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GLOSSARY OF TERNS 

The following are definitiona of several terms uaed in this report. The 
definitiona reflect this report's intention in use of the terms. 

Solid -- Any material that is no longer wanted and must be recycled or 
Waste disposed, not including auto hulks, mining wastes, sludges, 

agricultural waates, construction wastes, and industrial 
wastes. 

Waste -- Any person or organization that produces waste materials that 
Generator must be managed by disposal or recycling; includes households, 

businesses, and public and private organizations. 

Waste -- Use of any recycling or disposal technique to handle waste 
Hanagement in a governmentally approved manner. 

Recycling -- Re-using a material in its original form or altering a 
material through a manufacturing process to be uaed in a new 
form, including compoating. 

Recyclablea- Waste materials that can be re-used or manufactured to be uaed 
in a new form; traditionally include8 glass, paper, metals, 
and yard waates. 

Composting-- Natural decomposition of solid waste into a substance much 
like potting soil. The process may be aided by addition of 
chemicals, maintenance of a temperature near 55 degrees 
Celsius, and maximization of contact with oxygen. 

Recyclablew- Preparing recyclablea to be sold to an end market; includes 
Processing separating, cleaning, crushing, and baling materials. 

Disposal -- Getting rid of waste in a way that is probably permanent, 
including by incineration and landfilling. 

Central -- A technique of waate management conducted by facilities that 
Processing incinerate waste or prepare waste for incineration. This 

would include mass burn facilities and plants that produce 
refuse derived fuel or densified refuse derived fuel. 

Haaa Burn -- Incineration of all solid waate without processing in any way; 
energy may be produced. 

Refuse -- Selected solid waste that has been shredded in order to be 
Derived incinerated to produce energy. 
Fuel 

Organized -- An arrangement, usually made by a contract between a 
Collection municipality and waste collectors, by which each collector has 

an established route. One collector cannot try to persuade 
waste generators to use its service rather than any others, 

Open -- A situation in which every waste generator contracts with a 
Hauling waste collector for collection and disposal services. The 

municipality's only involvement is licensing of collectors. 



EXECUTIVE SUHHARY 

Hinnesota is moving rapidly from a waste management system that is 
largely open and competitive, driven by private industry with public 
regulation, to one that is much more expensive with increased public 
management and investment. These changes are motivated chiefly by 
environmental concerns. But it isn't necessary to sacrifice economic 
efficiency in the process. We have the opportunity to meet both goals. 

Recycling fulfills both criteria for a desirable waste management 
option -- it's an environmentally sound way to manage waste and it can 
build economic efficiency into the total system, if the system igs 
structured correctly. Recycling can and should be an important piece 
of our waste management strategy. 

We should use caution, though, when thinking of recycling as a waste 
management option. It &g a very viable option, but it is not the grand 
solution to our waste management problems. Only to the extent that the 
materials being recycled are hazardous will recycling prevent 
environmental damage. As it has been practiced, recycling has not done 
this, because waste materials like paper, glass, and aluminum are 
benign when disposed. 

If the two principal waste management options -- disposal and recycling -- were set side-by-side, recycling would be the competitive choice. 
For one, it makes environmental sense. There are no known hazards from 
the process of recycling, and reuse of materials means that natural 
resources are conserved. But more compelling, disposal is more than 
twice as expensive as recycling. And when incineration replaces 
landfilling, the difference will be even greater. 

Today we are recycling only three percent of our waste stream. The 
Hetropolitan Council has set a regional goal that 16 percent of the 
waste stream be recycled by 1330. That's a substantial increase, but 
it's too modest. At least one-half of all waste is recyclable. 

Recycling is an under-utilized waste management option -- primarily 
because the structure of waste management rewards generation and 
disposal of waste and discourages recycling. 

The pricing structure of waste services keeps us from ever realizing 
the savings that would be expected from disposing less and recycling 
more waste. Fees for waste collection typically are flat today, not 
adjusted by changes in volume. So someone who sets out two cans of 
waste for collection and disposal pays as much as does the neighbor who 
sets out four cans. Consequently, there's no incentive to reduce the 
volume of waste, by recycling or other means. If anything, there's a 
reward for greater disposal, since the fee doesn't increase with 
volume. 

In fact, the existing fee system discourages recycling. If a houeehold 
(or a municipality on behalf of all households) should employ two 
services -- disposal and recycling -- then its total spending will be 
increased. The flat disposal service fee means that the addition of 
recycling will result in greater spending on waste management. This 
added expense is a main reason recycling is hardly used today. 



It doesn't need to be this way. 

The Legislature should require that fees for all waste management 
services be based upon waste volume. Under such a policy, all methods 
of safely handling waste -- recycling, incineration, landfilling, and 
others -- can compete fairly. Recycling will be more widely utilized 
once households and municipalities realize that it can be a 
cost-control tool. A strong recycling industry will result, with 
greater supply, expanded collection businesses, and better markets. 

Other measures should be taken to ensure that the waste management 
system operates with efficiency, with no option given unfair 
competitive advantages over others. Counties' flow control authority, 
for one, should be phased out. This control allows counties to direct 
waste to particular disposal facilities. It's not necessary, now that 
the Legislature has set a deadline by which only environmentally prover 
facilities can operate. And it produces an unbalanced, nearly 
non-competitive, system. 

Public information programs should be careful not to favor incineratior 
as the solution to waste management. This sends the wrong message, 
suggesting that Hinnesotans don't need to worry, that incineration 
solves all environmental problems. 

Another option for increasing recycling is a container deposit system, 
which would retrieve about six percent of the waste stream for 
recycling. That's twice today's level of recycling, but significantly 
less than recycling's full potential. Hinnesota should not implement c 
container deposit system today because it would keep us from ever 
reaching that potential in recycling. 

Container deposits would "skim the cream" from recycling programs, 
causing their revenues to fall dramatically and, consequently, 
operating costs to rise. Recycling of materials not covered by 
container deposits would become very expensive, and likely would not 
occur. Also, a container deposit system itself is an expensive way of 
doing recycling. It will increase substantially consumer prices on the 
covered products due to new handling costs. These two new costs -- 
more expensive recycling services and increased product prices -- mean 
that we are going to spend a lot more to accomplish less recycling thar 
is possible through volume-based pricing policies. 

But because we can't guarantee absolutely that volume-based pricing of 
waste services will result in greater and more stable recycling, the 
Legislature should pass a law that would "trigger" a container deposit 
system. Container deposits would be implemented if, after four years 
of volume-based fees for waste services, we are not recycling at least 
six percent of the waste stream. 



FINDINGS 

WASTE AND WASTE HANAGEHENT IN THE TWIN CITIES HETROPOLITAN AREA 

Waste Generation and Composition in the Twin Cities Hetrouolitan Area 

A. The Twin Cities metropolitan area aenerates more than 5,600 tons of 
waste per day. Of that, about half is generated by the residential 
sector and half by the commercial-industrial sector. Approximately 51 
percent of all waste is generated within Hennepin County. 

Every person in the metropolitan area generates about one ton of waste 
per year. The Hetropolitan Council estimates that population and 
employment increases in the area will cause daily waste generation to 
increase to more than 6,000 tons by 1995. 1 

B. The composition of the total waste stream (residential and 
c( 

Waste Type Proportion by Weiuht 

Organics: 
Paper 
Yard Wastes 
Wood 
Other Organics 

Inorganics: 
Ferrous Hetals 5 X 
Glass 4 X 
Aluminum 1 X 
Other Inorganics 7 X 

"Other Organicsn include rubber, textiles, plastics, and other 
combustibles. "Other Inorganicsn include rock, dirt, cement, plaster, 
and ceramics. Hazardous materials are included in both the "Other 
Organicsn and "Other Inorganican categories. The proportion of the 
stream they make up is unknown. 

This data is estimated from one study conducted in 1985 for Hennepin 
County by Pope-Reid Associates. 2 

C. The quantity of waste aenerated daily in the metrouolitan area 
varies on a seasonal basis. This is because yard waste, while making 
up an average nine percent of the waste stream, essentially is absent 
during winter months and make up about 15 percent of the stream during 
fall months. The Hetropolitan Council estimates that yard waste 
currently reaches about 1,000 tons per day in September, bringing the 
total waste stream to levels well above 6,000 tons per day. Waste 
generation then falls to about 5,000 tons per day in the winter months 
when there is no yard waste. 3 

This seasonal variation has an impact on the logistics of waste 
management. Waste management equipment, such as collection trucks, 
must be able to handle the peaks in generation. During months of 
lower generation, then, some equipment is under-utilized, making the 
cost-per-ton of waste management higher than would be the case were 
generation constant. 



11. Waste Hanauement in the Twin Cities Hetropolitan Area ~ 
All the waste that we generate daily muet be handled in some way, wheth4r 
by disposal or re-use. Our society's standards disallow throwing waste in 
our yards, streets, or parks. Not only can littering look displeasing, 
but it can present a threat to public health. Some wastes pose a risk 
good health just as they are. They may be hazardous, for example, when 
they get into the supply of drinking water. Others create a risk when 
they mix with other wastes or when rodents come in contact with them an 
carry diseases to the population. 

Hence, we have put requirements upon ourselves for special management o 
our waste. There are many public agencies and employees whose primary 
responsibility is continual analysis of how we are and should be managi g 
waste. They watch for environmental and health risks posed by any waat 
management technique and determine what methods are auperior and which 
should not be allowed. 1 
It was not long ago when these experts said we should not allow 'dumpin 
of waste into open pits. Now they have discovered risks that landfilli 
poses to the environment and public health. The analysis and debate ov 
how waste ahould be managed are very technical and very political. 

Generally, waste management today is conducted by an open, competitive ~ 
waste industry. The two pieces to the waste management system working 
today are (A) collection and transportation and (B) disposal. The ~ operation of each piece of the system has been dominated by private , 
industry, with public regulation to insure that health and environmental 
standards are met. 

Waste haulera and disposal facility operators must receive a public 
license to operate. The licensing insures that health and safety 

accepted disposal facility. 
regulations are followed and that waste is delivered only to a publicly 1 

There are at least 200 private businesses, called 'haulers,' in the 
Twin Cities area who collect waste and transport it to a disposal 
facility. About 80 percent of these haulers are small businesses, 
each with only one or two trucks and few employees. Two large, 
national waste hauling companies operate in the metropolitan area, 
Browning-Ferris Industries (BFI) and Waste Hanagement Inc. 4 

A. Waste collection and transportation to a disposal facility almost4 
always is done by someone other than the waste aenerator (the 
household or business). The generator or the municipality in which 
the generator is located usually hires a private waste management 
service. 

1 

1. Residential waste tyuically is collected and transported throdhh 
one of three arrangements: (1) the household contract8 with a 
waste hauler, commonly called 'open hauling'; (2) the municipalitf 
contracts with a hauler, called 'organized collection,' or (3) 
municipal crews provide the service, called 'municipal 
collection.' In every arrangement, the household usually is 
allowed to set out an unlimited amount of waste for collection. 
Only occasionally are some wastes, usually bulky white goods, not 
accepted. 5 

, 



-- All but seven municipalities in the Twin Cities metropolitan 
area have an "open hauling" waste collection system. Each 
household is responsible for delivering its waste to a diaposal 
facility, either by doing so itself or by contracting with a 
hauler for vaste collection and transportation. Usually, the 
household will contract for service. This open hauling erystem 
covers about 69 percent of all households in the metropolitan 
area. 

The household agrees to pay a set fee periodically, which now 
runs about 610 per month. About three-quarters of that fee 
covers the hauler's collection and transportation service, while 
one-quarter covers the disposal fee. The hauler is charged the 
disposal fee based upon the volume of waste delivered; this 
charge, in turn, is passed on to the hauler's customers. 

Host haulers charge a fixed fee that does not change as volume 
of waste collected and disposed increases or decreases. 
Although disposal costs are determined by volume, the hauler's 
coats to collect and transport the waste are not. There are 
many fixed costs, such as the necessity for the hauler to stop 
at every client's location regardless of the volume of waste. 
The hauler must travel the distance between all collection 
stops, walk to the vaste cans and lift them to the truck, 
regardless of the quantity of waste. 

-- Seven municipalities, covering another 21 percent of all 
households, contract with waste haulers for "organized 
collection' of residential waste. Rather than depend upon each 
household to make its own collection arrangements, these 
municipalities organize collection to guarantee proper disposal 
of waste. 

The contract with the waste hauler(s1 is based upon the number 
of residential units to be serviced, not the volume of waste 
collected. The municipality holds a separate contract with 
disposal facilities, through which the municipality is billed 
according to the volume of waste disposed. 

The municipality bills each household for the collection and 
disposal services either indirectly through the property tax or 
by a special fee. Hunicipalities currently conducting organized 
collection in the metropolitan area are Columbia Heights, North 
St. Paul, Robbinsdale, St. Louis Park, White Bear Lake, White 
Bear Township, and one-half of Hinneapolis. 

-- The remaining nine percent of all households' waste is 
collected by municipal crews. Farmington and the other half of 
Hinneapolis operate "municipal collection" of waste. Like 
organized collection, the household pays for the service to the 
municipality through the property tax or a waste fee. 

Contracts under open and organized hauling usually are awarded 
competitively. Households or municipalities usually select 
contractors based upon the quality and price of service promised. 
A hauler's ability to offer competitive prices will depend upon 
efficiency in operation and costs of transportation to disposal 
facilities. The hauler in an open hauling situation selects a 
disposal facility based on its distance from collection points and 
the fee it charges for disposal. 



A municipality with organized waste collection may renegotiate t 
contract periodically rather than call for competitive bidding. 
The city of Hinneapolia, for example, haa held a contract with 
Hinneapolis Refuae, Inc. (HRI) aince 1972 for waate collection i 
one-half of the city. That contract never haa been open for bid 
from other collectors. HRI ia a consortium of 49 private hauler 
which contends that, were the contract to be let on a competitiv 
bid, a large, national waate company could underbid the 
conaortium. The reault would be the end of 49 haulera' 
buainesses. Others note that this need not be the caae. If 
distinct contracts were let for several districts within a 
municipality, rather than one contract for the entire area, the 
smaller haulers would not neceaaarily lose to the large companie 
In fact, the municipality could guarantee that no hauler could b 
awarded contracts for more than one or two districts. 

A municipality's move from open hauling to organized collection 
might improve efficiency of collection and, therefore, reduce 
costs. The Hetropolitan Council states that a household or 
municipality's waate bill can be reduced by as much as 25 to 30 
percent with organized collection. This tranalatea into about 9 
to 93 per month for a household. The cost reduction comes from 
greater efficiencies in giving one hauler the contract for a 
concentrated area. In open hauling, several haulers might be 
operating in a municipality, each collecting from a few houeehol 
on every block. Organized collection could keep distance and ti 
between collection stops at a minimum, as only one hauler would 
operate in a given geographic area. 

Organized collection also can reduce the nuisance to neighborhoa 
by decreasing the number of haulers doing weekly collections. A 
it can minimize wear on the city streets caused by the heavy was 
trucks. 

A concern often voiced about organized collection is that the 
household loses its control over selecting a hauler who will giv 
good service at a reasonable cost. Another concern is that smal 
haulers might be unable to compete against large waste managemen 
companies. Very few large companies could then dominate the 
industry, meaning a nearly monopolistic system could result. 
Inefficiencies and higher costs could be the long-term 
consequences. 6 

2. Commercial-industrial waste also is collected and disposed 
through an arrannement made by each buainess or by the 
municipality. In either case, the fee charged for the service i 
determined more by waste volume than is the case in residential 
collection, although it is not precisely determined by volume. 
fee is based upon the size of the waste dumpster used by the 
business and the frequency of collection. But if the dumpster i 
not filled completely, then the business pays for more service t 
it theoretically is receiving. Its per-unit cost simply is high 
than it would have been if the dumpster had been full. 



8. Waste disposal in the metropolitan area is accomplished by three 
methods in the metropolitan area today -- (1) landfillina, 
(2) incineration, and (3) recvclina. 

1. Landfillinu is the primary means of waste dispoaal today. 
handlina about 95 percent of the waate uenerated in the Twin Citiea 
metro~olitan area. 'Sanitary landfillam are site8 of land where 
waate ia depoaited and frequently covered by aoil. Nine landfilla 
were operating in the metropolitan area in 1987. One, the Woodlake 
Sanitary Landfill, waa the area'a firat 'high-tech' landfill. 
Opened in 1986, it haa liners and a leachate collection system to 
guard againat leachate contamination of the groundwater. 

The predecesor to landfilling waa 'open dumping,' a practice of 
simply dumping waate in open pita. Open dumping waa banned when 
expert8 diacovered that it poaed public health riaka. Rodent8 that 
came into contact with the waate then carried diaeaaea to the 
public. Wind often blew waste away from the dumpa, and the stench 
they caueed wee lea8 than desirable. The move to landfilling, 
then, was conaidered a move to 'atate-of-the-art' diapoeal. 

2. Sliahtly more than one percent of the metropolitan areapa waste 
(72 tone per day) ia burned at Richarda Aaphalt Company in Savaae. 
Hinneaota. Richarda conetructed it8 burner during the nationpa 
'energy crisiam aa a coat-aaving meaaure to produce energy for the 
plant operationa. The burner auppliea almost all energy the plant 
needa. Since the pricea of gaa and oil have dropped dramatically, 
however, the burner ia not aa economical, but it atill ia an 
advantage to operate. 

Richarda accept8 waate from haulera juat like a landfill and 
charges a tipping fee comparable to the fee at area landfills. 
When the burner waa built the fee waa lea8 than $10 per ton; today 
it ia moving to about $28 per ton. The increaaed tipping fee haa 
offaet aomewhat the decreaaed energy value of the burner. The 
company plana to continue operating its burner until any time that 
the Pollution Control Agency might require application of expenaive 
environmental protection equipment. The company does not know yet 
what regulation8 will be put on ita burner. 7 

Other organization8 alao incinerate waate on aite. Hoapitala, for 
example, must burn potentially contaminating aubstancea. Some 
retail centera, such aa grocery stores, burn large boxes in which 
product8 are delivered. Theae eatabliahmenta do not uae 
incineration to produce energy as doe8 the Richarda Company; 
instead, they uae it only to diapoae of waate. 

Incineration a8 a diapoaal method is expected to handle much sore 
of the metropolitan area'a waate in the near future. One facility 
built by Northern States Power Company (NSP) in Newport under 
contract with Ramaey and Waahington Countiea waa expected to begin 
operation in the aummer of 1987. Unlike the Richarda plant, this 
facility will not burn the waate it receives; inatead, it will 
aelect certain burnablea and ahred them to be burned later at a 
retrofitted coal-burning plant owned by HSP. The waate that will 
be burned ia called 'refuse derived fuelm (RDF). 



Other incineration facilities are planned for the metropolitan 
area. NSP has a contract vith Anoka County for construction and 
operation of an RDF facility similar to the Nevport facility. A 
mass burn facility (similar to the Richards burner but much larg 
is planned for Hennepin County. The County and Blount Energy 
Resources Company have reached an agreement for the construction 
and operation of this facility. It vill directly burn vaste, 
rather than shred selected materials for burning as the RDF 
facilities vill do. (See Section III.C., page 11 and Section 
III.D., page 12 for more discussion of these facilities and 
contracts. 1 

Incineration vill not eliminate the need for landfills. The ash 
it vill leave and the residual materials that cannot be incinera 
will equal about 30 percent of the vaste delivered to the 
facilities. This vaste must be landfilled unless some use for i 
is found. 

3. About three percent of the metropolitan area's waste stream i 
recycled. (See the section on Recycling, starting on page 17.) 

C. The Effectiveness and Costs of Current Waste Hananement 

The public sector's regulation of vaste generators, haulers, and 
disposal facilities vorks to keep this metropolitan area essential1 
litter-free. There is little vaste on the streets, in the parks, o 
in private yards, especially compared to other major metropolitan 
areas. If not just for health reasons, proper management of vaste 
helped to maintain relatively clean surroundings. But threats of 
pollution by vaste disposal are forcing the public agencies 
responsible for vaste management to impose tougher regulations on 
management met hods. 

Total spending in the Tvin Cities metropolitan area on vaste 
management is more than 6130 million per year (using 1985 generatio 
rates and December 1985 collection and disposal fees). Of that, ab 
8102 million (78 percent) covers collection and transportation of 
vaste and 628 million (22 percent) goes to disposal. Hanagement of 
residential vaste costs about $88 million annually; commercial- 
industrial vaste management costs about 642 million. 8 

While total spending on vaste management may seem high, costs to th 
individual vaste generator actually are quite lov, both financially 
and in terms of convenience. The average household or commercial- 
industrial establishment spends little time 'managing' its waste. 
Host vaste generators just throv all their vaste into 'trash cans,' 
which often must be moved to the curb or alley for collection. Lim 
on the amount of vaste that vill be collected are rarely imposed, 
except that large, bulky items sometimes are prohibited. 
Consequently, the vaste generator need not be concerned vith the 
volume or the types of vastes being disposed. 

The average household spends only 68-10 per month to have its vaste 
collected, transported, and disposed. The fee is minimal, especial 
vhen compared to other utility costs such as electricity, gas, and 
water. Hany households, especially those vhose vaste service is 
financed through the property tax rather than a special fee or line 
item on a utility bill, do not even know hov much is spent for was* 
management services. They may not even realize they pay for waste 
management . 



111. The Emerging Waste Hanauement System in the Twin Cities Hetro~olitan 
Area 

The Legislature, the Hetropolitan Council, and the seven counties of the 
metropolitan area are involved in the effort to implement new vaste 
management techniques to reduce dependence upon landfilling. 

A. Legislative action since the late 1970s has led to a ban on 
landfillina most vaste by 1990 in the metropolitan area. 

1. The Hinnesota Legislature of 1978 established a ~oint 
leqislative commission to study waste management and make 
recommendations on methods to reduce the amount of solid and 
hazardous wastes generated, recover materials and energy from the 
wastes, and reduce dependence on land disposal of wastes. g The 
issues in waste management at that time centered on concern about 
running out of landfill capacity and the political difficulty of 
siting new landfills. Thus grew the search for new methods to 
manage waste. 

The 1978 Legislature also called on the Hetropolitan Council to 
prepare a comprehensive long-range plan for solid waste management 
in the metropolitan area. And it directed each of the seven 
metropolitan counties to develop its own master plan and report to 
the Council. 

2. The 1980 Leuislature passed the Waste Hanauement Act which, 
focusinn on landfill abatement, took many waste-related steps 
including: 10 

-- Creation of the Waste Hanagement Board to acquire sites for 
hazardous waste storage facilities, evaluate facility designs 
and operations, evaluate all alternatives to disposal of 
hazardous wastes, and develop a hazardous waste management plan. 

-- Creation of the Legislative Commission on Waste Hanagement to 
oversee the work of the Waste Hanagement Board. 

-- Establishment of recycling and procurement practices of the 
state government, to be the, responsibility of the commissioner 
of administration. 

-- Creation of a solid waste management planning assistance 
program to provide technical and financial assistance for 
regional and local efforts, to be administered by the 
Hetropolitan Council in the metropolitan area. 

-- Creation of a solid waste management demonstration program to 
provide grants for projects that develop alternatives to 
landf illing. 

-- Amendment of the 1978 waste management law to require the 
Hetropolitan Council to estimate the solid waste disposal 
capacity that would be needed in the metropolitan area in the 
future, to report on the potential for reducing the need for 
land disposal, to conduct an inventory of eligible sites for 
landfills in the metropolitan area, and to determine the number 
of disposal sites that must be acquired within each metropolitan 
county. 



-- Requirement of the counties in the metropolitan area a tq 
develop master plans as called for in the 1978 legislation, 
to identify four potential sites within each county suitable or 
landfills, and (c) to submit to the Hetropolitan Council a 
proposal to reduce the need for land disposal of waste. 

(4)  
I 

-- Establishment of authority for the metropolitan counties td 
designate where waste generated within their jurisdiction musq 
be disposed. Waste to be recycled was exempted. (See Section 
111. D., page 12.) 

During the 1980 legislative session, landfill capacity was not t b 
only issue pushing these actions. The discovery that landfillin 

emotional impetus. The contamination comes from reactions in th 

1 of waste can contaminate the groundwater supply gave extra and m fe 

landfills of certain waste materials, including organic and 
hazardous wastes, to produce a substance called .leachate.' Thi 

changes the water's composition, often dangerously. 

i 
often leaks through the ground and into the groundwater, which tqen 

I 

Knowledge about the extent of leachate contamination and the exaqt 
materials that produce the leachate is limited. Nevertheless, the 
resulting public outcry against landfills has been so great that 
public officials have found it difficult (and bearing probable 
political ramifications) to do anything but call for and try 
alternatives. Even the application of technical measures to 
landfills to prevent most leaking and collect what might occur, q 
potentially viable option, has not been considered thoroughly 
because of the complete distrust of landfills. 

3. The 1984 Leaislature passed the Netropolitan Landfill Abatement 
Act, which established a fund for arants to procrrams that reduce 
the area's reliance on landfills. The Act requires landfill 
facility operators to pay a fee of 8.90 per cubic yard of waste 
received. The operators cover this fee by increasing their char 
to waste haulers. 11 

The proceeds from the fee are divided in half between the 
Hetropolitan Council and the Hinnesota Pollution Control Agency. 
The Act prescribed that they be used as follows: 

-- The Hetropolitan Council's share of the surcharge funds is 
deposited into a Landfill Abatement Fund, to be used for 
reducing the region's reliance on landfills for disposal. 12 
Grants are given to cities and tomships for such activities ab 
solid waste planning, public education, and market development 
for recyclables. The majority of the Council's funding has b 
going to development of recycling programs. 

The Landfill Abatement Fund also is used to give payments to 
cities and townships for actual recycling done. A payment of 
84.00 per ton of waste recycled and 8.90 per household is madel 
through these programs. All municipalities are eligible if an 
recycling occurs within their borders; they must simply apply. 
(See Section IX. A. on page 33.) 

I 
-- The Pollution Control Agency puts its share into the Landfi 
Contingency Action Fund, which is to be used for closing 
landfills and correcting toxic conditions up to 20 years after 
closing. 13 



Another 1984 amendment to the Act gave authority to metropolitan 
counties and municipalities to impose a fee on operators of 
disposal facilities located within their borders. Countiea could 
charge up to 6.25 per cubic yard for landfill abatement purpoaea or 
for costs related to closing disposal facilities. The 
municipalities could impose fees of up to 6.15 per cubic yard for 
costs associated with effects of the disposal facilities, auch as 
risk compensation. 14 

Because landfills operate in only four counties, each of those four 
takes one-half of the 6.25 fee paid in its county and the remaining 
one-half is distributed to the other counties through the 
Hetropolitan Inter-County Association. 

4. The 1985 Lenislature amended the Waste Hananement Act to state 
that no municipal waste can be landfilled in the metropolitan area 
unless it is transferred from a resource recovery facility, 15 The 
waste that legally can be landfilled, according to the Act, would 
include the residuals and ash from the incineration processes and 
any waste that is rejected by the facilities, including hazardous 
wastes. It also would include wastes that, though they are 
delivered to a facility, are not processed due to limited capacity 
of the facility. In effect, some waste that today is being 
landfilled will continue to be landfilled without any processing. 

0. The Hetropolitan Council developed a solid waste management plan as 
required by the Waste Hananement Act. The plan reconmends that the 
metropolitan area move from its reliance on landfills as the primary 
disposal method, and to "central processinn." 16 

"Central processing," which includes incineration and central 
composting of waste, is preferred because it can handle large amounts 
of waste (just like landfilling), requires no real change in the 
system of waste collection from households and businesses, can produce 
usable energy (RDF and mass burn) or usable products (composting), and 
is believed by many to pose low risks to the environment, especially 
compared to landfilling. These facilities must receive certification 
by the PCA that they meet environmental standards before they can be 
constructed and operated. 

This last issue of environmental risk has been hotly debated. Some 
people contend that the process will emit very dangerous toxins into 
the air, regardless of any protective measures taken, They also argue 
that ash and residuals from incineration are much more hazardous when 
landfilled than the vaste in its original form. 

The Hetropolitan Council's Solid Waste Hananement Develooment 
Guide/Plan, completed in Harch 1985, calls for management of the 
metropolitan area's solid waste by 1990 through: 

80 X central processing 
16 X source separation 
4 X vaste reduction. 

1. The Guide says that 80 percent of the metropolitan area's waste 
should be managed by central processinn facilities by 1990. The 
most frequently considered types of central proceasing are mass 
burn and refuse-derived fuel (RDF) processes. Each is 
capital-intensive, especially when compared to the current disposal 
method, landf illing. 



i 'Haas burnm is the combustion of mixed solid vaste vhich can , produce steam and electricity. ORefuae-derived fuelm is pellets of 
shredded mixed solid vaste that are burned in boilera to  produce^ 
energy. 'Central composting' means that optimal conditions are 
provided to aid the natural breakdown of vaste. The vaste is ke 
at or near 55 degrees Celsius and is given ample oxygen in order 
that the bacteria can perform their natural function of feeding 
the vaste and breeding more bacteria. The final product is a 
subetance much like potting soil. 

The Council's intention is that central processing vould include 
pulling out some materials for recycling and re-use before the 
vaste is burned or compoated. 

If the metropolitan counties vere to follov the Council's Guide 
construct facilities to process 80 percent of all vaste, then ab 
1,200 tons of vaste per day (of 5,600 tons generated daily) vill 
need to be managed in other vaya, such as by landfilling, 
recycling, and composting. 

In addition, mass burn and RDF processes vill leave residuals 
(vaste that cannot be run through the processes) and ash (left 
after the burn process). Of the vaste processed in a mass burn 
facility, about 34 percent in veight becomes residuals and ash; 
the RDF process, about 26 percent is left. 17 Using a mean 
of 30 percent, at least 1,300 tons per day of vaste vill remain 
(out of the 4,480 tons, vhich is 80 percent of 5,600). That 
tons probably vill be landfilled. 

The 1,200 tons of vaste that vill not be processed centrally i 
according to the Guide and the 1,300 tons of ash and residuals ~ total 2,500 tons per day, nearly one-half of all vaste the 

I I 
metropolitan area generates daily. 1 

Source separation is recommended as the means to generate a supp y 
of recyclables in the metropolitan area. It does not insure act a1 
recycling, vhich vould be re-use of a material or processing a 
material into a re-usable form. : 
2. The Hetropolitan Council's Guide recommends rnanaaina another h6 

According to the Guide, counties vill be required to adopt 
mandatory source separation ordinances by July 1, 1988 if progra 
that rely on voluntary separation have not achieved sufficient 
participation by January 1, 1988. 'Sufficient participationo 
refers to meeting the goal of separating out 16 percent of the 
vaste stream for recycling. The Council, however, does not have 
legal authority to require counties to adopt ordinances. As of 
April 1987 the Council did not have plans to enact such a requir 
lent or to look to the Legislature to do so through lav. 18 

percent of the waste stream throuah source separation of waste 
houefull~, recyclina. The 16 percent vould be about 900 tons 
daily, or about fove to six times the amount of vaste that is 
recycled today. 'Source separation' means that the household orl 

aid, 

business separates its vaate into various segments -- some for 
disposal and some for re-use or recycling. The materials that t 
Guide recommends should be separated are those commonly recycled 
yard vastes, office paper, corrugated paper, mixed vaste paper, 
nevspaper, aluminum, ferrous metal scrap, other non-ferrous meta 
glass, automobile crankcase oil, and batteries. 



3. The Guide estimates that four percent of the waste stream can be 
eliminated throuah yard waste mulchinu and backyard compostina. 
Yard wastes make up, on average, nine percent of the waste stream, 
but cause great swings in waste generation rates over the year. 
(See page 1. ) 

'Wulching' means mowing the lawn more frequently, not cutting it as 
short as one would otherwise, leaving the clippings on the lawn 
rather than disposing them, and using less inorganic nitrogen 
fertilizers. "Backyard composting* is piling the yard wastes for 
natural decomposition and turning them frequently to hasten the 
decomposi t ion. 

The Guide predicts that household participation in mulching end 
backyard composting could reach 60 percent if it were made 
mandatory. This would reduce the waste stream by about 90,000 tons 
per year, or four percent. The Guide does not recommend explicitly 
that counties or municipalities make mulching and composting 
mandatory, or disposal of yard waste illegal. 

The Hetropolitan Council was reviewing and revising its Guide in 
1987. The process is expected to be completed by December 1988 and 
will include consultation with other agencies, including each 
metropolitan county and the Pollution Control Agency. 1g 

C. Each county in the metro~olitan area is required by state law to 
develop a master plan for waste mananement. The plan is supposed to 
follow the Council's Guide strategies of central processing, 
recycling, and waste reduction. 

The first plans, although late, were filed with the Hetropolitan 
Council for review and approval in November 1986 by Hennepin and 
Washington Counties. Hennepin County subsequently withdrew its draft 
plan for further work; Washington County's plan is scheduled for final 
Hetropolitan Council approval in Hay 1987. The remainder of county 
plans should be approved by the end of the summer 1987, according to 
Council staff. 20 

1. As of Harch 1987, four counties had siuned contracts for 
construction and operation of central processinu facilities: 

-- Anoka County: NSP will construct a 1,500 ton per day RDF 
facility, which will handle the county's waste, as well as 800 tons 
from Hennepin County. The facility should be operating by 
mid- 1989. 

-- Hennepin County: Blount Energy Resource Company has a contract 
to construct a maas burn facility to handle about 1,000 tons of the 
county's 2,900 tons of waste each day. The facility was planned to 
be operating by 1989. However, construction, originally slated to 
begin in 1986, was atarted in Hay 1987 due to a slow permitting 
process with the City of Hinneapolis. 

-- Ramsey and Washington Counties: Northern States Power Company is 
constructing an RDF facility to handle, under contract, up to 1,000 
tons of the counties' total 1,600 tons of waste per day. The 
facility is expected to be operational by July 1987. 



I 

2. Countiea' plans alao are supposed to include detail8 about hov 
they will reach the four percent waste reduction and 16 percent 
source separation nuidelines. The only county that has taken 
official action on these goals is Hennepin County. 

~ - -  Washington County's master plan for waste management stresses1 
that efforts for recycling within the County should come from thq 
local units of government. The County plans to continue working 
closely with the municipalities to encourage establishment of 
recycling programs and will continue its subsidy program of 81 p r 
houaehold to municipalities (from its landfill surcharge fund). iIt 
also will make granta to local units of government that demonstr te 
a commitment to developing recycling programs. The grants may b 
used for equipment purchases and administrative expenses. The 
county'a source of funds for the household payment and grant 
programs is the landfill surcharge. 

-- Hennepin County passed a 'source separation' ordinance requir 
every municipality to enable and encourage residents to source 
separate their waste for recycling. The municipality must ensur 
that a recycling collection program is available to residents. 
program could be anything from curbside collection to cooperatin 

Washington County is conducting a study with Ramsey County and 
Northern States Power Company (NSP) on market development for 
recyclables and mechanical separation of recyclables from the wa 
stream. The study is analyzing: 

- how recyclables must be prepared for the markets (e.g., doe 
glass have to be color-separated?), 
- barriers to growth in recyclables markets that the counties 
could reduce or eliminate, 
- devices that could be added to the RDF facility to pull 
recyclables mechanically from the waste, 
- markets for mechanically separated materials, as well as fo 
the materials rejected by the facility before processing, and 
- use of an intermediate processing facility. 

with other municipalities to have drop-off sites, and it could bd 
run by private businesses or the municipality. If no program is 
operating within a municipality by January 1988, or if 
participation is not moving toward the 16 percent goal by Januar) 

Thia study was to be completed by the end of 1987. 21 ~l 

I 

D. Hanaaement and Pricing Structures of the Emeraina Waste ~anaaemedt 
System 

1990, the County will make source separation mandatory within thlt 
mupicipality's borders and implement a program itself. The Counljy 
would charge the costs of the program back to the municipality. 

The waste management system that is emerging brings with it new 
management and pricing atructures. The current system could be 
described as open and competitive, with economic factors driving so 
decisions by waste generators (households, businesses, and 
municipalities) and haulers. The emerging system will keep private 
haulers in the large role they now play in collecting and transport 
waate. But the hauler's ability to choose disposal sites based on 

same time, the public sector is assuming a stronger managerial 
position. 

price and location (costs) is being diminished significantly. At t 



As the Legislature and netropolitan Council determined that central 
processing should replace landfilling as the primary means of managing 
waste, t k y  hoped that private industry representatives would step 
forward to construct and operate such facilities. But the mass burn 
and RDF facilities could not compete in an open market with 
landfilling; consequently, private businesses were unwilling to accept 
the risks of building and operating them without some public 
guarantees of waste supply. 

For one, central processing facilities are significantly more costly 
to construct and operate than the current competing disposal method -- 
landfilling. They are, therefore, unable to compete in an open 
market. The average tipping fee (the fee charged to the hauler for 
each ton of waste disposed) today is 822.50 per ton at landfills. 
Prior to 1980, when this discussion was being held, tipping fees were 
closer to 85.00 to 810.00 per ton. Comparatively, the lowest tipping 
fee expected at a planned central processing facility will be 832.00 
per ton (at the NSP Newport RDF facility); other facilities' fees are 
expected to be a8 high as 648.00 per ton. 

In addition, even though a benefit highlighted about the central 
processing facilities is that they produce usable energy from waste, 
the cost to produce that energy is significantly higher than the value 
of energy at today's prices. 

The landfills of the future, which must have special liners and 
collection systems to keep leachate from contaminating the 
groundwater, will have tipping fees of at least 629.00 per ton. 
That's not very far from the lowest central processing tipping fee of 
832.00 per ton. 22 These landfills may better reflect 'true costs" of 
disposing waste in the land. By protecting the groundwater from 
contamination, they are avoiding future costs associated with cleanup 
from contamination by an unprotected landfill. 

The Legislature had several options that could flatten the lopsided 
market situation, thereby encouraging construction of the central 
processing facilities: it could have (1) prohibited landfilling 
altogether, (2) prohibited landfilling except in the .newm landfills 
with liners and collection systems, or (3) controlled where waste is 
taken for disposal, thereby closing the waste market. 

By doing options 1 or 2, the Legislature would have forced the use of 
more expensive waste disposal facilities, the only remaining options. 
This would have put central processing facilities into a more 
competitive position since the cost of all options would have been 
comparable. 

But the Legislature did neither. Landfills were allowed to continue 
to dominate waste management. The Legislature instead chose the third 
option of closing the market so that central processing facilities, 
while uncompetitive, would be guaranteed a supply of waste. 

The 1980 Legislature did this by giving counties the authority to 
control where waste will be disposed within their borders. With this 
'flow control designation,. counties can direct where all waste from 
one geographic area must be delivered for dispoeal. The only waste 
exempted from the designation is waste that is going to be recycled. 



Flow control removes the need of waste facilities to compete for var 
supply and the right of haulers to select the facilities to which ti 
take waste. The haulers* ability to compete based upon costs is 
diminished significantly. 

In addition, the counties took on expanded roles and risks in waste 
management. They identified contractors to construct and operate 
central processing facilities and made agreements with them which 
included accepting significant financial risk on behalf of their 
residents. In all facility agreements to date, the county has iasul 
bonds to finance conertruction of the facilities. Hennepin County's 
bond sale was 8140 million and Ramsey and Washington Counties' was 
531.7 million. The facilities officially will be owned by the privi 
contractors and the bonds will be retired through contract fees 
(discussed below). 

All contracts being made today with counties by the facility 
owners/operators use similar fee formulas, although involving 
different financial and volume figures. Two of the contracts now 
standing (Anoka County and Ramsey-Washington Counties) have lives o: 
20 years; the third (Hennepin County) is written for 28 years. In 
each case, the county's obligations to the facility owner/operator 
include : 

1. The county must supply a minimum amount of waste to the 
facility. For example, the Ramsey and Washington facility can 
process 1,000 tons per day, and the counties must supply at leae' 
750 tons per day. NSP is not required to accept more than 1,000 
tons. The Hennepin County facility can process 1,200 tons per dc 
the county must supply at least 1,000 tons. Flow control 
designation is the key to ensuring these supply levels. 

2. The county must pay a service fee to the facility owner and 
operator based upon a formula in the contract, which includes: 

a. A flat fee for the minimum amount of waste guaranteed. If 
the volume falls below that guarantee, the flat fee still nus' 
be paid so that the cost per ton simply gets more expensive. 
Above that guaranteed minimum, the counties pay a fee per ton, 
which is lower than the cost per ton at the minimum volume 
guarantee. As the volume of waste delivered to the facility 
rises, the cost per ton decreases. At a determined tonnage 
level, the facility contractor is not required to accept any 
more waste. 

b. The costs of retiring the bond debts, including principal i 
interest, over 20 years. 

c. Several pass-through costs, including costs of transportin( 
and landfilling residue and ash, adjustments for operation an( 
maintenance costs due to circumstances that close down or dami 
the facility, and the cost of additional environmental control 
that may be required in the future by the regulatory agency. 

d. Credits for the value of energy produced by the facility, 
which will be determined by the value of energy produced by 
coal-burning plants. 



3. Based upon the costs it incurs through service charges, the 
county will set the fee charged to haulers at the facility. 
Counties differ on how the tipping fee should be set. Ramsey and 
Washington Countiea will hold the tipping fee artificially low (120 
percent of that at landfills), to diminish the temptation haulers 
may have to ignore waste designation and take waste to landfills 
instead of the facility. The difference in fee and costa will be 
covered through taxes. Hennepin County, on the other hand, will 
calculate the costs of all waste management facilities within the 
county, including landfills, and find the weighted average tipping 
fee to be charged at every location. 

If the facility produces usable energy, the nearest utility is 
required by federal law to purchaae the energy. Consequently, NSP 
must buy electricity that the Blount/Hennepin County facility will 
produce. NSP is the owner and operator of the Ramsey and Washington 
facility and, therefore, is the producer of its own energy. 

E. The Costs and Effectiveness of the Emeraina Waate nanaaement System 

Even as the primary means of waste management is changing from 
landfilling to central processing, the average household and business 
commitment in time and effort to waste management probably will not be 
forced to change. The low- or no-hassle nature of waste management 
today will be allowed to continue -- mixed waste still can be dumped 
into one container for frequent, convenient collection. 

But households, businesses, and other waste generators will pay 
significantly more in the future for waste management. The average 
landfill fee in the metropolitan area today is about 822.50 per ton. 
The fee at central processing facilities will be 632.00 at minimum and 
up to 648.00 per ton, a 42 to 113 percent increase in disposal coats. 
If waate collection and transportation costs were to stay constant as 
disposal costs rise, the total cost increase to waste generators will 
be about 11 to 30 percent. 

Flow control designation and the county long-term contracts that 
guarantee flat payments to central processing facilities mean that 
competition in the waste management industry will decrease and, in 
some cases, disappear. Today, waste generators or their local 
governments, as 'sellersm of waste, have their choice of haulers. And 
haulers, in turn, have their choice of disposal facilities, the 
'buyers: Selections of waste services and disposal sites are baaed 
upon price. In the emerging system, sellers still will have their 
choice of haulers (although individual waste generators will not have 
under organized collection), but haulers will not have their choice of 
facilities. With the exception of bidding competition for contracts 
to construct central processing facilities, there will be no 
competition among the "buyersm of waste. 

It is not clear that the emerging waste management system will reduce 
the damage waste disposal can cause to the environment. Central 
processing facilities produce ash which, according to some experts, 
may be at least as hazardous when landfilled as is raw waste. The 
danger that emissions from the burn facilities will pose to the 
environment is controversial. Wany scientists argue that, by 
controlling the temperature of the burn and by utilizing improved 



technologies to capture hazardous emissions, the facilities can be ' 
made safe. Others disagree. arguing that they never can be made a r k .  

Hazardous wastes, such as solvents and oils, should be kept out of he 
central processing facilities, as they today should be kept out of 
landfills. They can cause explosiona in the facilities and can bec re i 
part of the ash and residue that get landfilled. These are the sand 
wastea that are key contributors to groundwater contamination problims 
from landfilling. They still will need special handling, whether tl$e 
primary means of handling waste is landfilling or central processin$. 



RECYCLING IN THE TWIN CITIES HETROPOLITAN AREA 

I. The Definition of 'Recvclina' 

The ninneaota Wade Hanagement Act defines .recycling' am: 

'the process of collecting and preparing recyclable material. and 
reusing the materials in their original form or using them in 
manufacturing proceaaea: 23 

The Hetropolitan Council's definition of recycling is virtually the mame 
a8 that in the Statutes, although it add8 the phra~e that 'ueed for fuel' 
la not recycling: 

'the proceaa of collecting, preparing, proceaaing and reuaing the 
recyclable materiala in their original form or in a manufacturing 
proce~a, but not uaed for fuel. ' 24 

Recycling, then, could include the aimple re-uae of a container vithin the 
household. For example, a juice jar may be uaed to hold other liquids 
once its original contents are emptied. But recycling typically is much 
more complex than re-use within the household. And it 18 more than juat 
aeparation of recyclables from the vaate stream. A 8  the definition stated 
above notes, recycling haa not occurred until the material actually is 
re-uaed, vhether in it8 original form or in a manufactured form. 

Recycling can involve many actora, including the vaate generator 
(houaehold or buaineaa), a vaate hauler or recycling collector, an 
intermediary to proceaa the recyclablea to the market's apecificationa, a 
buyer, and an end market or the recycler vho makes the recyclablea into a 
reuaable form. 



11. Factors That Affect When Recvclina Occurs Todav 

Once recyclables are separated from the waste stream, there is no 1 
guarantee that they actually will be recycled. There are many factors 1 
which can determine whether or not recycling vill occur, including: 
existence of the technology to do the recycling, (2 )  market stability a d 
prices for recyclables, (3 )  demand for recycled products (the end 

( ,)r i  
product), and ( 4 )  the supply of recyclables for the end market. 
factors are, of course, very intertwined. 

1. Actual recycling first depends upon the existence of a technologd 
to process a material into a new form. Plastics are a good example 
a product for which recycling processes are just now being develope 

occur. 
But availability of technology does not prescribe that recycling wi 

2. Some party, a recycler, must accept the material and conduct the ~ 
recycling process. This willingness is dependent largely upon the , 
costs of the process, especially compared to the costs of processes 1 
that produce competing materials from raw resourcemr, and the value df 
and demand for the finished product. Simply, recycling is subject 
the principles of economics. When a product can be made at leas co 
through recycling than with raw materials, recycling vill occur. 
when there is a demand for recycled products, recycling will occur. 
Harketa for recycled products only sometimes meet one of these 

3. Recycled products are commodities whose values are determined to k large extent by international markets. If the price of raw bauxite 1 
(which makes aluminum and is traded internationally) is very low, fob 
example, the value of and demand for recycled aluminum will drop. 0k 
if there is a shortage of trees, causing the cost of paper produced 1 
from pulp to rise, the value of and demand for recycled paper may 
improve. The decieions of end-users, such as packaging companies, a 
based to aome extent upon the coats of the paper options for making 
their packages. 

The quality of the finished recycled product also will impact demand1 
Recycled paper, for example, is considered of lesser quality than 
paper from raw pulp. It is not as 'whitea and nay not be as strong. 
Depending upon the use for which paper is needed, theee factors may 
determine whether or not recycled paper can be used. Consequently, 
demand for recycled paper is affected. 

4. Consequently, recyclables collectors must deal with end market 
prices that frequently change. They are not guaranteed a price for 
their recyclables. The price can be controlled to aome extent if 
supply is consistent and if market specifications on material qualit 
are met, such as if glass is sorted by color and clean it will get a 
higher price than mixed, unclean glase. I 



The following chart depicts the market prices for recyclablh from one 
year to the next in the Twin Cities metropolitan area: 25 

(All prices per ton unless otherwise noted) 
Haterial 9  id-85 8 Hay 86 9 march 87 

Glass 
Aluminum 

Corrugated paper 
Office paper 
Newspaper 

* Price varies depending upon quantity of supply. 
I Price varies depending upon loose or baled, delivered or collected. 

Consistent supply, proper separation, and cleanliness of materials 
require participation by households, businesses, and other waste 
generators. They muat be willing to keep recyclable8 separated from 
the waste stream, and often to clean and sort the materials. But 
their participation will be determined by the convenience and cost of 
collection services. 

Hany recycling collection services in the paat attempted to depend 
upon revenue from the sale of rateriala to end markets (recyclers) to 
cover operational costs. It was assumed both that recycling 
collection should be a free service and that waste generators should 
give away their recyclables. Hany of those collection services no 
longer exist, because the markets were undependable and did not pay 
enough. Haterial sales rarely cover the collection and processing 
costs, except in cases where operating costa are kept low through 
volunteer labor or are covered by financial grants. The major 
collection eervicea now operating depend on contract fees for a 
significant portion of their revenue. (See Section VII, page 28.) 



111. Generatina, Collectina, Processina, and Sellina Recyclables ~ 
A. A a u ~ ~ l v  of recyclables must be aenerated by separatina them fro 
the waste stream. This can be done by the waste generator, by neve 
mixing recyclables into the disposal-bound waste stream. Or it can 
done mechanically or by hand after waste has been collected from 
generators, but before it is disposed. I 

into another, and the remaining mixed waste for disposal into 
another. 

The advantage stressed by proponents of ssource separationm is tl/.t 
the materials are clean (not contaminated by other wastes) and, 
therefore, are acceptable to end markets (recyclers) in the area. 

The disadvantage to source separation is that it adds extra stepdl 
to the generator's waste management routine, which might be an 
unacceptable inconvenience for many people. Also, it could add 
some costs if the generator must deliver the recyclables somevhe 
for processing. 

i 
2. The technoloay does exist to pull some recyclables from the 
dis~osal-bound waste stream mechanically. One such means is to 
pull metals using magnets. The materials that cannot be pulled 
mechanically may be pulled by hand. Reuter, Inc. proposes to us$ 
such methods in the metropolitan area. Its theory is that very 4?v 
waste generators will be willing to keep recyclables separated fdom 
the rest of the waste stream, so ways to do the separating after 
waste has been collected must be employed. The company proposes ko 

before the waste is made into densified refuse-derived fuel. 

~ 
mechanically pull recyclables from mixed waste at its facility jy8t 

I 

The RDF facility constructed and operated by Northern States ~ovdr 
Company for waste from Ramsey and Washington Counties will pull 1 
ferrous metals magnetically. NSP also intends to have employees 
pull aluminum by hand before the waste is burned. 

Critics of mechanical separation of recyclables after they have 1 
been mixed with waste argue that the recyclables will be 
contaminated and, therefore, unacceptable to recycling markets i 1 
the area. And even if a market will buy a material that is not 
clean, it will not pay as high a price as it would otherwise. 

n 
I Proponents, however, claim that there are other, non-traditional , 

markets and uses. ~ 



B. Several different methods of collectinn and processi.na rec~clables 
are employed today -- (1) curbside pick-up. (2) drop-off centers, and 
(3) reverse distribution systems. Each method can be done by a 
variety of parties, can realize a unique level of success, and 
involves a varying degree of commitment by households and businesses 
that generate waste. 

The persons or organizations involved today in collecting and 
processing recyclables include waste generators, single waste haulers, 
non-profit organizations, for-profit businesses, the soft drink 
industry, neighborhood organizations, and municipalities. 

I. Curbside pick-up pronrams take the collection proaram to the 
households, businesses, and other waste aenerators. This is done 
to make it as convenient as possible for generators to 
participate. Curbside programs essentially mimic waste collection 
systems, by picking up cans or bags from the generator's curb or 
alley. Recyclables collection is, however, typically done less 
often than waste collection. 

In 1984, twelve curbside programs were operating in the 
metropolitan area, whereas in 1985 that number had dropped to 
eight. By 1986 there were twelve programs again. 

2. Drop-off centers, on the other hand, depend uDon the waste 
generators to deliver recyclables to them. The costs associated 
with such programs may be lower than curbside collection, 
especially for those programs run by non-profit groups, such aa 
churches that collect newsprint. But drop-off is more inconvenient 
to waste generators than is curbside collection, thus attracting 
comparatively less participation. 

As of June 1986, there were about 100 drop-off locations throughout 
the metropolitan area. These include recyclables collection 
programs run by churches and other non-profits, as well as centers 
operated by cities and organizations like Goodwill. With the 
metropolitan area covering more than 2,000 square miles of land, 
there is, on average, one drop-off location at about every 20 
square miles. These sites are more concentrated in the heavier 
populated areaa. 

3. Reverse distribution systems are any arranaement through which 
the oraanization that sells a product nets the recyclable materials 
back once the product has been used. Hany soft drinks, for 
example, are sold in "refillable" containers. The consumer pays a 
deposit at the time of purchase of about five or ten cents in 
excess of the product price. When the consumer returns the empty 
container, the deposit is refunded. The distributor of the product 
then buys the containers back from the retailer and re-uses them. 
According to the soft drink industry, a glass refillable container 
is re-used an average of eleven times. 26 

Ten states have institutionalized a "container deposit" system, 
which covers most or all beverage containers sold in the state. 
The range of beverage containers covered by such a law varies among 
states, and sometimes even includes liquor containers. Like the 
refillable8 system, the consumer pays the deposit when the beverage 



is purchased. The deposit then is refunded when the beverage i 
container is returned to a retail outlet or a specified redemptibn 
center. States with container deposit system8 are California, 1 
Connecticut, Delaware, Iowa, Haine, Hasaachusetts, Hichigan, New 1 
York, Oregon, and Vermont. The Hinnesota Legislature has 
considered putting such a system in place for many years. 1 
The original reaaon aeveral years ago for establishing a containkr 
deposit system was to reduce litter. But as other waste problem* 
have developed, especially lack of landfill space ( most severely (lon 
the East Coaat), container deposit syatema have been implemented a8 
a way to reduce waate. 

The key to container deposit programs la the economic incentive or 
consumers to return containers for re-use. The rate of redempti n 
in states with a ayatem ranges as high as 80 to 93 percent of a1 
beverage containers purchased. If Hinnesota had a container 

predicts the state would get a 95 percent redemption rate. 

i 
deposit of ten cents, the Hinnesota Pollution Control Agency (PC 

The /CA 
calculates that this would reduce the waste stream by six to eig t 
percent. 27 I 

Other estimates of waste reduction due to container deposit are I 

lower than the PCA's. The Hetropolitan Council atates that the 
reduction actually would be three percent of the waste stream, a 1 ao 
aasuming a 95 percent redemption rate. The Council bases its 
eatiute on the waate composition figures (see page 1 ,  recognizing 
that not all glass, aluminum, and plastic are beverage container?. 
Huch of these materials is food and dry goods containere that vovld 
not be covered by the container deposit aystem. i 
The container deposit ayatem would create coats that probably wo 
translate into increased product prices of two to five cents per 
beverage. The PCA estimates that handling costs due to conteine 
deposits will result in a price increase of about 2.2 cents per 
container. A bill considered in Hinnesota in 1987 would require 
distributors to pay a two cents per container handling charge to 
retailers. Beverage industry representatives, however, claim th 
costs will be experienced by both retailers and distributors. T 
total increased cost estimated by the induatry would be about fi 
centa per container. These costs clearly would be recovered 
through an increase in product price. 

Proponent8 argue that a container deposit ayaten will increase 
recycling, strengthen the recycling industry, reduce the waste 
stream, reduce litter, create jobs, improve the efficiency of RD 
and masa burn facilitiea (by removing glasa and metals which low 
conbustion), reduce the emissions and ash from such facilitiea, 

eatimated by the PCA during the 1986-87 legislative aeseion was 
510.5 million per year, assuming the 95 percent redemption rate. 

create revenue for the state from unredeemed deposits. The 

Opponenta argue that, while a container deposit system would re 
some wastes, the total reduction would be insignificant. And it 
would damage the recycling programs that otherwise could manage 
more of the waste stream than container depoaita vould. Contain 
depoeits would take aluminum away from recycling programs, whic 
their most valuable material, Thie would reduce the programa* 
revenues, and aubaequently increaae their costs of operation. 



Recycling operators in the metropolitan area have eatimated a 
revenue loaa of 25 to 42 percent if container depoerit leglalation 
vere enacted. 28 

Opponenta also predict container depoaita vould cauae job 1-6 in 
the state, a drop in beverage aalea, and greater inefficiencies in 
vaste management by creating another distribution system. 

(A description of several curbaide and drop-off program in the 
metropolitan area ia in Appendix A. Descriptions of recycling 
programa around the nation are given in Appendix B, and a lengthier 
illustration of the mechanics of container deposit ayatema ia in 
Appendix C. I 

C. Local markets exist for the primary materiels recycled today -- 
paper ( corruaated, off ice, nevaprint, and mixed I, alas~. and 
aluminum. Anchor Glass Company buya and recycles glass that meeta its 
specifications, and stresses that it vill buy unlimited quantities of 
glass. To demonstrate its commitment to recycling in the metropolitan 
area, the company has installed equipment to clean glass that does not 
meet its specifications. 

Waldorf Corporation buya and recycles paper, and alao claima to have 
an unlimited need for corrugated paper. Pioneer Paper Company alao 
buya recyclable paper, vhich it then sells to end markets nationvide. 

The soft drink industry has an active aluminum-buying buaineaa in the 
area. It ships the aluminum elaevhere for recycling. 



IV. The Amount of Rec~clinu Today and Hov Much Is Expected in the ~uturd 

The Tvin Citiea metropolitan area currently recyclea about three percenq 
of it8 vaate. The Hetropolitan Council's goal ia to recycle five to ai 
time8 a8 much vaate (16 percent), but the potential ia much greater. I 

Only about 18 percent of all houaeholda in the metropolitan area 
aeparate their recyclablea and aet them out for curbaide collection. 
Another six percent deliver recyclablea to a drop-off collection 
point. Theae figurea are lov partly because many houaeholda have n 
convenient opportunity to participate. In the area'a 188 0 
municipalitiea, there vere only 12 curbside program8 and 100 drop-of/$ 
centera operating in 1986. Even in thoae areas vhere an opportunity 
to participate in recycling vaa available, only 10 to 35 percent of 
the houaeholda aerved in June 1986 actually participated. 29 

I 

A. Only three percent of the metropolitan area's vaate atream ia 
recycled today. 

Little ia knovn about hov much separation of recyclablea ia carried 1 
out by commercial -induetrial vaate generatora. One study conducted by 
Ramaey and Waahington Countiea offera aome data. 30 The atudy found i 
that about 39 percent of all heavy industrial establiahmenta in the ~ 
tvo countiea aeparate vaatea for recycling, but their total vaate 
makea up leaa than one percent of the vaate atream. About 18 perce t n of all achoola and 23 percent of all higher education inatitutiona 
separate some vaatea for recycling; in each case, their total vaate I 
makea up about one percent of the stream. I 

I 

Other data about frequency of recyclablea aeparation by the 
commercial-industrial sector include: 18 percent of ahopping center 
(their vaate equals tvo percent of the vaate stream), 20 percent of 
all light induatrial eatabliahmenta (nearly ten percent of the vast 
atream), and 19 percent of officea (aix percent of the vaate atream) 
The materiala moat aeparated for recycling by the commercial- 
induatrial eector, according to thia atudy, are office paper, 
cardboard, and aluminum. In every caae, the aeparation for recycli 
doe8 not include all vaate generated. 

4) 
4 

8. Hov much recvclina actually is occurrina ia hotly debated and 
difficult to determine. The figurea from vhich the Hetropolitan 
Council makea its eatimatea are extrapolated from only one atudy of 
one county'a vaate. Thia vaa the atudy done in 1985 for Hennepin 
County by Pope-Reid Aaaociatea. And the Ramaey and Waahington 
Counties atudy quoted above ia the only knovn atudy of commercial an 
induatrial recycling participation. I 

Lov participation by householda, buainesaea, and other vaate 
generatora meana that a amall supply of recyclablea ia generated, 
vhich in turn meana that little recycling ia occurring. Official 
eatimatea are that about three percent of the vaate atream by weight 
ia recycled today. Using 1985 data, that amount8 to 143 ton8 of vaape 
recycled per day, according to the Hetropolitan Council. 31 

The soft drink industry arguea that recycling is higher than three 
percent. Of the nearly 1.1 billion aoft drinks purchamed in 
in 1986, about 25 percent vere packaged in refillable containers. 
refundable depoeit ie placed on the container vhen it ie purchaaed, 

I 

I 



g iv ing  t h e  consumer t h e  i n c e n t i v e  t o  r e t u r n  it f o r  re-uae. Another 57 
percent  of  a l l  s o f t  d r i n k s  purchased i n  1986 were packaged i n  aluminum 
cans; 10 percent ,  steel cans;  f o u r  pe rcen t  g l a s s  con ta ine r s ,  and t h r e e  
percent ,  p l a s t i c  conta iners .  

According t o  t h e  i n d u s t r y ' s  f i g u r e s ,  60 pe rcen t  of  s o f t  d r i n k  aluminum 
c o n t a i n e r s  (which e q u a l s  34 pe rcen t  of  a l l  s o f t  d r i n k  con ta ine r s ) ,  35 
percent  o f  a l l  steel c o n t a i n e r s  ( f o u r  pe rcen t  of  a l l  s o f t  d r i n k  
c o n t a i n e r s ) ,  and 10 percent  o f  a l l  g l a s s  c o n t a i n e r s  (less than  one 
percent  o f  a l l  s o f t  d r ink  c o n t a i n e r s )  a r e  recyc led  i n  Hinnesota. By 
combining t h e s e  f i g u r e s  with t h e  assumption t h a t  100 pe rcen t  of  a l l  
r e f i l l a b l e  c o n t a i n e r s  a r e  r e tu rned  and re-used, t h e  i n d u s t r y  c l a ims  
t h a t  about  63 pe rcen t  o f  a l l  c o n t a i n e r s  f o r  s o f t  d r i n k s  a r e  r ecyc l ed  
i n  Hinnesota. 32 

C. The He t rouo l i t an  Counci l ' s  a o a l  is f o r  t h e  Tvin C i t i e s  met rouol i tan  
a r e a  t o  s e v a r a t e  16 pe rcen t  of  t h e  v a s t e  s t ream f o r  r ecvc l ina .  The 
Council  developed t h i s  g o a l  i n  response  t o  t h e  L e g i s l a t u r e ' s  charge  
t h a t  a p l an  f o r  s o l i d  waste management be  developed f o r  t h e  Twin 
Citiee a e t r o p o l i t a n  area.  

The e x a c t  percentage  g o a l  appa ren t ly  was no t  e s t a b l i e h e d  by any 
t e c h n i c a l  measurements. The Council  ha s  determined, however, t h a t  t h e  
16 pe rcen t  can  b e  reached by removing SO pe rcen t  of  what it calla 
' p r i o r i t y  recyc lab les '  and 100 pe rcen t  of yard was tes  from t h e  
stream. The r e c y c l a b l e e  p r i o r i t i z e d  by t h e  Council  a r e  g l a s s ,  
aluminum, newspaper, cor ruga ted  paper, and o f f i c e  paper. These are 
m a t e r i a l s  t h a t  c u r r e n t l y  a r e  r ecyc l ed  t o  some e x t e n t  and f o r  which 
r e l a t i v e l y  s t a b l e  markets e x i s t .  'nixed paperm is not  t a r g e t e d  by t h e  
Council  because o f  its low va lue  a s  a recyc lab le .  

D. A t  l e a e t  one-half of  t h e  waste  stream i n  t h e  met rovol i tan  a r e a  is 
comuosed of r e c y c l a b l e  ma te r i a l s .  The c a t e g o r i e s  o f  m a t e r i a l s  
commonly r ecyc l ed  today make up about  51 percent  of  t h e  t o t a l  waste 
strearn. (See  t h e  composition t a b l e  on page 1.) The m a t e r i a l s  
c a l c u l a t e d  a r e  paper, yard wastes, f e r r o u s  metals,  aluminum, and 
g laes .  (Not inc luded  a r e  some m a t e r i a l s  t h a t  a l s o  could  be  r ecyc l ed  
and a r e  t o  some ex ten t .  P l a s t i c s  and t e x t i l e s ,  f o r  example, of t h e  
'Other Organics' ca tegory  a r e  r ecyc l ed  today.)  



V. Some Hiatorv of Recycling 

It is a recent phenomenon that ve just 'throv avay' all our vaste vitho 
considering vhat materiala could be re-used or disposed in a different 
vay. Hany people can remember that citiea once required vaste to be 
divided into at least tvo portions -- the garbage vas hauled away to th 
municipal burner and the glass and cans, the 'trash', vas hauled to a 
dump. Backyard burning also was very common. 

Hany people also remember the patriotic efforts of citizens during Worl 
War 11, vhen materials were saved and re-used for the var effort. And 
rural areas, food vastes weren't disposed; they were used as hog food. 

Some companies have been in the recycling business for a long tine. 
Waldorf Corporation, for example, has been recycling paper in the Tvin 
Cities metropolitan area since 1908 (under Champion International 
Corporation until 1985). 33 

An often heard criticism today is that ve have become a 'throv avay' 
society. We vaste vhat does not need to be wasted but has some re-usab e 
value. Our stress is on tine and convenience, not on frugality and 
conservation. 

I 



VI. Recvclina's Impact on the Environment 

Recycling cannot solve or ease environmental threats posed by waate 
disposal, but it is an environmentally acceptable way to manage waste8 and 
can conserve natural resources. 

A. Traditional recyclinu will not ease the environmental threat8 posed 
by the dis~osal of some wastes. Recycling often is touted as one of 
the solutions to our "solid waste problem." If the problem is 
capacity of disposal facilities, then this would be true because 
recycling reduces waste that must be disposed. But if the problem is 
environmental, then recycling is not a direct solution, unless the 
material being recycled is hazardous when diepoeed. 

The materials traditionally recycled -- aluminum, paper, and glass -- 
pose little or no risk to the environment and public health when they 
are disposed through landfilling or burning. The only possible risk 
from the disposal of such materials is, for example, if paper with 
cadmium-based ink is diepoeed in an unlined landfilled. But on the 
whole, materials such as paper, glass, and aluminum are benign when 
disposed. Recycling such materials, therefore, should not be expected 
to solve or prevent any environmental damage that waste can cause. 

Recycling could be a solution to the environmental 'waste problem' if 
hazardous materials are recycled. Hazardous materials are a leading 
contributor to environmental contamination from waste disposal and 
should be neither landfilled nor burned. 

B. Recyclinn is an environmentally acceptable way to manage wastes. 
The technical processes involved in recycling materials such as paper, 
glass, and aluminum are not known to pose any threats to the 
environment. 

C. Recyclinn of materials conserves natural resources, much am trees, 
minerals. and land. When paper is recycled, for example, fewer trees 
need to be cut down to make pulp for paper manufacturing as long as 
recycled paper can serve a8 a substitute of pulp-produced paper in the 
market. Likewise, when aluminum is recycled, lees bauxite must be 
mined. And land space is conserved if more waste is recycled, because 
less waste muet be landfilled. 



I 

VII. The Econonica of Recyclablea Collection Servicea I 
I 

A. The exDenses of collectina and proceaaina recyclablea uauall~ i 
exceed the revenue from aalea. Major contractora in the metropolit 
area that collect paper, glaaa, and aluminum from curbaide have coa 
of about 535 per ton for collection and $25 per ton for proceaaing 
(preparation for aale), a total of about $60 per ton. But the 
from sale of the materials run8 only about 535 per ton, leaving a 
loam of about S25 per ton. These figures are averagea. The actual 
amount variea among collectors depending upon operating expenaea an 
mix of recyclablea. 34 

The continued operation of a recycling service, then, needa financi 
aupport in addition to the revenue from material aalea. Thia could 
a fee paid by the uaera of the service, much like a fee ia paid for 
raate collection aervicea. It also could come from a public subsid 

B. Even though recycling aervicea rarely can recover coata through 
material sales, they are much cheaper to employ than waste diaoosal, 
aervicea. If theae two raate management option8 -- recycling and i 
diapoaal -- rere aet aide-by-side, recycling would be the conpetitibe 
choice. 

Municipal contracta with recycling collectora in the metropolitan a ea 
today coat about 635 per ton. Thia figure la much lover than the 
current raate collection and landfilling coat8 of about 880 per ton 

[ 
(The collection and transportation of raate coata about 855 per ton 
and landfill diapoaal nor costa about 822.50 per ton, excluding  any^ 
adminiatrative coata in a contract aituation.) 

Recycling compare8 even better when expected future costa of raate ~ 
diapoaal are calculated. With raate diaposal expected to rime to 6 
to 548 per ton at the RDF and maam burn facilities being conatructe 
in the metropolitan area, coata of raate collection and diapoaal ri 
run about 687 to 5103 per ton (aaauming the collection and 
transportation coat remaina at about 555 per ton). This meana that 
one ton of raate rere recycled rather than diapoaed, about 552 to 8 
lea8 money ahould be apent. 

Some recyclablea collection aervicea have operated with apparent 
economic health. The soft drink induatry, for example, actively bu 
uaed aluminum cana in the metropolitan area for recycling. The 

C. Recyclable8 collectora have had varyina deareea of economic 
aucceaa. Many recycling collection aervicea in the Trin Citiea 
metropolitan area failed becauae they expected revenue from the 

~ 
I 

material aalea to cover moat or all operating expenaea. Numeroua ~ 
amall collectors have tried to operate on materiala revenue alone 
have failed. Even aome collectors rho have charged a modeat aervic 
fee have failed becauae they atill expected materiala revenue to c 
moat of their coata. The contracts let by the city of Minneapolis 
1983-84 for curbaide collection illuatrate thia latter aituation. 
Each of the five contracta included aervice feea, ranging from 810 
to 617 per ton. But the fee8 rere too lor. The contractora 
anticipated better market pricea for the materiala than they recei 
and, consequently, underbid. With each ton of recyclables they 
collected, their economic loam grer. Only two of the five collect 
fulfilled the 26 month contract. 35 



industry, through its Hinneeota Soft Drink Aslsociation, makes payments 
of about one cent per aluminum can at its redemption centers. The 
Aseociation also operates reverse vending machines that give cash or 
food coupons for aluminum cans. 

The Aseociation collects recyclable6 for two primary reaaons: one, to 
fight the state's frequent consideration of a container deposit system 
(see Section III.B., page 9);  and two, to strengthen its business 
relationships with can manufacturing companies, upon whom its members 
depend for supply of beverage containers. On the latter point, by 
guaranteeing an aluminum supply to the manufacturers for recycling, 
the industry is assured a supply of finished containers at a 
reasonable price. Recycling, then, is a subsidiary business to help 
insure the health of the soft drink industry's primary business. 

Some recycling collection services such as those run by Boy Scouts and 
church groups are able to cover all expenses through revenue from 
material sales and make some profit. The key to these programs' 
apparent success is that they have little or no out-of-pocket 
expense. Their labor usually is volunteer and they have very little 
capital investment. 

Some businesses are making recycling collection and processing into a 
for-profit operation. Unlike the collectors of the past, some are 
charging and receiving a substantial service fee that recovers much of 
their operating expenses. Perhaps these services have learned from 
the errors of past collectors, and perhaps the public is more willing 
to pay for recycling collection service. 

Supercycle, a relatively new contractor for recycling collection in 
the metropolitan area, is a leader in breaking this ground. The 
company holds contracts with several municipalities in the area, 
including St. Louie Park, one-half of Hinneapolis, and parts of St. 
Paul. Its contract fees are about three times greater, at 935 per 
ton, than the fees of the former Hinneapolis contractors (see above). 
The fees still do not completely cover all expenses. 



VIII. Why Only Three Percent of the Waate Stream is Recycled 

The previoua two aectiona explain that recycling, while it ahould not t 
expected to aolve any environmental problema caused by vaate diapoaal, 
an environmentally acceptable way to manage waate. Recycling ia not kr 
to poae any hazarda to the environment and it conaervea natural reaourc 

And while the expenaea of collecting and proceaaing recyclablea rarely 
recovered by aalea revenues, they are much leaa than coata of vaate 
collection and diapoaal. Recycling ahould be the vaate management opt] 
of choice. 

But recycling ia commanding only three percent of the metropolitan are: 
waate atream. There must be some fundamental reaaona for thia incongr~ -- that a waate management option that ia both environmentally and 
economically beneficial is hardly conaidered an option. 

The prevailing problem la that the pricing structure of vaate collectic 
contracts diacouragea the employment of recycling collection aervicea. 
Because waate collection feea are flat, not baaed on vaate volume, the) 
not decreaee a8 waate volume decreaaea. Inatead, apending by the 
contractee (houaehold, buaineaa or municipality) moat likely will incrc 
if a recycling collection contract la made. 

Some reaaona can be found by analyzing choicea offered to and deciaiona 
made by waate generatora, municipalitiee, and the waate induatry. 

A. Host households. businesses and other waate aeneratore do not hs 
en incentive to recycle. Waate management ha8 been eaay and 
inexpenaive for the average waate generator. Hoat houaeholda and 
buaineaaea like it that way and probably would like it to etay thal 
way. To get average generatora to change their routine and attituc 
about daily waate management, then, will require atrong incentivea. 
Such incentives are lacking today. 

Hany waate generatora in the metropolitan area aimply have not beer 
aaked to participate in recycling, nor have they been given a 
convenient opportunity (Section 111.0.). If a curbaide collection 
eervice or a convenient drop-off location ia not available, the 
average waate generator ia not likely to aeparate recyclablea from 
vaate stream and get them to a collection aervice. 

But even the opportunity to participate through a collection or 
drop-off program is not eufficient incentive for moat vaate 
generatora. Section 1V.A. explaina that only 10 to 35 percent of 
houaeholda with a curbaide collection aervice available actually 
participate. The moat frequently cited reaaona for not participati 
by aeparating recyclablea are economic. Only rarely doe8 the 
participant benefit financially, either by being paid for the 
recyclablea or by receiving a reduced waate collection and disposal 
bill. Inveraely, the recycling participant ueually experiences hi$ 
coata, such as in purchaee of containera for atorage, tranaportatic 
to a dropoff site, time, and paying a new fee in addition to the 
normal waate fee. 



A few recycling opportunities in the metropolitan area reward 
participants financially. Persons who take aluminum cans to 
redemption centers and reverse-vending machines receive a cash or food 
coupon payment. 

nost curbside and drop-off collection programs, though, do not make 
financial payments to participants for providing recyclables. Their 
operating costs generally already run higher than the value of 
materials collected. 

Recycling participants also are not rewarded financially with a 
reduced waste management bill, even though their volume of waste 
collected and disposed is reduced. Fees in waste collection contracts 
in this metropolitan area usually are flat and do not vary based upon 
the volume of waste collected. 

In open hauling, the waste generator pays a flat fee to the hauler, 
unrelated to waste volume. (See Section 11. A. 1. a. ) If the waste 
volume decreases, the generator simply pays more per unit. In 
organized collection, the municipality pays the fee to its 
contractor(8) based on the number of units receiving the collection 
service, not the volume of waste collected. 

Finally, on top of the fact that the participant is not rewarded 
financially, most households and businesses find that they spend more 
on waste management when they participate in recycling. They have 
non-financial costs, such as the inconvenience and time involved in 
separating recyclables from the waste stream and storing them. They 
also have financial expenses if the recyclables must be delivered to a 
collection location, or if additional storage space must be purchased 
or leased (especially commercial-industrial waste generators). 

While activities like separating and storing recyclables may not seem 
inconvenient to some households and businesses, to many they are. 
This is especially serious because waste management today, as noted 
earlier, is easy and inexpensive for the average waste generator. 
Participation in recycling means that some convenience will be lost. 
The knowledge that waste is being reused rather than disposed, or that 
natural resources are being conserved, is not sufficient reward to 
most households and businesses for the inconvenience and economic 
costa associated with recycling. 

Should a household or business consider contracting and paying for 
recyclables collection service, then it probably will spend more money 
on waete management. Its contract fee for waete collection will not 
decline as more waste is recycled and lee6 is dieposed. So the 
recycling fee is an addition to total epending rather than an offset. 

B. nunicipalities today do not have incentives to encouraoe 
recyclina. The fees in the contract6 for waete collection are based 
on the number of establiehments eerved, not the volume of waste 
collected. The cost of waste collection does not decline even if the 
volume of waste declinee. With a recycling program, then, a 
municipality will increase ite total spending becauee the vaste 
collection fee will remain conetant even though less vaete is run 
through that service. 



If the contract fee for recycling collection is 635 per ton (commor 
charge today), the municipality is spending that plus 655 per ton ( 
waste collection), or 590 per ton for each ton of waste recycled. 
Spending on collection and disposal of one ton of waste, however, I 
is about 577.50 (555 for collection and 522.50 for disposal). The 
disposal cost is avoided when a ton is recycled, eince contracts wJ 
disposal facilities are baeed on tonnage. But total spending is 
increased by about $12 per ton, eince the collection fees do not 
change with volume. 

An increase in epending, of course, means that municipal officials 
somehow must raise more money, such as through an increaee in taxef 
utility bills. Such increases are politically unpopular, hamperins 
officials' intereet in offering recycling collection services. 

If municipalitiee paid their waete collection fees baeed upon waste 
volume, as lees waete was collected the fee would decreaee. 
Implementation of recycling collection services, therefore, would 
decreaee epending on waete collection and diepoeal. Even if a fee 
paid for recycling collection, the reeult still should be a decreaf 
in total epending. (See Appendix D.) 

C. Finally, private sector activity in the rec~clinn collection 
business is low. Factors that are keeping interest in getting intc 
the recycling collection business low include: (1) the instability 
the markets for recyclablea, (2) the fact that costs usually exceec 
material sales, (3) the unwillingness of most waste generators to 
separate recyclables, and ( 4 )  the prevailing expectation that 
recycling collection should be a free eervice. 

Some businesses are contracting with municipalities to offer recycl 
collection eervice. These contracts include a fee for the eervice 
cover the difference between costs and revenues. But this is not 
being done in many municipalities yet, eince their total epending 
increases as a reeult. And collectors are not trying to get contra 
with individual households or businesses, eince their epending will 
increase with recycling service in addition to regular waste 
collection and disposal eervice. 



IX. Efforts bv the Public Sector to Sup~ort Recycling 

Efforts by the public eector to encourage recycling include financial 
eupport for programe, mandates that program8 be implemented, etudiee and 
information dieeenination about market and program availability, and 
market development efforte. Public agenciee involved include the 
Wetropolitan Council, the countiee, and the municipalitiee. 

A. The Hetro~olitan Council operatee eeveral proareme that aive 
financial eu~port to landfill abatement efforte, which include 
recyclina eervicee, ueina the landfill eurcharae funde that are put 
into the Landfill Abatement Fund (See Section 1II.A.. page 7). The 
Fund had received for depoeit more than 82 million between July 1, 
1985 and June 30, 1986. 

Programe through which paymente were made include: 

1. The Houeehold Rebate program makee paymente to municipalitiee at 
a rate of 6.50 per household ae reimbureement for landfill 
abatement and reeource recovery expeneee. In 1985, thie program 
made paymente to 42 municipalitiee totaling more than $250,000. 35 

2. The Tonnage Payment program nakee paymente to municipalitiee of 
54 per ton of recyclablee collected and recycled in each 
municipality. About $10,500 wan paid to municipalitiee for a total 

, of 2,640 tons recycled during fiecal year 1986. 36 

3. Grant and loan prograrne for eolid waete management planning, 
reeource recovery projecte and related education, and market 
development for recyclablee. Some of the grant program include: 

--Hanagement Aeeietance Grante (8184,000 during December 1986 to 
Hay 1986) to give recycling bueineeeee and programe funde to 
hire coneultante for management probleme. 37 

--Incentive Grante (8132,000 in April through June 1986) to give 
up to 25 percent funding of the coete of landfill abatement 
prograrne for aluminum, glaee, newepaper, office paper, 
corrugated paper, and yard waete. 38 

Total appropriatione for grante and loane in fiecal year 1986 were 
over 81 million. 

For the 1986-87 biennium, the Legielature had targeted 8950,000 of the 
Council'e eurcharge funde for the Houeehold Rebate and Tonnage Payment 
programe. The Council'e authority to make theee paymente ie scheduled 
by law to end July 1, 1987. The Council etill will receive the 
eurcharge money, but it will make grante to the countiee, not to 
municipalitiee. A baee grant of 525,000 will be paid to each county 
for the biennium; funde beyond that will be determined by the number 
of houeeholde in the county. The countiee, in turn, will diaeeminate 
the funde. They will not be required to continue the tonnage or 
houeehold payment programe, but muet uee the funde for landfill 
abatement programe. And they will not be limited, ae wae the Council, 
to making paymente to citiee and townshipe, but can aleo dietribute 
funds to private operatore. 



0. Counties are uraed by the fletropolitan Council and the ~eaielatuke 
o encouraae municioalities to employ recyclinu uroarams. IIennepini 
kounty has taken official action to require municipalities vithin ifs 
jurisdiction to make recycling opportunities available to all I 

re~idents. If a municipality does not do so by January I, 1988, thbn 
the county rill put a program in place itself. At that point, the ~ 
county vould make source separation of recyclables by households 
mandatory vithin that municipality. 

Counties also financially support municipal recycling programs usin 
their share of the landfill aurcharge. Some make paymenta to 
municipalitiea for each ton of vaste recycled. Washington County, or 
example, pays 61 per ton to municipalities. Others give grants to 

expenses. 

1 
municipalities and recycling programs for operating support or capi 1 a1 

I 

Ramsey County ovns a facility that accepta and processes recyclable? 
delivered by any recycling collector. The processing includes I 

separating, cleaning, crushing, and baling the recyclables. 
collectors often do not have processing capabilitiea, especially th t 
can handle significant amounts of materials, nor do they have smallel the 
finances. This can keep them from entering or expanding in the 
collection business, meaning they are diaadvantaged relative to lar er 
collectors vith proceaaing capabilities. The county facility is 

entry and expansion in recycling collection. 

I 
intended to enable these collectors to operate, and thus to encoura e p 
The county rents the facility to SuperCycle, a recycling contractor, 
vho must accept all recyclables delivered to the facility (except ~ 
nevspaper and corrugated paper). It need not make payment for the ~ 
materials, and keeps the revenue from the sale of the recyclables. 

~l 
The county requires all recycling programs that receive county fund 
to deliver their recyclablea to the facility. Even if a program 
operator has its ovn processing capability, it must deliver the 
recyclables to the county facility. The operator, then, has no 
processing costs but it also does not get the revenue from the 
material sales. 

C. Only the city of Hinneapolis is knovn to be considerina official 
action that vould require households to separate recyclables for 

I 
collection. The flinneapolis City Council passed a resolution in Ap il 
1987 that directed city staff to vork on plans for a mandatory 'sou e 
separation' program. The Council intended to pass an ordinance aft 
it received the staff's recommendations. The ordinance could make 
illegal for recyclables to be disposed, most likely after voluntary 
separation of recyclables has been encouraged for some time. 
Noncompliance could result in a fine; compliance could generate a 

1 
reduction in the vaste bill or random distribution of a cash revard. 



CONCLUSIONS 

I. The Lenislature should requlate waste mananement based on results that 
can be attained, rather than on the impression that one manauenrent method 
is inherently superior over all others. Any waste management system 
should, first, strive to safequard the environment and the public from 
damaae due to waste disposal and, second, should operate with as much 
economic efficiency as is possible. 

Recycling is not inherently superior to landfilling or incineration. It 
is not the grand solution to our waste management problems, but it is a 
viable option which is being under-utilized. Its use presently is 
discouraged by the structure of the waste management system. 

A system in which only environmentally acceptable management options are 
allowed to operate is essential. This might include landfilling, 
incineration, recycling, and any other acceptable options. Some 
technologies might need to be added to some of these to guard against 
environmental damage. For example, landfills need to be well lined and 
use leachate collection systems to meet environmental standards. And 
incineration facilities might need scrubbers and special bag houses to 
collect emissions. But the key is that only techniques which meet 
environmental standards should be allowed to operate. And no techniques 
should be excluded arbitrarily. 

Once only acceptable options are operating, they should be allowed to 
operate side-by-side, with none given advantages through public policy 
over the others. They should be given the opportunity to compete for 
waste on equal terms. This is the way to achieve the greatest economic 
efficiency. 

11. Recyclinn is an environmentally acceptable way to manage waste and it 
could build economic efficiency into the management system. It meets. 
therefore, both criteria for a qood waste manaqement system. 

Recycling is not known to pose any risks to the environment and it helps 
to conserve natural resources. Recycling collection and processing costs 
less than waste collection and disposal and, therefore, could be a strong 
competitor for waste supply. 

If source separation is encouraged in order to generate recyclables, then 
the first step toward better management of household hazardous wastes 
would be taken. 

111. But recyclinu as a waste manaqement option is under-utilized today. 
Even though recyclinq should cost less than waste disposal. households. 
businesses, and other waste qenerators do not have the incentive to 
consider recycling. And few private firms are qettinq into the recycling 
business. 

The Metropolitan Council and several counties are incorporating recycling 
goals into their waste management plans. They also are giving grants to 
municipalities and private recyclers as financial support for recycling 
activities. 



But the Legislature, Hetropolitan Council, and counti~m are focusing mo t 
of their attention on another method ~i wart@ mmnagsmsnt, central ? 
proce@ring. They uhould give equal attention to all manap@ment optional 
including recycling. They sh~uld detrrmlne what needs to hs done to gibe 
recycling the opportunity to became mgre prominent in waste monagement,I 

Granted, 16 percent would be 8 eignifi~ant inorsase in recycling, but t 
potentiel is much greater, Baeed upon studies of the composition of th 
metropolitan areta'a waste strtsrsm, at itpaat one-half of all walrte genera 
is made of recyclebls mpltrrialr. Theae include paper, glass, aluminum, 
metals, and yard wartvtes. 

float householder and other waste generatora can dispose of unlimited 
amounts of waete without financial penaltiee. There ia no differential 
pricing for collection and dispoeal servicee based upon the quantity of1 
waste they generate, so there ie an incentive to dispose of waste. 
Clearly, this discourages uae of any other management optione, inclradin 
recycling. I 
Recycling collection end proceeeing coats lesa than waste collection anb 
disposal. This savings ahould be experienced by waste generators vho 
choose to recycle. But the aavinga never are aecn by vaste generators, ~ 
since the fee for waete collection and dispoaal is not reduced as the , 
volume of waste disposed is reduced. Ploreover, ahould generators pay a~ 
fee for recycling servicea, their total epending would be higher than i 
they just uaed disposal aervicea. f 
Households, buerinessea, and other waste generatori, do not pay the 'tr 
coatsn of waste management today. If future coats were included in f 
-- cleaning landfill8 and replacing them with nev generation landfills 
that uae liners and leachate collection ayatems -- diaposal coats w 
significantly higher than they now are. 

Hence, because there is no financial penalty for disposing of waste and no 
reward for recycling it, moat waste generatora don't consider recycling, 
Accordingly, few private entrepreneur8 are willing to offer recycling 1 
servicea becauee there is little aaaurance of a supply of recyclabl-. 1 
VI. Recycling will have ite beat chance at becomina a viable wa8te I 

I 
aanaqement option when barriers to establishina recyclina businesses and 
usins their service are removed. The biaaeat barrier is the economic I 

Public subaidiea and granta might help. But if recycling ever is to 
become a serious, stable, long-term management option, it auat be ad* 
by the waste management buaineaa community as a viable venture. This 



means that its true economic advantage over other options must be 
uncovered. A true dollar value, and true management costs, muat be put on 
waste. 

Households, businesses, and other waste generators must be able to aee how 
they can benefit from the economic advantage of recycling. Their spending 
on waste management must decrease as less waste is disposed and more is 
recycled. .Supply of recyclables, in turn, will be greater and more 
constant, and more recycling businesses will emerge throughout the 
metropolitan area, making participation easier. Harketa for recyclables 
will respond to the increased activity. 

VII. No waste manaqement option should be given competitive advantaqes 
throuah public policies over other acceptable options. 

Public policies creating the emerging waste management system give 
competitive advantages to central processing. The advantages, in 
particular, are counties' agreements to pay a fee for waste processing 
whether or not that waste is delivered to a facility and counties' 
requirement that haulers deliver waste to the facilities. 

As long as public policies give such competitive advantages to certain 
techniques, such as central processing, and as long as such techniques are 
espoused as the solution to waste management, recycling never will reach 
its potential. Private sector entrepreneurs will be unwilling to take 
risks in recycling and waste generators will believe that they do not need 
to participate in recycling. Diversity and efficiency in waste management 
will be eliminated. 

The competitive advantages to central processing should be phased out. 
But as long as they temporarily are continued, other public policies must 
be designed to help recycling overcome existing disadvantages. 
Preferences to one option must be balanced by preferences to other 
management options. 

VIII. The state, counties, and municipalities should not control where 
recyclable8 are delivered, processed, or sold. 

For example, counties should not require that recyclables collected by a 
program using county funds be delivered to a particular processing 
facility. This "flow control" gives a competitive advantage to the 
operator of the processing facility, who profits from the recyclables 
delivered there and also is a collection contractor in competition with 
others. Its ability to keep recyclables it collects and sell them means 
that it can fulfill any collection contract at a lower price than other 
bidders. Such noncompetitive policies discourage entry and expansion in 
the recycling industry. 

IX. Even if these efforts (Conclusions VI and VII) do not immediately and 
dramatically increase recycling activity, they should encourage a more 
rational waste management system and a stable, healthy recyclinu industry 
for the long-term. 



X. A container deposit system could substitute near-term aain in recvcl 
for the lona-term potential to recycle a sianificant portion of the was 
stream. But Hinnesota should establish a container deposit svstem if 
volume-based pricinq does not success full^ move recyclina ahead. 

Hinnesota has the opportunity today to create an effective, efficient 
waste management system that would encourage strong, long-term recyclin 
programs. A container deposit system could severely harm that 
opportunity. 

A container deposit system has many positive aspects. Based upon the 
experience of other states, Hinnesota could expect that almost all 
beverage containers covered by the deposit would be returned to 
distributors and likely would be recycled, reducing waste and litter. 
concept of giving waste generators an economic reason to participate in 
recycling is right on target. It would succeed with the materials that 
would be covered by the container deposit system. 

But a container deposit system would satisfy only part of the goal of 
building an environmentally acceptable wade management system that 
operates with maximum economic efficiency -- it would be an 
environmentally acceptable way to manage the materials it covers, but i 
would cause recycling to cost much more than necessary, would keep 
Hinnesota from ever reaching its potential in recycling, and would be a 
inefficient way to collect recyclables. It would be a different matter 
the materials covered by container deposits posed hazards to the 
environment, but they do not. 

** A container deposit system will force Hinnesotans to pay more to 
recycle than would otherwise be necessary. It will increase the co: 
to recycle in two ways -- it will cost consumers 830 to $100 millio! 
per year in increased product prices and will raise the price to us1 
recycling services. Product price increases will come from the new 
handling costs experienced by retailers and distributors due to the 
deposit system (estimated on 2.2 to 5 cents per container based up01 
1.5 to 2 billion containers). The price increase in recycling 
services will be the result of the deposit system's preemption of tl 
materials most valuable to recycling programs. Since recycling 
services depend upon two sources for operating revenue -- material 
sales and service fees --  as material sales decline, the service fee 
will be increased in order to recover operating expenses. 

** A container deposit system very likely will keep recycling from eve: 
reaching its potential as a waste management option, because the US[ 
of recycling services will diminish as their competitive advantage 
over disposal options falls. Container deposits alone would manage 
about six percent of the waste stream. Hore comprehensive programs 
stimulated by the volume-based pricing mechanism could manage a 
significantly greater proportion of the waste stream. The 
co-existence of container deposits and recycling programs may not be 
entirely incompatible, but more comprehensive programs clearly will 
depend upon how much we are willing to pay for them. Because 
container deposits will preempt the most valuable materials, the fee 
charged by recycling services will be forced to increase. With sucl 
price increase, the use of such services consequently will fall, 
resulting in less recycling than is the potential. 



* A container deposit system is a "mandate' approach to getting 
participation in recycling. It penalizes those who do not recycle, 
rather than offering an incentive to recycle as does a volume-based 
fee mechanism. If the deposit system targeted materials that posed 
hazards to the environment, then the "penalty' approach would be 
acceptable. But the glass, aluminum, and plastic containers covered 
by a deposit system do not threaten the environment. 

* A container deposit system ignores the dynamics of markets for 
recyclable8 and is vulnerable to inefficiencies as a result. The 
"penalty" approach of the container deposits means that the materials 
will be collected for recycling no matter what price the market is 
paying for them. tlarket-driven efficiencies will be absent. On the 
other hand, programs operating under a volume-based fee structure will 
charge service fees that are sensitive to market dynamics. As the 
market price for recyclable aluminum falls, for example, the recycling 
service's sales revenue will fall accordingly. The service 
accordingly will raise its fee to cover the revenue loss, causing a 
decrease in the use of the service. This means the supply of 
recyclable aluminum will respond to market characteristics. 

Comprehensive recycling that is activated through the volume-based pricing 
mechanism should be able to recycle much more than a costly, inefficient 
container deposit system would. But if volume-based pricing of waste 
management services does not result in greater recycling, say six percent 
of the waste stream, then it would be appropriate for Hinnesota to 
implement a container deposit system. 



RECOHHENDATIONS 

I. The Leuislature should require that fees for waste colls~tion and 
disuosal services be volume-sensitive. 

A primary barrier to increased establishment and use of recycling 
collection and processing services is that waste generators have no 
incentive to choose any management option other than disposal. They are 
financially penalized when they do. 

Waste generators should be charged for waste collection and disposal 
services based upon the volume of waste they set out for such services. 
If they reduce their waste volume for disposal, then they should be 
charged a lower fee. And they should know exactly how much they are 
paying for waste management. With this, many generators will be inclined 
to reduce their waste volume through means such as participating in 
recycling. In turn: 

-- supply of recyclables will be increased and be more constant, -- business activity in collecting, processing, and recycling the 
materials may increase due to the availability and dependability of a 
greater supply of recyclables and demand from waste generators for 
such services, and -- the market demand and prices for recyclable8 may be affected, very 
likely positively. 

S~ecifically, the Leqislature should require municipalities to ensure that 
bills for waste collection and disposal services are sensitive to volume. 
Costs of such waste services should be positively responsive to changes in 
the volume of waste they handle. For example, a household that generates 
four cans of waste per week for disposal should pay more than a household 
of two cans per week. If the volume of waste to be disposed is reduced 
because the waste generator chooses to participate in recycling or use any 
other acceptable option, then that generator should be rewarded with a 
lower waste management fee. 

The three billing systems now used need to be adjusted: 

A. Every municipality with an open hauling system of waste collection 
should pass an ordinance to require waste haulers to offer households 
and businesses a service fee based upon volume. 

0. Every municipality with organized collection of waste should 
establish in its contract(s) with waste haulers and disposal 
facilities that the fee be determined by the volume of waste managed. 
The municipality then should bill households and buainesses that 
receive those services based upon volume of waste. 

C. Every municipality that covers its organized collection costs 
through its general fund rather than by billing waste generators 
should discontinue that policy. Instead, it should adopt a system of 
directly billing waste generators and basing that bill upon waste 
volume disposed. This could be done with a special waste management 
bill, a line-item on the utility bill (e.g., water and sewer), or by 
requiring waste generators to purchase special waste bags or tags for 
waste cans. With the latter option, the waste management fee vould be 
paid through the bag or tag purchase. (See Appendix E for examples of 
implementation of volume based fees in other cities.) 



11. Municipalities should develop and implement public information and ~ 
education programs in coordination with recyclinn operators. The 
Metropolitan Council also should develop general public information 
pronrams that can be used by municipalities. 

Municipalities should conduct information programs through such means 41 
their newsletters or utility statements. The programs should include 
information about recycling opportunities and how volume-based fees wo 
They should point out the financial advantage of separating waste 
materials for recycling and should describe how to do backyard 

Operators of recycling programs, because they should have a vital inte &st 
in making their program succeed, should be reaponsible for any aggressive 
education or advertising. This could be done in coordination with t h e ,  
municipality's information efforts. 

1 I 

I 
The Metropolitan Council should develop general public information 
programs, such as films and brochures, that could be used by 
municipalities. They should give general information about recycling 
services and how a waste generator can control costs by participating i 
recycling. 

111. Comuetitive advantanes to any waste management method must be phased 
out. 

The Legislature has set a deadline that only allows use of environmentahly 
acceptable management techniques, which might include landfilling, 1 
incineration, and recycling. Once it is satisfied that only proven, 1 
acceptable techniques are operating, the Legislature should not allow apy 
unit of government to give preference to any one technique over the ~ others. It should enable competition on an equal level among facility , 
operators for waste supply. 

The following action should be taken: 

I 

B. Counties should discontinue public education programs that sugge t 
that central processing facilities will take care of all waste with ut 
ramifications, and that there is no need to consider other manageme t 
options. 

i I 

A. The Leqislature should phase out the counties* "flow control" 1 
authority. It is inconsistent with the goal expected of public 
policies, which is to have an efficient waste management system. Flow 
control creates a lopsided system in which one facility is arbitrar ly 
favored over all others. Moreover, flow control is not needed if oply 
acceptable waste management techniques are operating. Haulers shoufd 
be able to select where they will deliver waste for disposal based 
upon facility location and costs. Facilities, in turn, will be pus b ed 

C. The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency should place equally 1 
stringent environmental protection requirements on all disposal ~ techniques. For example, it should require that every landfill 
facility either employ liners and leachate collection systems or 
assume financial responsibility for future cleaning of contaminatio 

into more efficient operation. Existing contracts between counties 
and facility owners/operators would not be invalidated by this 
legislative action. 

I 



This should force landfill operators to charge the 'true costs" of 
landfilling. Incineration facilities also must have the necessary 
protection equipment to meet the PCA's standards. This might include 
scrubbers and bag houses. 

IV. Until advantages that some waste manaqement options enfoy are phaaed 
out, temporary public financial support should be aiven to recyclina and 
other acceptable options. 

These public subsidies could include: 

A. Continuation of grant and loan programs the Metropolitan Council 
has been running, but focusing on capital grants to private businesses 
wishing to implement or expand recycling collection enterprises. 
These grants could be given for purchases of equipment for recycling 
collection or processing, as an example. 

B. Continuation of programs that make payments based upon the tonnage 
recycled, but allowing such payments to be made to program operators, 
including private businesses and community groups. 

The source of funds for these subsidies could be an extension of the 
existing landfill surcharge to central processing facilities. A preferred 
source of the funds would be a user tax placed on households, businesses 
and other waste generators who use waste disposal services. This would be 
levied by the municipality, the appropriate body to run tonnage payment 
and public information programs. An advantage to a user tax is that the 
waste generator would feel its effects directly, creating an added 
incentive to consider using other waste management options. The landfill 
surcharge, which is the current source of funds, paid by the waste 
generators but it is not a direct tax. 

Subsidies should not be given for ongoing operating support of recycling 
programs. 

V. Municipalities should insure that recyclinu op~ortunities will be 
available by a determined date to all households, businesses, and other 
waste aenerators. 

When a municipality passes its volume-sensitive pricing ordinance, it also 
should set a date by which time curbside recycling services will be 
available throughout its jurisdiction. If a recycling opportunity is not 
available in any part of the municipality by that date, then the 
municipality should contract for such service. The ordinance should 
establish licensing procedures for recycling operators, including waste 
haulers who may wish to offer recycling collection services and other 
recycling collectors. The municipality should be careful not to contract 
for service in a way that would put existing collectors out of business. 

Recycling collection should be offered at least once a month and on the 
same day as waste collection. Making recycling collection convenient for 
the waste generator is a key to getting participation. 



Each municipality also should look into its standing ordinances to 
determine if any block participation in recycling. For example, each 
should investigate whether its apartment building codes need to be amel 
to allow apartment owners to set up containers into which tenants can 
store recyclables. Each municipality also should amend any ordinance ' 
prohibits backyard composting. The ordinance instead should establish 
what forms of backyard composting are allowable. And it should set up 
system of monitoring composting for environmental safety. 

VI. The Leaislature should "trinuere a container deposit system if 
Hinnesota is not recyclinq six percent of its waste by four years afte: 
volume-based pricina of waste manaaement services is required. 

At the same time the Hinnesota Legislature adopts volume-based pricing, 
recommended above, it should pass a law for a container deposit system, 
but delay the system's effective date to four years after passage. 
Container deposit then would go into effect if other recycling approacl 
have not succeeded in recycling at least six percent of the waste strei 

A reasonable benchmark for success is six percent -- approximately doul 
what is being recycled now -- because that is the amount that would be 
recycled through a container deposit system. If Hinnesota cannot rec: 
six percent of its waste without a deposit system, then it would be 
appropriate to implement container deposits. But if more than six perc 
of Hinnesota's waste is recycled without deposits, then a deposit systl 
would only harm that success and keep the state from reaching even grei 
recycling prospects. 
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APPENDIX A 

RECYCLING PROGRAHS IN HETROPOLITAN AREA 

The following are examples of recycling programs currently operating in the 
Twin Cities metropolitan area. They include 1) curbside pickup, 2) 
drop-off centers, and 3) reverse distribution systems. 

I. Curbside Collection of Recyclables 

A. Private recyclers without public contract 

A few private waste haulers are doing curbside collection of 
recyclables in the seven-county area without a public contract. There 
is no data on the tonnage they collect. These recyclers include 
Beerman Services and Frank's Recycling Salvage C Hauling. 

B. Non-profit ornanizations 

Non-profit organizations such as the Boy Scouts and local churches have 
been collecting newspapers and beverage containers for a long time as a 
means to make money. They are able to make a profit from collecting 
and selling recyclables since they have little or no operating costs. 

C. Shakopee: a public-nonprofit partnershie 

Volunteer groups such as Scouts and parochial schools have been running 
curbside pickup programs for a long time in Shakopee. Now the efforts 
of all these groups are coordinated by the city. 

On the third Saturday of every month the Boy Scouts collect newspaper, 
the Cub Scouts collect glass, and the Shakopee Catholic Schools collect 
aluminum. A garbage hauler transports the newspaper to the end market 
at no charge, the glass is taken directly to Anchor Glass nearby, and 
the city has purchased a semi-trailer to store and transport the 
aluminum. The trailer sits at an area farm until it is full. The 
volunteer groups keep the revenues from the material sales. 

The amount of materials collected is about 200 tons per year, almost 
three percent of Shakopee's total waste stream. The city's cost is 
about 8100-150 a month for promotion. A city employee spends a small 
amount of time as the recycling coordinator. 

D. St. Paul: another public-nonprofit partnership 

The St. Paul Neighborhood Energy Consortium is a non-profit 
organization that contracts for curbside pickup in St. Paul 
neighborhoods. The Consortium originally was organized to be a single 
voice for the neighborhoods in dealing with the major utilities during 
the energy crisis. But since energy conservation needs have subsided, 
the Consortium has taken up other issues, including recycling. 

It conducted its first pickup of materials in the northwest quadrant of 
the city (its pilot area) in September 1986. By Hay 1987 aeven of the 
city's seventeen planning districts were covered by the Consortium's 
program, and two districts ran their own programs. The Consortium 
planned to expand to include the remaining eight districts by July 
1987. 



The Consortium contracts with a private company, SuperCycle, for 
recycling collection. Super Cycle also processes and sells the 
materials; any profit made it keeps. SuperCycle uses a special tr 
with compartments for glass and aluminum, which picks materials of 
curb automatically. A separate truck collects newspaper and hauls 
directly to the end market. The glass and aluminum are taken to a 
processing facility in St. Paul where they are cleaned, separated, 
prepared to be sold. 

The materials collected are paper, glass (color-mrted and free of 
labels and metal caps), cans (tin, aluminum and steel -- flattened 
and corrugated paper. 

The City of St. Paul gives financial support to the program by paa 
on the 8.50 per household payment it gets from the Hetropolitan 
Council. The Consortium develops the graphic materials, does prog 
promotion, and makes all the purchases. Each neighborhood organiz 
block sponsors who display signs and remind neighbors about collec 
days. 

The success of the program cannot be determined as of November 198 
it had only been operating for three months. It is also too early 
of November 1986, to calculate the costs of the program. 

(Source of information: Tom Welna, St. Paul Neighborhood Energy 
Consortium. 

E. Hunicipal curbside recycling pronrams 

Hunicipal curbside recycling programs in the seven-county metropol 
area have come and gone with varying levels of success. In 1984, 
region had 12 curbside pickup programs operating; in 1985 there we 
only eight, but in 1986 programs again numbered 12. 

Hinneapolis and St. Louis Park provide two examples of programs th 
cover a large number of households and have met both success and 
failure. 

1. Hinneapolis 

The city of Hinneapolis implemented a city-wide recycling progr 
November 1983. Five contractors won bids to collect in the fiv 
recycling districts into which the city was divided. The fees 
to the contractors for collection ranged from 810.50 ton to 817 
per ton. The contractors were responsible for collecting the 
materials; once collected, they could sell them and keep the 
revenues. But when market prices for the materials dropped 
dramatically, the contractors began losing money on each pickup 
They had underbid, depending upon good market prices. 

Minneapolis now contracts with two recycling collectors -- 
SuperCycle collects from 60 percent of the city and Hinneapolis 
Education Recycling Center (MERC) from the other 40 percent. T 
city pays a fee to each contractor of about 835 per ton. The f 
determined by a formula that includes a flat fee for the number 
households in the recycling district and a variable fee based o 
tonnage of recyclables collected. 
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The recycling contractors use different methods of collection and 
processing. SuperCycle is the more sophisticated of the two, doing 
collection as described in the St. Paul system. HERC collects 
materials using a step-van and takes them to its facility in 
Minneapolis. Haterials are processed by hand for marketing -- glass 
is separated and cleaned, and cans are separated. 

Collection is done once a month throughout the city. Special 
storage containers are not supplied to the households for 
recyclables. But the households are expected to separate the 
materials into several different containers (glass and cans cannot 
be co-mingled, for example). They also are asked to remove all 
metal pieces and clean the materials. 

Glass, cans (aluminum, tin, and steel 1, paper, and aluminum foil are 
collected, totaling about 6,500 tons in 1986, or about five percent 
of the city's residential waste stream. 

fljnneapolis' recycling budget for 1986 was 5547,000, or about $84 
per ton. This figure includes the fee to contractors (about 535 per 
ton), cost of city crews that had to collect during part of the 
year, and the city's administrative costs. The city is responsible 
for promotion of the program. Some sources of funds to support the 
recycling program are the 6.50 per household that the Metropolitan 
Council gives cities with recycling programs, the 54 per ton of 
materials recycled also received from the Metropolitan Council 
through the landfill abatement fund, and grants from Hennepin 
County. These sources total about 5100,000 annually. 

(Sources of information: Michael Trdan, Minneapolis Recycling 
Program, and Colleen Marshall, city of Minneapolis) 

2. St. Louis Park 

St. Louis Park implemented a curbside collection program in 1982. 
The city currently contracts with SuperCycle for recyclables 
collection from its 12,000 single-family to four-plex households. 

Collection is done twice a month, yielding about 60 tons per month 
af glass, paper, and tin and aluminum cans. Households have been 
given three special plastic, stackable bins for storing their 
recyclables. The bins were purchased with a 530,000 Community 
Development Block Grant (a federal program). The city will need to 
purchase more bins in about four years. 

SuperCycle is responsible for processing and selling the materials, 
and it keeps the revenues from the sales. The contractor also must 
handle administrative matters like missed collections, complaints, 
and information to residents about what materials to set out and 
how. The city is responsible for notification of collection dates, 
vhich it does through local newspapers and its cable access 
channel. 

The recycling program has reduced the city's total waste stream by 
about four percent. About 36 percent of the 12,000 households 
participate. 



St. Louis Park's recycling program costs 866,000 per year, based 
upon a flat fee of 85,500 per month paid to Super Cycle. The 
program, at its current volume, costs the city about 835-36 per 
ton. Funding comes from the netropolitan Council's 8.50 per 
household and 84 per ton rebates, both of which are funded by th 
landfill surcharge. The remaining 820,000 of the recycling bill 
paid through the city's refuse-collection budget, which is funde 
the local property tax. 

The city negotiated with Supercycle for the flat fee, rather tha 
fee determined by tonnage collected, to insure that the collecto 
has stable revenue even when markets are low. 

(Source of information: Wally Wysopal, city of St. Louis Park) 

11. Drop-Off Centers for Recyclables 

There are over 100 drop-off recycling centers in the seven-county 
metropolitan area that are run by a variety of parties, both public and 
private. Some centers collect a wide variety of materials, while other 
will specialize in single commodities. 

A. Goodwill Industries has operated dropoff boxes and centers for 
recyclable household goods and clothing for 67 years. Goodwill 
recently expanded its operation with three 40 foot trailers that se 
as dropoff centers for materials including glass, aluminum, and pap 
as well as clothing. The mobile centers have been very successful. 
The Burnsville center, for example, is collecting over 60 tons of 
recyclables per month. The centers are operated by Goodwill at a 
charge to the municipality of about 824,000 per year. Goodwill the 
markets the materials and keeps the revenue. 

B. The ninnesota Soft Drink Association is in the container redempt 
business. The Association has many redemption centers located arou 
the Twin Cities metropolitan area which pay about one cent for alum 
and glass containers. The Association has found that its best 
customers are neighborhood groups and persons who collect container 
out of waste dumpsters and off the streets. The Association claims 
that its program has led to a 60 percent recovery of aluminum cans 
the metropolitan area. 

C. The city of Edina operates a drop-off program that collected ove 
230 tons in the first quarter of 1986. The materials it collects 
include cans (steel and aluminum), glass, newspaper, nylons, clothi 
furniture, appliances, toys, and oil. 
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APPENDIX B 

RECYCLING PROGRANS AROUND THE NATION 

The following are examples of curbside recycling collection programs 
operating in other areas of the nation. 

I. Curbside collection in Austin, Texas 

The policy to develop recycling programs in Austin was not based on any 
waste crisis as is the case in many sections of the country. Landfill 
tipping fees are only 64 - 7 per ton. Rather, Austin's policy is to make 
recycling available to residents and encourage participation "because it is 
good " . 
Austin's curbside program collects recyclables weekly from 55,000 homes 
using city crews. A household's participation is voluntary and there are 
no plans to make it mandatory. By February 1987 the program was to be 
expanded to 85,000 homes, and by the end of the 1987-88 fiscal year, to all 
111,000 homes in Austin. 

The city provides five-gallon plastic buckets to the households for storing 
recyclables. The buckets are available at local fire stations. The 
program used to charge 51.50 for each bucket, but has eliminated the 
charge. 

The city purchased special trucks for the recycling program and collects 
recyclables separately of waste collection. Austin has experimented with 
doing recycling collection both on the same day as waste collection and on 
different days. No strong trend as to the best time to collect recyclables 
emerged, although officials contend that it is best to collect both on the 
same day. 

There are about 450 block leaders who voluntarily put signs in their yards 
and notify neighbors of recycling collection days. The Austin media 
provide good coverage of the program, and bumper stickers and flyers have 
been produced. The program also works with community groups and schools. 

In 1985-86 the recycling program took in 4,000 tons of materials, which is 
about two percent of the residential waste stream. During that period, the 
program served only half the city's households. Participation (percentage 
of households that contribute out of total households that could) is 
estimated at 60-70 percent each month. 

Austin'a program costs in 1985-86 were 6580,000. Costs for 1986-87 are 
expected to be 5686,000 due to expansion of the program, but the tonnage 
collected should also be higher since more homes will be served. The fee 
of 57.60 charged to residents for waste management (plus 61.15 for street 
cleaning and litter control) covers all of the city's waste collection, 
disposal, and recycling costs completely. Residents pay this as a separate 
fee, rather than through the property tax. 

(Sources of information: November 1986 interview of Richard Abramowitz, 
manager of waste reduction programs for Austin, and Hetropolitan Council 
Curbside Collection Survey, October 1986.) 
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11. Curbside collection of recyclable8 in San Joae, California 

Like Austin, San Jose is not experiencing a "waste disposal crisis', 
reflected in landfill tipping fees of only $8 per ton. 

San Jose's pilot curbside recycling program began in May 1985 and serv 
20,000 households for 14 months. The program now is official and has 
expanded to 60,000 houaeholds. 

Household participation in the curbside program is voluntary and estim 
at about 55 percent. Three plastic, stackable bins for atoring recycl 
are supplied to every household at no charge (costing about 816 per 
household). In the pilot, one area waa tested without special bina an 
reached 35 percent participation, while a similar area was given bins 
reached 75 percent participation. 

Collection of recyclables is under contract with Empire Waste Managemen 
(EWM). EWM just recently was purchased by Waste Management, the waste 
hauler under contract with San Jose. Although EWM now is a franchise o 
Waate Management, the city maintains two separate contracts. 

Officials estimate that when the collection program covers all of San 
Jose's 177,000 households it will collect about 27,000 tons per year, o 
about seven percent of the city's waate. i 
San Jose officials also estimate that, had the curbside program been 
city-wide in 1986, it would have cost the city $1.2 million, but brough in 
revenue from sale of the materials of $515,000. The net cost would hav 1 
been about $685,000. At 27,000 tons, that would be about $26 per ton. i 

I 

(Sources of information: November 1986 interview of Richard Gertman, 
recycling coordinator for the city of San Jose, and Metropolitan Counci 
Curbside Collection Survey, October 1986.) 

111. Curbside collection of recyclables in Ann Arbor, Michicran 

Recycle Ann Arbor, a voluntary citizen group, started curbside collecti n 
in Ann Arbor in 1978. That group merged in 1981 with another nonprofit 
Ecology Center of Ann Arbor, which was operating a dropoff center for 
glass. The new organization maintained the name Recycle Ann Arbor. I 
Today curbside service is provided to 20,000 single- to triple-family 
units. Participation is voluntary and estimated at 20 percent. 

Recycle Ann Arbor has about 225 block leaders who, through their contac 
with neighbors, are the beat promotional means in the program. Accordi 
to a study done by Recycle Ann Arbor, the areas with block leaders get 
about twice as much participation aa those without. The program also u 
some radio and print advertising and gives out refrigerator magnets. 

The recycling program is conducting a pilot project using special recyc 
totes (like plastic milk crates) for storage of recyclables. The pilot 
being carried out in two neighborhoods. In one neighborhood, which 
a curbside program for several years, the pilot has seen an increase in 
participation by 25 percent. In the other neighborhood, which has had 
curbside collection service for a short time, participation has increas 
by 50 percent. 



Recycle Ann Arbor receives financial support from the city for about 
providing 60 percent of operating funds and 95 percent of capital funds. 
About 40 percent of operating costs are recovered by material sales. The 
recycling program annually submits a budget to the city. 

The program collects about 7 1/2 percent of all residential waste 
generated, and therefore about three percent of the total waste stream. Net 
costs are estimated at 660 per ton. 

(Sources of information: November 1986 interview of Brian Weinert, 
coordinator of Recycle Ann Arbor, and Hetropolitan Council Curbside 
Collection Survey, October 1986.) 

IV. Curbside collection of recyclables in Camden County, New Jersey 

Camden County's solid waste management plan (required by New Jersey Solid 
Waste Hanagement Act of 1975) was amended in February 1985 to require 
municipalities to offer recycling services. The Handatory Hunicipal 
Recycling Program provides that (1) each municipality of Camden County must 
institute collection programs (curbside pickup, drop-off centers, or 
buy-back centers) for recycling of used newspaper, aluminum cans, and scrap 
metal items and (2) all vegetative waste (trees, branches, trunks, leaves, 
and stumps) must be disposed of at the approved landfill, at a permitted 
compost facility, or be mulched. 

The plan's goal is a 25 percent reduction in the waste stream through 
recycling. Camden County, like all areas on the East Coast, is confronted 
with very limited landfill space and therefore high disposal costs, which 
are now between 845 and 665 per ton. 

Each municipality is responsible for mandating source separation of 
recyclables and arranging for their collection. As of October 1986, 35 of 
the 37 municipalities had newspaper curbside collection programs, 23 
collected glass and cans, 4 collected aluminum cans, 10 collected scrap 
metal, 16 ran vegetative waste compost sites, 35 had used motor oil dropoff 
sites, and 2 collected oil at curbside. 

The County provides technical assistance to the municipalities as well as 
provides a "market" for the materials that do not have a readily available 
local outlet -- glass and bi-metal. That market is the Camden Recycling 
Facility, which is operated under County contract by a joint venture of two 
private businesses. Glass and bi-metal materials are delivered to the 
facility, and the operators of the facility then become responsible for 
processing and selling them. The facility started operating in April 1986 
with a 6200,000 grant from the New Jersey Office of Recycling and 6120,000 
of County seed money that serves as a cash operating account. The account 
is re-generated as materials are sold. 

The facility accepts the materials co-mingled (residents need not separate 
the materials into several containers). The County believes that allowing 
co-mingling of materials gets a substantially higher amount of materials 
than if separation were required. No tipping fee is charged at the 
facility and no initial payment is made for the materials delivered. The 
contract requires that the operator share profits if they exceed 6100,000. 

No data is available on costa or amount of waste being recycled. 

(Sources of information: November 1986 interview of Richard Roznoy, 
coordinator of Camden County Recycling, and Hetropolitan Council Curbside 
Collection Survey, October 1986.) 



APPENDIX C 

CONTAINER DEPOSIT LEGISLATION CONSIDERED IN 1987 

Containers covered: 
"Nonrefillable beverage containers' that are at least 50 percent gl 
metal or plastic by weight, used to contain beverages, one gallon ( 
liters) or less, and not designed to be returned, refilled, or reso 
after beverage has been consumed. 

Does not include containers holding liquor or wine. 

Does not include containers sold or offered "off-sale" -- consumed 
premises of dealer or eating, drinking, or lodging establishment, o 
aboard any commercial transportation that crosses state borders. 

Deposit value is ten cents per container. 

Deposit charge system: 
Distributor selling beverage containers must add the deposit onto p 
charged to dealers (retailer, person who sells to consumer). 
Dealer must charge the deposit to the consumer. 

Redemption system: 
Consumer will receive full deposit refund from dealer or redemption 
center when empty container is returned. 

Distributor must accept empty containers from dealers and redemptio 
centers, and must pay them the deposit refund value plus a handling 
charge of two cents per container (total of twelve cents per 
container). Containers that distributor need not accept are any no 
marked with Minnesota refund value, or any that are broken, unclean 
not empty. 

Redemption locations: 
All dealers (retailer, person who sells containers to consumer) mus 
redeem containers unless the county grants exemption upon petition. 
Exemption may be given if a local, licensed redemption center exist 

Any person may apply to the county board for a license to operate a 
redemption center. License must be renewed annually. The county m 
give preference to applications from centers that are or will be 
associated with curbside recycling programs or with programs that 
collect other recyclables in addition to containers. 

Unredeemed deposits: 
Distributors must file a quarterly report and payment of unredeemed 
deposits with commissioner of revenue. A fund in the state treasur 
called "unredeemed container deposit fund" will be established. Thl 
fund money may be spent on following purposes: labor dislocation a8 
result of container deposits, market development, public education, 
recycling efforts, household hazardous waste collection, community 
beautification projects, solid waste management and resource recove 
programs, resource conservation programs. A percentage of the fund 
must be credited to Reinvest in Minnesota Fund. 

Administrator will be the MN Pollution Control Agency. 
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APPENDIX D 

IHPACT OF FEE STRUCTURES ON HANAGEHENT CHOICES 

CURRENTLY: 

Fees for waste management options today run about: 
Waste collection -- 655 per ton 
Waste disposal -- $25 per ton 
Recycling - - $35 per ton 

These figures are average contract fees and do not include administrative 
costs experienced by the city or household that makes the contract. 

(Source: Collection and disposal figures derived from 1985 Annual Report, 
Sanitation Division, City of Hinneapolis. Recycling estimate of contract 
fee by John Luoma, Supercycle. 

If the choice were to dispose or recycle a ton of waste, then the choice 
should be to spend 680 (collection and disposal) or $35 (recycling). It 
would be expected that, with every ton recycled, the waste bill would be 
645 lower than if that ton had been disposed. 

The calculations below will assume 2,000 tons of waste must be managed by 
disposal or recycling. 

A. If all 2,000 tons were collected and disposed: 
Collection ( @  2,000) -- 6110,000 
Disposal ( @ 2,000 - - 50,000 

6160,000 

8. If 200 of those 2,000 tons were recycled and the rest was collected and 
disposed, one would expect spending to be: 

Collection ( @  1,800) -- 699,000 
Disposal ( @ 1,800 -- 45,000 
Recycling ( @  200) -- 7,000 

6151,000 

C. But spending instead is $162,000, an increase of $2,000 over the base 
(A). This is because waste collection fees are not reduced as waste volume 
declines. Disposal fees are based on volume, but collection fees are 
flat. They remain the same, as though all 2,000 tons were run through 
collection and disposal. 

Collection ( @  2,000) -- $110,000 
Disposal ( @  1,800) -- 45,000 
Recycling ( @  200) -- 7,000 

6162,000 

Because collection fees are not sensitive to volume changes, recycling has 
caused spending to increase (example C). This has happened even though 
recycling is significantly less costly than collection and disposal. 

IN THE FUTURE: 

Prices for disposal will be higher than current landfilling prices. They 
are expected to be 632 to 648 per ton at the RDF and mass burn facilities. 
The following calculations use a mean disposal figure of 640 per ton and 
assume waste collection stays at $55 per ton and recycling at 635 per ton. 



Recycling should have a 665 advantage over waste collection and disposa 
the future. 

A. If all 2,000 tons of waste were collected and disposed, spending wot 
be : 

Collection ( @  2,000) -- $110,000 
Disposal ( @ 2,000 -- 80,000 

6190,000 

B. If 200 tons were recycled and the remaining 1,800 tons were collects 
and disposed, spending would be expected to be: 

Collection ( @  1,800) -- 6 99,000 
Disposal ( @ 1,800 - - 72,000 
Recycling ( @  200) -- 7,000 

6178,000 

C .  But collection fees are not sensitive to volume changes, so spending 
actually will be: 

Collection ( @  2,000) -- $110,000 
Disposal ( @  1,800) -- 72,000 
Recycling ( @  200) -- 7,000 

$189,000 

Recycling will bring total spending down even when collection fees are 
based upon waste volume (example C), because recycling at 535 per ton i 
less costly than disposal at $40 per ton. But the reduction is not nea 
as significant as it would be if waste collection fees were based upon 
volume (example 0). The economic advantage of recycling is not fully 
realized unless waste collection fees are volume-based. 



APPENDIX E 

IHPLEHENTATION OF VOLUHE-BASED FEE SYSTEHS 

These are examples of usage of volume-based fee structures for waate 
collection services, including a variable can rate and a bag or tag system. 

I. Variable Can Rate -- Seattle, Washinnton 
The city of Seattle implemented a variable can fee structure in 1978. 
Residential waate generators are billed by the city baaed upon the number 
of cans of waate they set out for collection and disposal. The household 
makes a verbal agreement with the city on whether it will have one, two, or 
more cana for weekly collection. Cans may not exceed 80 pounds in weight. 
The fee as of June 1987 will be $13.55 per month for one can per week. 
Each additional can will cost $5.00 per month. The city sends each 
household a combined waate and water bill bi-monthly. 

If a household has extra waste such as yard waate, it may call for apecial 
collection aervice. The cost for that aervice is 610.00 for the first can 
or bag and $3.30 for each additional can or bag. The household has the 
alternative of taking the waste directly to the landfill. 

The city has not had a thorough aystem for monitoring compliance. Some 
haulers are aware of how many cana each household has agreed to set out for 
collection, and may not empty any cana that exceed that number. 

The director of the city'a Solid Waste Utility states that the residents of 
Seattle are very "garbage awaren due to the variable can atructure. They 
are always looking for ways to reduce the number of cans they must use. 
This has included recycling, as well as some illegal dumping of waate along 
roadsides and in others' waste cana, and smashing of the waate so that more 
can be put in a can. 

At the time the variable rate was instituted, about 14 percent of the 
city's waate was recycled. That figure had increased to 22 percent by 
1986. Collection of recyclablea has been done so far on a scattered basis 
by private haulers. The city made a request for proposals in early 1987 to 
contract for city-wide curbaide collection. 

(Sources of information: Diana Gale, director, Solid Waste Utility, city of 
Seattle; and Hetropolitan Council Volume-Baaed Feea report, October 1986.) 

11. Ban or Tag System -- Grand Rapids, Hichigan and Eau Claire, Wisconsin 
The city of Grand Rapids, Hichigan operates its waste collection system 
through a prepaid bag or tag system. Households must purchase the special 
baga or taga for waate at a cost of 6.35 each. The city will collect waste 
only that is placed in one of these baga or from cans with a tag on them. 
The price of the baga and taga does not completely cover the city's waate 
collection coats. The other funds source is the city'a income tax. 

One hauler in Eau Claire, Wiaconain -- River City Refuse -- uses a prepaid 
bag aystem. Its customers buy apecial 33-gallon plastic baga from retail 
centers at a price of 611 for 10 baga. The bag purchase is the payment for 
the collection aervice. When the hauler drives a route it collects baga 
setting along the curb, stopping, therefore, only where there are baga. 

(Source: Hetropolitan Council Volume-Based Feea report, October 1986.) 



APPENDIX E 

IHPLEHENTATION OF VOLUHE-BASED FEE SYSTEHS 

These are examples of usage of volume-based fee structures for waste 
collection services, including a variable can rate and a bag or tag system. 

I. Variable Can Rate -- Seattle, Washinnton 
The city of Seattle implemented a variable can fee structure in 1978. 
Residential waste generators are billed by the city based upon the number 
of cans of waste they set out for collection and disposal. The household 
makes a verbal agreement with the city on whether it will have one, two, or 
more cans for weekly collection. Cans may not exceed 80 pounds in weight. 
The fee as of June 1987 will be $13.55 per month for one can per week. 
Each additional can will cost $5.00 per month. The city sends each 
household a combined waste and water bill bi-monthly. 

If a household has extra waste such as yard waste, it may call for special 
collection service. The cost for that service is $10.00 for the first can 
or bag and $3.30 for each additional can or bag. The household has the 
alternative of taking the waste directly to the landfill. 

The city has not had a thorough system for monitoring compliance. Some 
haulers are aware of how many cans each household has agreed to set out for 
collection, and may not empty any cans that exceed that number. 

The director of the city's Solid Waste Utility states that the residents of 
Seattle are very "garbage aware" due to the variable can structure. They 
are always looking for ways to reduce the number of cans they must use. 
This has included recycling, as well as some illegal dumping of waste along 
roadsides and in others' waste cans, and smashing of the waste so that more 
can be put in a can. 

At the time the variable rate was instituted, about 14 percent of the 
city's waste was recycled. That figure had increased to 22 percent by 
1986. Collection of recyclables has been done so far on a scattered basis 
by private haulers. The city made a request for proposals in early 1987 to 
contract for city-wide curbside collection. 

(Sources of information: Diana Gale, director, Solid Waste Utility, city of 
Seattle; and Hetropolitan Council Volume-Based Fees report, October 1986.) 

11. Ban or Tag System -- Grand Rapids, Hichinan and Eau Claire, Wisconsin 
The city of Grand Rapids, Hichigan operates its waste collection system 
through a prepaid bag or tag system. Households must purchase the special 
bags or tags for waste at a cost of 6.35 each. The city will collect waste 
only that is placed in one of these bags or from cans with a tag on them. 
The price of the bags and tags does not completely cover the city's waste 
collection costs. The other funds source is the city's income tax. 

One hauler in Eau Claire, Wisconsin -- River City Refuse -- uses a prepaid 
bag system. Its customers buy special 33-gallon plastic bags from retail 
centers at a price of $11 for 10 bags. The bag purchase is the payment for 
the collection service. When the hauler drives a route it collects bags 
setting along the curb, stopping, therefore, only where there are bags. 

(Source: Hetropolitan Council Volume-Based Fees report, October 1986.) 



WORK OF THE COMMITTEE 

Charae to the Committee: 

The Citizens League Board of Directors in July 1986 issued the following 
charge: 

SOLID WASTE RECYCLING IN THE TWIN CITIES 

Efforts to re-use solid waste, instead of burning or burying the material, 
have encountered major difficulties in the Twin Cities area recently. 
Fluctuating market prices of recycled materials pose problem8 for cities 
and the recycling firms with which they contract for services. If 
recycling gains in household acceptance, supply of recycled material would 
go up, requiring that new markets for use of such material be found. 

The only other ways to dispose of solid waste are landfills (the use of 
which by the end of the decade will exclude raw waste from homes and 
businesses) and incineration (which involves high costs and a different set 
of environmental risks.) 

The committee shall have the broad charme of determining what needs to be 
done to increase substantially the amount of waste in the Twin Cities area 
that is re-used or recycled instead of burned or buried. 

In gathering background, the committee should: 

--review what has happened in recent years in the types and amounts of 
solid waste burned and buried in the Twin Cities metropolitan area, 

--compare these trends with those of other metropolitan areas, 

--obtain projections of the likely growth in solid waste in coming 
years, assuming no change in existing practices, 

--identify the consequences of such growth, in terms of additional 
land, air and water pollution that would likely occur from different 
disposal methods, plus the growth in expense of such disposal, 

In considering policy changes, the committee should: 

--examine the history of recycling in the Twin Cities area, including 
the recent history of efforts that have succeeded and failed, 

--review the role of the Hetropolitan Council, counties, cities, waste 
haulers and entrepreneurs in recycling, 

--identify successful recycling efforts undertaken in other 
metropolitan areas and states, and 

--analyze markets for recycled materials, including markets for 
recyclable8 that might first be given some added value by processing, 
such as removal of tin from tin cans. 



Committee Hembership: ~ ~ 

The committee should review the effect of existing public policies on i  
encouraging or discouraging recycling, including: (a) policies that do i l  
not require--and pricing strategies that don't reward--separation of 1 

Under the leadership of Karen Himle, chair, and Richard Hoberg, vice 
chair, a total of 26 people took an active role in the committee's 
deliberations. Other members were: 

recyclables at each residence or business, (b) charges for waste 
collection that are unrelated to the volume of waste discarded by homes 
and businesses, (c) requirements that waste be delivered to burn plants 
that need large quantities to operate economically, (dl policies on how 
government influences the markets for recyclables, and (e) policies on 
financing subsidies, using fees and charges directly related to the 
expense of recycling and disposal, or using general taxes, where it is 
harder to assess the costs to the beneficiaries. 

James Aldera 
Gary Botzek * 
Lynnette Brouwer 
William Dustin 
Joanne Englund 
Paul Gleeson # 
Karen Himle, chair 
Rudy Hoagberg 
Frank Jewett 
Gary Joselyn # 
Larry Kelley 
Hilton Knoll 
Louise Kuderling 

I 

I 

Patricia Leary 
Ernest Lehmann 
Brad Linville 
David Locey * 
Norma Lorshbough 
Debbie Heister # 
Richard Hoberg, vice chair 
Robert Hueller 
Carl Reuss 
Susan Schmidt # 
Jessica Shaten 
Peter Thoreen # 
Robert Williamson 

# Five individuals dissented from the majority's position on the 
container deposit issue and wrote a minority report. See "Action by 
the Board of Directors." 

* Two individuals served as resource guests and were non-voting members 
on the container deposit issue. 

Action by the Board of Directors: ~ ~ 
I 

The Citizens League Board of Directors amended the container deposit 
conclusion and recommendation sections of the report from the committee 
The amendment was a compromise between the committee's majority report 
the report from the minority committee. Hembers of the minority commit 
were Paul Gleeson, Gary Joselyn, Debbie Heister, Susan Schmidt, and Pet 
Thoreen. 

The majority's report concluded that the state should not have a contai er 
deposit system under any circumstances. The minority's report called f r 
unconditional and immediate implementation of a container deposit syste . 
be triggered if, with volume-baaed pricing, the state does not move to 
recycle at least six percent of the waste stream within four years. 

i 
The amendment by the Board concluded that a container deposit system shbuld 

A copy of the minority report is available from the Citizens League off ce. I 



Committee Meetinas/Resource Speakers: 

The committee met for the first time on September 18, 1986 and, after 26 
meetings, concluded its work on April 30, 1987. In addition to studying a 
wide variety of printed materials including background memos prepared by 
staff, the committee heard testimony from the following resource speakers: 

Hary Ayde, manager, Hinnesota chapter, National Solid Waste Management 
Association 
Cathy Berg-Hoeger, solid waste planner, Hinnesota Pollution Control 
Agency 
Katy Boone, abatement supervisor, Hetropolitan Council 
Don Brauer, consultant, Reuter, Inc. 
Zack Hanson, Department of Health, Washington County 
Don Hewitt, vice president, Paper Stock Division, Pioneer Paper Company 
Dan Huschke, recycling coordinator, Department of Environment and 
Energy, Hennepin County 
Chuck Kutter, president, Hinneapolis Refuse Incorporated (HRI) 
Mike Lein, waste program coordinator, Carver County 
Dave Locey, executive vice president, Minnesota Soft Drink Association 
John Luoma, general manager, Supercycle 
Cindy McComas, director, Minnesota Technical Assistance Project (MnTAP) 
Senator Gene Merriam, Minnesota, chair of Senate Committee on Natural 
Resources and member of Legislative Commissions on Waste Management and 
Minnesota Resources 
Frank Reid, personnel director, Anchor Glass Company 
Susan Ridgley, household hazardous waste project coordinator, Minnesota 
Pollution Control Agency 
Armen Stepanian, recycler, City of Seattle 
Hichael A. Trdan, coordinator, Minneapolis Recycling Program 
Tom Troskey, general manager, paper stock, Waldorf Corporation 
Susan Von Mosch, Metropolitan Council 
Tom Welna, executive director, St. Paul Neighborhood Energy Consortium 
Andy Whitman, representative, Resource Recovery, Inc. (RRI 

In addition, the committee had the opportunity to tour Ramsey County's Rice 
Street processing facility, the North Prior Avenue MSD facility, Waldorf 
Corporation recycling operations, and the Northern States Power Newport RDF 
facility. 

The committee was assisted in its work by Citizens League staff members 
Deborah Loon, Eric Premack, Nancy Jones, and Joann Latulippe. 



RECENT CITIZENS LEAGUE REPORTS 

A First Class Property Tax System 
Start Right with "Right Startn: A Health Plan for HN's Uninsured 
Nev Destinations for Transit 
Commitment to Focus: Hore of Both 
State Civil Service: People Hake the Difference 
It's Only a Game: A Lottery in Hinnesota 
Adaptability -- The Nev Hission for Vocational Education 
A Strategy for the Waterbelt 
Power to the Process: Haking Hinnesota's Legislature Work Better 
Accountability for the Development Dollar 
Building on Strength: A Competitive Hinnesota Economic Strategy 
A Larger Vision for Small Scale Agriculture 
The Hetro Council: Narrowing the Agenda and Raising the Stakes 
The Region's Infrastructure: The Problem Isn't What You Think It Is 
Meeting the Crisis in Institutional Care: Toward Better Choices, 

Financing and Results 
A Farewell to Welfare 
Homegrovn Services: The Neighborhood Opportunity 
Use Road Revenue for the Roads That Are Used 
Workers' Compensation Reform: Get the Employees Back on the Job 
Thought Before Action: Understanding and Reforming Minnesota's 

Fiscal System 
The CL in the Hid-80s 
Haking Better Use of Existing Housing: A Rental Housing Strategy 

for the 1980s 
Rebuilding Education to Hake It Work 
A Positive Alternative: Redesigning Public Service Delivery 
Paying Attention to the Difference in Prices: A Health Care Cost 

Strategy for the 1980s 
A Subregional Solution to the East Hetro Park Question 
Taxis: Solutions in the City; a New Future in the Suburbs 
Keeping the Waste Out of Waste 
Citizens League Report on Rent Control 
Changing Communications: Will the Twin Cities Lead or Follow 
Siting of Hajor Controversial Facilities 
Enlarging Our Capacity to Adapt, Issues of the '80s 
Next Steps in the Evolution of Chemical Dependency Care in Hinnesota 
Keeping Better Score of Youth Sports 
Linking a Commitment to Desegregation with Choices for Quality 

Schools 
A Hore Rational Discussion for Taxes and the Economy 
Initiative and Referendum..."NO" for Hinnesota 
A Risk-Share Basis for Pension...How Taxpayers and Employees Can 

Benefit Through Greater Sharing of Responsibility for Public 
Pensions 

Local Discipline, Not State Prohibition...A Strategy for Public 
Expenditure Control in Hinnesota 

Knitting Local Government Together ... How a Merger of City-County 
Functions Can Provide Better Local Service for Twin 
Cities Citizens 

Improving the 'Discussion' of Public Affairs 
Community Plans for City Decisions 
We Hake It Too Easy for the Arsonist 
Needed: A Policy for Parking 
Hore Care About the Cost in Hospitals 

For titles and availability of earlier reports, contact the CL office. 3-87 



RECENT CITIZENS LEAGUE STATEMENTS 

Statement to Governor and Legislature on Innovation and Cost Control 
(Governor's Budget) 

Selection of a New State Commissioner of Transportation 
Letter to RTB re: Metro Mobility Price Competition Ideas 
Testimony to Legislature on Bloomington Stadium Site Bill 
Letter to RTB re: Policy Committee's Study of Metro Mobility from CIC 
Statement to House Tax Subcommittee on Fiscal Disparities 
Statement to Legislature on Preserving Metropolitan Tax-Base Sharing 
Statement to Legislature C Metro Council on Bloomington 

Development Proposal 
Statement to Metropolitan Council on Organized Collection of Solid Was 
Statement to Metropolitan Council on Long-Term Care 
Statement on Transit Alternatives 
Statement on Solid Waste Disposal 
Statement to Tax Study Commission 
Statement on Light Rail Transit 
Statement to Legislative Study Committee on Metropolitan Transit 
Statement to Governor's Tax Study Commission 
Statement to Minnesota's Highway Study Commission 
Statement on the Metropolitan Council's Proposed Interim Economic 

Policies 
Statement to Mpls. Charter Commission: Proposal to have Mayor as 

non-voting member of Council 
Statement to Metropolitan Council C Richard P. Braun, Commission of 

Transportation on Preferential Treatment in I-35W Expansion 
Statement to Members, Steering Committee on Southwest-University 

Avenue Corridor Study 
Statement to Commission on the Future of Post-Secondary Education 

in Minnesota 
Statement to the Metropolitan Health Board 
Appeal to the Legislature and the Governor 
Citizens League Opposes Unfunded Shifts to Balance Budget 
Longer-Term Spending Issues Which the Governor and Legislature 

Should Face in 1982 
Statement Concerning Alternatives to Solid Waste Flow Control 
Amicus Curiae Brief in Fiscal Disparities Case filed 
Statement to the Minnesota State Legislature Regarding the 

Reconstruction Project 
Letter to the Joint Legislative Commission on Metropolitan 

Governance 
Statement to Metropolitan Health Board on Phase IV Report 
Statement to Metropolitan Council on I-35E 
Statement to Minneapolis Charter Commission 
Letter to Metropolitan Council re CL Recommendations on 1-394 
Statement to the Governor and Legislature as They Prepare 

for a Special Sesion 
Statement to the Minnesota State Legislature Regarding the 

University of Minnesota Hospitals Reconstruction Bill, as amended 
Statement to the Governor and Legislature Concerning Expenditures- 

Taxation for 1981-83. Issues by Tax C Finance Task Force 
Statement Concerning Proposed Legislative Study of the Metropolitan 

Council. Issued by the Structure Task Force 
Statement to the Governor and Legislature Opposing Abolition of the 

Coordinating Function in Post-Secondary Education 
Citizens League Statement on 1-394 
Statement on Budget C Property Tax Issues Facing the Governor and 

Legislature in 1981. Issued by Tax C Finance Force 
Statement to the Minnesota State Legislature Regarding the 

University of Minnesota Hospitals Reconstruction Project 
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WHAT THE CITIZENS LEAGUE I S  
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* Expertsequip the committees with facts 
and judgments. LEADERSHIP 

BREAKFASTS I Comprehensive reports make the 
rounds, inform the public and frequently 
shape the debates. 

P~~b;,cAffairs Directory- a listing of 
agencies, organizations and officials 
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