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5 - - v INTRODUCTION P P
o ’ o -
~ - Almost - forgotten in the myriad of urban problems facing the Twin Cities -

N metropolitan aréa ‘today is the question of how we /get rid of our garbage (food wastes)“

“waste paper, used tin cans, glass bottles,/plast1cs, worn-out mattresses, rags, brokeng
~furniture, old refrigerators’ -and stoves, burned out light bulbs and other such waste
products-—grouped generally under -the’ blanket title of "refuse." :

N .. For most of‘us our concern ends when our weekly accumulation of refuse is

~ Y taken ‘away from our homes. by the trash hauler. Most of us want to make sSure our

Ve

.“collection service is: prompt, regular, complete and reasonable in cost. What happens ‘

_to the refuse after. it 1s" taken away-usually is- of mo concern to us. Most of us, in
,»fact, probably have no idea where the refuse ends up. This also is the case with many/‘
“municipal governments in the Twin ‘Cities area today. Their main interest is_making =
*sufe  that the refuse is not disposed of within their own boundaries. Where it ends

up is someone~else s problem. ¥ '

. Plagued by this general disinte*est and by a continuation of essentially

ﬂthe same’ type of refuse disposal ~- open dumping -- which was used when this natiom

was predominantly a‘rural society, the Twin Cities area today has a refuse disposal\
/problem somewhat analogous to a sleeping giant - ‘ -

“f v In the case of other functions associated With a growing metropolitan area,
L we have applied or are attempting- to- apply 20th century solutions. ‘With few except-
. ~ions, this is not the case with" refuse disposal. We must face the fact that thé tra-
~ ‘ditional open dump, usually burning, is totally incompatible with -the idea of aqmodern,
fprogressive metropolitan area. { .
SR . We have been able to get by" so far in this Twin Citles area by ignoring ~"
the—problems of refuse. disposal, Refuse haulers’ have been able to find dumping. N
grotnds in sparsely populated parts.of the area. ~In recent years, though, residential’
deveIOpments have been creeping uncbmfortably close to these dumps. It is not an
‘unusual story to hear of the dumg operator, ‘upon receipt of complaints from nearby
residents, to reply: "I was here before they were." It is becoming much more diffi-
,CUlt to. find/available dumping grounds. 5 - i
: ~ A

VL As. far aS‘we could’ determine, no. one has developed an informed estimate of
\the annual amount of refuse produced in the Twin Cities area. . Reports we have receiv-
ed from other parts of the nation indicate .that 1,500 pounds per. capita. per year is

>3 a good rule of thumb. We yow. have a population of about 1.8 miliion. This is ex-

" pected to reach 4 million by the end of this century.” Using the :figure of 1,500
pounds of refuse per capita, this means we are producing about 1,300,000 tons amnual-
;Lly in~this area ‘today,. and we will reach 3,000;000 tons annually by the year: 2000 -

- \\
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‘even assuming no increase in the per capita production of refuse. Information from
technical experts in the fi€ld indicates the per capita production will increase 50
per cent by the year 2000. This would mean we would be producing 4,500,000 tons
annually then. The above figures are difficult to interpret by themselves, other -
than to indicate that this is a lot of waste material. Based on these estimates, 1f
we piled all our annual production of refuse in the Twin Cities area in 1966 in one .
Place, say an area equivalent to the central business district of Minmeapolis, about
one square mile, we would fill.such an area to a depth of five feet. That is only:
for one year, of course. By the year 2000, such an area could be filled annually to
a depth of 16 feet. B \ o - _
f - /

. This report attempts to bring to general public awareness the emerging
problems of refuse disposal and suggests some ways to cope with these problems. The
report\also discusses the problems of refuse collection, which are quite gerious in _
“the ‘two central cities, ‘and makes some suggestions for improvement. Finally, this
report attempts to bring. together in one placethe various pertinent -data about re-
fuse collection and disposal-in the Twin Cities metropolitan area today to provide
asgistance to public officials and interested citizens.

. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS -

- N~

RESIDENTIAL REFUSE cou.Ecnou L T~

/

1. We find that refuse\collection generally is being handled . adequately
at the municipal level in the Twin Cities metropolitan area. Although major im—
provements are needed to correct certain deficiencies (as we indicate in subsequent
recommendations), we believe that municipal governments are able to make these im- -
provements. We find no evidencé to indicate that refuge collection could be handled~
better by any level of government with responsibility over” ‘a-greater area than one
municipality. We therefore recommend that full responsibility for refuse collection
remain with the 1ndividual municipalities of the Twin Cities area.

-~ ‘2, Combined Collection -of Garbage and Rubbish =~ We recommend that the

~ City Councils of Minneapolis and St. Paul provide for combined collection of garbage

“and rubbish. This means that all residential refuse would be collected together at
the same time, from the same containers by the same collection service. The exist-
ing practice of separate/collection would be discontinued. . |
' . 3. Implementing Combined Collection in Minneapolis and Saint Paul -~ We
recommend_that the City Councils of Minneapolis and St. Paul reject the method of
combined collection by which private haulers would make their own arrangements with
individual residents. (This method is common in many suburbs.) - :

Instead we recommend that the City Councils of both\cities provide a -
method of . collection which will assure that all residents in-a given area will be
served exclusively by only one hauling truck and crew. This can be accomplished”
either by using municipal employees or. private haulers. “Because both municipal
employees and private haulers now are involved in collection in both cities, we
.suggest that the-cities be divided into a number of districts, perhaps along the
1ines of the various garbage collection routes now.in existence. Municipal employees
now collecting garbage only could be assigned certain routes, . Private haulers
could be awarded exclusive franchises by.competitive bidding for collection in the
other routes. . After a few years each city could evaluate the system and determine
“whether it is better to have all private haulers, all city employees, or continue
the joint Operation. N - - -

4, Contract Collection versus “"Wide Open" Collection in Suburbs -- We
recommend that. suburban municipalities’in the,Twin Cities area now served by the - -

~

. . - ~
- - N ~ B - - -
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“wide open", refuse collection system, in which private haulers make their own

~ . arrangements with each dwelling, move to the: contract systéem. Under the contract
" system a private collector is engaged exclusively by ‘a municipality under formal

_contract agreements.and defin1te-spec1fications to collect refuse from all or a
‘portion of the municipality The contracts are usually awarded to the lowest
reSponsible bidder. ) - ~ oy . o N

5.\\Service Charges versus General,Iaxation -- We recommend that as‘a
general principle municipalities of the Twin Citles. area- finance refuse- collection

. by service charges against the-benefited properties, rather than general taxation. -

BN

- 6. Freguency - We recommend that under ng circumstances (except perhaps

7

in: those weeks when there is a holiday) should any municipality permit regular T ¢

refuse collection on anything less than a once—a—week basis. N SN -
REFUSE DISPOSAL .~ y . ) . ;
1. Sanitary Landfill S S G

~

¢ - ~ ) ~ N . o

1. Dumping -= We recommend that open dumping, the most common type of.
refuse disposal in the Twin Cities.area, be stopped:. Localities in this- area are
becoming more and more reluctant, and in some cases refusing, to allow rew dumping
sites because so-many are improperly operated. Unless-dumping sites are cleamed up
and operated only as sanitary landfills, . .this metropolitan area may soon find itself .
.without an adequate supply of refuse  disposal facilities. Sanitary landfill, when
properly operated, i8 completely acceptable to health and, public\works authorities,
Sanitary landfill-today still is more economical than~1nc1nerat10n in the Twin Cities
area as a major means of refuse dlsposal - R .

To assure the proper operation of sanitary landfills, we recommend the
enactment and enforcement of strict régulations on their operation. These- regula-
tions should generally be in line with recommendations of local state and natiomal
health and pub11C«works authorities. This would mean, ~among;, othet things, the fol-
low1ng_ . o - ; . B

- (a) All refuse would be compacted and covered daily with at least
~ six inches ofrearth.

- /

‘(b) Open burning would be prohibited.
(c) Salvage operations, would be discouraged but, if; allowed would k
be conducted only in enclosed buildlngs. ] , -

(This recommendation is d1rected first to the local goyernments of
the Tw1n Cities area, which now are fully respon51ble/for -regulation and enforcement
-of dumping sites. We are urging in this report, however, ‘(see recommendation below)
that the responsibility for refuse. disposal be “assigned by.the Legislature to an
areawide governmental agency. If the Legislature does not assign this respon81bility

to an areaw1de agency, the responsibility will revert- back to the localities )

2. Future Landfill Sites -- We recommend that a technicaI’study of the .
Aong- term availability of land in the Twin Cities area for use as sanitary landfill
be undertaken immediately. This ‘study should earmark the specific areas which are,
-best suited for landfill and the ‘areas which should not‘be used. The study should -
1nc1ude predlctions as to ‘how long the Twin - Cities area can rely upon sanitary land-
£ill as its major means of disposal and when this area should move on a large scale
to some other method. _ ) . :

\ -



N (We are recommending that the overall responsibility for refuse disposal
_be assigned ‘by the Legislature to an areawide governmental agency. We believe that .
the’ necessary planning studies for this agency should be carried out by the Twin ~—
Cities Metropolitan Planning Commission, which would be instructed to make its re-
ports directly to_the areawide agency:) - - S R .-

J . Y

. ," ‘We further recommend' that new sanitary landfill sites be located omly in

. areas identified in such technical ‘studies as outlined above as suitable for sanitary

} landfill. This would mean, for -example, that landfill sites ‘would not be located
. where they would pose a ‘threat to underground or surfdce water pollution, but they’

V4 would be located where good . material for cover would be available and near main
thoroughfares, among other criteria. ' Also, the eventual use of the land proposed
for a'sanitary landfill should be. determined, if possible, before ‘any landfill opera-~“
tions begin. __ (This recommendation ‘i3 directed to the governing bodies of townships,
villages and cities,’ pending,the assignment of refuse disposal to an areawide agency.
In the abseiice of any technical study, the affected governmental body should act on
applications for new sanitary landfills following the above-named principles as.

X

closely as possible )y ) - ~ ~ .

N k.

If; Incineration . . . : - N

o - Future Use -- We recommend that broader use .of incineration as™ a means of
refuse disposal in the Twin Cities area be seriously/investigated. (We are recommend-
-ing.in this report that “the responsibility for refuse disposal be assigned by the

" . Legislature to an areawide agency. The question of broader use of~incineration

" would then fall in the purview of such an agency. Should the Legislature not act
then this responsibility would remain with the municipalities, individually, or
together where possible, through the Joint Powers Act ) s .

J

- o Outside "Back-Yard" Burning ~-- Although we did not- compile extensive -
documentary information om back-yard burning, _our committeé generally felt that
-municipal. governments of the Twin Cities area should consider prohibiting” back—yard -

N burning\of rubbish. (The question of burning leaves is not faced here.) ‘

\ ,
<

- III. Research in Other Methods T : —
X We recommend research on a metropolitan basis into new or~improved\methodg
\ of refuse disposal, including such possibilities as composting. '(This recommenda-
- tion would be carried out by the appropriate areawide agency assigned the function .
of refuse disposal as we recommend in this report.) _ y

e !
{ ' .
{ -

- ) P
t

' gperation and Ownership of Refuse Disposal Facilities

. ~ =
- \

We recommend that the powers of operation and ownership be given to what—
ever areawide agency the Legislature designates to be responsible for refuse dis-~
~\_posal. This recommendation is not. intended to preclude the right of private busi-f
nesses_or local governments to own and operate refuse disposal facilities but to -~
guarantee that the areaw1de agency will have this pover when needed.

“V. _Governmental Responsibility for Refuse Disposal . N

We recommend that the re5ponsibilities for refuse: diSposal in the Twin

- Cities area be placed at the regional level. There are several alternatives “for

‘the type-of. regional organization or organizations which could be assigned ‘the
N . N : i

-
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reSPOHSIbilities as~outlined above. Based on our analysis of the alternatives we
recommendfas follows: ! . - RSN

v

AN N N >
(a) Assign the responsibility to individual counties -of “the metropolitan
area, as a minimum, or, preferably, toa metrOpolitanrwide agency. We -

would not recommend a single-purpose metropolitan district for refuse dis—
_ posal, but the function could be assigned to a multi-service distritt, if
( created, or to an existing metropolitan agency, such as the Minneapolis- :

St. Paul Sanitary District if its boundaries are expanded and changes are
made in the representation on. its "governing board to reflect ‘the broader .

-~ area. , - . : : ‘ c

/ ~ : B v

g
(b) Provide’that the Metropolitan Planning Commission (MPC) conduct the
planning studies as required hy*whatever governmental agency “ds .given the.

o function of refuse ~disposal and make its reports directly to that agency- -

o,
~

RECOMMENDATIONS, FINDINGS AND CONCLUSTONS. = o _
SR -

RESIDENTTAL REFUSE COLLECTION . L

1. We find that refhse collection generally is being handled adequately

at the' municipal level in the Twin Cities metropolitan. area. Although

-‘pxmaqor tMprovements are needed to correct certain defzczenctes (as we zndz—
" cate in subsequent recommendattons) ‘we believe that munzczpal governmeﬁts
- .are able to make these improvements. We find no evidence to indicate that

refuse collection could be handled better by. any level of gavernment with
responstbility over a.greater area than one municipality. We therefore
recommend that full responsibility for refuse collection remazn wzth the
individual muntczpalttzes of the Twin Czttes area., -

-

Findings and Conclusions:

~

S~ \

~

We have reviewed the different refuse’ collection practices. in municipali-— R
ties throughout the Twin Cities area. - We found the most serious refuse collection

,problems in Minneapolis' and’Saint: Paul, which we will. discuss(shortly. Generally,
there appear to be few refuse collection problems in“the suburbs, though some suburbs .-
might be able to save their citizens some money by changing the method of/éollection.
. In any event, none.of the problems: we found involve situations which individual muni-
cipalities themselves camnot handle. In fact, it appears as 1if refuse collection is
one function which even the smallest municipality is able to handle well.
some of the best examples of good refuse collection service (complete,’ regular pickup !

at low—rates) have been in the smallest municipalities.\\

3
s

‘government varies considerably’ throughout the metropolitan area.

S
-.We find that the extent refuse collection is a formal function of local

ments exercise no involvement whatsoever. Unlicensed private ‘haulers make their own
arrangements with residénts for refuse collection. ' Many ‘other local governments

_require licenses from all private haulers but still let each hauler make his own -
arrangéments with residents for collection.

franchises to haulers by contract to collect’ refuse from every dwelling. In a very-
few localities muni¢ipal employees collect refuse. This is the greatest extent of

“w.municipal involvement. .Ia'the following pages we will recommend the degree ‘to which'
municipal governments should assume responsibility for residential refuse collection.

A few local g vern—

Ironically, .

Some local’ ‘governments ‘grant exclusive -
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N 2. Cbmbzned CoZZectton of'Gurbage and Rubbzah - We' recommend that the.
City Councile of Minmeapolis.and Saint’ Paul provide for combined collec-
tion of garbage and rubbish. This means that all residential refuse
would be collected together at the same time, from the same containers/by
A the same colleetion. service. The exmetzng practzce of'separate colzectzon
\ would be dzscontinued , . N

LN - =

Findings»and Conclusionsj‘

> {

* We have ‘reviewed the}practice of separate colIection of rxesidential garbage
and rubbish in Minneapolis and, Saint Paul and compared this practice with collection
practices in suburbs and in cities of comparable sizevthroughout the nation.  We

- find that Minneapolis, Saint Paul and-South Saint Paul are the  only municipalities

in the Twin Cities metropolitan area with separate’ collection service. In these: "

cities municipal employees collect wrapped garbage only from private dwellings.

., Citizens must makeé their own arrangements for collection and disposal of the balance

of .the refuse. Thus, different trucks, manned by different crews, may_ stop weekly

at a private dwelling, with one pickup service handling the garbage and the other °

service handling the balance of the refuse. In all other municipalities of the N

metropolitan area, combined. colléction is in effect.- All refuse, both garbage and”’

rubbish, is collected at the.same time by the same. crew. . -

- N -
N \

: - We find that whereas_there may have. been justifiable reasons at one time
/for maintaining a separate.collection service for garbage, conditions have ‘changed
considerably over the years. We examined’ the advantages and disadvantages of sepa-.
rate collection and combined collection and conclude that on balance combined collec-
tion is clearly thé better-system. In general we find that separate collection is
unnecessary, uneconomical, inconvenient, incomplete and- unwanted. Specifically we
- find as follgws: o . _ . ro )

‘ . (a) Garbage today makes up only about 11 per cent of the total amount of

~ : refuse produced in an average household. At one -time this percentage was
as high™as 66 per cent. Two: factors have contributed to this ‘decline. b
First, the housewife today has less waste from food preparation than in
previous years. Many more foods can be purchased already prepared mean-n

“major portion of hgusehold garbage.. For example, in Minneapolis the -
amount of garbage. collected by. municipal employees has decreased from- b

: 53,609 tons in 1946 to 36,187 tons 4in.1965. Second, the total. amount of

IR refuse produced ifi the ‘average household is increasing steadily, with the .

increase coming in the non—garbage portion, that‘is, paper, paper products,

,plastics, glass, cans, etc, _ \ . .

)

(b) More and more garbage is not even being placed in the household trash-
can. The Metro Poll of the Minneapolis Star revealed that about 15 per _
‘cent of the dwellings in the Twin Cities area are equipped with automatic
- sink disposals which grind garbage into sewers and about- 17 per cent have :
- indoor ine? nerators for garbage 'and rubbish

s
<

(c) - There is nothing inherent in/the major methods of refuge disposal .
employed today in the-Twin Cities area—-1landfill and incineration--which
would require separation of garbage. At one time this was true, when gar-
bage was fed to hogs on a large scale, for example. But this no longer

is the case. Landfill sites can handle mixed refuse, and mode;n incinerar
'tors are built 80 that separation is unnecessary. '
(d). Currently, the per dwelling cost of*garbage)collection in Mirneapolis

- . N -
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(. -1s about $8.44 a year, and in Saint Paul<$10 73 a year * “These costs are
> ) .~ :. not assessed /against each ‘household but are financed by general taxationm.
2 ) (Saint Paul is moving to a service “charge in mid-1967 ) A resident of
Minneapolie or Saint Paul who c¢hooses also to have a regular collection
service for the rest of his refuse pays roughly between $17 and $36 a
- year, depending upon the frequency, amount of refuse collected, and the
. private hauler involved. From everything we could learm, a suburhan\resi—'
_dent with combined collection pays no more, and many times less, thamn.a ' -
oy o - central city resident pays for collection of. all-of the non-garbage por-
C : B tion of "his refuse (rubbish). “Combined collection rates’ in the suburbs ‘
- generaily range between $13 and $25 a year \for once-a-week pickup. It L
» would appear that a -combined collection service would not cost hignificant—
"~ _ly more than regular rubbish pickup in the central cities now. We were ' °
told'by some rubbish haulers that they could pick up garbage, too, at no.
" "~ extra cost, In fact some of them-said hdusewives ask. them to pick up
A T garbage ‘now with the. rubbisb It should be\acknowledged that many eitizens .
in the central cities do not have regular weekly pickup of their rubbish.
They burn the paper and paper products and call a private hauler once a
month or-once every two months to pick up the ‘cans- and bottles. ‘0r they '
may. carry the non~burmables to a dump. Depending upon- the frequency with:
. which they. call a private hauler, these citizens may have a lower out-of-
pocket cost now than they would under a combined collection system. Yet
if they have to call a private hauler at least once'a month to pick up
' non~burnables, it is unlikely they are saving any money. -

-

" dates

)

. (e) Separate collection forces citizens to maintain two types of trash .
, 'cans, one for garbage and one for rubbish, This means the housewife must '
B o - make certain she does not place rubbish in the garbage can or garbage in
§ - " the rubbish can. This is an unnecessary inconvenience. There need be no
o B P distinction on types of refuse to be included in each can. e
— . A\
' e () Séveral Minneapolis~a1dermen, in reSponse to a questionnafre from. the
s Citizens League, said their constituents complain about the two types of
' ‘collection, . Alderman Dan Cohen,.7th Ward: "I often receive complaints
“about the_fact that it is necessary to maintain a separate private-service '
for rubbish." Alderman Jack Newton, 10th Ward: "A small but significant
number of my constituents have made inquiries,lsuggestions or complaints
to the effect that they. would like_to see the city collect all trash and, -
,qould be willing to pay an additional charge for this service." Alderman
‘Mrs. Elsa Johnson, 8th Ward: "I have received many” ‘complaints from consti-
. - tuents: objecting because ‘there is no city-operated rubbish pickup service."
TN , : Alderman Donald Risk, lst Ward: "I have had a numbeér of calls from people
- \ ~ who feel rubbish- and\garbage should be made a single collection.\w

~

(g) As noted above in (d) many residents do not. maintain a regular Tubbish

pickup service in Minneapolis and Saint Paul.: This means that their total-
DL refuse_collection is ‘incomplete. Since-the city picks up only garbage, .

< ~ » ~ they are encouraged to burn the rest of their rubbish. Tin cans and glass’

- containers, many with food remains still in the, may sit for a month or

N o _ " more before they are collected, producing sanitationrproblems

< o » Regarding the possibility \of combined-collection an examination of the o

€; - situations in each city 1s in order. : , - S

L S

e - South Saint Paul -~ It will be noted that the South Saint\Eaul situation x,A

;- - > ~ s N ¢ { B
- £ : o AL . . \‘ A .
~ . ¥ See Page 30, ’ " o o " S -

~ N .. K — . . R - _
i . - .

~ \
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is a special one, involviﬁg 1,400 residents who pay $1.05 a'month for weekly “garbage - .

‘collection. by cit? forceé« The garbage 1is disposed “of -in the city's municipal gar-
bage grinder. We have ‘not made an in-depth study of this situation: and therefore:
are not recommending one way or another. The payment by these residents finances
the total cost of the. operation, so, therefore, no additional tax moneys~are involved,
The service is optional._“ J

< — o

Saint Paul ~= Until the early 1950's garbage hauling in Saint Paul. was .
done mainly by. and for hog farmers. When the state law was passed requiring pre- - -
cooking of garbage before it_could be fed to hogs an abrupt decline occurred in hog
feeding. It was then that the'city of -Saint Paul undertook a system of municipal -
collection of garbage only, in effect,taking over the routes which the\hog farmers
formerly had. > N . . "

: The city of Saint Paul has hired a consultlng—engineering firm to prepare-
detailed recommendations on how the city should move to a combined collection system.
That firm 8 report is expected soom. - ~

Currently, garbage and rubbish are hauled to the same location, the Pig s
Eye Municipal Landfill. There would be mo special problems facing Saint Paul other
‘\than the mechanics--of who should provide the combined collection, a problem we deal..
with in our next reconmendation.

,fMinneapolis - Garbage collected by municipal employees in Minneapolis is -
now incinerated in the two city-owned incinerators. According to the Superintendent
of Sanitation for the city, these incinerators are not constructed to handle mixed-
refuse, that is, both'garbage and rubbish. The incinerators would have to be S
remodeled, or new incinerators would have to be built or the incinerators would have
to be closed down and the mixed refuse carried to a sanitary landfill somewhere.u

We believe it would not be sound public policy for the City Council to L

continue separate collection of garbage and rubbish-in Minneapolis only because. its
two’ municipal incinerators- are not equipped for mixed refuse._ An urgent need exists
“for combined collection, and the city should move ‘to combined collection as soon as
possible. Combined eollect1on could be started immediately.if the city. closed down
the incinerators: ‘and used sanitary landfill. It is evident, though, that the long-
term future of the incinerators must-be determined. We therefbre recomnmend that the
City Council of Minneapolis immediately widertake a detailed engineering study of"
what should be done mth the two municipal incinerators: close them down and use
landfill, ren;odel thenm for combined refuse or close them down and-build wew incine-
“rators which can take combined refuse. We do not know how long such-a study would

take, but if it would unduly delay implementation of combined collection, we believe -

it would be ‘advisable to move to combined. collection using sanitary landfill while a

determination wereemade on the future of the 1ncinerators. -
3. IMPZementzng-Cbmbtned CoZZectton in Minneapolts and Saint Paul -- We
recommend that the City Councils of Minneapolis and. Saint Paul reject the
method of combined coZZeetzon by which private haulers would make their
own arrangements with zndzvzdual residents. (This method is canwon in

L many suburbs. )

- - «

- - Instead, we recommend that the City Councils of both cities provide a \~

method of eollection which-will assure that all reszdénceg\zn a given area -

wml} be served exclusively by only one hauling truek and crew. This can
- be ‘accomplished either by using municipal employees or private haulers. - -~
g BEcause both muntetpal employees and private haulers now are involved in-

. : N
S~ . N ~
- ~ - \ -

—



~

e

. NS p - / -9_ i~ . Ca . \ )
collection in- both cities. we suggest’ that the eities be divided into a
- . number of: dzstrzcts, perhaps along the lines of 'the various garbage collec-
- tion routes now in existence. Mumicipal employees now cdllecting garbage
only could be assegned certain routes. Private haulers could be. awarded
exclusive franchises by competitive bidding for collection in the other
routes. Af%er a,few yedrs each city ecould evaluate the system and deter-
mine whether it is better to-have all private haulers, all city employees
or to continue’ the Joint operatzon 5 \ _ o

fon -

Findi_gs and Conclusions: Tl : N B o <

" We have reviewed the different methods of collection of refuse which now
are in ‘use in the Twin Cities drea. There arg«essentially three different methods:
(a) Private ‘haulers making individual arrangements with each dwelling, knewn as the

'‘wide open".system; (b) Municipal contract with a private-hauler for a certain area,
and (c) Municipal employees.

N

l

We have -analyzed the pros and cons of: the 'wide open"” system and conclude
that on balance this system should not be adopted for combined collection in Minne-

7 apolis and Saint Paul. Its principal advantage is that private haulers, some 300 to -

400 of them in the Twin Cities area, ‘would-have the opportunity to compete with each
other for service at each residence:., No hauler would be forced out of business
because of an exclusive franchise. - Also, a resident has some freedom of choice he
would not otherwise have. These advantages, however, are outweighed by these disad-,
vantages : -~ - 1

(a) The "wide open" system is the least economical of the three alterna-
tives, “Significant economies can be realized if a hauler can collect
refuse from all dwellings in ‘a given-area. These economies are not possi-
ble when a number of haulers are picking up in the same block. More mile-
‘age is required. Fewer collections are possible., Collection rates in -

-~

~~municipalities with contracts with private haulers are lower than in muni-

“cipalities with the "wide open »system.

(b) The "wide open" system means that an unnecessary number of collection
trucks' will be present weekly on residential streets and alleys, causing .
nuisance and possiblyrsafety problems. N -

s~ ~

(c) The 'wide open" system does ot guarantee that ccollection service will

be provided at every dwelling, It is likely that in & central city such as

“Minneapolis or Saint Paul, with a higher percentage of low income, families,
a higher than usual proportlon of the families would not contract with a:

private hauler for ‘collection service. This would result in serious health‘u

problems if refuse were not carried away on a regular basis from every
dwelling. Even if the city had an. ordinance requiring every householder to

culties in enforcement of the ordinance. - L

We analyzed whether it might be desirable for Minneapolis and Saint Paul to.

expand their municipal foxces and equipment so as to provide combined collection

" exclusively by municipal employees. The chief advantage of this. alternative is that,i

with refuse collection an exclusively municipal operation, a municipality has greater
flexibility in determining what should or should not be collected, Its chief disad-

- vantages are that many private haulers would lose their present customers and possi-

bly be forced out of business and 'that the city would have to ezpand significantly
its fleet of refuse collection trucks, possibly replace much of its present fleet
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with different types of trUcks and hire new employees whioh would be a substantial
cost. . - -

i \ L ~ R

- We analyzed whether the central cities should move to a method of collec-
" tion exclusively by private haulers under contract, with_each hauler awarded a speci-

fic route in competitive bidding.- Advantages of thiS\élternatlve include: (a) Con->
tract . collection may be more economical because of generally more competent manage- T
ment, better planning of operations and more effective-use of labor and equipment. '
(b) Private haulers are given maximum opportunity to ' stay in business and retain
their customers, consistent with the principle of exclusive collection in a given - . -

~ . area. (c) The necessity for a. comprehensive statement of the precise duties to be ~
performed and responsibilities ‘to be assumed; prevents the development of extravagant
services and encourages a standard of eqpitable or required service to all proper-
ties. Disadvantages include: (a) There conld be a tendency to sacrifice. sanitation
and- public health considerations to profits.. (b) City employees now assigned to gar-
bage collection would be put out of work. (¢) It is very difficult to develop com~
prehensive and fair specifications which will adequately control unforeseen occur-

rences. - : \

~

s . . Another- possible alternative would be £or a private hauler to be awarded
- ~c011ection rights for the entire city by contract. Nationwide there are certain
--firms which have resources to provide exclusive -service in a large central city. We
do not see a need for moving in this direction, since there are private: haulers -
available {n the Twin Cities area today to handle the job on a district basis. Fur- -
ther, with only one large hauler in the community, a risk exists that\competition
for bids-would be very limited, with the result that the collection rate could bé too ~
high. ' . o
~ - : ’ '
On ‘balance, we believe that citizens of. Minneapolis and Saint Paul can be ~
provided with good refuse collection service either. by municipal employees or by
private haulers under contract in specific districts. We are unable to determine;
at this time, which is the better. We therefore suggest that in moving to combined
collection both cities be d1v1ded into districts, or routes, with present municipal ~
“employees assigned to some routes and private. haulers assigned to other routes by ~
. competitive bidding.. After a few years an evaluation can be made to see whether the
cities should continue the system or move exclusively to municipal employees or pri-
vate ‘haulers. _ . o N “

4. Contract Collection versus "y de Open"‘CbZZectton in Suburbs - e
recommend that suburban muntcipaltttes in the Twin Cities area now served
by the "wide open" refuse collection system, in which private haulers make.
their own arrangements with each dwelltng,pmove to the coritract system.
Under the comtract system a private collector is engaged exclusively by a -

E municipality under formal agreements and definite specificatioms to collect ™

' : refuse from all or a portion of the mnicipality. The. contracts are usu- -
ally awarded to the Zawest responszble bidder. — - B i RN
Findings and Conclusions. ) .- N . J . - \

We discussed in detail in the recommendations dealing with Minneapolis and
Saint Paul . the advantagES of the contract approach over the "wide open system.
Another _problem which exists in some of the more sparsely settled munici- ~
- palities is the 1ack of any ordinances whatsoever on proper collection of refuse.
~ We did not look into this problem in detail but were informed. that -this sometimes
results in indiscriminate methods of d1sposa1 by individual citizens. Co ‘ .

~ -~
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_ 5;. Sérvtce Charges versus General Taxation -- We recommend that as a
- .+ general principle mmicipalities of the Twin Cities area finance refuse -
‘ collection by service charges agatnst the benefited properties rather
than by general taxation.

Y

Fiudings and Conclusions: : . ' N

The question of financing refuse collection by serv1ce charges or general
taxation arises in those communities which have contracts with private haulers for

- exclusive collection service or in those communities with municipal employees col-

lecting refuse. The question does not arise where private haulers make their owmn .
drrangements with individual residents for collection service. In such cases, though
the financing arrangements are more similar to” the»serv1ce charge: practice than the

- general taxation practice. . . fo : (

-

, ‘Minneapolis and Saint Paul both finance- residentlal garbage collection
sexvice, by general taxation. Saint Paul will discontinue the general taxation method
on July 1, 1967, and move to a system of service charges against the benefited .pro-

~

\;

perties. ‘ \ " _ . e

N v ~_

/ -~

> We believe that the service charge method is c¢learly preferable to general
taxation. Under general taxation the costs of the collection service are imposed
against all taxable property, whether or not served. In the case of garbage collec-
tion in Minneapolis, for example, commércial and industrial properties do not benefit

yet must help pay for the service through general taxation. ~

~ N

This ‘question may not be an issue in communities\such as, Wayzata and Hop-~
kins, which currently finance ¥efuse collection from general tax funds. In those
communities the business and industrial firms- also receive municipal collection ser- -
vice. RN : -

_~

. ~
. -

Aside from the isstie of equitable distribution of the- charges for collec-
tion service is:the fact that refuse collection should be regarded as a utility ser—
vice just as water, sewer, electr1c1ty, gas and telephone and be financed by service
charges against the user. . ) _—

-
—

Another advantage of\the service. charge approach is that differences in the\

-amount of refuse at each home can be taken into account.- That is, a certain service

charge can be imposed for, say, -two 30—gallon cans per week, with an extra charge
1mposed for extra cans. The production of refuse varies considerably depending upon
the number of 7 persons in a family, its income level and other factors.

~

-~

6. We recommend that under no circumstances (except perhaps in those
weeks when there is a holiday) should any munictpality permit regular
refuse collection on anythrng less than a once-a-week bdsis.™

Findings and - Conclusions.s. ’ \;

’ As far as we could determine, the garbage collection service provided by
the city of Minneapolis is: the only collection service in the Twin Cities area.on a-
less than once-a-week basis. Collection averages once every 8 to 1l days. City
aldermen say they receive many complaints of infrequent collection. Letters to the

~editor in the newspapers mention complaints.: Citizens .are irritated when refuse is

not - collected on a regular basis. Generdlly.they like to know what day to expect ‘the,
pickup service. Then all refise camr be placed in the.trash cans in advance. With
‘1rregu1ar pickup the citizZen never kniows when to expect the collection. The Metro

N ~

s f— N

’ - -~ 7 . N e
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‘Poll of the/Minneapolis Star revealed that infrequent, 1rregu1az and undependable )
' collection are the main reaséns c1tizens give when dissatl f1ed w1th their collec—
tion’service. . —
Lack of adequate f113nc1ng, we were told, is the major reason for the less
_than weekly garbage pickup in Minneapolis. Saint Paul, which has a similar municipal
\collection.of garbage, has'a once-a-week pickup but the per—unit collection costs <

e

.

e ~
As an example of the need for \regular weekly pickup of garbage in Minnea-
polis We were told by the largest private refuse hauler in the Twin Cities area --
who has 'several routes in Minneapolis to pick up rubbish -- that housewives often )
beg his collectors to pick up the garbage also because the Minneapolis garbage col~
lection service is so infrequent. ..

-
—

For’ health reasons,“al\so, regular weekly pickup of all refuse is desitable.
o ’ Lo . ' ; .

RECOIIMENDATIONS, FINDINGS AND.CONCLUSIONS T

\ <

- ’ REFUSE DISPOSAL -

" I. Sanitary Landfill

1. Dumping -- We recommend that open dumping, the most common type of
refuse disposal in the Twin Cities area, be stopped Localities in this -
areq are becoming more dnd more reluctant, and in some cases refusing, to
-.allow new dumping sites because so many are impropérly operated. Unless
- dumping, sites are cleaned up and operated only as sanitary landfills, this
metropolitan area soon may find itself without an adequate supply of refuse
\ .. . disposal facilities. Sanitary landfill, when properly operated, is com-
- pletely acceptable to health and public works authorities. Sanitary land-
~ fill today still is more economical than incineration in the Twin C’Ltzes
area as a maJor means of refuse disposal. ’ -

To assure the proper operation of sanitary landfills we recormnend th:e
/ " enactment and enforcement of strict regulations on their operation. These
regulations should generally be in line with recommendations of local,
-gtate and national health and publie works authorities. This would mean,
among other things, the following:: PR

;o ~

(a) All refuse would be compaéted and covered daily mth at. Zeast -

six inches of earth

~ . (b) open burning would be prohibited. - o~

e (c) Salvage opemt'wns would be. d'z,scouraged but ’Lf aZZouJed would ™~
. be conducted only in enclosed buildings.

(This recommendation is directed first to the local governments of the -
Twin Cities area which now are fully” responsible for regulation and enforce-
~o ment of dumping-sites. We. arve urging.in this report, however, (sée recom- .
_.mendation below) that the responsibility for refuse disposal be assigned by
the Legwlature to an areawide governmental agency. If the Legislature _
_ does not assign this responsibility to an &‘ream,de agency, the responszbz-
- Z'Lty will revert back to the localities.) - ,

S -
-
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Findings‘and Couclusibns : - : -

We have 1nspected conditions of the principal_ dumping and sanitary. landfill

sites throughout the Twin Cities area: We have visited with public offictals in - |

. townships, villages and cities where .these sites are located, with owners’ and opera—-u
tors ‘of these sites'and with health authorities. We find that very few sites-comply
with recommendations of health and public works authorities that .they be operated as
Lsanitary landfills. Many sites present air pollution and nuisance\problems ‘becauge -

- of ‘open burning of rubbish and garbage. Others located near rivers or streams or

swamps present’ threats to pure water. supply because proper safeguards are not taken.
At most dlsposal sites, refuse is not covered daily, with the result that nearby ¥

residents sometimes complain of rats and foul odors. These adverse effects often
~ extend beyond the borders of the\localities in which the 31tes are located. Speci-
-~ fically, we find as follow5’ DN : — -

" (c) Applicants for permits to Operate sanitary landfills have been . rte-

\

(a) .0f a total of 20 major sites of which we are aware, only three can be

- regarded as sanitary landfills. Many of the dump sites are advertised as

sanitary landfills, but operators fail to carry out the necessary,steps.
-(b) At least five dumps were closed this year in the’ Twin Cities metro—

politan area because they were being improperly operated.” They were R

?lymouth,\Maple Grove Brooklyn Park, Lakeville Village~ and New Brighton.
The ‘village of New Brighton has, had several problems with dump sites. One
was clgsed in October, 1965, but still was burning a yedr_ later. Citizens
near dump grounds frequently complain about their cond1tions. Following
are some examples: S
— Homeowners in a new subdivzsion in Lakeville Towuship in Dakota
County have pleaded, unsuccessfully, with their town board-this year
to halt burning at a dump located less than a mile away. ,The town
board has taken the position that it is best to_burn the refuse im
diately, wh11e it is still fresh. . kel :

- Re51dents of Bloomington have complained about smoke/from burning ’
at the; Minnesota \Valley Sanitary Landfill, an open dump located just

-

\

{

west of~Savage across the Minnesota River from Bloomington. |

- Earlierfthis year residents of Osseo complained about burniﬁg*at*
" two dumps in Maple Grove. When the Maple Grove Village Council
ordered that dumping. cease, the operators of both dumps closed them

—~ dowm in protest.- One operator has since reOpened;\ " . .
Yy -

N

- Brooklyn Park closed-its public Hump this year after complaints

from residents, .as far as five miles _away: ﬁ;?@
-~ In April 1965 ‘Harold J. Paulus, Associate: Professor of Eﬁviron-
mental health at the University of Minnesota, called for an.end- to
the open dumping and burning at the Pig's Eye Dump owned: ‘by the City
of Saint Paul. Burning has 51nce been halted there. :

\

N L

‘=~ In' August of this year c1tizens of New Brighton and nearby Arden
Hills were complaining to the New Brighton Village Council of ratg in
their v1llages from a Néw Brighton dump. This dump was ‘later "closed.

buffed on many occasions by municipal governments which had experienced

-

N
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- too many problems in the past with "sanltary 1andfills" which turned out
- to be open dumps.\ In some cases officials of \these governments said they
believed the applicants would, in fact, operate true sanitary landfills
but the citizens would not stand for "another dump in the community".
- This has been the case particularly in Brooklyn Park and Maple Grove since
dumps have ‘been tlosed in those communities. ,

/- (d) The powers of‘policing “and controlling conditions at dumping sites
now rest almost: exclusively with the local township board, village council
_or city council where the sites are located. Many of these localities ~
have inadequate ordinances or none at all to control disposal sites as
recqmmended by the Department\of Health. Even wheté ordinances are ade-
quate) the local govermment involved frequently represents a sparsely e
populated locality and cannot be adequately staffed to accomplish the
' necessary enforcement: In the larger, built-up localities where adequate
staffing ‘is available, there are wvery few “dump or landfill sites because
~of a lack of available land. : : =
< :
(e) The State Department of Health, while possessing the power to estab- e
1ish regulations, does not appear to have enforcement power to require- ,
compliance’ with such regulations. Further, we were informed by an official
.of the Department that the Department of Health would prefer to remain in -
‘somewhat of an advisory capacity, establishing regulations for disposal
facilities, but leaving enforcement to local governments.

—

(f) The only aspect of refuse disposal with any degree of state control
“‘today is a requirement-in the Water Pollution Control Act that whenever a
proposed disposal site is located where it might pose a threat to water
poIlution, a permit must be obtained from the Water Pollution Control Com-
N mission. We were informed by an official of the Water Pollution Control

Commission that only one disposal site in the'Twin Cities area has such.a -
permit, and that site was closed this year. Several other sites probably

-~ 2. should have such permits, we were told, but the Commission has not had the _

’ time nor resources to date to ‘enforce the permit requirement.

At is our firm conc1u31on that thlS metropolitan area no longer can tole-
rate open dumping. Not only does it produce health problems and nuisances, - but it
has an adverse effect: ‘on_any orderly solution to our long-térm refuse disposal prob-<
lem. - This metropolitan area needs an adequate number of sanitary landfill disposal
sites. As long as we have large amounts of open land near ‘enough to the centers of
“population, sanitary Iandfill;can, and should, be our major means of disposal. As -
the metropolitan area grows and as the amount of refuse per capita increases, we can
~ expect. that sanitary landfill probably cannot continue. to be the major means of dis-
‘posal. Then we will have to look to incineration or some other method to a far
greatér extent than we do today. But we should not be forced to look to other .
?ethods only because we cannot properly operate’ dumping sites as_true sanitary land~

11s. ~ R -

2. Buture Landfill Sites -- We recommend that a technical stu@y of the
Zong—term availability of land in the Twin Cities area-for use ‘ag sanitary
landfill be undertaken immediately. This study should earmark the: specific’
areas which aré best suited for landfill -and the areas which should not be
used. The study should include predtcttons as to how long the Twin Cities
area can rely upon sanitary.landfill as its major means of disposal and :
when this area should move on a Zarye ‘seale to some other method ~

~
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(we are recommending that the overaZL responszbzlzty fbr refuse disposal

h ~  -be asstgned by the Legislature to an areawide governmental ‘agency. We

_believe that the necessary planning studies for this agency should be
“earvied out by the Twin Cities Metropolitan Planning Commission, which
\ should be ‘instructed t6 . make its reports directly to the areawide agenny )

He further recomnend that new samtary Zandlel sites be located only in -
areas identified in such technical studies as outlined abové as suitable .
“for sanitary landfill. This would mean, for example, that Zmdftll sites
¢ would not be located where they would pose a threat to undérground or eur-
face vater poZZutwn, but they would be located where good material for ~.
. cover would be available and near main thoroughfaves, among other criteéria.
- Also, ‘the eventual use of the land proposed. for a sanitary landfill should _
‘be determined, if possible, before any landfill operations; begin. (This
¢ recommendation is directed to-the governing bodies of toupships, villages:,
< and cities, pending the ‘assignment of refuse disposal to an areawide
agency. In the absence of any technical study, the affected govemmental
body should act on applications for-new sanitary landfills’ follomng the
above-named principles as closely as posstble.) _
§ \ : <)
Findings and COnclusions: -

s 7

~

~.

-Among the various\technical studies-which have been undertaken so far on
urban problems of the Twin Cities area there has been a significant void on the sub-=
ject.of refuse disposal. Perhaps this has been because no real "crisis" has develop-
‘ed yet:or perhaps it has been assumed that each individual municipality will be able
to handle this function by itself. Even nationwide’ the subject of refuse disposal

;has takén a back seat to ‘other urban problems such as transportation, water supply
-and sewage disposal. This attitude is' changing, though, with a major reason for
the change*being the passage of new federal legislation authorizing grants ~in-aid -
for refuse studies and construction of facilities: We find an urgent need for. .

ateawjde studiés on refuse disposal“in the Twin Cities area. SPeCifically, we find
';this need. -for- the following reasons.

/ . ( y : R i ) - -
e (@) Manyepubli; officials we_have talked'with expressed the vague con-
- viction that sooner or later we are,going to run out of acceptable sites
for dumping or landfill as’ the primary means of refuse disposal in the
Twin Cities area, and then we will have to turn to incimeration” on a much
A greater scale or to Some other method. We personally expect this ‘will be
" true also. As this metropolitan area more, than doubles its population
, in the next 34 years it will be more than doubling its annual production:
of -refuse at the same time. Thus,. if we were to continue using dumping
+and landfill-to the same extent ‘as we ‘are today, we would need more than °
h twice as many sites as we have now., The.problem is compounded by the fact
that almost all of the sites in operation today are expected to be filled
within 15 years, and many of them much. earlier. Therefore, replacements

Y

x‘T-\ - for these would have to be found, plus additional sites because of the-

increasing population. Another -factor is that the annual per capita pro-

- .duction of refuse is increasing each year at a rate, a according to one solid
“waste disposal engineerl, of % of a poynd per capita per day. As the de- -
mand for sites increases, more outlyi g villages and:townships dre tightenc

, 105 thelI.ZOﬂing/requirements making it more difficult to find sites. Yet

TN _even theseé, facts which have been brought to our attention -are not sufficient

“to provide adequate guidance on what.specific steps need to be taken and -
when. The needéd research must be undertaken to determine the demand for

l. PerSonalfInterview with Amos W. Kalkhoff Solid‘Wastes Disposal Engineer,
-~ Conmsoer, Townsend and Associates, Chicago, - Illinois.

'\i
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disposal facilities in coming years -as the population and refisé” produc—-
tion increases,” the availability of land for disposal facilities, con-
sidering such factors™ as location of . residential development, proximity
to lakes and streams, ‘and, principal highways, and the approximate  time

when landfi311 will become impractical as the major means of disposal be- ~

cause sites will ‘be located too far away.

We are not equipped to estimate<how many -acres of land in the -Twin Cities
area are ‘being filled today nor how many acres will be needed- in ‘the year
2000. This is a question for planners and engineers. 1t needs to take
into accaount the different types of refuse disposal and their impact.onm _

\ the demand for land. How widespread is open backyard burning’ What would

be the impact if- burning were- discentinued? What about the extent of”

- garbage grinding and the likelihood that its use will increase in ‘the

=~

~

_ future? What about the possibilities of municipal incineration? Also to
be considered in'éstimating the amount of land needed is the degree of
compaction of refuse. The greater" the degree to which refuse is compacted
the less space it requires. Another factor/is the.availability of large
holes, say from gravel pits, in the area, which might not take many acgres,
but which could be filled to many ‘times the depth of other landfill sites.
- — .
Information we received from the Office for Local Government for the State
of New Yorkl indicates that for a- coumunity of 60, 000 people, with an
annual per capita production of 1,500 pounds, theé amount of land needed
annually if all refuse were placed in a sanitary landfill would be 13
acres filled to a depth of eight feet: Applying these figures to the

. Twin Cities area we find that today, assuming none of 'the refuse would ber

"incinerated, we would need 390. acres annually filled to a depth of eight’
_feet. In the year 2000, with no increase in per capita production of
refuse, we’ would need 858 acres annually filled to a depth of -eight feet.
Or, projecting a 50 per cent increase in “the per. capita productiom, we
would peed 1,283 acres annually filled to a depth of eight feet -in the
Twin Cities area in the year 2000. This is the equivalent of about two

square miles. If one-half of this needed volume were reduced by incinera-

tion, we would reduce :the, annual’ ‘demand to omne square mile to a depth of
eight feet in the year 2000 o~

— N

(b) Even on a short-range basis we find that many municipalities are’
experiencing difficulties in finding available disposal facilities, and N
each municipality by itself is searching "for a new site. Officials-in
Anoka, Coon Rapids, North St. Paul, and South St. Paul, for example, all
expect their municipal dumps to be closed within a year or so and do not
know where within their own boundaries any new sites can be found. It
they go outside their own boundaries, as at least. Anoka and Coon Rapids
have indicated they must, there is no assurance they will be accepted in
some neighboring township or village. . - — -

B

(c) One of the best uses to which a landfill site can be put after it is
filled is for park or recreation activity. Yet many landfills are being
located with little-or no thought to their future use.. " With proper plan-
ning:landfills could be located in areas best suited for future park
development. In any event, if possible, a landfill's future use should

-

1. "Municipal Refuse Collection and Disposal", Office for’Local Govern—

- ment State of New York, September 1964, p. 25.

~
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" be decided upon before the operation of the 1andf111 is begun.: (It must
be ‘pointed out that controversies are certain to arise in selection of
landfill sites aside from the issues of proper operation. For example,
citizens have.recently successfully Opposed a landfill around a lake in .
northern Ramsey County because they believe the natural beauty of the -
area will be impaired. Overall planning for new landfill sites should. be

L " able ‘to indicate which sites should be selected and which should be left

in their natural\state ) ~ : ) “
(d) ‘Some, of-the largest dumping sites in the Twin Cities area today--and
some of the largest areas' of open land which might be used for dumping—-
i are located near major waterways the Minnesota and Mississippi Rivers.
E In at least one case, a sanitary landfill alomg the Minnesota River, the
owner is planning to reclaim lowlands for major industrial development.

. A’ clear determination of the long-term advisability of using these low-

- lands for sanitary landfill is meeded. In many cases the Qocation of a -
landfill near a waterway may not necessarily mean ‘that a threat to pollu-
tion exists or if such a threat exists that it cannot be corrected.» :

f‘\: -
It appears to us that the needed planning and studies should best be under—
taken to cover therbroadest,possible portion of the Twin Cities metropolitan areas
Planning disposal facilities for only one county or region in the metropolitan area
would(be inadequate. If federal funds are to be available for such planning and
studies, an areawide approach seems.mandatory. The city of St. Paul earlier this
™ year applied to the U. S. Public Health Service for a grant to study refuse dis-
posal in the eastern portion of the Twin Cities area. This grant was rejected at
least in part because the appllcation did not cover the entire metrOpolitan area.

-~

e
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II. Incineration

N\

1., Future Usé--We recommend that broader use of ineineration as a means

of refuee disposal in the Twin Cities area be seriously investigated.

(We are recommending in this report that the respomsibility: for refuse

dzsposal 'be assigned by the Legislature to.an areawide agency. The ques-
. tion of broader use of incineration would then fall in the purview of

whatever governmental organization is given \the responsibility of refuse

dtsposal Should the Legislature not aet thén this responsibility would-
. remain with the municipalitide, individuals, or together where posstble,
, through the Joint waers Aet.} T

Findings and Conclusions' - -

AY

We have reviewed. the extent of incineration in the Twin Cities area today

and discussed ‘the possibilities of,greater use with public officials, engineers jand’

a commercial builder of 1ncinerators. We find that incineration has the following
advantages. S / 5

- © o, (a) Incineration substantially reduces the quantity of refuse to be dis-
- posed of, thereby lengthening the life of a sanitary landfill. Refuse
usually is reduced to 10 to 25 per cent of its original volume._‘ o
;b) Incineration substantially improves the quality. of the diSposal pro— >
S duct, Ashes from. the incinerator makes a much more suitable fi11 material -
©  than regular refuse. ~ ‘e
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(c)- Incinerators can be located-in good proximity to the points of ‘refuse

collection, thereby improving the efficiency of collection by eliminating
_7'the necessity for long hauls to dump grounds or sanitary landfills.

The principal'disadvantage of incineration is its higher cost in compari-
son with sanitary landfill. Generally, the cost of incinerating refuse is in the
vicinity of $4 a ton. (With Minneapolis incinerators the operating cost is $4.75
a ton, but the city will allow private haulers to dump at the incinerator for $4
a ton.) A private hauler will usually find, though that he can dump his entire
load~-which can weigh as much as 5 or 6 tons-=at an outlying landfill for no more
than" $4 for ‘the entire load. So far, ‘the extra cost of traveling the greater dis-
tance is not so great 80 as to force him to choose incineration.

~ One factor which could make inéineration more economical in the future is
the possibility of harnessing the heat from an incinerator for producing electric
power. This has not been possible so far, we were told by professional. refuse dis-
posal consultants, because the temperature in incinerators varies so much from time
to time. This is due to the changing nature and amount of the refuse during a given
period. Resedrch is underway to see if these shortcomings can be overcome. ..
We were also informed by a sales representative of an incinerator company1
that in some parts of the nation companies are building incinerators and leasing
them to municipalities at a certain charge per ton of refuse, with the title to the
incinerators being given to the municipalities after a period of time, say 20 years.

It also should be pointed out that the extra cost of incineration in
actual cost to the average citizen is not excessive today. For example, St. Louis
Park is charging its residents $18 a year for collection and disposal of refuse.
This finarces the payment to a private hauler for contract collection and the cost
of the incinerator, including operation, maintenance and debt service. Undoubtedly,
one of the main reasons for St. Louis Park's low cost for both collection and in-
cineration is its favorable contract with a private hauler. Of the $18 per resi-
dent, $10.68 goes to the private hauler. The balance finances the cost of the
Aincinerator, The charge to St. Louis Park residents probably would be less if the .
private hauler used sanitary landfill instead of the city's municipal incinerator,

but it should be pointed out that a charge of $18 a year is a common charge through-

out the metropolitan area, even where sanitary landfill is used. St. Louis Park's
incinerator currently is operating at roughly 30 per cent capacity. Other communi-
""ties_could use the incinerator, if cost arrangements could be worked out. '

Another disadvantage of incineration is that it contributes to air pollu~
tion if proper controls are not imposed. We were told by. the Minneapolis air pollu-

tion control engineer that frequently the city's twé municipal incinérators violate ..

prov1sions of the city's air pollution control ordinance. The main problem occurs
when the incinerators are fed old rubber tires to start hot fires to burn garbage. -
As far as we could determine modern-day incinerators can be built to meet the high-
est standards of air pollution. ’ - -

- — ~

2. - Outside "Backyard" Burning--Although we did not compile extensive
documentary information on backjard burning our committee genmerally felt
that municipal governments of the Twin Cities area should consider pro-
hz.b‘bt‘mg backyard burning of rubbish. (The question . of burning leaves
is nog: faced here. )

~

N o
AN

1. Personal Interview with Donald Plum, pre31dent, Plibrico‘Sales and Service
Company, St. Paul. b

N, L . 3 o
N . . -, b



" taken at one-minute intervals after the burning was_started showed the area gradually-

——
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~ Findings and Conclusions: N N

According to one of the latest publications of the American Public Works ,
Association, outdoor burning is not suitable for, present-day living in urban areas. .\
The publication further states as, follows: 'Combystion temperatures and the amount

: jof air ﬁeeded for combustion cannot be’ regulated effectively or economically. ’The

burners produce smoke, odors, and fly ash- and are fire hazards to nearby buildings.
This was dramatically demonstrated in the Los Angeles area in 1957 when backyard

iburning was limited to the hours of 4 p.m. to 7.p.m. Pictures taken just before.

4 o'clock showed the area to be relatively frée of smoke and haze. ‘ But plctures

blanketed with smoke; visibility was reducedfrom several miles to only a few hund-

. red yards. Backyard incinerators have since been banned in the Los Angeles area.

-~

-0 "In fact, the practice of burning refuse outdoors is gradually being _
prohibited,in most large cities. Outdoor incinerators*cannot be manufactured nui- .-
sance-free at a price that interests householders and justified discontinuance of
refuse collection and disposal systems. :

-

_ "Backyard burning’may be justiffed im- sparsely settled areas where smoke
and odors are quickly diluted and it is unlikely that- the _burners will cause any
significant air pollution problems "1

As far as we could determine, no more than three or four municipalities
in the Twin Citles area, totally prohibit backyard burning. ! ‘This was. the finding
of a study of refuse collection and disposal practices in the Twin Cities area by

* . Russell H. Susag, assistant professor of _sanitary ‘engineering, University of Minne-
‘sota.

~ Our survey of 20 of the largest cities in the nation revealed that 12 of
them prohibit backyard burning of rubbish. - = S

III. - Research in Other Methods ) ST

» -,
~

We recommand research on a metropolztan baszs into new or zmproved methods
. of refuse disposal, including such possibilities as compostzng (This
_, recommendation would be carried out by the appropriate-area wide agency
- asszgned the functwn of refuse dzspasml as we recomend n thw report. )

As farras we were able to determine there is no research or experimentation
underway or contemplated in the Twin Cities metropolitan area on new methods of
refuse disposal. Engineers close /to the probléms of refuse disposal told us they
do not see any immediate technological breaKthrough for a new method beyond sani-
tary landfill or incineration. Both sanitary landfill and incineration have certain
limitations, though. Furtber, federal fﬁnds recently have been made available for

experimentation in this field.

1. "Municipal Refuse Disposal", American Public Works' Association, “Public Adminis-
tratiqn Service, Chicago, Illinois ‘1966, p. 200.

\
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IV' Operation\and Ownership of Refuse Disposal Facilities
. N S

We recommend that the powers of’operatzon and ownersth be given to_
whatever areawide agency the Legislature dészgnates -to be responszble
for refuse disposal This recommendation is not intended to preclude

L the right of private businesses or_local govermments to oum and operate

- refuse disposal facilities but to guarantee that the areawide agency

- will have Jthis power wvhen needed. \

Findings and Cohclusions:

\ b

There are several factors which lead us to believe that within a few years

ownership and operation of some’ disposal facilities will have to be on a region31\
basis. Specifically, thése factors are as fellows: , . . -
(a) i Pr1vate operators may not chqose to operate sanitary landfills to- the

! extent they do today if, as ‘'we recommend, the requirements for operation
of these facilities are tightened’up. < N
/»-" (b) Individual munlcipalities which regard it ‘as their respon31b11ity to.
- provide disposal facilities for their residents ~may find that it is impos-

sible for them to "go it alone" v

(c)~ As soon as the time arrives when landfill no longer can be the domi-

nant method of disposal, some type of regional organization will be needed
to provide, for example, for the construction and operation of an incine-

rator. Individual communities, especially suburbs, in all Iikellhood will
not build 1nc1nerators on their own because of the high initial cost, "

(d) “EvenAthough individual municipalities still are able to provide dis-
posal facilities, in all probability they will find that it is more effi-
cient and economical for these sites to be provided on a regional basis’
rather than the go-it-alone approach. The municipal incinerator in Saint
~ Louis Park is a case in point. That community has had the financial re-
sources and population to support an incinerator, yet—it is far under-
utilized. 1Its efficiency would increase substantidlly if refuse from more
communities were burned there. - - _ i
Financing of the operation and ownership of refuse disposal facilities
need,net be done through any. type of direct taxatfion or assessment. We see. conside-
rable merit in financing through the "use" basis, that is, £harging;so much per_ton
as refuse 1s brought to the disposal site. The charges imposed can be such ‘to ”
finance the operation and ownership so that no public tax- monéys would be required.

V. Governmental Responsibility for Refuse Disposal .i ’ s e

N
We recommend that the responsibtlttzes for refuse dtsposal in the Twin
Cities area be placed at the regional level. There are several alterna- <
tives for-the type of regional organtzatzon or organizations which eould .
be assigned the responszbzlztzes as outlined above. Based on our analysis
of the alternatives we recommend as follows: ! ) -

(a) Assign the responszbzlzty to individual counties of the metro-
politan area, as a minimum, or, preferably, to a metropolitan-wide
— agency. We would not recommend a szngle-purpose metropolttan district

_— ~

- —
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" for refuse dzsposal but the funetton could be asszgned to a multz~

" service district if created; or to am existing metropolitan agency \
such as. the.: M%nneapolts-suznt Paul Sanitary Distriet if its bounda- .

‘ries are.expanded and changes are made in the . representatzan on its .

governtng board)to reflect the broader.area. . -

(b)- Provide that the Metropolitan Pianntng Cbmmzsszon (MPC) condhct
the-planning studies as required by whatever government agency. is

“given the function of refuse dtsposal and make its reports dtrectly

to that»agencg : ~

-

Findings and!ConclusiOns:% ’ —

~ - .« - X s

We have outlined in our’ above recommendations our specific findings~and

_‘conclusions on why the responsibility for refuse disposal should be remQVed from

the municipalities and'given to an area agency. ' ) \ . RN

assigning refuse disposal at the area level!

N

We have attempted to explore a11 possible governmental alternatives for )

possible we would seek to utilize existing governmental agencies rather than propose ’
Following is a discussion of our findings and conclusions in connection .-

new ones.

' with the various alternatives: & L o N
V (a) Regional associations of- municipalities, e1ther under the Joint '
Powers Act or by 1egislative act o . : Lo

Under this alternative various mu‘icipalities in’ certain parts of the

"We followed the principle that wherever

’
o~

metropolitan-area could form regional associations to regulate:and license

all disposal facilities in their region, to engage in planning and research

for future needs, and when necessary own “and operate disposal™ faFilifles.\

~,
R

Advantages of this approach include: (1) Existing governmental units ">
would minimize any release of present authority .they have for .refuse dis~ .

‘posal.

and not have to include others which" ‘might have different disposal prob-‘~‘

lems.

(3) Different types of solutions could be worked out in different-

parts of ‘the metropolitan area by each regional association on its’ own,
An advantage of using the Joint Powers Act would be’ that no legislation

would be required whatsoever.

=

the municipalities\aoreed - U S

v

Disadvantages of this approach include: (1) Generally the problems of
refuse disposal - extend far beyond the borders of a group of municipalities

with-

common problems° {2) Certain munic1palities or townships vital to

the; success of such: an association might not chodse to participate¢ (3)
It wight be extremely difficult to obtain the necessary agreements throughw'
" out the metropolitan area to cover the entire area, A disadvantage-of -

‘using-.the Joint Powers Act rather than obtaining spec1a1 legislation for
an association is that an association established under the Joint Powers\\

. Act is purely voluntary, and members may withdraw at any tiﬁe.:l

(It should be pointed out ‘that enabling legislation passed in 1957 by the

State

Legislature permits v111ages or cities of.the second, ithird or.

. fourth class 1n the T@in Cities area to establish sanitary disposal :

[ ‘ ~ 7 , : A

The associations could be formed as soon as

yd

(2) Certain’ mun1c1palities with common problems could get together

)
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authorities. { $1x northwest suburbs have established such an authority
pursuant to this act hut the authority has been dormant ﬁor the past six
iyears. ) ‘. i _ X

- \ .- ,_:\"A - - , _\_/

- (b) Counties on their“onn'or?by Joint Powers, Act . RN

~ — N

’

~ Counties in Minnesota today have no power whatsoever. to-engage in any™ h
- function in. connection with refuse disposal. Thus the State Legislature
" would have to give this power tb the counties. ' \i

Advantages of this approach include' (1) No new governmental bodies would
néed to be established whatsoever, unless the counties were to form a
refuse disposal association under the Joint Powers Act. (2) The responsi—
bility of refuse disposal could be given to all counties in the. .state,
_ thus obviating the need to adopt. special legislation for the metropolitan ™
area. (3) The county approach has been tried and is successful:in certain
‘\~other parts of the nation. (4) The knotty problems of area to be covered
financing, and representation would not have to be faced, since refuse’
disposal would beceme Just another function within the framework of county
government.

o~

<

Disadvantages of this- approach include (1)\Counties by and large, have\}\

béen regardedﬁas agents of state government in Minnesota and have under—"

taken only to a limlted extent functions of urban living in afmetropolitan o

area such as ours. (2) To a large extent refuse dispesal problems are
~— inter-county in scope, with many counties unable to provide enough.land

., for disposal: for the entire population. (3) Counties today are not admi~

v nistratively ‘structured te assume such a function.and integrate it easily,
{ ‘because there is no department of county government readily suited to
undertake the respon51b111ty. ) 3 ~ ’

If counties were given the power of refuse disposal but found -that they
could not by themselves handle the problem because of inter-county impli-
‘cations, they could form an association under the Joint Powers Act. The.
advantages and" disadvantages of utilizing ‘the Joint Powers Act are’ similar

to those listed under the first alternative above. o -

-

(C) A ‘b¥odderied Minneapolis-Saint Paul Sanitary ‘District N
The Minneapolis-Saint Paul Sanita;y District today includes only the two

~ central cities within its borders, plus a number of suburbs by contract,
The Sanitary District has ome responsibility: sewage disposal. It is
likely that the 1967 Legislature will expand. the boundaries- of the Sani- ;

tary District to include all or a substantial portion of -the seven-county =

" metropolitan area. . - - - . . S

F -

Legislatlon would be required to g1ve the Sanitary District the responsi-
bility of réfuse disposal

; i
- i - t.
/

Advantages of this approach include: (1) The responsibility for all
waste disposal both sewage and refuse, would rest with one governmental
—agency. (2) The Sanitary District now has ‘to.plan for certain aspects of
“refuse disposal, in that it must design its treatment plants to handle
the increasing amount of garbage which comes into- sewers from garbage
grinders. - (3) Onme. aspect of sewage disposal the incineration of the

-~ -
P -

~



' . as refuse disposal were added. Spo : nsin
" regulation_ of refuse‘aisposal facilities ‘would be alien to the basic out-_

_ themn.

o o < , ‘

\ B - S
shidge, ﬁgght‘reaailj»be ihtqgrated with ‘incineration of refuse on a RN
broad basis. ‘ ' -

-

-~ Disadvantages of this ‘approach include: '(1) There is no assurance that

the boundaries of an expanded Sanitary District will be large enough to
cover the area which should be inclided for refuse disposal, (2) The = - -
difficulty now in reaching agreement on an expanded Sanitary District, 5
particularly its financing, might be compounded if apother function such

y ' ' (3) The responsibilities of licensing and

look of the-Sanitary District, which extends only to the ownership and_
operation of sewage-disposal facilities. S S

kd) A'ﬁetrOpolitan—wide §pébia1%purposé‘dLStricti exclusively for refuse
disposal - , ' - . _ N

~ R -

~ This alternative would require an act-of the State Legis}ature,‘which
could give the special-purpose district all the necessary powers_in con-
“nection with refuse disposal. \ . ' >
: X
- Advantages of this approach include: (1) The possibilities of.solving the
refuse disposal problem properly would be maximized with the district re-
‘sponsible for this function only. (2) The boundaries and financing of the

district could be suited to meet the spesific‘nééds of refuse disposal.-

ﬁisadvantages of this abﬁroach include: (1) This would mean a continuation
of the trend t6 establish independent single-purpose metropolitan districts,,
each with its own tax powers and governing board but with-little, if any,

* accountability to the voters. (2) The scope and magnitude of the refuse
disposal problem has not been sufficiently determined to date ‘to justify
the creatior of a metropolitan agency for this function only. (3) There _ |,
would be no opportunity for coordination with other metropolitan functions,
sgch as sewage disposal. - o - "

(e) A metropolitan multi-service district, of which refuse digposal would H)
be one of its functions. = —

I

1

o . ~ N
This alternative, too, would require an act of the“State Legislature. -

: w _
‘Advantages of this approach include: (1) Only one metropolitan agency is.
needed, which can be more accountable to voters than a multiplicity of N

(2) Codrdinag;on between metropolitan functions is maximized.

‘/Perhaps;the mein disadvantage of pursuing this approach‘is‘the difflcﬁlty ~
in ever ‘reaching agreement on how to place the responsibility for all

\_\metropq};tan fu?ctions and éerviqgs in one govermmental body.

In terms of the single-purpose district idea versus the multi-purpose

_ ~district, there is another alternative, not discussed here, but which has

been proposed of late'by State Representative Robert O. Ashbach. This
would involve a continuation of the single-purpose district idea, but

" " placing overall policy control in“a‘ﬁetropolitqn council. The=precise

degree of jurisdiction of such a metropolitan council over the single- -

purpose districts ‘is not clear. '

- N - -
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(f) The Twin Cities Metropolitan Planning Commission (for the refuse :
disposal functions of planning only) ’ . 5

It 'is possible for the Metropolitan Planning Commission to be Specifically
instructed or asked to undertake the functions of planning in refuse dis-
posal, with other agencies assigned the other functions.

N
~ N

- Advantages of this approach include. (1) No legislative act need be re-\~
quired in connection with planning, because the MPC already has this power.
(2) ‘'The vast amount of data dealing with the metropolltan area - already in
the hands of the MPC could be read11y put to use.\

N

Disadvantages of this approach include. (1) The(planning would not be
~conducted by the same agency responsible. for ‘the Iicensing; regulation,
ownership and operation of refuse disposal facilities. (2) The -detailed
: studies needed in refuse disposal is somewhat different from the ‘general
s _ 1ong—range planning studies vhich have beén published to date by the MPC..
Tt should be pointed out here that, in the event of the establishment of
any multi—purpose district or’ metropolitan council which would coordinate
. the activities of single-purpose districts, the Metropolitan Planning Com-
mission probably would be-an -integral part. Then, of course, planning by~
the MPC in refuse d1sposa1 ‘would. be closely related to the other refuse ~
disposal functions.

=

\,Z/; (g) The Mipnesota Department of Health . (for the refuse disposal functions
. . of regulation and enforcement only)

— —~

- The State Legislature would have to specifically charge the Department of !
Health with responsibility of regulation and enforcement. -

Advantages of fhis approach include' (1) Refuse disposal has many aspects .7
of public health in connection with it. (2) The: ‘Department of Health has
a ready-made administrative structure for licensing and regulation. ) -

Special legislation would not be necessary for the metropolitan area alone.

Disadvantages of this approach include- (1) As mentioned earlier, the~ -
B Department ‘of Health wants only to establish regulations for refuse dis-.

- posal, leaving enforcement tc localities. (2) It has a‘difficult time _
obtaining legislative appropriations for enough inspectors for its present
Jurisdiction, let alone refuse disposal. v :

- - Consistent with our feeling that we should utilize as much as possible the
existing structures of govermment in solving the problems of refuse disposaly we be-
lieve that the best alternative above, on. balance, for the function of planning is
the Metropolitan Planning Commission. There are sufficient areawide" implications of -
refuse disposal today to indlcate that an association of municipalities’ or counties
could not do the planning as well as the MPC. Certainly, a single—purpose district

or the Sanitary District with the combined functions of sewage and refuse disposal -

would not be able to handle-the planning function as .we have outlined earlier)what
this function should entail.

N \ { _' N
The MPC could be assigned to report specifically to the area agency respon—

sible for refuse disposal. Thus, it would be tied in~ governmentally with the respon—
sible body and would not be operating independently. . ;

~

N
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/of ¢ In terms of regulation and enfdércement of, refuse disposal fac111t1es, i€

would appear that the most logical of the above alternatives is to give_the respomsi- iy

bility to the Minmesota Department of’ Health. Regulation and enforcement would be a -

new function for-all the other "agencies suggested .as alternatives, However, we have ™

reservatlons about suggestlng the Department of Health. Strict enforcement of sani-
tary Tandfills is one of the most important ‘aspects of a properly run-refuse disposal
/ plan. - “Because of the Department S manpower "limitations as a statewide agencyﬁ we
believe. that, realistlcally, “the Department would not be able\to provide the degree
of enforcement we feel would be meeded. '\Looking -to our other alternatlves, we be-
lieve the idea of an assoc1ation of municipalities is the least appealing, because .of

.+ its fragmented nature and because it is doubtful all areas would be included. The- -

single—purpose “district alternative also should be rejected. The refuse disposal L
problem in this area today demands"actionm, ‘but use of the single-purpose district, b
with“all ‘its shortcomings should be-a last resort. The most likely choices, we
believe, would be to give the responsibillty .£o county governments, a new multi-
' purpose_district, if establlshed,,or an- existing metropolitan agenoy such as’ the
Minneapolis—Saint Paul Sanitary Dlstrict.

(%
. . ) <
- ~ S . 8 <

- ~ \’
¢ o

i Regarding ownership and operation of refuse disposal facilities, the - -extent
of ‘which we are mot certain taday, we. believe the association of municipalities and -
single—purpose district approaches should be rejected on ‘the same basis as for licen-
sing and regulation. Aoain, the most llkely choices are to assign responsibility to

-

county government/_a multi-purpose district, or an existlng metropolitan agency such

.as the Sanitary District, T Ty . -

\\‘,‘
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- "SCOPE OF THE REPORT e = N7

‘In the fall of 1965 the Citizens League éoard of Directors approved estab-
lishment of a research committee to review the-various methods of handling refuse
collection and disposal throughout the metropolitan area to detérmine whether this
funetion might be handled more effectively and economicallys N

\ -

COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP / . RN ; - S
; s - . .
Eighteen persons partic1pated in the deliberations of this committee. The e
committee was headed by John W. Pulver, chairman, an assistant cashier at Northwest-—"
/ern National Bank and C. Blaine Harstad, v1ce~cha1rman, a Hinneapolls lawyer.
Other committee members were Mrs. Ralph Bruce, Jr., William J Corrick
Russell Cowles, F. Keith Fmery., Samuel B. Fried, Larry Geisler George C. Hite,
Jerome“N.|Julius,yLawrence\E Kelley, W. D. Musolf, Geoxrge W. Nelson, John Pegors,a\’ )
Charles Slocuom, Russell H. Susag, J. D. White and Robert\E( ‘Willow. The committee .=
waa-assisted by Paul A Gilje, Cltizens League Research Director. -7

7
~ -

AN i

.
—N

COMMITTEE PROCEDURE = . -

A total of 12 committee meetings were held between May 12, 1966, and -~ .
October 24, 1966, of which five were three-hour evening meetings. The others were
breakfastAand luncheon meetings. -In addition, the committee took an all-afternoon =
tour’ of refuse disposal facilities.

, . The committee received extensive cooperation from pub11c~officials, admin<
istrators and businessmen engaged in. refuse collection and disposal. In all cases,

the committee had no problem in obta1ning information. Without such cooperation this
report would not have been possible. ) ‘ ST
\ -~

" Persons who made appearances before the full committee included, Eugene
Avery, city engineér, Saint Paul; Thomas A. Thompson, city engineer, Minneapolis;
Amos Kalkhoff, Comsoer, Townsend and Associates, Chicago, Illinois, a consulting
engineering firm for the City of Saint Paul on refuse collection and disposal; Ray
Gauger»\Gauger and Associates, Saint Paul, .consulting ‘firm working with Consoer, '
Townsend;” Robert Roff, president of the Minneapolis Suburban Refuse Removal Associa—\=
" tio6n, an organization of pr1vate’hau1ers Ron Shoke, member of the board of directors
of , the Refuse Removal Association; Ed Drury, owner of the fargest private refuse ™
hauling firm in the Twin Cities area; Warren Anderson, member,-Maple Grove Village
. Councilj Robert Pulscher, city hanager, Coon Rapids; Gordon Anderson, ‘assistant city
engineer, Hopkins; Ray Folland, city engineer, Saint Louis Park Ed Shimek, village
administrator, Brooklyn Park; Glen Worthrup, planning director, Burnsville; E. A.
Babcock, superintendent of sanitation, City of Minneapolis; Paul Johnson, chief of-
the section of-general  engineering, Division of Environmental Health, State Depart-
;en; of H:alth Donald Plum, president, Plibrico Sales and Service Company, Saint

aul, a firm whlch sells incinerators, and Gerald T. Britton, marketing manager,

Ziegler, Inc., Bloomington a firm which sells sanitary landfill equipment. "

Ia addition the Citizens League staff\yas in contact with at least 20 other

=‘<puhlic aofficials and administzators’ throughout the Twin-Cities area. The staff also

i i °
| . N - —
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iarea conducted this year by Russell H. ‘Susag, a
. his ‘work as assistant professor.of sanitary engineering at the University of Minne-

re27- e
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obtained information from operators of dump grounds’and sanirary-landfills. The
staff personally visited some 16 different dumping sites during one all—day tour.

N

Members of the Minneapolis City Council and suburban mayors were mailed

squestionnaires, asking their comments on the adequacy -of refuse collection in their

commnnities. Their replies were extremely helpful.

~\ - : /.
A survey of refuse collection and disposal practices in the Twin Cities
a committee member, in dohnection with

sota, was extensively relied upon, as was other background information provided by

_the League of Minnesota Municipalities. THe Citizens Lea staff conducted a survey

‘ of refuse collection and disposaljpractices in other large ‘cities in the nation.’

- . ).
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Collection
‘three major methods:
vate hauler; and (3)
None of the three methods is the dominant practice in.the area.
In -all cases the extent of official govermmental in-

of -people are served by each.

(1) Municipal employees;

- ~28- -

BACKGRdﬁND——REFUSE COLLECTION

~ lad

volvement in the collection of refuse never goes beyond - the local township, village

of refuse are collected. -

T or c1ty government.

- is known as combined collection.

—

In-

Within the above-mentioned ways .are certain key differences on what types
Collection of all material normally placed-in the' house-

hold trash can, that is, garbage (food wastes), paper, cans, bottles, plastics, etc.,
This type of collection is most prevalent. -

certain cases garbage (food wastes) is collected by one service and the. balance of

the refuséj-known as rubbish, is collected by another sexrvice.

separate collection.

~

lection frequency is once a week.
-And in at least one' case,

-

N

~—

This is known as

The frequency ‘of collection also varies:_ The commonest res1dential col-

the -service is less than once a week.
N

Following is a discussion of the dlfferent methods of refuse collection
now -in use in the Twin C1t1es area: g

1.

Minneapolis, Saint Paul, Hopkins and South Saint-Paul are the only munici-

Municipsl Employees

~

In a few cases, twice-a-week serv1ce is provided.’

palities in the Twin Cities area in which municipal employees and municipally owned

trucks are used for collection of refuse.
~Saint- Paul municipal employees collect garbage only.

In Minneapolis, Saint Paul and South -
The balance of the refuse is

2

disposed of as each individual citizen may decide, whether by a regular collection
by a prlvate hauler, back-yard burning of combustible rubbish or trips to“a dump by

the individual citizen.

both garbage and rubbish, in one combined plckup.
mmicipal operations follows.

Only in Hopkins do municipal employees collect .all refuse,

A detailed discussion of the

Minneapolis ~ The City of Minneapolis employs approximately 108 men for
This "is. exclusively

" collection of wrapped garbage from all dwelllngs in Minneapolis.
a residential pickup service.

arrangements with private haulers.

are the side-loading packer type which compress the refuse into a smaller velume.
The others are covered trucks without:any‘packef'mechanism. ’

Our surveys of other cities in the metropolitan area.and throughout the

trucks; which have a much greater capacity than the non-packers.-

/averaging 2,805 pounds.

The; .

a side-loading packer truck and a non-packer are about the same, about $7,500.

N

irearfloading packer truck costs more.
purchased in 1960.
included in the 1967 budget he said.

packer trucks, he said, because of the extra time required for the °

s

\\

/

The most recernt non-packer trucks were
A provision for the purchase of four new packer trucks is
+ The e¢ity has had limited success with

A

Commercial and industrial firms must make their own
The city has a total of 38 trucks, two of which

nation reveal that the vast majority of collection service is provided with packer
A nmon-packer truck
. in Minneapolis averaged 3% trips per day to the incinerator in 1965, with each load
A packer truck ‘can easily have a capacity of 10,000 pounds,
‘meaning that only one trip would be necessary to the incinerator each day.,
’chief of the Sanitation Division for the:City of Minneapolis said that the costs of

of refuse in the Twin Cities metropolitan area is conducted by |
(2) Municipal contraet with. a pri=
‘Private haulers! by. individual arrangements with each dwelling.
Substantial-numbers -

/s
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L ,packing mechanism to work after each loading. This extra time cuts down on -the numf
. “ber of pickups which can be made. Also, the city s two incinerators ‘are located 'f
iil’ _conveniently for city collection crews so that long hauls to and from the incinera- '
" . > tors are not required. . . : _%H .
, ) ~ The.pickup schedule averages between 9 and 11 calendar -.days for nine months

i Division of Sanitation of the City's Department of Public Works. The employees are,
" __ divided into 28 three-man routes for nine months and 32 three-man routes forithe )
three summer months. Each route has one driver and two pickup. men. About 77 per .
_cent _of the pickups of garbage in Minneapolis can be made in the alley. One man will
" pick up ‘the garbage on one side of an-alley. and-.the other man on-the other side., The
garbage is hauled to the city's two multi-ton inc1nerators. - ~
: The cost of the Minneapolis garbage collectlon and disposal system totaled’
o s $1,022, 988 in 1965, with $838,096 the cost of collection and $184,770 the cost of
, ’incineration. Approxﬁmately 121,180 families were served by this service. The cost
TR Fwas assumeéd by general taxation, but the cost, if prorated on a_per family basis, e
.would be about $8. 44 per year. ' -

V2N

7

St. Paul - Like Minneapolis, the City of St. Paul has a system‘By which ;
mun1c1pal employeés collect wrapped garbage only. _Individual residents must make {
- their own arrangements.-for collection of the balance of the refuse by. private haul—
-* ‘ers. The city picks up garbage at all private dwellings through four-plex apartments.
. Any apartments with more than four units must-make their own arrangements. This is -
o different’ from the practice in Minneapolis where the municipal forces collect from
: all dwellings and apartment buildings where such service is needed,

. L -
(Mv:;’” = ~  The city_operates 20 garbage routes. On 15 of thesé roqtes, three men are
used, a driver and two pickup men. The city uses all packer-type collection trucks '
\for these routes. On the other five _routes, a private hauler is paid by the city
[ * - for his service and for the use of his truck, also a packer. In-addition, one city -

employee, a pickup man, is assigned to each route. "Thus on these five routes, only
two men are assigned to a truck. -

i v
N
N 1%
\

o o All garbage collected in St. Paul now is hauléd to the city-operated Pig s
. Eye "Sanitary Landfill" Dump. The 1966 budget for the city includes $525,908 for

garbage collection and $102, 935 for operation of the Sanitary Landfill, for a total
of $628 843. - .

St. Paul, like Minneapolis, has financed its garbage collection and dis- _
posal service out of general taxation. The St " Paul City Council, facing serious - h
° revenue-raising problems for 1967, has voted to place both garbage collection and.
dumping at the landfill on a service charge basis next year. Until .now, all private
rubbish haulers -in St. Paul have been-allowed -to dump free at the landfill. The
service charges for collection and’ dumping have not yet been established. - Service
;charges for collection probably will be' determined in conJunction with a move to
combined collection. The City of St. Paul has not yet decided to start a system’ of
combined collection of refuse, but-it has hired a consulting engineering fim to

recommend specific steps for moving to_combined ~collection. A preliminary réport
from that firm is expected soon.™ N i N -

) -

i . 2 h Sy -
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and. 8 calendar days for the summer months, according to ‘the 1965 annual report of ‘the ~ '



- -30- ) ) -
- N :

An- estimated 54 000 garbage cans are picked up weekly by the St. ‘Paul
municipal ‘dollection service. The cdllection service is on a regular seven-day

- schedule, so that residents can expect to have their garbage picked up weekly. It

is not known how many families are covered by the 54,000 garbage cans, but the

figure probably is slightly less than this. In Mlnneapolis an estimated 132,000

cans are picked up from -approximately” 121,180 families. Assuming such a relation—

ship would exist in St. Paul, the\St. Paul garbage collection service covers approxi-
mately 49,000 families. i 1 -

=

,\:

Taking a total cost of collection and disposal in St. Paul at $628,843,

’ and dividing this by the number of families, we come up with an -annual per~family

cost of $12.83 ‘in st. Paul ‘as compared to $8. 44 in Minneapolis. Undoubtedly much

' of the cost of the St. Paul landfill cannot be directly attributable to residential -

service since private haulers use the landfill for commercial and industrial refuse.
However, 1f only the cost figure for collection is used, $525,908, the per family

cost in St. Paul is $10.73 pér year. The reason for the.higher per-family cost may
be that St. Paul has weekly pickup while Minneapolis has 8-to-ll-day pickup. Also,

. there 18 some' evidence_that Minneapolis garbage trucks pick up a greater volume of

garbage each day. We were informed that usually the St. Paul garbage trucks—which .
make only one trip to the landfill daily—have loads ‘of between 3,800 pounds and
7,000 pounds. An average Minneapolis garbage truck will pick up 10, 000 pounds of
garbage a day.

T

"Hopkins - The City of Hka1ns has the only complete collection and disposal |,
systém run entirely by municipal forces in the Twin Cities area. Two 3-man crews, /
each operating a 16-cubic~yard packer truck, pick up all refuse from all residences
once a week and daily at all businesses. The refuse is disposed of in a faunicipal
landfi11 located yithin the city limits. All industry located in the city also is
allowed to use the landfill at no cost. The total cost to the city of Hopkins in .
11965 was $65,221, which was_financed out of general taxation. There are approximately
3,000 homes in the city. It would not be accurate to divide the number of homes into
the-figure of $65,221 to get a per—home cost, because. of the business establishments
also served. But it can be séen that if we did this, the figure would be $21 per
home, which is not abnormally high for a complete collection and disposal service. , -
JIn all iakelihood the’ per-home eost 1is more inm the vicinity of about $10 annually.u
.+ "‘South St Paul ~ Municipal garbage collection in South St. Paul is a spe-
cial- situatiqn, serving only 1,400 residences which pay a-service charge. of. $1 05
per month for collection of garbage weekly by municipal forces. One 3-man crew of

~

~municipal employees is-able to service these residences. in about a four-day period -

each week." The garbage is taken to -the South St. Paul municipal ‘garbage grinder,

. the only municipal grinder in the Twin Cities area. The sewage at the South St. o

Paul treatment plant -already is so intense because of the. livestock packing houses

that the addition of garbage to the sewers has virtually no effect on the problems
of sewage treatmént.

We, were in[uu'u.d that the scrvice charge of $1.05 a month (s12, 60/)7931')
finances the entire garbage collection operation so that no general taxation funds-.

are required. The number of South St. Paul families utilizing the municipal collec-

“tion service has beed declining steadily, because a city ordinance requires ipstal~

in South St. Paul were served by the municipal garbage collection service. i

/

lation of home garbage’ grinders in all new dwellings. At one time 4,000 families

~
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e f 2. ‘Mnnicipal\Contract with a Private\Hauler

' ) In about 11 communities.in the Twin Cities area, municipal governmgnts—
have entered into contracts with private haulers for the collection of refuse. A
~ hauler with a contract is given the exclusive right to-collect refuse in a community

- T or portion of a community. The contract also will usually spell out how frequently
s collection will take plate, how many cans are allowed, and what the city will- pay
"~ the hauler for this service or what the hauler himself may charge if he does the
° _ billing. Usually, though, the community involved will bill the residents, either as-

part of general-taxation, special assessment or as part of .the regular municipal
utility statement. Most of these contracts provide for residential pickup only.
N Commercial and industrial establlshments usually must make their own arrangements. ™
All of the contract arrangements of which we are aware involve the combined collec—
‘tion of ‘garbage- and rubbish ’ -
. - "The Morningside - -section of Edina and the village of Excelsior both have )
: twice—weekly collection of refuse by municipal contract. For this service a resi- -
dent pays $24 a year. These are the only two communities we are aware of in the _ =
o, ¢Twin Cities-area with regular twice-weekly pickup instead of once-weekly pickup. In
=\  Wayzata, which _pays a private hauler $16,500 annually- for contract collection, the
L collection schedule is ance weekly, except twice weekly from mid-June to mid-October,
The payment is from gemeral taxation. Approximately 1,100 residences and 130 com-
‘mercial establishments are covered by this service. The average annual cost per .
family or commercial establishment is about $13.41. g : -
, Other examples of contract collection include Anoka, Circle Pines, Columbia
Heights, Deephaven, Minnetonka Beach Robbinsdale, St. Louis Park and White Bear Lake.

{f " A resident of Anoka pays $1.25 a month for pickup of one 30-gallon can per week, with
“Jeach additional can another 25 cents per month. A resident of Columbia Heights pays
N 75 cents a month for one 30-gallon can per week, with extra charges for more cans._

St. Louis Park pays ‘a specific amount to its hauler and then finances the operation
with special assessments. A resident of St. Louis Park will pay $18 a year for col-
X lection of three 30-gallon cans a week. This special assessment also finaunces the
oY cost of the municipal incinerator. The private hauler is paid $149,000 annually.
7 In White Bear Lake the private hauler has an exclusive franchise and residents are

' “billed directly by the private hauler. As far as we could determine, the above-

_ named communitiés are the only ones in the Twin Cities area with exclusive contracts
~ with private haulers. The possibility exists, though, that a few small municipali-

ties of which we are .unaware may have contracts for refuse collection.

- N

., 3. Prlvate Haulers by Individual Arrangements with Each Dwelling T

s

P
-

N In all communities of the metropolitan area not using mun1cipal forces or
private haulers by contract, refuse collection is accomplished by each individual
. householder making his own arrangements with a private hauler. The extent of
_ involvement on the part of the municipal government is no greater than licensing of
the private haulers' trucks, and even that is’not done. in ‘many communities. : .

~

¢ 4

K - ~ This type of collection ‘takes place in large suburbs. such as Bloomington, .- ~
R Richfleld Edina, Minnetonka, -Golden Valley,. Crystal and, for rubbish but not gar—
bage in Minneapolis and St. Paul. '

~

-
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« 7 - Several independent haulers, therefore, are competing for business within
each community. It is not at all rare for four or five different haulers to have
customers-on the same block. "Rates for weekly pickup of refuse by this method vary
considerably. Information we received indicates "the range extends at least. from
$13 a year to $36 a year for- once<a-week pickup, depending ‘upon the hauler, -the

location, and how much is collected. ,Rates may vary within a. community. Some citi-

zens of Hinneapolls, for example, are ‘paying haulers $17 a year for: once-a~week -
pickup -of rubbish. Others are/pay1ng $36 3 year. i 8
"It is not known exactly how many private haulers serve. the Twin Citles -
metropolitan .area. - The ptesident of the Minneapolis Suburban Refuse Removal Asso-
ciation, an organization of prlvate haulers, estimated that about 300 haulers operate
in the. Minneapolis area and another 150-in the "8t. Paul area. .The great majority of

” them” are small, one and two-truck ‘operations. The largest private -hauler in the-

Twin Cities area has a“ fleet of 38 trucks and 38 000 residential customers. -

\
. . * & * k kR ’
. '\ ~ .

-

Oon the/fpllowing two pages are: tables showing tefuse collection practices‘

\\ln the Twin Cities area and in several -major cities throughout the nation. , )

~
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R Residential Refuse Collection Practices - Twin Cities Area | A
C o Gty N - CG’. Combined &ollection of ME: Municipal Emploryees
{ i .- BN ’ Garbage and Rubbish _ P
. : N : ,MC: Municipal Contract .
N ' I N\8Cs Separate Collection of with a Private »
. e oo Garbage and Rubbish Hauler .
- - _ APH» Private Haulers by
7 ( N S ' Individual Arrange- ._
) ; " ments with Each
( N - A v N .Dwelling -
\ S . N R
~ " Anéka ) ., Y, cc , - oMC -~
_Ardep-Hills s B~ A ’ - PH 2 -
Blaine _“cc PH = - ,_
- _Bloomington . ‘CC . -PH . N
- o Brooklyn Center - = CC PR o
o Brooklyn Park- . = ; CC N PH > "
_ /- Burnsville s cc N . PH . ST
. _ Circle Pines . - . : cc MC.
© © . Columbia Heights ~ R - MC )
© . Crystal " - CG ; PH . h
~ Deephaven - N cc - - MC !
Edina ‘ - .CC . PH-MC* S
" Excelsior o~ cc MC oA L
.5 .  Falcon Heights A cc - PH. -
/7 /Fridley . te PH L.~
- Golden.Valley 3T cc PH - B
{  Hopkins ‘ ; cc ME SN
’(‘{ . Inver Grove Heightg . cc PH -~ - . i T
R Lino Lakes ~ =~ | CcC . PH ~ -
¥ ‘Mahtomedi IR cc . PH - A
‘Maplewood o B 5 CC R PH - =~
_Mendota Heights . . cc . “PH
: 5 ‘Minneapolis. - - 8C : ME--garbage
) L - ' : 7 Yo - PH—-rubbish
R Minnetonka oL ‘ “CC PH ~ - ;
: . Minnetonka Beach. o ce” MC . A iy N
. NewBrighton R . cC PH o :
7 [ New ,HOpe/ P ; ! - - CC R p N PH
- North St. Paul - ‘ ) cc PH
> Oromo . ~ ; - CC T PH
_ " Plymouth - cC -PH ~
b Richfield . - -CC \ PH . 7
 Robbinsdale ~ 7 O « L MC p
;7 Rgseville > - ~oce PH .
gy S B
P . ;axr - CC. ME '
, St. Paul > 5C ME——-garbage - -
o St.t Paul Park S o - 7.CC P ig mbPiSh
° ‘Shoreview - . VT - ﬁlcg PH -
. $°“th Stf 83“1\ v S i ¢ SC ’ ME--garbage: - SRR TN
West St. Paul cc ,53 r"ubbiSh s
«White- Beat\Lake ‘ > _} CG MC

P k- ihe Morningside sectidn of Edina is under municipai contract. "
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Residential Refuse Collection Practic%i - Othet Cities

—

o : g Tbe Citizens League conducted a Survey of some major cities throughout
the nation to compare their residential refuse _collection practices with those of

Minneapolis and St. Paul. The»results are summarized in the table below:

- \

[

Akron, Ohio

Buffalo, N. Y.

. Chicago, -I11.-
Columbus, Ohio
‘Denver, Colo..
Detroit, Mich.

" Long Beach, Calif.
Milwaukee
Newark, N. J.

“New York City v
Oakland, :Calif.
Oklahoma City, Okla., -

< Omaha, Neb. :
Philadelphia, Pa. -

e

Portland, Ore.
- St. Louis, Mo.: ~

Seattle, Wash. -

Toledo, “Ohio

o Tulsa, Okla,
- Washington, D. C.
" Wichita, Kansas ~

~N

CC:

SC:

o~

o

N

_Combined Collection bf
Garbage and Rubbish

Sépétate Collection of

‘Garbage and Rubbish -

cc
cc

. ¢cC

.cc

part CC, part SC

sC
cc
cc

cc
cc o
c«c

sc -

CcC
cc
cC
cc
SC
CC

cc -

Ty

~

.

\Mnnicipal Employees
MC: Munieipal Contract
o with a Private

Haule;

PH: Private Hanlet,by.“
Individual Arrange-
ménts with Each

_Dwelling °

ME--garbage -

PH-—-rubbish

ME

" ME

ME

ME

ME -

ME

ME

ME

"ME

MC

ME .

MC 4

PH--Hog farmers for most’
garbage

ME—Other garbage. and

- rubbish

PH & ./

ME

MC -

ME

ME N

ME ] \

ME and PH -

~—
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S BACKGROUND-REFUSE DISPOSAL I

e

I. Dumping and Qanitary Landfi1l

- . Dumping is the commonest method for disposal of - refuse’in the Twin Cities
metropolitan- area. Dump grounds have been located in almost all,directions from ~
the main centers of_ populatio A dunmp ground, of course; has only a limited life
as a disposal facility., When filled a new site must be found. The life of a dump -
ground in the metrepolitan z area is even more limited. The _population is- increasing
rapidly, which means more refuse will be, disposed of annually. Secondly, -the .life

of a dump ground in the metropolitan area is limited by urbanization which tends to

press out_to the formerly rural . areas where many of the dumps are located. When
this happens dump operators must’ look further out for land.‘ : ‘

An example of this phenomenon is in southern Hennepin County. There is -

{'no public dump today. located between Minneapolis (which has no public dumps itself)
' and the Minnesota River. The last dump, at 76th and France Avenue onm the Edina-

Bloomington border was closed in- 1964, Operators of -this dump moved across the
Minnesota River into Scott County and opened a. dump there. — —
) . As. far as. we\could determine there is no central record of all dump sites
in the Twin Cities metropolitan area today. .By @a process of contacting municipal
officials refuse haulers and dump operators we were able to ascertain the existence
of some 20 sites. These sites either accept all types of refuse or all types of
refuse except garbage. We did not concern ourselves with so-called "dry rubbish"
dumps, which are exclusively for such material as building debris. In all likeli-
hood there are many other refuse - dumps in the Twin Cities area of which we ‘are not -
aware. But we are fairly confident that the list we have obtained includes those
which serve,the'major population centers. N : -
The number of dumps which are truly public and admit anyone, 1s-mnch\
smaller. 1Im'faét, at least half impose certain restrictions on who may dump. In
most cases these restrictions apply to residency. - A dump may be operated exclusive-

1y for the residences of one locality. Another form of restriction is imposed at

one or two dumps which are owned’ by private haulers. These dumps either are for
the exclusive use of the private haulers involved or they may allow only a very

limited use by others, - = . . e

A R ~—

/

There 1is no\pattern of publidpownership\or private-ownership of dumps.
Some municipal governments have assumed the: -responsibility for providing a site for

f,their citizens while many more municipal’ governments have -assumed no responsibility
at all but_have left/the matter of finding a dump up to the various private haulers.

s

The conditions at the various dumps’ also vary widely. ‘The term "dump
usually means of method of disposal where few, if any, controls are imposed or.en-_
forced to regulate health hazards or nuisances such as- ‘smoke, odors, rodents, flies,
blowing paper and other, blowing debris. A proPerly-operated dump is known as’a

“sanitary landfi11." This term is correctly applied only to a dump in which the .
refusge ‘is compacted to. the smallest possible volume (generally by use of a, bulldozer)

.and covered entirely “each: day with earth or some other fill. Many dump sites are
vadvertised as sanitary landfills, but compaction is rare and refuse may be’ exposed
_in the open for many days “before it is covered , . S !

. We could find threélsites which can be"called true sanitary landfills:

P
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. Freeway Landfill just east of Interstate 35W and north of 122nd St. in Burnsville;

- Hopkins Landfill, in the" ‘southwest part of Hopkins, and Boyer Landfill in Medina -

Village about 1 mile southeast of Loretto. L ,
Following is a brief deScription of the various dump sites of which ve

are aware in the Twin Cities metropolitan area: ' - - . 7

- 1. 170th Street, Salvage, Lakeville Township, Dakota/County, near Hwy. 65.
Privately-owned - Open-burning allowed. Town Board officials have received several
complaints this year from: residents of the Forest Hills housing development about
% a mile away. No estimate available on acreage or future lifex ‘ .

s " ~/ ’ -
- 2. Freeway Landfill, Burnsville,_Dakota County, along Hwy. 35W- Just north
of 122nd St.-- Privately-owned Burning prohibited. Refuse is compacted and -covered
datly. No salvaging allowed. Owner is operating a true sanitary\landfill hopes
_ to sell land.for industrial development when landfill operation*is complete. Much .
of the material used to cover the refuse is fly ash from the nearby ‘Black Dog pover
plant of Northern States Power Company. Owner is filling 33-acre site at a rate of
" 4~5 acres a year. Another 75 acres adjacent alsy may ‘be used for sanitary landfill. -
Dike is under construction to protect landfill from flooding on the Minnesota River.
3.. Kraemer s Pay Dump, Burnsville, Dakota County,- about‘% mile north of -
Hwy. 13 and 1 mile west of Hwy. 35W. Privately-owned. . Burning prohibitéd. . Loca-
tion is in Minnesota River bottoms, . Salvaging permitted., Present 40 acre site -
expected to be-filled in a very few years. Owner has 600 acres nearby, much of which _
is used for sand and gravel operation. Future possibilities of expansion into these
600 acres are uncertain.‘/ j ~
4, Minnesota Valley Dump, Glendale Township, Scott County, just west of_
Savage along Hwy. 13. Privately-owned. Open burning allowed. Very large salvage
operation in process. Present 40-acre site has been in operation about. three years
and is about one-third full. Owner says-that residents across the Minnesota River
in Bloomington have complained about burning, so now burning takes place only when -~ -
the wind is from the north so-that smoke ‘won't blow into Bloomington. =

. 5. Hopkins Landfill,” city of Hopkins, Hennepin County.  Publicly-owned.
- Operated as true sanitary landfill, with burning prohibited, no, salvaging allowed,
and all refuse covered daily. The city of Hopkins owns and operates the 37-acre
site exclusively for residents of Hopkins. It is expected ‘to be sufficient for
'Hopkins residents for anotber 15-20 years.

6. Excelsior Dump, Excelsior Village, Hennepin County, along Hwy. 19,
‘across from the sewage treatment plant. Privdtely-owned. Open burning allowed. =
‘Owvner has large salvage operation. Owner expects that six—acre site will be closed
next year because no:-more room is available. ; -

—

7. Eisinger s Dump, Orono Village, Hennepin County Just south of ‘Hwy. 12
.west of Long Lake. Privately-owned Salvage operation extensive. Acreage and o
future possibilities unknown . , B _ o L~

<~ - 8. Boyer Landfill, Medina Village, Hennepin County, 1& iniles southeast

of Loretto. Privately-owned. Burning prohibited. Operated "as true sanitary' land-
1111, with all refuse. covered daily. Owner s large, modern home overlooks tﬁe 7
“landfill. Operated primarily for owner's 24-truck garbage service. "About 140 acres
are available, and only a very small area has been filled since the landfill was ‘ -
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‘ started in 1563. L ‘ - - ' . PR [N

N . . _

~ -

; - 9, ~Osseo~Maple Grove Pay Dump, Maple Grove Village Hennepin Coumty,
about 1 mile‘west of Osseo. Privately-owned. Open ‘burning was! permifted until com—

. plaints early this-year forced ?illage Council to prohibit bnrning. .Owner has ex-~

)

tensive salvage operation. Life of five—acre ‘site is uncertain. L;,j
10. Anoka Municipal Dump Coon Rapids, Anoka County, on Anoka-Coqn(Rapids
border. Publicly-owned. Burning prohibited..  Dump is operated exclusivély for- resi-
dents of Anoka, Coon'Raplds/and Champlin. Site is almost filled. - Both Anoka and
Coon Rapids now are looking for new dump sites on their own. ~ -

- // 5

ll Johnson s Dump, Grow Township,:Anoka County. Privately—owned. Open

— T _ - . ) < L
‘12, Gallagher s Landfill,” 91st Avenue NE, and- -Central Avenue, Blaine

burning allowed

Village, Anoka County (across from the Blaine Village Hall ) Privately-owned.

Burning prohibjted. - Owner expects 30-acre site should be sufficient for another 3n
or 4 years. : : £ - -

- . _ { . Y i N

4

13. Bellaire Sanitation Dump, Grant Township, Washington County, near 01d
Stillwater Road, about 1 mile east of Willernie. Privately«owned; Burning pro~ -~
hibited. Acreage and future life unknown. < o b !

14, . Leonard ‘Johnson Dump, Grant Townshig, Washington County, near Old
Stilhwater Road. Privately-owned. - Open burning allowed. Acreage and future life
unknown., . b . . . o S

-15. North St. Paul City Dump, city of . North St. Paul, Ramsey" County (about
four blocks- nérth of Hwy. 36). Publicly—owned. Dump is filling in rapidly\and is
expected to be closed in'a year. : . “ .

-

o 16. Maplewood Village Dump, Maplewood Village,~Ramsey County, just west
v of Hwy. -100, Publicly—owned. Open-burning allowed. Life of six—acrekgite is very
limited. ‘ : o o T o 3
. N - N - N o, - ‘\ D)
17. Fish Hatchery Landfill just,off Warner Road St.,Paul, Ramsey County.
Publicly-owned. Burning prohibited. - Future life of seven-acre site is limited.

o~ 718, Pig,s Eye Landfill near Warner Road, St. Baul )Ramsey County. Pri—
vately-owned and publicly-operated by city of St. Pdul Burning prohibited. The "
city expects it has about 12 to 15 Yyears left at: this 200-acre site before it must
look elsewhere.ﬁ_. : , o O s~

, ; ~.

19. South St. Paul City Dump, on Miss1ssippi’River flats, South St.\Paul
Dakota County. Publicly-owned ‘Open to residents of South St. Paul only. The
“10-acre site is. expected to be filled in 1% years. :

-

i D

20. Rubbish Ranch, 1 mile south of South St. Paul on. County Highway 25,
Inver Grove Heights Village, Dakota County, Privately-owned. Acreage and future
~-1ife unknown. : - -

;
~

- Xk ok Kk kK Lo - ‘ .

~ - : - P -
¥ ~
/ New Brighton Dump, New Brighton, Anoka County;‘northeast corner of . the
intersection of Interstate 694 and Interstate -35W. Privately—owned V/Burning pro-
-hibited. Nearby residents have- complained about rats and odors from the- dump. The
38-acre ‘site was. closed late in October, 1966 just as. this report was beingfwritten.

. . :
e , * . Vi N e
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Location of Dumps and - i L ~
Landfi1lls ‘Now Operating - N - * ' A
T o - -Lacations of Dumps and . : l
1--Lakeville Twp. 1l=-Grow Twp. - Landfills Recently Closed
2--Burnsville 12--Blaine _ . o ‘
3-cBurnswille- _ 13--Gramt Twp. . a--Lakeville Village ~ ~=
4<~Glendale Twp. 1l4-—Grant Twp. b-~Plymouth E .- C
5-~Hopkins 15--North St. Paul . c~-Maple Grove : LT
6--Excelsior ~  16--Maplewood . - ~ d--Brooklyn Park _ | -
.. 7-~0Orono 17--St. . Paul © e-—New Brighton - o - - g
8--Medina 18-~St. Paul, . f--New Brighton ~- . -
' . 9--Maple Grove 19—~South St. Paul : . ¢ -
10--Anoka 20~-Inver Grove Heights- R AT
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The State Department of Health ‘does not have regulations for the proper’
operation of sanitary\landfills but . the Department “does advise communities on the’

-key factors to include 4in their local ordinances. The following recommendations ¢
were included in a letter from F. L. Woodward, director of the Division of Environ- '

mental Health, ‘for the Department, to a Township Board on the fringe of the Twin fh
Cities area in July, 1966° _ . ‘ . ;
LOCATION-—The area should be adequately isolated from residential build—;

ings: to eliminate the occurence of nuisance conditions. ~ B

e

~

-~ J \’ N

ACCESS—-It should be ‘readily’ accessible for refuse haulers4

;DRAINAGE‘AND‘FLOODING--It shotirld not be located where 1t\3i11 obstruct ~

”: .~ mnatural surface<or sub-surface drainage. The area should not be subject% 3
td~f1ooding and surface water should—be diverted from the diSpoeaI area.;,.;

=~ N~

from the disposal area should be completed before the 0peration begins.
\
EQUIPMENT——Sufficient equipment should be provided for moving, compacting
and covering the refuse, such as a craner type tractor with bulldozer -
_ -blade or front end loader. Standby equipmentxtrom local sources should-
2+ Dbe available for short periods in the event of equipment bréakdown.

~
-

PERSONNEL—-The Operation should be supervised operated and maintained i
_ by trained personnel. All refuse unloading should be controlled. . )
o BLOWING--Arrangements should be made to control blowing refuse by use of
N movable fencing, such as ‘snow fence or portable chicken wire fence. .

e -

' N
- . COVER—-At the end of each day, all refuse should be completely covered

deposits. The' final covering for surface and side slopes should be com—

< pacted to ‘a’ depth of at least 24 inches. o - - -

to eight feet- after compaction.
DECAYING HAIERIAL—-Small dead animals and truck loads of spoiled foods;~
Co dead chickens, eéntrails, eggs or quantities of putrescible materials
- should be deposited in a separate trench or pit and covered immediafely S
) ' after unloading..

¢ o '
o Y,BURNING--Burning of combustible materials should not be practiced at‘the

disposal site since this accomplishes little volume reduction and creates

a very offensive nuisance eondition. The only material which could be
allowed to be burned would be tree or brush trimmings and . thia~should be
done in an area separate from the disposal area. {

e

‘,

_,,J

SALVAGING——If salvaging is permitted it should be adequately supervised

N, N Ty {

f:, DIKINGﬂaWhatever diking and/or grading is necessary to eliminate drainage

FIRE PROTECTION—-Adequate’arrangements should be made for fire protection-A

[Ny

s . with six inches of ‘compacted earth to make a _closed cell of each'day's . .

DEPTH OF REFUSE--NO layer of refuse’ should exceed an average “depth of six i

~ and should not interfere with the proper operationJof the dispnsal facili—-u



~

ties, Salvaged materials should be removed from~the site daily or stored
in a rodent-proof building. :

~ ~

INSPECTION;-Inspection.for,and control of’ insects, rodents and odors -

\ - ~

e should be conducted until landfills are stabilized. Collection of surface -

water should be prevented. Chemical control bf flies, mosquitoes, rodents
_or odoras is only temporary, and arrangements should be made for other -
permanent corrective measures as the conditions may occur. =\

—

~

FINAL CHECK UP-After the» sanitary 1andfill is completed, inspection and
maintenance should be c¢onducted until the £111 -has become stabilized.

~ Cracks, depressions and erosion of the surface and side slopes should be ~
‘corrected promptly. o \ N

T
N
-\

A regulation of the State Board of Health dated March 16, 1955, provides\
among other things, that no system for the disposal of garbage or refuse can-be -
‘placed in operation or amy eﬁisting system be materiaIIy altered or extended "until
complete plans and specifications for the installation, alteration or extension,

. together with such information as the State Board of Health.may require, have been .

submitted in duplicate and approved by theVBoard insofar as may features thereof

] affect or tend to affect the public health, and no construction shall take place.

" except in accordance with the approved plans." _According to persomnel in the State
Department of Health such a regulation has the force of law and‘'should be followed.
But, as a practical matter, they said, the regulation is virtually ignored. The
iState.Board of Health they said, has no-power to enforce such regulations. ’

According to personnelfin the State Department of Health, the only enforce- -

ment power.at the state lewvel now against dumps and landfills rests with the Water
Pollution Control Commission.. Under the Water Pollution Control Act, permits are
required from the Commission for any waste disposal facility located in the follow-
ing area: \ ‘ _

(a) Where water is present at or near the surface, such as sloughs

(b) In. river flood plains which are subject to flooding. >,

N

(c)-vAdjacent-or lakes or streams uhich drain to such waters.
. -{d) Ravines or valleys which may” “at times carry run—off or snow
melﬁo — . N 4

~- —

(e) Near municipal or private water supplies, either surface or
. - underground - P <

—

\,

The Commission can require any,one of a number of safeguards such as
diking around the- site, diversion or containment of surface drainage, sealing of
pervious soil or rpck formatioms, covering of dumped or -stored material to minimize
eroesion and control drainage and storm.water percolation, regular supervision and-
control of,operations.__ p . . , -

The Water Pollution COntrol Commission believe9~the best location for a
. landfill is one above flood levels, far removed from lakes, wells, or local draimage

courses,,. and have a substantialfdepth of relatively impervious surface soil above T

ground water table. (Although many disposal sites in- the Twin Cities metrOpolitan

N

-

/'/ —

-

Dr swamps.f~ - . . - -

I
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area_are located where permits from the Commission would seem to be needed, the Com- :
mission has granted-only one'permit in the ‘area. Because of .press of other buslness ’
S the Commission has not made more attempts to requlre permlts )
N * i . B
¢ T NOIf a dISposal/site is located in an area which is not considered to be a
threat to water pollution, ‘the Water Pollutlon Control Commission does not: have [ -
jurisdiction, even though the site does not comply with recommenged standards of
the State Départment of Health. o ;
An example of a state with, stricter regulation against refuse disposal =
sites is Michigan, which in 1965. enacted- a system of state licensing of sites under -
‘the Commissioner of’Public Health. The Commissioner is given power to: set up regu-
g ~ “lations whfhh must be followed by ticensees. The state license fee is -$25 annually.
<A performance bond of $500 per acre of ‘disposal .area, but not less than $2,500, also -
~ 1s required. - When an application for a disposal site is received, an inspectlon Pf
the site is'made and a determination is made as to whether the proposed operation S
_ complies with the 4ct and regulations of the Commissioner. The regulations .set -
'4 . forth specific requ1rements for, the operat1on of sanitary landfills, including com—_
. ‘paction and daily cover. ~The regulations provide that open dumps shall not be per=
N - mitted unless the location and: specific method of operation has been approved in }
writing by the health department and concurred in by the director and provided’ “that /
"~ the isolation and operation and maintenance does not constitute a nuisance or hazard

N
M

to ‘health. ‘ : — . - e e _
- Advantages of Sanitary Landfills i; N d “i ;f V>. A
{'f/ : . L There are\séVeral advantages of sanitary landf1lls. S . j
oS = e :
- KQ . (a) Otherwise unusable worthless land can be rec1a1med. Parks, golf {

e -COUrses ;' ball fields and.other recreational uses are common possibilities. In addi-
tion, if care is taken, land may even be reclaimed for industrial uses. This has -~ .
R been true in Hopkins, for example. Another example is in Burnsville where an opera-
tor is conductingka 1andfill solely so_he €an reclaim some’ lowlands as valuablein-
7+ dustrial property. A report of the Minnesota Outdoor Recreation Resources Commission -
, has reported of success in_ other states in creation’ of park sites thrOugh carefully
A planned sanitary landfill., The 1mportant factor to remember in reclaiming a san1tary

2 _landfill for other uses“is that the other se. or uses should be determined before !
B N the landf111 operation begins. Then the placement of certain materials can be taken
LT into account. For example, -futuré roadbeds.would not be filled with- normal refuse

., as would future open/grassland ] s ’ -
a0 - | (b) Landfill constitutes a relatively s1mp1e method of waste disposal.

No great amount of on-site capital investment is required. The ost-important equip- °

ment in a landfill site, the bulldozers or, similar earth—moving machlnery, are eas1ly

transported to another location. B . -
\ N - _ P -
LY T .- (c) A 1landfill can take all types of refuse. Separation of burnables and-
- I non-burnables - is unnecessary. There are few types of refuse, if any, which cannot

" ; be placed in a sanitary landfill. Bulkiness is rarely a problem. Some\municipali-

~ ties in the Twin Cities area have issued limited landfill permits ‘'which prohlbit

L7

L0 ; garbage but -allow other types,of refuse. . R R L

. . - R Moo e o N7
€af“j o SR CON Landfill usually constitutes ‘a relat1vely.inexpensive method of dis- )
B posal wher compared to incineration, the other method in widespread use in this

_ country. N ‘ . S - K : !
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Disadvantages of Sanitary Landfills . S } i A

{a) 1If regulations are not followed closelyfand regularly} a lanﬁfill car
quickly take on .the appearance of an open‘dump, making the" possibilities of f1res
more likely and contributing to the breeding of flies and \rats. Landfill requires
strict and continuous compliance with .regulations,” which may be difficult- to attain.
Several- examples exist in the Twin Cities area of disposal sites which aré adver-
tised as "sanitary landfills" but which do not meet standards.' /

(b) It often is difflcult to find suitable locations for landfills because
of requirements that they be located far from residential development. It is possi-
ble to operate a landfill near residential -development as. part of a plan to reclaim °
land for parks, for example, but many citizens oppose such moves, knowing that -in
many cases the term "sanitary landfill“ has turned out to (be little mofe than a
euphemism for ‘open. dump . s - ~— -

(C) The amount of land needed for a sanitary*landfill often is th avail-

_able unless a site is several’miles from the main centers of population. This
increases the cost of disposal because of long hauls which refuse collectors must

make. . -

- -

II. 1Incineration - ~ : Co > -

- Many municipalities throughout the nation today burh refuse in high- - JS\”
temperature, multi-ton municipal incinerators ‘'which réduce combustible refuse_to ~
ashes. An incinerator reduces refuse to about 25 per, cent of its. original weight
and 10-15 per cent of its original volume. Ashes from an incinérator make good L
£111 material and usually are placed in sanitary landfills, Temperatures in a
'properly operated incinerator will range from 1400 to 1800 degrees Fahrenheit, whict. -
is hot enough to burn all refuse and the smoke to minimize-air pollution/ Addi-
tional control devices’ usually are needed to fully control air pollution.

‘Much of the material olaced in incinerators is not combustible, such as
cans and glass. But modern incinerators can be constructed so that the non- {
combustibles can pass through with the combustibles. o

-\ LT .. . N N B '{'

Incineration has many advantages as a  method of refuse disposal. Haulers
do not have to travel long distances to empty their loads. Incinerators-cam be -~
located within a city. With incineration the volume of refuse which must be dis-
posed of in a landfill is reduced many times, thereby prolonging the life of the
landfill.” The residue from the incinerator makes much cléaner fill than does nor- _
mal refuse. | g - . o

Perhaps,zhe main disadvantage of incineration-is its relative higher :cost
when compared to sanitary landfill. A study by the Office-of Local Government for
. the State.of New York estimated that with hauling distances the same, the cost of _
~incineration is about 2% times greater than sanitary landfill. This. cost differen-
tial decreases, of course, as the distance of haul to the sanitary landfiHl increa- .
ses. The New York study indicated that with-a 20-mile round trip for sanitary Yand- -
£ill “as compared ‘with a 5-mile round trip for incineration, the annuaﬂ cost of .
incineration still was substantially more than sanitary landfill. 7The relative
costs of the two methods become about equal when the round-trip haul for sanitary
landfill is about 30 miles. However, it is_possible: to maké sanitary landfill more.
“economical up to a reund trip of 50 miles by use of a transfer station. A\transfer

~ N -~ ~ . -
N . - ., - o -

- ~ . —~



statlon\is a building located near the point of coIlection, where haulers may bring ).
their loads and transfer them to large vans with many times the capac1ty of - the’ -
trucks- used for collection. These large vans then make the long trip to the‘land-

' \fill. - Transfer stations are not. economical,Unless the round trip is at Teast 20
_miles. As far as we kaow, there are no transfer stations in the Twin Cities area
‘today. : - O 4 }

; , N J . ) .
Construction costs of 1nc1neration‘vary considerably. A representative
of a firm ‘which manufactures-incinerators told us~that a figure of $4,000 per capa-
city ton is a good estimate; That is, if an incinerator had a capacity of 600 tons_‘”
of\refuse a. day, its cost would be approximately $2 400 ,000. i v
Costs of operation of ‘an incinerator also vary con31derahly, w1th one of ~
the more important reasons for the ‘différences in_ cost being the percentage of capa-_
“city at.which an incinerator is 0perating/ If the incinerator is under—utilized, the .
‘Eost per ton increases considerably. We were informed that it “is possible to finance4
.the operation costs, and amortization of bonds for construction with a charge: of\ i

. approx1mately $4 per ton of refuse at a properly operated incinerator. )

v

Extent of Inc1neration in the Twin Cities Area : A

N

o > The extent of incineration as a meany of disposal is not widespread today )
“in the Twin ‘Cities area. Three municipal incinerators’are in operation,ttwo in ~
Minneapolis for garbage only and one “in St. Louis Park for mixed«refuse. A privately
ownéd incinerator opened near’ downtown Minneapolis a few years ago but was closed. -
down when private haulers found it more economical to go to dumping sites instead.
Several businesses, industrial firms and institutions have their own private inciné-
rators. One of the largest is the incinerator operated by the University of Minne-
. sota. -In addition about 10 to 15 per cent of the private dwellings in the Twin
" Cities area are equipped ‘with 1ndoor incinerators. o NS '
/ ~
Following is ‘a description of the municipal incineration operations in
-;Minneapolis and St. Louis Park' " - ; ~ o
Minneapolis - The Riverside lncinerator, 28th Avenue North and Pacific
Street, located along the Mississippi River, was built in the late 1920's. It has
-a capacity of 200 tons of refuse per 24-hour day. The Southside ‘incinerator, 28th
Street and Cedar Avenue ‘behind Layman's Cemetery, was built in 1939. It also has.a -
capacity of 200 tons of refuse per "24-hdur day. These two incimerators are used
valmost exclusively to burn residential garbage in Minnéapolis which is collected by
‘the city's municipal.forces.” In 1965 a total of 38,949 tons was. burned,’ ‘with 93 -
.per cent of that. collected by the city's municipal forces. .The balance was from
' private collectors “who pay at a rate of $4 a ton for'dry refuse and $§9.a ton for wet’
refuse to dump at the incinerator.' Based on a five-day work week the incinerators
in 1965 were operated at approximately 37 per cent of capacity. The inc1nerators e
‘operate on ‘a 16-hour day. = N ! L
" The number of tons of garbage burned at the incinerators has decreased )
steadily over the past 20 years. In 1946 a total. of 54,075 tons~was burned’i In. -
1965 the figure was 38, 949. ~The decline can be attributed mainly to two factors:
(b) Changes in the padkaging of/‘foods. Many waste products, such as vegetable
greens, no longer need to be disposed of by the'housewife. Much food now is sold
in packages pre-prepared or cleaned. (b) Increasing use-of automatic sink disposal
systems which grind garbage into sewers., ~ A T

~ -~

—
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A total of 20 municipal employees are employed at the two 1neinerators_1n

‘Minneapolis. Total cost of operation of the incinerators in 1965 was $184,892,

. ~does not have a replacement fund for the incinerators. The Southside incinerator

Since 38,949 tons were burned, the cost per_ton was $4.75. The .operating cost does
not include any provision for depre01ation of plant, though both incinerators pro-
bably would be totally depreciated by now. As far as we could determine the city-

was built at a cost of $269,000. p . ) . )

—. _ Because both incinerators are used.to less than capacity the city of Hiﬁb ’
neapolis has investigated the advisability of closing down the older, Riverside )
1nc1nerator, and using the Southsideé incinerator only. The superintendent of sani-
tation told Us that the extra costs of hauling garbage would be about.$200 a day,

'and this would mean any economies from closing the on€ incinerator would be uncertain.

S\
N~

' polis along the wést bank of the Mississippi River, and in southeast

_overtime to complete the burning. . N

.

Ashes from the 1ncinerators are dumped at two locations, nh north Minnea-
1nn°apolis in_
a ‘swampy area near industrlal development.

~
-

o St Louis ?hrk - The City of St. Louis Park built an 1ncinerator in 1954
at-’a cost of $233,000. It has.been depreciated at a rate of approximately $10,000

~ per year.. This 1ncinerator is operated so as to burn a limited .amount of mixed =~ -

refuse, that is, not only.garbage, but also other items normally found in the house-
hold refuse, such as paper, tin cans. of one-gallon capacity or less, bottles; etc.
Explosive materials or bulky, non-inflammable materfals such as brush .and grass
clippings are not collected for burning at the incinerator. The incinerator cur- .
rently is handling refuse collected from residential and commercial .customers by a
private hauler under contract with the city.

o The design capacity of the ‘plant is 150 tons per 24.hours. The incinera-
tor burned approximately 10,900 tons“of refuse in the 12-month period ending-April,

“1966. The incinerator is presently operating on one 8-hour shift. There is a wide

variation in daily tonnage burned. “For example, in September, 1965, the max1mum »
daily tonnage delivered to the plant was 67 tens and the minimum daily tonnage was
35 tons. On days of heavy loading, the operating crew at “the 1ncinerator works

N A study.in February, 1964, showed the cost at that time ‘was $5 69 per ton
to incinerate the St. Louis Park refuse. Hopkins -at that time was intetrested in ~
bringing its refuse to the St. ﬁbuis Park incinerator. The study revealed that if
St. Louis Park charged Hopkins $3.80 a ton, St. Louis Park .could reduce its per-ton
cost of incineration overall to $4.32, and save $11,000 a year. (Hopkins chose, -
though, ta develop a new’landfill site within’its own commuﬁity ) .

: ' Despite a fairly high per-ton,cost for 1nc1nerat1on, St. Louis Park has
been able to maintaim.a reasonable overall cost to its citizens. Currently, for
example, a resident of St. Louis Park is guaranteed once-a-week pickup of up to

three 30-gallon cans of refuse. For this service he pays $18 a year, which -includes ~
collection and complete costs of incineration and disposal (it is a special assess-
ment imposed by the city). With this income the city pays the private collection
contractor a rate-of $10.68 a year for each residence and finances the ‘costs. of
incineration:including plant depreciation. The city has also been able to finance~
the repayment of the bonds from its refuse utility fund. - -

~ - - ~
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~ {  Previous Attempts with Incineration . - c o ot

-

Ashes from the St. Lou1s Park incinerator -are hauled\to\a low area mnear . .-
36th Street. ' The city has filled an area of 2% acres to a. depth of six feet in the
past four years with the ashes. : . : ; ‘
e - " - \/

: The St. Lowuis Park incinerator is well maintained by t1me1y inspection
and repair. The refractory firebrickfin both_furnaces and flues was, reCently com-
pletely,rebuilt andis in good operating cond1t10n., L L

\

-

— o

The plant utilizes the floor type charging method which\imposes definite .

‘limitations on refuse storage at the plant. 1If the city entered into agreeménts,
with other municipalities to dispose of their refuse, the plant operation could be™> .
expanded to a 16-hour shift, operation. In this case it would probably be*necessary

: to expand the plant - facilities to include-a storage pit with mechanical charging

» «equipment. In this way the refuse collected during 8 hours of daytimé collection
could be burned over a period of 16 hours of incinerator operation.. The -plant has
furnace capacity in excess of present usage, but “lacks storage and-charging\capacity
for efficient increased collection over present operations. Cos .

~ - 3 i

e ; - - ! i
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In 1963 a corporation made up of 1ndependent refuse haulers in the area
.built an incinerator at 91st and Central in Blaine /Village, Anoka County. The
incinerator was destroyed by tornado in 1965 ‘and has not been rebuilt. Reportédly -
the haulers were not getting a good return on their investment "when ' the_ incinerator_
was in operation. Also, it was.causing air pollution problems.\ There has been no
attempt~t0~rebuild it\ , J -

Two years ago a private businessman opened .an incinerator in -a building
just west of downtown Minneapolis. .The incinerator had a potential capacity of 300
tons a day but it was closed down because’ private haulers\found they could get by -
cheaper by-hauling their refuse to outlying dumps or landfills. The Minnéapolis s
Suburban Refuise Removal’ Association an' organization of private haulers, has been:
recently investigating the p0531b1lity of reopening the’ inc1nerator. o~ s

PN
III. Garbage Grlnding RN :o ’”»f* o N R
N - i ',;: N \/) /)\ ¢ AT
N Perhaps the most convenient, and sanitary, method ‘of diSpOSIng of garbage’
“for the housewife is the use of the automatic sink garbage grinder, which enabres
all 'food-wastes to be placed,directly into the sewer.
- e . ‘
e About 15 per cent of- the dwellings in the Twin Cities metropolltan area -
are equipped with garbage grinders. The incidencé of garbage grlnding probably is
much more prevalent in suburban areas than in the-central c1ties, particularlygsince
‘garbage grinders are automatically installed in all new homes of many hbusing deve-~
lopments. - . . . . . N .
. . B T J ) N : i
Garbage grinding does not significantly reduce the total amount. of refuse«
which needs to be removed from.each residence. Only about 10 per cent of the volume
of refuse produced today is garbage. Nevertheless, it is able to remove from a-
householder's trash.¢an the materials which otherwise would produce undesirable
odors and present health problems. 7 : ‘ . i
Garbage grinding affects sewage disposal bué the extent\of this effect ¢
‘iswnot clear. A consnltlng engineer for- the Minneapolrs-St. Paul Sanitary Distrlct

~ -
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told us that future construction plans for the district involve an’ assumption that
garbage grinding\will increase, and that the district should be able to take care
of -the. extra sewage flow because of garbage grinding.. - -

The Minneapolis sewer engineer informed us that some of the.sewers in’

Minneapolis, particularly ‘those which are .0ld and located in commercial areas,

" become overloaded from garbage grinding by restaurants and have to be cleaned oyt

on a regular basis. The main reason for this overloading is that the angle of the
sewer 1is not great enough to produce a rapid flow, so much of the material sinks to
the bottom. .. Thi§ problem does not exist to any significant extent in residential
areas, he sald, because in these areas the amount of water which is used to flush
down the garbage into the sink is sufficient to produce enough flow -to push the gar-
bage along. Further,. the amount of garbage generated at each residence s not. sig~
nificantly large to- pose sewer problems. : :

We are aware of one central mnnicipal garbage grinder in the Twin Cities

‘area, in South St.. Paul. Municipal employees collect garbage from approximately
1, 400>dwellings in South St. Paul and deliver it to the central garbage grinder,- .

. content already is abnormally high. - : i

The garbage is ground into the municipal sewage system but has no significant effect

!

N

~

S

on the sewage treatment problems because with the stockyards South St. Paul's sewage ﬁf

-

IV.\ Indoor,Home Incineration

Approximately 17 per cent of the dwellings in the Twin Cities area are
equipped withsprivate indoor incinerators which burn paper, garbage and other com-(\

bustibles at high temperatures. Many of .these are not equipped with after-burners

‘- which are necessary to produce smokeless, odorless vapors. Such incinerators do

!

not meet:present-day standards and, as far as we could determine, most new sales
today»of indoor incinerators are those equipped with after—burners. BN

A dwelling must be equipped with a fireplace—type chimney to be adequate
for incinerators 'with after—burners. » . -

-
s

\ ~N

. The most widespread use of indoor home incineration in the Twin Cities
area: is in West St. Paul, which has- Tequired such incinerators in all residential
units built since September 2% 1955.:

V{ Hog Feeding ’ S~ T h , J ) . N

-In 1953 the Minnesota State Legislature -passed -a law requiring that gar-

- bage be ‘cooked at a temperature of 212 degrees for 30 minutes before it could be

fed to livestock or poultry. Until that time hog feeding was a-very popular method
of\disposing of garbage in the Twin Cities area. According to a representative of -

the Livestock Sanitary Board, which is charged with licensing feeders of garbage to
livestock or poultry, there were between 130 and 150 licensees in Minmesota in 1953.

e

Today there are only 39, l4-of them in the seven-county Twin Cities area. Thesé are

hog farmers, with mainly large commercial customers in Minneapolis and St. Paul.

" The higher cost ‘'of cooking the garbage has contributed to the decline ‘in hog-feedlng

‘as a popular method of disposing of garbage. -The representative of the Livéstock
Sanitary Board predicts that hog feeding of garbage will gradually end.’

N N : R B R
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VI. Other Disposal Hethods
A A h -

Comgosting The previously\mentioned qethods ~of disposal of/refuse-—in

!
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?_"Of materialtfor composting. - ek .
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\ the.groupd (1andfill), in the air (incineration), and in the water (garbage grind—
ing)-—all assume that - Eefuse is pure waste without value, though 1andfi11 ‘does ‘have.
- the effect of land reclamation in some cases. . ~ e
Composting is -a method "of handling and processing the organic material inb,
yrefuse-~basically the,garbage~-and producing a soil conditioner, a usable product.

5

QEComposting usually involves also a utilization of the sludge. (solid remains) at.a '

sewage’ treatment lant since garbage by itself does not wmake up a very large amount

M l
: ~ .~ We_are not aware of any composting plants in the Twin Cities area today.

The sludge produced at the,Pig s Eye Treatment Plant for the Minneapolis—St. Paul
Sanitary District is incinerated. It appears clear that if the Twin Citles. area,

were to seriously consider composting it would-have to involve also the disposal of
\sludge from the‘Minneapolis—St. Paul Sanitary District. . I .
Composting would\be sufficient to handle the garbage poxtion of refuse,,
/plus the leaves, grass clippings and other organic materials. It would not, though,
solve the problem of. handling_the balance of the refuse which is about. 50—75 per

-
s

‘~ cent of the total. Othexr methods would have to be found to dispOSe of the 313333 _

-
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paper, plastics, cans and other materials. T : - .
Although past experience in ithe Upited States with composting has met with
limited success, and outright failure in some cases, research is. continuing. .The N
U. S. Public Health Service is _building an experimental plant at Johnson City, s
Tennessee. - Compost plants are in operation in'a few cities today, including Altoona,v
Pa., Largo,jFla., and wilmington, Ohio. N : ;
N Salvaging As was noted in. the earlier discussion on* dumping,and landfill,.
many private operators of dump sites in the Twin Cities area today have maJor salvagek
Operations, by which they remove material-primarily metals--for resale. R
o Salvaging has an advantage from the standpoint of conservation of our
resources in that material is not buried or burned but it is saved, sold and re-used
in some other form. s T - : o ﬁ/ﬁ
- ~ . / - -
There are several unanswered questions, though in connection with the ~ °
desirability or feasibility of salvage on a large scale. Does the value of the sal- -
_vage sufficiently offset the process of separating the various types of refuse’ /
~ What are the potentfal uses of the various wastes? Much of the evidence we have

h received would appear to indicate,that the-value of ‘the salvaged material does not

justify the expense of separatiang out ‘the variouS\types of refuse. oy S

o NG -

o - BACKGROUND——FEDERAL LEGISLAIION 2o O \H )
\In l965\€ongress approved the Solid Waste Disposal Act providipg federal
funds “to public or private agencies and institutions and to individuals for re~
search training projects, surveys and demonstrations (including construction of .
facilities) "and to - provide for the conduct of research, training, surveys and
demonstrations by contract with public or private agencies and institutions and
withiindividuals...f i , . N - :

K _ T \ .
The act-is administered by the Secretary of Health Education and Welfare. .
Congress authorized to be apprOpriated 97 million for the fiscal year, ending June

\ ~ ot ~ s
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30, 1966; $14 million in the fiScal year ending June 30 1967' $19.2 million for -
- the fiscal year ending June 30, 1968 and $20 million for the\fiscal year ending
June 30, 1969 - . : ; P N

o~ : —~

v, N ~

\\ 1Y NG
- S Rules and regulations “of. the Departmeﬁt of: Health Education and Welfare
provide that all federal grants under this act, 1nc1uding those for research cannot
exceeditwo-thirds of the cost. SN - ,
\ - ~
As far as we could determine only one application has been made . in Mione- -
sota under ‘this Act and that application was rejected. The application was made by~
the city of St. Paul earlier this year for $20,000 for a study of refuse collection -
-and disposal in St. Paul.and its- immediate area. The proposed study did not cover -
~ the entire metropolitan area. We were informed that the proposal was rejected by
.\ the federal government at least in part because the study did not propose to cover
the entire’metropolitan area. - )
Regarding demonstratioa pro;ects under-the’Act the rules and regulations
_of the Department of Health;" Education and Welfare provide that grants will not be
made for demonstration of new and improved methods of* diSposal ‘unless open dumping
R and open burning at existing disposal sites are prohibited or a schedule has been )}
established for elimination of open dumping:and open burning within the jurisdictign
in which an applicant proposed to conduct a demonstration.
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. .+ - "BACKGROUND--METRO'POLL - . =y
{’ Y o “In October 1966 ‘the Hetro-Poll of the Minneapolis Star. published results ‘ )
A _of /a, random survey of 600 adults in Hennepin, Ramsey, Anoka, Dakota aad Washington -
" Counties( on various aspects of refuse collection and disposal. Following are some
/ of the findings: /. . . : | , T
Question No. l' As a general principle would you say- it is better ito "
have city governments provide\ for collection of garbage and rubbish or to let pri-
i vate firms provide collection service'? . o
B . S N . 7{ . -~ I s \ .
. P - S City . . Private Other Answer
-\ ) . ’ ; - / -‘ ) ) N \ . . (\_» L / g | .
. Himxeapolis T 19% R 13z . - 8%
AN Ot:her Hennepin County . 7 {412 (. - sox . - 9 L
‘\ , ;N _ A L : o _:L .
L Sj; Paul e _ ~ . 59% . . 28% v coo 13%
,_1 3 L __ther ‘Ramsey County, Plue/ .- 32% oo - 0% - 287
R Anoka, Dakota, and Washington s, 7 A S S o T
) ‘Counties ‘ o o - 7 - -
i . ~ - R L N . . \'/ - ! . ’
. 'jfmta1 L ST 7/ SN § b SR C12% -
e ' Questioh No./ 2: Are-people around here who have garbage and rubbish N
p __;collection service generally \satisfied or not satisfied with their service’ ’ -
\g\ - 3 . - r'\ /:« - :
b ! N - Not . , —_
. A / _ Satigsfied - Satisfied . Other Answer \,
( I . * : ‘ a
P Minneapolis . . 68% - 14% : - 18
N ¢ . N o2 : . ‘
~ __, / Other Hennepin County - ™ ., 81% - 6% - ) 9%
- ' s:.- Paul DR > S S SR T S
; Other Ramsey County, plus 782 - 6% - y 16% ,
e - Anoka, Dakota and Washington e - NG ‘
, . Counties . N v o, B S,
¥y Ik . o h ’ ’ i - ) )
o Tetat o o "I - 82 \. LN
: Main reasons for \dissatisfaction were that the service was too infrequent
irregular, undependable and that everything wagn't collected.
g Question N°~ 3“ Do_you think people should ‘or should not be alloved. to j
N burn trash in their backyards? - ~ ) . ‘ -
- ( f.:.%;, s o .. Should = Shogld not _'Other Answer.
S Minneapons T 7' S 272 T T
.gr Other Hennepin County ' . » 672 A -7 262 | %
—_— . —-_— , _ . { f\;‘ - R \ A. ) ’\ / . ~
L / N : ~ ) B}
\‘ - ' — ~ - - \
) \ N ) SR - _ ]
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Question No. 3 (con't) ~ o~ o -
- i = -Should Should ndt Other Answer
N B b . -~ ‘ e : AN ) .
St. Prul S~ 69% 20% oA 11%
\ . i N N ) =~ ) . ;\ . ;\.
Other Ramsey County, plus 1z ~ 192 ~ oy 102
Anoka, Dakota and Washington' - coe -,
Counties - ~ - , o ;
Total y 69 243 e
T~ : . N ~ - T ’ ’ - -
Question No. 4: Do,you have an eleetric garbage disposer in your ‘kitchen? ,
- " Yes ) No T Other Answer L
~ - N\ . . .
Total X 15% - A T
Question No. 5: Do you have an indoor; incinerator for burning garbage
and rubbish? ' h , : ~
g Yes - No Oth'e)‘,f Answqf
‘Minneapolis g 12% » 867 - . 1%
. Other Hennepin County B 5. - . 94% } L 1% -
" St. Paul — ’ 4% - - - 58% = > S
~ Other Msey County, plus , < 16% . - 83% SRS 1% - ~
Anoka, Dakota and WashingtOn T : o -~
Counties ’ T s /
- . - Ly i
Total - . 17% 82% o
7 — N
3y o / ANy - ~ . -
Vs i - o ) , KN .
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