EPA Disclaimer

Notice: This document has been provided as part of the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency Resource Conservation
Challenge Web Academy Recycling and Solid Waste
Management Educational Series. This document does not
constitute EPA policy or guidance and should not be
Interpreted as providing regulatory interpretations. Inclusion
within this document of trade names, company names,
products, technologies and approaches does not constitute or
Imply endorsement or recommendation by EPA. Information
contained within this document from non-EPA presenters has
not been screened or verified. Therefore, EPA has not
confirmed the accuracy or legal adequacy of any information
provided by thenon-EPA presenters and used by EPA on this
web site. Finally, links to non-EPA websites are provided for
the convenience of the user; reference to these sites does not
Imply any official EPA endorsement of the opinions, ideas,
data or products presented at those locations nor does it
guarantee the accuracy of the information provided.
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SMART Waste Management to
Reduce Disposal & Increase Recycling

The SMART Solution for Decreasing Wastes
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Municipal Unit-Based Pricing Programs

(SMART, PAYT) Why Now?

A Increasing recycling/source reduction rate goals
CT goal = 58% diversion by 2024 — Current diversion rate
(recycling & source reduction) needs to double

— Environmentally preferable way to manage solid waste

— To avoid siting and costs of new resource recovery facility
(waste-to-energy plants) or landfills

WV Declining recycling education and enforcement
resources.

A Increasing budget and tax pressures.

And in CT, 20-year contracts with resource recovery facilities will
expire over next few years for most of state = sustainable cost
control needed now and in future.



Projections of In-State MSW Disposal Capacity Shortfall Under
Various Waste Diversion Assumptions for the

Period FY2005 through FY2024.
Why Now? Reason 2
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—e— Diversion Reaches 49% —®—Diversion Reaches 40%

—A— Diversion Remains at 30% ==>&=Diversion Reaches 58%




Why Now? Reason 3:

Limited Funds for Recycling Education &
Enforcement

» Average annual recycling education expenditures
511,434, or $S0.31 per capita/year — for the 36
municipalities (out of 150) which reported even having
recycling education expenditures.

> Average annual recycling enforcement expenditures
$19,795, or $2.14 per capita/year — for the 17
municipalities (out of 150) which reported even having
recycling enforcement expenditures.



Number of CT Towns by Type of Municipal MSW Disposal

Contract as of July 2008

B RRF(120 towns)

M SW Company(25 towns)
u No Contract(5 towns)

M Landfill (one town)

**Most contracted to a specific resource recovery facility either directly or by regional
authority Based on data received as of 01/09/2009 for 153 CT Cities and Towns




Why Now? Reason 4:

Municipal MSW Disposal Contract® Expiration Dates
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* Includes contracts between a municipality and a solid waste company; a RRF; a RRF
through a regional resource recovery authority, regional operating committee, etc.



Annual MSW Expenses as a % of Total Budget
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107 municipalities (out of the 153 surveys received)
**Median of 5.26% responded to this question
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FY2008 MSW Disposal Tipping Fees Paid by Municipalities
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FY 2008 Annual Revenue Sources for Municipal

Solid Waste and Recycling Management Programs
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Hauler Marketing of Tax Base Tipping Fees Unit Based
Registration Recyclables (72 Towns) Charged at Pricing

Fees (51 Towns) Muni TS (10 Towns)
(20 Towns) (33 Towns)

107 municipalities (out of the 153 surveys received) responded to this question. Multiple
responses allowed. Average based on # of towns reporting >0 revenue for a specific source.



CT Municipalities with Unit-Based Pricing Programs




MA Municipalities with Unit-Based Pricing Programs

Municipal Solid Waste Pay-As-You-Throw

Communities in Massachusetts
October 2008

Legend

I curbside Community (48 Municipalities)
| Drop Off Community (76 Municipalities)

Deval Patrick Data Sources:

OOOOOOOO Pay Az You Throw Cammunities - WP Consumer Programs 2008
lan Bowles WeOEAP SR payt Datapantlist s

Secratary of Cnergy and
SESISHIERERLRES Massachusatts Municipslties - MassGIS 2004




Dartmouth MA UBP start 10-1-07

G H E E N Dartmouth residents have gone green,
making the Town’s PAYT program a success.

d‘&e numbets ake in " Their combined efforts have increased

’ ; recycling tonnage and reduced municipal
and they e outstanding! solid waste tonnage, adding valuable time to

the lifespan of Crapo Hill Landfill.
. _f ) &

Town of Dartmouth -
Pay-As-You-Throw Program |
Participants Take Recycling

to New Levels!

First 5 months of d

ormin 4559

That's an additional 18.5 tons
collected per week!

@ SOLID WASTE
TONNAGE

That's a reduction of 99.2 tons
per week!!!

To learn more abont how y
“Go Green”, visit the Town's website:
We value \-nur npuuuﬂ Please p:u'uup_ﬂe in our P-\YT survey WWW.TOWNDARTMOUTHMA.US
'a or contact the DPW office PAYT hotline at

Survey forms can .:L]w be obtained at the DP\?\ ornce Cwunul on S.E,Jm. :mcl :.Luﬂw.'n:-rth Library. (S08) 999-0740 ext. 209

Darimouh OPWindd 1 AZI008E 420EDFM



Question

 How can Connecticut transfer Massachusetts’ success
In reducing average per capita disposal tonnages of
solid waste through unit-based pricing?
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Unit Based Pricing Towns SW CT Towns without Unit Based Pricing



e Jump on the EPA SMART
bandwagon when it comes to town!

e CT built on EPA’s work with one “American Big
City” in CT (Bridgeport) by:
— Concurrently hiring the same EPA SMART specialist to

work with 12 towns in the Bridgeport area using
dedicated, limited state funds: and

— To create template presentation and guidebook that CT
DEP can replicate for other towns as well as those 12.



SMART Is Simple

Even with variability in
collection systems,
SMART idea Is the same
for every town.

Even in CT with no county
government and limited
regionalism.




Varied Residential MSW Disposal Collection

residents

Private haulers contracted by
municipality

Municipality provides pick-up

Allow self haul to transfer
station

Other

# Of Municipalities




Varied Residential Curbside Recycling Collection

# Of municipalities

N 7
Private haulers contracted by
municipality for atleast some _ 58

residents

Private haulers contracted by
residents

Municipality provides pick-up - 20

Allow self haul to transfer station _ 77



Despite these differences,

similarities can be found among towns
help towns see “if it works there it can work here”

Municipal Collection for some cities

Multiple Haulers (tip fee paid through tax
base) for some towns

Multiple Haulers (no tax base for tip fee)
Annual disposal about 1000 lbs per person

Approximately $100 / per house hold per year
for tip fees (i.e., not including the cost of
collection) <




Implementing SMART Waste Management

» Evaluate individual municipality’s current solid waste
management strategy using standard template from EPA

* access waste and recycling information, financial costs
and funding mechanisms. Look at details on current
waste and recycling contracts, and collection equipment.

» Meet with town’s staff, the Mayor/First Selectman, Town
Council, Public Works Officials, Finance Director and any
appropriate stakeholders and organizations. Show
Guidebook from EPA template laying out plan for selecting
among options and getting started.

» Suggest ways in which Unit- Based Pricing (UBP)
could enhance the current system and help the city meet its
long-term waste minimization and recycling goals through a
smooth cost-effective UBP transition.



Example of info shown to town: New Haven

Paper

Yard Waste

B Food Scraps

Plastics

Metals

E Rubber, leather and

textiles

® \Wood

E Glass

m other

Paper 364
Yard Waste 138
~00d Scraps 133
Plastics 125
Metals 82
Rubber,
eather and
textiles 79
Wood 59
Glass 57
other 35

1072




Implementation strategy examples for different towns

Convert existing large trash toters to recyclables toters, add
small toters for trash with unit-based pricing for overflow
containers or bags

Pull tip fee from tax base; switch from private subscription
hauling to Municipal Bid with proportional UBP bag cost for
collection and disposal

Reduce taxes or use UBP bag costs to offset increases

During switch to automated collection also switch to usi
bags as units




Example of info shown to town:
Weston Waste Stream Before and
Projected After SMART waste management

 Before SMART Projected after SMART

Total Waste
Total Waste

Total Recycling
(plastic glass
metalpaper yard
waste)
Total Recycling

(plastic glass
metalpaper

yard waste) ® Source Reduction




Projected Benefits for 11 CT SW towns

 Reduce waste _disposal
—by 100,000 tons

 Reduce disposal costs

—by $8,500,000

—Not including $1.8 million for Big City
 Reduce.Greenhouse Gas emissions

—by 75,000 MTECE



Recap: Getting SMART about Trash

— Mirror EPA’s customized assistance to individual
municipalities
 to explainthe environment, equity, and economy
relationship of SMART waste management.
— Ask town finance and public works directors

 to take an honest look at how much they are
spending right now.

— Show the costs

« to the“chief elected official, citizens.committees;
include the haulers where possible.

- Empow@?‘cﬁ?e&js

* to control diSposal costs while increasing thelr
recycling rates
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