REPORT TO COUNCIL
City of Sacramento

915 | Street, Sacramento, CA 95814-2671
www, CityofSacramento.org

STAFF REPORT

November 29, 2005

Honorable Mayor and
Members of the City Council

Subject: Review of Community Outreach Plan to Promote the City's Variable Can
Rate (Smaller Trash Container) and Other Programs Residents Can Use
to Reduce Monthly Utility Bill Costs for Garbage, Lawn and Garden and
Recycling Services (Report Back).

Location/Council District: Citywide.

Recommendation:
Staff recommends the Mayor and City Council take the following actions:

Provide guidance to staff on which of the following option(s) the City Council would like
staff to pursue to reduce monthly cost for Trash, Recycling, and Lawn and Garden
collection services. The options are:

A. Promotion of Variable Can Rate (smaller trash containers)
B. Weekly Collection of Commingled Recycling

C. Containerized Lawn and Garden Service

D. Expansion of Appointment Based Neighborhood Cleanup

The programs above are either existing or staff recommended modifications to existing
programs that were adopted by the City Council over the past decade.

Contact: G. Harold Duffey, Integrated Waste General Manager, 808-4932

Presenters: G. Harold Duffey, Integrated Waste General Manager

Department: Utilities

Division: Solid Waste

Organization No: 3141

Summary:

Over the past decade the City Council has approved a number of solid waste programs
to allow citizens to customize their solid waste services. The byproduct of those

policies, allow residents to reduce the solid waste services portion of their monthly utility
bill by a maximum of 25% (Attachment [). Option A; switching to a smaller trash
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Review of Community Outreach Plan to Promote the City's November 29, 2005
Variable Can Rate (Smaller Trash Container) and Other

Programs Residents Can Use to Reduce Monthly Utility Bill Costs for Garbage, Lawn
and Garden and Recycling Services (Report Back).

container (variable rate based) represents an individual action residents can make fo
save over $80.00 annually. Options B, C, and D, represent a system wide approach to
saving and requires a policy change by Council.

Although the City Council requested a report back to focus on option A, options B, G,
and D also allow the City Council to achieve their overall goal of reducing Residential
Trash, Recycling and Lawn and Garden Fees. Options B, C, and D represent a
comprehensive long-term solid waste strategy, which would result in more services
while mitigating future rate increases.

Committee/Commission Action: None.

Background Information:

Option A - Variable Can Rate

On the surface, option A is an easy solution for residents to save as much as $4.80 per
month by switching to a smaller trash container (96-gallon to 32-gailon). However, it is
very important that residents are presented the option in a way to insure they select the
service to fit their needs versus selecting a program that may save them money up front
but cost more in penalties and fees (over stacked container charge of $26.00 for each
time a resident's trash container is over stacked, after three warnings). Considering that
approximately 50% of residents currently need a 96-gallon container, (based on
average weight by route data for 2004 for residential trash collected in the City of
Sacramento) residents could actually see penalties overshadow any future savings.

Although residents generate different quantities of waste individually, the overall solid
waste rates are based on average disposal patterns. Rates for a 96-gallon trash
container are based on a household disposing of one ton (2,000 Ibs.) of trash annually
(for approximately $3.10 per month of the residential garbage rate). However, overall
waste disposed in green garbage containers per household, per year in Sacramento
ranges from as fittle as .65 tons (1,300 Ibs) to as much as 1.5 tons (3,000 Ibs). Due to
the wide range in disposal patterns by individuals throughout the City, it is very
important for staff to perform targeted public outreach to insure residents are provided
with the correct information before they modify their solid waste services. Attachment ||
is a list of community outreach programs staff may use to inform the public of their
options to select smaller containers.

Option B - Weekly Commingled Recycling

Although the City Council adopted the variable can rate program on April 21, 1998 (No.
08-133) and residents have an option to save money by reducing the size of their
trashcan, this only became a reality for most families after the City Council approved the
commingled recycling program in 2001. Prior to 2001 more than 95% of all customers
had a large 96-gallon trash container. Once the City Council approved the commingled
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Review of Community Qutreach Plan to Promote the City's November 29, 2005
Variable Can Rate (Smalier Trash Container) and Other

Programs Residents Can Use to Reduce Monthly Utility Bill Costs for Garbage, Lawn
and Garden and Recycling Services (Report Back).

recycling program and the volume of recyclables collected tripled from 12,000 tons
annually to 36,000 tons in 2004, leaving more families with unused capacity in their 96-
gallon trash container. Staff realized that residents had additional capacity and offered
a container reduction awareness program, centered on a utility bill insert for existing
customers (Attachment I1f).

In an article in April's 1992 BioCycle magazine titled “The State of Garbage in America”
the author found that residential curbside recycling programs that mirrored garbage
collection programs (more convenience, weekly collection) increased diversion by 20%
(Attachment 1V). In addition, Solid Waste Division staff recently completed several
waste sorts of material found in residential garbage containers and discovered at least
12% (15,000 tons annually) of the material could easily be recycled from garbage
containers (Attachment V). Based on visual observation of the waste sor, staff
estimates that over 40% (50,000 tons) of residential garbage that is currently land filled
could be recycled.

Based on the information above, if the City offered weekly recycling, more recyclabies
could be diverted, which would allow more residents to utilize smaller trash containers.
The cost for weekly recycling as stated in the September 16, 2003 City Council Report
is approximately $1.00. However, the $1.00 fee increase for recycling could be
mitigated by the $2.60 savings a resident would receive by changing to a smalier
container (96 gallon to 64-gallon container).

64-Galion Default Can Size Program

Once the commingled recycling program began to take off, staff used a "64-Gallon
Default Can Size Program”. The program targeted all new homes to receive a smaller
84-gallon container as the standard garbage container. The occupant of a new
residence could request a larger container, however most new homes developed over
the last 4 years received the 64-galion trash container, leading to more than 12,000
customers receiving smaller trash containers and ultimately reducing their overall
monthly solid waste services costs. The increased capacity of commingled recycling
allowed the City to actually supplant disposal space for recycling space.

Option C - Containerized Lawn and Garden Collection Program

In August 2004, the City Council approved the Voluntary Containerized lawn and
garden collection program, allowing residents to save 17% on the garden refuse
component of their utility bill (increased to 22% in 2005) compared to costs for collecting
lawn and garden material loose in the street. The program was quickly implemented in
the newly developed homes in the North and the South areas of the City. Attachment
V! provides a clear illustration as to how the 64-Gallon Default Can Size Program and
containerized lawn and garden program allow residents to reduce their monthly City
utilities costs. Residents can save up to $83.16 per year by selecting a service that
meets their household needs.



Review of Community Outreach Plan to Promote the City's November 29, 2005
Variable Can Rate (Smaller Trash Container) and Other

Programs Residents Can Use to Reduce Monthly Utility Bill Costs for Garbage, Lawn
and Garden and Recycling Services (Report Back).

Option D - Appointment Based Neighborhood Cleanup

Residents of Sacramento pay approximately $2.00 each month (part of garbage fees)
for once a year annual collection of bulky item material (Neighborhood Cleanup). The
actual cost for collection varies based on the method used to collect the material.
Material collected by appointment costs $1.75 per month vs. $2.00 per month for
services rendered via the traditional neighborhood cleanup based program {collection
by neighborhood).

The savings is derived from 40% reduction in total weight collected. The City Council
could make a policy decision and direct staff to start charging residents in the
appointment based program a lower fee (reduction in garbage fee fiscal year 2006/07)
than those residents in the traditional Neighborhood Cleanup program (Attachment VII).
However unlike the Variable Can Rate program, residents do not make individual
decisions to be included in the appointment-based program. Both collection methods
include a cost of approximately $1.00 for removal of illegally dumped material
throughout the City. However, illegal dumping is still a significant issue and staff will
return in the near future with a comprehensive strategy that focuses on apprehension
and deterrence over collection.

Long Term Implementation of Today’s Policies

In 2006/07 staff expects to have over 50,000 homes on the containerized Lawn and
garden collection program and over 20% of all residents with a smaller 64-galion
container. In addition, staff believes that weekly collection of recyclables will further
increase capacity space in residential trash containers, allowing even more residents to
move to smaller trash containers. The increased cost of recycling can be mitigated by
residents switching to a smaller trash container and increasing costs for larger trash
containers (another option).

If the City Council directs staff to return with a plan for weekly recycling, staff wouid also
like to return with a plan to implement a targeted smaller container replacement
program in targeted areas based on weight by route data collected by the Department.
The targeted replacement program would replace 96-gallon containers, new and used
with 64-gallon containers on routes that currently produce the least amount of waste.
The used containers would be used as temporary replacements in other areas.

Financial Considerations: It is estimated that 5 additional trucks would be needed to
implement weekly recycling for an overall capitol improvement cost of $1,500,000 or
less than $1.00 per month per single family residential unit (one time costs). Ongoing
annual cost of approximately $.55 to $.75 would be needed for weekly collection of
recycling. Ultimately, those residents switching to a smaller trash container would see
no increase in their monthly garbage fees as they capture the savings from switching to
a smaller trash container. If City Council wanted to accelerate the targeted replacement
program to allow more citizens to save money, or the department received additional
requests for smaller containers beyond the existing container replacement budget,
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Review of Community Qutreach Plan to Promote the City's November 29, 2005
Variable Can Rate (Smaller Trash Container) and Other

Programs Residents Can Use to Reduce Monthly Utility Bill Costs for Garbage, Lawn
and Garden and Recycling Services (Report Back).

additional revenue would be needed to meet those demands. If City Council directed
staff to implemented weekly recycling, it is staff's professional opinion that every home
in the City could meet their solid waste service needs with a 64-gallon trash container
and a 96-gallon recycling container.

The Community Outreach program can be handled within this years’ fiscal budget and
requires no additional resources.

Environmental Considerations: The consideration and planning of new solid waste
services is exernpt from CEQA pursuant to Section 15262, Feasibility and Planning
Studies.

Policy Considerations: City Council giving direction to the Solid Waste Division to
pursue a long-term program for residents to reduce their monthly utility bill will support
the City's policy of achieving sustainable and livable communities.

Emerging Small Business Development (ESBD): Not Applicable.

Respectfully Submitted by: @ @ZM_ @//Z/m
/ 0 / f tﬁ’@d Duffey
Approved by: é .

-

Gary A. Reents
Director of Utilities

Recommendation Approved:
.

<
ROBERDP. THOMAS —
City Manager
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Attachment [

Solid Waste Rate Reduction Outreach Plan
Reducing Your Can Size Makes Dollars and Sense

Many Sacramento utility customers fail to realize that by using a smaller trash can, they can
reduce their monthly garbage bills by up to 32%. Smaller garbage cans can be obtained by
calling the City’s Department of Utilities.

The outreach effort would be mostly community based- relying on primarily on grass root
efforts including but not limited to community events, mailing to community leaders, and
displays. Other elements of the campaign include advertising in neighborhood publications
and placement of stories in neighborhood association newsletters and local newspapers.

Elements of the Campaign

« Reducing Your Can Size Makes Dollars and Sense Brochure. Designed to be the
size of a bill stuffer so that it can be adapted for multiple uses, the "Reducing Your Can
Size Makes Dollars and Sense” brochure will contain information about the financial and
environmental benefits of using a smaller garbage can. The brochure can be distributed
as a future bill stuffer, distributed at community events attended by the Department of
Utilities, mailed to interested parties and community leaders, and placed for pick up at
display areas.

« Reducing Your Can Size Makes Dollars and Sense Display. A display featuring
real size cans with price tags will be created and placed at Community Centers and other
pubtic locations throughout the City. There will also be a brochure holder placed on the
display to provide information regarding the cost and environmental benefits of the
program.

« Community Leader Mailing. Using a list of neighborhood associations and community
leaders, the Department of Utilities will mail a letter describing the cost saving and
environmental preservation opportunities. Also offered in the letter will be the
opportunity to have a Department of Utilities staff member come to speak to their
group. The letter will also include a copy of the brochure for their review.

« Neighborhood Relations. Working with Neighborhood Services and Neighborhood
Associations, City staff will present information to the community in neighborhood
meetings and at community events. A list of 2005 Community Events to be attended by
the Department of Utilities is attached.

« Story Placement. While the campaign contains information that is of benefit to all
Sacramento Utility Customers, the likelihood of the story being picked up by large TV,
radio, and print outlets is fairly small. It is suggested that efforts be made to place the
story in smaller, more community based outlets. These include but are not limited to
local cable, neighborhood publications (including newsletters and newspapers), and
ethnic media outlets.

e Saving Money on Your Utility Bill Stuffer. Many customers can qualify for additional
savings on their Utility bills through a variety of programs. These programs include the
Solid Waste Rate Reduction Program, Utility Tax Rebate Program, the Utility Customer
Assistance Program and SRCSD's Sewer Lifeline Rate Assistance Program. An additional
element to this plan may include a hill stuffer with a brief description of each program
and the contact information for each program.
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ATTARCHMENT IV

Wasle Prevention, Recycling, and Composting Options: Lessons from 30 ULS. Communities

Overview

The nation has experienced tremendous growth
in residential recycling opportunities in the last few
years In 1988 there were a little over 1.000
curbside recycling programs (full-scale and pilot)
operating; by 199} there were nearly 4.000--a
growth of more than 250 percent in 3 years’
Drawing on the experience of the 30 communities
siudied. as well as model initiatives both in the
United States and abroad. this chapter describes
how municipalities are achieving high residential
recycling levels {composting programs. which are
also critical to reaching high levels of materials

Chapter Five
Improving Residential

Recycling Levels

recovery in the resiciential sector. are discussed in
Chapter 4) This chapter discusses the range of
design options (including set-out method. [requency
of collection, containers. and materials (argeted).
and outlines the features that increase participa-
tion and the amount of material collected [or

recycling

Tables 51 and 52 list residential recycling.
compostling and recovery rates. and select program
characteristics for the 30 communities studied As
indicated in these tables and Chart 5 1. cornmunities
are recycling up to 42 percent of their residential
wasie?

Chart 5.1
Residential Recycling Levels
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5%

parcert by weight of residental waste genarated
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Noiss These 1aies exclude residential materials compoated  For Phliadelphia and Newark, resikiental mataerial ls publidy colected wasie. Borwdolnham's
wnnage Includes wasts generated from a amall aumber of businesses  For Wapakone! and West Linn, recycling rates represent MSW recyding ralos
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In Napervilis and Takoma Park the recycling rale reprosents thii for he city-service area (which inciudes o es than 60% of households). not thead whola clty

» Residential Recyeling
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ATTACHMENT IV

Waste Prevention, Recycling, and Composting Options: Lessons from 30 U.S Communifies

Notes:

the average of these numbers over 12 monlhs of the year

Table 55
Seattle's Curbside Recycling Program By Section
Material North Section South Section Total
{Tons, 1980) (Tons, 1990) (Tons, 1980)
Newspaper 9,057 2 8,315 8 173730
Mixed Paper 9,687 8 75140 17,2018
Glass 4,874 2 42227 9,096 8
Aluminum 358 5 2366 5051
Tin 7453 561 4 13067
PET 64 0 890 163 0
Total 24,7870 20,9495 457365
Frequency of Collection Weekly Maonihly -
Recycling Containers Three 12-gallon  One 60- or 80-gallon toter -
stacking conlainers

Material Set-out Commingled glass, aluminum, and  All glass, PET containers, -

ferrous cans, and PET conlainers atuminum and tin cans,

in one bin; mixed wasle paperina newspaper, and mixed

second bin; newspaper in a wasle paper i one

ihird bin; corrugated cardboard on side container
Collection Vehicle(s) Comparimeniatized Rear-loading Fackers —

Recycling Trucks

Avg. No. of HH Served (a) 60,256 61,290 121,546
Participation Rate (b} B& 6% 717.3% 83%
Avg. Pounds per HH per Year 8227 683 6 1526
Avg. Pounds per HH per Week 158 131 145

Seatiie befieves that socioeconomic faclors (in addiion lo coliection lrequency) may coniribule to the difference in paricipation The rmoth eng of
Seattle is considered the University seclion. and. in general, is & higher income area than the soulh end

fa} Sealtle records the number of households signed up for the cutbside program en a monlhly basis The average number of househ olts served g
{b) Partic:pation rate is defined as the sign-up rale--ihe rato of the number of hoyseholds regislered for the program to the number of households

ehgible As of June 1991, the participalion rate increased to $2 3 percent i the north and 80 4 percent in lhe south sechion in 1983 891 percento
households in the north section and 67 3 of the households in the sculh seclion were regislered

Wapakoneta does not provide the option of
receiving curbside recycling service ’

Collection Frequency

The rnajority of communities in this study with
curbside recycling programs have weekly collection
(see Table 5 4} °

In fact. most of the programs with high
participation and recovery rates have weekly
collection of recyclables In communities with both
weekly and monthly collection of recyclables.
neighborhoods with weekly collection have higher

participation rates  Participation in Portland's
monthly collection programs averages 2 3 percent.
while participation in its weekly programs averages
57 percent In 1990 the north end of Seattle
achieved a 90 percent participation rate in its
weekly program, while the south side ex perienced
only a 77 percent participation rate in iltss monthly
program {Table 5 5 compares participation rates.
tonnage data, and program characteristics for
Seattle’s two curbside program) ’Sim ilarly. in
communities that have switched from maonthly to
weekly collection. participation rates have
increased  When Naperville switckaed from

- Residentia) Recycling -~
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biweekly to weekly collection in May 1990, overall
monthly program participation increased from 54
percent in 1989, to 75 to 80 percent in 1990

When participation increases, the amount of

materials collected tends to increase The tonnage
of recyclables collected in Napervilie after its switch
from biweekly to weekly collection increased from
an average of 436 tons per month (for the first 4
months of 1990) to an average of 750 tons per
monih (for the subsequent 5 months}--an increase
of 72 percent  The same number of households
were serviced and the same types of recyclabies
were collected When Berkeley. California switched
from monthly to weekly curbside coliection during
1988 and 1989. curbside tonnages jumped
significantly, from 2.044 total tons collected at
curbside in FY 88 t0 5.984 tons in FY 90 The same
materials and househoids were targeted both years

M Newark swiltched from biweekly to weekly

collection of recyclables in October 1991 20 percent
more material was recovered in November 1991
than in November 1990

More frequent collection can also increase the
sel-out rate and reduce the amount of material set
cut per household per collection day This requires
a collection vehicle to make more stops before
filling up. thus decreasing collection efficiency
With the switch from biweekly lo weekly service
in Naperville. for example. the number of set-outs
per collection day increased by 152 percent. while
the weight of each set-out decreased by an average
of 25 percent  {The total amount of material
recovered from each household grew from 61
pounds per month to 71 pounds per month )
Additionally, the amount of certain materials
recovered, including corrugated cardboard and
HDPE plastic containers, increased
disproportionately The Naperville Area Recycling
Center (NARC) explains that the bulkiness of these
materials makes them inconvenient to store When
recycling collection became more frequent. storage
was no longer a problem and setting out such
materials for recycling collection became as
canvenient as setting them out for refuse collection *
Weekly collection of recyclables appears to be
especially important in communities with weekly
or twice weekly collection of refuse. since residents
ray be inclined to dispose of recyclable materials
with refuse. particularly if storage is a problem

:-50 - ‘Residential Recycling.

Collection Day

Collecting recyclablse on the same day as refuse
does not necessarily increase participation rates or
residential recycling rates Establishing a consistent
recycling collection day. and conducting an effective
promotional program that instructs residents to set
out recyclables on the designated day. appears (0
be more important than collecting recyclables on
the same day as refuse The cities of Perkasie.
Seattle, and Fennimore. which collect recyclables on
a different day from refuse. all record high
participation and recycling rates The City of
Portland has conciuded that its low participation
rates result from confusion regarding the collection
day as much as from infrequent (monthly)
callection of recyclables in some parts of the City
While the fact that recyclables are not collected on
the refuse collection day in parts of the City
contributes to this confusion, a more substantial
cause is the lack of a routine collection day within
neighborhoods ~ Households on the same block
may have different haulers and therefore different
recycling collection schedules Thus. setting out
recyclables on collection day is not reinforced by
the observed behavior of one’s neighbors

Offer Service to All Households

The mare households that receive curbside collection
of recyclables, the more residential materials a
community will recover Many of these communities
with the highest residential recycling levels. such as
Berlin Township. New Jersey: Fennimore and Monroe.
Wisconsin: La Crescent. Minnesota, Perkasie.
Pennsylvania. and Wesl Linn Oregon. coll ect recyclables
from at least 80 percent of their househol ds (See Table
53) Many of the communities with low er residential
recycling rates collect recyclables from a lixnited number
of households In 1980 Philadelphia serwviced only 28
percent of households in its public serv-ice area, and
recycled only 6 percent of its publicly collectd waste

Comnmunities wishing to raise recycling levels
not only target all households with recyciing
collection. but also secure the participation of
serviced households. Chart 52 compares net
participation rates (the percent of total households
serviced multiplied by the participation of serviced
households} with residential recy cling rates
Austin serviced only 55 percent of hou seholds with
recycling collection in FY 1989; of thvese. only 40
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capacities of existing markets For example. when
traditional paper outlets are filled. Green County,
in which Monroe is located, shreds and bales its
paper for sale as animal bedding

Peterborough, New Hampshire. is very active
in the New Hampshire Resource Recovery
Association (NHRRA) Begun in Peterborough in
1979. NHRRA helps to develop new markets for
recyclable materials  Peterborough collectively
markets some materials. such as glass. corrugated
cardboard, newspaper. and plastic containers.
through the NHRRA ~ Member communities are

Notes

charged a fee of $0 03 per capita for this service
plus a fee for brokering specific material: in return
they receive revenue from the sale of certain
materials The NHRRA markets about 50 percent
of all recyclables collected in the State of New
Hampshire

In addition to seeking markets for recyciables.
a number of our case-study communities have
implemented policies such as recycled-content
product procurement to encourage further market
development See Appendix D [or a list of these
commurities

'lim Glenn. "The State of Garbage in America ~ BioCycle. April 1932

"Eor the communities of Philadelphia and Newark. residential material is publicly collected waste Bowdeoinham. West
Linn and Wapakoneta's MSW recycling rates are utilized in Chart 5 1 as their MSW is largely residential The Cities
of Berkeley and Portland have been excluded from Chart 5 | as residential rates are not available Upper Township
has also been excluded as its publicly collected waste contain recyclables (although not refuse) from 222 businesses
Residential recycling rates are based on data provided by municipal officials and the private sector Recycling rates

are based on marketed tonnages in the few communities w

recycling rates are based on collected wnnages
C for waste calculations

here such information was available; in most cases however.
See Appendix A for methodology and data definitions. and Appendix

"Wapakoneta recycled 16 percent of its municipal solid waste in fiscal year 1980 while residents in the rural community
of Wapakoneta receive curbside collection of refuse. they must drive to the privately run recycling drop-off site to

participate in the City’s voluntary recycling program

The Wapakoneta Recycling Center is operated by 19 Girl and

Boy Scout troops and | volunteer recyciing coordinator In order to increase its recycling rate. Wapakoneta will institute
weekly curbside callection of recyclable materials in spring 1992. based on a plan designed by the City’s volunteer
Waste Minimization Committee in Lincoln Park. New Jersey. newspaper is the only material collected at curbside:
all other recyclable are collected at the Borough's drop-olf yard Drop-off is the primary method of recyciable and

refuse collection in the rural communities of Bowdoinham Maine and Peterb
hawlers in both cities offer limited curbside recycling opportunities

curbside service

orough. New Hampshire However. private
In Bowdoinham one-third of the City receives

‘There are some exceptions Columbia. Missouri: Lincoin Park. New Jersey: the south side of Seaitle; parts of Portiand.
Oregon; and King County, Washington have monthly coliection  Perkasie has weekly collection of giass and alurminum.
and monthly collection of newspaper, junk mail. and corrugated cardboard During the base year of study. Newark
collected commingled recyclables and newspaper on alternate wees Residents of Lincoln Park receive mcnthly collection

of newspaper only; all other recyclables in Lincoln Park are collected through drop-off Residents of Fen nimore receive
collection of recyclables every other week

‘Communities measure program participation differently  In most cases. the participation rale is the number of
households setting out recyclable materials at least one time per month divided by the total number of households
served In Sealtie. participation is the sign-up rate-the ratio of the number of househoids registered for the program
16 the number of households eligible See In-Depth Studies of Recycling and Composting Programs Designs. Costs. Results
(Washington. DC: ILSR. 1892) for information on how communities determine participation rates

‘NARC also discovered that biweekly collection saw a greater variation {plus or minus 40 percent) in the size of daily
collection With weekly collection. variation in tonnage decreased {to plus or minus 18 percent}, which mader scheduling

easier and reduced Lhe need for workers o put in overtime hours. Miriam Foshay and Anne Aitchis on. "Factors
Aflfecting Yield and Participation in Curbside Recycling Program.” Resource Recycling. March 1891

_ . Residential Rocycling

1
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'In the base year of study (1990). only 20 percent of San Francisco's residential recyclables were collected at curbside
With the curbside program fully phased in the City estimates that it is recovering 55 000 tons per year al curbside.
two and one-hall times the amourt recovered at curbside in 1990 In Boulder. the University. which comprises
approximately 25 percent of the City s population. has 225 drop-off sites for recyclables on campus

‘Generally a household is considered a participant in a recycting program even il it sets out only one or two materials
Thus. participation rates do not indicate if all materials are set out

'Glass breakage occurs on the collection vehicle as well as in the processing center For example. the operators of
the facility that processes Providence’s commingled recyclables report that approximately 20 percent of glass entering
the plant arrives broken

“Before Monroe implemented its citywide curbside program in 1986. it conducted a study to gauge residents’
participation rates and the suitability of recycling containers  The City abserved that the type of collection container
used had a direct effect on the amount of recyclables collected  During the pilot study, houscholds that received
a reusable plastic recycling bin set out an average of 4 94 pounds of recyclables each week Households that received
a plastic bag set out an average of 2 18 pounds per week

"ln order to increase participalion rates. Newark distributed an additional 5.000 8-gallon bins in 1990 and budgeled
for 12.000 bins to be distributed in 1961 The City is requiring its new recycling contractor. who servces one-third
of the City. 1o supply residents with recycling bins

“lennifer S Gititz. “Curbside Collection Containers: A Comparative Evaluation” Resource Recycling. January/February
1989

"Tom Outerbridge (Recycling Programs and Planning Division New York DEP). personal communication February

1992 Alicia Culver (Center for the Biology of Natural Systems. Queens College). personal communication. March
1992

“Two private haulers in Peterborough collect recyclables and refuse at curbside from 100 to 206 households requesting
this service and bring materiais to the Town drop-off center

“In 1991 Bowdoinham closed the landfill drop-off site in order to avoid transporting materials the 6 miles from the
landfill to the processing center  The City now collects most of the Town's recyclables at the processing center

“General Accounting Office. Solid Waste: Trade-offs Involved in Beverage Container Deposit Legislatior.” November
1990. 34

"The number of materials targeted for collection may under represent the actual number of material types collected
Mixed paper. for example. cantains several types of materials Perkasie. for example. collected two types of mixed
paper-~magazines and advertising mail  Recycling rate excludes tonnages recovered through composting activities
Including composting, 11 communities are recovering 35 percent of their residential waste. and 9 of these are recovering
more than 40 percent

*Other factors responsible for the jump in curbside lonnages collected in Naperville. from an average of 750 tons

per month from April to August 1990. (e an average of 940 tons per month from April to August 1 931. were the
increased publicity for recycling as a resuit of the City's securing a new recycling hauler and the change in set-oul
requirements. fromn eight sorts under the old system to three sorts under the new contract

"Urban Ore. Inc (salvage/reuse business). Berkeley. California. personal communication. June 1991

"The Institute for Local Seif-Reliance’s 1990 publication Beyond 40 Percent Record-Setting Recycling arad Composting
Programs. documents 17 materials recovery programs recovering between 32 and 57 percent of their solid waste

"Cities may choose o give residents a grace period before beginning enforcement measures. to allow residents time
to adjust to recycling requirements

©. 70 . Residentizl Recycling ~* -,




LATTACHMENT V

CITY OF SACRAMENTO
Crenes CALIFORNIA

SOLID WASTE DIVISION

MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor Heather Fargo

Councitmember Ray Tretheway, District 1
Councilmember Sandy Sheedy, District 2
*Councilmember Steve Cohn, District 3
Councimember Robert Fong, District 4
Counciimember Lauren Hammond, District 5
*Councilmember Kevin McCarty, District 6
Councilmember Robbie Waters, District 7
Counciimember Bonnie Pannell, District 8

FROM: G Harold Duffey, Integrated Waste General Manager @

R

2812 Meadowwview Road
Sacramenio CA 95837

Phone  916-808-4900
Fax 916-805-4999

SUBJECT: Report Back on Percentage of Recyclable Material in Residential Garbage

Containers

DATE: November 10, 2005

During the June 7, 2005 City Council meeting, Council requested staff to report back on what
percentage of recyclable material is found in the residential garbage containers In response to
this request, staff worked with the Sacramento Recycling and Transfer Statior to sample
residential garbage loads and sort the recyclable materials from each sample. The quick
answer to the Council's question can be summed up in the following manner

« Visual observation by staff of recyclable materials found in the garbage container ranged
from 40-60% Of that 40-60% of recyclables mixed in with residential garb age, 12% of

ihe material can be recovered through the normal sorting process

» The City disposes of approximately 120,000 tons of residential garbage anrually, based
on staff's visual observations of the samples, approximately 45,000 to 70 ,000 tons of
material currently land filled by the City is recyclable material. Statistical information
indicates that based on the sample sors, a minimum of 15,000 tons of recyclables could

be recovered after it was commingled in garbage containers
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ATTACHMENT V

The sample loads sorted were taken from routes that range from an average of 65 tons per
year per household to the heaviest routes that average 1 32 tons per year per household The
sorls were conducted on August 31, September 1 and October 21, 2005

The following methodology was used to sample the identified garbage lcads

1 A total of eight trucks were identified over the two-day period for August
31% and September 1st Six trucks were identified on October 21, 2005
2 The trucks were identified at the scale house when entering the Sacramento

Recycling and Transfer Station with their first load of the day and directed {0
where they were to tip their foad

3 A 908 foader removed one scoop of garbage from the identified load of each truck
participating in the sampling and deposited it into a roll off box. All loads
sampled on the same day were stored in the roll off box

4 The material from the loads and roll off box were weighed

5 The materia! was sorted separating out the garbage and recyclable malerials

6 The recyclable materials were weighed

Attachrment 1 shows the findings by material type

The Solid Waste Services staff wili continue 1o address the need to improve recycling through
the public outreach programs now implemented and future programs to improve recycling
throughout the city

Attachments

cc Robert Thomas, City Manager
Cassandra Jennings, Assistant City Manager
Gary Reents, Director, Department of Utilities
Grace Garcia, Ulilities
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ATTACHMENT V

ATTACHMENT 1

RECYCLABLE MATERIALS FOR THIS SAMPLE

Green Wasle
Wood

Mixed Paper
OCC

Fiint Glass
Amber Giass
Green Glass
Aluminum

All Plastics

10 Fitm Plaslic

11 Tin/Metal

12 CRTs

OCTOBER 21, 2005
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