
Waste Disposal Fee 
System Is Fair 

For the greatest good of the greatest 
number of residents of Fort Worth, the 
City Council should-and doubtless will­
deny the request of the Tarrant County 
raxpayers League for repeal of the ordi..: 
nance placing waste collection and dis­
posal on a fee basis. The fee ·system 
should be retained because it ts fair and 
equitable, placing the nominal cost of an 
essential ·public service on those to whom 
the service is rendered. 

Many who pay the small monthly 
charge for regular collection and disposal 
of their household refuse pay no city 
taxes whatever, but receive the full bene­
fit of all municipal services; free. These 
services include fire and police protection 
and the public health insurance. provided 
by the health department. The non-tax­
payers also enjoy a free ride · in the use , 
of the public library, the . parks and the 
recreation facilities provided-by the city, 
and they make no direct contribution to 
the public school sy.stem, although their 
children attend and r~ceive the same edu­
cational advantages as the children of tax­
payers. The cost of all ~f these services· 
i~ borne by the property-owning taxpay­
ers of the city. It would be a gross in­
equity to burden property owners further 
by compelling them to bear the cost of 
collecting and disposing of garbage and 
trash from the homes of non-taxpayers. 

As for the property owners . who. also 
-:y the waste dispos~l fee, they h~ve :i:e-:: 

ceived a tax rate reduction (13 cents on 
the $100 valuation) which .in many cases 
more than offsets the monthly fee.. In 
addition to the tax reduction, they ( and 
the non-taxpayers, too) are receiving · 
twice as much service as formerly. All 
trash is now collected, as well as garbage. 
Trash disposal formerly ' was the worry 
and responsibility, as well as expense, of 
the individual householder. 

It is indisputable that Fort Worth .is a 
cleaner, healthier city now than it was 
before the preseht •waste disposal service 
was inaugurated on Oct. 1, ' 1943. The 
people recall vividly the terrifying. polio 
epidemic of that year, and remember the 
difference in 1944, while epidemics raged 
in other cities. The new waste disposal 
service is entitled to· at least a part of 
the credit for the improvement. 

Proponents of repeal are incorrect in 
referring to the waste disposal fee as a 
tax. It is not a tax in any sense· of the 
word. None who do not want or need the 
service are compelled to use it or pay the 
monthly fee, and there are many in the 
city who do not. This is shown by the 
disparity in the number of water ·depart­
ment customers and those billed for waste 
disposal service. 

Actually the service now being ren­
dered by the city in collecting and dispos­
ing of waste costs considerably more than 
the aggregate of the fees collected, the 
difference being borne by the city's gen­
eral fund. Contrary to 'Tepealing the or­
dinance, the council · would be justified 
not only in retaining the fee system, but 
in increasing the fees to the point that the 
service would be entirely self-sustaining. 


