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Introduction 

In March of 2015, Mayor Samuel Sutter formed a Solid Waste Task Force (SWTF) comprised of 

city leaders, citizens, and solid waste professionals to assess the city’s current municipal waste 

program and to develop recommendations for future long-term programs.   

 

Mission Statement  

The mission statement of the Solid Waste Task Force is to research, develop recommendations, 

and report cost effective, efficient, and environmentally responsible alternatives that works for 

the residents of the City of Fall River. 

 

I. Landfill History  

The Fall River landfill is located at 1080 Airport Road.  It is a 200 acre parcel with approximately 
126 acres of waste area.  In November 2014, the landfill ceased accepting waste.   
 
The following is a timeline of major events in the history of the landfill: 

 In 1939, the City of Fall River opened a municipal dump.  

 In 1964, the dump was one of many parcels of land transferred from the City to the 
Greater Fall River Development Corporation.   

 In 1966, the City leased property located off of Airport Road from the Greater Fall River 
Development Corporation for operation of a solid waste landfill. 

 In the summer of 1977, the State of Massachusetts attempted to close the dump site 
because of environmental concerns.  The City spent $150,000 to rectify the 
environmental issues raised.   

 In June 1981, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) notified the City that the 
landfill was a “Hazardous Waste Site” and that the contamination took place between 
1939 and 1972.   

 The City operated the landfill until June 1981. 

 In July 1981, Alan Jarabeck’s company, Fall River Landfill, Inc., a private entity, 
purchased the Landfill from the City of Fall River. 

 Fall River Landfill, Inc. owned and operated the landfill between 1981 and December of 
1986. 

 In December 1986, Browning-Ferris Industries (BFI) purchased the landfill.   

 In April 1990, BFI began a commercial recycling program for cardboard.     

 In August 1995, the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) 
granted a permit to BFI to expand the landfill pending closing of the municipal airport.  
Mayor John Mitchell approved closure of airport to allow for the landfill expansion.   

 In February 1996, the airport closed for landfill expansion.  

 In 1999, Allied Waste purchased BFI.   

 In April 2004, BFI shut down the landfill after reaching capacity.   
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 In August 2004, City wins $13 million lawsuit after BFI was found not to have paid City 
proper host fees.   

 In August 2005, Court ruled in favor of BFI’s 33 acre expansion permit after City 
attempted to block DEP approval.   

 In July 2008, Allied Waste and Republic Services merged. 

 In May 2009, the City announced landfill was closed to outside communities because of 
capacity concerns.   

 In June 2009, DEP approved a 13-acre expansion.   

 In November 2010, DEP approved a 17-acre expansion.   

 In April 2012, a 2-acre expansion was sought.   

 In November 2014, the landfill closed.   
 

 

II. Contracts Impacting Solid Municipal Waste  

In order to objectively assess the City of Fall River’s municipal waste program and to develop 

recommendations for future long-term programs it was necessary that the Solid Waste Task 

Force (SWTF) ascertain and review several pre-existing contractual arrangements impacting 

solid waste collection and removal between the City of Fall River (City) and third parties in 

contract with the City for such services. During the review process the SWTF identified and 

reviewed four (4) contracts between the City and a third party. The four (4) agreements 

identified and reviewed were the “Recycling Services Agreement” between the City and Casella 

Recycling, L.L.C., the “Service Agreement for Municipal Solid Waste” between the City and 

Republic Services, the “Landfill Capping Agreement” between City and Browning-Ferris 

Industries (a company acquired by Republic Services in 2008) and the “WasteZero Supplies and 

Services Agreement” between the City and WasteZero.  

The first issue addressed by the SWTF in their review was whether the four (4) contracts that 

had been identified were valid agreements that are enforceable against the parties identified 

within them. Based upon information provided to the SWTF the agreements appear to be valid 

contracts that can be legally enforceable upon the parties named within each agreement. No 

evidence was presented that contradicted this conclusion. The contracts were thereby treated 

by the SWTF as valid and enforceable.  

With the issues of validity and enforceability satisfactorily addressed, the SWTF shifted to 

reviewing provisions within each of the four (4) agreements that impact or may impact the 

City’s current municipal waste program and any future program occurring within the defined 

time period of each contract.  Consequently, there are identified within each of the four (4) 

agreements a number of provisions and conditions along with measures of compliance that are 

stated hereafter in order to understand what solid waste options may be available to the City. 
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A) Recycling Services Agreement 

The first contract reviewed by the SWTF was the “Recycling Services Agreement” between the 

City and Casella Recycling, L.L.C. The purpose of the agreement is for the City to contract with 

Casella Recycling, L.L.C. (the “Processor”) to receive, process and market all curbside collected 

single stream curbside mix within Fall River (the “Generator”). There are several noteworthy 

provisions within this agreement that are relevant to the City’s current municipal waste 

program that also may impact future decision making. 

The explicit naming of what facility can be used by the Processor was identified by the SWTF as 

a significantly noteworthy provision within the agreement. Lack of flexibility offered by the 

Generator to a potential processor vendor in what facility can be used for initial processing can 

also be a limiting factor in soliciting bids for future processor vendors. The facility within the 

City identified as the transfer station to be utilized as defined within Section one (1) of the 

agreement is the “Fall River Landfill/Transfer Station that is operated by Republic Services, Inc., 

at 1080 Airport Road (“Facility”).” It is explicitly stated within the agreement that the Processor 

and the Generator must utilize the named facility. This provision potentially bars the City, or a 

vendor that contracts with the City, from utilizing another transfer station other than the 

Facility.  

The agreement between the City and Casella Recycling, L.L.C. was dated on November 1, 2014. 

The term is for two (2) years. The contract terminates on October 31, 2016. It is also stated 

explicitly within Section four (4) of the agreement that upon completion of the initial term the 

time period shall automatically extend for “additional consecutive one (1) year terms unless 

either party, no less than thirty (30) days prior to the end of the then-existing term, provides 

notice to the other party of its intent to not extend for an additional term.” Notices must be in 

writing and mailed within a format stated within Section seven (7) of the contract.   

B) Service Agreement for Municipal Solid Waste 

The second contract reviewed by the SWTF was the “Service Agreement for Municipal Solid 

Waste” between the City and Republic Services. The purpose of the agreement is for the City to 

contract with a third party, identified as “Republic Services,” to provide the City with a transfer 

station for the removal of solid municipal waste. There are several noteworthy provisions 

within the Service Agreement for Municipal Solid Waste that are relevant to the City’s current 

municipal waste program. Several sections of the agreement also impact future decision 

making. 

The first issue worth examining is how this agreement impacts past agreements between the 

City and Republic Services. In particular, Republic Services used to pay a host fee to the City in 

return for management of the Fall River Landfill. It is explicitly stated within Section one (1) of 

the agreement that all past agreements between the City and Republic Services are terminated 

and no longer enforceable. It is further expressly stated in paragraph three (3) of Section one 

(1) that the obligation of Republic Services, or any of its affiliates, to pay any host fees to the 
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City shall cease upon closure of the Fall River Landfill and that all materials delivered thereafter 

are now being deposited at the transfer station within the Fall River Landfill located at 1080 

Airport Road and not subject to any host fees. Consequently all past agreements between the 

City and Republic Services for municipal waste removal are terminated and such host fees that 

had previously been utilized by the City for municipal revenue are no longer in effect.  

Section two (2) of the agreement is significant as it pertains to “Delivery of Acceptable Waste” 

at the landfill/transfer station. Section two (2) states that the City “shall deliver all Acceptable 

Waste” to the landfill/transfer station that is generated within the area served by Republic 

Services whether collected by the City or the City’s subcontractor(s). The use of the words “shall 

deliver all” within the agreement was particularly noteworthy to the SWTF. This is mandatory 

language that provides exclusivity to Republic Services by the City and its subcontractors. To 

discern future options for the City an issue to resolve concerns the duration that Republic 

Services holds exclusive rights over the City to use the Fall River Landfill/Transfer Station. 

Section four (4) of the agreement provides further understanding. Another agreement 

impacting resolution to these concerns is the Landfill Capping Agreement. (See Section ten (10), 

Landfill Capping Agreement). 

Section four (4) defines the duration of the agreement. Unless there is a default by either party, 

as defined within Section seven (7), the term of the Service Agreement for Municipal Solid 

Waste is for five (5) years beginning on October 14, 2014. The initial term of five (5) years can 

be extended for an additional two (2) years upon mutual agreement between the City and 

Republic Services. An extension is not automatic.  

In summation, the Service Agreement for Municipal Solid Waste is material to the work of the 

SWTF because the agreement provides Republic Services with exclusivity as the only 

landfill/transfer station used by the City during the duration of the agreement. The agreement 

is for five years beginning on October 14, 2014. The material provisions within this agreement 

are significant to the SWTF because they potentially impact other agreements for solid waste 

management and future negotiations by the City with potential and existing vendors such as 

Casella Recycling, L.L.C. (See Recycling Services Agreement).  

 C) Landfill Capping Agreement 

In addition to the Service Agreement for Municipal Solid Waste between the City and Republic 

Services, the City entered into an agreement with Browning-Ferris Industries (BFI), which is a 

company sold to Allied Waste in 1999, and acquired by Republic Services in 2008. The purpose 

of the Landfill Capping Agreement is to outline the responsibilities between the City and BFI in 

relation to the management of a Corrective Action Plan at the Landfill and in adjacent areas as 

required by the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP). In 2014, 

prior to the closing of the Landfill, solid waste had been discovered buried on approximately 

seven (7) acres outside the permitted Landfill property. Although the subject property was 

outside of the Landfill and had not been owned by BFI, BFI and the City agreed to fully 
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cooperate in fulfillment of the MassDEP approved Corrective Action Plan. Cooperation within 

the agreement included assigning BFI to cap the discovered subject area containing the buried 

solid waste.  

In return for BFI’s execution of the Corrective Action Plan, along with cleanup of the area 

outside of the Landfill, the City provides certain assurances material to the duration of the 

Service Agreement for Municipal Solid Waste between the City and Republic Services. Most 

notably is the conditional language within Section ten (10) of the agreement that allows for the 

City to extend the duration of the Service Agreement for Municipal Solid Waste between the 

City and Republic Services.  

Section ten (10) of the Landfill Capping Agreement contends that BFI will make reasonable best 

efforts to secure sufficient revenues consistent with the Action Plan to cover the costs 

associated with the capping of the subject area at no cost to the City. On condition that said 

revenues do not meet the reasonable expenses incurred by BFI then the City shall be 

responsible for payment of eighty-five percent (85%) of any shortfall. BFI would be responsible 

for payment of fifteen percent (15%) of any shortfall. In such a triggering event, BFI shall notify 

the City of the shortfall in revenues and amortize the City’s share of the shortfall over the 

remaining term of the Service Agreement for Municipal Solid Waste, as the term of the 

agreement may be adjusted from time to time. There are other conditions within Section ten 

(10) such as the City paying interest to BFI on the balance.  

The consequence of Section ten (10), within the Landfill Capping Agreement is material. The 

Service Agreement for Municipal Solid Waste between the City and Republic Services is for five 

(5) years beginning on October 14, 2014. A triggering event as described with Section ten (10) 

can extend Republic Service’s exclusive rights over the City to use the Fall River Landfill/Transfer 

Station. Such unknowns, while immediately beneficial to the City, complicate the planning of 

long term solid waste programs for the City.  

D) WasteZero Supplies and Services Agreement 

The “WasteZero Supplies and Services Agreement” between the City and WasteZero was the 

fourth contract reviewed by the SWTF. The understood purpose of the agreement is for the City 

to contract with a third party, identified as “WasteZero,” to adopt, develop and implement a 

solid waste metering program for the City. The solid waste metering program is referred to 

locally as the “Pay as You Throw” program, or “PAYT”.   

The WasteZero Supplies and Services Agreement along with several important exhibits is 

approximately a twenty page document. The entire agreement was reviewed by the SWFT, but 

many of the provisions and conditions stated within the agreement are irrelevant to the work 

of the SWTF. Consequently, only the most applicable provisions will be reported on hereafter.  

During the term of the agreement, WasteZero is contractually obligated to manufacture and 

supply official municipal solid waste bags for use by City residents and small businesses in order 



  

6 
 

to dispose of their solid waste. Section one (1) defines the initial and subsequent duration(s) of 

the WasteZero Supplies and Services Agreement. It is explicitly stated that the agreement is 

binding on all parties named within for a period of five (5) years from the effective date, which 

is July 14, 2014. Upon the expiration of the initial term of five (5) years, at the sole discretion of 

the City, the term will renew for an additional five (5) one (1) year terms.  

Section five (5) of the agreement names WasteZero as the exclusive provider of official bags 

made available in the City for purchase by residents for the PAYT program. Section five (5) is 

explicit that the City cannot purchase or sell any other bags used for containing solid waste 

other than those provided by WasteZero. Section five (5) also explicitly states that the City 

cannot directly, or indirectly, partner with any other company other than WasteZero to 

purchase or sell waste or recycling bags other than the official City bags. Breach of contract and 

the potential consequences of a breach are covered within Section fourteen (14).  

Section seven (7) of the agreement addresses PAYT bag distribution. The official PAYT bags 

provided by WasteZero to the City are supplied to designated retailors on behalf of the City. 

Section seven (7) explains that the official bags are made available to City residents for 

purchase at retail locations throughout the service area that have be classified by the City as 

designated retailors.  

PAYT Bag revenues are discussed in Section eight (8). Revenues derived from the sale of the 

official waste disposal bags are received by WasteZero. After initial expenses and other ongoing 

costs have been deducted the net revenues are deposited into a specially established deposit 

account and ultimately transferred over to the City by WasteZero. Within thirty (30) days of 

each calendar month WasteZero is to provide the City with the revenues for the preceding 

calendar month.  

In August of 2015, the City and the City Council passed a revision to the Fall River, MA Revised 

Ordinances that make the PAYT program more enforceable upon City residents. This action, 

fulfils a City contractual obligation to WasteZero that is stated unambiguously with mandatory 

language in Section thirteen (13), paragraph (a) of the agreement. The provision in effect states 

that the City will take any and all action necessary to make the PAYT program enforceable. By 

enactment of the long-delayed enforcement language within the Fall River, Mass. Revised 

Ordinances for the PAYT program, the City has arguably met the contractual obligations within 

this provision, thereby avoiding a Breach of Contract.   

The potential of an early termination from the WasteZero Supplies and Services agreement by 

the City was an issue that the SWTF wanted to investigate thoroughly. Terms for a premature 

withdrawal by the City is outlined within Section fourteen (14) of the agreement, which is 

entitled, “Breach; Termination.” Breach of contract and termination by convenience along with 

the remedies to WasteZero for a breach or termination by the City are addressed within Section 

fourteen (14), paragraph (d) of the agreement.  
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Section fourteen (14) states that if either party is in breach and fails to adequately cure the 

breach within the time frame offered, then the other party may terminate the agreement. 

There may also be a termination by the City for convenience. Under the termination for 

convenience provision as outlined within Section fourteen (14), paragraph (c), the City may 

terminate the agreement at any time upon ninety (90) days written notice if the City eliminates 

its Pay as You Throw program. The exclusivity clause highlighted earlier clearly indicates that 

the City may not eliminate the Pay as You Throw program with WasteZero to implement 

another similar solid waste management program without opening itself to a breach of contract 

action.  

Upon acceptance by WasteZero of a termination by the City of the PAYT program, the Section 

fourteen (14), paragraph (d) “Effect of Termination” clause springs into effect. Section fourteen 

(14), paragraph (d) states as a minimum that upon termination or expiration of this agreement 

for any reason (i) WasteZero will ship to the Municipality all Trash Metering Bags remaining in 

inventory, and Municipality will purchase from WasteZero all Trash Metering Bags in inventory 

on the effective date of termination at the then current WasteZero supplies and services fee, 

and (ii) WasteZero will have no further liability or obligation under the agreement, including 

without limitation, for servicing any warranty claims, and (iv) WasteZero will have no continuing 

responsibility for the services to the City.  

E) Conclusions 

All four (4) of the contracts reviewed by the SWTF are currently in effect. It is the understanding 

of the SWFT that all four (4) contracts in some manner materially impact existing and future 

solid waste collection and removal within the City. Unknowns such as potential extensions to 

the Service Agreement for Municipal Solid Waste further complicate the planning process (See 

Appendix for “Recycling Services Agreement” between the City and Casella Recycling, L.L.C., the 

“Service Agreement for Municipal Solid Waste” between the City and Republic Services, 

“Landfill Capping Agreement” between the City and BFI, and the “WasteZero Supplies and 

Services Agreement” between the City and WasteZero). 

 

III. Public Hearings 

The Task Force held two (2) public hearings to solicit suggestions and comments from the 

general public.  The Mayor’s Office posted notice of these meetings to encourage public 

attendance and participation.  These public hearings were held on May 27, 2015 and June 10, 

2015 in the Atrium of Government Center.  During these hearings, members of the public 

recommended a variety of solutions, including privatization, the creation of a transfer station, 

composting, and a Waste to Energy program.  Some residents expressed dissatisfaction with 

the Pay as You Throw program.  See Appendix C. 
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IV. Comparative Municipal Tax Revenues 

 

The SWTF reviewed key metrics in conjunction with reviewing the contracts. The key metrics 

included on the following charts/graph are: 

 

A) Gateway Cites Survey 

B) Demographic Data 

C) Approved Budget to Allocated State/Federal Aid 

 

Upon review of Chart C, it is worth noting that in 2002 the City’s budget was subsidized by 

almost 61%. The SWTF found that significant because by 2015 that total amount was reduced 

to approximately 48%, which represented a 13% drop. The trend demonstrates that the City 

since 2002 has been taking on a greater share of its own expenses. 

  

The SWTF additionally notes that Chart C demonstrates the State 9C cuts from 2009 to 2010 

where year over year aid was reduced by $10.9 million a decrease of (8.5%). 
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CHART A.  GATEWAY CITIES SURVEY 

                

Attleboro Barnstable Brockton Chelsea Chicopee Everette Fall River Fitchburg Haverhill Holyoke Lawrence Lemonster Lowell Lynn Malden Methuen New Bedford Peabody Pittsfield Quincy Revere Salem Springfield Taunton Wesfield Worcester

population 43.5K 50/145 96K 35K 55K 43K 88K 40K 62K 40K 80K 65K 106K 90K 60K 48K 93K 44K 92K 55K 43K 150K 56K 41K 182K

# of households 14k drop off 25K 5K 19K 34K 13.5K 22.5K 10K 18K 25K 27K 19K 19tra/15rec 34K 16K 33K 15.4K 68K 13K 52K

max # of units 8 n/a 5 8 6 8 8 4 6 4 4 6 6 4 6 4 3 8 6 3 4 5 6

PAYT mod n mod mod n n y n n n mod mod mod mod mod n n n n n mod mod Y n Y

bag price (largest 32-35gal) $2 n/a $1 $1.50 - - $2 - - - $2 $3 $1.50 $3 $2 - - - - - $2.50 $2 stick $2 - $1.50

fine? 25-50-75 - 100-300 50-300 - - 100-300 - - - 300 - - - - - 50-300 -

who is fined for noncompliance prop owner - po po - - tenant tenant - - ten-po ten ten/po

enforcement? boh - DCM dpw comm

Rec cost/ton $20 0 0 0 $35 0 $17 -15.8 0 0 $30 0 0 0 0 0

SW cost/ton $75 $78 $0 $37 $64 $40 $59 $75 $62 $66 $74 $64 $74 $64 $66 $69 $72 $73 $58

private curbside collection - Recy y n n y n y n y y n y y y y y y y y y y y n y y n

Single Stream Recy y y n pilot y y y y-man y n y biwkly n y y y y y y y y/n y y

separate carboard y y Y N bus y n n y y n n n n y n n y n

municipal curbside collection n n n n y n y n n y n n n n n n n n y y y

additional cart fee (rec) $75 n/a n/a n/a n/a 0 0 $60 1x n/a n n $46/yr - - n - - -

yard waste collection (curbside) 2x/yr n y y y y y y 1x/yr y y y y n y 6x/yr y 3x/yr fall fall

 yard waste drop off *apr-nov y y y n y y y y y y y y y y y y y y y

mattress fee 1/wk $17/ea 1/wk $20/ea 2 per yr $15 ea $20 $10 ea 1/wk 0 0 $15 $15 0 $20 $25 $10 $7

bulky items fee 1/wk $5/ea 1/wk $20/ea 0 $15/ea 3/$12 $10 ea $15 1/wk private $20 1/wk 1/wk n 1/wk $15 $3-15 1/wk $8 1/wk

electronics fee inc $5/ea inc. drop off $15/ea $10-20 $5-25

recycling regulator boh boh boh boh boh boh boh boh

sw regulator boh boh boh boh boh boh boh boh

rubbish hauler lic. fee $100/yr $100/yr

businesses priv priv priv some priv some priv priv priv n some payt n carboard only n some n n

trash fee $184/yr $210/yr $280/unit $258/unit n $120/unit n n n 130/ad crt n $125/yr n n n n drop off n $15/unit 90/crt/yr n

TVs 2/yr $5-$30

landfill y n y n covanta n n y covanta covanta y n

add'l cart fee (trash) 150/yr n $100/yr n $60 1x 265/yr $132/yr n/a y $90/yr

annnual fee to use drop off facility $35+20 $10/$40 $10/yr

hauler WM ABC Repub Russell City Capitol City WM Capitol City Harvey Shaw WM WM JRM Harvey ABC JRM Repub Sunrise NSCart City Repub Repub

Attleboro Barnstable Brockton Chelsea Chicopee Everette Fall River Fitchburg Haverhill Holyoke Lawrence Lemonster Lowell Lynn Malden Methuen New Bedford Peabody Pittsfield Quincy Revere Salem Springfield Taunton Wesfield Worcester

What is a Gateway City?
Under M.G.L. c. 23A section 3A, a Gateway City is defined as a municipality with:

Population greater than 35,000 and less than 250,000

Median household income below the state average

Rate of educational attainment of a bachelor’s degree or above that is below the state average.

SOLID WASTE TASK FORCE GATEWAY CITIES SURVEY
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CHART B.  DEMOGRAPHIC AND BUDGET INFORMATION 

                                 

City 

 

Population 

(2013) 

 

Public 

Road Miles 

Median 

Household 

Income 

(2009-2013) 

 

Households 

(2009-2013) 

 

Average Tax 

Bill 

(2015) 

 

Operating Budget 

(fiscal 2015) 

1 Fall River * 88,697  

(10) 

273.45 $33,211 38,258 $2,705 $277,734,409 

2 Attleboro * 43,866  

(30) 

201.00 $67,039 16,402 $3,732 $140,192,910 

3 Barnstable *  44,641  

(27) 

447.08 $60,135 19,729 NA $181,381,971 

4 Brockton * 94,089              

(7) 

286.87 $49,025 32,856 $3,328 $391,317,450 

5 Cambridge 107,289  

(5)  

141.14 $72,529 44,345 NA $609,905,994 

6 Chelsea * 37,670  

(42) 

48.66 $47,291 11,550 NA $160,171,673 

7 Chicopee * 55,717  

(22) 

258.78 $46,708 23,003 $2,975 $185,935,202 

8 Everett *  42,935  

(31) 

63.37 $49,368 15,298 NA $191,901,466 

9 Fitchburg * 40,383  

(37) 

201.51 $49,363 14,931 $3,222 $132,378,501 

10 Haverhill *  62,088  

(16) 

260.4 $60,429 23,716 $4,114 $183,258,867 

11 Holyoke * 40,249  

(38) 

174.29 $31,628 15,846 $3,415 $153,830,625 

12 Lawrence *  77,657  

(13) 

136.39 $32,851 26,455 $2,688 $288,873,774 

13 Leominster * 41,002  

(35) 

176.73 $58,846 16,607 $4,161 $137,345,212 

14  Lowell * 108,861  

(4) 

240.24 $49,452 39,258 $3,480 $364,130,698 
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                                          CHART B. DEMOGRAPHIC AND BUDGET INFORMATION (cont.) 

                                 

City 

 

Population 

(2013) 

 

Public Road 

Miles 

Median 

Household 

Income 

(2009-2013) 

 

Households 

(2009-2013) 

 

Average Tax Bill 

(2015) 

 

Operating Budget 

(fiscal 2015) 

15 Lynn * 91,589            

(9) 

170.59 $44,849 33,122 $3,929 $307,359,010 

16 Malden *  60,509            

(17) 

108.73 $53,798 22,952 NA $184,517,504 

17 Methuen * 48,514  

(26) 

214.63 $67,556 17,669 $3,955 $150,646,083 

18 New Bedford * 95,078 

(6) 

282.56 $35,999 39,068 $2,918 $320,783,883 

19 Newton 87,971 

(11) 

308.52 $119,148 31,295 $10,091 $424,280,772 

20 Peabody *  52,044  

(25) 

175.38 $64,351 21,305 $3,960 $161,295,617 

21 Pittsfield * 44,057       

(28) 

226.83 $42,114 19,724 $3,180 $148,383,123 

22 Quincy * 93,494 

(8) 

222.75 $61,328 39,778 $4,981 $335,723,672 

23 Revere *  53,756  

(24) 

109.2 $51,683 19,763 $3,923 $173,447,597 

24 Salem *  42,544  

(32) 

98.76 $55,780 18,363 $4,995 $142,881,815 

25 Seekonk  14,366 

(135) 

113.72 $70,966 NA $3,920 $49,710,205 

26 Somerville 78,804 

(12) 

106.14 $67,118 31,524 NA $252,185,393 

27 Springfield *  153,703  

(3) 

496.81 $34,311 55,894 $2,587 $594,191,110 

28 Taunton * 56,069 

(21) 

262.84 $51,637 21,657 $3,441 $205,014,362 
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                                         CHART B.  DEMOGRAPHIC AND BUDGET INFORMATION (cont.) 

                                 

City 

 

Population 

(2013) 

 

Public Road 

Miles 

Median 

Household 

Income 

(2009-2013) 

 

Households 

(2009-2013) 

 

Average Tax Bill 

(2015) 

 

Operating Budget 

(fiscal 2015) 

29 Westfield *  41,301  

(34) 

247.90 $59,581 15,028 $4,165 $147,014,384 

30 Worcester *  182,544  

(2) 

523.37 $45,932 68,850 $3,756 $655,395,737 

Sources: Massachusetts Municipal Directory and U.S. Census Bureau (http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/25/2502690.html) 

 

There are 351 communities in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.  Currently Fall River is the 10
th

 largest city in the Commonwealth.   A 

“*” denotes a Gateway City.  There are 26 Gateway cities in Massachusetts.  Under M.G.L. c. 23A section 3A, a Gateway City is defined as a 

municipality with: 

 Population greater than 35,000 and less than 250,000 

 Median household income below the state average (currently $66,866) United States average: $64,719 

 Rate of educational attainment of a bachelor’s degree or above that is below the state average. 
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CHART & GRAPH C.  APPROVED BUDGET TO ALLOCATED STATE AID 
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V. Comparative Analysis of Gateway Cities 

 

The SWTF used demographic data from Chart B to determine which cities would be best to 

compare Fall River to when reviewing Chart A, Gateway Cites Survey. The SWTF found that 

based on population, households, and miles of roads the following cities offered the closest 

comparison to review their solid waste solutions. 

 

 Lawrence 

 Lynn 

 Quincy 

 Brockton 

 New Bedford 

 

Of these cities only New Bedford and Quincy do not have a metering program or “PAYT”.  Of 

the other communities that do have PAYT, Fall River is in line with a $2 bag fee. Worth noting 

Lynn charges $3 and has and additional cart fee of $132 per year for waste and $46 per year for 

recycling. Of the comparable cities, Fall River is the only city that still has public employees 

provide curb side pickup. It is worth noting that Springfield, the third largest City in the 

Commonwealth with nearly 500 miles of municipal roadways also still provides curbside pickup 

via municipal employees and the community was placed in receivership within the last (10) ten 

years and kept its municipally serviced curbside pickup. 

 

VI. Route Optimization 

While discussing the City’s current waste collection practices, members recognized an 

opportunity for short term improvements and cost savings.  Members discussed the potential 

for increased productivity and efficiencies through route optimization.  As a result, Task Force 

members and employees of the Department of Community Maintenance, Sanitation Division 

(DCM) are in the process of assessing current route practices.  This assessment will focus on 

safety, equipment usage, staffing, technology, and best industry practices.  The Task Force 

believes this assessment will lead to potential cost savings for the City.   

 

VII. Recommendations  

Since April of 2015, the Solid Waste Task Force has met on numerous occasions to discuss and 

research options.  During one meeting, the task force met with a representative from Mass 

Coastal Rail.  After reviewing the impacts of provisions within several of the contractual 

agreements between the City and third parties, it was recognized by the Solid Waste Task Force 

that disposal of Fall River’s municipal solid waste by rail was not a viable option in the 

immediate future. 
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The task force offers the following options: 

 

A) City Run Model Current Practice: 

 

The Department of Community Maintenance Sanitation Division (DCM) provides all collection 

services to most residents and numerous commercial customers of the City.  Within last five 

years the department completely reorganized operations. The reorganization was in part due to 

financial constraints while many were implemented due to safety concerns. Below is a 

summary of the current services provided to city residents by the DCM Sanitation Department: 

 

• Collection of curbside municipal solid waste (MSW) 

• Collection of curbside single stream recycling 

• Collection of curbside yard waste 

• Collection of curbside bulky Items (fee generated) 

• Monthly collection of waste oil/anti-freeze and paints 

• Daily collection of e-waste (fee generated) 

• Daily collection of textile waste 

• Daily collection of tires (fee generated) 

• Daily collection of construction & demolition (C & D) waste (fee generated) 

• Yearly collection of hazardous waste 

• Daily collection of hard cover books 

• Daily collection of bulky plastics 

• Daily collection of mattresses & box springs (waste fee generated) 

 

The division consists of approximately thirty-two (32) full time employees serving in a variety of 

capacities. They are as follows: 2 (two) non-union supervisors, one (1)  union supervisor, one (1) 

union working foreman, two (2) clerks, two (2)  accounts payable/receivable clerks, thirteen 

(13)  drivers and eleven (11) laborers. 

 

The curbside collection process is accomplished by three (3) methods or type of collection 

vehicles:  

 

a) Automated side loaders  

b) Semi-automated side loaders  

c) Rear load packers  

 

Automated (a) and semi-automated (b) refuse collection technologies are based on the 

curbside collection of standardized, wheel-type refuse containers (carts). The City has 

purchased a fleet of new collection vehicles and a complete city-wide cart system which has 

greatly increased the efficiency and overall cleanliness of the City.  
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a) Automated side loaders  

 

The automated side loader pick up method allows residents to place the standardized cart with 

MSW at curbside. The specially designed vehicle pulls up to the cart while a joystick operated 

arm reaches out and grabs the cart, lifting it into the open hatch of the vehicle and dumping the 

contents of the container into the vehicle’s hopper. This method is the fastest and most 

efficient way of cart collection. The technique requires the streets in these particular routes to 

be rural type in nature with no cars or other obstructions present. Industry standards dictate 

that an automated collection vehicle should be able to collect approximately 950 households 

per day.  

 

b) Semi-automated side loader 

 

In a semi-automated pick-up the carts are rolled to the side of the vehicle, clipped onto a 

square hopper, raised to the open hatch and dumped into the vehicle’s main hopper.  

 

Both the semi-automated and the automated vehicles reduce the risk of employee injuries 

while increasing productivity. These two (2) systems have been adapted to work in the different 

street configurations and challenging topography of the City. Additionally, the automated and 

semi-automated trucks are limited as to the size of items which can be safely lifted and 

deposited into the vehicle’s hopper. 

 

c) Rear load packers 

 

The third method of collection is a rear loader packer, which the City only uses for bulky item 

collections, which are too big, heavy and unsafe to pickup with the auto or semi-automated 

vehicles.  

 

The three types of vehicles currently in use have a large storage capacity of 20-32 cubic yards 

which translates into 10 - 15 tons. 

 

There are several issues which the Division is currently reviewing which will lead to systemic 

changes within the Division, and result in substantial cost savings. They are as follows: 

 

• A route optimization assessment which will focus on safety, equipment usage,    

   staffing, technology, and best industry practices to increase efficiency within the  

   collection process 

• Proper equipment selection 

• Introduction of monitoring software system 
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Pros 

 Infrastructure and processes established and currently under review to be in line 

and competitive with private industry practice. See Route Optimization Section 

VI., page 15. 

 Complete City control for the benefit of public safety and special events. 

 Complete use of a substantial investment in capital assets in place and currently 

being paid for via debt service payments. 

 

Cons 

 Employee costs i.e. comp, benefits, pension. 

 Legacy pension cost are nontransferable and remain in place. 

 Potential loss on investment of capital equipment to a private entity. Buy out of 

equipment potentially less than currently owed.  

 Legal liability to city for future incidents (accidents) including workers 

compensation and associated legal costs. 

 

B) Privatization 

 

Privatization is typically referred to as a transfer of ownership, property or business, from the 

government sector to the private sector.  Currently the contracts in effect severely limit the 

number of firms that will submit a bid to take over solid waste collection. The Administration 

could consider requesting a Request for Proposal (RFP) from Republic Services and conducting a 

thorough cost-benefit analysis to determine if Republic Services can deliver said services more 

efficiently and cost effectively than the current city run model.   

 

Excluding the short term option of approaching Republic Services for an RFP once the current 

contracts expire, the SWTF would suggest the City review its options with all private firms 

available at that time. The City should also consider writing into any future contracts municipal 

policing controls based on its public safety powers.   

 

Pros 

 Costs savings for the City could translate into a savings for City residents. 

 Political self-interest may be avoided by partnering with the private sector.  

 Contracts between municipalities and private entities tend to be clear and 

unambiguous when written properly. 

 Once contracts expire open & competitive bid process may translate to more 

competitive rates from waste haulers. 

 The U.S. Department of Labor reports injury rates in the public sector are four 

times higher and the number of days away from work 60 percent greater than in 
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the private sector.  See study at http://waste360.com/collection-and-

transfer/private-benjamins-debate-over-privatizing-waste-collection?page=1 

 

 

Cons 

 A private entity’s motivation is profit which may contradict the best interests of 

the municipality and its residents.    

 Costs for residents may increase year over year. 

 The municipality may lose control over its police power to protect the residents 

unless adequate contractual provisions are included within any agreement with 

a third party. 

 Ancillary services provided by the Community Maintenance Department may be 

lost.  Examples include yard waste, bulky item pickup, and hazardous waste drop 

off. 

 Termination of union contracts may result in added financial responsibilities for 

the municipality, which may be unbudgeted. 

 Privatization may generate a barrier to the municipality to reenter as a market 

participant in future to take advantage of long term solutions such as Waste to 

Energy or operate its own transfer station to stabilize recycling costs. 

 

 

 C)  City becomes a Market Participant 

 

Under this alternative, the municipality enters as a market competitor with other entities 

such as Republic.  This alternative would involve the conversion of the tipping floor at the 

existing incinerator site for collection of solid waste in large trailers for transport to other 

facilities for ultimate disposal.  This could either be a transfer station or a Materials 

Recovery Facility or MRF (pronounced "murf").  A MRF is a specialized plant that receives, 

separates and prepares recyclable materials for marketing to end-user manufacturers. 

 

Pros 

 Offers the City more flexibility because the City maintains control. 

 Allows for the screening and separation of recyclables from the waste stream, 

which is a marketable commodity.  

 When recyclables are recovered from the waste stream, it reduces solid waste 

and benefits the environment.   

 May reduce the cost of hauling waste as DCM crews spend less time traveling to 

and from Republic site.  Labor, fuel, and vehicle maintenance cost are reduced.  

 Allows for public input.  

 Residents should be guaranteed preference for employment.  
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Cons 

 Municipality will have to expend considerable financial resources to retrofit the 

incinerator. 

 Potential permitting issues may exist to use the incinerator or other location as a 

transfer station/MERF station. 

 Potential safety and health impacts such as noise, odor, rodents, birds, traffic, 

litter, air emissions, which could affect the residents in close proximity to the 

transfer station/MERF station. 

 Transportation cost to other facilities.  

 Limits on disposal sites.  

 

 

 D)  Waste-to-Energy (WTE)  

Waste-to-energy (WTE) is a waste management option the Administration may consider. 

Energy recovery from waste is the conversion of non-recyclable waste materials into useable 

heat, electricity, or fuel through a variety of processes, including combustion, gasification, 

pyrolization, and anaerobic digestion. Non-recycled plastics could provide a supply of abundant, 

alternative energy and should be recognized as such. 

Currently there are 86 facilities in the United States for combustion of “municipal solid waste” 

(MSW), with energy recovery. These facilities are located in 25 states, mainly in the Northeast.  

There are seven waste-to-energy incinerators in Massachusetts. 

Electricity can be produced by burning MSW as a fuel. Producing electricity is only one reason 

to burn MSW. Burning waste also reduces the amount of material that would probably be 

buried in landfills. Burning MSW reduces the volume of waste by about 87%. 

In 2008 under Mayor Robert Correia a Solid Waste Taskforce was convened to propose 

solutions similar to our own. At that time the task force met with a firm Resources Enterprise, 

Inc. a Massachusetts based firm in regards to a Waste-to-Energy solution that was being put 

together for the City in conjunction with a plan to build a plant on Deer Island to service the 

Boston Metropolitan area. Upon learning of the proposal from 2008 the current SWTF gathered 

to review the 2008 proposal and voted to include the 2009 report within our appendices.                 

It is important to know the chair from the 2008 task force has contacted the firm which stated 

they would update the proposal with current information if the administration expressed 

serious interest. 
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 Pros 

 Process reduces the volume of waste while simultaneously producing cheap 

energy. 

 Lowers greenhouse gas emissions. 

 Lowers nonrenewable energy consumption, could help the regions energy crisis 

with regards to the closure of Brayton Point and Pilgrim power plants. 

 Several economic advantages to the community to include: jobs creation both 

public and private, increase in local receipts (taxes, revenue from electricity 

produced, and tipping fees from waste accepted form outside communities), and 

increase indirect business traffic to local vendors as supplies and other 

necessities could be sourced locally. 

 Waste-to-energy complements recycling efforts and would create synergies with 

a City owned transfer station. 

 

 Cons 

 Lift or amend current moratorium on allowing new WTE incinerators to be built 

in Fall River 

 Requires third party investment because of the expense of constructing and 

maintaining a facility  

 Public perception – public is not convinced WTE facilities are completely clean 

and free of harmful chemicals  

 Opposition to suggested locations – the not in my backyard argument. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  

21 
 

VIII. Closing 

 

The Solid Waste Task Force reviewed several options for long term municipal solid waste 

disposal and created this brief summary report summarizing each option for the Mayor. 

Additional information regarding cost, permitting, environmental impact and detailed 

implementation programs are needed for the final decision making process.



  

  
 

Appendix A  

 

Solid Waste Task Force Members: 

 

Daniel Botelho, SGP Finance Analyst, Co-Chair                                                                                    

Councilor Michael L. Miozza, Co-Chair 

Robert Mellion, Chamber of Commerce President & CEO 

Ken Pacheco, Director of Community Maintenance  

Carolyn Morrissette, Bristol County Assistant District Attorney    

Lisa Kaminski, Bristol County District Attorney Chief of Staff  

Junior Paquette, Waste Management Subject Matter Expert  
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Contracts Impacting Solid Municipal Waste 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 








































