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The Source Reduction Forum 01 the National Recycling Coalition 
A program of the National Recycling Coalition (NRC), the Source Reduction Forum’s goal is to conserve 
resources and reduce waste by: 

H encouraging the emcient use of materials, 

H developing and promoting source reduction and reuse strategies, and 

H integrating these strategies with recycling 

The Forum is coordinated by a steering committee composed of national source reduction experts from coin- 
mercial, government, university and non-profit sectors. Staff support is provided by the NRC. The 
information in this report should not be considered policy positions of the National Recycling Coalition. 
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Soure Reduction Fo*um/Notiond Recycling Coalition 

In early 1996, the Source Reduction Forum of the National Recycling Coalition (NRC) began an assessment 
of local governments’ solid waste source reduction activities. The Forum’s Local Government Workgroup 
established several goals for this work 

to determine how many local governments were pursuing source reduction activities; 

to identify the type of local source reduction programs being implemented; 

to evaluate the experiences of pioneer programs and provide guidance to other local governments on inte- 
grating source reduction into their solid waste management programs. ......... 

11 To further these objectives, the workgroup distributed a two-page questionnaire to hundreds of local govern- 
meuts through a variety of networks and organizations including NRCS State Recycling Organizations, the 
National Association of Counties, and the US. Conference of Mayors/Municipal Waste Management 
Association. Much to our surprise, the workgroup discovered that source reduction was more widespread on 
the local government level than previously thought. More than 90 communities around the country returned 
questionnaires describing their source reduction initiatives. 

This report highlights the experiences of many of these communities. This document is highly valuable to 
any community wanting to start similar efforts, as well as to policy makers and community leaders hoping to 
better understand the opportunities for source reduction and reuse at the local level. If your community is 
not featured in Appendix I of the report, please fill out the case study template in Appendix I1 and fax it  to 
the N R C  at 703/683-9026. 
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c h a p t e r  1 

introduction 
... .......... 
1 

n 1989, the US. Environmental Protection Agency 
@PA) unveiled a sbategy designed to improve the 
nation5 management of municipal solid waste 
(MSW). Seven years later, the principles of “inte- 
grated waste management’’ are quite familiar to 

local officials. However. one component of solid 
w t e  management, which is often termed the pre- 

ferred strategy, has received little attention. Source 
reduction, or the prevention of waste a t  the source of 
generation, requires local governments to trod in 
unfamiliar territory and look beyond the traditional 
duties of collecting and processing materials. 

Recycling Coalition (NRC) has discovered, in a 
Yet, as the Source Reduction Forum of the National 



..... . ... . 
2 

growing number of cities and counties, source reduc- 
tion is playing an increasingly prominent role. 
Programs to reduce and reuse waste materials can be 
an effective way to reduce upfront costs for material 
purchases, as well as the amount of waste a locality 
and its haulers must collect. process, and dispose. 
While recycling and composting systems assist com- 
munities in substantially reducing the volume of solid 
waste disposed, source reduction reduces the total 
amount of waste generated by improving the efficien- 
cy of how we use materials. 

How can local governments play a more active role 
in pushing the nation toward a front-end, preventative 
approach to waste generation? What type of source 
reduction programs are appropriate to implement on 
the local level? What kind of results can one expect? 
This report helps answer these questions and will assist 
local governments in better integrating source reduc- 
tion into their solid waste management strategies. 

What is Source Reduction? 
Source reduction means “Waste prevention” 
or the reduction of the amount and/or toxicity of waste at 

or before the point ofgeneration. Source reduction 
occurs during the design, manufacture, purchase and 
use of products and materials, and includes strategies 
that use less material per product (e.g., lightweight- 
ing), extend the useful life of products and materials, 
and reduce overall waste generation. Reuse is using 
an item for a similar or identical purpose to amid waste 

generation. Because reusing items delays or avoids 
their entry into the waste collection and disposal sys- 
tem and reduces the total number of products 
consumed, reuse is included in our discussion of 
source reduction. 

While source reduction initiatives have largely 
focused on waste minimization efforts on the manu- 
facturing level, local governments also can play an 
important role in advancing source reduction goals. 
Local government can affect the content and volume 
of the wastestream through their intluence over con- 
sumer choice and the management of materials. 
Popular local government source reduction programs 
are described on the previous page. 

What Are the Benefits of 
Source Reduction? 
Source reduction offers numerous benefits both to the 
community and to society in general by reducing the 
generation of municipal solid waste. 

According to the US. EPA, waste generation rates 
are on the rise. In 1994, the United States generated 
a total of 209 million tons of solid waste, This reflects 
an increase of 3 million tons of waste from the previ- 
ous year. Worth noting, however, is that while overall 
waste generation rates increased, per capita rates 
remained constant at 4.4 pounds per person per day. 
This is a reversal of a multi-year trend in which per 
capita rates were steadily rising and is largely due to 
local efforts to keep yard trimmings out of the waste 
management system through “grasscycling” and back- 
yard composting.‘ After the year 2000, the amount of 
yard trimmings diverted from disposal is expected to 
plateau, and per capita rates are expected to rise again 
to an estimated 4.8 pounds per person per day by the 
year 2010. According to the U.S. EPA, “achieving a 
decline in overall waste generation after 2000 hinges 
on continued emphasis on source reduction of all  

municipal solid waste.”2 
In addition to reducing the burden on local waste 

collection and disposal systems, source reduction saves 
valuable natural resources. The manufacture and con- 
sumption of products have numerous environmental 
impacts, including disturbing large tracts of land 
through mining and extracting raw materials (such as 
timber, bauxite, and petroleum), and producing large 
volumes of industrial and manufacturing waste. In 
addition to reducing the adverse environmental 
effects of the production and disposal of products, 
using material resources more efficiently can lead to 
substantial energy savings as well. 

On the local level, communities embarlung on 
source reduction programs realize many of the follow- 
ing benefits. Source reduction programs can: 

save money for local governments through reduced 

reduce the amount of waste requiring collection 

- ~ 

- 

7p ~ 

- 
purchases; . p  

and related costs: 

’ EPA eNmrtr, that quantitm of yard t r h m i n g  and Icavcs in MSW will be reduced by approrunaidy 8 million tom nationally bcrwccn 1994 and the Far 
2000, due m fhc banning of yard trunrnings from dlJporal faoiltics m mmr ~mtfcs. U S .  Envimnmenfal Pmrcction Agency, Chorarirniatian o/Muniiipal Solid Wmie 
in thr IJnrKB Stdtp~’ 199.5 lipdate, p .  3. 

U.S. EPA, 1995 [Jpdafe, p. 10. 
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8 reduce the tonnage and cost of waste requiring dis- 

8 lessen the tonnage of yard trimmings for processing 

8 provide local businesses a service that helps them 
save money; 

8 create a public awareness campaign that involves 
the whole community. 

posal, and extend the useful life of landfills; 

in a centralized composing facility; 

into its efforts to promote soune reduction. Please fill 
out and return the attached questionnaire (Appendix 
11) if your community is not featured in the chart at 
the end of this document (Appendix I). The Forum 
will continue to compile examples of local govern- 
ment source reduction programs nationwide and serve 
as a clearinghouse to make ths  information available. 

What Role Can 
Local Governments Play? 
Source reduction requires individuals, businesses, and 
government agencies to change both their attitnde and 
behavior regarding the use and disposal of materials. 
Local governments have a variety of powers to help 
move their community toward these goals. These are 
described in the box above. Concrete examples of these 
source reduction opdons are provided in this report. 

The Source Reduction Forum hopes this report 
will stimulate discussion among local officials and help 
guide further development of local source reduction 
efforts. The Forum is eager to learn about new and 
emerging programs and incorporate these programs 

Future Directions 
As the case studies in this manual demonstrate, there 
is no “cookie cutter” approach to source reduction; 
rather, local governments can choose a variety of 
ways to successfully incorporate soncce reduction and 
reuse into their waste management programs. And, as 
these programs indicate, source reduction will provide 
substantial benefits both to the communities and to 
the environment, 

However, in order for cities and counties to effec- 
tively move fonvard with source reduction initiatives, 
they need to make a commitment to include these 
programs in their integrated waste management plans. 
Source reduction needs to be a priority, otherwise 
other programs, with perhaps more immediately visible 
benefits, will prevent the adoption of such initiatives. 
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Communities should be willing to devote at least 
some staff time and monetary resources to the devel- 
opment of these programs. While source reduction 
and rense can end up saving a commumty monex 
often an iniual investment in staff time, materials, 
waste audits or other programs must be made. as 

w t h  any other 
public service 

In addmon to 
acuons that local 
governments can 
take, state govern- 

important role in 
helping or lunder- 
mg comumties 
h m  movrng ahead 
wlth source reduc- 
uon ininauves For 

example, states can ensure that commumties get credt 
toward recychng goals for source reducuon aclueve 
ments. States also can assst local inmauves hy 

4 ment plays an 

providing seed money to get source reduction initia- 
tives off the ground. And in many instances, states a x  
an excellent source of educational information and 
technical assistance. 

moving the nation forward in reducing the generation 
of waste at the source. Local governments depend on 
the cooperation and support of local companies for the 

In addition, the efforts of the private sector to light- 
weight products, reduce packaging, and use refillable, 
reusable, and durable materials directly affects the vol- 
ume and composition of the wastestream that 
communities must manage and pay for. Local govern- 
ments can help educate consumers to use their power 
in the marketplace and create demand for source 
reduced products. Local government also can use their 
own purchasing power to encourage industry to pur- 
sue source reduction practices. True source reduction 
will only occur as a result of a dedicated partnership 
among those that manufacture goods, those that use 
goods, and those that manage discarded goods. 

The private sector plays perhaps the key role in 

implementation of many source reduction initiatives. - 



c h a p t e r  I 1  

lessons learned from 
pioneering programs 

.. 
5 

y studying the experiences of communities with pioneering programs, one can learn a great deal ahout 
the opportunities and challenges of source reduction. These lessons are invaluable to other communi- 
ties considering the implementation of similar program. Many of these lessons are summarized below. 

While communities have met with considerable suc- 
cess when implementing source reduction and reuse 
programs, they also have encountered a number of 
challenges. The following list describes the common 
obstades encountered. 

Education/Awareness Barriers 
I lack of public awarenes about what some reduction is; 
I lack of awareness by citizens, local governments 

and businesses of source reduction and reuse pro- 
gram options; 

I tradtional focus on “end-of-the-pipe” solutions; 
a traditional mindset that more (or newer) is 

alwys better. 

Economic Barriers 
I lack of stafTand financial mou~ces to operate programs; 
I financing of solid waste management through 

“tipping fee” revenue from disposal sites, which 

may be negatively impacted by reduced waste 
volumes; 
lack of resources and staff time for businesses, 
especially small ones, to research source reduction 
strategies; 
low cost of municipal d~sposal tipping fees in 

a “put or pay” contracts that require a certain 
some areas; 

amount of waste flow and/or revenues in order to 
finance facilities; 

change purchasing practices (as environmental costs 
are not factored into a product’s price). 

lack of economic incentives to consumers to 

Administrative Barriers 
dificulty measuring pmgress and success; 

a lack of historical data because many source reduc- 

a traditional accounting methods that do not favor 
tion programs are new; 
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long-term savings (e.g., savings from switching to 
long-lasting lightbnlbs) or factor in the full costs of 
waste management program; 
restrictions by another governmental agency that 
may provide obstacles to the adoption of source 
reduction or reuse activities (e,g., the Seattle Health 
Department requires that active material exchange 
programs be housed in a separate building with 
dedicated staff and additional parkng as opposed to 
a browse/pick operation at a household hazardous 
waste event); 
liability issues ahout items handled (e.g., hazardous 
materials) at reuse centers. 

Policy/Regulatory Barriers 
I current programmatic and legislative emphasis on "cy- 

I regulatory focus on "end-of-the-pipe" solutions and 

federal subsidies for extraction, refining, and energy 

ding divers attention away 6um s o w e  reduction; 

lack of attention to prevention; 

use that encourage use of virgin materials and dis- 
courage efforts to reduce resource consumption and 
waste generation; - 

reduction both in-house within government facili- 
ties and in operations throughout the community; 

lack of policies and incentives to promote source 

D lack of political support. 

Drawing on the experiences of the communities studied, the following section provldes a step by step approach to 
implementing sowce reduction at the local level. This section also highhghts the major case study findings. 



Cl 1 . Set a Source Reduction Policy with Specific Goals 
A clear statement of policy is a good first step in plan- 
ning for source reduction and elevating waste 
prevention to an important priority. The policy should 
state explicitly that the aim is source reduction, and 
should indude a clear de6nition of source reduction. 
NRC has defined source reduction and a number of 
related terms and encourages use of these definitions by 
the recycling industry and communities to achieve 
greater standardization. 

The policy also can specify goals and how the suc- 
cess of the initiative will be measured. Setting specific 
source reduction targets can play an important mle in 

spurring community-wide source reduction activities. 
Source reduction goals should be readily distinguish- 
able fmm waste reduction or recycling goals so that 
attention (including staff time and budget) is concen- 
trated specifically on reducing waste generation, For 
example, New York City and Dnnn County, WI, have 
set goals to reduce the total municipal solid waste 
stream - NewYork City by 8 to 10% and Dunn 
County by 15%, both by weight. Because waste gen- 
eration rates serve as the denominator of the waste 
recycling equation, source reduction also can help 
communities meet recycling goals. 

D 2. Set Priorities 
A full assessment of the composition of the 
wastestream will help communities set rcalistic goals 
and identify source reduction priorities. Communities 
should target materials that comprise a major portion 
of the wastestream, are difficult to recycle, are easy to 
reduce, or have a significant negative envimnmental 
impact. Also, consider targeting generator groups to 

reduce specific materials. For example, office build- 
ings may be targeted to reduce paper consumption. A 
source reduction program can focus on an area of par- 
ticular local concern, such as reducing the mercury 
content of waste. Because organics can be a large 
portion of the wastestream, they are a worthwhile 
focus of a source reduction program. 

7 
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Communities should be creative when setting up a 
program, as local governments often operate with very 
limited budgets and staff. A community may want to 
hire a source reduction program coordinator to over- 
see the program, or allocate these responsibilities ta 
existing s t a .  Recycling staffwho already have an 
educational focus are typically suitable and can take 
advantage of their established relationship with citizens 
and businesses. 

Diverse skills are needed to work on planning, pro- 
gram development, technical assistance, evaluation and 

enforcement. The coordinator WIU help set priorities, 
gain support for the program, and ensure program 
implementation. 

It is important that all solid waste staffbe fully edu- 
cated ahout source reduction, and incorporate source 
reduction into existing business waste audits/training. 
civic presentations and school presentations. Volunteers 
also can be used to help implement the program, as is 
common with Master Composter Programs (where 
members of the community are trained to teach others 
about the benefits of composting). 

. ~~ 

- 

'd 4. Identify Budgetary Resources 
Although sonrce reduction may not require the collec- 
tion and processing operations of other waste 
management options, it cannot be accomplished witl- 
out adequate resources. Source reduction costs may 
include an up-front investment in data collection, waste 
audits, education (e+, materials, flyers, pamphlets, 
posters, guides), technical assistance, and planning. 
Since the payoff for investment in source reduction 
may not be immediate, understanding the long-term 
nature of source reduction programs is critical. 

their source reduction programs. These include: 

resources from the general fund; 
8 a designated income stream, such as a portion of 

Communities have found a variety of ways to fnnd 

~~ the funds raised from quantity-based user fees or .~ 

charging waste service fees to haulers; 
8 disposal tipping fees or garbage disposal rates; 

environmental taxes or fees; 
un-redeemed beverage container deposits; 
a percentage of the recycling budget; 

8 in-kind donations from businesses; 
grants from the federal or state government to help 

piggyhacking onto agricultural extension programs 

- 
' ~ 

start or expand programs; and 

or household hazardous waste initiatives. 

Cost savings from source reduction programs can he 
used to supplement waste prevention program funding. 
In some cases, such as salvage and reuse operations, 

- 
. ~~ 
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communities utilize volunteers to staff operations, 
which lowers overall operating costs. University stu- 
dents and programs also can be solicited for assistance. 

The potential for a conflict of interest exists among 
source reduction and funding for recycling and MSW 
management. Because source reduction reduces the 
amount of material recycled and disposed, it can 
reduce menues f“ sales of recyclable materials and 
Gom landfill tipping fees. For this reason, dedicating 
resources to source reduction is key, as is ensuring that 
staff members focused on source reduction collaborate 
with colleagues who promote recycling. Overall, 

potential contlicts between sonrce reduction and recy- 
cling may he minimized through integrated solid waste 
management planning and budgeting. 

Some of the communities featured in this report 
have received grants or other assistance f” their state 
to help start their source reduction program, though, 
in many states, grant money is more widely available 
for recycling programs than source reduction. State 
grant money can help ‘?jumpstart” source reduction 
efforts; however, communities should ensure they do 
not become dependent on this money, but rather 
become economically self-sufficient as soon as possible. ............ 

9 

5. Gain Support 
Because the public is largely unaware of the d u e  of 
source reduction and how such ideas can be put into 
practice, a targeted and comprehensive education pro- 
gram is critical to the success of any w t e  prevention 
&ortort. Educating residents and businesses about a pm- 
gram’s goals, operation, and results can be vital to gaining 
support for such initiatives. Education programs should 
be targeted at residents, businesses, as well as government 
officials so that waste prevention is seen as a top priority 

Residents: 
Residents should be informed that source reduction 
presents cost savings opportunities as well as larger 
environmental benefits. For example, a grasscycling 
program reduces the collection and processing costs of 
handling yard trimmings at a large-scale composting 
facility. Grasacycling can reduce the need for fertiliz- 
ers by one-third, thereby saving residents direct 
out-of-pocket expenses. Source reduction programs 
also may reduce annoyances to residents, such as a 

junk mail reduction program, 

Local Businesses: 
Local governments can educate businesses about how 
source reduction helps them @n a competitive advan- 
tage through lower costs for purchasing, processing, and 
storage of products and disposal of waste. Local gov- 
ernments can draw positive attention to businesses that 
reduce waste through award or recognition programs. 

Loull q)iciaZs: 
The support of elected officials and professional staff 
has been key to the success of many source reduction 
pmgrams. These important stakeholders need to 

understand the benefits of source reduction, including 
the potential cost reductions through better purchas- 
ing, reduced expenditures on raw materials, and 
avoided collection and disposal costs. Finding an 
elected official to act as a “champion” for source 
reduction as a cost saving measure can be very effec- 
tive for advancing the program. 
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D 6. Establish Partnerships 
Because solid waste source reduction spans the inter- 
ests and responsibilities of different segments of the 
community, local source reduction efforts are often 
collaborative in nature. Frequendy, a variety of gov- 
ernmental agencies (such as the solid waste 
department and the economic development office), 
will join with community organizations and private 
sector entities to push a project forward. Through 
these partnerships, city and county governments can 
more effectively carry out their source reduction ini- 
tiative and reach their target audience. 

Successful partnerships on the local level include: 

I formation of a source reduction task force that 
includes representation from government, business, 

civic organizations, and citizens to plan and moni- 

collabotation among different governmental agencies; 
8 financial or in-kind support from non-profit or pri- 

vate sector organizations; 
I collaboration between city and county governmen- 

tal agencies; 
I collaboration between the local government and 

the chamber of commerce; 
I partnership projects with local businesses and man- 

ufacturing companies; 
I partnenlnps between local government and state 

extension offices, universities, other non-profit 
organizations and businesses. 

tor community-wide source reduction initiatives; 
.~ 

- 

7. Implement the Program 
Source reduction initiatives range in scale from com- 
munity to community. Some cities and counties will 
launch a community-wide, full-scale initiative with sig- 
nificant resources, while others start more slowly, taking 
s m a l l  steps to incorporate source reduction and reuse 
into an existing program. Because sonrce reduction is 

new, some communities recommend that you do not 
overwhelm your audience with too many programs or 
messages at once, but rather begin very targeted pro- 
grams and slowly expand into different areas. 

Communities should not expect success overnight, but 
should be patient as the prugram develops and matures. 
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CI 8. Monitor and Evaluate Results 
Many commnnities have found measuring source 
reduction accomplisbmena quite challenging, and even 
the communities that are farther along continue to 
grapple with this issue. Nevertheless, local government 
officials are making progress in refining their ability to 
document the value of their program, with the intent 
of continuing to win support for pursuing these efforts. 

Communities have found a variety of both quanti- 
tative and qualitative ways to measure the results of 
their programs. 

Quantitative Evaluation 
Because source reduction causes waste to “disappear” 
it cannot be as easily measured as recycling programs, 
whose success can he measured in tons or percentage 
recovered. In many cases, source reduction can only 
be measured by comparing the amount disposed 
before source reduction to the quantity disposed after 
program implementation, and even this can be skewed 
at times. Some communities have successfully mea- 
sured waste reduced through salvage and reuse 
programs as well as backyard composting efforts. For 
example, communities track tonnage diverted by 
backyard composting and grasscycling programs 
through pilot studies and waste composition studies, 
comparing current rates for yard trimmings genera- 
tion against past rates. 

year or &om a projected increase in waste generation. 
For example, a community can spec+ whether a goal 
of 10% from 1990 to 2000 meam a 10% reduction 
from the 1990 baseline amount or a 10% reduction 
from the amount of waste projected for 2000. 

Collecting data on a monthly basis will help 
communities better undersand the dynamics of their 
wastestream. Accurate, up-to-date data kept wer time 
will reveal important trends and allow local governments 
to more accurately project future waste generation. 

Communities can measure reduction &om a baseline 

Communities should consider collecting the follow- 
ing types of data: 

Amount of total residential waste stream by weight 
or volume (including recyclahles and municipally 
collected compost); 
Amount of commercial and institutional waste by 
weight or volume (including recyclables and 
municipally collected compost); 
Residential population; 
Total employment; 
Types ofbusinesses in the community (e.g., SIC codes); 
Projections of population change; 
Indicators of economic activity. 

Communities may encounter problems obtaining 
this information or using it to measure source reduc- 
tion. Five common problems are: 

Distinguishing changes in the overall rate of waste 
generation from changes in number of people or 
other units generating waste‘. 
Factoring out external variables, such as economic 
factors and the business cycle. 
Discerning small annual changes when measured by 
imprecise waste generation data. 
Separating data for residential and commercial/ 
industrial waste, 
Reconciling waste generation data since as mea- 
surement techques  improve, earlier baseline 
measurements may he inaccurate. 

Keep in mind that external variables can affect 
waste generation and cannot be considered source 
reduction. Some examples include seasonal variations 
in yard trimmings, behavioral changes due to the 
weather (e.g., more beverage cans during hot weath- 
er), and decreased waste generation because of an 
economic recession. The effects of these variables can 
in some cases be factored out by careful calculation. 

............. 
11 
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For example, if the economic activity in the area is 
&ecting waste generation, the total waste generated 
divided by wage dollars will yield pounds per wage 
dollar, which can be used as a basis for comparison. 

are likely to be small and can be difficult to detect. 
Two percent might he a substantial source reduction 
achwement for one yeac but a variation of 2% is well 
withm the margin of error in measuring waste genera- 
tion. To compensate for this, measuring source 
reduction over longer periods of time is necessary. 

source reduction is through a cost comparison. For 
example, an individual business or institution can 
record monetary savings, &om year to year, in relation 
to avoided disposal and/or purchasing costs. Businesses 
also should keep track of the money spent on source 
reduction activities for a sense of net savings. 

Qualitative Evaluation 
A qualitative evaluation often can be an appropriate 
assessment tool for local government in order to 
answer the following questions: 

How many residents or businesses participated in 

Why d d  they or did they not participate? 
Was there increased participation in other programs 

Annual reductions in waste generation, if they occur, 

Another quantitative way to measure the benefits of 

the program? 

(e.g., composting or recycling) because of the out- 
reach conducted on source reduction? 
Did businesses or residents make changes in pur- 

Were there other behavioral changes made, such as 
chasing habits? 

bringing a reusable mug for take-out coffee or can- 
vas bags for shopping? 

~~ 

How can the program be improved? 
What changes could he made to increase public 

How many businesses received waste assessments? 
How many made improvements as a result of the 
waste assessment? 
How many workshops were held? Who attended? 
What did attendees learn? Did they put any of the 
lessons into practice? 

Changes in attitudes or behavior can be assessed 
through surveys. However, be aware that people tend 
to overestimate their involvement and can give m i s -  

1eadmg answers. The bottom line for any source 
reduction program is the amount of waste the pro- 
gram or activity bas eliminated and the cost savings 
realized. These amounts can only be quantified by 
calculating the amount of waste being generated or 
dollars spent prior to source reduction efforts and 
comparing them to baseline data. 

- 
awareness? 
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case studies 

he following chapter presents some exciting and 
innovative examples of source reduction pro- 
grams in place around the country. As these 
case studies and the chart of programs in 
Appendix I indicate, communities are boldly 

moving f o d  to incorporate source reduction and 
reuse as alternatives to traditional waste management 
programs. To assist the reader, the case studies are 
arranged in the following sections, based on the most 
popular types of programs, and to address dXerent seg- 
menb of the wastestream. 

Each group of case studies begins with an overview 
of program options for that category The overview 
includes a discussion of different options, lessons 
learned as reported by the communities studed, and 
examples of successful programs. As this compendium 
demonstrates, educational programming, at home 
composting, and salvage/reuse programs are the most 
common efforts. However, a growing number of 
communities are expanding their programs to include 
on-site technical assistance, economic and policy 
incentives, and internal source reduction policies. 
With more than 90 communities included in 
Appendix I, it is clear that source reduction is gaining 
more recognition by local governments as a legitimate 
approach to reducing their solid waste generation; 
however, source reduction is far Gom reaching itx 
potential at the local level. 

13 
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reduction programs 

Goal/lmuetus: 
The state of North Carolina has a per capita.solid 
waste reduction goal of 40% by the year 2001. The 
North Carolina Division of Pollution Prevention and 
the Environmental Assistance (DPPEA) offers grants 
to local governments for waste reduction programs 
that assist with attaining this goal. The Authority, geo- 
graphically the largest legal solid waste entity in North 
Carolina, was formed to address the regional planning 
and infrastructure needs necessary to solve the region’s 
solid waste management problems. 

Strategy: 
The overall source reduction strategy of the Authority 
is to make everyone in the region more aware of their 
impact on the solid waste stream and how the toxicity 
of their waste affects the environment. The Authority 
accomplishes this through in-house programs in 
schools and government oEces, as well as commurU- 
ty-wide educational programs and paint swaps. 

mented at the oEce the Authority shares with the 
tri-county Perquimans, Chowan, Gates Solid Waste 
Management. This program has resulted in the annual 
&version from landfill disposal of at least 5 tons of 
pallets plus other materials, saving approximately 
$4,000 annually 

The following in-house programs have been imple- 

Program components indude: 

Changing from paper towels to cloth roll towels in 

Using back sides of copies for note pads. 
Making two-sided copies. 
Using scrap cloth from local industry for shop rags. 

kitchens. 

Reusing manila envelopes. 
Routing inter-office mail in reusable envelopes. 
Reusing gaylords, pallets and assorted equipment .~ 

disposed of hy local industries for paper collection 
and storage. 

materials. 

sters to use for cardboard recycling. 

other government agencies. 

Reusing pallets for moving and storing recyclable 

Welding, painting and builmng lids for old dump- 

Using office equipment and furniture discarded by 

Buying used equipment from the state surplus 

Buying used lighting fixtures for the recycling 

Giving used tires to retreader 

~ 

program. 

warehouse. 

The Authority is also part of a “brainstorming” code 
enforcement group. Twice a month, representatives 
from offices of law enforcement, fire deparment, 
social services, county and town manager, building 
inspector, and solid waste management meet to discuss 
issues such as illegal dumping, junk car removal, envi- 
ronmental health, and litter abatement. 

Used 
This program has a budget of more than $30,000 
including the salary of a recyclinghaste reduction 
coordmator and one other part time employee. The 
North Carolina DPPEA has provided grant support 
for demonstration projects. Funding for the Authority 
comes from tipping fees paid by private customers and 
by member counties Dare, Hyde,Tyrrell, Perquimans, 
Chowan, Gates and Currituck, and their municipali- 
ties. North Carolina Cooperative Extension Service 
agents work closely with the Authority by educating 
the public about source reduction and developing and 
implementing programs. 

Available 
The Authority has available samples of successful grant 
proposals, reports on their award-winning regionaliza- 
tion program, program outlines, and brochures used 
for public education. The Authority also sends source 
reduction tips to local newsletters and newspapers. 

. . . .  - ... . .  
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Evaluation 
The Authority uses participation in the programs as a 
measure of the success of their efforts. Any reduction 
of ws te  is considered a success. 

Barriers Encountered 
No significant barriers to carrying out source reduc- 
tion programs were encountered. 

Program Strengths 
Historically, there has been a high degree of coopera- 
tion in the Albemarle region of North Carolina. 
Everything h n i  health care systems to water systems 
have been developed on a regional basis. When the 
area’s counties and municipalities needed to address 
Subtitle D landfill regulations, the natural move was to 
carve out a cooperative agreement. In its 20 year 

regional contract with a private landfill, the Authority 
only pays for the tonnage of waste that is landfilled, 
thus pmviding an incentive to implement source 
reduction programs. 

The Authority, though originally formed to pmide  
affordable solid waste disposal services, soon accepted 
a cooperative agreement with a local non-profit envi- 
ronmental group to work with this group’s waste 
reduction coordinator. B e y n  as a one-year pilot pro- 
gram, the coordinator position has been assumed by 
the Authority, and has allowed it to provide education 
and continue to develop waste reduction programs 
which are shared by all member counties. 

Lessons Learned 
Working regionally, one can develop programs not 
affordable to individual counties. Be persistent with 
slow starting programs. 

Population: 35,YOL) 

’Qpe: ICunl. lacaced in w a r  cenud Winlonun 

Contact: bohd Wasrc Office, hOO Wilnoi~ 
Avenue. Mcnomomc, WI 54751, 
(p) 715/232-4017; ( f )  715/232-6770. 

6oal/lmpetus: 
The goal of the program is to reduce the quantity of 
recyclable and non-recyclable waste generated by gov- 
ernment oEces and other operations by 15% by 
weight over a one year period and to conduct a six 
month education campaign to reduce the county-wide 
waste generation rate by 5% by weight. The target 
audience includes all county operated facilities. A state 
grant provided an incentive to initiate the program. 

Strategy: 
The Dunn County Waste Reduction Demonstration 
Program elevated the general awareness of solid waste 
source reduction among residential and nonresidential 
waste generators in the county, and motivated changes 
in behavior to reduce waste generation rates. This was 
accomplished by conducting a thorough in-house 

source reduction pilot project for county offices and 
operations, and a similar pilot project in three volun- 
teer households. The pilot projects quantified the 
amount of waste reduced and kept track of the 
changes made to reduce waste in the facihties and 
households. The county pmjecb will he followed by 
an extensive public education campaign to communi- 
cate the benefits of source reduction, including 
quantiGed local results, to the rest of the county’s 
waste generators. 

23% of their copies were made double-sided. If all of 
Dunn County followed their lead, the county could 
save a stack ofpaper 128 feet tall. The Dunn County 
Court House achieved a 14% reduction in the amount 
of waste it generated and a 65% recycling rate. 

The Dnnn County Health Care Center made sim- 
ple changes that have saved them significant resources, 
including: 

The Health Department tracked and documented that 

Switching to reusable steel food tray covers for a 
savings of $3,000 per year on aluminum foil and 
plastic film wrap. 
Reducing waste by 1.5 tons per year by switching 
to a juice machine instead of disposable containers. 
Eliminating more than 5,460 milk containers by 
using returnable containen. 

............ 
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The Health Care Center achieved an 18% reduction 
in the amount of waste generated and is recycling 14% 
of their waste. 

The Dunn County Highway Shop also has realized 
savin@ from reducing waste at the source through 

Elirmnating 288 disposable aerosol cans per year by 
using refillable air-charged dispensers, saving $240 
per year. 
Reusing floor-drying cleaner and saving an esti- 
mated 480 pounds of waste and $190 per year. 
Eliminating disposable towels. 

m Using a wipe-off reusable sheet for shop orders, 
reducing paper use a t  the facility 

The Highway Department acheved a 32% overall 
reduction ofwaste and a 12% recycling rate (not 
including scrap metal recycling effort$. 

Resources: 
Used 
The State ofWisconsiu funded the program 
through a Waste Reduction and Recycling 
Demonstration Grant. The total project cost was 
$55,434, paying for one quarter time employee of 
the Dunn County Solid Waste Department, one full 
time consultant for 8 months and one full time 
intern for half a year from the Dunn County 
offices. The Solid Waste Fiscal Clerk assisted with 
secretarial work and the University ofWisconsin 
provided additional resources. 

Available 
A final report documenting the program’s success is 
available. Also available is the Dunn County Green 
Pazes, which present an analysis of the county’s munic- 
ipal solid waste stream and other nsefd information. 

.~ Evaluation 
The county targeted and tracked specific items in the 
wastestream such as paper used, copies made, lunch- 
room waste and filing procedures. They also measured 
quantities of total MSW and recyclables generated to 
identify reductions in these quantities. The 
Department met all of its program goals. 

Barriers Encountered 
State funded demonstration grants often produce little 
more than a final report. Programs need to be geared 
for the long-term and require continued support and 
efforts in order to make an impact. Many within the 
county’s offices felt the program would he a burden, 
which resulted in insufficient staff assigned to the pro- 
ject. The program also demonstrated that an in-house 
employee may be more productive than a consultant 
because they may be more in tune with the program. 

- 

Program Strengths 
There was great enthusiasm for the program at the 
grassroots level. The most successful part of the pro- 
gram was its ability to educate individuals about 
source reduction. The press gave the effort a lot of 
positive attention which helped educate a broader 
audience, leading other communities around the state 
to establish similar programs. Also, the program estah- 
lished general operating procedures to reduce waste in 
county facilities, an important tool that will promote 
source reduction efforts in the future. 

Lessons Learned 
Implementing a program is only half of the challenge. 
In order to achieve success, you need to continue to 
motivate people and develop new ideas. Repetition 
makes for a successful program. 
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case study 8 ............... 
ifi-howe source 
redudion programs 

coordinator also works with the private sector and 
demonstrates how the county program benefiu a 
working force of 700 and could also benefit industry 

ResouPees: 
~~ 

Used 
Personnel costs are approximately $35,000, which 
includes a full time recycling coordmator and 
approximately 20% of the committee chair’s time, 

............ 
I n  

Population: 225,000 

Type: Suburban. 

Contact: Mdry Powm. 201 W. Kal;utrdzoo 
Aw., Kd”zoo, MI 49lJO7, 
@J 616,3N4-8111; (0 616/383-8862. 

6oal/lmpetus: 
To help reduce the burden of waste disposal in the 
state of Michigan, Kalamazoo County has established a 
formal “Waste Reduction Policy” to minimize waste at 
county facilities, support markets for recycled content 
products and responsibly manage the disposal of non- 
recyclable materials. All county employees are targeted 
for the program. As a government organization, the 
county of Kalamazoo is inspired to demonstrate the 
feasibility of waste reduction to other public and pri- 
vate sector organizations. 

Strategy: 
A ten member Internal Waste Reduction Committee 
representing all county departments manages the pro- 
gram. The Waste Reduction Policy publicly outlines the 
committee’s directives and legitimizes the committee’s 
activities for County Commissioners and depamnent 
heads. An employee newsletter and an active volunteer 
network encourage communication about program 
implementation, feedback and new ideas. 

The program was initiated for the 20th anniversary 
of Earth Day in 1990. It began with a policy for 
using double sided copies and has evolved into nain- 
ing programs, and awards that promote waste 
reduction. Also, a quarterly report of all purchases 
made by each department documena and compares 
recycled content and virgin material content purchas- 
es, and indcates those items that could have been 
purchased with recycled content. This approach uses 
peer pressure as the motivating force to encourage 
departments to change their buying practices. A year- 
ly report also is produced for the county 
commissioners which describes the program’s accom- 
plishments and includes suggestions for the next year. 

department on recycling and source reduction. The 
A recycling coordinator gives training to each 

111 _ _  
The ten committee members spend less than 10% of 
their time on the project. There is no formal budget 
for the program. 

Available 
Copies of the reporting forms used by the govern- 
ment departments are avadable. 

Eualuaiion 
Evaluation criteria include the volume of material 
landfilled and recycled, the amount of recycled con- 
tent supplies and papers purchased by the department 
and the frequency of requests for double-sided copy- 
ing For most evaluation criteria, the goals were met. 
However, the committee continues to find room for 
improvement. 

Barriers Encountered 
Some department personnel will not participate if it is 
not somethmg they personally believe in, requiring 
the need for increased educational efforts. 

Program Strengths 
Inter-departmental cooperation encourages employee 
participation. The quarterly report has proven to be a 
great motivational tool, It is a way for the different 
departments to compare their purchases and measure 
their progress against one another. 

Lessons Learned 
Many in the county have been overwhelmed by what 
can be accomplished by empowering employees and 
working together to achieve a common goal. The pro- 
gram bas helped bwld relationships that may benefit and 
lead to increased coordination among deparunena. 
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r semces, and implement 

Material Bans: 

where Customers are charged for waste nnngs ban, the City of Midland noaced a source 
reduction benefit based on its program to &vert 
yard tnmmings from its landfill. Midland estab- 
hhed  a fee-based yard trimnungs collection 
program winch resulted in a 14% reduction in yard 
tnmmings generated hy city resldents The success 

was credited to increased mulchng of grass clip- 
pings and, to a lesser extent, increased backyard 
composnng 

echon and d~sposal semces based on the 
amount of trash they generate. When combined 
mth recychg, these pmgrams have produced 
nnpressive results 
Award or recognition programs sponsored 
by local governments that publicize the sonrce 
reduction achievements of residents and 
businesses based on criteria such as waste 

........... 
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case study 1 ............... 
pdicy options m d  
incentive programs Other activities of the Solid Waste Division include 

county-wide curbside collection of recyclables, and a 
central processing facility for waste and recyclables. 
The county started a curbside collection program 
serving more than 31,000 residences in August 1991. 
The county designed the trashtag and curbside recy- 
cling programs to work together. The trashtag 
program creates an economic incentive for people to 
reduce their household waste while the recycling pro- 
gram provides a convenient method for residents to 
recycle. The cost of recycling is included in the annu- 

............ 
23 

W l m p e t u r  : 
In 1990,Tompkins County faced spending many mi- 
lions of dollars on planning and siting a new land6U 
and recyding and solid waste facihty, and closing and 
maintaining its old 1andlilI.s. To prolong the life of the 
existing landiill and cover these costs, the county insti- 
tuted a disposal fee for garbage, bulky wastes and 
construction and demolition debris. The county 
implemented a “trashtag” system to meet two goals: 
1) an economic goal of shifting the funding for solid 
WaJte costs away fmm the taxpayer base, and 2) a social 
goal for the county by reminding all Tompkins County 
midents of their personal responsibility for the amount 
of garbage they generate. Additionally, through the 
implementation of an annual solid waste fee, the coun- 
ty required exempt properties - which at the time 
comprised 30% of the county - to pay a more equi- 
table share of waste disposal and diversion costs. 

Slratepy: 
The Tompkins County Division of Solid Waste 
Management initiated the trashtag program with 
a p p d  fmm County Board of Representatives. The 
trashtag program is a user-fee program that requires 
residents to purchase a tag for each container of 
garbage they put out for pick-up. Haulers make the 
tags available to residents. Residents pay an established 
price for each tag which allows them to set out a spec- 
ified amount of waste (between 15 and 35 pounds, 
depending on the tag used). A collection fee may be 
billed on top of the tag, or included in the price of the 
tag, depending on the hauler. A subsidy for the trash- 
tag program is available for low income households. 

reduction program that the county has implemented. 
The tmhtag program is one part of an overall waste 

al solid waste fee. 

Resources: 
Used 
Since 1991, the entire solid waste budget, including 
recycling, has been paid through the trashtags and the 
anunal solid waste fee. Each hauler is responsible for 
passing collection and disposal charges directly to resi- 
dents through the tag system (some haulers bill 
collection separately and use the tag to reflect only 
the land6U disposal charges). 

Available 
Various brochures, newsletters, and a report on the 
Tompkins County Trashtag and Recychng Study, 

Evaluation 
Compliance with the uashtag program was better than 
expected. Soon after implementation, more than 95% 
of the residents were participating. Residential recy- 
cling rose substantially in the pilot project area (almost 
doubling for some commohties) and the amount of 
garbage placed at the curb was noticeably reduced. An 
added benefit was that the garbage set at the curb was 
more neatly placed. Since implementation of the 
trashtag program, some Tompkins County mnnicipal- 
ties have reported up to 50% less trash being generated 
by their residents. 

The county mailed a survey to 3,034 residents in 
September of 1990; 1,422 responses were received. 
According to the responses, 47% of the respondents put 
out less garbage since the trashtag program began. 
Nearly 51% of the respondents reported they recycle 
more since the trashtag program began, while nearly 
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p o h q  options and 
inrenfive proflams 

40% recycled the same amount. Nearly 16% of the 
sample reported composting more, and 39% stated that 
they pay more attention to product packaging when 
they shop. The majority of the respondents (63%) said 
they favor or somewhat favor the trashtag program, 
while 26% oppose or somewhat oppose the program. 

Barriers Encountered 
As a result of the increased disposal fees, there may 
have been an increase in illegal dumping in the coun- 
ty. This problem was solved by designating an illegal 
dumping enforcement officer to monitor and enforce 
disposal throughout the county. County officials also 
recognized the equity issues involved in implementing 
a trashtag program. The county created a low income 
subsidy for county residenb on public assistance. 

Program Strengths 
Disposal fees at the landfill and tags at the curb consti- 
tute a “pay-as-you-throw” system, thus those residents, 
businesses and institutions that generate the least trash 
pay less money 

Lcssons Garned~ 
Promote the benefits of the program to your resi- 
dents. Also, maintain an open dialogue with the 
haulen. The county worked with the haulers from 
the trashtag program’s beginning, keeping them 
involved in the process and ensuring that there were 
no surprises. The county has continued to hold 
monthly meetings between solid waste s t d  and the 
haulers to improve communications and to discuss 
anticipated program changes. 

. ~~ 

~ 

Goal/lmpetus: 
San Jose initiated a volume-based rate program as an 
incentive to increase residential recycling and source 
reduction. Their goal was to achieve a 50% divetsion of 
the residential waste stream hy 2000 in accordance with 
both a City of San Jose goal and Cahfornia AB 939 
diversion requirements. Additionally, the city wanted to 
promote voluntary &version instead of mandating recy- 
cling. The city also strives to offer high quality service 
at a competitive price. 

Strategy: 
The City of San Jose Environmental Services 
Department initiated its volume-based rate program in 
1993. The city provides solid waste recycling and yard 
trimmings collection services to all residents thmugh 
contracted services. The city contracts for disposal of 
residential waste with a local landfill. 

Prior to implementing the volume-based rates, all 
billing was conducted rhrough the hauler. Haulers 
charged residents a flat rate with unlimited garbage ser- 
vice. Haulen also provided residents with limited 
recycling services. Billing is now conducted hy the city 
Residents are charged on the basis of cart size (32,64 
and 96 gallon). J aw income rate assistance is offered. 

-~ 

The city began a process ahout 14 years ago to 
increase service provider competition. At that time 

- 
.~ 

only one company provided solid waste services. 
Through a series of competitive bid processes and 
contract arrangements, there are now four residential 
haulers; two haulers provide yard trimmings collection 
services and two other haulers collect solid waste and 
recyclahles (and process collected materials). In addi- 
tion, the city has contracts with three yard trimmings 
processing facilities. 

- 

= 
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Used 
Initially, the city’s solid waste staff proposed to the 
City Council that the volume-based rates program be 
funded in full through the fee charged to residents. 
However, the City Council decided to subsidize resi- 
dential collection through the commercial sector. The 
program is now at an 87% cost recovery, with the 
remainder subsidized by businesses. There is a five 
year plan for the program to achieve f d  cost recovery. 
The city also established an enterprise fund for all 
expenses and revenues related to solid waste, recycling 
and yard trimmings diversion, with the exclusion of a 
franchise fee on commercial solid waste collection and 
a disposal facility tax which goes to the general fund. 
The city has 20 full-time staff working on all aspects 
of the city’s integrated solid waste management pro- 
gram. The annual budget is $59 million. 

Available 
Program handouts and reports are available. 

the risk of resident dissatisfaction. The program start- 
up had a few initial problems, primarily because the 
city concurrently implemented an automated cart 
collection program. Also, there was a slight increase 
in illegal dumping after the program was implement- 
ed. However, since most of the illegally disposed 
waste is commercial, this increase may be related to 
increases in the city’s disposal facility tax and com- 
mercial hauler fees. 

Pvogram Strengths 
As with other successful volume-based rates programs, 
San Jose embarked on a yard t r i d n g s  diversion pro- 
gram prior to implementing volume-based rates. 
Additionally, the city substantially expanded its recy- 
cling program (“Recycle Plus!”) to include mixed 
paper, polystyrene, milk and juice cartons, plastic bags, 
scrap metals, textiles, corrugated cardboard and plastic 
bottles at the same time they implemented the vol- 
ume-based rates program. Residents pay one monthly 
fee based upon cart size, with no additional charge for 
collection of yard trimming or recyclable materials. 

.~ . ~~ ~ ~~ ~ . ~~ 

The city has increased its diversion rate from 28% in 
1993 to 48% in 1995. The city offers the most com- 
prehensive services in Santa Clara County at a 
competitive cost to residents. A number of resident 
surveys have been conducted. Overall, the response 
has been very positive in favor of the volume-based 
rate program. 

Barriers Encountered 
Elected officials had some apprehension about imple- 
menting the program. Their concerns were related to 

. .  . . . . . .  . .  . . .. . .  . . . .  

tive belund initiating the volume-based rates program 
including cost savings, waste reduction and other ben- 
efits of the program. Education on recycling, yard 
trimmings diversion and waste prevention also are 
important. Solid waste staffalso must have a concrete 
policy formulated prior to developing a volume-based 
rates program. Conduct research in advance to design 
a program that will best meet the needs of the com- 
munity Support from elected officials also is 
important. Be prepared to make ongoing program 
adjustments and improvements. 

25 
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policy options and 

incentive programs 

Goal/lmpetus: 
After establishing a successful program to handle the 
county’s recyclahles, Arlington County turned its 
attention to the community’s yard trimmings in 1996. 
Refuse collected from Arlington’s 31,000 single f d y  
homes increases ahnost 20% during the growing sea- 
son, and sdestimates the county spends hetween 
$70,000 and $110,000 per year in disposal fees alone 
for grass clippings. 

mulching facility was not possible because of space 
constraints and potential odor problems. Collecting 
grass separately and hauhng it out of the county (the 
nearest facility is a three-hour round trip) was prohib- 
itively expensive. As an alternative, the county 
decided to conduct a pilot program to give residents 
an incentive, in the form of rebates, to encourage the 
use of low emission mulching lawnmowers. 
Mulching lawnmowen are designed to cut grass clip- 
pings into many tine particles, acting as a fertilizer for 
the lawn and eliminating the need for bagging yard 
trimmings. Limiting the rebates to low emission 
mulching lawnmowers helped improve air quality in 
the community. 

Composting grass Clippings a t  the county’s 

Strategy: 
The County Board approved funding for the pilot 
program in late April, 1996 just as the mowing season 
began. The county set rebates at different levels: $75 
for electric powered mulching mowers, $50 for gaso- 
line mulchers which meet California’s stringent 
emissions standards, and $25 for manual reel mowers. 

program. Staff designed a brochure that was hung 
on residents’ trash cans. This was highly effective, as 
residents, not accustomed to receiving a brochure on 
their trash can, took the time to read the informa- 
tion, Staff also distributed the brochures to area 

The county used two main strategies to market the 

retailers, who were generally enthusiastic about the 
program. Because the large retailers are extremely 
busy in the spring, staff had to make several visits in 
order to ensure that all of the sales staff were aware 
of the program. 

.~ 

- 

~ .. 
Resources: 

.. . . 
Used 
The county appropriated $10,000 in funding for the 
rebates, spent an estimated $2,800 developing the 
brochure, and dedicated .2 FTE staff equivalent to 
the project. 

Available 
Program brochure. 

Residents exhausted the $10,000 in less than one 
month. The county issued a total of 159 rebates to 
residents. Electric mowers were by far the most pop- 
ular (74%), followed hy reel (22%) and low emission 
gas (4%). Electric mowers, whether rechargeable or 
with cords, are best suited for smaller lawns. This 
helps explain their popularity since the average lawn 
in Arlington is 1/12 acre or 3600 square feet. More 
than 85% of the program participants returned the 
follow-up survey, and the results were encouraging. 
Sevenhi-nine percent (79%) of those surveyed had 
previously owned non-mulching mowers, and 58% 
had previously owned high emission mowers. Forty- 
six percent (46%) retired their old mowers early 
because of the rebate and more than half had previ- 
ously bagged their clippings for all of part of the 
mowing season. 

In October, 1996, the County Board approved an 
additional $25,000 for a rebate program in 1997. The 
only difference in the 1997 program is that the rebate 
amount for electric mulching mowers will be $50. 
This will allow more residents to take advantage of 
the program, while still providing a powerful enough 
incentive to participants. 

Barriers Encountered 
The County Board did not want to give rebates for 
equipment that residents would he buying anyway 
Solid Waste Division staff addressed this concern hy 
contacting both large and small retailers in the region 

.~ 

- 

- 



and found that while sales of mulching lawnmowers 
has increased, gasoline powered models continue to 
dominate the market. 

Program Strengths 
The program included an effective education and 
communications strategy to inform residents how the 
program works and the benefits of the program. This 
helped increase puhhc awareness of source reduction 
and the role that the homeowner plays in environ- 
mental protection. The program presents a 
cost-effective approach to reducing the disposal of 

.... . . . .  . . .  . . . . . .  

grass clippings and provides other environmental ben- 
efits, such as lower air emissions. 

Lessons Learned 
Source reduction options can be more cost-effective 
than separate collection and dsposal and can be imple- 
mented in a creative way to maximize participation and 
improve awareness of resousce conservation, The suc- 
cess of this type of program depends on detailed 
knowledge of the equipment available in the local mar- 
ketplace and consumers' buying habits. Retailen can be 
extreniely helpfnl in promoting this type of program. 

. . . . . .  
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mpkins County, New York’s waste prevention 
ampaign includes point of purchase educational 

outreach, and works w t h  a cooperahve extension 
semce to tram volunteers to give source reduction 
presentations 
Sarasota County, Florida’s source reducoon cam- 
p a p  mcludes hands-on grocery store toun for 
“Smart Shopping” whch IS popular w th  its residents. 

prognm by conduchng before and after telephone 
surveys, Store e a t  P o h  or m e a - n g  product sales to 
mess changes m amtude and behanor. 
Don’t be afr;ild to take your message to the mi- 

dens. Residents are busy and may not have the 
tune or inchaeon to attend In-person workshops. 

29 
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case study 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Coal/lmpetus: 
Trinity County started its reuse program to meet the 
state of California's waste reduction mandate of 50% 
diversion of the total wastestream by 2000, and to 
assist in residents in finding used products, The goal 
of the county's program is to increase awareness about 
waste issues, develop alternative options to disposal 
and promote reuse. The county residents suffer from 

low paying or seasonal jobs and a 20% unemployment 
rate. Many residents cannot afford to buy new items. 

Strategy: 
Trinity County has two reuse projects. The first is a 
resome exchange started several years ago. The county 
set up trade bulletin boards at the landfill and eight 
rransfer stations. Residents and businesses leave infor- 
mation about used materids offered or materials .~ ~ 

needed. Also, the local transfer site operators are given 
salvage rights to supplement their wages. The operators 
extract reusable items &om the wastestream whch they 
sell at the sites, The salvage program takes appmi- 
mately 45 cubic yards out of the wastestream a month, 
which is between 1-1.5% ofthe wastestream. In add- 
tion to the reuse activities at the waste sites, a local solid 
waste task force pmvides community waste reduction 
programs. Also, The Pademark, a weekly advertising cir- 
cular runs ads at little or no cost for reusable materials 

- 
. ~~~ 

- 
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offered or wanted. 
The grocery bag reuse program i s  Trinity County’s 

newest source reduction program. The county 
designed a metal rack for used paper grocery sacks 
located at grocery store entryways. Shoppers can 
take a bag if they forget to bring their own, and drop 
off hags for others to use. Three markets in Trinity 
County have signed up to participate in the pro- 
gram. Other communities may want to check state 
or local public health regulations before adopting a 
similar initiative. In addition, the county has 
arranged with AmeriCorps*VISTA volunteers to 
provide waste reduction audits for local businesses. 

In the future, the county would like to open a 
reusable goods warehouse at their landfill. The 
warehouse would be operated by the county and 
offer residenu a place to drop off and purchase 
reusable goods. 

Resources: 
Used 
Trinity County Solid Waste Department has three f d  
time employees and few resources to apply to a source 
reduction program. However, with lots of imagina- 
tion and a little s taE time, the department established 
the resource exchange program. For the bag rack 
program the county received a $5,000 state grant. 
The county relies heavily on its local waste reduction 
task force to help implement the reuse programs. To 
educate the community about reuse, the county issues 
a public service announcement through the local 
newspaper once every quarter. 

Available 
No written material is available, hut staff welcomes 
any questions about the program. 

~ . .. .. . . 
Evaluation 
Because the county only recently began gathering 
data on waste reduction it is unable to meamre the 
results of the program. Continued participation in the 
resource exchange pmgram is the county’s best indi- 
cation that the program is successful. 

Barriers Encountered 
The greatest harrier to implementing the reuse pro- 
gram is the lack of effective communication between 
the county and its residents. The county has only 
one local weekly newspaper and no local television 
or radio stations; thus it is difticult to educate rrsi- 
dents about the program. This remains a problem, 
but having a presence at all the transfer stations and 
grocery stores helps. In addition, children learn 
about environmental issues in school and educate 
their parents. Another barrier is the sheer vastness of 
the county. The distance and rough terrain make it 
difficult for staff to exchange materials and informa- 
tion. To overcome this harrier, the county designed 
the exchange program to be locally run; the salvage 
operators run the yard sale at the transfer sites and 
maintain the resource exchange bulletin boards. 

Program Strengths 
The program takes few resources to implement, is 
self-su5cient and popular among the residents. 

Lessons Learned 
Do not let the lack of financial resources or staff pro- 
hibit waste reduction efTorts. With a little 
imagination, any community can start some type of 
source reduction program. Even the smallest program 
plays an important role in reducing waste. 

............ 
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caae study Z . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . 
eduultian propamr 

for residents 

Used 
Pinellas County Solid Waste Operations has three staff 
members who each spend approximately 15% of their 
time on the “Ecoshopping” campaign. The county 
has spent about $25,000 on brochures, distributions, 
mailings, etc. The annual phone  SUN^ of 500 resi- 
dents costs $6,000. 

Available 
“Ecoshopping” slide show script, slides and brochure, 
and 60,30 and 15 second waste reduction TV ads. 

~~ . . ~ ~ . ~~ .... ~~ .. . ~ 

goals for the county. The county began its education- 
al program targeted at residents to address the goals 
outlined in its management plan. 

Strategy: 
PinelLv County has focused a portion of its residential 
education on reducing w t e  at the grocery store. The 
county started its campaign with a general waste preven- 
tion brochure on “Ecoshopping” (“eco”= economical 
and ecologd) that it distributed to residents. However, 
the annual phone  SUN^ of more than 500 residents 
revealed that the “Reduce Though Economics” theme 
was not gemng rhrough to the residents. 

The staff then redesigned the brochure and offered 
store tours to groups of shoppers to give more hands- 
on guidance. The county advertised their workshops 
in the newspaper, but had only a few participants. 

Not to be discouraged, staF‘took the show on the 
toad.” Their traveling tour uses a display and slides and 
product samples to educate the audience. Once a year, 
the county mails information about the free slide show 
to all teachers and clubs registered in Pinellas County 
This method has proven successful. The county has 
shown the program to more than 300 groups in just 
two years, such as the girl/boy scouts, League of 
WomenVoters, Kiwanis and home economics classes. 

The county conducted its next source reduction 
program on a regional basis in conjunction with two 
other counties and the City of St. Petersburg. These 
agencies committed $47,000 for a 3-month waste pre- 
vention advertising campaign in the fall of 1996. 

Evaluation 
Solid Waste staffhas conducted a random phone  SUN^^ 
of 500 residents for the past eight years and is using the 
results from this survey to measure the program’s snc- 
cess, Survey results indicate a growing preference for 
environmentally fiiendly products and packaging. The 
stores which participated in the original store tours have 
offered new, more environmentally preferable items and 
h t e d  overpackaged items. 

Barriers Encountered 
Staff found it difficult to work with the grocery 
stores. The stores were afraid of negative publicity by 
the county for not offering enough source reduced 
options for consumers. The county overcame thls 
barrier by explaining to store managers that the pro- 
gram did not tell people to avoid certain stores, just 
items, The county found it easier to work with larg- 
er chains than smaller stores which harbored 
suspicions about the program. 

Program Strengths 
The county has a recycling committee comprised of 
all the cities in the county and industry representa- 
tives. The committee works together to discuss 
current programs and plan new ones. The 
“Ecoshopping” program got early approval from this 
committee which helps the county ‘‘sell” the program. 

Lessons Learned 
If getting people to your workshops is a problem, fig- 
ure out a way to take the program to them. 

. .  . .  
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case study a ............... 
education programs 

for residenu Recycling Institute, Safeway, Inc. and Pacific Bell 
Directory, as well as from cities and counties in the 
Bay Area. 

Available 
Displays, shelf tags, brochures. 

. . .  . . .  . . . .  

I I ” 

Goal/lmpetus: 
The Shop Smart: Save Resources and Prevent Waste cam- 
paign is a unique public-private partnership with 103 
cities and counties in the Bay Area working with 225 
supermarkets to bring shoppers messages about the 
importance of source reduction and buying products 
made with recycled content. The campaign lasted 
three and a half weeks, from January 7 through 
January 31,1996. 

Strategy: 
The campaign combined in-store materials with a 
major media campaign to promote sonrce reduction 
and buying products made from recycled materials. In 
particular, the campaign focused on seven waste pre- 
vention and buy recycled messages: 
= Close the Recycling Loop: Choose recycled 

packaging - glass, alunlinum, steel; 
Close the Recycling Loop: Look for “Made with 
Recycled Content” on products and packaging; 
Reduce Waste: Bring your own reusable bag; 
Reduce Waste: Concentrates and economy sizes use 

Reduce Waste: Reusable products save resources; 
Reduce Waste: Items with less packaging save 

W Reduce Waste: Compost your fruit, vegetable and 

less packaging; 

resources; 

plant trimmings. 

Used 
Major support for the campaign came from numerous 
government agencies and private companies, including 
the California Integrated Waste Management Board, 
California State Association of Counties, Local 
Government Commission, League of California 
Cities, California Department of Conservation, Steel 

Evaluation 
To evaluate the campaign, the city hired a research 
firm to conduct exit polls and measure product sales. 
The firm interviewed shoppers at stores in each of the 
nine counties and used sales data from Safeway to 
measure product sales. 

Analysis of product sales at Safeway Stores showed 
sales of produce with minimal packaging and recycled 
content increased by 19.4% during the campaign, 
while sales of overpackaged products declined by 36%. 
Exit poUs (conducted both during and after the cam- 
paign) showed that 43% of the shoppers remembered 
one or more elements from the campaign, thereby 
reaching one million shoppers. The media campaign 
was remembered by more than 1.5 million people, 
On average, each Bay Area resident heard 6 rad0 spots 
and saw 3 television ads. Twentynine percent (29%) 
of the consumers who noticed the campaign bought 
in bulk, 20% bought reusable products, 18% bought 
items with minimal packaging, 18% bought items with 
recycled packaging, and 10% brought their own bags 
tn the checkout counter. 

The main messages shoppers took from the cam- 
paign were: support recycling (37%), reduce waste 
(34%), buy recyclable packaging (30%), buy less pack- 
aging (20%), buy in hulk (17%), bring your own bags 
(15%), avoid dxposahle products (13%), and avoid sin- 
gle serve sizes (12%)). 

Barriers Encountered 
At first, the program had a number of obstacles to 
overcome. Cities and counties had never worked 
together on th s  type of project before, and many 
were initially skeptical about the potential effective- 
ness of this effort. Also, while supermarkets had 
worked with individual cities before, a campaign of 
this nature bad never been attempted on a large 
scale. Because the Bay Area is a very diverse area, 
the partnership also needed to present their promo- 
tional materials in multilingual formats. As a result, 

........... 
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many of the materials were translated into Chinese, 
Vietnamese and Spanish. 

Program Strengfhs 
The campaign focused on the top of the waste herar- 
chy (source reduction) and on closing the recycling 
loop (buy recycled) - two areas traditionally left out of 
many recycling programs. It also is the first recycling- . ~ ~~~ 

related campaign in the Bay Area to be conducted on 
a regional level. Since most mecha outlets operate on 
this level, the campaign was able to maximize media 
coverage with a minimum of effort. 

Lessons Learned 
The Shop Smart campaign raised community aware- 
ness about the importance of source reduction and 
buying recycled products by reaching more than 1 
million residents. The involvement of more than 125 

governmental, non-profit organizations and businesses 
in this partnership program provided long lasting 

ships also extended to a number of other 
organizations, including several Conservation Corps, 
churches, schools and scout groups, who provided 
volunteers for this effort. 

educational and cooperative benefits. The partner- . ~~ 

- 

The program is easily replicable in other regions. A 
number of other cities and counties have been partic- 
ularly impressed with how the partnership aspect of 
this campaign can help local governments maximize 
resources, and have approached the partnership to dis- 
cuss implementing similar campaigns in their local 
jurisdictions. For example, the cities of South Lake 
Tahoe and Los Angeles have already implemented 
versions of the Shop Smart campaign, and local gov- 
ernments representing more than 40 cities have asked 
for materials and information about the campaign. 

cis8 study 4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
r Jtmrmti pwp.wz: 

for reridenti 

Goal/lmpetus: 
In 1988, the state of Florida passed legislation that 
mandated recycling and set a waste reduction goal. 
The legislation also provided grant resources to help 
fund educational efforts for source reduction, reuse 
and recycling. In response, the County of 
Hillsborough established the 4-H Kid Power Can Do 
program, a youth education initiative that aims to 
reduce the amount of solid and hazardous waste sent 
to chsposal. The County Solid Waste Department, in 
cooperation with the County Extension Office, initi- 

ated the program. Presently, only programs targeting 
residents are in place. 

Strategy: 
The 4-H Kid Power Can Do after-school and sum- 
mer program focuses on waste reduction education 
for children ages 6 through 12. The program pro- 
motes learning by “doing” - a l l  of the exhibits and 
lessons are interactive. The programs consist of four 
lessons: .~ ~ 

Lason 1: Teaches children ahout the 3 Rs: Reduce, 

Lesson 2: Focuses on benefits of recycling. 
Lerson 3: Takes children Enviro-Shopping. 
Lesson 4: Shows chddren how they can compost yrd 

Reuse and Recycle. 

- 
. ~~ 

trimmings and kitchen waste and how to use 
worm bins. 

The program is offered to any interested children. 
The 4-H Program Coordinators usually contact chffer- 

and schools to set up the presentations. Special effort is 

- 
ent youth organizations, such as girls and boys clubs i~ ~ 
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made to offer the program to children in low-income 
communities. Every year, several thousand children 
participate and learn ahout recycling and what they can 
do to prevent waste. The county uses displays in public 
places and videos aired on Government Access 
Television to promote the program. The county also 
has formed alliances with other organizations in and 
outside the county to exchange ideas and incorporate 
different stakeholders into the program. 

~ 

Used 
The 4-H Kid Power Can Do program has 1.5 FTE 
staEsupport plus a coordinator who is employed by 
the University of Florida and devotes 35% of her time 
to the program. In total, the county dedicates 
$50,000 to the program. 

Auailabie' " 
Hillshorough County invites other communities to 
use their written materials and displays. For the youth 
program, the following materials have been developed. 

Vemicompostinx - Let the W o m s  Do It slide show. 
Hazardous Chemicals in the Home G Garden - video- 
tape and shde show with trainer's guide activities. 
Enuiro-Cam-A Visit to the Supermarket - videotape. 
Yard nash to Garden Peasure - videotape, 
22 TV Recycling PSA Spots, 30-60 seconds each. 
4-H Kid Power Can Do Recycling - videotape. 
4-H Kid Power - hooklet. 

m You Can Be A n  Enuiroshopper - pamphlet. 
Keep Your >ash Clean - Then Recycle It - pamphlet. 
Waste Reduction Source Book - folder to hold 
publications. 
Enuiro Quiz for grocery store, garden store and 
youth audiences. 

.... .. .... . .... ... . . .  . 

Master Composter Curriculum. 

Evaluation 
As part of the program, the children are tested before 
the program to establish baseline information and 
afterwads to determine what they have learned. 
The tests show that the children's knowledge of 
source reduction, reuse and recycling increases as a 

result of the program. Telephone surveys with a 
sampling of families showed that 85% noticed 
changes in the way their children handled trash, 76% 
of the parents made changes as a result of the pro- 
gram, 56% of the parents learned new information 
from their children, 35% purchased items that can he 
recycled, 26% purchased items made from recycled 
products, and 20% purchased items with the least 
amount of packaging. 

Barriers Encountered 

Limited stacannot meet the overwhelming demand 
for the program's presentations. 

Program Strengths 
Children appreciate the hands-on approach to learn- 
ing about source reduction and recycling. Also, 
children take home what they learn during the pro- 
gram and educate their families, 

Lessons Learned 
Youth organizations are interested in offering environ- 
mental programs to the children that participate in 
their programs. The 4-H Kid Power Can Do 
Program Coordinator advises communities to work 
closely with a Curriculum specialist to ensure that the 
program is run effectively and that it meets the state's 
minimum requirement for credit, thereby encouraging 
its use by teachers and schools. 
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me, economc development programs or other 

source reducuon to budd the necessary trust level. 
W Emphasue educahon and outnach efforts and use 

the me& ta create awareness of source reduction 
successes. Source reductlon 1s a relahvely new con- 
cept and needs to be promoted. The message cannot 
be repeated too ofren. Use case stud~es  of dollar sav- 
mg$ m comparable businesses as much as possible. 
Take a hands-on approach. Encourage businesses 
to consider how the posinve envtronmental bene- 
f i ~  of source reducuon can enhance their 

tours of other businesses. Representanves of com- 
panies in the county report their success in 
prevenung waste m an effort to inspire and chal- 

Others to dweloP and expand 
reduction Programs 

Incentive/Awards Programs: 
F'ineUas County, Florida g ~ v a  b u s "  awards for 
waste reducnon efforts that create awarenes of and 
educate the pubhc about the poslnve environmental 
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Goal/lmpelus: 
The Waslungton State legislature passed The Waste Not 
Washington Act in 1989, establishing waste prevention 

and recycling as priorities for the state and setting a 
50% recycling goal, Business participation is encour- 
aged, but voluntary. Snohomish County embarked on 
a ten-month effort, beginning in 1994, workmg direct- 
ly to match packaging speciahsu with businesses 
during 1995. Goals were to decrease packaging waste 
and save money for participating businesses. The pm- 
ject grew out of the staffs experience with waste 
audits of businesses throughout the county showing 
that packaging comprises a large percentage of the 
wastestream. 

- 

- 
Strategy: 
Snohomish County Solid Waste Management Division 
hired environmental consultants to direct the project, 
assisted by donated services from packaging experts 
and vendors. The project provided different types of 
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businesses, large and small, with technicd assistance to 
help identify opportunities to improve the economic 
and environmental benefits of packaging, while main- 
taining functionality and performance requirements. 

Following interviews to deternune local packaging 
issues, the county selected 26 companies to receive 
direct technical assistance. Transport packaging - the 
packaging used to ship goods from one place to 
another - became the focus of the project, because it 
makes up a large portion of the Wastestream. Sixteen 
companies made packaging changes, ranging from 
small ones - using smaller hags or thinner strapping - 
to major changes like developing new packaging or 
using reusable totes. The project participants docu- 
mented savings of more than $443,000 in the first year. 

As part of its outreach to businesses, the project 
team developed user-friendly case studies, reached 150 
businesses with presentations about the project at 
business and trade association meetings, distributed a 
guidebook, and wrote an article about the project for 
Resource Recycling Magazine’s September, 1996 issue. 

Used 
The county spent $31,000 to hire environmental con- 
sultants and the county’s Project Manager spent 
one-fourth of his time for a year. The county lever- 
aged major savings through donated services by 
packaging vendors and other experts from both busi- 
nesses and the county 

Available 
A 30-page guide entitled Prevent Packaging Wasfe:A 
Practical Guide for Cost Savings and Environmental 
Benefits of Re-evaluating Business Packaging, is available 
for handling costs ($2.50). The guide contains useful 
information about costs and problems of packaging 
waste, w t e  prevention tips and principles, lists of 
packaging vendors and other resources, and six case 
studies of various businesses. 

Evaluation 
The project met its goals regarding the number of par- 
ticipating companies, information shared, and dollars 

saved. In May of 1996, the project received a 
Washington Department of Ecology award for the 
most innovative waste reduction and recycling pro- 
gram. The county has received requests for the guide 
&om across the country so the project will have more 
than a local impact. 

Barriers Encountered 
The consultants working with businesses made it clear 
that the companies were not required to participate - 
tbeir technical assistance services were available on a 
voluntary basis. The consultants made ongoing efforts 
to get businesses to participate, make packaging 
changes and document dollars saved in the ten-month 
window of opportunity that the project provided. 
Some vendors of packaging materials were not happy 
when they perceived that the packaging reductions 
caused them to lose business. 

Program Strengths 
Partnering with businesses and working through 
industry groups and trade associations was key to the 
success of t b s  project. Using a hands-on approach to 
show businesses the benefits of changing their packag- 
ing also was important. Since packaging waste is a 
growing segment of solid waste (a doubling in 
amount since 1960, according to U.S. EPA), reducing 
the amount disposed made a real difference both for 
businesses and the community. 

Lessons Learned 
This project demonstrated that the greatest opportu- 
nity for success was in the manufacturing sector. 
Manufacturers were able to impact transport packag- 
ing from their suppliers to their customen. 
Companies initially agreed to participate in the pro- 
ject primarily because of the efficiency and cost 
savings aspects of reducing their transport packaging. 

The project demonstrated the success of using 
donated services from industry packaging engineers. 
Businesses received a free “second opinion” ahout 
their packaging, the packaging engineers were able to 
demonstrate their expertise to potential customers, 
and the county maximized its investment in the pro- 
gram. This was a win-win-win approach that was the 
“right idea at the right time,” and is being leveraged 
throughout the region and the country. 
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asnitanre program The m a t e d  exchange is a program where st& 
connects companies that have "waste" materials ulth 
compames that want to use these items. Rather than 
Ue hstings of materials on a database, stafTmatches up 
compames mrectly 

serves businesses that need information about various 
waste management issues If a business has questions 
about whxh companies ulll recycle a certam type of 
material, where to locate s p ~ ~ i f i ~  rccychng equipment, 
or peranent environmental regulaaons, WRAP staff 
wdl research these issues and respond m t h  the infor- 

~ 

Finallx the business mformaaon clearinghouse - 

Goal/lmpetus: mauon needed 
The Waste Reducuon Assstance Program (WRAP) 
provides local businesses with technical assistance to 
achieve reductions in the quantity and toxicity of 
waste generated. This is accomplished in three ways: 
on-site assessments, material exchanges, and a business 
information clearinghouse. While small businesses 
were originally targeted for this service, medium and 
large businesses frequently receive assistance as well. 

In 1991, the Texas State Legislature set a voluntary 
40% reduction goal for the amount of waste disposed 
in landfills by the year 2000. Two years later, the 
Austin City Council directed the City ofAustin's 
Solid Waste Services to expand its operations and offer 
waste reduction assistance to Austin area businesses. In 
1994, the Austin City Council amended the budget of 
the Solid Waste Services Department to provide fund- 
ing for the Waste Reduction Assistance Program. 

Strategy: 
Businesses, especially small businesses, often do not 
have the resources to explore alternative strategies that 
would reduce the need for waste disposal and treat- 
ment. In order to help businesses reduce the quantity 
and toxicity of their wastestream, waste reduction 
assistance staff conduct site assessments, facilitate mate- 
rial exchanges, and operate a business information 
clearinghouse. 

to develop economically and logistically feasible 
reduction opportunities. All stages of the company's 
operations are considered, from supply procurement 
through production to waste disposal. After the site 
assessment,WRAP stapresents a report with waste 
reduction suggestions. While recycling is an impor- 
tant facet of any waste management plan, source 
reduction and reuse are the preferred options. 

During a site assessment, stafT works with businesses 

Resources: 
Used 
A container fee levied on each refuse dumpster and 
refuse truck placed or operated within the city limits 
of Austin is the funding source for the program. A 
portion of the monthly $3.00 fee reimburses the 
General Fund for 100% of the program's annual oper- 
ating budget ($158,176). Funding was initially 
available from a US. EPA grant and a Texas Natural 
Resource Conservation Commission grant. 

necessary to provide waste reduction technical assis- 
tance to businesses. 

Three full-time stamemhers perform all functions 

Available 
WRAP developed a series of nine laminated 11" x 17" 
waste reduction tip sheets, including: Autobody Repair 
Shops, Automotive Service Shops, Lithographic Printers, 
Screen Printers, Hotels/Motels, O&ces, Solvents and 
Cleaning Processes, and Hazardous Material Handling In 
addition, a poster is available that addresser the reduc- 
t i o ~  of paper waste through double-sided copying. 

.~ 

Evaluation 
The main purpose of the WRAP is to educate husi- 
nesses about waste reduction opportunities in their 
facilities. Toward that end, the main criteria for suc- 
cess include the number of site assessments, material 
exchanges, presentations and workshops conducted. 
Since 1995,WRAP s t ahas  helped prevent and divert 
1,352 tons and saved Austin small businesses more 
than $472,000. 

__ 
- ~ ~ 

~ 

.~ 
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Barriers Encountered 
Shifting the focus of solid waste management from 
the end-of-the-pipe to the beginning of a production 
process is definitely a challenge. The familiarity of 
landfibng and recycling often overshadow source 
reduction. Another significant barrier to waste reduc- 
tion in Austin is the low tipping fee, $13.50/ton. In 
some instances, throwing away materials may be the 
cheapest alternative from an economic standpoint. 

Propam Strengths 
Developing cooperative, rather than adversarial, rela- 
tionships with the business community, demonstrating 
creativity, and having team members with varying, 

complementary backgrounds have helped the program 
grow and flourish. 

Lessons Loarned 
Emphasize the financial benefits of source reduction. 
While many companies may not he persuaded by the 
environmental benefits source reduction measures 
provide, most businesses will implement these mea- 
sures if it saves money Also, do not overwhelm 
businesses with too many suggestions at first. Initially, 
present a few ideas that represent easy-to-implement 
techniques that will help achieve waste reduction 
goals. Afier businesses implement the easiest ideas and 
realize success, they may be interested in exploring 
other source reduction options. 

Goal/lmpetus: 
The State of North Carolina has a per capita solid 
waste reduction goal of 40% via recycling by the year 
2001. The state recently altered the mandate to include 
source reduction and reuse strategies to achieve this 
goal. Mecklenhurg County has maintained a drop-off 
recycling program since the mid-1970's and began a 
comprehensive residential curhside program in 1989. 
In the process of expanding outreach to the commer- 
c d  sector, the Mecklenburg Department of 
Engineering reorganized staB and programs to adopt 
waste reduction as the top priority with the commer- 

cial sector. A Source Reduction Program Manager 
position was created and assigned staE to provide edu- 
cation and outreach to the commercial sector. 

Strategy: 
After the departmenti reorganization to incorporate 
source reduction, a survey of local businesses was con- 
ducted to determine their level of awareness about the 
topic. The  SUN^ helped to define terminology best 
suited for business and the contents for two workshops 
held in 1993-94. Paid advertising in newspapea 
helped build attendance and speakers were recruited 
from both the commercial sector and other waste 
management organizations. The program invited ven- 
don of environmental products and services to pmvide 
networking opporrunities. 

In 1995, the contents of the workshops were com- 
piled into a Source Reduction &t. The kit was 
selectively distributed to businesses through indepen- 
dent Rotary Clubs in Mecklenhurg County 
Recipients of the Source Reduction Kit commit to 
implementing a pmgram, arc entered into the program's 
database, and are targeted for future efforts. On-site 
visits to perforni waste assessments and more involved 
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waste characterizations are made upon request. 
The program is now in the process of drafting a 

Source Reduction Plan for the county to better guide 
all activities towards the state’s 40% reduction goal. 

Resources: 
Used 
The Source Reduction Program has a s t d o f  four 
induding a Source Reduction Program Manager. 
Program activities operate under a $150,000 annual 
budget, excluding salaries. The North Carolina 
Division of Pollution Prevention and Environmental 
Assistance provided technical resources (fact sheets and 
manuals related to waste reduction) for the program’s 
workshops. 

Available 
The Source Reduction Kit is in a file folder format 
containing worksheets, source reduction case studies, a 
waste reduction checklist, and a list of local recycling 
market and drop-off locations. On a quarterly basis 
the program produces “Trash Flash,” a newsletter 
geared for businesses on solid waste management 
issues including a focus on source reduction. 

Evaluation 
Since 1995, 1,200 Source Reduction Kits have been 
distributed. StafT has performed twelve waste assess- 
ments and three waste sorts. A survey is underway to 
quantify the programs implemented by recipients of 
the kit. Landfill diversion rates are monitored by the 
department, but due to recent changes in calculation 
methods, source reduction numbers for the county 
have not been determined. Also, “Trash Flash” is 
mailed quarterly to more than 2,000 businesses. 

Barriers Encountered 
The success of recycling programs in both the public 
and private sectors has created an attitude that “there is 
nothing more to do.” This is overcome by partnering 
projects (workshops, kx) with businesses that have 

.. ~ .. . 

accomplished waste reduction and are credible to the 
commercial sector. As a government agency, the pro- 
gram gained credbility by partnering with the business 
community to accomplish its outreach. 

Terminology was a barrier to the development of 
the program. A survey of businesses indicated a ques- 
tionable attitude towards the terms “waste audit” and 
“source reduction.” In response, the program used the 
term “waste reduction”in all its outreach as it more 
clearly suggests achieving waste diversion or elimina- 
tion, “Assessment” is used in place of“audit” as audit 
is more recognized with accounting practices, not 
waste generation. 

- ~~~ 

- 

Program Strengths 
The Source Reduction Kit has helped build trust 
between the agency and the business community 
The quality of the information lends credibility to 
the program and the staffs ability to respond one-on- 
one via on-site assessments has shown a real 
commitment to their work and reducing waste in the 
commercial sector. 

Lessons Learned 
Programs should not promise too much. If technical 
services such as waste assessments and waste sorts are 
advertised, these services must have the staff and 
resources to follow through. Smaller companies (16 
employees or fewer) used the lut effectively without 
assistance. Larger companies required assistance fmm 
beginning to end, probably due to the complexities 
of multiple shifts and the necessity of involving many 
individuals in waste reduction decisions. Although 
the kit is successful in a limited market, other pro- 
grams and tools are needed if a noticeable impact is 
to be achieved. Businesses receiving resources such 
as the Source Reduction Kit should be surveyed 
sooner than 6 months to keep the ideas fresh and 
ensure that programs are underway Also, being a 
purist about preferring source reduction over recy- 
cliug can limit outreach activities. Assisting a 

relationship that can further source reduction pro- 
jects in the future. 

.~ ~ 

~ 

business with recycling may develop a long-term . ~~~~ 
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GoaVlmpelus: 
The Dutchess County Solid Waste Management 
Plan commits the county to reducing solid waste 
generation by 10% over the next 20 years (1991 
base year) through source reduction education and 
administrative programs. In 1994, the agency 
responsible for the county’s solid waste management, 
Dutchess County Resource Recovery Agency, col- 
laborated with Environmental Management Council 
(EMC) to create a one-year pilot Waste Prevention 
Program to provide residents, businesses and institn- 
tions with resources and technical assistance on 
source reduction. 

The pilot year goals were to develop model projects 
with county government and one small business, and 
to conduct two workshops on source reduction for 
the commercial sector. The models were to demon- 
strate that source reduction is an effective 
management option to reduce waste and the cost of 
materials and/or disposal. In its second year, the 
county set out to provide waste prevention services to 
the private sector and education programs to public 
school classrooms. 

Strategy: 
The EMC administers the program and the work is 
performed by a Waste Prevention Specialist. An advi- 
sory committee representing the EMC, Resource 

Recovery Agency, county services, citizen activists, a 
local chamber of commerce and the NewYork State 
Department of Environmental Conservation 
(NYSDEC) assists the program in selecting avenues 
for outreach. In 1995, the county initiated a model 
waste prevention project through presentations to 
administrators and by organizing a team for waste 
audits and other activities. The small business model 
was solicited directly. 

arrirtancrprogrami 
for burinprser 

........... 
In addition, the specidst secured speaking engage- 43 

ments with various local business associations 
throughout the year to provide general outreach on the 
topic of source reduction. These presentations featured 
source reduction success stories and waste management 
cost accounting. Two workshops targeted at private and 
public sector professionals were held. 

In 1996, the program developed a formalized menu 
of services for businesses including: 

waste audits; 
waste prevention planning; 
employee training and production of brochures and 

A Fee-for-Savings agreement is used to entice busi- 
nesses to undertake an audit and implement source 
reduction. If savine occur either on the purchasing or 
disposal end, the program receives a percentage of the 
savings as a service fee. Business are recruited via on- 
going presentations to local associations. 

education materials. 

Resources: 
. . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  

Used 
The Program is staffed by a full time Waste 
Prevention Specialist. The annual budget for the pro- 
gram is $25,000. Funding is provided by grants from 
a combination of sources, primarily the Resource 
Recovery Agency Grant dollars from US. EPA and 
NYDEC are dedicated toward specific activities 
including the production of facuheets, workshop 
materials and a directory of local reusdrepair 
options. Due to the loss of flow control and reduced 
tipping fee revenues, these resonrces may not be 
available for the program in the future. 

Available 
The Dutchess County W‘te Prevention Guide is available 
along with consumer education brochures and Smart 



Shopping and Junk Mail Prevention Kits. Businesses are 
routinely provided with materials such as: 

US. EPAs Waste Prevention Pays Ofi 
US. EPAs Business Guidefor Reducing Solid Waste; 
INFORMS Waste Prevention Fact Sheet; 
INFORMS Source Reduction Planning Checklist. 

The EMCS web page has a section devoted to 
waste prevention: 
www. cce.comell. edu/dutchess/~rrrc/efflc. html ... . .... 
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Evaluation 
Since 1995, approximately 10 on-site waste audits 
have been conducted for businesses. Following each 
assessment, staff prepares a waste prevention report of 
findings and recommendations and presents them 
direcdy to the business contact(s). Five of the 10 
companies have implemented source reduction activi- 
ties. The remaining businesses have followed 
recommendations to improve waste disposal contracts 
and/or improve recycling programs. Businesses that 
received assistance report cost-savings in procurement 
and/or avoided dispmal. Final cost figures will be 
released in late 1996. 

The county’s Office of Information Technology is 
evaluating paper use reduction and cost savings in 
paper purchases by the county This o c c e  is 
redesigning mainframe-generated reports to eliminate 
duplicate reports and excess paper. The Program’s 
tint Fee-for-Savings agreement work is underway 
with a local private school and should be completed 
by the Fall 1997. 

Barriers Encountered 
In almost every instance, each company had failed 
attempts at recycling. It w a s  important to them that 
problems in recycling be corrected before undertak- 
ing source reduction efforts. This has given s t s t h e  
time to develop relationships with the businesses. 
Terminology is also a strong barrier to dealing with 
business. The word for “waste” is different from busi- 
ness sector to sector. Knowing the language of the 
business is very important, otherwise the goals of 
source reduction can get lost 

Program Strengths 
The program, although new, has credibility because of 
the reputation of the agencies who created it and the 
connections of its advisory committee to the commu- 
nity, school and business leaders of the county Also, 
the program works with business associations to mar- 
ket the program and to receive direct assistance with 
waste management COnCerm. 

.~ 

~ 

. . .  .. . .  . . .  ... . . .. . ... . . . . . . . . . . 

Lessons Lcarned 
Identify all the channels available for reaching out to 
the business community including business associa- 
tions and economic development initiatives in your 
community. Know the business’ language. Source 
reduction involves increased efficiency, conservation of 
resources, and effective use of time and labor - all of 
which are important to businesses today Package this 
message in familiar terms. 

reduced, material eliminated, dollars saved, reductions 
in labor time, and attitude changes. Help companies 
understand how to measure progress reducing waste. 

Be sure to incorporate measurement of waste 
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GoaVhnpelllo: 
The Southeast Minnesota Recyclers' Exchange (SEM- 
REX) is an active, county-based exchange that assists 
the region's commercial/industrial sector in their 
waste minimization efforts. Comprised of recycling 
coordinators f" southeast Minnesota counties, 
SEMREX began as an information sharing group in 
1989. SEMREX members initiated cooperative mar- 
keting of the region's curbside recyclables in 1992. 
Based on the success of this venture, the group 
expanded into marketing the recyclable materials from 
the regionb commercial/ industrial sector. 

Given SEMREXs existing involvement in marketing 
for the private sector, it was a natural step to offer the 
businesses materials exchange services. In addition to 
improving private indusby's bottom line, SEMREX 
members knew that materials exchange services dso 
had the potential to increase the recydables marketed 
through SEMREX. To this end, SEMREX expanded 
its mission to incorporate a materials exchange in 1993. 

Stratem: 
The SEMREX Exchange Coordinator conducts free 
waste evaluations for the region's businesses, providing 
tailored source reduction information, directing them 
to the SEMREX Marketing Coordinator for those 
materials that are recyclable, and compiling exchange 
listings for those materials that are best exchanged. 
Additionally, this materials exchange is promoted by 
participation in trade shows, job fairs and waste expo- 

sinons. SEMREX staff bas been averaging one event 
per week in the eleven county area. 

active exchange of the Minnesota Materials Exchange 
Alliance, a network of five exchanges that serve busi- 
nesses in 32 of the state's 87 counties. 

The SEMREX Materials Exchange is the most 

Resources: 

materials sdwp, 
reuse and exchange 
programs 

.... ~ . ~ ~ ~ .  .~~ ~ . ~ .. .......... , Used 
Initially assisted with a $30,000 state grant from the 
Minnesota Office of Environmental Assistance (OEA), 
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SEMREX in the second year moved toward funding 
marketing operations through private sector contribu- 
tions. By the end of the second year, the counties 
agreed to a 10% fee for services of the Marketing 
Coordinator, making the cooperative marketing pro- 
ject entirely self-supporting. 

SEMREX then launched a promotional campaign 
of their materials exchange. The Materials Exchange 
Coordinator is an AmeriCorps*VISTA member, 
whom the group received through the National 
Recycling Coahtion's 1995 Recycling to Build 
Community project with the Corporation for 
National Service. County staE assist the coordinator 
with the Waste evaluations and catalog maihngs for 
their respective counties. SEMREX also is looking 
fonvard to a second full-time AmeriCorps*VISTA in 
1997. The local Chambers of Commerce, o fwhch 
SEMREX is a member, and the state Chamber's 
WasteWiJe Program are important partners in the 
materials exchange. 

Availa&ie 
Resources indude a &ee exchange listings catalog, fund- 
ed by the Minnesota Technical Assistance Program 
(MnTAP) and the Minnesota OEA. The catalog is 
mailed to every business in the SEMREX region on a 
hi-annual basis. A hi-fold brochure describing SEM- 
REX services and membership is distributed at all 
promotional events. Adhtionallx SEMREX has pro- 
duced a Materid Exchange Operations Manual that 
indudes trackylg and listing forms, as wen as fact sheets 
and case studies. This manual is available upon request to 
interested state and local organizations, as are the group's 
bylaws and operating rules 
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Evaluation 
Prior to October 1995, coordination of the Materials 
Exchange w a s  done on a part-time, as needed basis. In 
the eight months since hiring the AmeriCorps* 
VISTA, whose time was dedicated exclusively to mate- 
rials exchange, listings and inquiries have increased 
400%, and the number of successfid transactions have 
increased nearly five fold. 

Barriers Encountered 
Printing deadlines for the catalog mean that some 
materials in any given issue of the catalog will no 
longer be available. To remedy this the alliance is pur- 
suing the development of a site on the world wide 
web to access up-to-date listings. 

Program Strengths 
The networking capacity of the many county staff 
members and the financial resources of the counties 
provides support to the project when necessary. Also, 

. . . . . . . . . . . .. . .. . . . . . . . . . .. 

~~ 

the willingness of the Exchange Coordinator to 
actively pursue listings and make exchanges is key to 
this program’s success. 

One success story is a bubble bath manufacturer 
that generates 2,000 gallons a month of surplus soap 
as a result of rinsing out the bottling lines before 
using another color. SEMREX worked with a trade 
association to find car washes that have SuccessfuUy 
substituted this soap for their far more expensive 
automotive brand, For the soap manufacturer, this 
exchange not only resolved a sewage treatment 
dilemma, hut also resulted in additional dollars in 
their pocket. 

Lessons Learned 
In SEMREXs experience, a passive exchange pro- 
gram, without a high-profile presence in the 
communities served, cannot sustain its& The con- 
cept of exchanging low value materials does not come 
easy to businesses caught up in their day-today oper- 
ations, and personal contact with businesses on an 
on-going basis is essential. 



6oal/lmpetus: 
Established in 1979, Materials for the Arts (MFA) is a 
collaboration of the NewYork City Department of 
Sanitation and Department of CulturalMairs. The pro- 
gram's goal is to dwert usable office equipment and 
supplies, furniture, construction materials, industrial by- 
products, paint, fabric and more f" the landfill to 
more than 1,300 cultural organizations, community, 
health and social services with art program and city 
agencies. Donations come fiom more than 1,000 busi- 
nesses and individuals in NewYork City Contributions 
have included desks, chain, drafting tables, copiers, com- 
puters, telephone sytems, fabric, trim, paper, 
art/film/video equipment, industrial by-products, and 
construction materials. Contributions are used to 
improve facihties, teach classes, create theatrical sets, con- 
struct cultural displays, and present art work. 

Strategy: 
MFA operates a centrally-located 10,000 square foot 
warehouse where donated materials are received and 
inventoried. Most donated materials are picked up by 
MFA's crew and truck by appointment. Donors 
receive written documentation for tax Qduction pur- 
poses. Eligible recipients make appointments to view 
and select needed materials at no cost. Eligibihry is 
limited to non-profit arts programs within NewYork 
City Some materials are directly hrokered rather than 
physically handled by MFA. 

Used 
MFA i s  funded by the City of NewYork The 
Department of Sanitation and Cultural Affairs bud- 
geted approximately $350,000 in fiscal year 

1995-96. This provides for a staff of eight, ware- 
house rental space, utilities, trucks, a van, a 
computerized inventory/donation record system, 
and general operating expenses. 

Available 
Brochures and fact sheets describe the program. Also, a 
publication entitled Starting A Materialr Donation 
Program:A Step-By-Step Guide is available for free. The 
publication was funded by the U.S. EPA. 

Evalwafion 
Tonnage processed by MFA has been increasing over 
time, with 42R tons reported in FY 1995 and 437 tons 
processed in FY 1996. Likewise, the number of arts 
and cultural programs served has increased over time, 
with an estimated $2.3 million donated to approxi- 
mately 1,300 non-profit arts and cultural programs. 

Barriers Encounfeered 
The largest barrier to MFA's success is lack of aware- 
ness of the total benefit of the program to the 
community To rehze the overall benefits of reuse 
programs, individuals must take into account resource 
conservation benefits, avoided disposal cos% for busi- 
nesses and individuals, reduced purchasing costs, 
process savings, and other economic benefits. 

Program Sfrengfhs 
In addition to diverting materials &om the landfill, the 
program serves an important solid waste educational 
role and generates substantial material benefit for the 
a m  community. Also, a percentage of the goods are 
provided to government agencies, saving valuable 
resources and reducing waste. MFA requires recipients 
to write thank you letters to their donors so the donon 
realize the wide variety of services their community 
offers and recognize the assistance they have con- 
tributed. This also encourages future participation. 

Lessons Learned 
There are untapped opportunities for expanding the 
program and building upon its success. The City of 
NewYork has limited capacity to fund the program 
and therefore, MFA is seeking funds from the private 
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sector to increase the size of the program and expand 
outreach to not only more donors hut the NYC 
Board of Education teachers. This is significant as it 
will increase the tonnage level thereby decreasing the 
cost per ton of operating the program for the city. 

To increase efficiency, part of the funding from the 
Department of Sanitation pays for a Direct Donations 
Coordinator to arrange donation of goods directly 
between the generator and recipient, saving warehouse 
space for MFA and the cost of picking up goods from 
donors. Having a warehouse and direct linkage 

between donors and recipients has proven to be of 
d u e  to the overall operation. It also is important for 
the pubIic to be educated regarding the broader bene- 
fits of reuse efforts, such as economic benefits to the 
community and the important environmental benefits. 
Reuse programs such as MFA can have an enormous 
impact on the community. Once people reuse an 
item, they often will practice reuse in the hture and 
encourage others to do so. It also is key to inform 
donors how their materials were reused to encourage 
their continued support in the future. 

- ~~~ ~ 

~ 

Goal/lmpetus: 
The Chatham County “Swap Shops” are a project of 
the Chatham County Recycling Department. The 
county created the Swap Shops in response to its 
County Solid Waste Management Task Force’s desire 
to promote reuse, and citizen pressure for a way to 
keep usable items out of the landfill. The county inte- 
grated the Swap Shops into the design of its new solid 
waste and recycling collection centers. 

The goal of the program is to divert the greatest 
amount of usable items possible from the wastestream. 
To do this, the recycling s t d  are planning increased 
public education initiatives in an effort to maximize 
reuse in the county. 

Strategy: 
After the Task Force convinced the county that this 
program would effectively reduce disposal costs, the first 

Swap Shop was opened in April 1993. Swap Shops are 
now located at all of the county’s 12 solid waste collec- 
tion centers, Residents of the county are required to 
self-haul their m t e  and recyclables to these stded 
centers. Residents leave their unwanted but usable fur- 
niture, hand tools, toys, spotting equipment, shoes, 
boots, household items and clothmg in the Swap Shops 
where other residents pick them up for reuse. Items 
that are not swapped within two weeks are transferred 
to the local thrift shop or mission. 

There is currently no special marketing for the Swap 
Shops at this time. The presence of attractive, well-kept 
bnildmgs at the county solid waste collection centers 
ha- heen the best advertisement. Word-of-mouth has 
spread the information throughout the county. 

.~ ~ Resources: 
. . . .  ... . . . .  . .. 

Used 
The 130 square feet Swap Shop hnildings cost $6,500 
- $8,000 each to build, and are located on land that is 
already owned or leased by the county. Operating 

Swap Shop activities are piggybacked on regular 
responsibilities of the solid waste and recycling stafE 
There are 35 full and part-time workers staffing the 

tending to the Swap Shops, equal to about one f d  
time equivalent (FTE) at $5.00 per hour, plus benefits. 

- 
costs for the program are neghgible because many . ~~~ 

~ 

collection centers, spending roughly 5% of their time = ~ :  
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Available 
Brochures and a fact sheet describe the program. 
Recychng department st& are interested in sharing 
their experiences w t h  other agencies that may want 
to rephcate the program 

of measuring the amount of material being reused due 
to this program. The operation also is constrained by 
liability issues. Power tools, electrical appliances and 
sharp objects cannot be swapped at the collection 
center because of liabdity. Also, residents are not 
allowed to test any of the Swap Shop items on-site, 

Evaluation 
The program is being measured by the amount of 
materials swapped and otherwise diverted from the 
wastestream. The Solid Waste Depamnent currently 
does not have data available on the amount of materi- 
als being reused, though staEis investigating different 
ways to estimate the diversion. Approximately 1,200 
Ibs. of textiles or clothing were brought to a local A s -  
sion for reuse each month during 1995. Statfestimates 
that 60% of the items in the shops are being reused in 
the county 30% are transferred to thrift stores, mis- 
sions, and other outlets for reuse, and only 10% are 
discarded. 

Although the total amount diverted from the waste- 
stream has yet to be quantified, Chatham County 
considers the program successfd, due to the expansion 
of the program tbm five to twelve Swap Shops in its 
first two years, and increased participation. 

Barriers Encountered 
The largest harrier encountered has been the difficulty 

Program Strengths 
The Swap Shop program has low operating costs. 
Other than the capital cost of establishing the buildings, 
they are an easy, inexpensive, and eiTective way to divert 
reusable items and materials tbm the wastestream. 

Lcssons Learned 
In order to sell this type of program to a Board of 
Supervisors, the public and others, it is important to 
have information regarding how popular this type of 
program is in other counties and the cost savings of 
reuse. It may be helpful to have information from 
other communities with Swap Shops, and their result- 
ing waste reduction rates and successes. The Swap 
Shops must be kept neat and organized. When the 
shops are disorganized, people have trouble finding 
what they want, and removal rates are lower. Chatham 
County uses clothing racks, shelving and cubbies to 
organize the items. Also, before establishing a pro- 
gram, visit a working example to learn fmm the 
experiences of those involved and apply the lessons 
they have learned. 
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case study 4 

GoalAmpetus: 
The goal of the program is to divert usable paints and 
paint products, automotive fluids, and garden fertilizers 
Gom the community to citizens, schools, churches, 
non-profit organizations, and businesses that can reuse 
the materials. 

Stralegy: 
The City of Seattle Solid Waste Utility has been oper- 
ating household hazardous waste collection facilities 
since 1990 as a part of the King County Hazardous 
Waste Management Program. Uulity staft greets 
users, takes the materials from their vehicles, identifies 
and sorts the items by category, packs them separately 
or in bulk and prepares the materials for pickup by a 
treatment, storage, and disposal company 

Paints, automotive fluids, garden fertilizers and soil 
amendments are listed in IMEX (Industrial Materials 
Exchange), a local materials exchange program funded 
by the King County Hazardous Waste Management 
Program. IMEX publishes a hi-monthly listings cata- 
log with a circulation of 9,000. The catalog is 
primarily distributed in western Washngton. After 
reviewing the catalog, interested readers call the utility 
and request materials. Staff at the utility facilitates the 
match by making arrangements for pickup. 

Used 
There are seven staft affiliated with the city's house 

hold hazardous waste collection program, with IMEX 
activities requiring about 1/2 FTE. Making a listing 
in the IMEX catalog is Gee. 

Available 
A paint brochure, sample of IMEX listings, and signs 
posted at the two collection sites are available. 

. ~~ 

~~ 

- 

~~ ~~~~~ 

. . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Evaluation 
Efforts to divert paint, automotive products, and ga-  
den fertilizer began in September, 1995. Nearly 50 
tons of material have been given to the public, non- 
profit organizations, and businesses during the first 
year of operation. This has saved the City of Seattle at 
least $30,000 in hazardous waste disposal costs and has 
distributed at least $60,000 worth of paint and other 
products to worthy projects. 

Barriers Encountered 
Initially, the city wanted to set up a materials 
exchange on-site, where people could browse through 
and find reusable items. However, health department 
restrictions required a separate building, dedicated 
staft; and additional parkmg. Consequently, the utility 
decided to use a bi-monthly catalog to promote mate- 
rial exchange. 

Program Strengths 
Flexibility and innovation have overcome barriers that 
might have otherwise hindered the development of 
the program. For example, when customer6 balked at 
four gdon containers for the paint give away, stafT 
located one g d o n  containers for the effort. As every- 
one involved becomes comfortable with the program, 
more products will be added to the catalog and the 
program will continue to grow and expand. 

. . .  . . .  . .  . . . . . . . .  

Lessons Learned 
Ensure that there is provision for adequate staffing to 
keep a project progressing. Investigate the use of 
community volunteers for phone scheduling and dis- ' ~ 

tribution of paint and other materials for reuse. 

~ 



over agam, year &er year. 

Using trained volunteers w educate mdents New York City, New York has instituted pro- 
grams to promote grasscycling and backyard 
composnng, worhng ulth four botanical gardens 
in the area. The program worked w t h  nine 
Housing Authority sites m Brooklyn in 1995 and 
dverted 1,500 cubic yards ofleaves and yard t rm-  

about compostmg. These pmglams tram indmduals 
as "Master Composters" who subsequently tram res- 
identr. In some commuues, homeowners 
volunteer to destgnate theu lawns or compost bins 
as demonstrahon areas, and neighbors may wsit 
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cis0 study 1 .. . . . .. . . . . . .. . 
at-home comporting 
and pnarrryCrin~ 

Resources: programs 

Used 
. . .  . ~ . ~ ~ ~  

The City of Glendale Integrated Waste Management 
Section is the lead agency on the $90,000 two-year 
Green Waste Prevention project, providing one staff 
position to develop the programs for Glendale, in addi- 
tion to providing support for six other partner agencies, 

6oal/lm~etua: 
To comply with a mandatory state and local govern- 
ment goal to achieve 50% waste reduction hy 2000, 
the City of Glendale Integrated Waste Management 
Section initiated a two-pronged approach involving 
backyard composting education programs and services 
for residents - with a goal of achieving a 33% partic- 
ipation rate - and a Comprehensive Green Waste 
Prevention program targeting the managen of com- 
mercial and public green spaces, and yard and 
landscaping professionals. The target audience was 
24,000 single family homes, 8,500 2-4 unit dwehngs, 
and 25 of the largest landscaped areas (colleges, parks, 
golf courses). 

Strstegy: 
The city provides residents with both the knowledge and 
means to begin composting at home by offering €-ee 
compost bins and pitchforks to all interested individuals 
who attend training workshops. In addtion, grasscycling 
also is stressed as a beneficial strategy for managing g m  
chppings, both on residential lots and in larger parkland 
areas. Rebates are pmvided for mulching moweps ($25) 
and chppedshredders ($50). Newspaper inserts and 
direct mailings to city residents and busineses promoted 
the workshops and bin giveaway. 

began with audits of larger properties, the development 
and implementation of prevention plans, and the estab- 
lishment of training programs for landscape managers 
and yard professionals. Program elements include com- 
posting, grasrcycling and other landscape material 
management stmtegies, such as mulching. 

The Comprehensive Green Waste Prevention program 

which included Los Angeles County and the neigbhor- 
ing cities of Pasadena, South Pasadena, Sierra Madre, 
San Marino and La Canada Flintridge. The annnal cost 
of the program is in excess of $33,500, with $27,000 
spent on purchasing compost bins and pitchforks. 
Workshops for residents, garden clubs, etc. are conduct- 
ed hy the program manager who also uses the state of 
Connecticut's video, Turning Your Spoils to Soik. 

Available 
The California Integrated Waste Management Board 
provides grants and educational programs encouraging 
source reduction and backyard composting, including 
a how-to videotape on composting designed for resi- 
dents and local commnnities. Educational materials 
on yard trimmings, food scrap composting, and grass- 
cycling also are available. 

. .. ~~ . . .  . ~ 

Evaluation 
Although the Green Waste Prevention program only 
began in July 1995, the backyard composting program 
began in 1991. The City of Glendale has used com- 
post bin surveys of quantities generated and 
composted to provide a cost analysis. Even with a 
separate green waste collection system, the net cost 
per diverted ton for the compost program is $7.70, 
lower than any other diversion program available. The 
city is a municipal waste collector; whenever a ton of 
waste is reduced, the city's costs are reduced. Seasonal 
variation and the newness of the program make actual 
tonnage decreases difficult to measure, although the 
trend from 1993-95 indicates an 8% reduction. 
Almost 500 new homes receive training and compost 
bindpitchforks each year; the average household com- 
posts .43 tons of yard trimmings and kitchen scraps 
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annually Appmximately 10% of households now use 
program-supplied compost bins. 

Barriers Encountered 
Neither the citv nor the state have a vard trimminm 

the public, and pmvided tools @ins, etc.) to workshop 
participants which enabled them to begin source 

. . .  . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  reduction immediately 

~~ ....... - Lessons Learned 
Source reduction is the most cost-effective option 
available to solid waste managers. They should pay 
special attention to the value of home composting and 

disposal ban and landfill costs are relatively low, as are 
processing costs for yard trimmings (14,715 tons col- 
lected in 1995). which are simply chipped for use as 
an alternative landtill cover. 

~ 

. . . . . . . .  . .  ....... grasscycling to meet diversion or recycling objectives 
Program Strengths 
The city used a clear, direct promotional message to 

and should be ready to give away or significantly subsi- 
dize the cost of compost bins to increase participation. 

and grasscycfing 
programs 

Coal/lmpetus: 
Subtitle D regulations have SigniGcantly increased 
solid waste management costs in the "I west due to 
the expense of required long h a d  transportation sys- 
tems. Southern Idaho Solid Waste (SISW) provides 
rural residents with an opportunity to source reduce 
an appreciable amount of yard trimmings. 

Strategy: 
Southern Idaho Solid Waste aims to pmmote individ- 
ual responsibihty for waste generation thmugh an 
information campaign coupled with a compost bin 
dstribution pmgram. Bins are sold to residents for $15 
at the conclusion of a workshop conducted by public 
information specialists and Master Gardener volunteers 
fmm the Agricultural Extension Sewice. The cam- 
paign is promoted thmugh paid newspaper ads, radio 

and television public service announcements. Other 
efforts involve including information with utility hills, 
and coverage in newsletters of municipalities, Soil 
Conservation Districts, and other public and non-pmf- 
it organizations. Follow-up information from the 
University of Idaho and bin use surveys are mailed to 
participana each year to encourage continued and cor- 
rect bin use. Eleven workshops are conducted each 
year in eight counties at community colleges, school 
auditoriums, and even truck stops. 

The pmgram targeted 210,000 residents in nine 
rural counties: Blain, Cassia, Gooding, Jerome, 
Lincoln, Minidoka, Caribou, Power, and Twin Falls; 
this area also contains 22 municipalities. 

Resources: 
~ ~~ 

Used 
The pmg- is managed by five stdmembers on a 
part-time basis (two staffers at 20 houdyear; three at 
140 houdyear). The budget for the pmgram includes 
$17,000 net for compost bin pmcurement ($32,000 
total with $15,000 recovered thmugh bin sales); 

$13,000 for staff time. Grant resources to support the 
campaign were made available by rural ut 
counties. Earth Machine, the compost bin supplier, 
makes promotional materials available and other fact- 

__ 
. ~~ 

~ 

. ~~ -~~ $10.000 for public education and promotion, and 
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sheets and materials are available from the University 
of Idaho. In addition, partnerships were forged with 
the University of Idaho Agricultural Extension Service 
and the U.S. Soil Conservation Disvict to provide 
educational and programmatic support. 

Available 
For copies of the literature used, contact the 
University of Idaho Agricultural Service and Earth 
Machine distributors. Copies of the 30-second telwi- 
sion PSAs also are available. 

. .  . .. . . . . .. . .  

Evaluation 
1.000 bins are sold each year - 3,000 to date. Follow- 
up surveys were sent to program pamclpants mth  a 
44% response rate. Apprommately 94% of residents 
indcated they contmued to use their compost bin after 
one year, and on average, bins compost 840 pounds of 
orgamc material annually. Diversion amounts are lower 
m hs region due to the nature of h g h  plams vegeta- 
hOn (e.g., s m d  amount of leaves, etc.) 

Barriers Encountered 
Budget and space limitations prevented some residents 

f" picking up compost bins and attendmg ttaining 
dasses. Also, after three years of bin sales in five coun- 
ties, it appears that there is approximately 40% less 
interest in the program, perhaps indicating market SaN- 

ration. Additional promotional angles might be 
necessary to sustain and increase interest in the program. 

Program Strengths 
The use of a multimedia campaign developed a smng 
demand for workshops and compost bins. Using the 
professional knowledge and experience of the 
Agricultural Extension Service provided reliable intor- 
mation which &d not need to be recreated by SISW 

Lessons Learned 
Advertise bin distribution pmg- two weeks before a 
workshop event to give midents time to fit training into 
their schedule. Prepare for overwhelming participation; 
popularity of such a program can exceed expectations. 
Be w e  to have adequate $ t a n g  on hand to faditatc 
distribution of bins. Accurately record the names and 
addresses of participants for follow-up surveys. Of special 
note, SISW found it cost effective to only distribute bins 
at a limited number ofworkshops; having s&handle 
sales one at a time over the course of the year was 
extremely time consuming and costly 

. . . . .  . . .  . . .. . 

. . . .  . .  ~~ 
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hoincowrivr ~ ~ ~ ~ " m i i r .  !~.WdCil club,. 3s wcll JS the 

m K ~ n d  volunrccr\ d l  iiaturc centers. bomnic dlld 
pubhc gdnlcn\, gdnlcn cenrcr\ and nuncrirr The pro- 
grnni produced dirr t  m d d  c~rllpalyn. special 
piiblicmons, pres rulc3~cs. a i d  r a o h  I'SA5 i n  large 

\ iyi- lan~~nge inrcrprerxion where rrqocsrcd. l l i c  
rounry coidducrcd follow-up ~urvcys 111 the Fill oi 
IY94 and 1YY5 to h d p  fine-runc the c~inpaign tnev 
w g '  and lielp rstahli~li larger aii.iiciitw$. 

Population: 810,~10(1 

w e :  63% Urban; 30% Suburbdn. 5% h J r d l .  

Contact: Joseph M. Keyrer, Envl~nnieiital 

I'rotection, I O 1  Monroc Srreet, Suite 607, 
Kockvillc, MD 20815, (p) 301/217-2361; 
(I) 301/217-h935. 

Spccialnr, Dcpnrnnrnt ilk' Environmmt.al prinr 2nd Inll~ti-~lllgUd~ \'cnions. Workshops providcJ - 

Goal/lmpetus: 
Montgomery County's Ten-Year Integrated Solid 
Waste Plan requires that solid waste be reduced or 
recycled by 50% by the year 2000. The county initi- 
ated a yard trimmings disposal ban in 1994 to divert 
yard trimmings - which constitute 18% of the 
wastestream - from disposal. The county provides 
weekly curbside collection with material processed at 
the county's compost facility. The facility can handle 
up to 60,000 tons; however, in the absence of a source 
reduction program, an estimated 103,000 tons would 
enter the recycling stream. An aggressive source 
reduction program featuring grasscycling, home com- 
posting, and mulching w a s  required to keep tonnages 
within a manageable range and to avoid a $2.5 million 
expansion of facihties. 

Strategy: 
The defining elements of the county program are 
research, planning, investment, innovative education 
and outreach tools, and service delivery. Before 
implementing the program, the county conducted a 
60 question baseline telephone survey among 1,124 
adult household heads to determine attitudes and 
habits regarding the management of yard trimmings. 
Based on Survey results, the county developed a public 
relations and education campaign. The effort focused 
on grasscycling in year one and composting in year 
two to reduce the production of grass clippings, and 
absorb yard trimmings in the form of grass, leaf or 
wood mulch, The project also provided public educa- 
tion on mulching and landscape alteration. 

homedtownhomes, over 250 landscape and lawn ser- 
vice companies, and over 30,000 multi-family and 
commercial property managers. The program also tar- 
geted environmental/conserv~tion groups, 

The county targeted 180,000 single family 

Used 
The grasscycling campaign used every media and out- 
reach tool available, including video production; paid 
and unpaid television and radio PSAs, print/televi- 
sion/radio interviews; press conferencedmedia evenn; 
newspaper inserts; movie theater ads; paid print adver- 
tising; six varied-format direct mail campaigns; 
extensive transit advertising; volunteer demonstration 
lawns and demo workshops; cable television gardening 
programs; press releases and dpsheen; elementary 
school art contests; over 50 information luosks; part- 
nerships and displays with retailers; over 100 
workshops, lectures, professional training sessions, and 
presentations at landscaper conferences; special events, 
fairs (County Fair attracts over 500,000), and festivals; 
street and retail banners and tri-rama ceiling hangers; 
national and internationally award-winning posters; 
bumperstickers; mulching mower, retrofit kit, and 
mulching blade rebate program; factsheets, brochures, 
rulers, tabloid publications, doorhangers; and an exten- 
sively publicized recycling hotline. The cost for the 
program in the first year w a s  $360,000 with one fUU- 
time staff member and a team of six individuals 
providing 10% of their time to the project. 

The composting campaign included and used most 
of the previous tools, in addition to 17 large and small 
Compost Discovery Gardens; teenage Compost 
Commandos and 120 Master Composter volunteers; 
VermiLab (vermicomposting school program) includ- . ~ 

ing cafeteria worm composting, grade K-5 compost 
curriculum, and wormboxes with trained faculty in 
over 120 classrooms in more than 60 public/private 
elementary, middle, and high schools, and the Digger 
Worm cartoon character and 7 foot tall mascot; bi- 
weekly environmental gardening column; over 200 
Home Composting workshops attended by almost 

.~ ~ 

- 

~ 

i ~ 



12,000 residents and community leaders; compost bin 
distribution program (18,000 sold at near-cosS 10% of 
homes have a bin; 95% still in use after 2 years); com- 
post logo, poster, transit campaign (subway and bus 
placards), 4-color ad, and 30 second television PSA 
won 7 regional and national American Advertising 
Awards; 3 sets of tee-shirts (more than 2,000 sold or 
awarded). Costs for the second year were $230,000, 
with one full-time staff member. 

Auailalile 
Montgomery County will share information, strate- 
gies, and materials whenever feasible with other 
jurisdictions. The county will provide complete pro- 
gram summaries and sample literature upon request. 
Poster sets and the grasscycling video are available for 
$6 each to cover shipping costs. 

22% still held that belief. Moreover, 70% now indicate 
they grasscycle their clippings most of the time - up 
from 59% the year before. Also, at the end of 1995, 
60% of residents composted yard trimmings - up 
from 43% in the prior year. Bottom line results for the 
county include nut having to expand the compost 
facllity (saving $2.5 million) and a dramatically lower 
investment for source reduction, $7/ton in 1994 and 
$4.38/ton in 1995, than for recycling (net $18/ton) or 
disposal ($35/ton for the landfill; $70-120/ton for 
combustion). 

Barriers Encountered 
Changes in administration, political philosophy, and 
reorganization of the department eliminated a $1 per 
container grass tag program that was announced in 
1994 and was to have been implemented in 1995. 
Loss of the program removed an economic incentive 
to source reduce clippings. 

........... 
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Evaluation 
Several tools were used to measure program effective- 
ness including quarterly waste compositional 
samplings conducted before, during, and after program 
implementation. Estimated generation rate (amount 
which would have entered recycling stream due to 
disposal ban) was 103,000 tons in 1994; only 52,000 
entered stream, which means 51,000 tons were grass- 
cycled or home composted. In 1995, estimated 
tonnage was 110,000 -only 57,000 tons entered 
stream and 53,000 were source reduced. 

ness. For example, initial survey data revealed that 
most residents (68%) believed that leaving clippings 
behind was unhealthy for the lawn; after one-year, only 

Resident survey information also measures effective- 

Profram Sirengths 
Strengths include strong legislative support (i.e., a dis- 
posal ban), a willingness to invest in education and the 
innovative use of mass-marketing techniques, graphic 
design, and media saturation. 

Lessons Learned 
Investment in dynamic education and outreach pro- 
grams can be more valuable and effective than outlay 
for expanded services, To change public behavior you 
must understand why residents and businesses behave 
as they do, determine a strategy to establish a new 
behavior pattern, and throw everychng you have at 
that strategy People basically want to do the right 
thing; they need to know what that is and why it is 
worthwhile to follow that course. 
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caw iludy 4 ............... 
at-home comporhng 

and grarrcyrlin~ 
programs 

Goal/lmpelus: 
Because the State of Minnesota has a disposal ban on 
yard trimmings, the District provides residents with an 
at-home alternative to keep materials out of the city’s 
centralized composting facility. The District is espe- 
cially interested in grasscycling and home composting 
to keep grass clippings away from the site during the 
summer when they can cause odor problems. They 
also want to introduce vermicomposting to several 
schools, including an environmental magnet school 
(with its own zero discharge goals), in addition to 
teachers, garden clubs and the general public to pro- 
vide an alternative to the disposal of lutchen scraps. 

Strategy: 
The District began an aggressive idormation cam- 
paign to residents detailing both the ease of backyard 
composting and the cost savings to themselves and to 
the District. Target audiences included residents, husi- 
nesses, and school children. Important components of 
the program included partnerships with the Duluth 
Community Garden Program, garden stores, and the 
local vo-tech program, whch provided several types 
of compost bins for giveaway campaigns. In addition, 
District staff worked with the schools to develop a K- 
6 m t e  education curriculum, which has become part 
of the science requirement for Duluth schools. 

Resources: 
. . .  . .  . . . . . .  . .  

Used 
The District carefully selected electronic media for 
paid advertising campaigns, including radio promo- 
tions for bin giveaways at the composting site, and a 
television commercial on composting. A waste 
reduction video, Think Before You Throw, was devel- 
oped for schools and community groups, and features 
backyard composting as a method for handling yard 

trimmings. The district conducted community 
education classes for both backyard and vermicom- 
posting (worm composting) with special cooperation 
from the Community Garden Program, and devel- 
oped an education area at the composting site 
featuring different types of bins and directions for 
their construction. Newspaper ads also were devel- 
oped, and a public television gardening program 
featured composting information. The district pro- 
moted vermicomposting through a brochure, 20 free 
worm box systems for participating schools, and 300 
gallon capacity bins for cafeteria scraps at the magnet 
school. The budget for the campaign was approxi- 
mately $15,000; staffing for home composting 
required 50% of one staff position’s time; vermicom- 
posting represented 10% of a position. 

Available 
Rot is Hot composting booklet is available. 

~ 

- 

~ ~~~~~ 

. . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  . . .  
Evaluation 
The District measures effectiveness by requests for the 
Rot is Hot hooklet and attendance at cornmunity edn- 
cation classes. Worm composting effectiveness is 
determined by the success of the program among 
teachers and children, including meeting goals for 
worm box set-ups, the completion of the large scale 
project in the environmental magnet program, and the 
availability of funding and technical support. 

Barriers Encountered 
The District found that the fluent (east side) of the 

attendance and other factors, possibly reflecting that 
an economic-driven message is not as efective among 
all population groups. 

Program Strengths 
The state provides an incentive of a 3% credit toward 
the District’s recycling goal for implementing the pro- 
gram. Partnerships and cooperation are key to success. 

Lessons Learned 
Try to use channels of communication that are already 
in place - avoid having to create your own. When 
worlang with schools, go through curriculum com- 
mittees and principals to ensure the program meets 
educational standards. 

~ . .  ~. ~~. . 

city was less involved with the program based on .~ 

. . . . .  . . .  

__ 
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Denver 

Mesa County 

B r r d  County 
mtcnds, hothe  o treach 

1 FTE 
.530,000 

~ 

75 FTE 
$15 30,000 

2 FTE 
>$3U,OUO 
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Source Reduction Forum Case Study Template 
for Local Government Programs 

Please complete ths  template to the greatest extent possible and include additional written information as you 
see fit. Please mail or fax the completed template to Chris Benjamin at the National Recycling 
Coalition at 1727 King St., Suite 105,Alexandria,VA 22314-2720. Fax # 703-683-9026; Phone # 703-683- 
9025 X211. Thank you for your time and input. 

Namc of Communitv 

ContactNamc ~ - 

Contact Address 

. .  . __ PhondFAX _ _  ~ .~ 

E-mail Addnir 

Please check here to receive a copy of the final report. P 

1. Is your commumty currently implementing any solid waste source reduction or reuse pro- 
grams? Please specify which type. 

0 In-House Source Reduction Program 
0 Policy and Incentive Options 
0 Education Programs for Residents 
0 Salvage/Exchange Programs 

0 Programs for Businesses 
OYardTrimmings Reduction 
0 Other (Please specfi) 

2. Please describe your program. 

Proeram GodM 

3. What was the impetus for your community's program? 
0 State Incentive 
0 Grassroots Initiative 
0 Local Govt. Initiative 

0 Other (please specify) 
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4. Who is the lead agency/manager? Are there any partner agencies or organizations involved? 

Parmer Aqencies: 

~ ~ 

5. How many staff are dedicated to the source reduction or reuse program? 
Number of st&- 
Eshmated % of ume spent - FullTime HalfTime - Other (Please speafyI 

6. What is the program’s budget? 
0 $ 0 - 5,000 P $ 5,000 - 10,000 P $ 10,000 - 15,000 

0 $ 15,000 - 30,000 0 > $ 30,000 

7. What are your criteria for measuring the program’s success? Have you met your program’s 
objectives? What do you think has led to the success of your program? 

8. Please identify any lessons you have learned or advice for other communities. 

9. Please describe any legislative, regulatory, economic or other barriers that have INHIBITED the 
success of your source reduction or reuse efforts. (Example: In  states that offerfinancial incentives to munici- 
palities for each ton ofmaterial recycled, a community may focus more on collecting junk mail and yard trimmings, rather than 
encouraging residents to cancel junk mail sent to their homes or to leavegrass clippings on the lawn.) 

10. Please describe any legislative, regulatory, economic or other incentives that have ENCOUR- 
AGED the success of your source reduction or reuse efforts. (Example: In the ztate ofMinnesota, counties 
receive a 3% credit towards their recycling goalfor implementing sperifed source reduction activitier.) Please describe spec@ 
benefits that have been achieved, such as a measured reduction in the amount ofwaste disposed. 

........... 
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11. Are you aware of other communities in your region conducting similar programs? 
Name of Community Type ofProgram(s) Contact Name/Phone Number 

1. 
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