an aread-de governmental agency. W e  believe tha t  
thdnecessary planning s tudies  fo r  t h i s  agency should be carr ied 'out  b$ t h e  Twin -z 

Ci t i e s  Metropolitan Planning Cammissi6n, which would be instructed t o  make its re- 
Gorts d i r ec t ly  to \  the areawide agencp> - c 

< 
- 

J / \ 

,- We fur ther  rt&commend ithat new sani ta ry  l a n d f i l l  sites be located only i n  , 

areas ident i f ied  i n  such technical sQudiesas  outlined above as su i tab le  f o r  san l ta ry  
landf i l l .  This would mean, f o r  example, t h a t  l a n d f i l l  s i t e s  would not be located 
where tbey,would pose a t h r k t  t o  underground o r  surface water pollution, but they 
would be located where good material  f o r  cover would be available,hd near maip 
thoroughfares, among other c r i t e r i a .  Also, the  eventual use of the land proposed 
f o r  a san i ta ry  l a n d f i l l  should be determined, i f  possible, before any l a n d f i l l  opera- , 
t ions begin. - (l'his recommendation 'is directed t o  the  governing bodieq of townships, 
v$Jlages an< c i t i e s  , - ' d  the assignment of ref use disposal t o  an areaeride agency. 
fn the  absence of- any technical study, the affected governmental body should a c t  ofi 
applications -for new sani tary land£ ills -following the  above-named pr inciples  as - 

1- . A closely a s  possible. ) P .- -- 

- % I 

Future U s e  -- W e  recommend tha t  broader use of incineration as'a means of 
refus'e disposal i n  the Twin Ci t ies  area be seriowly,iavestigated.  we a r e  recommend- 
ing in t h i s  report  that 'the respons'ibility f o r  refuse disposal 'be  assigned by the 

' , Legislature t o  an areawide agency. The question of broader use of- incinerat ion 
would then f a l l  i n  the  purview of such an ag&cy. y o u l d  the  l eg i s l a tu re  %of act:, 
$en t h i s  responsibi l i ty  would remain d t h  the  municipalities, individuauy, o r  F 

together where poss$ble, through the  Jo in t  Powers Ac t .  ) , 
-, 

- ', Outside "Back-Yardt' Burning -: Although we did not compile extensive' - 
documentary information on back-vard burning, -our committee generblly f e l t  thd t  
a n i c i p a l .  governments of the  ~6 Ci t i e s  area should consider prohibiting back-yard J- 

' burning- of rubbish. (The question of burning leaves is not faced heq-e. ) , 
, 

- \ 
) t 

- 111. Research i n  Other Methods -. - -- . We recommend research on a metropolitan basis  i n t o  gew,oE *-roved. method9 
oE ref  use disposal, including such ~ o s s i b i l i t i e s  as compos ting. (This ~~~ends- , - t i on  would be carr ied out by the appropriate areawide agency assigned the  fbnctzon - 

' of refuse disposal as w e  recammend i n  t h i s  report.) . ,- I 

? , , - 
/ Iv. Operation and Ownership of Refuse Disposal F a c i l i t i e s  

- 

- \ 

We recommend tha t  the bowers of operation and h e r s h i p  be given to-what- 
ever areawide agency .the Legislature designates t o  be responsibfe for'  refuse d h -  

- _posal. This recommendation is not intended t o  ~ r e c l u d e  th* r igh t  of pr ivate  h q i - ,  
nesses- o r  l oca l  gove-enFs t o  own &d operate refuse disposal f a c h i t i e s  but t o  
guarantee t h a t  the  areawide agency w i l l  have t h i s  power when needed. 

' 
, - 

\ -- 
'v. -Governmental Responsibility f o r  ~ e f u s e  Disposal 

, 
We rffommend t h a t  the respons ib i l i t i es  f o r  r e f & e ~  disposal : i n  the  p i n  L. 

L .  - C i t i e s  area be placed a t  tkie.reg$cinal level. m e r e  a r e  several  a l te rna t ives  f o r  ,. ..? 

the  ,type- of - ~ e g i o n ~ l  organization odganizatibns which could Be &signed , the 
J , 

\ '  < 
- .  

- 
,.. - 1. 

-. - L  ./ . , . *, '2 , , -., ' . 
I - , . 

L _- '. r ,- - . C 
1 -  

:. , L ,- 
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' r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  9s out l ined . . above. Base& on our ana lys i s  of t h e  a l t e rha t i ve s  w e  ; 
. . . . recommend -as f o l l h s  : '. \ 
2 .  

. , 

\ :  ' - .. -~ , - , \ .  
<.-.... , *. - .  

.. . : 

> 
(a)- Assign the '  r e spons ib i l i ty  ':to indi .y idud counties -of %he metr i*ol i tqn 

. . area, as a minimum, or, pref erab.Iy, t o  'a me,tropolitan-wide agency. .we - - - 
- (  T would not  recommend'- a s ingle-purpose metropolitan d i s t r i c t  f o r  refu& dib- 
1 

. . 
., posal, bu t -  the  funct ion could be  assigned t o  a muf t i -service  d i s t r i k t  , i f  . .created,  o r  td  an ex i s t i ng  metropolitan age*=y, such as the  dinneapoiis- ' . : 

S t .  Paul S a n i t a w  District i f  its  boundaries are expanded and changes are 
made i n  the  representa t ion o n  its board t o  re f l ec t .  : the briq$d& '. 

>, .. . . - area.  - .. ;-!. - i : 
\ ,-- I - ,  i ' .  

J . .. 
\ ' 

7 

i .. (b) Proyide &at ;he l4et;ropblkan planning.  omm mission' (MPCY' copduct th; ~- . .. .. .. . 
; . planning s t&dies - a s  required by &atever governmental agency(isl.g&ven. t h e  ,;.' 

, . ,  s .  funct ion of ' refuse  disposal  gnd make its r e p o r t s  d - i r e c l l y  t o  t h a t  agency.:. , 

? , ,  - -', . .. C\. 
,. ,' 

A . 
I -. . 

> BCOMMEMIATIONS , FINDINGS AND C O N C ~ ~ S I O N S ~ ~  .. -2 
, -. , -. 

\. \ - 
'l 

3 

RESIDENTIAL RETUSE COLLECTION , - 
c 

I .  We find that %fuse co 2 lection genemtly is being handzed adeqwtely 
_ a t  the'mu~zidpal l&eZ i n  the Rvin Cit ies  metropoZitun area. A Z - t w h  
,- - major i ~ m v e m e ~ . f ; s  m e  needed to correct cer'tain deficiencies (as WE? indi- 
_. cate i n  subsequent recomndaiSuns), we believe tha& pnic ipa&gtrvekr t t s  

L able t o  M e  these improvements. We find_no evidence t o  indicate that 
re fhe  coZZection cmM be handled bet ter  by any level of  government with 

/ responsibility over  greater area than one mu~ricipality~ We tierefolte . - 
~ecopnend that full responsibitity for ~ e f u b e  collection remain wit? the A-- 

indiwidml mtdni&palities of the M n  Cit ies  awu.\ - - - ', ./ - 
Findings and Conclusions :' . I , . 
, , .  

'- , 
'? . W e  have review& t h e  d i f fe ren t  r&use/collec'kio. pr.actices- in k n i c l ~ a l i -  - , ; 

(,, ,c ; - ties throughout the  Twin cities- area.  . W e  found the  mgst' seFious refuse cd'l~ecqion' .. . - 
.problems i n  Minne,apolis. and.: Saint;! PauT, which w e  wil-1 ' .  discuss sho r t l y  .< Genera$ly , 

_;--- the re  appear t o  be- few refuge col l&t ion ptoblems in'-the suburbs, though some suburbs . l-. 
r- , might be ab l e  t o  save ' i$eir c i t i zen$  some money by changing. the  method :of,/co.llec.tion. ; - &n any event, &ne, of t h e .  p;oblems ,,.,we found invo lve  s i t ua t i ons  which individual  & i Y  

I 
I . c i p a l i t i -  themselves camo't handle.  I n  f kct ,  i t  appears as i f  r e f u s e  co l l ec t ion  is 

i '. on$ functibn which even. the  mallesf' municipali ty i s a b l e  t o  haridle.wel1.. . I r o n i c a l l y , , .  
- sdme of t h e  be s t  examples' of ,. good =&fuse  'col lec t ion se'ntice (conipIete,";regular -pickup 

- \  a t  low .-ates) have been . in t h e  smallest  nlunicipaiities,, .  ; ' . .-,.. .- ~. . C :  

W e  f ind  t ha t  t he  extent  refuse  co l l ec t ion  is a formal function of l o c a l  
\ . gove-ent va r i e s  considerably- throughout t he  metropolitan area.  A f ev l o c a l  $eve-- 
,-: ments exerc i se  no involvement whatsoever. Unlicensed p r i va t e  haulers  make t h e i r  own 

arrangements with res iddnts  fir re fuse  co l l ec t ion .  Many other  l o c a l  govermients 
require  l i censes  from a l l  p r iya te  haulers  but  still l e t  each hauler  make h i s  Own 
a r r a n g b e n t s  with res iden t s  fo; col lec t ion.  Some l o c a l  governments grant  exclusive - 
f ranchises  t o  haulers  by con t rac t ,  tb co l l e c t  refuse  from every dwelling. I n  a very 
few l o c a l i t i e s  municip'al employees c o l l e c t  refuge. This is t h e  g r ea t e s t  e,xtent of 

\ ;,,municipal involvement:. 1n' the  following pages w e  w i l l  req&end t h e  degree ' to which 

C , 
municipal governments should assume responsibility f o r  r e s i den t i a l  refuse  collect-ion. - 



-. , 
\ - 
\ 2. c&&d CoZZebtia of Wbage  and Rub4jsk -- WeLP'ec0nqtend that the,  --. CZty CotazciZs of i!fin&iapoZis m d - i ) ~ z t  P a t  p d $ e  for co&ned coltec- 

t ion of garbage and @bish. T h k  me- t h a t  aEZ m&dentiaZ &fuse 
m u  M be col Zected togsther a t  ' the  same t h e ,  fm the amns eontainersiby ' - the same cottection semice.  he h t i n g  practice of separate eo~tection ', 1 q u t d  be discont-tnued. " L 1 , 

L - 
L 1 - - - - Findings and C&c)usions: 

L I 

We 'have ,reviewed the  p r i c t l ce  of separate  col.Xection of qesident ia l  garbage 
and rubbish i n  Minneapolis and, S d n t  Paul and compared this,prac$ice with col lect ion 
pract ices  i n  suburbs and i n  cities of cdmparible size-throlghout the  nation. W e  
f ind tha t  Minneapolis, Saint  Paul a n d ~ ~ o u t h  Saint  Paul a r e  the,only municipaJities 
i n  the Twin C i t i e s  metropolitan area wxth sepa ra t e  collection sefvice. I n  these ' - - c i t i e s  municipal employees co l lec t  wrapped garbage only from privatp dwellings. 
Citizens m u s t  make- t h e i r  own arrangements f o r  col lect ion and disposal of t h e  barance . 
of the refuse, Thus, different  rmcks,  maimed by different crews, mziy.stop weekly 
a t  a pr ivate  dwelling, wi th  one pickup service handling the garbage and the othek ' 
service handling the  balance of the refuse. ' I n  a l l  other-munic%palities of the 
metropolitan area, combined FolJdction is i n  e f f ec t  .- A l l  refuse, both garbage and' - 
rubbish, Is collected a t  t he  same t i m e  by the same c r w .  

- 
7 . . - 

/ 
-\ \ - 'L 

W e  f ind t h a t  whgreaa there  may have been jusgif iable  reasons a t  vne time 
f o r  maintaining a separate col lect ion servfce f o r  garbage,.'conditions have changed , 
considerably over the  years. W e  e x w p e d )  the  adyantages an3 d isad~antages  of ,sepa- 
r a t e  col lect ion and combined col lect ion gnd conclude that' on balance combiaed collec- 
t ion  is clear ly  thS  better-syst&, I n  general we f ind  tka t  separate c o l l e c t i ~ n ~ i s  
unnecessary, uneconomical, inconvenient, i n c o d e t e - a n d  unwanted. Specifically w e  

/ f ind a s  f a l l y s :  - r 

,' 
(a) Garbage today-makes up only about 11 per cent of the t o t a l  amount of 

- - refuse produced i n  a n  average household. A t  one ,time t h i s  perFMtage was . 1 ,  as  high%$ 66 per cent.' Two f a c t o r s  have contributed t o  t h i s  decline. - Fi r s t ,  the  housewife -today has less waste from food preparation than i n  
previous years, -Many more f d s - c a n  be ~urchased  already prepared, mean1 
. ing tha t  euch a V g 6  a s  vegetable greens o r  pee l iqgs~no longetLmke up a - major portion of hg,wehold garbtsge. For example, i n  Minneapolis the - ' 

amount: of garbage collected by municipal empioyees has dqcreased from 
- 

. 
53;609 tons i n  1946 t o  36,187 t@ns in .  1965'. Second, the t o t a l  aw>unt,of 

\ refuse produced /@i the  average household is increasing s teadi ly ,  with the . 
increase coming in  the  non-garbage portion, chat Ss, paper, paper p r o d h t s ,  

L , -plastics,  glass ,  c&m, etc. -- , - 
(b) More ,and more garbage is'not even being placed i n  the  household tra'sh 
can. The Metro P o l l  of the  Minneapolis S t a r  revealed tha t  aby't 15 per . 
cent of the  dwellings i n  the Twin C i t i e s  area a r e  equipped with autom$tic 
s ink disposals which grind garbage i n t o  sewers'and about- 1 7  ,,per cent have - indoor inc2nerators f o r  garbage'and fibbish. . 

/ , . 
(c) There is nothing M e r e n t  in-the h a j o r  method of refuse disposal .- 

A employed today hi the  Twin Ci t ies  area-lanclfill and incineration--which 
\ would require separation of garbage, A t  one t i m e  t h t s  was true,  when gar- 

bage'was fed  t o  hogs on a la rge  scale ,  f o r  exampze. But t h i s  no l inger  
is the case. Landfil l  sires can h e l e  mixed refuse, and modep incinera- 

, ' tms are b u i l t  so  tha t  separation is unnecessary. 
, ,I 

(d) Curjently , the  per dwelling cost.-of garbage, col2ection i n  Mirheap;lfb 
.- ^i: .~ 2- 

L 

-- 
- c 

.- 
\ /. - 

\ 



- i s  about $8.44 a year, +na i n  Saint  Paul -$10.73 a year.* .These cost; are 
-not assessed against  each household b u t  a r e  fiaanced by general taxqtion. 
(Saint P?ul,is moving t o  a service  charge i n  mid-~67. )  A resident of 
Minneapolis o r  Saint  Paul who chooses a l so  t p  have a regular col lect ion 
service f o r  the  rest 'of h i s  refuse pays roughly between $17 and $36 a - 
year, depending upon the frequency, amount of refuse collected,  and the I 

private,  haule-r-involved.' From everything we could learn, a suburbtan \resi-, 
. dent with combined col lect ion P-iiys no more, and many t i m e s  leps, than a 
een t ra l  c i t y  -resident pays f o r  col lect ion o f ,  al l-  of the  non-garbcsge pvr- 

,tion of h i s  ref use (rubbish). ' Combined c o & l e e t i e  rates' i n  the suburbs , 
generafly range between $13 and $25 a year \lor once-a-week pickup. It 

L 

would appear t h a t  a -combined col lect ion service  would not cost  bignificant- ,  
,ly more than regular rubbish pickup i n  the cen t ra l  c i t i e s  g m .  W e  were7 J , 
to ld  -by some rubbish haulers tha t  they could pick up garbage, too, a t  no- 
ex t ra  cost. I n  f a c t  pome of them- sa id  hobewives ask them t o  pick up s 

garbage now with the rubbish. It should be: acknqyledged tha t  many c i t i zens  
i n  the  cen t ra l  cities do not have regular weekly pickup of t h e i r  rubbish. , 
They bbrn the  paper and paper products and c a l l  a pr ivate  hauler once a 
month or-once every two months t o  pick up the  >cans and bot t les  ' O r  they- 
may carry the non-burnables t o  a dump, Depending upon the frequency wMh 
which they c a l l  a pr ivate  hauler,  these c i t i zens  may have a lower out-of- 
pdcket cost  now than they would under a combined col lect ion 8y8t&. - y e t  
i f  they have to' c a l l  a pr ivate  hauler a t  l e a s t  once a month t o  p3ek up 
non-burnables, i t  is unlikely they a r e  saving-any - money. 

1 1  

(el Separate col lect ion forces c i t i z e p - t o  maintain two types of t rash 
'cans, one f o r  garbage and one f o r  rubbish. %is means the,bous&e must ' - make cer ta in  she  does not place rubbish i n  the  garbage can o r  garbage i n  t the rubbish can. This is an unnecessary inconvenience. There need be no - -.- - - dis t inc t ion  on types of refuse t o  be inclqded i n  each can- - \ 

(f) Sgera l  Minneapo l i s~ lde rme~ ,  i n  response t o  e questionnaire f rdn. the  
d 
,' , - Citizens League, sa id  t h e i r  consti tuents colaplain about the  two types of . 

col lect iont  Alderman Dan Cohen, J th  Ward: "I of ten  rgceive c o m p l h t ~  
-about the:fact t h a c  i t  is necessary t o  mainwin a separate private-service ' 

f o r  rubbish;" Alderman' Jack Newton, 10th Ward: "A small but s ign i f ican t  
number. of my CORS t i t uen t s  have qade inqui r ies ,  suggestions o r  c o q l h i n t s  
t o  the  e f f e c t  t h a t  they- would l i ke - to  see t h e c i t y -  co l l ec t  a l P  t r a s 4  and, 

,yould be wil l ing t o  pay an addi t ional  charge +for  this service." Alderman 
M r s .  Elsa J,dhnson, 8 th  Ward: "I have received many complaints f rok consti- 
tuents objecting because there is no city-operated' rubbish pickup service  . I '  

\ Alderman Donald Risk, lst Ward: "I have had a number of c a l l s  from peqple 
It  : who f e e l  rubbish ' and \garbage should be made a s ing le  collection.  , - -. 

/ 

, (gl Aa noted abo;e i n  (d) many res idents  do not  maintain a regular rubbish 
pickup service  i n  Minneapolis and Saint  Paul. This meam &at' t h a r  t 6 t a l  

\ 

\ - ,) refuse,collection is incomplete. Since the  c i t y  p i c h  up only garbage, , 
, they a r e  encouraged t o  burn the rest of t h e i r  rubrubbbish. Tin -cans and g lass  

\ 
containers, mady with food remains still i n  the, nlap sit f o r  a month o r  
more before they a r e  .collected, - producing san i t a t i on  i>roblems 

L 

\ 

\ '  
- Regarding the posd ib i l i ty \  of & d i n e d  col lect ion" an examination of the  , 

- situaqions i n  each c i t y  is i n  order: 
f - 

L L,. < 
L South Saint  Paul -- It w i l l  be noted t@at the  South ~ a i n h ~ a u l  s i t i ta t ion 

>J \ 
L 

\ . , 
\ 



, 
r-, , is a spec i a l  one, involvi* 1,400 res idents  who pay $1.05 a month f o r  weekly garbage - I 

col lec t ion  by cit3 forces, The garbage is disposedJof - i n  the c i t y ' s  municipal gar- 
bage grinder.  W e  have 'not made an. in-depth study of t h i s  s i t ua t i on  and therefore  
a r e  not recomm&ding one way o r  another. The payment: by these res idents  finances 
the  t o t a l  cos t  of the  operation, so,  therefore ,  no  additzonal tax moneys a r e  involved, 
The service  is optional.  - , - - - ,- '. 

Qint  Paul -- Unti l  the  ear ly  1950's garbage hauling i n  Saint  Paul was 
done mainly by and f o r  hog fqrmezs. #en the s t a t e  law was passed reqdiring pre- 
cooking of garbage before i t -could be fed t o  hogs an abrupt decl ine  occurred i n  hog 
feeding. It was 'then t h a t  the  c i t y  of Saint  Paul undertook a system of municipal ,- 

.*- col lec t ion  of garbage only, i n  ekfech taking over the  routes which th/eihog farmers - formerly had. . , . 
/ - 

/ The city- of Sa in t  Paul has h i red  a consulting- engineering firm to prepare / 

deta i led  recommendations on how the c i t y  should move t o  a combined co l lec t ion  system. 
  hat f i rm's  report  is expected soon. , J - \ 

Currently, garbage and rubbish a r e  hauled t o  the  same locat i&,  the-pig 's  
Eye Municipal Landfil l .  There would b e a o  spec i a l  problems facing Saint  Paul other  

_ t h a n  the  mechanics of who should provide t he  combined co l lec t ion ,  a prpblem w e  deaL. 
with i n  our next recommendation. '. 

.. 
Minneapolis -- Garbage col lected by municipal employees -in Minneapolis is - -  

now incinerated i n  the  two city-owned incinerators .  According t o  the  Supefintendent ' 8  

of Sani ta t ion f o r  the  c i t y ,  these incinerators  a r e  not constructed t o  handleh ixed  
refuse ,  t h a t  is, both garbage and rubbish. The incinerators  would h,me t o  be - 
remodeled, of new inc inera tors  would have t o  be b u i l t  o r  t he  incinerators  would have - 
t o  be closed down and the  mixed'refuse car r ied  t o  a san i ta ry  l a n d f i l l  somewhere. 

-- - . 
We bel ieve i t  would not be sound public policy f o r  ,the City Council t o  

continue separa te -ch l lec t lon  of garbage and rubbish-,in Minneapolis only because- i t s  
two mu&cipal incinerators  ar* not equipped-for miired refuse.. An urgent need e x i s t s  
f o r  combined col lect ion,  aqd tHe c i t y  should move t o  combined,collection a s  soon as 
possible.  ~onibined co l lec t ion  could be s tar ted_immediate lyaif  the  c i t y  closed down 
the  inc inera tors  and used san i t a ry  l a n d f i l l .  It is evident ,- though, t h a t  the  long- 
term fu tu re  of t he  incinerators  muse'be determined. We therefme recornend that the 
City C o d 2  of Minneapolis hed ia5eZy  &dertake a detailed engineering stu& of  
what should be +ne with the two municipt  incinerators: close them down and use 
ZandfiZl, rmpdel t h i  for- combCned refuse or  close them Ohm and build n'ew incine- 
rutOrs which'can take combine$ refuss: F.J~ do not know how long such,a study would 
take,  but -fi i t  would unduly delay implementation of combined col lect ion,  we believe 
it would be advisable'to move t o  combined, collectioii  using s a n i ~ a r y  landfd l l  while a 
determination were,made on the  fu tu re  of che incinerators-  - 

3. ImpZementing Combined CoZlect<on i n  Minneapolis and ~a& Paul  -- We 
r e m e n d  that the City CazmciZs of ~inneapozis mrd Saint P a 2  d j e c t  the 
method of combined coZZectwn by whi@ privute haulers muZd make their  
own amrmgements with tndiv5duaZ r e s a e n t s .  (This method i s  ecnnrna i n  

', - - mmzy suburbs. ) - 
1 

-. Instead, I& recamrend that the City ~ o o w c i l s  of both c i t i e s  p-b a , 
- 

method, of kollection which-wit 2 assure t h a t  at2 residencey i n  a g i v a  area - 
wit? be served exclusiveZy-by only one ZrauZing t M k  and crew. Thiscan 
be accomplkhed ei ther by using municipaZ employees or private luplers. - - Because both munit?ipal emp-loyees and private haulers now are involved i n  - -.\ 

\ .  '\ \ 
\ L 

, - 



coZtsc&ion i n  both c i t i e s  we suggest-that the cit5es be divided into a 
number of d i s t r i c t s ,  perhaps ' along the lines of 'tfie various garbage cot kc -  

- - tion rmttes notl in, k s t e n c e .  Muiricipat ernphees now-mlZect5ng garbage 
\ on23 muZd be assigmd certain routes. X v a t e  hacteps could be amrded 

excZais.itte,fmchises by  competitive, bidding for c o l Z e c t ~  i n  the other 
c ~otites. After a f& years ea& city m l d  evaluate $he system and deter- 

dm bhethqr-it i s  bet ter  *-have aZl private haulers, a22 &ty emptdyees 
or  to  continu;? the joint operation. : I - 

, )  
/ 

F i n d i n ~ s  and Conclusions: - 
, ' -  

W e  kave r&&d the-d i f fe ren t  methods of col lect ion of refuse which now 
a r e  i n  'use i n  t he  W i n  C i t i e s  area.  There a rg jessen t ia l ly  t h r ee  i l i f f v e n t  methods: ,x 

J (a) ~ ' r i v a t e  haulers  makip! individual arrangements with each dwelling, knm as the 
1 - "wide open" -system; (b) Hunic$pal- contract  with ,a p r i v a t e  hauler f o r  a ce r t a in  area;  

and (c) Municipal employees. - 7 I 

I W e  have a n a l y ~ e d ~ t h e  pros and cons of the' "wide open" system and conclude 
t h a t  on balance t h i s  system should not be adopted f o r  combined col lect ion i n  Hinne- 

: apol i s  and Saint  Paul. Its pr inc ipa l  advantage is t h a t  p r iva te  haulers, some 300 t o  - 

400 of them i n  the  Twin Cities area,  (would-have the  opportunity t o  compe-te with each 
other f o r  service a t  each residence. No hauler  would be forced wt o,Sbusiness_ 
becaus'e of an exclusive franchise. Also, a res ident  has some freedom of choice he 
would not otherwise have. These advantages, however, a r e  outweighed by these disad- - I vantages: 

. - 

(a) The "wide open" system is the  l e a s t  economical of the three a l terpa-  
tives, 's ignificant economies can be realized i f  a hauler can co l l ec t  ' ref use from -a11 dwellingi i n  a given -area. These economies a r e  not possi- 

% - b l e  when a number of hdulers a r e  picking up i n  the same block. More mile- 
age is required. $ewer col lect ions  &re possible, Collection r a t e s  'in * 

-munic ipa l i t i es  with contracts  with pr iva te  haulers a r e  lower t h a  i n  huni--  
c l g a l i  ties with the  'bide open'? system. 

-, - 
(b) The "wide open" system means t h a t  an unnecessary number of col lect ion 
t rucks 'w i l l  be present weekly on r e s iden t i a l  s t r e e t s  and a l leys ,  causing . 
nuisance and poss ib ly / sa fe ty  problems. \ 

P ,- 

(c) The 'Mde *pen" system does hot  guarantee t h a t  col lect ion service  w 4 1 1  
be  provided st every d ~ e l l i * ,  It is l i k a Y  th9t i n  a cen t ra l  c i t y  such as/ 

I Minneapolis o r  Saint  Paul, w i t h  a higher percentage of la- income,f&ilies, 
a higher, than usual proportion of t he  famil ies  would not contract  with a 
pr iva te  hauler' f o r  co\ilection senjice. This would r e su l t  i n  ser ious  heal th  
p r o b l w  i f  refuse were not carr ied away on a regular bas i s  from every 
dwelling. Qea) i f  the  c i t y  had an ordinance requiring every householder t o  

\ contract  f o r  ref use col lect ion th&e .would undoubtedly be delays o r ,  d i q i - '  
c u l t i e s  i n  e n f o r c e m e  of the  ordinance. / - 
We 'analyred whether i t  might b e  desi rable  f o r  Iknneapok3.s and Saint  Paul t o  - L expand t h e i r  municipal foxces and equipment s o  as t o  provide combined col lect ion 

* ~ c l u s i v e l y  by municipal employees. The chief advantage of t h i s -  a l t e rna t ive  is t h a t  ,-- 
with refuse  co l lec t ion  an exclusively muni'cipal operation, a municipality has g ~ e a t e *  

\ f l e x i b i l i t y  i n  determining what should o r  should not be collected. Its chief disa8- -- - vantages a re  t h a t  many pr iva te  haulers would l o s e  t h e i r  present customers and possi- 
C bly b ~ ,  forced out  of business and t h a t  t he  c i t y  would have t o  expand s ign i f icanf ly  

itis f l e e t  of re fuse  collection trucks, possibly replace much of i ts  presedt f l e e t  . 
,* \ 

- .. 
\ . 

\ 

L - - 
1 - 



with d i f fe ren t  types of trucks and h i r e  new employees which would be a subs tan t ia l  
cost .  - / ,-- 

r - 
, 

W e  analyzed whether the  cen t ra l  c i t i e s  should move t o  a method of collec- 
t i o n  exclusively by p t iva te  haulers under contract ,  with,each hauler awarded a speci- 
f i c  route i n  competitive biddin?.. Advantages of tbis :hl ternat ive include: (a) Con-' 
t r a c t  col lect ion may be more econonical because of generally more competent manage- 
ment, be t t e r ,  plapning of operations and more ef fective-use o-f labor and e q u i p ~ n t  . 
(b) Pr ivate  haulers a r e  given maximum opportunity t o  s t ay  i n  busin,ess and r e t a i n  
t h e i r  customers, consistent with the pr inc ip le  of excwsive coHection i n  a given - area. (c) The necessity f o r  a comprehensive statement of the  precise  dut ies  to be ' 

perf m e d  and respons ib i l i t i es  t o  be assumkd ,   re vents the  development of extravagant 
services  and encourages a standard .. of eq\uitable pr  xeguired service  t o  a l l  proper- - 
t i e s  . Disadvantages inc lude  : (a) ~ h & e  'Sonld be a tenden~y t o  sacr i f ice_  san i ta t ion  
and public heal th  considerations t o  prof i ts ._  (b) Ci'ty employees now assigned t o  gar- 
bage col lect ion would be put out of work. (c) It i_s' very d i f f i c u l t  t o  develop coa- 
prehensive and ,$,air specif icat ions  which w i l l  adequately control  unforeseen occur- 
rences. '. 

< . 
L 

, , Another possible a l t e rna t ive  would be for a pr iva te  hauler t o  be awar!ed - - - col lect ion r igh t s  f o r  the  e n t i r e  c i t y  by Contract. Nationwide there a r e  ce r t a id  
-firms ~ h i c h  have resources t o  provide exclusive-service i n  a large cen t ra l  c i t y .  W e  

do not see  a need f o r  moving i n  t h i s  direct ion,  s ince there  a r e  pr iyate  haulers 
available in the  =in C i t i e s  area  today t o  handle the  job on a d i s t r i c t  basis .  Fur- - 
ther ,  with only one la rge  hauler i n  the community, a r i s k  e x i s t s  that-  competitioh 
f o r  bids would be very , l imited,  with the r e s u l t  t ha t  the  col lect ion r a t e  coula bk too ' 
high. . 

C -.. -, 
on balance, we bel ieve tha t  c i t i zkns  of Mdnneapolis and Saint  Paul can be \ 

provided with good refuse col lect ion service  e i t h e r  by municipal employees o r  by 
pr iva te  haulers under contract  I n  spec i f i c  d i s t r i c t s .  We a r e  unable t o  determine,- 
a t  t h i s  t i m e ,  which is the bet te r .  W e  therefore  suggest t ha t  i n  moving to combined 
col lect ion both c i t i e s  be div2ded in to  d i s t r i c t s ,  o r  routes,  with present munic'ipal ' 
employees assigned t o  some routes and pr iva te  haulers assigned to  other routes by \ 

competitive bidding. After a few years an evaluation can be.made . to  see  whether the  
c i t i e s  should continue the system o r  move exclusively t o  municipal employees o r  pri-  
Gate haulers. - 

- - 
-. 4. C a t m c t  Co&Zecticm vorqus 'Wide Opentb Cotkction &z Suburbs -- we 

/ 

reconmend that suburbcvimieipatities in i%e Twin Cities- area nm served 
by the ''wide openn =fuse hottect-iort sgstem, in  which private hawikrs make 
their own arrangements 4 t h  each chetting; move t o  the contract system. . - Under &e cantract system a private coZZector is engaged exctusivety by a 
d c i p u Z i t y  u v d r  format agreements rmd definite specifications to  cottect \ 

rgfuse f m m  aZZ or a portion of the municipality. The contracts are usu- .- - 
atZy amzrded to the  towest respmrsibte bidder. -- - ,- - 
Findings and Conclusions: \ . 

'we discussed i n  d e t a i l  i n  t he  recommendations.deali& w,ith Minneapolis and 
Saint Paul the advantagks a f  the  contract  approach over the  "wide open" system. - - 
2 

Another,-problem which e x i s t s  i n  some of the- more spar'sely s e t t l e d  munfci- -, 
- p a l i t i e s  is the  lack  of any ordinances whatsoever on proper col lect ion of refuse. - We did not look i n t o  t h i s  problem i n  d e t a i l  but were informed,that-this sometimes 

r e s u l t s  i n  indiscriminate methods of disposal by individual c i t izens .  / 

- - . - -. - - . - 
- - 

L - - 



- 
5 .  Service Charges versus General Taration -- We reconmknd t@t as a 

, genera2 p~&pZe  mupticipalit;es of the m i n  Cit ies  area finaitce refuse - 

i' co ZZection by - s e ~ r i c e  charges czgaikst the benefited properties rather 
than by genera2 tmation. ( 

I 

Findinks and ~onc lus~ ions  : - .  , - .: ., 
\ 

The qilestion of financing .;efuse cd l l i c t i on  by se&ice charges o r  gerieriil. \ 

taxation a r i s e s  $n those comun5ties which have contracts .with pr iva te  ,haulers f o r .  
-exclusive collectioa '  service  o r  i n  those communities with muni'cip,al "employees col- 
lecting'  refuse. The question does not a r i s e  Crhe=e pr ivate  haulers make t h e i r  own . :;. 
$rrangements with individual .  residents f o r  "colle&ion ,.service. Ih such cases, t h o d h ,  
the  financing arrangements a re  more s i m i l a r  t o  '-the :&eixice charge pract ice  th?an, the  . . genera1,taxation practice.  

. . . <  - .. , 
.'Minneapolis and Saint Paul  both finance-. res ident ia l  ggrbage col1,ection ' 

service, by general Itaxation. Saint  Paul w i l l  discontinue the general taxation method ' 
on July 1, 1967 ,':and move t o  a system of service charges against  the benefited -pro- ,. 
per t ies  . .\ 

, .- . 
,-, ? .- .- 

, I  .-. 

,. We believe tha t  the kernice charg& method is c lear ly  preferable t,o. general 
taxation. U@er general taxation the  cos t s  of the  col lect ion se&ice a r e  imposed 
against  a l l  tlucable property, whether or  not served,. In  the cas6 of garbage, cqllec- 
t i on  i n  Minneapolis, f d r  example, com&rcial and indus t r i a l  properties do not benef i€ 
yet  must help pay f o r  the sereice through ger;'eral t a a t i o n .  .. . . _. ,. . .. 

This-question may riot be an issue i n  communi-ties-such-a3 Wayzata and Eiop- ' : 
' I  kins,  -which currently finance +eft& col lect ion from general tax funds. In those 

communities the business any indus t r ia l  f i r m s -  a l so  receive municipal col lect ion ser- 
vice.  -. ,.- .. 

.% , 
J 

Aside from the i s&e of equitable distr ibutgon of the4charges .for collec- - 

t i on  service i s c t h e f a c t  t ha t  refuse col lect ion should be regarded as  a u t i l i t y s e r - .  
v ice  j u s t .  as  water, sewer, electrici<y, gas axid telephone and b e  financed by seivice  
charges against the  user, . x .- - - 

/' 
Another advan%age of,the service eharge approach i s  t h a t  differences i n  .the 

? amount of ref use a t  hach home can be taken- i n to  account , - That is, a cer ta in  service  
charge can be imposed for ,  say, .two 30 -~a i lon  cans per week, with an extra  charge 
imposed fo r  ex t ra  cans. The production of ryfuse var ies  considerably depending'upon __, 

the n h b e r  of persons i n  a family, i ts income leve l  and other factors.  
1 . 

6 .  We recomnd that under no c ircwnstmes  (ezcept perhaps i n  those - . 
weeks when there i s  a holi/iaY) should any nunicipality p e d t  regukr 
refuse' coZlection on - &thing less than a once-'a-week basis.- 

+ I . ', ~ i n d i n n s  and ~onclus ions  : 
\ - 

As f a r  as we could determine, the  garbage col lect ion service provided by 
the  c i t y  of Minneapolis is the only col lect ion service  i n  the Twin ~ i t i e s ' a r e a  on a 
less than once-a-week basis.  C_ollection averages once e v e  8 t o  11 days. City 
aldermen say they rece ive  many &nplaints of infrequent collection.  Let ters  t o  the  

y ed i to r  i n  the newspapers mention complaints:- Citizens a r e  i r r i ta te i f  when refuse& C not collected on a regular basig. Generally they l i k e  go know what day t o  expect th.6 
p'ickup -service. Then a l l  refu'se can be placed i n  the  t rash  cans i n  advance. With 
i r r e g u l a r  pickup the citi 'zen never k k s  when t o  expect t he  collection.  The Metro 

1 - I. , - -, 
, 

\ 
i 
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Po l l  of the  ,Minneapolis S t a r  revealed t h a t  infrequent, i r r eku la r  and undependable ' col lec t ion  a r e  t h e  main reasens c i t i z ens  give when dissatis-fied with t h e i r  collee- 
t ion !.service. - 

/ 

/ ,' . Lack of adequate financing, we were told ,  is the  major reason f o r  the  less L 

- .. -than weekly garbage pickup i n  Minneapolis. Saint  Paul, which has a s imi la r  municipal 
/ 

~ c o l l e c t i o n  of garbage, has a once-a-week pickup but the  per-unit col lect ion cos t s  , 
appear 'higher, , I 

--C 
f - 

A s  an example of the  need for-regular weekly pickup of garbage i n  Minnea- 
p o l i s  we were to ld  by the  l a rges t  p r iva t e  refuse hauler i n  t he  Twin C i t i e s  a rea  -- 
whb has severa l  routes i n  Minneapolis t o  pick up rubbish--  t h a t  housewives o f t en  
beg h i s  co l lec tors  t o  pick up the  garbage - a l so  because the  Minneapolis garbage col- 
le$tion s e rv i ce  is  s o  infrequent. -, 

\ 1 
/ F6r heal th  reasons,Jalso, regular weekly pickup of a l l  refuse  is desirable .  

,' 

/ - 
K - / ,  x ,  - 

RECOMMENDATIONS, FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS - - 
L 

RER!SE DISPOSAL ' 

I, Sanitary Landfi l l  B 

r . - I .  DtQnping -- We reconmend that Lopen &miping, the most conanan type o f  
r e f y e  disposal i n  the Twin Cities area, be stopped. Localities i n  th is  ,- 
area are becoming more and more reluctant, an$ i n  some cases ~ f u s i n g ,  to  

- aZZm new diunping s i tes  because so m a q  are improperly opera&d. UhZess , dwnping si tes are cleaned up and operated only as sanitary ZandfiZZs, this  
metropolitan area soon may -find i t s e l f  without an adequate supply o f  refuse 

, \ - .  Zsposal facilities. Sanitary land f i l  2, when properly operated, i s  con& 
pletely acceptabls to  health and public works authorities. Sanitary W- 

- l fill  t o e  s t i l l  i,s more ecommical than incineration i n  the Thin Cities 
area as a major means of ref_use disposal. - 
To &sm2 the proper operation of qqi tary  l a n d f i ~ l s  we recornend the 

-, f enactment and enforcement of s t r ic t  regulations on their operation. !These 
regulations shuld~generally be i n  line with recornendations of  local, 

I state and national health and public works authorities. This would mean, 
among other things, the following:, - \  

/ ' 

(a) A l l  refuse would be compakted Qnd covered daily with a t  l e d t  
s i x  inches of earth. 

L 

fb) Open bmiing w&ld be pmhibited. 
1 

-.. (c)  Salvage operations would be discoumged, but, i f  at towed, ~ u Z d  " -. 
be conducted only i n  enclosed builahgs. - 

L - - 
f!l'?tis recornendation i s  -&rected f irs t  t o  tfie 'ZocaZ governments bf rthe - 
l ldn Cities area which nce~ are fully'responsible for &plat ion 9 enforce- - 

P\ 
L I ment 09 dtbnping -sites. We are w i n g - i n  this  report, however, (see recom- 

_m&Iti;on below) that the responsibility for refuse disposal be assigned by 
\ the Legislature to  an areawide governmental agency. I f  the,Legisla@m 
- does not assign this responsibility t~ an iibe-de &gene& the respomib~- , 

' 
liQ will revem; back t o  the localities. ) 

/ 

/' - r -- 
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- Findings 'and ~ o a c & s i b n s  J 

7 FJe have inspected cond-itions of the  principal-dump3ng and s a n i t a r y  l a * d f i l l '  
sites throughout t h e  Twin Cities area;  W e  have v i s i t e d  with publ ic  o f f i c f a l s  i n .  , 

-1 , townships, v i l l a g e s  and.c i t3es  where these  s i t e s - a r e  located ,  wi th  owners &.d opera- . , - t o r s  of these sites and wi th  hea l th  a u t h o r i t i e s .  W e  f i n d  t h a t  very few sites-comply - .  with recommendations of h e a l t h  and publ ic  works a u t h o r i t i e s  t h a t  they be opera ted-as  ' 
\C 

{san i t a ry  l a n d f i l l s .  Many sites present  a i r  po l lu t ion  and nuisance- problems' b e c a v e  
, , , - - - of open burning of rubbish and garbage. Others located  near  r i y e r s  o r  s t reams o r  

,, swamps present  t h r e a t s  t o  pure water  supply because proper sa feguards  are not  taken. 
' A t  most d i s p o s a l - s i t e s ,  r e fuse  is no t  covered d a i l y ,  with t h e  r e s u l t  t h a t  ,?earby 

res iden t s  sometimes coniplain of r a t s  and f o u l  odgrs. These adverse e f f  c t s  -6ften "I 
- , extend beyond the  borders of t h e , l o c a l i t i e s  i n  which the  sites a r e  located.  Spec&- 

/ - f i c a l l y ,  w e  f i n d  a s  follows:, i ,  - - \ 

(a) .OfL a t o t a l  of 20 major sites of which w e  a r e  aware, only th ree  can-be 
regarded as s a n i t a r y  l a n d f i l l s .  Many of t h e  dump sites are adver t i sed  a s  
s a n i t a r y  l a n d f i l l s ,  but  opera tors  f a i l  t o  ca r ry  out  t h e  necessary; s t eps .  - 

1 7 \ 

- (b) A t  l e a s t  f i v e  dumps w e r e  closed t h i s  year  i n  the' Twin C i t i e s  metro- 
p o l i t a n , a r e a  because they were being improperly operated: They w e r e  i n  -. 
Plymouth, \Maple Grove, Brooklyn Park, Lakevil le  Village' and New Brighton. 
The v i l l a g e  of New Brighton has, had severa l  problems with dUmp sites. One j 
was closed i n  October, 1965, but  still  was burning a year- l a t e r .  Ci t izens  
near-dump grounds f requent ly  complain about t h e i r  condit ions.  Fol'lowing 
a r e  some examples: - 

, -- Holpeowners ia a new subdivis ipn i n  Lakevil le  Township i n  Dakota 
county have pleaded, unsuccessfully,  with t h e i r  town board,this Lear 
t o  h a l t  burning a t  a dump located  less than a mi le  away. /The town 
board has taken t h e  pogi t ion  t h a t  it is b e s t  to. bum, the  re fuse  imme-- 
d i a t e l y ,  while i t  is still f resh .  -/ . - 
-- Residents of Bloomington have complained about smokefrom burning 
a t  the, Minnesota "Valley Sani tary  Landf i l l ,  an opkn dump lqcated j u s t  
west of 5avage, across  t h e  Minnesota River from Bloomington. 

2 , -- ~ a r l i e r  t h i s  year  r es iden t s  of Osseo complained about b u d &  at 
two dumps i n  Maple Grwe. When the  Maple Grove Vi l lage  Council l 

ordered t h a t  dumping cease, the  opera tors  of both dumps closed them 
- down i n  p ro tes t .  One opera tor  has s i n c e  reopened.' , . , 

\ > - .: 
-.- ~ r b o k l ~ n  Park closed -its publ ic  _hump t h i s  year a f t e r ' c o & l ~ ~ t s  -- . ? "  from res iden t s  . a s  f a r  a s  f i v e  m i l e s  ,-awayx: L~ -*, 

\ 

', 
\ - J -- I n  Apr i l ,  1965, Harold J. Paulus, Associate Professor of Mviron- 

mental h e a l t h  a t  t h e  University of Minnesota, c a l l e d  f o r  an e n d \ t o  
$he open dumping and burning a t  t h e  P ig ' s  Ey2 Dump owned by t h e  City 
of Saint  Paul. Burning has s ince  been h a l t e d  there . :  , 

> ,, \ ,L' -- In'August of t h i s  year c i t i z e n s  of New Brighton and nearby Arden 
H i l l s  were complaining t o  the  New Brighton Vi l lage  Council of rat$ i n  
t h e i r  v i l l a g e s  from a N& Brighton chinp. This dump w a d l a t e r  -closed. 

- .  
(c) Applicants f o r  permits t q  operg te  sanita&+andfill8..  have been.+- ' 
buffed on many occasions by municipal governments which had experienced- - 

~ 

.. # 

/ . , . . . > , , -- . 
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too many problems i n  t h e  past  with ;'sanitary laMf  ills" which turned -ou; 
t o  be,open dumps.. I n  some cases o f f i c i a l s  o f l these  governments sa id  they 
believed the  appf9cants-would, i n  f ac t ,  operate t rue  san i ta ry  l a n d f i l l s  - 
but the  citi-zens would not stand f o r  "another dump i n  the  c o d n i t y V t .  

, This has been the  case par t icu la r ly  i n  Brooklyn Park and Maple Grove s ince 
dumps have"been q o s e d  i n  those communities. 

(d) powers o f  *olicing 'and control l ing ;oqditions a t  dMping s i t e s  
now r e s t  almost &clusively with the l o c a l  'township board, v i l l age  council \, . - o r  c i t y  council where the  sites a re  located. Many of these l o c a l i t i e s  - 
have inadequate- ordinances o f n o n e  a t  al l  t o  control  'disposal s i t e s  a s  
r e w e n d e d  by the  Department-of Health. Even whefe ordinances a r e  ade- 
quate, the  13Cal government involved frequently represents a sparsely , 
populated local i ty ,and cannot be adequately s t a f f ed  t,o accompkish the  
neceskarf enforcement. In  the  la rger ,  built-up l o c a l i t i e s  where adequate 
s t a f f i ng  is avai lable ,  there  a r e y e r y  few'dmp o r  l a n d f i l l  s i t e s  because \ 

of a lack of avai lable  land. - 
, \ . '  - / 

('el The S t a t e  Department of Health, while possessing the power t o  estab- - 

l i s h  yegulationsc does not appear t o  have enforcement p w e r  t o  require , 
compliance with such regulations.  Further, w e  were infomed by an o f f i c i a l  
,of the  ~ e ~ a r t m ; ? n t  t h a t  the  Department of Health would prefer  t o  repain i n  
'somewhat 03 an advisory capacity, es tabl ishing regulations f o r  d i sposa l -  
f a c i l i t i e s ,  but leaving enforcement t o  l oca l  governments. - 

1 

- ( f )  The 9x117 aspect of refuse disposal  with any degkee of s t a t e  control  
today Q a requirement-in the  Water ~ o l l u t i o n  Control Act t h a t  whanever a 

"-proposed disposal site is located where it might pose a th rea t  t o  water 
p o ~ l G i o n ,  a permit must be obtatned from the Water Pollution Control Com- 

\- mission, We were informed by an o f f i c i a l  of the  Water Pollution Control 
Commission_ t h a t  only one. d isposal  s i t e  i n  t h e  Twin C i t i e s  area has such a /- 

permit, and t h a t  s i te was closed t h i s  year. Several other s i t e s  probably 
- - should have such permits, we were told ,  but t he  Commission has not had thed  

time nor resources t o  date  t o  enforce t he  permit requirement. 
/ , 

/It ik' our f inn  c o n i l u s i o ~ t h a t  t h i s  metropolitan area  no longer can tole- 
r a t e  open dumping. Not only,does it produce health'problems and nuisances, but i t  
has an adverse epfect  on any orderly solut ion t o  our long-term gefuse disposal  prob- 
l e m .  This metropolitan area  heeds an adequate number of santtarfr l a n d f i l l  disposal  
s i t e s .  As long @ w e  have la rge  amounts of open land near 'enough t o  the  centers of 
population,  sani tary  l a n d f i x c a n ,  and should, tie our major means of disposal. A s  

, 

'€he metropolitan area grow? and as the  amount of refuse per cap i ta  increases,  we can - 
expect t h a t  san i ta ry  l a n d f i l l  prob&ly cannot continue t o  be the major means of dis-  
posal. Then we w i l l  have t o  look t o  incinerat ion o r  some o ther  me'fhod t o  a f a r  
g rea te r  &tent  than weJdo today. But we should not be forced to  look t o  other , \ 

methods only - because w e  cannot properly ogerate'dumping sites a s  -- Erne sani tary  land- ', 
fills. - 

- . 2.- FuW LmrdfiZZ Sites  -- We "mcomnend'that h technicaZ study of  t* 
long-,tern availability of Z&-d i n  the m i n  Cit ies  area-for use a$ sanitary 
E d f i  Z Z  be undertaken innnediatezg . This study should earmark the s p e c i f i , ~  > 

areas- wh5ch are &st szrited f m  ZandfiZZ and the areas which shouZd not be - 

. used. The szudy s h ~ u t d  incZr.de predictions as t o  h m  tong the nJin Ci t ies  
area c m  3.e Zy upon- sanitary, &zndfiZ Z as i ts  mqjor me- o f  disposaZ and 
when thid area shouzd move on a large- scale t o  same other method. 

\ .  
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(We are remend ing  that the overat? redponsibility for refuse disposal 
\ L be\ as3iped by th& kgistature to an 'areawide govemental -agency. We 

- r ,_ believe that the necessary planning studies for -this e ~ e n e y  should be - , c d e d  -out by the M n  Cities MetropoZity Planning ~ o ~ s s i o n ,  which 
I, shouZd be instrtlcted td make i t s  reports directly to t* areawide agency.) 

\ 
t 1 

We f&kr remmnend that newkanit& landfill  si tes be located only i n  
\ (, meas identified i n  suoh technical studies as outlined abovd as suitable 

for %&taq ZandfiZZ. This wbuld m e q ,  for example, that landfill si tes 
~ h l d  not be Zbcated where they would pose a threat to  mdirground or 6111'- 

face w a * ~  pollution, b@tr they would be located w h e r e  good material for -. - +  

couer"nou2d be 'av 'lable and near main thoroughfmes, among other crite-ria. 
-, Atso, the ev%ntua 9 use of the land pmposed for a sanitary landfill  should 

' be detedned,  i f  possib l e ,  before any l r m d f i l l  operations begin. (This- 
remendat ion  i s  directed to- the governing bodhs of -ships, u i l l ~ e s ,  
' and cities, hending the assignment of re fuse disposal an a r e d d e  

- agency. In tk absence of any tec/arz.icaZ study, the affected govemental 
- > body should act on appZications for new sanitary trmdfills follooing the 

\ above-named principles as closely as possible.) - 
\ I - \ ! 
, ,p\ . 
I 

. ~ i n d i n ~ s  and Conclusions r 
'. I -. 

Among the various ~ e c h n i c a l  studies-which have been undertaken s o  f a r  on 
urban problems of the Twin C i t i e s  area  there  has been a s i g n i f i c h t  void on the sub- 
j ec t \o f  refuse dispdsal. Perhaps t h i s  has been because no r e a l  "crisis" has develop- 
_ed yet'. o r  pei;haps i t  has been assumed tha t  each ind.2vidual municipality w i l l  be able  
t o  handle t h i s  $ b c t i o n  by i t s e l f .  Even nationwide the subject  of refuse disposal 

, has taken a back sea t  tto other -urban pzoblems suck  as ttansportation, water supply C and w a g e  disposal. This a t t i t u d e  is changing, though, w i t h  a major reason f o r  
y the change'being the passage of new federa l  l eg i s l a t i on  authorizing gr3nts-in-aid 

\ f o r  refuse s tudies  and c o n ~ t r u ~ t i o ~ o f  f a c i l i t i e s .  % f ind ap urgent heed for-  ' d at,eaw;tde etadigs 09 refuse disposal i n  t h e  Twin C i t i e s  area. ~ p e c i f i c a l l y ,  we f ind 
; tk,fs need,for the tollowing reasons: , 

1 7 

(a) Herrg-public o f f i c i a l s  we, have talked' with expressed the vague con- 
v ic t ion  that  sooner o r  l a t e r  w e  qte,going t o  run out of acceptable sites 
f o r  dwping o r  l a n d f i l l  a s  the  means of refuse disposal i n  the  
Twin Cities area,  and then w e  ;ill have t o  turn t o  incineration'oq a much ' 
greater  scCle or  t o  some other method. We personally expect t h i s  w i l l  be _ 
'tpe, also. t h i s  metropolitan a rea  more, than doubles i ts  population 

, i n  the'next 34 years .it w i l l  be more than doublipg its annual production 
of-  refuke a t  ,the same time., Thus, i f  w e  w e r e  t o  continue using dunping 

r and l a n d f i l l  t o  the  same extent as  w e  a r e  today, w e  would need more than ' 
twice as many sites a s  w e  have now., The problem is compounded by the f & t  , 
t h a t  almost a l l  of the s i t e s  i n  operation today ake expected t o  ,be f i l l e d  
within 15 years,  and many of them much earlker. Therefore, replacements 
f$ these would liave t o  be found, plus addi t ional  s ips  because of  the - 
increasing population. Another-factor is tha t  the annual per capi ta  Pro- 

- - - duction of refuse is increasing each year a t  a r a t e ,  according t o  one so l id  
"waste disposal engineirl, of of a po nd per capi ta  per day. As the de- , 

mand 4 d r  sites increases, ,more ou t ly i  I? g vi l lages  and .townships are tighgen- 
. i n e  theil; zoslng."requirements making i d  more d i f f i c u l t  , to  f ind-s i tes* Ydt 

1 even these f a c t a  which have been brought t o  our a t t en t ion  a r e  not suf f ic ien t  
t o  provide adequate guidance on what rspecific '  s t e p s  need t o  be t a k a  and - 
when. The nezded research must be undertaken to determine the demand f o r  

- > .  ' 
1. Personal dnFerview with Amos W. Kalkhoff , so l id-  wastes Disposal $ngineer, 
Consoer, TownseridAand Associates, Chicago, ~ l l i n o i s .  

- L_ . 
\ -, / 
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disposal  f a c i l i t i e s  i n  coming y e a r s ~ a s  t he  population and refuse  produc- 
t i o n  increases, the  ava i l ab i l i t y  of land f q r  disposal  f a c i l i t i e s ,  c?n- 
sidering,such f a ~ t o r s ~ a s  locat ion o f - r e s i d e n t i a l  development, proximity, 
t o  lakes and streams, and, pr incipal  highways, and the  approximate t i m e  
when landfi'3l w i l l  become impractical  a s  t h e  major means of ,disposal  be- 
cause s i t e s  w i l l -be  located too f a r  away. _ , 
~ e ' a r e  not Lquipped t o  est imate lvw many acres  of land i n  the-Tw* C i t i e s  
a rea  a r e b e i n g  f i l l e d  today nor how many acres  w i l l  be needed i n  the  year 
2000. This is a question f o r  planners and engineers. It eeds t o  take, P i n t o  accqunt fhe d i f fe ren t  types of refuse  disposal  and the  t impact, on _ 
t he  demand f o r  land. How widespread is open backyard burning? What would 
be  the  impact i f  burning were discontinued? What about the  extent of2 
garbage grind'ing A d  the  l ikel ihood t h a t  its use w i l l  increase i n  the  
future? What about the  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  of municipal incineration? a Also t o  
be considered in'e'stimating the  amount of land needed is the degree of 
compaction of refuse. t h e  g rea t e r .  the degree t o  which refuse is compacted 
the  l e s s  space i t  requires.  Another factor; is_the ava i l ab i l i t y  of l a rge  
holes,, say from gravel p i t s ,  i n  the area ,  which might not take plany a y e s ,  
but which could , - be f i l l e d  t o  m a n y ' t i m e s  the  depth of other  lendf i$l  s i t e s .  

, ,' - L 

Information we-received from the  Office f o r  ~ o c a l  Government f o r  the  S t a t e  
of New yorkl indicates  t h a t  f o r  a-community 'of 60,000 people, with an 
annual per cap i ta  production of 1,500 pounds, t h e  amount of land needed 
annually i f  a l l  refuse were placed i n  a san i ta ry  l a n d f i ~ w o u l d  be/ 13 - 
acres  f i l l ' ed  t o  a depth 6f e ight  f ee t ;  Applying thesq f igures  t o  the  
Twin C i t i e s  area we f ind t h a t  today, assuming none of the  refuse would be 
incinerated,  we would need 390- acres annually f i l l e d  t o  a depth of ei&t ' 
fee t .  In  t h e  year 2000, wiqh no increase  i n  pe r  capi ta  production of 
refuse,  we would need 858 acres  annually f i l l e d  t o  -a depth of e ight  fpet .  
O r ,  projecting a 50 per  =ent increase in ' the per  cap i ta  producJion, we , 
would need 1,983 acres annually f i l l e d  t o  a depth of e igh t  f e e t - i n  the  
Twin, C i t i e s  area i n  ,thev year 2000. This is the equivalent of about tho 
square miles. I f  one-half of t h i s  needed volume yere reduced by incinera- 
t ion,  we woyld reduce the ,annual  demand t o  one square mile t o  a depth of 
e igh t  f e e t  i n  t he  year 20b0. - 
- - - 
(b) Even on a sho r t - rhge  basis  we f i nd  t h a t  many y n f c i p a l l t i e s  are, - 
experiencing d i w i c u l t i s s  i n  f inding ava i lab le  disposal  f a c i l i t i e s ,  and 
each municipality by i t s e l f  is searching f o r  a new site. Off ic ia l s -  i n  
Anoka, Coon Rapids, North S t ,  Paul, and South St. Paul, f o r  examp16, a l l  
expect t h e i r  municipal dumps t o  be closed within a year o r  s o  and do not 
know where within t h e i r  own boundaries any new sites can be found. 1% 
they go outside t h e i r  own boundaries, as a t  l e a s t  Anoka and Coon Rapi& 
have indicated they must, there is go assurance they w i l l  be accepted i n  
some neighboring township o r  v i l l age .  - y , 

\ , _' L 

(c) One of the  best  uses t o  which a l a n d f i l l  s i te  can be put a f t e r  it is 
f i l l e d  is f o r  park o r  recreat ion actgvity.  Y e t  many land£ilXs a r e  being 
located with  l i t t l e  or  no thought t o  _their fu ture  use. - With proper plan- 
ning: landf i l ls  cof~ld be located i n  areas  bes t  sui ted f o r  future  park -. 
development, In  any event, i f  pass jble ,  a l a n d f i l l ' s  fu ture  we should 

- 
\ -- - - 

' 1. "Municipal, Refuse Collection and ~ i s p o s a l " ,  Office f o r a l o u d  ~ o v e h -  
x 1- , ment, S t a t e  of New York, September, 1964, p. 25. 



, 
be,decided upon before the operation of the l a n d f i l l  is begun. ( I t  must 

K - -. be pointed,out t ha t  controversies a r e  ce r t a in  t o  a r i s e  i n  se lec t ion  of 
-. l a n d f i l l  sites aside from t h e , i s s u e s o f  proper operation. For example, 

c i t i zens  have recently successfully opposed a l a n d f i l l  around a lake i n  
northern ~ a & e y  County because they believe the natural  beauty of the 
area w i l l  be impaired: Overall planning f o r  new l a n d f i l l  sites should b e  

\ able  Lo indicate  wheh s iges  should b e  selected and wh'lch should be left 
i n  t h e i r  natural 's ta te .  ) -\I L , . " 

, \  (dl Some of- the la rges t  dumphg s i t e s  i n  t he  Twin Cities area today--and 
L 

P 

some of the  la rges t  areas of open land which might be used f o r  dumping-- - a r e  located near ma1 or- wate&ays, the Minnesota and Mississippi Rivers. . , In  a t  least one case, a w i t a r y  l a n d f i l l  along the Minnesota River, the  
owner is planning t o  reclaim lowlands fo r  major i ndus t r i a l  development. 
A' c l e a t  determination of the  long-term advisabi l i ty  of using these low- 

- lands foq sani tary l a n d f i l l  is needed. I n  many cases the locat ion of a - 
l a n d f i l l  near a v a t e p a y  may not necessari ly mean' t h a t  a threa t  t o  pollu- 
t i on  e x i e s  o r  i f  such a th rea t  ex i s t s  t ha t  i t  cannot be corrected. - . J' r d - - 7 

i It appears t o  9s tha t  the needed .planning and s tudies  should best  be under; 
takep to cover thebroad6s t  ,possible portion of the  Twin C i t i e s  metropolitan arear 
P l a h i n g  disposal f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  only one county o r  region in the metropolitan-are? 
would,be inadequate. I f  federal  funds a r e  t o  be avai lable  f o ~ s u c h  p l a n i n g  and 
s tud ie s ,  an areawide approach seems mandatory. The c i t y  of St. Paul e a r l i e r  t h i s  

7year  applied t o  the  U. S. Publie H ~ l t h  Service f o r  a grant t o  study refuse dis- - posal i n  the eastern portion of the 'Twin C i t i e s  area. This grant <was rejected a t  
f 

- l e p t  i n  par t  because the application did not cover the  e n t i r e  metropolitan area. 
7 

. . 1- 7 

Incineration - , 
2 . , . - 

1 E41$m \Use--We reoo@ that  b&r &e of incineration as a rnkans 
o-f r e M e  disposiz2 i n  the W n  Cities area be seriously investigated.. 
'(We UP-& rewmending i n  t h i s  report .that the respowibitity for &fuse 
dispo8al !be assigned by the Legistature to ,  an m d d e  agency. Tfae ques- 

, tion- of brogder use of incineration would then fal l  i n  the p d e k ,  of  
whatever g o v ~ ~ n t a l  owanizat.ion i s  given ,the responsibility o f  refuse 
disposa2. ShouZd th'e Legistature not aet then t h i s  responsil3iZity WOUW 
remain w i t h  the m i c i p a l i t i e s ,  individzsah, or together where possible, 
thr~ugh  the- Joint h e r s  A&. J - ,-- . \ '  \ 

Pindinpi and ~onc lus ions  : - - 
- 

We have reviewed the extent of incinerat ion i n  t he  Twiq  C i t i e s  area  today 
a and discussed the possibi l i t ies ,  of g rea t e r  use with public o f f i c i a l s ,  engineers~and - a commercialbuilder of incinerators.  We find tha t  incineration has  the following 

advantages : I - - 
! 

r , (a) Incineration substant ia l ly  reduces the quantity of refuse t o  be di5- 
7 -. posed of ,  e d n g  $he l i f e  of a saqdtarp l and f i l l .  Refuse - - usually is t o  25 per cent of its or ig ina l  volume. 

, I 
7 

$b) Ipcineration subs t a n t i a l l y  improves the qual i ty .  of the disposal pro- ' t . - - ' duck, Ashes from #e incinerator makes a much more su i tab le  $ i l l  mater ia l  
, - t h h  regular refuse. - - 

\ 

7 
, 



( ck  Incinerators can be loca ted- in  good proximity t o  the  points  of refuse 
collection,  thereby improving t h e  efficiency of  col lect ion by eliminating 

\ 
, --the necessity f o r  long hauls t o  dump grounas o r  sani tary l and f i l l s .  

L 
. - - 

The pr inc ipa l  disadvantage of i n h e r a t i o n  is i t s  higher cost  i n  compari- 
sonmi th  san i ta ry  l and f i l l .  Generally, tk cost  of incinerating refuse is i n  the 
v i c in i ty  of $4 a ton.' (With Minneapolis incfnerators  t he  operatitrg cost  is $4.75 . 

- a ton, but  the c i t y  w i l l  allow lprivate haulets  t o  &imp a t  the  incinerator  f o r  $4 
a ton.) A pr ivate  hauler w i l l  usually f ind,  though, t h a t  he can dump M s  e n t i r e  

\ load--which can weigh a s  much a s  5 o r  6 tons--at 'an outlying l a n d f i l l  f o r  no more 
than $4 f o r  the e n t i r e  load. So f a r ,  the  ex t ra  cost  of-traveling the greater  dis- 
tance is not so  great  s o  as t o  force him t o  choose incineration. '  

- - - One fac tor  which could make incineration more economical i n  the  fu ture  is 
the poss ib i l i t y  of harnessing the heat from an incinerator  f o r  producing e l e c t r i c  
power. This has not been possible  s o  f a r ,  we vere to ld  by professional refuse a s -  
posal consultants, because thg  temperature i n  incinerators  var ies  s o  much from t i m e  
t o  time. This is due t o  the  changing nature and amount of the  refuse during a given 
period. Research i s _  $n&rway t o  s ee  i f  these shortcomings can be overcome. 

L 

We were' a l so  informed by a s a l e s  r e p r e s e ~ t a t i v e  of an incinerator  company 1 
t ha t  i n  some pa r t s  of the  nat ion companies a r e  building incinerators and leasing 

_ them t o  municipali t ies a t  a ce r t a in  charge per ton of refuse, with the t i t l e  t o  the  
incinerators  being given t o  the  municipQit ies  a f t e r  a period of time, say 20 years, - 

It a l so  shbuld be pointed bbt t h a t  the /extra cost  of a c i n e r a t i o n  i n  
ac tua l  cost  t o  the average c i t i z e n  is not excessive today. For e x a q l e ,  _St. Louis 
Park is  c\harging its residents $18 a year f o r  col lect ion and disposal of refuse. - This finarices the  payment t o  a pr iva te  hauler  f o r  contract  col lect ion and the  cost  
of the  incinerator,  including operation, maintenance and debt service. Undoubtedly, 
one of the  mdn reasons f o r  St.  Louis Park's low cost  f o r  both col lect ion and in- 
cineration, is its favorable contract  with a pr iva te  hauler. Of the $18 per resi- 
dent, $10.68 goes t o  the  pr iva te  hauler. The balance f i n e c e s  the cost  of the  
incineraton, The charge t o  St. Louis Park res idents  probably~would be less i f  the .  
pr ivate  hauler used sani tary l a n d f i l l  ins tead of the c i t y ' s  municipal incinerator,  
but i t  should be pointed out t h a t  a charge of $18 a Eear is a common-charge through- 
out the metropolitan area, even where san i ta ry  l a n d f i l l  Is used. St .  Louis Park's 
inc inera tor  currently is operating a t  roughly 30 per cent capacity* Other communi- - 
t i e s  could use the incinerator,  i f  cost  a&an2ements could be worked out. 

,- 
\\ Another dis\adv&ntage df incinerat ion is tha t  i t  contributes t o  a i r  pollu- ,, 

t ion  i f  proper controls a r e  not imposed. W e  w e r e  ty ld  b y  the Minneapolis a i r  pollu- 
t i on  control  engineer tha t  frequently the  c i t y ' s  two municipal incinkrators v io l a t e  
provisions of the c i t y ' s  a i r  pol lut ion control  ordinance. The main problem occurs 
when the incinerators  a r e  fed o ld  rubber t i r e s  t o  s t a r t  hot f i r e s  t o  burn garbage. / 

/ 

As f a r  as we could-determine modern-day incinerators  can be b u i l t  t o  meet the high- , 
e s t  standards of a i r  pollution.  . 

- 
1 

2. .,Outside f'Backyard" Burning--Atthough we &d not eompite extensive 
doet~nentary infomati& on &uckyard burning our coqdttee generatty f e l t  
that muniicipat governments o f  the Rrin Cities m a  shotc'td consider p m -  
hibiting backyard bur_ning of rubbish. '(The question of burning Zeaves 
is nq_t faced here? 1 - .. - 

\ - . - '. 
1. Personal Interview - with Donald Plum, president,  "Plibrico,'Sales and S e n r i c e  

., Company, St.'P_aul. 
\ - - - 
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, ' -  ~ c c o r d i n g  t o  one of the  l a t e s t  p u b l i c a t i ~ n s  of the  American publ ic  Wore 
Association, outdoor.burning is not su i t ab l e '  for,presentdday l iv ing  i n  urban areas. 

' 

The f urthgr g ta tes  as. f o l l&s : ."Combys,tion tempehatures and the  a 6 t  : 
; of air aeeded f o r  coinbustion cannot be .  regulated e f f  ee+vely o r  economically. -%he.'' 

-. burners produce smoke, odors, and f l y  .ash. and a r e  f ir.e-.,.hazards- t o  .nearby buildings. 
~. This was dramatically demonstrated i n  t he  Los Angeles.area . -- i n  1957 when backyard 

.' burning was-, 'lim5t.ed t o  t h e h o u r s  of - ,4 p.m. t o  7 :p .-m. ~ i c t u k e s  taken ' jus t  before ., - - 4 o'ciock showed the  -aqea t o  be r e l a t i ve ly  f r e e  of smoke -hd..haze. ' B U ~  picttires . - 

- t aken  a t  one-minute intervals-  ~f ter the  burning- was_'started showed the  are.a .gradually-- 
blanketed with smoke; v i s i b i l i t y  was reduced' f rom s e v e r a l  miles t o  only a few hund- 

,. red yards, Backyard incinerators .  have s ince  been banned, i n  the  Los Angeles a r e .  

1 
> "In f ac t ,  the prac t ice  of bu rnbg  refuse  outdoor9 is gradually being 

prohibi ted- in  most l a rge  'c i t ies .  Outdoor incinerators-cannot be manufactured m i - _ - -  
sance-free a t  a p r i ce  t h a t  i n t e r e s t s  householders ang j u s t i f i e d  distontinu&ce of 
r e f m e  col lect ion and disposal  systems. 

/ 

I 

b 1' 

"Backyard burning may be j u s t i f i e d  i n  sparsely se t t l ed-  areas where smpke 
+d 0d01-r a r e  quickly di luted and it is unlikely t h a t  the_burners w i l l  cause any 
s ign i f ican t  air pol lu t ion  problems. "1 - - . 

As f a r  a s  we  could 'determine, no mgxe than th ree  o r  four municipali t ies - 
i n  the Twin C i t i e s  a rea ,  t o t a l l y  prohibi t  backyard b u p i n g  . _ 'This was the  finding 
of a study of refuse co l lec t ion  and disposal  pract ices  i n  tbe  Twin C i t i e s  a rea  by 
Russell H, Susag, ass i s tan t  professor of ,sanita,q engineering, University of Mime- - ,  sota.  

\ / . 
\ Our survey of 20 of the l a tges t  c i t i e s  i n  the  nation revealed t h a t  12 of 

them prohibi t  backyard burning of rubbish'. - - ,  

/ I i 

111. -Research i n  Other Methods I 

\ 

We recom&.research on o rnetFopb2>tan b d i s  into new or improved nethode 
of  refuse disposat, inctuding such possibitities ;as conppat%ng. (%is 

- ~ecommdut5gn would Be carried out by the q p q d a t e  &a uide agency 
assigned the funet<on of refuse d<spos& as w recornend in  t$<s report.) , 

1 

f a r - a s  w e  were able  t o  determine there  is no research o r  experimentat'ion 
, underway o r  contemplated i n  the  Twin C i t i i i s  metropil i tan area  on new methods of 

refuse disposal. Engineers close ) t o  t h e _ p r o b l h  s f  refuse  'dispoeal to ld  us  they 
do not  see any immediate technological breakthrough f o r  a hew method beyond sani- 
t a ry  l a n d f i l l  o r  ancineration. ~ 0 t h  s a n a r y  laadf ill ahd incinerat ion have ce r t a in  

- l imita t ions ,  though. Further, federa l  fuhds recent;ly have peen made avai lable  f o r  
experimentation i n  t h i s  f i e ld .  

1. Y~un'icipal Refuse ~ i s ~ d s a l " ,  American public Wol;ksf & s ~ c i a t l o n , ~ ~ u b l i c  kinis-  
t t a t i y  Service, Chicago, I l l ino is , /1966 ,  p. 200. 
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W. Operationand Ownership of Refuse Disposal F a c i l i t i e s  
'I / 

\ We recornend that the pote~s of operation and ownership be given to- 
whatever m e d e  agency the Legislature designates t o  be respcmsible - - for refuse disposal. This recornendation is not intended t o  prectude - 

- the dgh t  of pryiva-te businesees or, ZocaZ goverhents to  o m  and operate 
refuse diqosai! faeitities but to  guarantee that the qreawide agency 

. wiZl'have,this p a r  when needed. \ 
I 

Findings and ~ohc lus idns  : - - 
\ \ 

There a r e  geveral f ac to r s  which lead u's t o  bel ieye t h a t  within a few years 
ownqrship and operation o_f so&disposal . f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  have to be on a'regional - ', ' basis.  Specif ical ly ,  these f ac to r s  a r e  a s  follows: 

J 
, 

\ (a) Pr ivate  operators may not chqose t o  operate s a n i t a e  l a ~ d f i i l s  t o  the 
extent they do today i f ,  as we recommend, the  requirements f o r  operation - 
of these f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  tightened 'up. r 

' T  , 1 , L 

' - 1 -  

(b) 1ndLidual  municipalf t i e s  which rggard it 'as t h e i r  r ' e s p ~ n s i b i l i t y  t o  - 
provide disposal  f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  t h e i r  res idents  may f ind - t h a t  it  is impos- ' 
s i b l e  f o r  them t o  "go i t  alone". 

,' 

( c ) ~  As soon a s  the  time a r r ives  when l a n d f i l l  no longer can be the domi- 
nant method of disposal ,  some type of regional organizatiqn w i l l  be needed 
t o  provide, f o r  example, f o r  the  construction and operation of an incine- . 
ra tor .  Individual communities, especial ly  suburbs, i n  a l l  l ikelihood w i l l  
not  build incinerators  on t h e i r  own because of %he ,high i n i t i a l  cost. 

- 

(d) Even though individual municipali t ies still a r e  able  t o  provide dis-  
', posal f a c i l i t i e s ,  i n  a l l  probabil i ty they w i l l  f ind  t h a t  it is more e f f i ? ,  

c ien t  and economical fo r - these  s i t e s  t o  be  provided on a regional b a s i s -  
ra ther  than the  go-it-alone approach. ,The municipal incinerator  i3 Saint  

, Louis Park i s  a case i n  point.' That community has had the  f inanc ia l  re- 
sources and popul-ation t o  support an incinerator ,  yet--it i s ' f a r  under- 
u t i l i z ed .  Its eff ic iency would increase subs tan t ia l ly  i f  refuse from more 
cornunit ies were burned therk . / - I 

1 

I 
Financing of the operation and ownership of refuse  disposal  f a c i l i t i e s  

need not be done through any type of d i r ec t  taxaiion'or assessment. We see conside- 
rab le  merit i n  financing through the  "use"basis ,  t ha t  is, tharging so much per ton 
as refuse  is prought t o  the  disposal  site. The charges imposed can be such ' t o  P 

finance the  operat-ion a<d ownership so t h a t  no,public t,ax mone5s would be required. 

V. Governmental Responsibility f o r  Refuse Disposal A -, 
', , 

We recornend that the responsibitities for refuse disposaZ i n  the Rrin , 

Cities area be placed at the regional bve2. Then? are seveml altema-, ,' 
tives for+he type of reg-i.onaZ orgmrization or organ4zatwns which 'could 
be assigned the responsibilities as GtZined above. Based on our analysis 
of  the altemtZves tte recomend as foltms: i - 

L 

la) Assign the respns>bitity to indi&dual counties o f  the metro- 
, - poZ.i.5m area, as a minimum, or, pzieferably, to a ~etmpolitan-pide 

A agency. .We rdouZSS- not recommend a s ing le -pwse  metmpoZ6t~ d i s t~Lc t  , 
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, , .: ..: 
\ . 

. % 

for yefuse dispAsat, bu t thb  finetioh cquld be assignedto u multi- r '  . ,  / ' s e d c e  -dbtk.:ct i f  createdj or .to art a i s t i n g  rnetmklitan agency ; 
z ?, such us. the . :~~nrnapZ~s-Sain t  Paul Sani-tary W t r i c t  i f  i t s  I boundz- . .-- 

&es m e  expcmdid mid chrmges~~:are ma& 'in the :;mpresentatioff. on i t s  .. 
i 

\, ! ; .. governing board /p' ref lec t - the  bmde.r  .area.., 1: , . .  . ... . - ./ 
. - . .. 

. (b) Provide that thk ~ f e t ~ p o l i t m  planning' Coni@ssion (MIFCI coruhct 
the- planning styd3es as required by, whatever goobmment agency i s  

/ given the function of =,fuse disposal m d  make i t s  reports (directly 
t o  that agencg. - . 
/ \ - '. . - - 

. .. .,,. Findinks and ! conclusibns : l. , . . 
A 

i 

<. .- . . - . (. .7 

We have out l ined i n .  o u r  above -rec-ends$tions ; our spec i f  fi f ind ings  .:and 
conclusions .on why qiiee: r e & o n ~ i b i l i t y .  fo r  refuse disposal should be rkqed f<oi -. 

, .. the  -.- municipal i t ies  hd 'given to  an areaagency: ,\..' L .- 

We have attempted t o  explore a l l  possible governmental a l te rna t ives  6or 
assigning refuse di7posal a t  the area  level:  We follow& t h e  pr inciple  h a t  wherever 
possible we would seek ' to  u t i l i z e  exis t ing governmental agenc'ies ra ther  than propose-' 
new ones. Following is a discussion of our findings and conclusions i n  connection - 
with the  various a l ternat ives:  1 - . 
.. . . 

, . / 

.(a) Regional associations of- municipa1iti&, e i t he r  under t he  J o i n t  ' ; . .. Powers Act o r  by l c ~ . s l a t i v e  act,, . . - < . . / , r- . Under t h i s  dlternat'ive various muWcipali t ies i n  cer ta in  pa r t s  of t he  
4. , \ , metmpolitan area could form regional associations t o  regulate  - and l icense 

a l l  disposal f a c i l i t i e s  i n  t h e i r  region, t o  engage i n  planning and research 
- / f o r  future  needs, and when necessary own2and operate disposal' f a  i l ix ies . ,  
r 

\ 
\ .. f -  L 

~ d v a n t a ~ e s  of t h i s  approach include: (1)  xis sting governmental un i t s  - 
would minimize any release of present authori ty- they have f o r  -r'efdse dis,- 
posal. (2) Certain municipali t ies with common problems could get  together 
and not have t o  include others which migkt have different  disposal prob- - 
lems . (3) Different type6 of solut ioas  could b e  worked out i n  d i f fe ren t  1 
par t s  of the metropolitan area by each regional association on its own. - 
An advantage of using the Jo in t  Powers Act would be tha t  no l eg i s l a t i on  
would be required -hatsoever. The associations c d l d  be forded as soon as 

\ the municipali t ies 'agreed. 
L , 

\ \ \- 

Dfsadvan~ages of t h i s  approach include: f i )  ~ e n e r a l l ~  the  problems of 
rehe disposal -extend f a r  beyond the  borders o f  a group bf municipali t ies 
with common problem's. .(2) Certain municipalities o r  townships v i t a l  t o  ,, 
the\success of such an association might not chodse t o  par t ic ipate ,  (3) ' 
It d g h t  be extremely d i f f i c u l t  t o  obtain the necessary agreements through- 
p u t  the  metropolitan area t o  cover the  e n t i r e  area. A disadvantage of - 
using _the Joint  powers Act ra ther  than obtaining special  l eg i s l a t i on  f o r  
an association is tha t  an assoc5ation established under the Joint  Parers- - 
Act is purely v o l h t a q ,  and members may withdraw at any tihe. ! 

a ! - 
, . (It  should be ~ o ~ n t e d  ou; t ha t  'enabling l e g i s l a t i o a  &ss=d'yin r957 bi" !he 

S ta te  Legislature permits- :v i l lages  .or c i t i e s  of- . . the sec*, iqhird -or a , ! 

\ fourth.,~,c+ss.~~in the  &in cities area to es tab l i sh  sani-tag disposal 
< !  ' .  
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aut-horitle?. Six northwest skbuibs have established s u c h  an author i ty  .~ ' - . ,- 

pursuant t o  th i s .  qe t  .hu t  the  author i ty  has been' $omant f o r  the  past  six- 
. . )years. ) . -' - - \.' \ ' .,- i . 

L 
I ,  

-'(b) counties on t h e i r  own or'by Jo in t  Powers. A C ~  ~ Y 
, - - - -. - \ 

Counties i n  Minnesota today have no power- whatsoever to ,  engage i n  any' 
function ,in connection with refuse disposal. Thus the  S t a t e  ~ Q g i s l a t u r e  

'would have t o  g f i e  t h i s  power to the  counties. 
7 

\ - - 
Advantages of t h i s  approach include: (1) No new governmental bodies would 
need t o  be established weatsoever, unless the counties were t o  f o m ,  a 
r e f y e  disposal  association u n e r  the  Jo in t  Powers Act-. (2) The res>onsi-' 
b ' i l l ty of refuse disposal  could be'given to  a l l  counties i n  the  s t a t e ,  
thus obviating t he  need t o  adopt spec ia l - leg i s la t ion  f o r  the  metropolitan"' 
area. (3) The county,approach has been tried and is successful  i n  certa-in 

\ o the r  p a r t s  of the  nation.  (4) The knotty problems,of area  t o  be covered, 
financing , and 'representation, would not have t o  be faced, since ref use 

\ 

disposal  would b e m e  j u s t  another function within the  framework of county 
government. - 

Disadvaptages o f  t h i s  approach include : -(I),, Counties, by and large;  have, ' 
b2en regard6d-as agents of s t a t e  government i n  ~ i n n e t k t a  and have under- 
taben only t o , a  l imited extent functions of urban l i v ing  i n  &metropoli t% 
area  such a s  ours, (2) To a l a rge  extent refuse disposal  probI.ms are 

-inter-county i n  scope, with i any  counties unable t o  provide enough land 
f o r  disposal  f o r  the  e n t i r e  population. (3) Counties today a re  not admi- 
h i s t r a t i v e l y  s t ruc tu red  t o  assume such a function and integrate  i t  eas i ly ,  

; becausexthere is no department of - county government-readily sui ted t o  
undertake the  responsibility. '7 \ 

I f  count ie i  were given the power of refuse disposal  but found That they 
could not by themselves handle the pr6blem because of inter-county impli- 

-' c a t i o d ,  €?hey could form an associat,ion under t h e , ~ o i n t  Powers Act. The. 
advaikages and disadvantages of u t i l i z i n g  the Jo in t  Powers Act a r e  S imi la r  
t o  'those l i s t e d  under the  f i r s t  a l t e rna t ive  above. 

L'- - , 
/- i c )  A br~ddened Minneapo1d.s-Saint Paul Sanitary YJistr ict  , -- 
The ~ i u n e a p o l h - s a i n t  Paul San i tam ~ i i t r i c t  today includes knly ?he \ two -- 
cen t r a l  c i t i e s  within its border&, plus a hymber of suburbs by contract .  \ 

The ~ a n i t a & , ~ i s t r i c t  has one responsibiXity: sewage disposal. It is - 

l i k e l y  t h a t  t he  1967 Legislature w i l l  expand the  boundaries of the  Sani- / 

- tary D i s t r i c t  t o  include a l l  o r  a subs tan t ia l  portion of the  seven-county-' ' - - 
metro6olitan area. / ', 

/ - 
Legis la t ion would be required t o  give the  Sanitary District the  responsi- 
b i l i t y  of refuse disposal .  r- . , .- ,- , 

Advantages of t h i s  app rdch  include: (1) The responsibi l i ty  f o r  a11 J 
w a s t e  disposal ,  (both sewage and refuse,  would rest with one governmental 

' 

-agency ; (2) The Sanitary D i s t r i c t  now p a s  to. plan f o r  ce r t a in  aspects of ! 
'refuse disposal ,  i n  t ha t  it must design its treatment plants  to h h d l e  
the  Sncreasing amount of garbage which comes i n t o  sekrs from garbage - 
grinders.  (3) One aspect  of sewage disposal ,- the incinerat ion of the  - -.. , < L 

, 
\ 



-. , i 
I F  - sludge, q g h t  r e a c h y  b e  integrated with ,incineration of t e fuse  on a 

- - 
(\ 

6- - broad basis .  
4 \ J 

'. - Pisadvantages of t h i s  approach ,include : (1) ' There is  no assurance t h a t  
5 the  boundaries of an_ expanded Sanitary D i s t r i c t  w i l l  be l a rge  ,enough t o  

( cover t he  a rea  which should be incl2ded for ' re fuse  disposal, (2) The 
d i f f i c u l t y  now i n  reaching agreement on qn expanded Sanitary D i s t r i c t ,  
pa r t i cu la r ly  its financing, might be cmpoundedZf another function such 

I as refuse  disposal  were added. (3) The respons ib i l i t i es  of l icensing and 
regulation-of refuse  hisposal  f a c i l i t i e s  6buld be a l i e n f o  the  basic out- ' 
look' of the-Sanitary D i s t r i c t ,  which extends only t o  the  ownership an& 
operation of sewage.disposil1 f a c i l i t i e s .  L - 

- 
(d) A metropolitan-wide special~purpose'  d i s t r i c t ,  exclusively f o r  ref  use 

, , disposal  , - C -. . -. 
This alternatstve would require an act- of the S t a t e  Legislature, which 

_, 

- 
could give t h e  special-purpose d i s t r i c t  a l l  the  n e c e s s a e  ~owers:in con- . 'nection with refuse  disposal .  - :: - 

*- Advantages of t h i s  approach include: -(I) The p o s s i b i l i t i e s  o,f solving the  
/ refuse  disposal  problem properly would be maximized with the  d i s t r t c t  re- 

sponsible f o r  t h i s  function only. (2) The boundaries and financing of the  
d i s t r i c t  could be su i ted  t o  Feet the  spq i> icheeds  of refuse  disposal .  

2 

hisadvantages of t h i s  apiroach include: (1) This would mean a continuation 
of t he  trend t o  e s t ab l i sh  independent single-purpose metropolitan d i s t r i c t s ,  

I -  \, each with its own tax powers and governing board but with little, i f  any, a , -  accountabil i ty t o  the  voters.  (2) The scope and magnitude of the  r e f v e  
disposal  problem has not been su f f i c i en t ly  determined t o  date t o  j u s t i f y  

L t he  cxeatioc of a metropolitan agency f o r  t h i s  function only. (3) There- '. 
~ u l d  be no opportunity f o r  coordination with other  metropolitan functiyns, 
Such as sewage disposal .  - 1 -- - /, 

(e) & metropolitan multi-service d i s t r i c t ,  of which refuse disposal  would , - -- 
be one of its functions. - - - - 7  /- 

' . 
% .  

This a l te rna t ive ,  too, would requireLan a c t  of t h d  S t a t e  Legislature. - - 
\ \  / ' /  
--., - Advantages of t h i s  approach include: (1) Only one metropolitan agency 4 s .  

^ I 
y needed, which can be m ~ r ~ a c c o u n t a b l e  t o  voters  than a mul t ip l ic i ty  of . - them. (2) Coordination between metropolitan functions is maximized. - 1 ,  

- - ,' 

Perhaps the  main disadvantage of pursuing t h i s  apqroach is the d i f f i cu l ty  - . , . ' i n  ever reaching agreement on how t o  place the  resp&ibi l i ty  f o r  a l l  
. \ 

-1~e t ropo1i tan  functions and services i n  one governmental body. 
L 

- 
.- Iu.tem? of the  siygle-purpose d i s t r i c t  idea vqrsus the multi-purpose 

I 

- d i s t r i c t ,  there  is another a l t e rna t ive ,  p o t  discussed here, but which has 
been proposed of l a t e  by s t a t =  ~ e ~ f e g e n t a t i v e  Robert 0. Ashbach. This 
would involve a continuation of the sin21e-purpose d i s t r i c t  idea, but * 

placing overa l l  policy control  ina-met ropol i t an  council. %e-precise c. degree of ju r i sd ic t ion  of such a metropolitap council over the  single- 
- purpose d i s t r i c t s  is not c lear .  k > 
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( f )  The Twin C i t i e s  ~e t ro i ;o l i t an  Planning Commission, ( for  the  refuse  
disposal  functions of planning only) 

., It .is possible f o r  the  Metropolitan Planning ~ommis;ion t o  b  specific&^ 
inst ructed o r  askedd t o  updertake the  functions of planning i n  refuse die- 
posal  , with other  agencies assigned the  other  functions. - 

'\ 

.a 

L \ <  

Advantages of t h i s  apptoach include: (1) No l e g i s l a t i v e  a c t  need be re-. - 
quired i n  connection with planning, becauseHthe MPC already has t h i s  powek. 
(2) The vas t  amount of da t a  dealing wit6 the metropolitan a rea  /already i n  
t he  hands of the  MPC cliuld be readi ly  put t o  use.,  - - \ \ -  

\ -\ \) 
Disadvantages of t h i s  gpproach include: (1) Theiplanning would not be , - 

, - - - conducted by the  same agency responsible ,f dr 'the Ticensing ; regulation,  
ownership and operatiop of ref use disposal  f a 9 L i t i e s .  (2) The -det&iled 
s tud ies  needed i n  refuse disposal  is somewhat d i f f e r en t  from the  geberal  
long-range planning s tud ies  vh-ich have been publiseed t o  d a b  by the  MPC. '. - , 

\ / 

'1t should be pointed out herel that ,  i n  the  ev&t of the establishment of 
any multi-purpose d t s t r i c t  or'metropolita'n council which-would coordinate , 

t h e - a c t i v i t i e s  of single-purpose d i s t r i c t s ,  the  Metropolitan Planning Com- 
mission probably would be-zn i n t e g r a l  par t .  Then, of course, planning by '  
the  MPC i n  refuse disposal  would-be closely re la ted  t o  t he  o ther  refuse ' 
disposal  func" L I O ~ S .  - 

<'- 

(g) The Minnesota Department of Health ( for  the  refuse  disposal  fun'ctions 
~f ~&u1_ation and enforcement only) 

/ 
d i - - , \ 

The S t a t e  Legislature would have t o  ~ p e ~ i f i c a l l y  charge the  ~ e p a r m e n t  of I 

Realth with responsibi l i ty-of  regulation and enforcement. - -. 
_i 

~ d v b t a ~ e s  of dhis approach include: (1) Refuse disposal  has mnY asPecCs -- 
of public heal th  i n  connection with it. (2) The Department of Health has 
a ready-made administrgtive s t ruc ture  f o r  l icensing and regylation. Cq) . - I 

Special l e g i s l a t i o n  wohd not be nedessary f o r  the  metropolktao_ ares alone-, 
\. - /' 

~isadvaptages  of t h i s  approach include: (1) As mentioned e a r l i e r ,  t he -  - 
- Department )of Health wants only t o  es tab l i sh  regulat ions  f o r  refuse  dis-  

- posal, leaving enforcement t o  l o c a l i t i e s .  ' (2) It has  a dif f i cu l t - t ime  
obtaining l e g i s l a t i v e  appropriations f o r  enough inspectors fo r  its hresent 

u , x ,  jur isdic t ion,  le t  alone refuse  d i s p o s ~ .  a r 

\ . - 
- 

\ 
C o n s i ~ t e n t  with our fee l ing  t h a t  we should u t i l i z e  as much a s  possible the  

'existing s t ruc tures  of government i n  solving the  problems of refuse disposalCwe be.. 
l i e v e  t h a t  t he  best  a l t e rna t ive  above, on balance, f o r  the  function of planning is 
the  Metropolitan Planning Commission. There a r e  s u f f i c i e n t  areawide i m p l i ~ a t i o n s  of , 
refuse disposal  today t o  indicate  t h a t  an associat ion of municipalities'or,counties 
could not do thg planning a s  w e l i  a s  the  MPC. - CertBinly, a single-purpose dPs t r i c t  
o r  the  ~ a n i t a r y ~ i s t r i c t  with the  combined func t ions  of sewage and refuse disposal  
would not be able  t o  handleehe  planning function a s  _we have 'outlined .earlier )what 
t h i s  ' function - should en t a i l .  
\ 

'1 \ 

The MPC could be assignsd t o  report  spec i f ica l ly  t o  t he  area agency respbn- '. ' s i b l e  for rekuse dispogal. T+us, it would be t l e d  in-gobernmentally with the  respon- , - sib* body and would not be operating independently. 
- 
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l I n  terms of regula t ion and e@drcement of, refuse  disposal  f a c i l i t i e s ,  it 
uould'appear t h a t  t he  most l og i ca l  of t he  above a l se rna t ives  is t o  give-the responsi- - 
b i l i t y  t o  the  Minnesota Department o f r ~ e a l t h .  Regulation and enforcement would be a 
new f u q ~ t i o n  f b r  a l l  the  atker agencies suggested a s  a l t e fna t i ve s .  However, we havex' 
reservat ions  about suggesting t h e  Pepartment of Health. S t r i c t  enforcemedt of sani-  
t a ry  1-afidfills is one of the  most important,aspects of a properly run re fuse  disposal  

: plan, "~ecause  of t he  Department's mapower l imi ta t ions  a s  a statewide agency',- we - , 
believe. t h a t ,  r e a l i s t i c a l ' i ~ ,  t h e  ~ e ~ a r t m e &  wouldcnot be able-  t o  ~ r o v i d e  t h e  degree 
of enforcement we f e e l  would be needed. ~ ~ o o k k n g  t o  our o ther  alternatives, w e  be- ,, 
l i e v e  t h e  idea  of an  soc cia ti on of punicipalif ies is the  l e a s t  appealing, because of 

7. 

its fragmented nature  and because it is doubtful a l l  a reas  would be included. The - '-' 
single-purpose'district a l t e rna t i ve  a l s o  should be re jec ted .  The re fuse  disposal  -. 

'problem i n  t h i s  area today demands ac t ion ,  but  use of the single-purpose d i s t r i c t ,  
with ' a l l  'its shortcomings; should b e - a  last resor t .  The most l i k e l y  choices, w e  , i 1 believe, would be t o  g ive  t he  r ~ s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  county governments, a new multi- 
purpose. district, i f  established, ,  o r  an ex is t ing  metropoli tan agen9y such as '  the  
Minneapolis-Saint Paul Sanitary d i s t r i c t .  I 

L 

\ \ ,  - 
I , 

' ~ e g a r d i n ~  ownership and operation of refuse disposal  f ac_ i l i t i e s ,  the  -exten$ 
of which w e  are no t  c e r t a i n  taday, we-believe t he  assoc ia t ion  of municipalit-ies and 
single-purpdse d i s t r i c t  approaches should be  rejected on xhe syne bas i s  as' f o r  l icen-  
s ing and regu_latlon, Again, t h e  most l i k e l y  choices a r e  t o  ass ign respons ib i l i ty  t o  
county government; a multi-purpose d i s t r i c t ,  o r  an ex i s t i ng  metropolitan agency s u ~ h  .. - .as t he  San i t a ry -D i s t r i c t .  - t - ,- 

/ 
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\ 
I n  the  f a l l  of 1965 the  Citizens League Board of Directors approved estab- ,' 

,, lishment of ' a research committee , to revjev t he  .various methods of handling refuse  
col lect ion and disposal  throughout the  metropolitan a rea  t o  determine whether t h i s  
function might be handled more e f fec t ive ly  and economicall+ - \- - - , , 

COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP / 1 .  , L '.- I 

i / 
. 

.., Eighteen persons par t ic ipated i n  the  del iberat ions  of t h i s  committee. The 
! -connuittee was headed by John W. Pulver, chairman, an a s s i s t an t  cashier a t  Northwest-.J 

- / e r n  National Bank, and C. Blaine Harstad, vice-chairman, a Minneapolis lawyer. . - 
- '. 7 

Other 'cmit tee  members were Mrs. Ralph Bruce, Jr., William J. Corrick, 
Russell Cowles  , P. Keith- Emery, ~amue l  B . Fried,  Larry Geisler,, George C. H i t e ,  
Jerome-N.j3ulius,.Lawrence k. Kelley, W. D. Musolf, George-W. Nelson, John Pegors, - 
Char>es Slocum, Fussel l  H .  Susag, J. D: White and Robert\E'; W i l l o w .  The committee A 
was- nsaisted by Paul A. G i l  je, Cit izens ~ e a ~ u e  Research Director. 

, ,' , 

A t o t a l  of 12 committee meetings were held between May 12, 1966, and , 
October 24, 1966, of which f i v e  w e r e  threk-hour evening meetings. The others w9re 
break£ ast- and luncheon meetings. In  addit ion,  the  committee took an all-afternoon - 
t o a l p '  oe zef use disposal  f a c i l i t i e s  . 

- 

J The committee received extensive cooperation from publ ic-off ic ia ls ,  adminL- 
i s t r a t o r s  and businessm-en engaged i n  refuse ca l l ec t i on  and disposal .  In  a l l  cases,  
the  committee had no problem i n  obtaining information. Without such cooperation t h i s  
report  would not have been pogsible. - 

\ 7 

Persons who made appearances before the  f u l l  committee included, Eugene 
., Avery, c i t y  engineer, Saint  Paul; Thomas A. Thompson, c i t y  epkineer, Minneapolis; 

Amos Kalkhoff, Consoer, Townsend-and Associates, chicago, I l l i n o i s ,  a consulting 
engineering firin f o r  t h e  City of Saint  ~ a u l - o n  refuse col lect ion and disposal;  Ray 
Gauger, Gauger and ~ s s o c i a t e s ,  Saint  Paul, consulting 'firm working with Consoer, 
 owns send;' Robert Roff, president of t h e  Plinneapolis Suburban Refuse Removal &socia- 

-' ti-6n, anLorganization of private-haulers;  Ron ~ h o h e ,  member of the  board of d i r ec to r s  - 
- o f ,  t he  Ref use Removal Association; Ed Drury , Jowner of t he  fa rges t  privaie'ref use - 

hauling firm i n  the  ' b i n  C i t i e s  area;,Warren Anderson, member,--Maple Grove Village 
Council; Robart Pulscher, c i t y  hanager, coon Rapids; Gordon Anperson, a s s i s t an t  c i t y  
engineer, Hopkins; Ray Folland, c i t y  engineer, Saint  Louis Park; Ed Shimek, v i l l a g e  
administrator, Brooklyn Park; Glen Northrup, planning d i r ec to r ,  Burnsville; E. A. 
Babcock, superintendent of san i ta t ion ,  .City vf Minneapolis; Paul Johnson, chief of 

* the  se'ction of-general engineering, ~ i v i s f - o n  of Environmental Health, S t a t e  Depart- \ 

1 
'me_nt of Bealth; Donald Plum, president,  P l ib r ico  Sales and Service Company, Saint  
Paul, a fiGy which s e l l s  incinerators ,  and Gerald T. Brit ton,  marketing manager;' , 

\ Ziegler, inc. ,  ~l;omin~ton,  a f inn  which sells san i ta ry  l a n d f i l l  equipment. . - 
~\ 

I n  addi t ion the  ~ i t i z e &  league staff,,~avas i n  contact with a t  lea& 20 tither ' 
' , _a*&l-*c. off khls. and zdi@nist-L.ators. throughout the '.&in-"Cities area. The s t a f f  a l s o  \. L- - . -- 

I '  i 
/ 
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i obtained information from operators of dump groun$s and sani t&q'- laadff l ls .  The 
s t a f f  personally v i s i t ed  some 16 d i f fe ren t  dumping, s i t e s  during one all-day tour,  - 

Members of the  Minneapolis City Council and, suburban mayors were mailed 

4 questionnaires, asking- t h e i r  comments on &eLadeguac'y of refuse col lect ion i n  t h e i r  -. 
communities. Their r ep l i e s  were extr&ely helpful. - 

/ -\ 
/ 

A survey of 'refuse col lect ion and disposal pracgices i n  the Twin C i t i e s ,  
a r e a  conducted t h i s  year by Russell H. Susag, a~couunittqe member, in doknection with 

' 

his'work as ass i s tan t  professor,of sani tary engineering a t  the University pf Minne- 
sota,  was extensively re l ied  upon, a s  was-other background information provided by ,! 

/, the  League of Minnesota Municipalities. We Citizens Lea- s t a f f  conducted a survey 
'of refuse col lect ion and disposal pract ices  i n  other la rge  c i t i e s  i n  the nation.' 

,' . i 



BACKGRO*~--REFUSE COLLECTION 
- - , r  

Collection of refuse i n  the  Twin C i t i e s  metropolitan area isrconducted-by - '. 
three  Gajor methods : (1) Municipal employees ; (2) Municipal contract  with.  a prik . 

-' vate  hauler;  and (3) Pr ivate  haulers 'by, individual  arrangements with each dwelling,   one of the  three-methods is  the  dominant p rac t ice  i n  the area,  Substantialpnumbers 
of peoph  a r e  served by each. In  a l l  cases the  extent  of o f f i c i a l  governmental in- 
volvement i n  the  col lect ion of refuse  never goes beyond the  local.~township, v i l l age  
o r  c i t y  government. - - 

/- 
- 

Within _the above-mentioned waysa re  ce r t a in  key differences on what types 
of re fuse  are collected.  Collection of +l mater ia l  normally placed i n  the'house- 

" hold t r a sh  can, t h a t  is, garbage (food wastes), paper, cans, bo t t l e s ,  p l a s t i c s ,  e tc . ,  
is known a s  combined collection.  This type of co l lec t ion  is most prevalent. In  
ce r t a in  cases garbage (food wastes) i s  y l l e c t e d  by one service  and the  balanc; of 
th'e refuse:-known a s  rubbish, is col lected by another service.  This is  known a s  < 

separate  col lect ion.  , 
L 

The frequency of col lect ion a l so  varies:- The commonest r e s iden t i a l  coZ- 
lec t ion  frequency is  once a week. In  a few cases,  twice-a-week se rv lce- i s  provided, \ 

And i n  a t  l e a s t ~ n e  _case, the  service  is  l e s s  than once a week. - \ 
, Following is a discussion of the d i f f e r en t  methods of refuse collection- , , 

nowdn use i n  t he  Twin C i t i e s  area: - . 
\ - ,  

- 1. Municipal Employees / 

4 Minneapolis, Saint  Paul, Hopkfns and South Saint-Paul  a r e  the  only munici- 
p a l i t i e s  i n  the  Twfn Ci t ies  area i n  which municipal employees and- municipally owned 
trucks a r e  used f o r  col lect ion of refuse. I n  Minneapolis, Satnt  Paul and South, - ' 

-Saint  Paul municipal employees co l l ec t  garbage only. The balance of the  refuse  is 
disposed of as each individual c i t i z en  may decide, whether by a reg9lar collectton 
by a pr ivate  hauler,  back-yard burning of combustible rubbish o r  t r i p s  t o ' a  dump by 
the  individual c i t i zen .  Only i n  Hgpkins do municipal employees co l l ec t  a l l r e f u s e ,  . 
both garbage and rubbish, In  one combined pickup. A deta i led discussion of t he  

, municipal operations fol+ows : . 
Minneapolis - &e City of Minneapolis employs approximately 108 men f o r  

col lect ion of wrapped garbage from a l l  dwellings Tn Minneapolis. This -is exclusively , 
a r e s iden t i a l  pickup service.  commercial and indus t r i a l  firms must make t h e i r  own 
arrangements with p r i v a t e  haulers. The c i t y  has a t o t a l  of 38 trucks,  two of which 
a r e  the  side-loading packer type which compress the  refuse"int0 a smaller velume. 
The others a r e  covered trucks without any packer mechanism. 

- 

Our suryeys of o ther  c i t i e s  i n  the  metropolitan area  and throughout the  
nation reveal  t ha t  the  vas t  majority of co l lec t ion  s e rv i ce - i s  provided with packer 
trucks, which have a much grea te r  capacity than the  non-packers. Anon-packer t w c k  - 
i n  Minneapolis averaged 3% t r i p s  per day t o  the  inc inera tor  i n  1965, with each load 
averaging 2,805 pounds. A packer t h c k  -can'easily have a capacity of 10,000 pounds, 
meaning tha t ' on ly  one t r i p  would be necessary t o  the ' incinerator  each day. The, 
chief of the  Sani ta t ion Division f o r  the  City of Minneapolis sa id  t h a t  the  cos t s  of - 
a side-loading packer t w c k  and a non-packer a r e  about the  same, about $7,500. A 
rear-loading packer truck cos t s  more. The most recedt non-packer trucks w e r e  
purchased-in 1960. A provision f o r  the  purchase of four-new packer trucks is 
included i n  the  1967 budget, he sa id . .  The c i t y  has had l imited success with , 
packer trucks, he s a i d ,  because of the  e x t r r t i m e  required f o r  the  , 

- 
'> - 

\ -- -. ,' 
\ ,  
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. - packing mechanism t o  wqrk a f t e r  each loading. . This extra t h e  c u t s  down on - the  nun- , . ..\ . 
' b e r  of  pickups which Can .be ntade. Also, the  c i t y  !s two inc ine ra to r s  'are located 

5 conv&i;iently f o r  c i t y  ck l l ec i ion  crews s o  t h a t  long hauls  t o  and .- . f&~.,.t.he ':incinera- '. ,- 
. .. . \ tins a r e  n o t  required. ' i >-  

.I 

, : .  

2 
The pickup .schedule' averages b e t ~ e e n  9 and 11 calendar days f o r  nipe months ' i -  

&d 8 calendar days f o r  the  s-er m n t h s ,  according t o  the 1965 annual r e p o r t  'of t h e  -- ' 
,> - D i v i d o n  of San i t a t ion  of t h e  City 's  Department of Public works. The employees are, ,' 

, - divided i n t o  28 three-man routes f o r  nine mohths and 32 three-man 'roufes for'the 
I \ 

th ree  summer months. Each route  has one d r i v e r  and two pickup men.> About 77 p;er \,- 
I >  cent -of  the  pi&ups of garbage i n  Minneapolis can be made i n  the  a l l ey .  One man w i l l  

i pick up '?he garbage on one s fde  of an -alley a n d d h e  o the r  man on t h e  othek s ide .  The 
garbage i s  hauled t o  the  c i t y ' s  two multi-ton inc ine ra to r s .  V 

1 

-'me c o s t  of t h e  Minneapolis garbage co l l ec t ion  and disposal  sys t& t o t a l e d '  
', $1,022,988 i n  1965, with $838,096 the cos t  of c o l l e c t i o n  and $184,$77[0 the  cos t  of 

i n c i ~ ~ r a t i o n .  Approximately 121,180 families.were served by t h i s  $ervice. ,The cos t  
1 " ,,, -was assumed by gener'al taxat ion,  but  the  c o s t ,  i f  prora ted  o n - a p e r  fqmily b a s i s ,  

f - would be a b ~ u t  $8.44 pe r  'yeay. I 

St. Paul - Like Minneapolis, the  Ci ty  of St .  Paul has  a sy$fem-ky which ; 
municipal employees c o l l e c t  wrapped garbage only. Individual  ~ e s i d e n t s  must make/ 
) the i r  own arrangements-for c o l l e c t i o n  of the  balance of t h e  refuse  b y , p r i v a t e  hau l - ,  

\ ers. The c i t y  p icks  up garbage a t  a l l  p r iva te  dwellings through four-plex apartrqents. 
Any apartments with more than four  u n i t s  must make t h e i r  own arrangedents. This is - . 

/ d i f f e r w t  from the  p rac t i ce  i n  Minneapolis\where the  municipal forces  c o l l e c t  from - 
a l l  e e l l i n g s  and apartment buildings where such se rv ice  is needed.- 

J 

The ~ i t ~  operates 20 garbage routes.  On 15 of these  roqtes,  t h r e e  men a r e  
used, a d r i v e r  and two pickup men. The c i t y  uses a l l  packer-type 'ca l lec t ion t rucks  

\ f o r  these  routes. On the  o the r  f i v e  ,routes, a p r iva te  hauler  L s  pa id  by t h e  c i t y  
i f o r  h i s  service  and f o r  the  use  of h i s  t ruck,  a l sg  a packer. In , add i t ion ,  one c i t y  - 

employee, a pickup man, <i assigned t o  each route. Thus on these  f4ve routes,  only 
two'men a r e  assigned t o  a t ruck.  

l, 

t ,  5 
\ 

, A l l  garbage co l l ec ted  i n  St .  ~ a ; l n o w  i s  hauled t o  the  city-operated pig ' s  
Bye "sanitary Landfi l l"  Dump. The 1966 budget f o r  the  c i t y  includes $525,908 f o r  
garbage co l l ec t ion  and $102,935 f o r  operat ion of the  Sanitary Landf i l l ,  f o r  - a  toga l  
of $628,843. - _ 

J ,  > 
\ 

I St .  Paul,  l i k e  Minneapolis, has finansed i t s  garb'age col lec t ion-and dis-  
posal  service out  of general  taxation,  The S t .  Paul City,Council,  f a c i n i  se r ious  
revenue-raising problems f o r  1967, has votgd t o  place both garbage c o l l e c t i b  and 

\ dumping a t  the  l a n d f i l l  on a se rv ice  charge- bas i s  next  year.  Unt i l  ,now, a l l  .private - - rubbish haulers  i n  St.  ~ a u i  have been;al,lowed t o  dump f r e e  a t  t h e  l a n d f i l l .  The 
se rv ice  charges f o r  co l l ec t ion  and dumpihg have n ~ t - - ~ e t  been es tabl ished.  Service 
charges f o r  c o l l e c t i ~ n  probably w i l l  be'determined i n  conjunction wi th  a move t o  

: , combined col lec t ion.  The City of S t .  Paul has not  y e t  decided t o  s t a r t  a system of - 
combined co l l ec t ion  of refuse ,  but  i t  has h i red  a consult ing engineering f i r m  t o  
recommend s p e c i f i c  s teps  f o r  moving t o  c d b i n e d  co l l ec t ion .  A preliminary repor t  

, from t h a t  f i p  is  expected soon.\ L - . I I ,- * I 
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An estimated 54,000 garbage cans a re  picked up weekly by the St .  Paul 

/ - 
municipal &ol lect ion service.  The col lect ion servick is  on a regular seven-day 
schedae ,  s o  t h a t  res idents  can expect t o  have t h e i r  garbage picked up weekly. It 

/ 

i s , no t  Imorm3 how many families a re  covered by the  \54,000 garbage cans, but the  
f igure  probably i s  s l i g h t l y  l e s s  than th i s .  In  Minneapolis an estimated 132,000 
cans a re  picked up from _approximately- 121,180 families.  ~ssuming  such a relat ion- 
sh ip  would exist-  i n  St. Paul, the;St. Paul garbage col lect ion service  covers approxi- 
matdly 49,000 families.  / 

d 

\ ' 
, ~ a k i k ~  a t o t a l  cost  ,of col lect ion and disposal i n  St. ' ~ a u l  a t  $628,843, 

an@ dividing t h i s  by the  number of families,  we come up with an annual per-family 
cost  of $12.83 i n  St .  Pau1,'as compared t o  $8:44 i n  Minneapolis. Undoubtedly much 
of the  cost  of the  St: Paul l a n d f i l l  cannot be d i r ec t l y  a t t r i bu t ab l e  t o  r e s iden t i a l  
service  since ~ r i v a t e  haulers use the  l a n d f i l l  f o r  comerc ia l  and indus t r i a l  refuse.  
However, i f  only the  cost  f igure  f o r  col lect ion i s  used, $525,908, the per  family 
cost  i n  St .  Paul i s  $10.73 per year. The reason for  the  ,higher per-family cost  may 
be t ha t  St. -Paul has weekly pickup while ~ i n r i & p o l i s  has 8-to-11-day p'ickup. Also, 
there  i s  some evidence-that Minneapolis garbage t ru tks  pi-ck up a g rea t e r  vo lme  of 
garbagepeach day. We were informed tha t  usually the S t .  Paul garbage trucks-which 
make only one t r i p  t o ,  the l a n d f i l l  daily-have loads /of between 3,800 pounds and 
7,000 pounds. An average Minneapolis garbage truck w i l l  pick up 10,000 pounds of - 
garbage a day. - 

Hopkins - The City of ~ ~ k i n s  has the only complete col lect ion and disposal  / 

syst& ru~;l en t i r e ly  by municipal fo'rces i n  the Twin Ci t ies  area. Two 3-man crews, / / I: eaph operat4ng a 16-cubic-yard packer truck, pick up a l l  refuse from a l l  residences 
,once a week and- dai ly  a t  a l l  businesses. The refuse is disposed of i n  afuunicipal  
l a n d f i l l  located y i t h i n  the  c i t y  l i m i t s .  A l l  industry located i n  the c i t y  a l s o  i s  
all'wed t o  use the  l a n d f i l l  a t  no cost .  The t o t a l  cost  t o  the c i t y  s f  Hopkins i n  
)I965 was $65,221, which was-financedout--of general taxation. There a r e  approximately 
3,00,0 homes i n  the  c i ty .  It would not be accurate t o  divide the n-er of homes i n t o  , 
the  -f igure o f  $65,221 to  ge t  a per-home cos t ,  because of the business estAblishments 
a l so  served. ,But it can be se'en tha t  i f  we did t h i s ,  the f igure  would b e  $21 per 
h'ome, wliich i s  not abnormally high f o r  a complete col lect ion and disposal service. ,  a 

In  a l?  Vkelihood the per-home cost  i s  more i n  the v iy in i ty  of about $10 annually. 
- 

I- 
,- ,,- ' South St.  Paul - IQunicipal g a r b a h  col lect ion i n  South St .  Paul -is a spe- 

c i a l  s i t u a t - i ~ n ~  ~ e r v i n g  only 1,400 residences binfch pay a-service  charge. o f .  $1.05 
Per m&th f o r  co l lec t ion  of garbage weekly by municipal forces. One 3-man krew of 

dmunicipal employees i s  able t o  service  these tesidences, i n  about a four-day period . 
each week, The garbage i s  taken t o  She South St .  Paul  municipal 'garbage grinder,  
the  only municipal grinder i n  the  Twin Ci t ies  area. The sewage a t  the South St. 
Paul treatment p lan t  already i s  so  intense because o f \ t h e  l ivestock packing houses 
t ha t  the addit ioh of garbage t o  the sewers has v i r t ua l l y  no e f f e c t  on the  problems 

F 

of sewage t&eatdnt. 
L- 

We, were inforl!tcJ t l L t  the O C N ~ C ~  charge of $1.05 a month ($12,60/year),; 
finances the e n t i r e  garbage co l lec t ion  operation so  t h a t  no general taxat ion funds- 
a re  m'quired. The nwber  d South S t ,  Paul famil ies  u t i l i z i n g  .the municipal collec- 
t i o n  service has beed dec l in ing  s tead i ly ,  because a c i  t~ ordinance requires +st al-  /-- 

l a t i o n  of home garbage grinders i n  a l l  new dwellings. A t  one time 4,000 families 
i n  South S t ,  Paul were served by the municipal garbage col lect ion service. r 
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F . - : 2. Municipal- Contract with a Pr ivate  Hauler 

f -  7 
In  &&t 11 ~ommuni t i e s~ in  the  W i n d c i t i e s  area,  municip'al gGvernmjznts - 

4 have entered i n t o  contracts  with pr iva te  haulers f o r  the col lect ion of refuse. d: 
hauler wi\h a contract  i s  given the  exclusive r i gh t  t o  co l lec t  refuse i n  a community - - 
o r  par t ion of a communitp. The contract  a l so  w i l l  usually s p e l l  o u t  how frequently , 
cbl lect ion w i l l  take plake, howpany cans are  a l l w e d ,  and what the  c i t y  w i l l  eay 

\ 

th& hauler fo r  t h i s  service o r  what t he  hauler himself may charge i f  he does the  
7 - 

- b i l l i ng .  Usually, though, the  cmmunity involved w i l l  b i l l  the  res idents , ,e i ther  as  
par t  of generalreaxation, specia l  assessment o r  a s  pa r t  o f f t h e  regular municipal c 
u t i l i t y  statement. Most of these contracts provide f o r  res iden t ia l  pickup only. 

' , Commerdal and indus t r i a l  est&lishments usually must make t h e i r  own arrangements. 
A l l  of t h e  contract  arrangements of which we a re  aware involve the combined collec- . ' t ion of  'garbage- and rubbish. 

L - \, J 

, - -The Morningside sect ion of Edina and the  v i l l age  of Excelsior both ha& 
"- twice-weekly col lect ion of refuse by municipal contract. For t h i s  service a resi-- -- - 

dent pays $24 a year. -These are  the o i l y  two communities we are  aware of i n  the  _ 
' , , +Twin Ci tbes  are+ with regu1,ar twice-weekly pickup ins tead  of onceireekly pickup- I n  
. : Wayzata, which ,pays a p r iva te  -hauler $16,500 annually. f o r  contract  collection,  the 

col lect ion schedule is  once weekly, except twice weekly from mid-June t o  mid-October. 
The p a p e n t  is from-general taxation.  Approximately 1,100 rqsidences and 130 com- 

\ ,  mercialastablishments a re  covered by t h i s  service. The average annual cost  per , 

family o r  commercial establishment is about $13.41. - * - 
Other examples of contract  collG=tion include Anoka, C i r c l e '~ ines ,  Columbia? 

Heigh,ts, +ephaven, Minnetonka Beach, ~obbinsda le ,  St .  Louis Park and Wh,ite Bear Lake. 
A res ident  of Anoka pays $1.25 a month f o r  pickup of one 30-gallon can per-week, with 

\each addit ional can another 25 cents per month. A resident of Columbia Heights pays 
75 G e p t s  amonth f o r  one 30-gallon can per week, with ex t ra  charges for  more cans.- 
St .  Louis Park pays a-specif ic  amount t o  i t s  hauler and then finances t he  operation - 
with specia~,assessments. A r e s i d e ~ t  of S t .  Louis Park w i l l  pay $18 a year f o r  col- 
l ec t ioo  of three 30-gallon cans a week. This spec ia l  assessment a l so  finances the 
\- 
kost of the  municcpal incinerator .  ,The pr ivate  hauler i s  paid $149,000 annually. 
In  White Bear Lake the pr iva te  hauler has an exclusive franchise and res igents  are 

'bi l led d i r ec t l y  by the pr iva te  hauler. AS f a r  a s  we couIddetermine,, the  above- 
named ccmmuiities a r e  the only ones i n  the Twin Ci t ies  area with exc'iusive contracts 
with pr iva te  haulers. The pos s ib i l i t y  ex i s t s ,  though, tha t  a few small municipali- 
t i e s - o f  which we are-unaware may have contracts f o r  refuse collection.  

\ - . , 
3-  Pr ivz te  Haulers by Individual Arrangements with Each Dwelfing 

I - -- - 
d 

L 

\ I n  a l l -  communities of the metropoli tan area not using_municipal forces o r  
pr ivate  haulers by contract ,  refuse col lect ion i B  accomplisIled by each individual , 
householder m&ikg h i s  own arrangements with a p r iva te  hauler. The extent of 

f 
i nvo lveen t  on the par t  of the municipal g o v e m e n t  is no grea te r  than likensing o f  - the pr iva te  haulers '  t rucks,  and even tha t  is-not done i n  many communities, \ _.' 

J - This type of 'collection takes place i n  large swburbs -such as Blp~oington,  -, 
Richfield, Edina, Minnetonka, -'Golden Valley, Crybtal, and, f o r  rubbish ba t  not gar- 
bage, i n  Minneapdis and St.  Paul. - 

, 
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, r  
L Several independent haulers, therefore,  a r e  competing for  business within 

each community. It is not  a t  a11 rare  fo r  four o r  f ive  d i f fe ren t  haulers t o  h=ve 
customers- 09 t h e  same block. Rates f o r  weekly pickup of refuse by thfs  mefhod vary 
considerably. Information we received indicates the range extends a t  l e a s t  from 
$13 a year t o  $35 a year for  -once-a-week pickup, depending upon the hauler, - the 
Idcation, and how much-is collected. ,Rates may vary within a community. Some c i t i -  
zens of Minneapolis, f o r  example, a re  paying haulers $17 a year f o r  once-a-week - 

pic&p -of rubbish. Others a re  /paying $36 a year. 
\ 

It is not known exactly how many pr ivdte  haulers serve the Twin Ci t ies  
metropolitan area. The prii?eidem of the Minneapolis Suburban Refuse Remod1 Asso- 
c ia t ion,  an otgarllzation of prfvate h'aulers, estimated tha t  about 300 haulers operate 

\ 
\ F i n  the-Minneapolis area and another 150-in the-st. Paul area. The great  majority of - -=. 

themrare small, one and two-truck k ~ e r a t i o n s .  The l a rges t  p r i v a t e  hauler i n  the - 
l k in  Ci t ies  area has a f l e e t , &  38 trucks and 38,000 resident ia l  customers. - - ' 3 .  

,. * * * * A , *  
- \  -. \. j . '  .. ., 

\. On the ./f p l la r ing  two, pages are table*' .&owing ref use eolle'kt'ion praef ices 
. IQ t h e  Tyin ~ i t i a '  area iind in; swgral -major cities throughout t h e  nation. . 

* \ . . -  . - .. 
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I \ . ~ e s i d e n d a l  ~ e f u s e  Collect ion Pract ices  2 Twin Cities Area \ - , . - - < 

k i t n  , C@: Combined 4 o l l e c t i b a  of HE: Municfpal - ~mploye& . c #  L Garbage acd ,Rubbish 
3 

1' ', 
1 -, r a: Municipal Contract ' 

'. 
I 

I S C :  Separate Collect ion of with a Pr iva te  
I - Garbage and Xubbish Hauler 

4' ._ 
L -. 

L 
: .., -. - ,  - 

' ,,', i . 
\ \ : 

- PfE: Pr iva te  Haulers byi., + 
. ( 

- ,  1ndividua3 Arrange- , 
. , . :  .\ rnents with Each . 4 ,  

I !  3 . \\ ';- . 
( , L  ,- . , ..&elling - '\ \ ,  .-. , -  
, j . ,- \ 

:- . -- - : An6ka \ , cc .MC -. 

i 

- -.. I r :. / - . \  -, 
- PH .. 

/ . . 
.. i . i  Ardep.-Hills 

I . , .  . . - . . 'CC,  ,' j 
' , ~1,aIhe _ '.CC PH 

. , Bloodngton CC - PH > -. . . 
K - Bmoklyn - \ :- CC . pH-'-. \ 
.. \ . , ~zookl jn i  Park': - ; CC pH. 

\ .  -- . 
i--. Burnsvi l le ,  ‘c c \. ., 'pH ... . , .  

1 ,  

Circlk  Pines  . . , C ,  CC: MC . \: 
" *' -,I Columbia ~ e t ~ h t s  ?' I "  -. . cc , 

1. 
MC 

: Crystal CC; PH, J . . Deephaven 1 . CC , MC 
~ a i p a  , CC PH-MC* ' . : 

-. ~ x c e l s i o r  - - \ CC MC . . - .- - , . , >  

-\. . Falcon Heights i .CC - ' PH . 
7 

; ! I/ 
3.  . /.Fridley , ,a. PH i 

. - -. 
-_ 

~ o l d e n \ ~ a ' l l e ~  ,- cc, pH. I:. ' l lopk~ns . - . -  c c \  ME . .  \ 
/ < ~  , . Invar ~ r & e  H e i . g h t g  

, 
CC p.s , 

J : L 
Lino Lakes - " , . . . -- CC - PA ,; . 

$ - 1;. ~ahtoke 'd i  ., \ \  CC i -pH - 
,3 

, ,,. ,- '. -Maplewood . :i CC .\. \ .  PH .-- . r- . - 
. .  .. 

, Mendota Heights ' 
b ,- , T J  CC 'PII 

Minneapolis ' . , ,. SC 
-1 &--garbage 1.. .. . 

L - : ' .  \ , 
./- p ~ - - ~ b b i s h  < : 

i ~ m e t o n k a  
--+ ;. cc PI3 ' .  Y -. ! 

;\. <, \ . . 
3: . . ,  

0 ,  /\ ; . .\ M i ~ e t o n k a  Beach,,.. cc:. ; 
\ ! 

A .  CC 
\ PH _ I -. -. New (Brighten '. 

~ / 

! - New Hope, , . - cc .., ., -L . : " - PI3 
7 .. .- 

. - .~&rt'h St. Paul .- 
< ,  

' C C  ;\ PH . r .> .: cc. Orono .- : PH . -  - , 3 _ - -  -. 
. : - CC ~. '. . -Plymouth - ... . - p~ - 1 . - -. ; ' ~ ~ h f  i e l d  

\ - - : CC pH . ' \. 

,- ,' 
MC Robbinsdale , . - < ? ' . .  - C C  . 1 1  

,I ; kq+Gi l~e  q '. cc 
. . S t .  Anth&ry .' :a PI3 .. > 

, ' !  . ,-, - PB 1 ~ 

. - - ,.? St .  Louis ?a rk '  
f CC , M€. I,. 3 .  

- 2 
- ; St.., Paul  . SC ME--garbage , , , '  . 5 1 .  '. , .% 

. I .  ... . . . 
. ,  ' PH--rubbish , 

. - . , S t .  Paul park ~ :' . icc , . 
i r-. .. 

I .  
PH- c - ' Shoreview r ,  . I .- , . PH ' -  

i CF : ; ., . ?.. 'Soueh St .  -Tau1 ' ' (' SC 
1 1 

! H&--gabage- - . ?  -. cl . ,  PH--rubb.ish : ? .' .~ - y. . - I 

.- . , . .- West;St. Paul <. CC. .': 
PIS ( I . . 

CG , I'IG 
+ White Beae Lak'e i . . 

. , .. - .- 

;- ; * The Morningside s ec t i on  of ~dina is under municipal contract . /  ' , 

'i-' . < / 



~ A i d e n t i a l  Refuse Collection Practices -, Othelt Cities 
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/ V ,  - ' The Citizens League conducted a survey of sfme major cities throughout 
the  nation t o  compare t h e i r  r e s iden t i a l  refuse-cpllectlon practiced with those of 

\ 

Minneapolis and St. Paul. The resu l t s  are summqrieed in  the table  below: . . 
c 

\ 
- 

4 -\ 

s%X PC: ,Combined Collection %f ME: , 'Patnicipal Emplogees . Garbage and Rubbish - 1 , 
MC: Muqcipal Contract , 

\ ' - - SC: Separate &llectioa of with a Private  - 1 Garbage 'and Rubbish / Efauleq ? 
, 

Akron, Ohio 
- 

Buffalo, N. Y. 
, Chicago, Ill. - 
Cglumbus, Ohio - 
Denver, Colo. 
Detroi t ,  Mich. 

' Long Beach, Calif. 
Milwaukee 
Newark, Ny J. ' New Yotk City 2 

Oakland, ,Calif. 
Oklahoma City, Okla, 
*ha, Neb. 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

- Portland, O r e .  
St. Louis, Mo* A 

Seattle,  Wash, 
Tdedo, -'Ohio 
TU-1s a, 0kla. 
Washington, Q. C. 
Wi,chita, Kansas ' 

i ,  
.. 

7 
- 

\ - PH: ~'klvate Hauler by - 
Zndiv ibdl  Atkange- 

L ,- 
- - merits -with Each - 

Dwelling ' 
_' , 

f , 
- - 

SC ME--garbage- L / 

Pat-rubbish - 

CC ME 
CC 

- 
' ME 

CC ME 
cd ME 

 part-^^, pa r t  sc HE J 

SC 1 ME 
CC ME 
CC ME .. - 

: ' M E  - ~ 

i ' HC 
ME 
MC 

- -. \ 

PH-Bag f arums for most' 
garbage 

ME--Other garbage and 
rubbish 

PH J i 
ME 
MC /- ,' 
ME /' 

,\ 

ME i 

ME 
\ - 

1 w and PB , '-- i 
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I. Dmpi@ and &nitary Landfi l l  ' .. - .  . 

z - . , <  . , , '  \ 

Dumping is thy commonest mkthod' f o r  disposal of -re£&$ i n  t h e  Tvin C i t i e s  ' - a 

metropolitan-area. Dump grounds have begn located i n  almost dl& directions- from ' - i 

the main centers of-population. A dump ground, of course, has only a l i m i t e h l i f e  
- a s  a disposal facil i ty:  Whb &led, a new site must be fotiiid. The l i f e  of a dump- /-- 

ground i n  the metrepolitan a r e a  is even more limited. Tbre -population i s , - i ne ra s ing  
rapidly, which means more refuse w i l l  be, disposed of annutally. Secondly, the, , l if  e 

. of a dump grouhd i n  the metropolitan area i s  5imited by urbanization ehich tends t o  
press out t o  the formerly ruraLareas  where many of the  dtrmps a r e  located. When 
t h i s  happens dump operators ,must look fu r the r  out f o r  3aftd.l 

- Ad exsmple of t h i s  phenomenon .is in-southern Heqepin County. There is 
no public dump today l o p t a d  between Minneapolis (which. has no public dumps t t s e l f  1 1 

and the Minnesota a v e r ,  The last-dump, at  76th and Franqe  v venue on the Edina- 
Bloomington bordkr v& closect'in- 1964, Operators bf t h i s  dump across the 

- - 
Minnesota River i n t o  Scot t  County and opened a-dump there. -J -- 

< 

As f a r  as we.,could determine there  is no cen t r a l  record of a l l  dump sites - i n  the Twin C i t i e s  metropolitan area today. ,By a process of contacting municipal ? - of f i c i a l s ,  refuse haulers and dump operators w e  were able t o  ascer ta in  the existence 
of some 20 s i t e s .  These sites e i t h e r  accept a l l  types of refuse o r  a l l  types of 
refuse except garbage. We d id  not concern ourselves with so-called "dry rubbish" 
dumps, which we exclusively f o r  such mater ia l  as building debris. I n  a l l  l i ke l i -  

9 
k. - hood, there  a r e  many other  refuse d p p s  i n  the !bin Ci t i e s  area  of which we are  not , 

aware. Bpt w e  a r e  f a i r l y  confident t h a t  t h e p l i s t  we have obtained includes those 
which serve ,the major population centers. 

- 
The nuoiber of dumps _which a r e  t ru ly  and a M t  anyone, is much' 

4 

smaller. Zn'\fact, a t  least ha l f  impose ce r t a in  res t r ic t ions ,  on who may dump. I n  
most cases these r e s t r i c t i ons  apply t o  residegcy. A dump may be operated exclusive- 
l y  f o r  the  residences of one local&ty, Another form af r e s t r i c t i o n  is imposed a t  
one or  twa dumps which a r e  m e d  by pr ivate  haulers. These dumps e i the r  are f o r  ' the exclusive use of the pr iva te  haulers fnvolveil dr chey may allow only a very 
l imited use by others. .- 

! - 
I 

There is n u a t t e r n  of - publid( ownership-. o r  ~ r i v a t e  ownersh'ip of dumps; 
Some municipal governments have assumed the  responsibil3ty f o r  providing a s i t e  for-  ' 

t h e i r  c i t i zens  while &ny more m i c i p a l  governments have assumed no responsibi l i ty  
a t  a l l  b u t  have l e f t  ithe matter of fi-nding a dump up t o  the  various pr ivate  haulers. 

, , 

The conditions a t ' t h e  vqrious dumps a l s o  vary widely. The term "dump" 
usually means of method of disposal where few, ,if any,' controls a r e  imposed_or-.--- 
forced t o  regulate heal th  hazards o r  nuisances such as- smoke, odors, rodent$, flies, 
blowing-paper and other blowing debris. A' properly-operated dump is  known as -,a 
"sanitary landfi l l ."  This t=& is correctlf  qpplied dnly t o  a dump i n  did? the 
refuse is compacted to_ the  &al les t  possible volume (generally by use of a bulldozer) 
and covered en t i r e ly  each day with ear th  o r  some other  f i l l .  Many dlrmp' sit'- a re  - 
advertised as, sani tary l a n d f i l l s ,  but compactfon Ss tare and refuse may be' =posed 
i n  tbe open f o r  many days -before it is covered. - - I/ - / 

- We could f i n d  thred s i t e s  which can b i  call& true sani tary landfi l ls :  - . 



- 

- 
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. , i 

Freeway Landfil l ,  jusi' east of I n t e r s t a t e  35W and north of 122nd St. i n  ~ G r n s v i l l e ;  
- - Eopkins Landfil l ,  An the-'southwest p a r t  of Eopkins, and Boyer Landf i l l  i n  Medina- 

Vtllage about 1 k d e  southeast  of Loretto. 
/ 

~ o ' l l a w i n ~  is a br ie f  descr ipt ion of the  various dump sites of which w e  
are aware i n  the  Twin C i t i e s  metropolitan area: - / 

2 ,- , 1. 170th'~ treet, Salvage, Lakevil le Township, Dakota,iCounty .- near Hwy . 65. 
Pr iva t e ly -med  . Open burning allowed. Town Board o f f i c i a l s  have received several  
complaints t h i s  year from res idents  of the  Forest H i l l s  housing developrtht about , 
% a m i l e  away. No estimate avai lable  on acreage o r  fu ture  l i f e .  

5 ) '  
1- - 4 -, 

2. Fxeeway Landfi l l ,  Burnsville, Dakota County, along Hwy . 35W just -nor th  
of 122118 S t  ; ~ = i v a l t e l ~ - a m e d .  ~u&ing '  prohibited. Ref use is compacted a d  covered 
daily.  No salvaging allowed. Owner is operating a t q e  sani tary , landf i l l ,  hopes 
t o  - s e l l  land f o r  i ndus t r i a l  development when land£ ill operat ion75s complete, Much , 
of the  mater ia l  used t o  cover t h e  refuse is f l y  ash from the ,nearby Black-Dog power 
p lan t  of Northern S ta tes  Power Company. Owner is f i l l i n g  33-acre s i te  a t  a r a t e  oT 
4-5 acres a yea;, Another 75 acres adjacent a l sy  may $e used f o r  s a n i t a q  l and f i l l .  
Dike is under construction t o  protect  l a n d f i l l  fr-xu flooding on the  Minnesota ~ i v e r .  -- \ . - 

1 .  

> 3. Kraemer's Pay Dump, Burnsville, Dakota county,-about3 mile north of - -  
L- Hwy. 13 and 1 mile w e s t  of Hwy. 35W. Privately-owned. Burning ~ r d i i b i t e ' d .  Loca- 

t i o n  is  in Minnesota River bottoms, Salvaging ~ermi- t ted.  Present 40 ac re  site - 

-'ected t o  be f i l l e d  i n  a very few years. owner has 800 acres nearby, much of which - 
is used f o r  sand and gravel  operation. Future p o s s i b i l i t i e s  of expansionyinto ~ h e s e  
600 acres  a r e  uncertain._ 1 - 

- 
4. Minnesota Valley D & ~ ,  Glendale Township, S w t t  County, j u s t  w e s t  of* 

Savage along Iiwy. 13. Privately-owned. Open burning allowed. Very la rge  salvage 
. operation i n  process. Present 40-acre s i te  has been i n  operation about three  years 

and is about o n e t h i r d  f u l l .  Owner s,ays t h a t  res idents  across the  Minnesota River 
i n  Bloomington have complained about burping, so-nm,burning takes place only when - 

. the  wind is from the north s o . t h a t  smoke won't blow i n t o  Bloomington. - 
5.  Eopkins Landfill;  c i t y  of Hopkins, H y e p i n  County. Publicl~-owne_d. 

' Operated a s  t r u e  san i ta ry  l a n d f i l l ,  with burning ~ r o h i b i t e d ,  no. salva&ing allowed,, 
r 

and a l l  rdfuse covered da i ly .  .The c i t y  of Hopkins owns and operates the  37-acre . s i te  exclusively fo r  res idpnts  of Hopkins. It  is e x p ~ c t e d  t o  be 'svffizienf f o r  
~ o ~ k i d s  res idents  f o r  another 15-20 years. 

,- 

6.  Excelsior Dgmp, Excebior  Village, Hennepin County, along Hwy. 19, 
'acrass from the  sewage treatment plant.  Privately-owned. Open burning hllowed. = 
'Owner has la rge  salvage operation. Owner expec ts . tha t  six-acre s i te  w i l l  be closed 
next year because no-more room is available.  

,- - - 
-- d 7. Eisinger 's  Dump, Orono Village, Eermepin county j u s t  s k t h  of w. 12 

w e s t  of Long Lake. Privately-ohed. Salvage operation extensive. Acreage .- and - 
fu tu re  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  unknawn. J - - 

- ,  \ , 
<- 8. Boyer Landfi l l ,  Mediaa villLge, Henneph q u n t y  , 1% 'miles southeast 
of Loretto. Privately-owned. Burning prohibited. Operated 'as t rue  sani tary ' land-  
fill, with a l l  refuse. covered' daily.  Owner's large,  modern home overlooks the , 
l and f i l l .  Operated primarily f o r  owner's 24-truck garbage service. About 140 acres 
a r e  avai lable ,  and only a very small area- has been f i l l e d  s ince  t he  laqdf ill was - 

. ! 
-- 

> 
i - 

'\ , 
? 

\ 
- 

/ ! 
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-5 - . .  - 9.. OsseeMaple Grove ~ a g  ~ m p ,  Map:le qrovei v i l l a g e ,  ~ e ~ e ~ i i  ~ o l m t y ,  

: about 1 pile: west of Osseo. ..Privately-owned. Openburping vas-:.pemitk=d u n t i L  cam- , 
. . 

I !  ., . p l a i n t s  ea r ly  t h i s  --year f'brced mll 'age Council t o - ~ r o h i b i t i  bumin&,_ .Owner has -ex- 
\ L; tensive salvage operatioq. L i f e  0.f five-acre <site is uniertain.  

J-. '\ ; 
-' ,. ( < .  d . . ,- 

10. Ahoka ~ u n i c i i a l  Dump, Coon h p i d s +  h o k e  County, 06 Anqka-Coqn [Gpids  ;.. -, 
border. Publi.qly-owned. Burning prohibited. .: Dump is operated excl&ivjdy ' f o r -  resi- 

1 , . dents of Anoka, Coon ~ a ~ i d s ' i d  Champlin. site is ahnos t f i l l e d .  - Both Anoka and ,, 
: Coon Rapids now a r e  looMng for  nerj dump sites on t h e i r  own. ', - 

x ,  ' - 2  ~ ,/ . . - I - .. 
\ ,  11. Johnson1 s Dump, Grow $ownship, 1,Anoka county. p r i v a t e l y - 4 e d  i open 

- :  burning allowed, . . - . . / -.. 
k \ , 

. -12. ~ a ' l l a ~ h e r  ' s Landf i l l  ,; 91s t ~ i e n u e  NE , and 7 Cent=al , ~ v ~ n u e ,  ~ l d i n e  
, ~ i l l a k e ,  An& County ,(across'from the Blaine JJillagr: Ha l&. )  ~ r id te l~-q;~ned.  

Burning prohibpted. . - me= expect& 30-acre- s i te  should be ku f f  i c i e n t  ;f o r  'another 3 '\ 
8 ,  

, .- 
i or  -4 years. , ' - .  . ( . . 

-> 
\.>. ' 

( .. . . 

13. Bellaire Sani ta t ion Dump, Grant Township, ~ a ~ h i n ~ t & - . ~ o u n ~ .  near Old 
, * 

-.? St i l lwa te r  Road, about 1 m i l e  east of Willernie. Priv.a<ely-.o,mea. Burning pro- 
hibifed.  -. Acreage and- .future l i f e  unknown. \ .  I, - , .. ) 

.- , 

. 14. . Leonard Johnson Dump, Grant Township, Uashingt6& County, near -  0 id  : 
St i l lwa te r  Road. PriGately-owned,' Open bu&ng'hll&d. Acreage and fu tu re  l i f e  . unknowa. . - ., - 1 -- - 

\ - 
1 5 .  North s t  . Paul City Dump, c i t y  of . :~o,r th  St. Paul. ,hmsey\. ~ o u n e  (about , . 

four blocks-. north of Hwy . 36) . ,Publicly-owned. - -  .Dihp is f i f  l i ng  .in-.rapidly ,and. is'., 
,' ... . - 

/' ; expected t o  be cTosed i n '  a year. i ..: 

, . ? \ .  
' :  

- 16. .M&plevood v i l l a g e  D&, ~ap l e&od  village, d e y  . '~ouoty ,  j u s t  wed t 
of Hwy. - 100, Publicly-owned. 0pen;burning allowed. L i f e  of six-acre ,site i s  very ... 

- : . . , iimited. -.. . 
\ 3. ? 

, .  17. Fish Hatchery L h d f  ill, fist- p f f  qarner  Roadi- st,, Paul,. ~ d e ' y  county .' I 

- ' Publicly-owned-& Burning piohibited. - Future l i f e  of seven-acre s i t e  is limited. 
- 

\ 

-. . ,. L 8 . p i g ' s  E.)'e Lgndfil l ,  nea r  Warner ~ o i d ,  st. ' ~ + u l ,  'Ramsey county. ~ri-. 
- vately-owned and pdblicly-.operated by c i t y  of St.. pi%&. Burning prohibited. .The ' 

c i t y  expects i t  ha&:-about 12 t o  15 g e a r s  1 e f t . a t . t h i s  200-acre'site before i t  must 
look e1s;ewhere. . , . \ \ .- 1 

,- , - , - ., , . 

%. 
19. ~ ; u t h  S t .  Paul city ~ h p ,  on ~ i s s i s o i p p ~ ~ R i r e r  f l a t s ,  S o u t h s t .  Paul, 

Dakota County. .P~bUc~~-owned .  -Open t o  res idents  of South Sjt.;,Paul only. The A 
:la-acre - .  site i s expec t ed  t o  be f i l l e d  i n  1% yiars .  .., - . .  . .. 

-. - 1 ,. ': 

20. Rubbish Ranch, 1 mi l e  south of South St.  Paul on County Highway 25, 
Inver Grove Heights Village, Dakota County; Privately-owned. Acreage and fu ture  

- l i f e  unknown, 
* * * A * *  . \ 

- - > ., . C 'L 

New Brighton Dump, New' Brighton, h o k a  Cqunty, nor theas t  corner of the  
i n t e r s r e t i on  of In t e r s t a t e  694 and $In te rs tace  3N.  Prsvately-ormed,.,,Burning pro- 
hlbi ted.  Nearby res idents  have codplaine3 a b o u e r a t s  and odors,fram the  dunrp. The - 38-acre 'site was closed l a t e  i n  October, 1966 j u s t  a s  t h i s  report  was b e i n g ~ i t t e n .  

- 





/ - 
RewlaQion , 

I 1 - - _ 
 he S t a t e  Department of ,Health dqes not have regulations f o r  ' the  proper 

opGration of s a n i t a q  lhnd$ills ,  but the  ~e~artmen6:does advise communities on the 
key fac tors  t o  include -in t h e i r  l o c a l  ordinances. The following reconnnendati~ns I 
w e r e  included i n  a letter'from F._L .  Woodward, d i rec tor  of the  Division of Enuiron-, 

L mental Health, \ fo r  the Department, t o  ,a Township Board on the f r inge  of the .Twin - L 
C i t i e s  area i n  July,  1966: , , 

4 - \ .' ! . . , . \ f: j -  
U)CAT~ON--T~~  area should be .ade4uately isolated *froin resiqeotial) buildL .. .- ., 

ings.: to '  &i;hinzite \ .- the ,  . occurence of nuisance conditions. I , 
7 

. .\ . , , .' -, \r. 'i 

,, . ACCESS--1 t should be , . ,readily accessible f o r  refuse hauler& 
, ! 

T 

I 3- 

DRAINAGE AND I?L~~DIN'G/-I~ s h o ~ l d  n i t  be located where $t&ll ob&$ruct 
~% 

, . , . n a t u r a l  surface o r  sub-surface drainage.. T@e .area should not be subject  '-i--., -. , \ . -. 
tG f lboding and surface water should be diverted .from the  disposal: srea. I-. ;.? 

. . \  ) . , - -. - 1  
F 

- - - DIKINWWhatever d ik ing  and/or grading is necessary t o  eliminate drainage - 
'3 - from the disposal area-should d be completed before the operation begins; -- ', 

EQUIPMENT--Suf f i c i en t  equipment should be provided f o r  moving, c-act iq  
and covering t h e  refus(?, such a s  a cra)ller type t r ac to r  with bullhozer 
blade o r  f ron t  end loader. Standby equipment from loca l  soarces should. 

' 

bie ava i lab le  f o r  short  periods i n  the  eve& of equipment breakdown. 
,- , 

PEWSNEG-The operation should be supervised, operated and W n t a i n e d  - - 
by t ra ined p e r s o ~ e l  . A l l  ..ref use unloading should be controlled. 

L - 1 \ . - 
B m p l D - ~ r r a n ~ e m e n t s  should be made t o  controJ blowing rLfwe by use 0k 
1 

movable fencing, such as  snow- fence or  portablk-chicken w i r e  fence. 
* ,  , - .  2 \ '  

COVER--At the  end of each day, a l l  refuse should be completely'cov~ed -, 

with s i x  inches of .compacted ear th  t o  make a -closed c e l l  of each day 'S 
deposits. The f i n a l  covering f ~ r  surface and s ide  slopes should be corn-‘ 
pacted t o  'a 'depth of a t -  leapt  24 inches. . 

J 
- , 

-. 
.. -.( 

DWTB OF &SE--NO layer of r e f u s e  should ex&ed an ivcrage-depth -, of six-;- " 
: ! , \  . . . to e igh t '  feet  --af ter compaction. C.. . -- . , . , ., .- .- >. - . \  

-. 

DECAYING M A T E R L A L - - S ~ ~ ~  &ad &hls truck loadk i f  spoiled f o o d s r ,  . -. .' ,: 
dead'chickens, en t r a i l s ,  egg? o r  quant i t ies  o;f putrescible materials,' 

1 .  ' 
.. , . g h ~ u l d  ba- deposited i n  a separate trenJl o r  ; p i t  and cover&d rtmmediafbly -.. ' 

- I 

,: a f t e r  unloading. . - . -. ., 
L. i <' - - <- ., ., B U R N I N G - B U ~ ~ B ~  of co&ust ib le  inaterials should n o t  be pract iced a& thq  

dipp08al''sf-te -since t h i s  accomplishes l i t t le  ,volume reduction and 'creates  ' 

! '  

a very offensive n@isance eondition. p e  .on& material  which could be . , '  

_. 
F 

dlow'ed to .  be burn& 'would be tr-ee o r  b-& t r i m m i & s  and. this-  should be >- 
done iq an a rea  separate from the  disposal area. , J' 

\ , I  - . , 
'. > - " P ~ H € T I o N ~ - A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  arra&aments should be made f 6r > , f i re  p r ~ t e f t i ~ n . ,  - .  ; 

'! - /! .LC\\ 
.'- 

.,- . - '. .. \ ~ ~ A G I N & ~ I ~  s a lvaghg  is t t e d i t  shoul* be ad*uatihy &per&-sed ' and should not i n t e r f e re  with the  , prope-r op.eration/of the  d i s p ~ s a l  f a c i l i -  .. 
.. - . ~ . . \ . , . ' : ' i 



- 

\ 
ties. selvag& materials should be rew)ved f r o p  the  site da i ly  or stored 

<- i n  a rodent-proof building. . \ < 
< 

< 

,' 
INSPECTION--1nspe-n for,&d control  of insects ,  rodents and odors - 

L - should be conducted u n t i l  l a n h f i l l s  are s tabi l ized.  Collection of surface 
water should be' prevented. Chemical control  bf flies, mosquitoes, rodents , 

, - o r  odora,is  only temporazy, and arrangemepts qhould be made f o r  other - 
\ , permanent correct ive meas~res as the conditions may occur. '. 

7 4- - \ 

FINAT., CHECK UP-After the: Ganitary l a n d f i l l  is completed, inspection and 
maintenance should-be conducted u n t i l  we f i l l  -has become s tabi l ized.  

- Cracks, depresaims and erosion of the  surface and s i d e  slopes skould be 
< ,' - corrected pr&tly. 1 

< '-, - <- - - 
'\ 

A regulation ~f t he  S t a t e  Board of Health dated March 16, 1955, ~ rov ide -  
among other things, that 'no system f o r  the disposal of garbage o r  refuse can+e - 
placed i n  opefation or any & s t i i g  system be materiafiy a l t e r ed  o r  exgended ' 'until 

) complete plans and specifications f o r  t he  i n s  t a l l a t i on ,  a l t e r a t ion  or  extension, 
together with such infQ&tion as the  State-Board of Health,may require, have been 
submitted i n  duplicate and aWmed by the-Board insofar  as may features  therdof - 

, a f f ec t  o r  tend t o  a f f ec t  t h e  public health,  and no construction s h a l l  take place ' 
' except i n  accordance d t h  t h e  approved ~ l a n s . "  ,According to personnel i n  the S t a t e  

Department of Health such a regulation has the  force of law and should be followed.- 
But, a s  a prac t ica l  matter, they said ,  the ' regui t ion  is v i r tua l ly  ignored. The 
S t a t e  Board of Health, they said ,  has no power t o  enforce such regulations. , 

/ 

, ~ c c o r d i n ~  t o  p e r s o n n e ~  i n  t h e  S t a t e  Department of HealtK, the  only enfbrce- 
ment power.at the  s t a t e  3euel  liat against  dumps a n d a n d f i l l s  rests with-the Water 
P o l ~ u t i o n  Control Commission.. Under the  Water Pol lut ion Control Act, pe rmi t ca re  
required f ram t h e  Commission f o r  any waste disposal f a c i l i t y  -located in-'the follow- 
ing area: 

/ , 
1 

(a) Where water is present a t  or hear the  surface, such as sloughs-. , - pr swamps. ../ -, - - - 

M (b) I n  .river f dood plains  which a r e  subject  t o  flooding. 
\ . 

(c) Adjacent or lakes o r  streams which drain  t o  such waders. - 
(d) Ravines or val leys  which ->at times carry rvn-&f o r  snow - - \ melt .  

.-, - - - 
(e) Near municipal or p ~ s v a t e  water supplies,  e i t he r  surface o r  
underground. - , 2 )' J ' -- 

\ \ 
The Conrmjssion can require  any,one of a number ob safeguards, such a s  

diking amund the  -site, di6ersidn o r  con_ttalhent of surf  ace drainage, seal ing of 
pervious s o i l  o r  rpck formations, covering of dumped o r  stored arnterial t o  m i n i d z e  
erosion and control  drainage and storm water percolation, regular supervision and- , 
control  of -operations. .. / , 

i , 

The Water Pollutiorl Contfol Commission bel ieves  the  bes t  location f o r  a 
l a n d f i l l  i s  oqe above flood lwels, f a r  removed f rcb lakes, w e l l s ,  o r  l oca l  draidg: 
courses, +d have a subs ta~+t iaF  depth. of . re la t ively impefvious surface s o i l  above _i, 
ground water table. -3 (Although man* disposal sites i n  the- Twin C i t i e s  metropolit& . 

1 \ 

Y - I - 



. . /r -. < 
a r e a a r e  lokated where peAits from ;he Conm$ssioii would se& t o  be needed, the_ cod- : c-. missxon has granted~cinly sni'<ermit i*, the':area. Because of .pre\ss of o ther '  bucines-s ' 

:,x! the  Commission has no t ,  made mqre at t@p.ts  io require:. pe rh i t s  .) 
'.> 

\ -  . .. I .. ., .. . - 
.- 

' \  I f  a disposali  sit='-is located i n  an> a rea  which is not  c o n s i d e ~ e d ' t o  be a 
threat t o  water pglryt ion,  jthe ;Water ~ ~ l l u t i d n  Control ~qn&is s ion  does : not; have : . , 
jur isdic t ion;  . even though t h e  k i t e  does nof comply. Mth .  r e c ~ e n p e d  standards o f  ;. ' y :  the' S t a t e  Eipartment, of Health. . , , 

~. .\ .\ 
,>. , . 

L An e x d e  of a s t a t e  with,  s t r i c t e r  regula t ion agains t  rekuse disposal  
s i t e s  i s  Michigan, whichLin 1965 enacted- a system of s_tate l i cens ing  of s i t e s  under - 
the  Commissioner ,ofJPublic Health. The Commissioner is given power t o  set up regu-T 

' la t ions  ?hich must be folluwed by 2icensees. The s t a t e  l i cense  f ee  is $25 anpually. 
A performance'bond of $500 per ac re  of  disposal  a rea ,  but  not  l e s s  than $2,500, a l s o  - 

1 is required. .When an appl\ication f o r  a d i $ ~ o s a l  s i t e  is received, an inspection)of 
t e e  s i t e  i s  made and a determination is  made a s  to-whether t he  projosed operation \ - 
complies with-the a c t  and regula t ions  of ' the  Commissioner. The regula t ions  , se t  

1 

i f o r t h  spec i f i c  requirements for the  operat ion of s an i t a ry  l andf i l l s , ,  including com-, 
. paction and da i l y  cover. *The regula t ions  provkde t\hat open dumps s h a l l  not be perk, . mitted unless the  loca t ioh  and s p e c i f i c  method of operation has be'en appr.oved i n  > 

dt ing  by the  hea l th  department and concurred i n  by t he  d i r e c t o r  and p rov ided ' tha t '  
- the  i so l a t i on  and operation and maintenance does not  cons t i t u t e  a nuisance o r  hazard - 

t o  heaLth. + . J - \  . 
I - ,  - 

\ - 
Advantages of Sani tary  Landf i l l s  I >\ , - 
> \ ! 
There areLs&veral advantages of s an i t a ry  l a n d f i l l s :  

i - 
k (a) Otherwise \unusable, worthless land can be r c l a imed .  Parks, golf 
,courses, b a l l  f i e l d s  and,other rec rea t iona l  uses a r e  cpwnon p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  'in' addi- - 

t ion ,  i f  care  is taken, land may even be reclaimed f o r  i n d u s t r i a l  uses. This has + 

. f been t r u e  Sn Hopkins, f o r  example. ~ n % t h e r  example i s  i n  Burnsvil le  where an opera- 
t o r  is cdnducting ,a l a n d f i l l  s o l e ly  so- he can reclaim some lowlands a s  valuable -in- 

I d u s t r i a l  property. A repor t  of the-Nfnnesota Outdoor Recreation Resources ~ o d s s i o n  
has reported of success i n  o ther  s t h t e s  i n  c rea t ion  of pa rk  s i t e s  through ca re fu l ly  

\ pla9ned san i ta ry  landfi l l . :  The impoTtan5 f a c t o r  t o  remember i n  reclaiming a s an i t a ry  
.-,' , landf i i l l  f o r  o ther  uses?s t ha t  t he  o ther  u,se.or uses should be determined before 
7 L c the  l a n d f i l l  operat ion begins. Then the  placement of ~ e r t a i n ~ m a t e r i a l s  can be taken - i n t o  accounk. For exanple, ,future/ roadbeds would not be f i l l e d  with-nomy$ re fuse  - 

,, a s  would fu tu re  openigrassland. 
- - .  

, (b) G d f i l l - c o n s t i t u t e s  a r e l i t i v e l j  s i m p l e  method of w b t e  disposal .  
- No g rea t  amount of 'on-site c a p i t a l  investment is required.  Thi yost-important equip- - 

merit i n  a l a n d f i l l  s i t e ,  the  bulldozers or, simil'ar earth-moving machinery, a r e  eqsil'y 
a kransported t o  another location.  - - / , I  

\ '\ L 
L 

.\.\,.. -- , 
I... ..,. 

(d) , A : l and f i l l  c8n take a l l  types of refuse.  separa t ion of  b>rnables. and2 
. , I  non-burnables - f  s. unnecessary. There a r e  few types ;of refuse ,  i f  any, which cannot ,- - 
- \' : be  placed i n  a s an t t a t y  landf ill; Bulkiness i s  r a r e l y  a problem. ! some &un&ipali- 

* \  ti& i n  the  Twin , C i t i e s  a rea  have i ~ k u e d  l i m i t &  l a n d f i l l  pemits \ 'which .prohibit  
\ 

' - garbage but  -all+ other  types. of refuse;. \~ 
. 2  , . ' ,  

L 
. . .  . J .  ' - G.. , .-. \~ - " *. . 

. . - (d)\ ~ a n d e k l l  usual ly  cons t i f u t e s  a ' relat ively- irywensive method of d is-  ' 

posaJ.when compared t o  incinera t ion,  the  other  method .in .widespread use in t h i s  ' ' 
, . .  t-. country. \I .. . , ' )  

. '< j ~ 
. . -. 

, .' .<. 

\ . .  ,, ~- i '.. j 
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Disadvantages of Sanitarv-Landfil ls  - L I 
,-- 

(a) I f  regulations a r e  not followed closely  a n d  regularry, a -l*df ill car 
' 

quldtlP take on the appearance of an open\dump, making the p o s s i b i l i t i e s  of f i r e p  
mote l i k e l y  and contributing t o  the  Breeding of f l f e s  and ;rats .  Landfi l l  r equ t r i s  
s t r i c t  and continuous c'ompliance with regulations,  whlvch may be d i f f i c u l t -  t o  a t t a in .  
Several examples existLtin the  Twin C i t i e s  area  of -disposat  s i t e s  which a r d  adver- 
t i s ed  a s  **sanitary l and f i l l s "  but which do not meet standards. - 

/ 

--. 
(b) It of ten i s  d s f i c u l t  t o  f i nd  su i tab le  locations f o r  l a n d f i l l s  6 icause-  

Qf requirements t h a t  they be lecated f a r  from res iden t ia l  development. It is Qbssi- 
b l e  t o  operate a l a n d f i l l  near residential-development a s  par t  of a plan to reclaim 
l/and f o r  parks, f o r  example, but many c i t i z ens  oppose such mowe~., knowfng t h a t  i n  
many cases th'e term "sanitary l a n d f i l l "  has turned out  t o  (be l i t t l e  mofe than a 
euphemism f o r  "open dump". ) I  ,- - 

/( - 
I i 

(c)  he amount o f ,  land needed f o r  a s an i t a ry  landff 11 often is n ~ t  avail-  
able  unless a s i t e  i s  >everall miles ' f ram the main centers  ok population. This 
increases the  cost  of disposal because of long hauls which refuse collectors.must 
make. -. 

- 
11. Incine3ation . . , - 

" ,  '. - Many municipal i t ies  throughout t he  nation tbday bhrh refqse in- high- J 

temperature, multi-ton municipal incinerators'which reduce combustible refuse, t o  'i- 

ashes. An incineta tor  reduces refuse t o  about 25 per  cent of its_ or ig ina l  weight 
and 10-15 per cent of its or ig ina l  volume. Ashes from an incinerator make ~ o d  
f i l l  material  and usually a r e  placed i n  san i ta ry  l a n d f i l l s ,  Temperatures i n  a 
properly operated incinerator  w i l l  range from 1400 t o  1806 degrees Fahrenheit, whici. - 
i s  hot enough t o  bum a l l  refuse i nd  the  smoke -to minimize-air  pollution^ Addi- 

i i o n a l  control  devices usually a r e  needed t o  f u l l y  control  a i r  pollution. 
> 

1 7  7 

Much of the material  *laced i n  incinerators  is  not combustible, such a s  
cans and glass .  But modern incinerators  can be constructed so  tha t  the non- ! I 

combuskibles can pass through. - with the combustibles . 
- '~. . . - 

Incineratipn has many advantages a s  a method of requse disposal. Haulers ' , 
do not have t o  t rave l  long distances t o  empty 'their loads. Incinerators can be f 
lacated within a c i t y .  WSth incinerat ion the  volume of refuse which must be dis- 
posed of  i n  a l a n d f i l l  is  reduced'many times, thereby prolonging the  l i f e  of the  

, 
l and f i l l .  The residue from the incinerator  makes much cl&aner f i l l  than does nor- _ 
ma1 refuse,  

, 

perhaps>he main disadvantage of incinerat ion- is  a s  r e l a t i ve  high& cos t  
when compared t o  san i ta ry  l a n d f i l l .  A study by the  Office-,of Local Goyement  f o r  
the S t a t e  of New York estimated t ha t  with hauling dis tances  the same, the  cost  of -' 
incinerat ion is  about 2% times grea te r  than san i ta ry  i a n d f i l l .  ' This cost  differ&- 
t i a l  decreases, of course, a s  the dist\an& of haul t o  the san i ta ry  landf iM increa- 
ses. The New York study indicated t h a t  with a 20-mile round t r i p  f o r  sani tary  rand- / 

f i l l  as compared'with a 5-mile round t r i p  f o r  incinerat ion,  the  annua? cost  of L, 

incinerat ion s t i l l  was subs tan t ia l ly  more than san i ta ry  l a n d f i l l ,  /Zhi5 r e l a t i ve  
costs o f - t h e  two methods' become about equal when the  xom3  t r i p  haul f o r  s a n i t a q  
lanif  ill is  about 39 miles. However, it is  ,possible t o  make san i ta ry  landf i l l  -more 
economi"ca1 up t o  a reund t r i p  of 50 mileg by use 03 a t ransfe r  s ta t ion.  A*ransfer - 

? 
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s t a t i o n  'is building located near fhg poinq of collectipn, '  &ere e b l e r 3  may bring ) . 
. t h e i r  -loads/ p d  t ransfe r  them t o  lat-ge vans with many t ihes . : the  capacity of: the, . ' - 

t r u c k s  used. fo; icollect-ion. Thes'e l a rge  ,vans then &ke the  long t r i p   to the.:land- .' 

' 'fill. -.. Tkapsfer .stati&s a re  not. economical ,unless' th& round t r i p  i s  a t -  Xeast 20 :,, . 
miles  .:' As f a r  as  we -&ow, there  a re  no t ransfe r  s t a t t o n s  i n  the.  win c i t i e s  area 

\ .  'today. I * 

' , '. ', - 
, . j 

. 
'Cons truc,ti& eds t $  of ineinkrat-ionx ;ary cbnsidtkrably . A fepresentat  ive  , . 

of a f i m w h i c h  ,&anbfactures incinerators  t o ld  usi.tb,at a f igure  of $4,000 per capa- 
,- '. . 

, c l t y  tori- is  a~ good es t imate;  That is ,  if a n  incinerator- had a Capacity of 600 tons .:., 
! 
. i  of, r,efuse a :day, its cost ,  would be approximately .$2-,400i000. 

~ \ - - 6  - .: \, - - . i 

Costr of opera t iop  of 'an incinerator  also vary considerably, y i t h  one of 
:the more important reasons fo r  . th& .differences- in..cost being the percentage- of -caps-, 

--crty ..at .which an .Incinerator is opera~in'$. . I f  the  incineragor i s  under-uti l ized,  the  . ,  
' tost  per ton increases' considerably. We were informed t h a t  i t" is  pbssible t o  finance 
, the  operation co'stq and amortization of bonds f 6 r  .conitruc,ti&n with a charge. of i- . .  :. :, . 

,  approximately $4 per tqn of..'--refuse St- .& properly.operated ' incinerato~, .  
. - ,  . . 

' .  
, .Extent of ~nci i iera t ion-  the  Twin C i t i e s  Area; , ,. - . z 

.- ; :  I \ 

_. ., The extent of -incineration .as' a me-& Qf.d.isposal  is not wides- read today 
'' i n  the  %iq - '~ i : t i p s  area.  Three municipal incine&tors:are, i n  opereti*, two i n  l. 

Minneapolis. f o r  garbage only .and one- - i n  S t .  Lo"is Park f o ~  niixed y e £  use. ' A privatehy 
owned incinerator  opebed near.> da&town Minneapolis a few years ago but '  was c losed,  
down,when p d v a t e  haulers found it mdre %economical t o  go ;to dymping s i t e s  instead. ' 

Several. busznesses, in&s t r i a l  f inps and in s t i t u t i ons  have t h e i r  .own pr iva te  incine- 
rators.. One of"  the- largest  is the  incinerator  operated by the  Univer'sity of Minne- 
sota..  -In addit ion about 10 ;to 15 per cent of the  private dwellings i n  the Twin 

\ " cities. area  a r e  equippedwith indoor incinerators.  . . . . \- 

/' 
- ' Following is-/a description the municipai incineration p p e r a t i o k .  i n  

: / . . 
- -  *Minneapolis 'and S t .  ~ b u i s  Park= 

. , L- \ .  - -.. ., 
. . Minneapolis - The ~ i v e r s i d e  inc inera tor ,  28th Avenue North and Pac i f ic  ; 

St ree t ,  located along the Mississippi River, was b u i l t  i n  the l a t e  1920 's . It pas 
- a capacity of 200 ,tons of refuse per 24-hqut day.., ,The Southside ' incinerat  o r ,  28th 
Street* and Cedar Avenbe .behind tipant s cemetery, was"bui1t i n  1939.. I t .  also- has , a  - 
capacity of '200 -,tons; of refuse ' pe t  '24-hdur d=y . These two_ inc inera tors  a r e  used :> - 

yalmos,t exclusively t o  burn r e s i d e n t i a l  garbage i n  MinnCapoHs which is cqllected'  by 
t h e  c i t y ' s  municipal - fo rces  ., I p .  1965- a t o t a l  of - 38,949 tons .- -. was, burned+:.with' 93 .. 

'_ p e r  cpmt o f  that .  collected by the  city's, mun<cipal- forces. -.The balance w a s  from 
pr iva te  collectors'who pay a t  . a ~ . r a t e  of $4 a ton foi.'dry refuse and $9ca ton f o r  wet' 
refJuse t o  dump at the incinerator.  : Based on it five-day work week the  iricin~e.rat0r.s 
i n  1965 werC operated a t  approximately 3 7  per cent of. capacity. The incfnerat6rs.j':. ( 

,operate on 'a 16-hour day. 2- , . ,  , -( ; ,  . 
' The number o f  ton,&of garbage burned a t  t h i  in f inera tors  has .dkc=~?sed ~ 

s t ead i ly  over - the  past  20  yecirs . In  1%6 a to t a l .  of. 54,075 .tons-..was burn&. In  - - - 
196'5 the f igure  was 38,949. -The- decl ine  can b e  ' a t t r ibu ted  mainly t o  two' fac tors  : ' 

.: 
(bj Changes i n  the Packaging of:.foods. Many s a s t e  prdducss, such a s  vegetable 
greens, no longer- need t o  be disposed of by the'housewife. Much food now.is o l d .  
i n  packages pre-prepared -or cleaned. (b) ~nc re i s in~ :use : -o f  automatic s ink .disposal 

( systems which grind garbage into' sewers. . - I - - 



A t o t a l  of -20 municipal 'employqs a r e  employed a t  the k o  inc'inerators i n  
Mimeapolis. Total  cost  of operation of the  incinerators  i n  1965 was $184,892. -. 
Since 38,949 tons were bunied, the cos t  per- ton was $4.75. The operating cost  does 
not include any provision f p r  depre>iation ok plant ,  though-both incinerators  pro- 
bably would be t o t a l l y  depreciated by now. A s  f a r  a s  wc cawld-determine- t h e  c i t y -  < , 

--does not  have a replacement fund f o r  the incinerators .  The Southside incinerator C 

- - 
w a s  b u i l t  a t  a cos t  o£ $269,000. - 

d 

J 
-, 

7 
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, Because both incinerators  a r e  used-to l e s s  than capacity the  c i t y  o f  Min- 
neapolis  has investigated the advisab i l i ty  of closing down the older ,  Riverside 
incinerator ,  pnd using the Southside incinerator  only. The superintendent of sani- 
t s i o n  told  us t ha t  the ex t r a  costs  gf hauling garbage would be about $200 a day, 
and This would,mean - any ecanomies from closing the  one incinerator  would be uncertain. - 

\ I L 

Ashes from the incinerators  a r e  dumped a t  two locations,  i north 14hnea- 
po l i s  along the  w i s t  bank of the Mississippi River,_ apd i n  southeast inneapolis i n  
a swampy area near i ndus t r i a l  development. 

% 
- , r 

r- St .  Louis $ark - The City of S t  . Louis Park but1 t an incinerator  i n  f 954 
a t  a cos t  of $233,000. It has 'been depreciated a t  a r a t e  of approximately $10,Q00 
per year. This incinerator  i s  operated so  as to burn a l imited amount of mixed . 
refuse,  t ha t  is,  not  only garbage, but a l s o  other  items n o d a l l y  found i n  the hwse-  
hold refuse, such as  paper, t i n  cans, of one-gallon capacity o r  l e s s ,  bottles, e tc .  
Explosive mater ia ls  o r  bulky, non--inflammable mater ia ls  such as  brush and grass  - 
clippinxs a r e  not col lected f o r  burning a t  the incinerator .  p e  incinerator  cur- 
ren t ly  is  handling refusercollected from res iden t ia l  and commercial customers by-a 

- 

pr iva te  hauler under contract  with the c i t y .  - 

- 
- 

The design capacity of the  plant  i s  150 tons per 24.hours. The incinera- 
t o r  burned approximately 10,900 tons* refuse i n  the 12-month p e e d  ending-April, 
1966. The incinerator  is presedtly,opexating on one 8-hour s3ift. -There is  a wide 
yar ia t ion  i n  da i l y  tonnage burned. For example, i n  September, 1965, the maximum 
da i ly  tonnage delivered t o  the  plant was 67 mns and the m_inimm da i ly  tonnage was 
35 tons. On days of heavy loading, the operating crew a t  t h e  incinerator  works" . 

, overtime t o  complete che burning. 1 A 

-L 
L A study. i n  February, 1964, shmed the cost  a t  t ha t  time was $5.69 p e f  ton 
to 'xncinerate the- St .  Louis Parlb refuse. Hopkins a t  t ha t  time was intekested i n  

\ bringing i t s  refuse t o  the  St.  *is pa rk  incinerator .  The study revealed t ha t  i f  
St .  Louis Park charged Hopkins $3.80 a ton, S t .  Louis Park could reduce i t s  per-ton _ cost  03 incinerat ion overa l l  t o  $4.32, and save $11,000 a year. (Hopkins chose, - 
though, t a  develop a new - l and f i l l  s i t e  within i ts  own community.) 

- 
- .  Despite a f a i r l y  high pe r - t ckcos t  f o r  incineration,  St .  Couis Park has , - 
been able  t o  maintais .a  reasonable overa l l  cos t  t o  i ts c i t i zens .  ~ u r r e n t l ~ ,  f o r  
example, a resident'of S t .  Lqufs Park Z s  guaranteed once-a-week pickup of up t o  
three  30-gallon cans of refuse. For t h i s  service  he pays $18 a year, whi3h -includes -, 
col lect ion and complete costs of incinerat ion and disposal  ( i t  is  a spec ia l  assess- 
gent  imposed by the  c i t y ) .  With this'income the c i t y  pays the pr iva te  col lect ion 
contractor a r a t e  of $10.68 a year f o r  each residence and finances the  costs  of 
incineration-including plant  depreciation. The c i t y  has a l so  been able  t o  f inance-  
the  repayment of t h e  -bonds"Erom its 'refuse u t i l i t y  fund. ' - - -. - '. - - 



- / 
\ ' .  \ _* 

- ,- Ashes from- t h e  St.  Louis par6 incinerator  -are hauled. C0 .a  lo" area near  . , 
36th Street .  The c i t y  has f i l l e d  an area  of 2% acres  t o  a,depth oY s i x  f e e t  i n  t_he 

:( - 
-- 

past  four years with the  ashes. , 
1 - 2 

,3 / The St. Louis parK incinerator  i s  well  maintained by timely inspection - 
r' and repair .  The refractdry firebrick- i n  both furnaces and f l ue s  was recently com- 

- p le t e ly  r ebu i l t  and'is i n  good aperat ing condition. / 
-, - - / 

I - , I .  
The plant  *u t i l i z e s  the f l & r  type chargingTmethod ;hich!@nposes de f in i t e  - - l imita t ions  on refuse storage a t  the plant* I f  the  c i t y  entered in to  agreements, 

wi'th other  municipali t ies t o  ,dispose of t h e i r  refuse,  the  plant operation could b e  - - 
. expanded t o  a 16-hour s h i f t  operatio*. I n  t h i s  c a s e 2 i t  would probably be necessae-  - t o  expand t h e  plank f a c i l i t i e s  t o  include a storage p i t  y i t h  mechanical chhtging 

( 
'j \equipment. I n  t h i s  way'the refuse collected during 8 hours of daytime col lect ion 

, could be burned over a period of 16 hours of +ncinerator operation. The plant has - 
L furnace capacity i n  excess of present usage, but- lacks  storage a d  ~ h a r g i n g ~ c a p a c i t y  
\ ,for e f f i g i en t  increased coll.,ection over present operations. , 

/ '  i ' = ,  - I I 
'. ! 

5 Previous Attempts ,- with ~ n c i n e r a t i o n  , - I , - \ . 
I n  1963 a corporation made up of independent refuse haulers i n  the  area  

-' 1 b u i l t  an incinerator  a t  91st and cen t ra l  i n  ~ l a i n e  J v i l l age ,  Anoka County.  he- 
incinerator  was destroyed by tornado i n  1965 and has not been rebui l t .  ~ e ~ o r t ' e d l y  - 

-, ? , the haulers were not get t ing a good re turn on t h e i r  investmknt'when t h e  incinerator  - 

\'- ~s i n  operaf'ion. Also, it was causing a i r  pol lut ion problems .' There 1 has beeh no 
attempt tc rebuild - i t \  - 

\ - 

t TrJb years ago a priirate businessman opened ,an incinerator  i n  a biiil'ding- 
, i t  jus t  west of downtown Blinneapolis. The incinerator  had a potent ia l  capacity of 300 ' 

tons a day but i t  was closed down befause pr ivate  haulers 'found they could get  by 
f i  - cheaper by. hauling t h e i r  refuse t o  outlyihg dumps o r  l and f i l l s .  The ~ i h n e a p o l i s  ,. - Suburban Refbse Removal ~ s s o c i a t i o n ,  an\organization ofi'private haulers, has been! 

, recently investigating the poss ib i l i ty  of reopening the incinerator.  -, ) 
% 

/ - 
, 111, Garbage Grinding , - - .  I - - > ,  

\ ! ,: .. 
\ - Perhaps the m o s t  cogve*ient, and san i ta ry ,  mqkhud of dispossng of garbage) 
- f o r  the housewife i s  the  use of the automatic sink garbage grinder, >which enablhs % ,  

a l l  food wastes t o  be placed ,di rect ly  i n t o  the, seyer. c .  r /' 

- - Absut 15 per cent of the  dwellings in the  T u i o l ~ i t i e s  m$tropolitan area  - 
1 are  equipped with garbage grinders. The incidence of garbage grjnding probably i s  

L - much more prevalent i n  subufb& areas than i n  the  cen t ra l  c i t i e s ,  part icularly, \since 
gaFbage grinders a r e  automatically i n s t a l l ed  i n  a l l  new homes of many h'ousing deve- 

- lopment s . . I r. 
< , - . % ,  \ -  \ 

4 ,  Garbage grinding does not-signif i can t ly  reduce the  t o t a l  amount of refuse - which needs t o  be removed f ton  e$ch res idewe.  iOnly about 10 per cent of the  yolume 
- ( of refuse produced today i s  garbage. Nevertheless,  i t  is able t o  remove f6bm.h 

holiseholder's t rash  -can t h  materials  whsch otherwise would produce h d e s i r a b l e  -_ 7 - ,  
odors and present heal th  problems. - 

I . - 
u 4 > - '  - ,  

 arba age-grinding a f f ec t s  sewage di@s&, bud the  -extent ,of t h i s  e f f ec t  i 
i s  not c lear .  A consultin2 engineer f o r  t b e ' ~ i n h e a ~ o l t s - ~ t .  Paul sani tary  .Dis t r ic t  - , '  L - 

a - - r 'I , /- - 
- ,  1 

\ \ 
\ L . '  J .. 

\ I , I  
I J \ - 

- - 
, 1 



< -  '7 - to ld  w that-  fu ture  construction plans f o r  the  d i s t r i c t  involve  an assumption that 
, 'garbage grinding-will  increase, and tha t  the  d i s t r i c t  should be able  t o  take care  - of the extra'sewage flow because of garbage grinding. - 

\ / - 
The ninneapol.i!b, sewer engineer info'med us  t h a t  some of tho  sewers i n  

~ e a p o l i s  , par t icd la r ly  those which a re  ,old and located i n  commerhal areas,  
become.-overloaded from garbage grinding by restauranit? and have t o  be cleaned out - 
on a regular basisd- The main reason f o r  t h i s  overloading is tha t  the angle of the  , 

sewer is dot &eat enough t o  produce a rapid flow, s o  much of the mater ia l  sink t o  
the  bottom,  his/ p r ~ b i m  does not exist t o  any s ign i f i can t  extent i n  r e s iden t i a l  
areas, he said ,  becatme i n  these areas the  araount of water which is used t o  f lush 
d-w t h e  garbage i h t o  the s ink is su f f i c i en t  t o  produce enough flaw t o  push'. the gar- , 
sage along. Further, the  amount s f  'garbage generated a t  each residence is not sig- 
n i f  i cap t ly  l k g e  t o  pose sewer problems. I - 

We are aware of one cen t r a l  municipal garbage grinder i n  the W i n   ties ' 

are&, i n  South St, .  Paul. Municipal employees co l lec t  garbage f t om~approx ima~ ly  
1,400-dwellings In South St. Paul and d e l i v e r b i t  t o  the  central-garbage grinder.. 
The garbage i s  ground i n t o  t he  municipal sewage,sysFem but has no s ign i f ican t  e f f e c t  - 
on the'  sewage Xreatment problems because with- the stockyards South S t .  Paul 's  sewage - 
content already i s  aabnrma~lly high. I ,  

\ 

\ Approximately 17 pep cent of the  dwellings-in the m i n  C i T i e s  a rea  a r e  
a p p e d  G i t k p r i v a t e  indoor incinerators  which burn paper, garbage and other corn-(, - bust ibles  at  high temperatures. Many of - these  a r e  not equipped with after-burners 

- yhich a re  necessary t o  produce smokeless, odorless vapors. Such-incinerators do 
notmeet'present-day standards and, a s  f a r  a s  w e  could determine, mosft new s a l e s  

/ today-of indoor incinerators  are those equipped with after-burners. . 
/ - 

A dwelling bust be equipped with a fireplace-type chimney t o  be- adequate > f o r  incinerators  with aftef-burners. 
, ,' 

\ .  . . 

. 
' . -  .. The '&st widespread use of indoor home i n c i n e r a t i w  i n  the  Mn C i t i e s  , ,, - .. 

area,  is in hest St.  ~ @ u l ;  yh ich  :has---required, sbch incinerators i n  a l l  r e s ~ d e n t i a l  - ~ -  

.. , un i t s  b i h l t  s i nce  September 2h-- 1955. 

- 
I 

fa 1953 the ~ i n n e s o t a  S ta te  Legislature passed a law requiring tha t  gar- 
bage be 'cooked a t  a temperature of 212 degrees f o r  30 minutes befbre i t  could b& 

- fed t o  l ivestock o r  poultry. Until  tha t  t i m e  hog feeding w a s  a--very popular method 
opdisposing of garbage i n  the Twin Cities area. According t o  a representative of I 

the Livestock Sanitary Board, which is charged with JAcensing feeders of garbage t o  
l ivestock or  poultry, there  w e r e  between 130 and 150 l icensees i n  Minnesota i n  1953. ' 
Today there  a re  only 39, 14-of th& i n  the  seven-cougty Twin C i t i e s  area. The& a r e  - ' 
hog faaners, wlth mainly la rge  commercial customers in-Minneapolis and St.  Paul. 
The higher1cost 'of cooking the garbage has contributed t o  the decline i n  hog-feeding ' 

as  a p'06uhr metliod of disposing of garbage. b h e  representative of tlie ~ i v d s t o c k  ' 
Sanitary Board predicts t h a t  hog feeding of garbage w i l l  gradually end. - J 

\ .- - \ 

I .  0she=' Dispo.sal ~ e t h d d s  i. . .. 
.. . 

\ , . i. /' 
-. - 

. . ~ o m b o s t i n ~  - The prbviously, mentioned y@ods-of disposal  o f  refuse--in , .:/ ! 
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. < L - L - . . . .  . _ : - 1; ' 'the groupd :(landfil l) ,  i n -  tlik a i r  (inciner,=tion), &d i n  the water (garbage ,grind- ' . 
-. I ;  - -  . . .. ing)?alI ,assume t h a t  t ~ e f u s e  i s  pure waste without v a h e ,  though l h d f  ill -does 'have- 
[ 

' 

, j j ;  - the,..effect of l a n d  reciamation i n  s m k  cases. . - .  . - 
,,, -- 

~ i - 
) (  7 - Conposting i s  a method of handliqg and the  organic material ' in , 

J* 
dfuse--basically $he garbage--8od a s o i l  conditioner, a usable prdduct . ' 

1 .  - 1 
- ' C$Uposting uswlly involves' a l s o  a ' u t i l i z a t i o n  of t he  sludge. (solid remains) a t  .a 

. L '  
sewage treatment plant  s ince garbage by i t s e l f  dpek not make up ahe ry ' l a rge  amount 

( of mater ia t - f  o r  colrtpos t ing  . - \ /' < , . ,. . 
! I  .... . . I .  1.. : ;-WeAiire not -re of any courpostihg p lan ts  i n  the  Twin cities 'area.todayw. ,, 

... ), .. ; 
k -  ..- The s@+dge prolluced at  t he  Pig's Eye Freatm3nt Plant ' for the ' ~ i n n e a ~ o l i s l ~ t .  ~ a u i '  

--? - . Silnikary -+-, DistrSct is incinerated. It appears c l r r  t h a t  i f  the  MU ~ i t l e s  area, . - /  ,- . w e ~ e  t o  serious~ky consider c ~ & ~ o s d n ~  i t  w o u l d ~ h a v ~  t o  involve alsoi the :disposal df .. 
- - -  ,? ~. - . - sludge from the  :&i~eapolis-St. Paul Sqnitary Disqrict .  .I -. 

,' , ' 
5 ,$ -. 

. ,. . . - ,  -. 
P ,- , , Conposting would. be  - suf f ic ien t  t o  handle the garbage portion of ref use, ; ,plus the  leave&, grase\clippings and other organic &ter ia ls-  It would not, though, 

solve the  problem bf handling the balance of the refuse which-is about,50-75 per ' ' 
- -- cent of the to$al. Other methods would have t o  be Tbund t o  dispose of the glass ,  A 

I '  
, paper, plhtics, cans- and other materials. j ' 

\ \ ! 

I I A.though past  experience i n  ,the United Srates  with composting has m & t  with ' - l imited success, and outr ight  f a i l u re  i n  some cases, research is continuing. The- 
U. S. PublfcrHeglth S-ervice is building an experimental plant a t  Johnson City, 

\ Tennessee. , Compost plants  a r e  i n  operation i n  a few c i t i e s  today, including Altoona, 
P&, taxgo, Pla., and Wilmington, Ohio. - 

s' \ t\ - , 
, <  

Salvaging - A s  was noted,in the  e a r l i e r  discussion on dumping~nd l a n d f i l l ,  
\ , I 

many pr iva te  bperators of dump sites in the  Twin C i t i e s  area today have major .salvage, 
operations, by which they remwe"materia1-primarily metals--for resale.  

1 r , - <  

~, , L 

I 
-'\ Salvaging has an advantage from the standpoint' of conservation,of our - 

, . 
< riibourcis i n  t h a t  niat&rial is  n&t buried o r  burned butk'it  is saved, so ld  and re-used 

%p some othef form.: \ , ,; 
: .. ,I . . -. . <.',-'! L , - - 

There a r e  s&eral  ;unanswered questions, 'though, i n  co&ection- wigh t h e -  ' 
' 

kesirabi l igy d r  f f a s i b i l i t y  of palvage on a large scale .  : Does the value of the  . . -1.- 
, :% . vage su f f i c i en t ly  o f f s e t  the  process of separating the  various types 6f refusy? - .. - ' What a,re the- pptentfal  uses of the various wastes? Much of the  evidence wdhave' -. 

received would appear t o  indicafe  :that the.,valu6 of - the salvaged material  doe'.; &of .. 

Just i fy '  the  expense of separating 0u.t ' the  various \types of -refuse. - . - ... 
. . . . .  . ,, \. \ .) 

*. . 
<- , : \ , , . 

_ - BACKGROL~JP--FEDERAL .LEGISLATION\ , .  2 - . . - .  
1. - .  . . - . -. 

, .. ,, 
- :  'Ih ',1965~%ongre6s ~ p p r o v ~ d  the Solid Waste ~ i s ~ o s a l  bc t ,  ptovidipg f ede t a i  ! 

funds "to public, o r  p r iva te  agencies and i n s t i t u t i o n s  and'-to i nd lddua l s  fbr re- . f ., : 
, search, t ra in ing  projects  , sprveys and d-ns.tratib& (including . c o b  t ruct ion of 

- f a c i l i t i e s )  , ' and t o  , provide ,I o r  the  conduct of , research, t ra inipg surveys and 
- , dem%tratldns by contract  with pub l i c  o r  p r iva te  agencies and i n s t i t u t i o n s  ad' . ' 

. . ., - >.. 

.. 1; with,i'ndividualk. .. " . , .\ - - - > . T -  
> \ ;' . 

X i  - I  he a c t  :is administered by t h e  s.ecretary of Health, '   ducat ion and weif are.  , 

. . .  : , C*r@Ss auhor ized  to be apLproiriated 37  million fo r  the, f i gca l  year ending. J6,ne . 
. 

L 



2 

30, 1966; $14 mill ion i n  the  f i s c a l  year endQg June 30, 1967; $19.2 naillion f o r  - 
- the  f i s c a l  year ending June 30, 1968, and $20 mi l l i ap  f o r  t h e P i s c a 1  y&.,ending 

June - 30, 1969. - , ,. 
\ 

\ 1 -. ,I , - 
\ 

Rules and r e g h a t i o n s  of the ~ e ~ g h e n k  of Health, ~dkcat ' jbn and Welfare 
provide tha t  a l l  federal  grants  under this ac t ,  including thbse f o r  research, c a q o t  - 

- exceed- two-thirds of the  cost. '. - \ 7 
\ - 

Y 
- A s  f a r  a s  w e  could deternin= o ~ l y  one a p p l l c e t i m  kT been made i n  Mime- 

/ so t a  under Qhis  A c t  and tha t  appl icat ion was rejected.  The application was made by ' 
the  c i t y  of St. Paul earaier t h i s  _pear f o r  $20,000 f o r  a % study 'of refuse col lect ion ,, 

-and disposal i n  St .  Paul. and its immediate area. The prop-osed study ?lid not cover 
/ the  e n t i r e  metropolitan area. W e  were informed t h a t  the  propqsal was reject@- by 

I the  federa l  government at  least in -pa r t  because the  study did,not propose t o  cover 
the  entire' metropolit- area, - - .  
. 

Regarding -~emonatratioa'proj ects under th&'~Ct ,  t h e  rule8 and reg;l'ations 
-of &&Department of Health; Educati'on and Welfare provide tha t  grants w i l l  not be -^  

made f o r  dhone t r a t ion  of new and improved methods of disposal unless open dumping 
- and open burning a t  ex is t ing  disposal sites are p r ~ h i b i t e d  o r  a schedule has be& 

established f o r  e l i d n a t i o n  of open dumping.and open burning within,the j u r i s d i e q o n  - i n  which an applicant proposed t o  conduct a demonstration. - . ? 
i 
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I n  October 1966 the  Metro-Poll of the  Mixheapolia S t a r  publiyhod r e su l t s  
. of a r&dom survey pf 609 adult8 in aennepin, Bamsey , ,-oka,, Dakota .and Washington 
Cbuntiesi osl v y i q u s  aspects of ref use col lect ion and disposal. Following are some 

I - of t h e  ffndings: J 
-f 

Question No. 1: As a general pr inciple  would you say- it is b e t t e r  {to 
have,city governments pro&de,for col lect ion of garbage and rubbish o r  to let pri- 

. . . - vate  firpls provide col lect ion service? \ 
* - 

.. L~ . %. ,- 
> ,  ' - C i t y ;  - Private  

%, . 

I _ 
' ,/ 

50% 9% ..~ 
i 

. . L ( . Other Hezinepip @ouitX 91%; - ... % 

- J -  . , b  \ 
- .  

- 28%: . i37 
<. ST. ~ a u $  . 7 . I - 59%; 

,,. . . .I. 
!A I - . L 

~. 
j _. %.- , ;' other  Rarnsey County,, plus., : .. 32% - , - 40% . , - r ,28% , ... . 2 ,;, Anbka , . Dakota, and Washington ' . :- ; ,- .. .~ . \ 

7 '., , . 
- ' /  

- ' - ,  .count ies  . ' . . . . ~- 
-- ? 

1 L .  '!,- ! ,  

" Total  - -y 
. ~ .  ,.. --57% .. -31% : - . . , \ 

: .. 12% : 

- . . 
\ . /' Questibh Noi 2: Areqeople  around here who have garbage and rubbish 

col lect ion service generally \ sa t i s f ied  o r  not s a t i s f i e d  with t h e i r  service? ' 
4 

. . , .' ' ,- 

Not . . .- -. 
i - Sat i s f ied  , - ' Sat i s f ied  - other-Answer,\-! 

,.. 4% , - , 9% ' , 87%~- ,;,. Other Hennepin County - ". ; . .  -, i -, - .  , - .  - .%- '- ' r.,- \ .  
/ - ) - , .  , St.: .Paul . .79% L ?% - Y . 

r - ,  
18X  ' 

. , . . \', 

. '. 
:I : &he= ~anseg .CO&&, pl& - ;; -- 78% - 6% - - - 16% 

I 
.. . 

: ., - Anoka, ~ a k o t a  .:and wash.ington -.. ; . : -_ 
Counties , ,, . a 2 .. .. , ,. .,. C ., 

). . I .. ,. . ) 

, - Total  , 
( ' .  - 

: i 
7 7 % - : . -  8% 15% ' . i 

I - b 

i \ , , .  / 
. I  . \ . b i n  raasbns.far d i s s a t i s f w t i o n  were tha t  the service  was too infrequent.! ,- 

-' i r regular ,  undependabie ~ h d  t h a t  everyth,ing wasn't collected. 
< '\ 

. .- , . . - 
. , 

. r .. best& qo. 3 s  Do-you think people ?shou$d 'or  should not be a l la ied ,  t o  
. - 

1 ,  ! - b u r n  t r a s h  in their backyards? I 
{ - L  

t. - 2 - .  . . ,.~ 
, . 

--,;. P -: - i sh09ld not other ksw&. 
. ( ! '\, . ; . , should -.. 

\ 
. \  I ? '  , .. S 



-. ., i- - d - Question No. 3 (con't) .- 
L - 

1 

- Other kmer 
\ _-' 

- St.  P:-.ul ... .. \. , 69% ' 20% i , < - -1 - . 

. . -1 .. . . 
I . . -- 0.ther Ramsey ~ounG, plus - \ :,71% ' -. L-- - 19% . , 10% - :  . .' 

- I 
- .  Anoka, .Dakota &d Washil?gton . - - i' .-/ . . . .  

. . Counties . - . . - . . . .. .. - 
I I , 

Total 69% 24% - 7% 
\-I - 

Question No. 4: Doaou have a n - e l e s t r i c  garbage disposer i n  your kitchen? 
\ 

1 I- 

Yes 
\ 

Total  - 15% 845 - ' I% , \ ,  

- \ 
/ 

Question No. 5: Do you have an indoor incinerator  f o r  burding garbage 
\ and rubbish?, , -- 

1 Y e s  : Other Answer- 
\ > .. .. - 

Minneapolis 13% 86% 1% 
.- - 

Other Hennepin County \ 

j 

. - . 
Other Ramsey County, pkis 16% 83X , 1%- ' - 

, \ 
,'- Anoka, Dakota and Washington -- 

Counties / 
/ 

. I  L . Total  17~ 82% . , ,  l%? ' 
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ABOUT THE CITIZENS LEAGUE. . . -- 
The C i t i z e n s  League is a.non-part isan,  independent organiza t ion  of more than  

3,200 members, founded i n  1952, and dedica ted  t o  t h e  improvement of l o c a l  government 
i n  t h e  Twin C i t i e s  area. 

C i t i z e n s  League r epor t s ,  which provide a s s i s t a n c e  t o  pub l i c  o f f i c i a l s .  and 
o t h e r s  i n  f i n d i n g  s o l u t i o n s  t o  complex problems of l o c a l  government, are developed by 
vo lun tee r  research  committees, supported by a f u l l t i m e  p ro fe s s iona l  s t a f f .  

The League's annual budget is f inanced by annual  dues of $10 ($15 f o r  family 
memberships) and con t r ibu t ions  from more than  a 0 0  bus inesses ,  foundat ions,  and o t h e r  
organiza t ions .  


