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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 As the nation’s population increases and landfills continue to provide containment 

areas for Municipal Solid Waste (MSW), states, counties and cities have taken action and 

adopted policies to increase recycling rates in order to promote local long-term sustainability. 

Locally, the state of Minnesota and other regional players, including counties and cities, have 

adopted ambitious recycling goals through 2030 in order to encourage increases in current 

recycling rates. 

 Hennepin County has identified several implementation strategies designed to 

increase commercial recycling and organics diversion rates, with three voluntary priorities 

identified: (1) technical assistance; (2) organics recycling; and (3) incentives/grants. This 

paper provides an evaluation of the impact and effectiveness of each of these strategies based 

on a thorough environmental scan of model recycling programs in comparable communities 

that includes published and online material about the programs’ practices, phone interviews, 

and an independent literature review. 

 Following our research and analysis, recommendations were formed based on the 

following criteria: (1) Does the recommendation increase diversion of organics, cardboard, or 

paper by a significant degree; (2) Is this a voluntary process, which is the current preferential 

approach; (3) If the solution requires funding, is it a temporary investment that builds 

capacity to serve recycling over the long-term; and (4) Will the solution lead to gains that will 

not only be sustained but will foster further gains to meet Hennepin County’s increasing 

diversion rate goals through 2030?  

 From these criteria, the following recommendations for these complementary 

strategies were developed:  

• Engage commercial recycling participants and players by identifying target 
participants, developing outreach strategies to sign on participants/producers, 
incentivize participants by providing subsidies and grants, convene players quarterly, 
use certification and recognition programs, and support recycling infrastructure while 
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tending/nurturing the loop that includes generators, haulers, processors, manufacturers 
and buyers of the end product. 

 
• Focus resources on and implement the three strategies by providing multifaceted 

technical assistance, developing an organics program, and by offering grants and 
incentives strategically and using complementary strategies. 

 
• Continue research and development by measuring and reporting on outcomes and 

undertaking additional research and planning. 
 
 
 Based on our research, we believe that it is inevitable that mandatory provisions will 

need to be implemented in order to see the levels of success enjoyed by cities, counties and 

states that are considered recycling leaders. The acceptance of mandatory measures in 

conjunction with expanded voluntary programs must be embraced and funded in the long-

term by Hennepin County leaders and the state of Minnesota. Leaders must agree that the 

common goal of diverting more materials from disposal into economic use is a priority and 

that closing the loop on the process of recycling, hauling, processing and marketing by using 

post-recycled products is key to the overall sustainability of the region. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

This study results from a partnership between the University of Minnesota-Humphrey 

School of Public Affairs and Hennepin County. Hennepin County Environmental Services, 

acting as a client organization, engaged Humphrey School students to serve as consultants on 

a project to analyze strategies for increasing commercial recycling and organics diversion. 

The consultants, students enrolled in a Humphrey School capstone workshop, took on this 

project and consulted with the clients throughout the study.  

The state of Minnesota has been considered a leader when it comes to recycling. 

However, in recent years Minnesota’s recycling rate has been relatively stagnant at 

approximately 40%, while other states have seen significant increases (Recycling Works, 

2011). Hennepin County’s recycling rate has hovered between approximately 36% and 41% 

from 2000 to 2010 (see Appendix C, Table 1), and today it is at 41.7%. Several locales have 

achieved recycling rates above 41% (see Appendix C, Table 2), and higher performance rates 

support the theory that Minnesota and Hennepin County can increase current diversion rates.  

Hennepin County is the largest of Minnesota's 87 counties in population, budget, and 

estimated market value.  The county is home to almost a quarter of the state's population with 

approximately 1.2 million residents, and it is the home to thousands of businesses (Hennepin 

County Environmental Services, 2012). It is projected that by 2030 in Hennepin County, 

municipal solid waste (MSW), a waste type consisting of everyday items discarded by the 

public, will increase by 25%. A recent study conducted at a county waste transfer facility 

indicated that over half of what is thrown away is recyclable—indicating that there are 

significant recovery opportunities available. Further, recognizing that there is both a need to 

reduce waste and a need to use it as a resource, minimum standards have been established in 

order to encourage higher achievement through adopted plans and their policies (Hennepin 

County Environmental Services, 2012). 
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The Hennepin County Solid Waste Management Master Plan was adopted in April of 

2012, as required by state statute and in alignment with and complementary to regional 

strategies outlined in both the Metropolitan Solid Waste Management Policy Plan and the 

Regional Solid Waste Master Plan. The recycling goals incorporated into the Metropolitan 

Solid Waste Management Policy Plan were also adopted by Hennepin County, although the 

organics recovery goal was slightly adjusted to 6% for both 2015 and 2020. Currently, 

Hennepin County has a 38% recycling rate and a 3% organics diversion rate. The county 

goals (see Appendix C, Table 3) are to achieve 45-48% recycling and 6% organics diversion 

by 2015 and 54-60% recycling and 9-15% organics diversion by 2030 (Hennepin County 

Environmental Services, 2012).  

In order to meet these new mandates, strategies targeted at both commercial recycling 

and organics must be explored (Hennepin County Environmental Services, 2012). The focus 

of this research study is to evaluate the impact and effectiveness of three voluntary strategies 

that may be used to stimulate Hennepin County’s commercial recycling/organics 

participation and increase diversion of corrugated cardboard, office paper and organics. The 

three strategies under evaluation include: (1) technical assistance; (2) targeted programs for 

food-rich locations/organics recycling; and (3) incentives or grant programs. The consultants 

have researched other states, counties and cities and examined the cost and structure of the 

strategies; similarities/differences in implementation; successes and obstacles noted to date; 

effectiveness of strategies and influential implementation details; and complementary 

relationships between strategies that enhance a cumulative effect. The purpose of this 

research is to present final recommendations to Hennepin County Environmental Services to 

assist the county in increasing commercial recycling and organics diversion rates. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
Scope of the review 
 
 The literature on waste and recycling services is vast. Studies estimating the costs of 

waste disposal services originated nearly 50 years ago (Bohm et al., 2010). This literature 

review focused on material from 2000 to the present that examines the most recent systems 

and practices that impact recycling outcomes. The review considered practices in states, 

counties, and cities across the U.S. cited in studies and reports from government agencies, 

nonprofit organizations, industry associations, and academia.  

 The review’s initial focus on four studies provided an orientation to current recycling 

program characteristics, goals, funding sources, and expenditures. All four sources identify 

commercial recycling and organics as offering the greatest potential to significantly increase 

waste abatement levels in Hennepin County and elsewhere. Two of these studies were 

recommended by the client: Hennepin County Solid Waste Management Master Plan, from 

April 2012, and the Skumatz Economic Research Associates (SERA) report, Diversion 

Research Studies: Commercial and Organics Recycling, from September 2011. Two other 

key sources emerged from our primary research: a 2002 recycling program evaluation report 

by the Office of the Legislative Auditor (OLA), State of Minnesota, and a report by the 

United States Government Accountability Office, December, 2006. These key studies framed 

the direction of our broader literature search. 

Key findings 

 The literature reveals a debate as to whether voluntary approaches or mandates should 

play a dominant role in increasing recycling diversion rates. The Hennepin County Solid 

Waste Management Master Plan favors a voluntary approach, at least until 2015. A voluntary 

approach is also supported by a Mecklenburg County report, which states that recyclable 

materials disposal bans did not increase recycling rates, and the diversion rate was actually 
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higher for cities without bans. (Solid Waste Division, Mecklenburg County Land Use & 

Environmental Services Agency, 2011). Daniel K. Benjamin (2010) takes the view that 

mandatory programs “force people to squander valuable resources in a quixotic quest to save 

what they would sensibly discard.” (p. 30). 

 Other scholars argue that regulations can be an effective means of increasing 

recycling (Sidique et al., 2010). An increase in curbside recycling has been attributed to state 

mandates (Kinnaman, 2005). The SERA diversion study (Skumatz et al., 2011) recommends 

a mix of voluntary and mandatory approaches. While indicating that voluntary programs are 

relatively easy to put in place politically, the SERA study also highlights that a majority of 

communities with high diversion rates (over 60%) have mandatory recycling.  These 

communities include: San Francisco, Sunnyvale, Santa Barbara and Alameda County, 

California. Based on this literature, it appears that in the coming years, a mix of voluntary 

and mandatory approaches is inescapable. 

 Studies of local government recycling and waste diversion programs identified 

program elements necessary for successful diversion of solid waste from landfills. The three 

elements cited most frequently were (1) making recycling convenient and easy, (2) offering 

financial incentives for recycling, and (3) conducting public education and outreach. 

Inconvenience and lack of both space and time emerged as primary barriers to the expansion 

of commercial recycling efforts. Small companies in particular tend to face greater challenges 

in the commercial recycling enterprise (Bacot, et al., 2002). The inability to fund the up-front 

cost of bins and equipment to initiate recycling is another barrier to increasing commercial 

recycling involvement (McLaughlin, 2011). 

 Literature has emerged in recent years examining the roles of behavior, perception, 

and habit in accounting for failure to recycle. Knussen and Yule’s (2008) study suggests that 

those who fail to adopt a recycling habit do so because of their existing habit of treating 

zotero://attachment/140/#bib29�
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recyclables as garbage. The literature also indicates that information and education efforts 

play a vital role in influencing recycling knowledge, attitudes, and behavior (Barr et al., 2003; 

Iyer and Kashyap, 2007). The studies suggest that even slight semantic changes like 

redefining “yard waste” as “yard trimmings” and “food waste” as “food scrap” alter public 

impressions and improve recycling efforts (Anderson and Liss, 2010). Further research could 

be useful to develop effective communication, education and outreach strategies that work to 

shape beliefs, behaviors and habits that increase Hennepin County’s recycling rate. 

Literature addressing the three strategies 

The SERA report (Skumatz et al., 2011) presents a plethora of strategies to increase 

recycling diversion rates in Hennepin County. In support of our client’s directive to focus 

primarily on three of those strategies (technical assistance, targeting food-rich enterprises for 

organics recycling, and using starter incentives or grants), additional scholarship places those 

three strategies among the top ten key drivers of recycling (Mitchell, 2010; Fickes, 2010).  

 Studies show that technical assistance is often implemented with hired consultants. 

Technical assistance is typically available for free to businesses, and follow-up is often 

critical to success. Reibstein (2008) asserts that technical assistance works and that such 

programs are a vital part of our system of environmental protection. The author identifies the 

creation of social intellectual capital as one positive outcome when technical assistance 

professionals continually learn from clients and develop new tools to help ever-larger 

populations. The literature review findings establish that technical assistance is a key strategy 

to increase recycling rates. 

 Several studies reflect the fact that organics diversion programs are taking root in the 

U.S. and Canada. The studies suggest policy and operational changes needed to foster 

continued organics program development (Anderson & Liss, 2010; Levis et al., 2010; Platt, 

2002; McDonald, 2011). The studies also indicate that the development of organics recycling 
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infrastructure (particularly in the areas of composting and anaerobic digestion) is imperative 

to the expansion of organics recycling programs.  

 The literature shows how mandatory regulations and an environmentally concerned 

citizenry have contributed to the pioneering adoption of food scrap diversion programs in 

places such as Ontario and San Francisco. However, scholars draw attention to inadequate 

composting infrastructure and inhibiting regulations as limiting the success of some food 

scraps recycling programs. Another issue is the need to raise surcharges to enable organics 

programs to flourish in states where landfill tipping fees are low.  

 Several scholars focus on organics collection processes and implementation aspects 

that have led to successful food waste diversions in Philadelphia, Cambridge, Vermont, and 

San Diego (Tucker, 2007; Flammer, 2011; Connolly, 2006; Coker, 2009; Mail, 2007; & 

Spencer, 2008). Published reports and articles offer detailed perspectives on methods to 

optimize collection frequency and routes, address spatial limitations at production points, 

select collection vehicle alternatives, establish hauling and tipping fees, develop 

private/public partnerships, and produce training, education and continued outreach. The 

literature base for this particular strategy offers much guidance for the consultants and client 

regarding the targeting of food-rich locations to increase organics recycling in Hennepin 

County. 

 Many counties and cities in the U.S. provide grants for innovative reuse, recycling, 

and composting programs (Boulder County Resource Conservation Division, 2012; Social 

and Environmental Entrepreneurs, 2008). Callan and Thomas (2006) found that communities 

offering grants for recycling education or equipment recycle significantly more than 

communities without any grants allocation. According to the authors, a 10 percent increase in 

grant dollars awarded per 1,000 people in a town (or, a 0.01 per cent increase in grant dollars 

per capita), is expected to increase recycling by 0.52 pounds per person. Stakeholders have 
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also asserted a need for the federal government to provide additional grant money for 

recycling projects. Insufficient funding has been cited as one of the major obstacles in 

initiating recycling programs or upgrading existing programs (United States Government 

Accountability Office, 2006). The need for diligent handling of grants is underscored in the 

case of California. In the absence of due diligence checks and monitoring processes, the state 

auditor found that nearly $2.2 million in recycling grants did not deliver results as intended 

(California State Auditor, 2010). Overall, the argument for states to use grant funding to help 

private recycling firms has been effectively articulated. Yarkosky (2012) presents convincing 

data and analysis showing how North Carolina’s state recycling grants have boosted 

recycling capacity and have created jobs. The literature supports the theory that starter 

incentives and grants have a productive role to play in Hennepin County achieving its 

recycling goals.  

 There is often a combination of strategies implemented to support commercial and 

residential recycling and organics diversion, and some programs have the potential to impact 

both streams and sectors (Skumatz et al., 2011). For example, a program to increase organics 

diversion utilizes technical assistance to food waste generators to help them design, 

implement and troubleshoot food recovery programs (Platt, 2002). The city of Cambridge 

was awarded a $35,000 grant by the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Education 

to work with Save that Stuff to offer organics technical assistance and collection for 

businesses and institutions (Tucker, 2007). The literature review shows that 

complementarities exist among the three strategies being examined, and it is fruitful to 

exploit the strategies’ synergies for maximum impact.  
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METHODOLOGY 

Theoretical Basis 

 The consultants utilized two theories to guide the research, including Michael Quinn 

Patton’s (1990) theory of qualitative inquiry through “purposeful sampling” (p. 169) and 

Eugene Bardach’s theory of information gathering through a review of literature and “best 

practices” to secure valuable evidence (Bardach, 2012, p. 109). 

 We analyzed recycling programs that had implemented the three strategies we were 

charged to examine. The programs were identified through leads provided by the client and 

by additional leads discovered through a literature review. The team gathered information on 

some programs through phone interviews and others through research of published and 

online material about the programs’ practices.  

 In Patton’s (1990) terminology, we engaged in “purposeful sampling.” We were not 

looking for statistically representative samples; rather, we examined “information-rich” 

samples that would speak to the questions and processes foremost in the clients’ minds. The 

sample group was heterogeneous, consisting of cities, counties, and states with varying 

budgets, mandates, and established recycling practices and infrastructure. As Patton notes, 

sample variation can be a strength, because common themes or findings among such samples 

are regarded as significant. The team’s approach was a combination of what Patton calls 

“maximum variation sampling” (p. 172) as well as “snowball or chain sampling,” (p. 176) 

because the research led us to new samples.  

 The initial vetting of reports and literature that produced the target sample programs 

reflected the team’s intent to learn from good ideas already in use. This concept draws from 

Bardach’s (2012) theory of “‘smart (best) practices’” research (p. 109). The questionnaire 

developed to guide the information gathering homed in on characteristics that Bardach 

suggests are important to examine. We looked at how value was created and at systems or 
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arrangements that are able to leverage opportunities to achieve goals.  We also pursued what 

Bardach calls “secondary features,” including “implementing,” “supportive,” and “optional” 

aspects (pp. 115-116). Related to Bardach’s advice to understand “generic vulnerabilities,” 

(p. 119), the research team also sought information about program challenges. 

Research Methods 

 To inform the research, the consultants pursued two types of information. First, we 

sought data on return on investment pertaining to three strategies to increase recycling. 

Second, we sought rich detail on promising practices, pitfalls, and even unusual 

circumstances related to those strategies in practice. We used three primary research 

methods: a literature review, phone interviews, and information collected from additional 

samples referenced in research.  

 The literature review was targeted to the most recently published articles and reports 

that directly relate to the three recycling strategies and sample programs. This produced a 

basis of understanding of the areas of consensus and debate on these strategies, related 

policies, and the interpretation of outcomes in various communities. The review also 

identified promising sample cases for further research. 

 Another key step in the methodology was to conduct interviews with sample 

programs. We produced a questionnaire to solicit consistent interview data in order to help us 

discover commonalities and distinguishing features. Questions focused on program details, 

time frame, outcomes, availability of data, outreach, costs, personnel and infrastructure, 

successes, challenges, and relationships to other strategies or mandates. For each of the three 

recycling strategies, we produced a unique questionnaire (see Appendix A). The team 

completed seven interview questionnaires through phone and email communication. The 

team also researched additional promising samples. Completed questionnaires are attached in 

Appendix B. 
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 The team synthesized and analyzed the finding of the research and interview results, 

which framed the detailed written analysis of the three strategies. Further, the team provided 

a summary of recommendations for Hennepin County. 

Constraints 

 The research team was constrained by a short time frame to conduct research, which 

limited the number of interview solicitations made and the number of interviews completed. 

The team also limited the length of the questionnaire, because we could not afford to drive 

away anyone in the small pool of potential subjects.   

 Another constraint is that without detailed knowledge of Hennepin County’s current 

practices, the team could not fully assess the level of correlation between the county’s 

existing practices and the recommendations. The team recognizes that the county’s 

articulated plans and goals appear aligned with the report’s recommendations. However, 

Hennepin County representatives will need to discern if their practices are on target, need 

fine-tuning, or possibly require more substantive changes in order to follow the 

recommendations.  

ANALYSIS OF STRATEGIES IMPLEMENTED IN SAMPLE PROGRAMS 
 

Strategy 1. Technical Assistance  
  
 Technical assistance is clearly a foundational and effective strategy that  complements 

other waste diversion strategies. The leading recycling states, counties and cities provide 

practical and ongoing technical assistance to help businesses establish recycling programs 

and to help them stay current on advancements in recycling program design and technologies 

(Fickes, 2010). SERA’s Diversion Research Studies (Skumatz et al., 2011) acknowledges 

San Bernardino, CA, San Diego, CA, Boulder, CO, Denver, CO, Kirkland, WA, King 

County, WA, Portland OR, and Alameda County, CA as good examples. Another source 

(Kessler Consulting Inc., 2009) provides an overview of the salient features of technical 
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assistance provided by the eight states—California, Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, 

North Carolina, Oregon, Washington, and Wisconsin—which were high performing states in 

2007. Interviews with staff in Kirkland, Santa Cruz, Cambridge, and Ohio also provide 

perspective on this strategy.  

   Our analysis indicates that technical assistance is essential to businesses establishing 

recycling services and maximizing the effectiveness of recycling and organics services. We 

observed a broad range of practices in the technical assistance realm that range from the 

provision of one-on-one evaluation and training with business representatives and staff to 

broader strategic efforts such as cross-sector partnerships and quarterly convenings. Most 

programs emphasize the importance of in-person interaction with their recycling and solid 

waste officials through meetings, conferences, forums, workshops and other communication.  

 Technical assistance helps to build long-term working relationships with public and 

private sector participants; helps officials acquire knowledge of key local challenges and 

solutions; and fosters cross-sector education about best practices through networking events 

and forums. In-depth, focused and advanced technical assistance helps waste generators, 

collectors, processors and end–users. Tools and resources such as online help, case studies, 

guidance, and sample contract documents also benefit recycling efforts. 

Some commonalities of the technical assistance programs studied include:  

• Cities and counties commit to a long-term effort to provide business resources; 

• These programs tend to start with larger businesses; 

• Having haulers provide information on large generators and candidates that are not 

recycling; 

• Business owners and managers are often the point of contact, but another very important 

group to target has been property managers who may manage several facilities; 

• Incubation can be slow in some cases, and it is critical to accommodate the businesses’ 

schedules and be persistent; 
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• Technical assistance needs are heavier at the outset when personal outreach is needed, but 

it may decrease over time. 

 
Elements that Influence Success 

In the technical assistance programs offered by the states, counties and cities 

examined, a number of elements influence success. They include the provision of free 

assistance and voluntary participation; use of waste audits; sufficient expertise and staffing; 

workshops and forums with cross-sector participants; strategic partnerships; recognition and 

certification; and specialized organics assistance.  

A. Free Assistance and Voluntary Participation: The states, counties, and cities we 

have studied as models offer technical services for free on a voluntary basis. Examples of free 

program components include recycling handbooks, workshops, training videos, site visits, 

waste audits, trash bill invoice interpretation, consultations by phone, website resources, 

employee training, compliance assistance, and contact information for potential markets, 

service providers and materials reuse. 

B. Waste Audits: Successful technical assistance programs utilize waste audits, which 

typically identify the amount of waste that is discarded; highlight the actual costs of trash 

service; note the potential for recycling, organics diversion, and waste reduction; provide 

hauling service options; and estimate the disposal cost savings that could be realized through 

waste diversion. For example, Alameda County’s StopWaste program was instrumental in 

helping Bayer pursue opportunities to reduce waste. Bayer’s practices adopted after a waste 

audit led to a reduction of nearly $500,000 in Bayer’s garbage bills in 2004 (Alameda County 

Waste Management Authority and Source Reduction & Recycling Board, 2004). Additional 

assistance advanced Bayer’s recycling rate to 85% in 2010 and led to savings that year of 

more than $540,000 from disposal costs and reduced consumption that saved $150,000 from 

the water bill and $625,000 in electricity charges (Bayer HealthCare (Berkeley) Waste 
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Reduction Practices, 2011). The Partners for a Clean Environment (PACE) program in 

Boulder, CO expanded their services significantly in the fourth quarter of 2010 to proactively 

seek additional businesses and to include business waste audit services. In the fourth quarter 

alone, 650 businesses were notified of the free service. Of those, 120 requested a site visit 

and 30 businesses received waste audits. In 2011, this part of the PACE program cost the city 

$22,239 (City of Boulder, 2012).  

C. Sufficient Expertise and Staffing: Cost-effective and successful technical assistance 

programs either rely on expert staff or on consultants (expert for large, complex, businesses; 

generalists for small businesses) to provide advice on operational and service changes that 

can reduce waste and increase recycling and diversion. These experts provide additional help 

with planning, targeting, following up, providing websites, and doing broad outreach. For 

example, Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) has seven 

coordinators assigned to specific regions of the state to provide direct, hands-on technical 

assistance to towns and cities. The department has also dedicated substantial resources for 

developing Pay As You Throw (PAYT) programs over the past 15 years, and currently has 

three FTEs providing PAYT technical assistance (Kessler Consulting Inc., 2009). The city of 

Cambridge hired a consultant in 2006 at a cost of $30,000 for 180 hours to recruit and train 

participants in a one-year food scrap recycling project. The consultant averaged one to four 

meetings with each participant to secure commitment and complete training. Over 50 

participants, including hotels, grocers, restaurants, and schools, diverted 2000 tons of food 

waste in one year (Mail, 2007). Portland Metro’s Recycle at Work program, which began in 

2000, has ten recycling specialists to provide on-site technical assistance to more than 1,000 

businesses each year. Businesses and business partners have rated Recycle at Work highly for 

its quality of technical assistance (Metro, 2008). Alameda County hired a consulting firm, 

Cascadia, to provide technical assistance and meet with businesses throughout the city.  
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 Conducting successful technical assistance takes knowledgeable staff and significant 

staff time. San Jose and Alameda County reported that they spend as much as 20 hours per 

year providing technical assistance with each of their largest business participants. Recycle at 

Work staff in Portland cited that staff from local governments spend up to 40 percent of their 

time trying to get in the door of businesses. This leaves 60 percent of staff time to help 

businesses improve their recycling. With increased mandates, perhaps more staff time will be 

available to assist rather than lure businesses to improve their recycling efforts. Currently, 

each county, city, or hauler can only assist a limited number of businesses per year. 

Therefore, providing training to local coordinators and industry representatives to train others 

may be an important strategy to augment the work of staff. 

D. Workshops and Forums with Cross-sector Participants: Forums, workshops and 

meetings raise the skills and knowledge base of participants regarding materials diversion, 

program design, state of the art technologies, and market opportunities and issues. The state 

of Maryland holds quarterly meetings with recycling coordinators and brings outside 

speakers to provide expertise on cutting-edge program designs and technologies. The state of 

Massachusetts conducts more than 30 municipal workshops and training sessions annually on 

topics including PAYT, contracting, school chemical management, outreach strategies, and 

more. Massachusetts has also held an annual compost summit for the past ten years that 

incorporates tours and trade show elements. The state of North Carolina sponsors annual state 

recycling conferences and provides scholarships to local recycling coordinators who would 

not normally attend the conference, to increase their professional knowledge and skills. The 

cross-sector Green Venues Partnership in the Cleveland area convenes participants quarterly 

to discuss what services are needed and provided, and to enhance sustainability efforts at the 

local level. Several communities use events or web resources to do matchmaking between 

producers, haulers, processors, manufacturers, or sellers of post-consumer or processed 
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materials. Kirkland, WA uses the web to promote a materials exchange service to connect 

businesses that produce waste with those who need it. 

E. Strategic Partnerships: The city of Fremont, Alameda County, offers recycling 

and/or waste prevention technical assistance to businesses, institutions, or public agencies 

through the combined efforts of the city staff, Allied Waste’s commercial recycling 

coordinator, and Cascadia Consulting. For example, the city worked closely with Allied 

Waste and Fremont Recycling & Transfer Station to pilot dry mixed waste processing to 

gather waste characterization data to support increased diversion efforts. An additional 3,800 

tons were diverted through the dry mixed waste pilot program in 2011 (Soll, 2012).  

 Portland Metro’s Recycle at Work program relies on partnerships with more than 20 

business associations throughout the region. Metro plays an active role on the Building 

Owners and Managers Association education committee, helping bring recycling tools and 

knowledge to property managers, janitorial firms, and building owners. In addition, local 

governments participate in local chamber of commerce events to connect with the business 

community. The Recycle at Work group also collaborates with the Oregon Lodging 

Association, Travel Portland, Columbia Corridor Association, Portland Metropolitan 

Association of Realtors, Oregon Lawyers for a Sustainable Future, Portland Development 

Commission, and the Sustainable Business Network to educate their members and offer free 

resources and assistance (Metro, 2008).  

 The state of Wisconsin partners with the University of Wisconsin Extension’s Solid 

and Hazardous Waste Education Center to deliver technical and educational assistance to 

businesses on all aspects of recycling. The state of Oregon shares packaging waste prevention 

methods through the state website and participates in the steering committee of Wal-Mart’s 

Sustainable Packaging Value Network. The state of North Carolina employs Recycle Guys 

and RE3 campaigns to boost public participation in recycling and provides educational 
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resources to public and private recycling programs around the state, including television 

commercials and new media outlets. The state of Ohio implements its technical assistance 

and education with community, EPA, and other partnerships.  

F. Recognition and Certification: Recognition, which can be as simple as a business 

participant list on a city website, can be an incentive to recycling participation. Certification 

is also used as an incentive and to establish advanced, uniform participation standards. PACE 

is a free program in Boulder County committed to providing local businesses with technical 

assistance to improve their energy efficiency, zero waste management, and water 

conservation. Nearly 300 businesses and municipal operations (20% of the total) across 

Boulder County have committed to being a PACE-certified business (Partners For A Clean 

Environment, 2012). MassDEP established a Massachusetts WasteWise program, which 

provides technical assistance, networking opportunities, and business recognition awards. 

MassDEP also has a Supermarket Recycling Program Certification program, which 

recognizes and provides regulatory benefits for participating supermarkets. Other cities and 

counties operate green business recognition programs as a component of incenting business 

recycling participation. 

G. Specialized Organics Assistance: Specialized assistance is required to aid food-rich 

sites in launching and managing an organics recycling program. Several aspects are discussed 

in further detail in “Strategy 2: Targeting Food-rich Sites for Organics Recycling,” below. 

For example, Massachusetts has a highly developed technical assistance program to benefit 

organics recycling operations. It is important to address both English and Spanish speakers 

and readers when developing site visits, posters, labels, and other materials to support 

organics recycling. Another key strategy is to identify one organics recycling champion at 

each site. After organics programs are established, it is necessary to revisit with technical 

assistance when there is turnover or periodic contamination or container misuse.  
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Addressing Obstacles 

 Surprisingly, free, voluntary recycling programs fail to engage some participants.  

Incentives to leverage include the potential for cost savings from lowered trash bills, 

corporate and cultural interest in sustainability goals, and corporate interest in the public 

relations value of touting a successful green initiative.  

 Another obstacle to engaging recycling participants is the perceived barrier to 

identifying businesses that need help with recycling (City of Oregon, 2008). However, this 

obstacle could be overcome by collecting data from key community organizations and 

business associations, through purchase of a commercial database from Dun and Bradstreet 

or a similar company, or use of a commercial food licensing database. For example, Foth 

Infrastructure & Environment, LLC, developed a database of selected commercial 

establishments in Ramsey and Washington Counties based on the searchable Dun and 

Bradstreet (D&B) publication. The D&B database was sorted by Standard Industrial 

Classification (SIC) code categories and employee counts. This assessment estimated that 

about 45,000 tons of food waste was being disposed each year from commercial 

establishments (Foth Infrastructure & Environment LLC, 2010).   

 In many of the cases analyzed, the program goals are clearly stated in documents like 

city, county and regional master plans. However, the majority of program goals do not have a 

matching quantitative performance metric that can be measured each year to determine 

program and participant progress and success. There is an evident need to have a metrics and 

data collection plan to evaluate and communicate success. A report on Portland Recycles! 

plan speaks of the imperative to have reliable metrics to track program performance and 

conduct comparative analysis (City of Portland, 2008). In their report, Good Company et al., 

(2010) suggest simple program efficacy metrics could include the number of newly certified 

businesses or businesses receiving trainings, on-site consultations, or other resources. The 
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report proposes that metrics could also focus on outcomes such as the volume of waste 

diverted, reductions in waste, or business recycling rates. This information could be gathered 

by client surveys and hauler waste reports. Los Angeles, Livermore, Vernon, and the counties 

of San Diego and Los Angeles use a waste reduction and recycling program database that 

tracks and monitors progress. This was developed at cost of $500,000 (Tseng & Associates, 

Inc., 2011). 

Strategy 2. Targeting Food-rich Sites for Organics Recycling 
 
 Targeting food-rich sites for organics recycling is a proven strategy as evidenced by 

the programs and outcomes examined in our interviews and research. The consultants 

interviewed representatives about programs with robust organics recycling programs, 

including several in Ohio (including Summit-Akron Solid Waste Management Authority’s 

food scrap program launched in 2010; Cleveland’s 2009 downtown food scrap pilot; the 2007 

Ohio Grocery Composting Pilot Project; and the current Ohio Food Scraps Recovery 

Initiative); the Orange County, NC commercial food waste program started in 2000; Santa 

Cruz County’s food waste compost program that piloted in 2006; and Cambridge’s 2006 

commercial food waste pilot. Other programs, including MassDEP’s series of supermarket 

organics recycling programs, were analyzed in the research (Massachusetts Department of 

Environmental Protection, 2006).  

Elements that Influence Success 

 A number of conditions and practices influence success in targeting food-rich sites for 

organics recycling. Key implementation themes are addressed below, including identifying 

and incenting targets, producing pilots and programs, staffing, engaging influencers and 

partners, system support, implementation guides and tips, relationship to other strategies, and 

additional research needs.  
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A. Identifying Promising Targets: In communities where organics recycling has been 

piloted or launched on a broad basis, the most common enterprises targeted include grocers, 

restaurants, University and hospital cafeterias, retail chains, zoos, stadiums, food service 

companies such as Aramark, and hotels. All of these are locally relevant. Whole Foods and 

Wal-Mart are specifically cited as eager participants.   

 Grocery chains are commonly targeted for pilots and programs, and outreach to chain 

leadership and grocery associations has paid off with multi-store and multi-chain 

participation, particularly in Ohio and Massachusetts. A plethora of grocery-focused research, 

program reports, and industry guides can help Hennepin County do effective technical 

assistance to this target market (see “Implementation Guides and Tips” below). The 

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) is a model for 

continually building and refining grocery organics recycling programs with the 

Massachusetts Food Association, and today it offers supermarket recycling program 

certification. 

 Overall, it is recommended to recruit high-volume anchors in a dense geographic 

area—to meet haulers’ needs as well as county recycling diversion rates—and then fill in 

with medium to low producers. One method (from Cambridge, MA) to locate recruits is to 

reference a city’s food licensing database; another is use of a purchased business database. 

Outreach can include letters to targeted businesses or associations, presentations at industry 

forums, and follow-up calls and visits for recruitment, education, and other technical 

assistance. Details on the outreach conducted by the consultant in Cambridge are included in 

their project report (Mail, 2007). MassDEP’s handbook also proposes a model outreach plan 

(Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, 2005). 

B. Incentivize Targets: Some programs (Orange County, NC; Summit-Akron) 

incentivized high-volume organics producers with temporarily reduced or otherwise 
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subsidized service charges. Cambridge, Cleveland, and Santa Cruz County offered 

discounted or free service for initial participants across the board. It is common for 

participants to continue service at their own expense after subsidies cease and to continue to 

enjoy lower costs overall due to decreased trash service. Programs that have moved large 

producers off of subsidies focus next on engaging and subsidizing medium and low producers 

such as schools. 

 Other incentives to engage organics recycling participants include promoting the cost 

savings from reducing garbage service costs and the opportunity to advance corporate 

sustainability goals. Several spokespeople offered the opinion that financial incentive 

programs are not as important as the opportunity to achieve green goals either for eco-

conscious or public relation reasons. A certification program, like that used with grocers in 

Massachusetts, may offer relief from regulatory requirements. And recognition programs are 

an attractive reward for participation. 

C. Produce Pilots & Programs: When initiating or expanding an organics program or 

participation by a particular target, it has been successful to label it as a “pilot” or “program” 

with specific parameters. The temporary nature of a pilot (three weeks in Cleveland, four 

months for the Ohio Grocery Composting Pilot with grocer Kroger, 15 months for a diverse 

group of businesses in Summit-Akron) can secure key participants. A pilot is ideal for testing 

and refining systems. The pilot or program also has public relations value for the participants 

and the community. When a pilot ends or a program meets its goals, it is effective to rename 

and launch a new program with updated goals. For example, the MassDEP series of 

supermarket organics programs has been expanded and renamed over a number of years, 

incorporating more highly developed goals, participant numbers, and outcomes at each phase. 

Another example is the Ohio Grocery Composting Pilot with the Kroger company 

(Goicochea, 2009), which led to the subsequent Ohio Grocery Store Initiative and the current 
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Ohio Food Scraps Recovery Initiative. Hennepin County’s role may be to facilitate and 

educate a business or sector to produce a pilot or to be the lead pilot producer.   

D. Staffing to Support Pilots or Programs: With the sample organics recycling 

programs studied, staffing ranged from minimal (a small fraction of a FT position doing 

occasional technical assistance) to the use of a hired consultant to oversee outreach, 

participant commitment, and technical assistance for a discrete organics pilot or program. It is 

important to recognize that in states such as California, where organics recycling programs 

have a long history, cultural practices are ingrained, and mandates are in place, the need for 

pilots or technical assistance staff is significantly decreased. Hennepin County, in contrast, 

needs to consider the provision of staff and other resources to educate, engage, train, and 

support organics producers, and perhaps even haulers and processers, to increase organics 

diversion. 

 Summit-Akron Solid Waste Management Authority used a grant to contract with a 

hauler for $88,000 (and produced education/PR materials for $12,000) for a 15-month food 

scrap pilot. The program signed on 44 participants and diverted 737 tons (M. Kress, personal 

communication, April 3, 2012). In 2006, the city of Cambridge paid a consultant $30,000 for 

180 hours (and paid $4,500 for PR materials) for a commercial compost collection project. 

The consultant recruited enough participants to create a dense route, averaging one to four 

meetings per participant to secure a commitment and provide training (though the hauler also 

did training). There were 26 Cambridge participants and another 30 in nearby communities. 

In year one, 2,000 tons of food waste were collected. 

E. Engage Influencers and Partnerships: If there are local professional associations 

devoted to “green” efforts, they constitute low-hanging fruit to aid in organics recycling 

participation. “Entrepreneurs for Sustainability” in Cleveland organized a downtown food 

scraps pilot program with help from the county solid waste program. Another strategy is to 
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organize or join a cross-sector partnership. In Cleveland, the Green Venues Partnership 

brings together the state EPA, county solid waste program, city, and several types of 

commercial businesses that produce organic waste. The Ohio Food Scraps Recovery 

Initiative supports education, infrastructure development, and partnerships and involves 

producers, haulers, regulators, and others. A long-standing partnership between MassDEP 

and the Massachusetts Food Association has produced a series of supermarket recycling 

programs. The power of these partnerships lies in the potential to share resources, expand the 

impact of messaging, influence sectors and industries, foster productive matchmaking to 

stoke markets, and encourage the sustainability outlook and practices of a community—

including commercial entities.  

F. Support the Loop: A city of Cambridge recycling professional suggested that 

organics recycling must always create a loop with four elements: generators, haulers, 

processors, and buyers of end product. The speaker emphasized the importance of a high-

quality compost product for resale. Other recycling program representatives emphasized the 

need to support infrastructure elements (trucks, bins, compactors, compost sites, and possibly 

digesters) and ensure that supply and demand are fed by connecting segments of this loop.  

 While Hennepin County may not take responsibility for all aspects of the loop, it can 

be a player in directing grants to weak links or convening participants to better understand 

market growth opportunities. In fact, most organics recycling-related funding from counties 

and cities examined in this research was directed to initial subsidies to engage business 

participation in organics recycling or to business development grants for the purpose of 

building infrastructure at compost facilities and aiding entrepreneurs like haulers in 

purchasing trucks or other equipment. High-end grants supported the purchase of digesters in 

some communities, another example of grants supporting the organics recycling loop in 

anticipation of greater growth. 
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 One of the purposes of organizing cross-sector partnerships such as the Ohio Food 

Scraps Initiative is to convene participants in the organics recycling loop to improve practices 

and inform about needs and opportunities. Hennepin County or another partner can play a 

valuable role in convening in order to engage would-be participants, educate on best practices 

and advances in technology, equipment, or processes, and to do matchmaking between 

suppliers and consumers (including generators, haulers, farmers, food banks, and compost 

facilities) in order to nurture and grow the market.  

G. Implementation Guides & Tips: Resources exist for grocers and restaurants to start 

or manage their organics recycling programs. The Ohio Grocers Foundation (2006) produced 

Composting and Diversion Guide. The Massachusetts Department of Environmental 

Protection (2005) produced Supermarket Composting Handbook. The city of Cambridge 

recommends two resources: the Center for Ecological Technology’s (2003) restaurant and 

school recycling toolkit, and the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (2004) 

shopping center recycling guide. 

 A Cambridge representative advises conducting restaurant training with a controlled 

group at the start by limiting the process to the back of the house until staff are fully trained 

to eliminate contamination. Those staff can help train the front of the house (where 

contamination is a common problem) later. Two other key tips are to identify a champion at 

each commercial site and to provide bilingual training materials and signage.  

H. Connect Organics to Other Strategies 

Incentives and Grants 

 Though not technically a grant, several programs subsidized participants’ hauling 

charges as a starter incentive to establish organics recycling. Summit-Akron, Ohio offered a 

diverse group of large producers (those producing at least 25,000 lbs. a month) 15 months of 

free food scrap recycling service, with the expectation that participants would continue to pay 
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thereafter. Orange County, NC engaged participants in 2000 with subsidized service 

(resulting in no extra cost above trash hauling rates) and is now weaning off the largest 

producers. Likewise, Cambridge, MA put its financial resources toward a one-year pilot that 

offered recycling services at the same cost as trash service for the first year. Today, 

participants engage service through haulers, not the city, but organics recycling participation 

has grown and it is estimated that participants are saving money.  

 A representative from the Ohio EPA asserts that a variety of grants to enterprises 

support the organics recycling loop. Community and Market Development Grants are 

competitive grants up to $250,000. The grants require a match by the grantee equal to the 

grant. Grants have been used for composting facilities to improve infrastructure or buy 

shredders. Haulers have received grants to upgrade or buy different trucks (a downtown 

restaurant route may require a small truck, for example). Grants have been available for up to 

$500,000 for digesters (personal communication, June 25, 2012). Details on a similar grant 

program in North Carolina are outlined in “Strategy 3: Incentives and Grants” below. 

Technical Assistance 

 Technical assistance, like staffing requirements, varies across the programs studied. 

Santa Cruz County, CA, has a very evolved organics program operating in a state with 

several mandates, and its recycling staff does a small amount of technical assistance. Orange 

County, NC does initial outreach and assistance to recruit new businesses and to educate 

them about the process. Orange County finds that ongoing technical assistance is needed on 

occasion, particularly when businesses get new management or when it is reported that 

containers are not being filled or operated appropriately. In pilot programs in Ohio and 

elsewhere, hired consultants provide technical assistance (see “Staffing to Support Pilots or 

Programs” above). In Cambridge, the hauler (a pilot partner) shared some responsibility for 

technical assistance. 
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 When a program is being piloted, on-site technical assistance is obviously necessary 

to success due to the particular needs of organics material handling, sorting, pickup staging, 

and container cleaning required in the organics recycling process. As mentioned above, a 

bilingual approach to technical assistance is very valuable. In Ohio, the technical assistance 

approach also involves quarterly convening of groups such as the Green Venues Partnership 

and the Ohio Food Scraps Recovery Initiative. This type of technical assistance provides 

matchmaking, infrastructure support, and education for the benefit of the whole system rather 

than focusing assistance on one participant or site. Commercial participants that increase 

organics recycling are likely to increase recycling of all materials due to greater awareness of 

the process and rewards. Technical assistance could help enhance that outcome. 

MassDEP has worked in partnership with the Massachusetts Food Association (MFA) 

and individual supermarkets to develop a voluntary program for organics recycling that has 

proven to save money, provide positive recognition, and offer regulatory relief. A condition 

of receiving technical assistance is to provide data (e.g., store locations, program benefits, 

and consolidated tonnage information) to MassDEP in order to quantify progress. Team 

members and supermarket chain contacts prioritized opportunities for program improvements 

by location and defined appropriate technical assistance activities with the goal of improving 

source separation and operational effectiveness, increasing diversion rates, reducing 

operational costs, and identifying additional locations. The team reviewed hauling and 

disposal practices and developed economic and program recommendations for improvements 

to stores, composting facilities, hauling companies, and other supporting vendors.  Some of 

the assistance that was provided included:  

• Facilitating the installation of cardboard compactor units as a vehicle to free up 

compactor space for organics;  
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• Reviewing existing equipment and recommending the use of swappable containers in 

order to reduce operational down-time while the compactor unit is away from the 

building during product disposal; 

• Reviewing, testing, and recommending the use of biodegradable bags;  

• Reviewing and implementing shrink wrap recycling programs; 

• Training new store management teams; 

• Re-training associates at existing locations where needed; 

• Reviewing, recommending, and facilitating the printing of signage; and 

• Meeting with organizational leaders to plan program expansion. 

 

 MassDEP provides specific organics recycling technical assistance in sequenced 

phases. The assistance begins with pre-composting analysis with the participant. It then 

moves on to internal program negotiation assistance. During this phase, a consultant assists 

the client managers with discussions and decisions necessary to advance the program. In the 

later phases, assistance focuses on identifying haulers and composting facilities and 

providing training. The full details of their technical assistance can be seen at the website 

www.mass.gov/dep/recycle/reduce/smtaapp.doc. 

I. Additional Research Needs: For Hennepin County, a few additional details are 

worth noting. If data collection is important to sustaining support for an organics recycling 

program, that element must be incorporated into program plans. Another subject for further 

consideration is the redistribution of edible food (to food shelves, for example). The 

interviews did not surface much information about this, and we did not pursue additional 

research on this subject. 

 A final subject, anaerobic versus aerobic digestion, is also beyond the scope of this 

research. A few interviewees raised the topic of anaerobic digesters, and Ohio has more than 

15 digesters in the state and grants of up to $500,000 to fund them. This topic seems 

important for future study due to the need to support the infrastructure needs of the organics 
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recycling system. Hennepin County organics recycling specialist John Jaimez noted last year 

that limited composting capacity and the topic of anaerobic digesters were receiving attention 

(Emerson, 2011). 

Strategy 3. Incentives and Grants 

Our environmental scans indicate that incentives and grant programs are generally 

categorized into the following: (1) incentives designed to either launch or expand recycling 

facilities and programs; and (2) business development grants that have been established to 

support recycling infrastructure and promote post-consumer manufacturing.  Although it is 

believed that recycling will evolve in most communities without some involvement of grant 

programs, grant programs can help accelerate the process by addressing barriers and 

increasing opportunities to use the materials in the marketplace.  Several states, counties and 

cities have successfully overseen grant programs aimed at addressing the barriers to their own 

diversion (Skumatz, 2007). Incentives and grants help build infrastructure to support 

recycling goals and mandates; create market demand for recycling services to support haulers 

and processors; and finally, they assist in closing the loop on the process of recycling, 

hauling, processing, and marketing by using post-recycled products.   

Based on these two general categories, the common themes derived from our research 

and interviews as it pertains to this strategy are as follows: players and partnerships; program 

focuses of incentives/grants; and numbers: job creation, diverted waste amounts and 

investment; and relationship to other strategies.  

Players and Partnerships 

Across the United States, targets of incentives and/or grants vary somewhat from 

program to program; however, public agencies, non-profit organizations, private sector 

recycling businesses, educational institutions and other qualified parties have been identified 

as key participants in these programs. Partnerships across these sectors must be explored in 
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order to develop effective policies as it is widely believed that increases in recycling from 

local government programs can only be achieved if the markets, infrastructure and processing 

capacity are developed on the private side. Incentives build market capacity by expanding the 

demand for recyclable materials, which helps the supply that in turn supports local 

government recycling programs. Recognition and acceptance that the growth of private 

infrastructure is important to the future of recycling is a key factor in the development of 

incentives.  

Focuses of Incentives/Grants  

The types and focuses of grants also vary significantly from program to program 

although most are competitive and program administrators typically process far more 

requests for fund allocation than can be rewarded.  Administrators may reduce the amount of 

the grant award requested in order to leverage investment in targeted areas or provide 

assistance to more participants.  It is common that these programs give special consideration 

to businesses that implement new statewide recycling policies or process materials that have 

been recently banned from disposal. Another focus is on incentives to subsidize hauling fees 

or overall service fees for producers participating in a new organics recycling service (see 

examples given in “Strategy 2: Targeting Food-rich Sites for Organics Recycling,” above). 

Incentives and grants target both start-up facilities and expansion of existing facilities.  

Grants available in Alameda, California provide start-up funds for recycling bins, signage, 

retro-fitted garbage containers with recycling receptacles, other equipment such as trucks and 

vans, as well as outreach programs that promote source reduction, reuse, recycling and 

buying local products (Alameda County Waste Management Authority and Source Reduction 

& Recycling Board, 2012). In North Carolina, Recycling Business Development Grants 

(RBDG) fund recycling trucks/haulers, roll-carts, shredders, bailers, extruders, grinders, 

processors and manufacturers of post-consumer recycled products. Other programs help to 
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subsidize diversion of construction and demolition waste and recycling or food waste 

collection and composting. Grants fund sustainable investments in infrastructure (including 

equipment upgrades, buildings, and machinery), which is necessary for increasing the 

capacity of a recycling business to divert more materials from disposal and into economic use 

by producing products from recyclables (Yarkosky, 2012).   

Numbers: Job Creation, Diverted Waste Amounts and Investment  

 An analysis of several successful programs indicates that subsidies and grants have 

the ability to yield increased recycling capacity and jobs with relatively minimal investment. 

In North Carolina, the RBDG program performance from fiscal year 2007 to fiscal year 2011 

was analyzed. A total of 211 grant proposals were received with $7,013,359 in total grant 

funding requested (50% cash match required). The total number of projects funded and 

completed totaled 101, or slightly less than half of the total proposals submitted. Grant 

money awarded was 29 percent of the total amount requested, or $2,044,900 for the 101 

grants funded and completed. The program diverted 348,000 tons of materials that have been 

recovered and entered back into the economy and created 241 jobs. The investment by the 

state was $5.88 per ton diverted or six times less than the average tipping fee of $37 per ton 

tipping fee that would have been paid at landfill (Yarkosky, 2012). 

 In the state of Colorado, the Recycling Resources Economic Opportunity (RREO) 

Grant Program funded projects designed to implement source reduction, recycling, beneficial 

use/re-use, anaerobic digestion, or composting. Over 60 jobs have been created since 2007 

and approximately 30,000 tons were diverted in just 2009.  More than $5.3 million dollars 

was allocated to local governments, non-profit groups, schools and universities, and 

businesses throughout Colorado to help develop recycling infrastructure. To date, the state 

has awarded 40 grants for $3,557,938 with the average grant award totaling $88,948 

(Gaboriau & Wilson-Roussel, 2010). 
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 The state of Indiana also provides financial and technical assistance to aid recycling 

businesses and boost economic development in Indiana. In 2010 the Indiana Department of 

Environmental Management awarded grants to four private companies. Three of the 

companies received $100,000 each while the third was awarded $200,000. Together these 

four companies are expected to create 211 recycling jobs (Recycling Works, 2011). 

The city of Boulder, CO currently offers three major incentives programs, primarily 

to businesses, to encourage participation in services that increase landfill diversion. These 

three programs are funded from their trash tax (City of Boulder, 2012a). One successful 

program is the “Business Zero Waste Start-Up Rebate” where the city rebates up to $250 per 

business for the purchase of additional recycling or compost collection items such as 

collection containers and compostable collection bags. The city also provides a coupon for 

free collection for the first three months of recycling service. This coupon has served 64 

businesses since 2002 and is popular with small businesses and small recycling haulers. The 

annual estimated cost for providing this service was $100,000. The city also pays $2.50 for 

each cubic yard of compostable material collected from a Boulder business in a month. The 

city costs in 2009 were $47,785 and 3,522 tons of organics were diverted (City of Boulder, 

2012b).  

Relationship to Other Strategies 

It is clear from our research that each of these voluntary strategies has some overlap 

as they are linked towards the common goal of diverting more materials from disposal.  

Research indicates that without having established and proven technical assistance programs, 

the start-ups and expansions of recycling programs would likely not happen. Further, there 

are significant opportunities to encourage additional organics recycling through financial 

incentives, and the evidence shows that strategic investments in temporary organics recycling 

service subsidies can pay off handsomely with ongoing business commitment beyond the 
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subsidy period and the potential for chain-wide and industry-wide impacts as additional 

participants choose to get on board.  

Hennepin County and the Three Strategies 
 
 From our review of the Hennepin County website, inputs gathered from research, and 

client documents, we find that the county has made significant progress in providing 

technical assistance. In the Hennepin County Solid Waste Management Master Plan, the 

strategy figures as a key program/activity for increasing rates of commercial recycling, 

residential curbside recycling and multifamily recycling (Hennepin County Environmental 

Services, 2012). As in the case of many other successful states, counties and cities, Hennepin 

County provides free technical assistance. Hennepin County offers free educational materials, 

container labels, and technical assistance to help property owners get started. Tool kits like a 

Best Practices Guide, Waste Sort Guide, information on funding opportunities, and case 

studies and videos are also available. The Commercial Recycling Action Plan 2012-2015 

seeks to invigorate the technical assistance program in many ways that are in line with the 

best practices we have presented in our review. For example, the county has an innovative 

“Master Recycler Certification” program, which trains and utilizes Master Recyclers to carry 

out basic technical assistances such as waste audits. The county also plans to revamp its 

existing toolkits and technical assistance material and to build alliances with paid contracted 

services, MN Green Corps, and interns.  

 The county has also supported various organics recycling efforts. For example, the 

county has worked with the school districts to implement a successful organics recycling 

program at 120 schools with an annual “Waste Abatement Incentive Grant” of $300,000. The 

county has awarded over $1.7 million since 2000 through the Waste Abatement Incentive 

Grant, out of which $1.2 million has supported organics recycling and composting efforts 

(Hennepin County Environmental Services, 2012). According to Tim Goodman, “Hennepin 
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County continues to make single-source organics composting a large priority and these 

programs have been so well accepted that private schools and businesses are contacting the 

county for technical assistance in setting up similar programs even if they don’t actually 

qualify for grants” (Goodman & Associates, 2009, p. 25). The organics recovery program 

with Second Harvest is another productive effort along with others that indicates that 

Hennepin County is astutely seizing opportunities to increase the organics recycling rate.  

 The county’s revenue and expenditure trends in relation to the management of solid 

waste and recycling efforts are available in Appendix C, Tables 4, 5 and 6. The trends as 

reflected in these tables are encouraging. For instance, the county’s recycling expenditure has 

been showing a steady increase, both in magnitude as well as in percentage growth. The 

recycling expenditure, which was $ 721,814 (8.44% of total expenditure) in 2000, rose to 

$1,776,291 (17.31 % of total expenditure) in 2010. The county has also provided a steady 

commitment to source reduction and education, as indicated in the tables. Market 

development efforts, however, appear to be sporadic; 2006 was the last year when resources 

were provided for that purpose. Grants provided to other local units of government during the 

last 10 years stand at an average of 30% of the total expenditure, which also indicates the 

steadfast support the county provides to overcome waste reduction and recycling challenges.  

RECOMMENDATIONS 

 The consultants’ recommendations recognize Hennepin County’s current strengths in 

implementing and planning commercial recycling strategies. What follows, which is based on 

the outcomes in other cities, counties, and states, is focused on building upon Hennepin 

County’s current efforts to achieve increased commercial diversion rates. The criteria used to 

assess possible recommendations include the following: (1) Does the recommendation 

increase diversion of organics, cardboard, or paper by a significant degree; (2) Is this a 

voluntary process, which is the current preferential approach; (3) If the solution requires 
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funding, is it a temporary investment that builds capacity to serve recycling over the long- 

term; and (4) Will the solution lead to gains that will not only be sustained but will foster 

further gains to meet Hennepin County’s increasing diversion rate goals through 2030?   

 The primary recommendations are to (A) Engage commercial recycling participants 

and players; (B) Focus resources on and implement the three strategies; and (C) Continue 

research and development.  

Recommendation A. Engage Commercial Recycling Participants and Players 

1) Identify target participants. Particularly for organics recycling, we recommend 

Hennepin County recruit common target types cited above, large producers, and 

producers along a dense route. Go to associations or chains (particularly grocers such as 

Supervalu) to engage mass participation. Use databases to identify targets. While 

prioritizing large producers, recruit mid-level and smaller entities to fill routes. If 

subsidies are used, allocate to large producers first, then wean off and redirect. 

2) Develop outreach strategies to sign on participants (producers). Develop an outreach 

plan and varied approach to contacting producers, including letters from the Hennepin 

County Commissioner, association presentations, follow-up calls, and visits. Combine 

broad-based recruitment of desirable large producers with a pilot approach focused on 

gaining the participation of key players or groups. Engage participation through key 

messages about incentives and the value proposition outlined below. 

3) Incent participants (producers, haulers, processors, manufacturers +). Leverage the 

powerful and on-trend value proposition Hennepin County offers to commercial entities: 

to achieve sustainability goals; to realize public relations benefits from green initiatives; 

and to save money or raise profits through recycling, incentives, grants, and related 

market opportunities. Provide financial incentives in the form of temporary subsidies to 

large producers to implement organics (and possibly other types of) recycling. Offer 
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grants to build recycling infrastructure and advance market capabilities of haulers, 

processors, and manufacturers. Use certification and recognition programs to incent, 

reward, and establish standards. 

4) Support recycling infrastructure and tend to the whole loop. Nurture the loop: 

generators, haulers, processors, and buyers of end product. Assure all parts have capacity 

and connections—today and in the future, when diversion rate goals are higher. Hennepin 

County can direct grants to weak links and convene participants to nurture the system and 

market, which are critical to Hennepin County meeting its goals. 

5) Convene players quarterly. Join or initiate a green coalition to foster education, 

infrastructure development, partnerships, and business matchmaking. See the Ohio Food 

Scraps Recovery Initiative for an example.    

Recommendation B. Focus Resources on and Implement the Three Strategies  

1) Provide multifaceted technical assistance. Technical assistance is essential to establish 

and maximize effectiveness of commercial recycling and organics practices. Direct 

outreach and technical assistance strategically to decision-makers, champions, and 

implementers. Incorporate participant recruitment; one-on-one assessment and phone and 

on-site implementation assistance; signage, guides, basic equipment, online tools, other 

resources; ongoing convening to foster community goals/education/collaborations; and 

engagement of haulers and others as technical assistance resources. 

 Maintain sufficient staffing to recruit and provide technical assistance to producers.  

Depending on Hennepin County’s current capacity, consider hiring, contracting with, or 

partnering with experienced professionals or organizations. Teach the teachers by training 

associations or others so they can train. Implement bilingual technical assistance. And for 

restaurants, start with the back of the house staff first.  
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2) Develop an organics program. Allocate necessary resources and personnel for an 

initially labor-intensive recruitment and training period. See recommendation A for 

engagement notes. Develop a pilot(s) with key grocery chain(s). Emulate the 

development of grocery program iterations produced in Ohio and by MassDEP. Or 

develop a pilot with cross-sector participants in a dense geographic area. 

3) Offer grants and incentives. Temporarily subsidize large producers to implement 

organics and possibly other types of recycling. Offer grants to build recycling 

infrastructure and advance market capabilities of haulers, processors, and manufacturers.  

4) Use complementary strategies. The three strategies should be developed, administered, 

and measured in a coordinated fashion. Organics recycling is aided significantly by 

technical assistance and the use of starter incentives and grants to support infrastructure. 

Likewise, to meet goals in diverting other materials, technical assistance and possibly 

market development grants or starter incentives may play a significant role.  

Recommendation C. Continue Research and Development  

1) Measure and report on outcomes. This may require coordination with haulers or others, 

but it is critical to Hennepin County’s analysis of progress toward goals and assessment 

of strategies and resource allocation. 

2) Undertake additional research and planning. Consider that some future mandates are 

inevitable and anticipate how that impacts goals and how the market, infrastructure, and 

customer recycling expertise will need to grow to meet mandates as well as Hennepin 

County’s phased-in goals up to 2030. Do additional research on the use of food shelves 

and other re-use of organics. Research the overall capabilities of the existing recycling 

infrastructure, including drop-off sites and material recycling facilities. Anticipate the 

growth needed to serve organics recycling and composting, and research the applicability 

of anaerobic digesters. Research potential funding sources, like increasing tipping fees, 
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exploring private-public partnerships, and generating GHG offset credits from organics 

recycling, to support infrastructure.  

CONCLUSION 
 

Studies forecast that the population of Hennepin County will continue to grow 

exponentially and along with this population growth, it is also projected that there will be 

associated increases in the generation of MSW. Current studies indicate that nearly half of the 

items disposed of by both individuals and businesses in a given day are recyclable. In order to 

meet their newly adopted recycling goals that represent increases above current rates, 

Hennepin County will need to develop, expand, manage and administer effective programs 

that incentivize both individuals and businesses to recycle.   

             The three voluntary strategies that we have researched as outlined above, (1) 

technical assistance; (2) targeting food-rich sites for organics recycling; and (3) starter 

incentives/grants, will play a decisive role in Hennepin County’s ability to meet their 

recycling goals in 2015 and beyond. For each strategy we have addressed the key questions 

posed by the client as identified in our MOU. We were able to determine through our 

research that these strategies cannot be effective in isolation and that each of these measures 

must be strategically expanded/developed while acknowledging their overlap and 

interconnectedness.  

As demands on the existing regional system increase, new ideas, technologies and 

infrastructure must be explored with considerable resources and investment dedicated 

towards advancements. Evidence suggests we must be mindful of the overall system’s 

capacity as well as the processing/manufacturing infrastructure as recycling practices, 

mandates, and diversion expectations are certain to expand in the future.   

Based on our research we believe that it is inevitable that mandatory provisions will 

need to be implemented in order to see the levels of success enjoyed by cities, counties and 
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states that are considered recycling leaders. The acceptance of mandatory measures in 

conjunction with expanded voluntary programs must be embraced and funded in the long-

term by Hennepin County leaders and the state of Minnesota. Leaders must agree that the 

common goal of diverting more materials from disposal into economic use is a priority and 

that closing the loop on the process of recycling, hauling, processing and marketing by using 

post-recycled products is key to the overall sustainability of the region. 
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APPENDIX A 
Blank Interview Questionnaires 

        
Interview Questionnaire for Strategy 1: BUSINESS TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 
 
PROGRAM LOCATION/NAME: 
PROGRAM DETAILS:  
What is it (brief overview)? 
When was it started? 
EVALUATIVE DATA (A PRIORITY FOR US):  
Do you have evaluative data/reports on this program’s impact on diversion rates, participation, program costs? Can we get that this week? 
OUTREACH/ PARTICIPATION:  
Who are the sectors/participants in the program? (Numbers?) 
How do you determine your targets or court sectors?  
What kind of stakeholder outreach is successful? 
How do you train participants or alter behaviors? 
COUNTY or CITY or STATE INFRASTRUCTURE/ COSTS: 
What staffing is needed to run the program? 
How much does it cost to run the program? 
Are there any necessary project partners? 
How is the program funded? 
PARTICIPANT COST: Is there data on how this program impacts participants’ waste costs?  
Any MANDATES to speak of that come into play? 
PROGRAM GOALS/OUTCOMES 
What was the diversion rate when the program started? And today? 
How is program data measured/maintained? 
SUCCESS/CHALLENGES 
What were the program goals? Is it a success? 
What are best practices to success? 
Key challenges or constraints? 
COMPLEMENTARITIES: Does the program’s outcome depend on combining with other programs like grants, rebates, or another program? 
TARGET MATERIALS DIVERSION 
If not already covered, can you speak to increasing diversion of  Organics, Corrugated Cardboard, Office & Mixed Paper 
COUNTY/STATE INFO 
Population and size of the city/county in which this program is situated? If a county, how many cities within the county? 
DETAILS ON THE TYPE OF TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE OFFERED 
Since this is a catch-all strategy, what are the specifics and what seems to be most influential? (Is there a survey or data that covers this?) 
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Interview Questionnaire for Strategy 2: TARGETED PROGRAMS FOR FOOD-RICH LOCATIONS (ORGANICS) 
 
PROGRAM LOCATION/NAME: 
PROGRAM DETAILS:  
What is it (brief overview)? 
When was it started? 
EVALUATIVE DATA (A PRIORITY FOR US):  
Do you have evaluative data/reports on this program’s impact on diversion rates, participation, program costs? Can we get that this week? 
OUTREACH/ PARTICIPATION:  
Who are the food rich sectors/participants in the program? (Numbers?) 
How do you court sectors?  
What kind of stakeholder outreach is successful? 
How do you train participants or alter behaviors? 
Anything to note about hauler participation? 
COUNTY or CITY or STATE INFRASTRUCTURE/ COSTS: 
What staffing is needed to run the program? 
How much does it cost to run the program? 
Are there any necessary project partners? 
How is increased food waste processed? 
What is the collection strategy? 
How is the program funded? 
PARTICIPANT COST: How does organics recycling cost compare to trash for participants / haulers 
Any MANDATES to speak of that come into play? 
PROGRAM GOALS/OUTCOMES 
What was the diversion rate when food program started? And today? 
How is program data measured/maintained? 
SUCCESS/CHALLENGES 
What were the program goals? Is it a success? 
What are best practices to success? 
Key challenges or constraints? 
COMPLEMENTARITIES: Does the program’s outcome depend on combining with other programs like technical assistance, grants, rebates, or another program? 
COUNTY/STATE INFO 
Population and size of the city/county in which this program is situated? If a county, how many cities within the county? 
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Interview Questionnaire for Strategy 3: “STARTER” REBATES or GRANTS 
 
PROGRAM LOCATION/NAME: 
PROGRAM DETAILS:  
What is it (brief overview)? 
When was it started? 
EVALUATIVE DATA (A PRIORITY FOR US):  
Do you have evaluative data/reports on this program’s impact on diversion rates, program costs, participation? Can we get that this week? 
OUTREACH/ PARTICIPATION:  
Who are the sectors/participants in the program? (Numbers?) 
How do you court sectors?  
What kind of stakeholder outreach is successful? 
Who is not eligible? 
COUNTY or CITY or STATE INFRASTRUCTURE/ COSTS: 
How much is budgeted for rebates & grants? 
What size are the rebates and grants? 
What staffing is needed to run the program? 
How much does it cost to run the program? 
Are there any necessary project partners? 
How is the program funded? 
Any issues with using public funds to support private enterprise? 
Any MANDATES to speak of that come into play? 
PROGRAM GOALS/OUTCOMES 
What was the diversion rate when program started? And today? 
How is program data measured/maintained? 
SUCCESS/CHALLENGES 
What were the program goals? Is it a success? 
What are best practices to success? 
Key challenges or constraints? 
COMPLEMENTARITIES: Does the program’s outcome depend on combining with other programs like technical assistance or another program? 
TARGET MATERIALS DIVERSION 
If not already covered, can you speak to increasing diversion of Organics, Corrugated Cardboard, Office & Mixed Paper  
COUNTY/STATE INFO 
Population and size of the city/county in which this program is situated? If a county, how many cities within the county? 
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APPENDIX B 
Completed Interview Questionnaires 

 
 
Strategy 1 Email response—Kirkland, WA business recycling program 

Strategy 2 Interview—Cambridge, MA business compost collection with Save That Stuff 

Strategy 2 Interview—Ohio EPA (discussion of A-F below) 

 A. Summit-Akron Solid Waste Management Authority—food scrap program 

 B. Cleveland—downtown food scrap pilot and Green Venues partnership 

 C. Ohio Grocery Composting Pilot Project 

 D. Ohio Food Scraps Recovery Initiative 

 E. Hamilton County Recycling and Solid Waste District 

 F. Cincinnati—Green Umbrella  

Strategy 2 Interview—Orange County, NC commercial food waste program 

Strategy 2 Interview—Santa Cruz County food waste compost program 

Strategy 3 Interview—Alameda County, CA starter rebates and grants with Stopwaste 
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Interview Questionnaire for Strategy 1: BUSINESS 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

 

PROGRAM LOCATION/NAME: City of Kirkland, WA 
PROGRAM DETAILS:  
What is it (brief overview)? 
When was it started? 

The City of Kirkland is a municipality located in King County, WA. The Solid Waste Division within the Public 
Works Department manages the recycling programs for single family, multifamily, and commercial customers.  Our 
Business Recycling Program was started in 2006 in Kirkland and our Commercial Organics program was started in 
2007.  Both recycling and commercial organics are provided to businesses at no additional cost. We also offer staff 
assistance in waste audits, setting up recycling, education and outreach materials, presentations and we provide 
recycling containers to businesses in Kirkland.  Much of this information is available on our website: 
www.kirklandwa.gov/recycle 

EVALUATIVE DATA (A PRIORITY FOR US):  
Do you have evaluative data/reports on this program’s 
impact on diversion rates, participation, program costs? 
Can we get that this week? 

Yes, I’ve attached the commercial services section of our Annual Report which outlines our diversion rates in the last 
5 years and tonnage from our commercial organics collection program. 
www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/2011+Solid+Waste+Annual+Report.pdf 
Kirkland’s Commercial Organics Program (COP) reached another all-time high in 2011 with the diversion of 353 
tons of organic material - a 91 ton increase from 2010. The COP has experienced extraordinary year-to-year growth 
since its inception in 2007 (with diversion that year of 57 tons).  

OUTREACH/ PARTICIPATION:  
Who are the sectors/participants in the program? 
(Numbers?) 
How do you determine your targets or court sectors?  
What kind of stakeholder outreach is successful? 
How do you train participants or alter behaviors? 

All businesses in Kirkland are eligible for Kirkland’s Business Recycling Program. There are 2,607 businesses in 
Kirkland, although not all of them participate in recycling service or commercial organics. We have roughly 90 
businesses that participate in our commercial organics program. 

COUNTY or CITY or STATE INFRASTRUCTURE/ 
COSTS: 
What staffing is needed to run the program? 
How much does it cost to run the program? 
Are there any necessary project partners? 
How is the program funded? 

We have three employees in our Solid Waste Division, our Solid Waste Lead, Recycling Programs Coordinator and 
an Education and Outreach Specialist, however these staff dedicate varying amounts of time to our business program. 
This program is funded through grants and through our rate structure.  Commercial accounts can receive recycling 
service (up to 1.5x the service level of their garbage) at no additional cost as part of their garbage service. Same goes 
for commercial organics.  The costs of these programs is embedded into the garbage rates. 

PARTICIPANT COST: 
Is there data on how this program impacts participants’ 
waste costs?  

The costs for recycling and commercial organics service are embedded into the garbage rate structure. Since most of 
our outreach material and education is funded through grant money, this aspect of the program does not affect the 
participants’ rates. 

Any MANDATES to speak of that come into play? Businesses are required to have garbage service, but that is it. Recycling and food scrap recycling is voluntary. 
However, haulers are required to offer organics collection. 

PROGRAM GOALS/OUTCOMES 
What was the diversion rate when the program started? 
And today? 
How is program data measured/maintained? 

Please look at attached sections of our Annual Report. We receive waste stream reports each month from our waste 
hauler, Waste Management. They track garbage, recycling, and organics by tonnage for our single-family, multi-
family, and commercial sectors.  The actual commercial recycling diversion, however, is probably much higher than 
the rates we report.  We only receive waste stream reports from Waste Management, but businesses can contract 
recycling services with independent recycling haulers and haulers are not required to report tonnage. 

http://www.kirklandwa.gov/recycle�
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/2011+Solid+Waste+Annual+Report.pdf�
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SUCCESS/CHALLENGES 
What were the program goals? Is it a success? 
What are best practices to success? 
Key challenges or constraints? 

Our goals are quite simple: 
1) Encourage businesses not just to recycle, but reduce overall waste 
2) Increase commercial recycling diversion rates 
3) Increase participation in and tonnage collected in our commercial organics program. 

Our diversion rates and increase in organics tonnage demonstrate that our programs have been successful, but we are 
continuously trying to increase our diversion rates and organics program participation. 

COMPLEMENTARITIES 
Does the program’s outcome depend on combining with 
other programs like grants, rebates, or another program? 

Yes, we rely on grant money to provide businesses in Kirkland with desk side recycling containers, recycling 
signage, and to provide on-site staff assistance with waste audits and to help businesses start up recycling or 
commercial organics collection service. Grants also help to fund mailers, such as a yearly newsletter to Kirkland 
businesses and postcards that promote Kirkland’s Business Recycling Program. 

TARGET MATERIALS DIVERSION 
If not already covered, can you speak to increasing 
diversion of  

• Organics 
• Corrugated Cardboard 
• Office & Mixed Paper 

Commercial Organics: We started commercial organics service in 2007. The service is at no additional cost up to a 
service level (2-64 gal carts, 2x week) and the City provides signage and technical support free to businesses. Since 
its first year, when 57 tons of organics were collected, diversion has increased steadily and quickly. In 2011, 353 tons 
were collected. 
Corrugated cardboard/mixed paper:  Recycling is single stream in City of Kirkland and we have no way of tracking 
diversion of specific materials, but instead just the overall recycling diversion rates. In the last 5 years, the recycling 
diversion rate has increased by about 9%. See our annual report for diversion rates. 

COUNTY/STATE INFO 
Population and size of the city/county in which this 
program is situated?  

The City of Kirkland has a population of roughly 80,000 people. 

DETAILS ON THE TYPE OF TECHNICAL 
ASSISTANCE OFFERED 
Since this is a catch-all strategy, what are the specifics 
and what seems to be most influential? (Is there a survey 
or data that covers this?) 

1. Recycling and Waste prevention 
• Recycling is available at no extra cost 
• "All in One" recycling.  All recyclable materials can go in one container - no more separation of glass, 

plastic, metal, or paper.  
• Many recyclable materials are collected.   
• Prevention tips and ways to be removed from junk mail lists 

2. Recycling Assistance (provided by Kirkland Public Works) 
• Desk side recycling containers  
• "All in One" stickers for recycling containers 
• On-site assistance to improve or start a recycling program.  
• On-site staff training or presentations  

3. Assistance for Recycling Unusual Items 
• Database of recycling vendors, drop off sites 
• Materials exchange: matches businesses that produce waste and those that need it. 

4. Commercial Organics available at no extra cost. Training materials available.. 
5. Hazardous Waste info 
6. Using Recycled Material – LinkUp. Help businesses manufacture with recycled materials. 
7. Green Business Recognition Programs 
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Interview Questionnaire for Strategy 2: TARGETED 
PROGRAMS FOR FOOD-RICH LOCATIONS 
(ORGANICS) 

 

PROGRAM LOCATION/NAME: Compost Collection in Cambridge from Businesses & Schools. 
Interview with City Recycling Director 

PROGRAM DETAILS:  
What is it (brief overview)? 
When was it started? 

2006-business program offered by Save That Stuff, city’s commercial recycling hauler. 
2008-drop off for residents 
2009- school program (6 now) lunch room programs 
2012- Curbside collection for residents. 

EVALUATIVE DATA (A PRIORITY FOR US):  
Do you have evaluative data/reports on this program’s 
impact on diversion rates, participation, program costs? 
Can we get that this week? 

In first year, 2000 tons of food waste were collected.  14 tons/day at end of year. 
 
26 participants in Cambridge. Additional 30 in nearby towns.  
 
Today, 72 businesses in Cambridge participating. More vendors are offering service. Tonnage is tracked by haulers, 
not city. 

OUTREACH/ PARTICIPATION:  
Who are the food rich sectors/participants in the 
program? (Numbers?) 
How do you court sectors?  
What kind of stakeholder outreach is successful? 
How do you train participants or alter behaviors? 
Anything to note about hauler participation? 

Supermarkets, hotels, cafeterias, restaurants, florists, coffee shops. And schools. 
Anchors were supermarkets, educational institutions, hotels, and large restaurants. 
 
In addition to doing publicity and presentations to recruit, a priority list of generators were identified from the City’s 
License Commission’s food license database. 
 
A mailer to 225 priority participants generated interest. Follow-up was strategic and required significant time to 
reach decision makers.  131 were contacted directly by consultant. 
 
Anchor customers became the key. They spent a lot of time with them. Whole Foods, MIT, Harvard. And medium 
sized= corporate cafeterias and restaurants. Schools were not large generators, so could not start program with them. 
 
Success in recruiting depends on the business and business model. And decision maker. Whether they value a green 
image. Whether they want to save money on collection. 
A frazzled restaurateur is harder. Peer pressure and assistance help. 
 
For some grocers, decisions are made at the corporate level, not with local reps. Shaw’s (a large grocer) was hard. It 
did not work. Consultant couldn’t get it done.  
 
Getting a restaurant on board: There is a difference between back of house (kitchen, preparing) vs. front of house 
(customers and plate scrapings) collection. Introduce this first with back of house processes to get a controlled group 
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of staff trained and eliminate contamination. Learn w/ controlled group first. 
 
Hauler influences participation. The goal at first was 10-15 tons a day for each hauler.  
They built route density based on the volume of the generators. Density is kind of a given in Cambridge so it was not 
complicated to find dense routes. And there are processors at several locales. When hauler is driving past them, they 
found more customers to recruit. But not a hard puzzle piece (despite the GIS detail in the report). 

COUNTY or CITY or STATE INFRASTRUCTURE/ 
COSTS: 
What staffing is needed to run the program? 
How much does it cost to run the program? 
Are there any necessary project partners? 
How is increased food waste processed? 
What is the collection strategy? 
How is the program funded? 

City of Cambridge received a state grant (MassDEP) to work with Save That Stuff (recycling hauler) to do organics 
collection for businesses. 
 
Cost: $30,000 for consultant.  $4556 for PR materials. STS provided in=kind in the amount of $225,000: for a packer 
truck @ $210,000 and carts @ $15,000. 
 
City hired consultant to recruit and train participants. 
Consultant worked for 180 hrs. Their job=recruit enough to create a dense route and be able to start program.  
On average, it took 1-4 meetings to secure a commitment from a generator and to complete training. 
 
Hauler and processor worked through needs of processing.  
 
The city’s main role was to focus on generating customers.  

PARTICIPANT COST: 
How does organics recycling cost compare to trash for 
participants / haulers 

The city gave the hauler the mandate that at first, this service needs to be priced same or less than trash service. The 
city is unsure of the pricing scheme today.  
STS priced service at $100 per ton with $20 minimum. Up to 6 days per week pickup. 
 
Businesses with high trash fees save money reducing trash weight through food diversion. 
 
 
Trash haulers may hide the cost in a package price.  
In 2014, there will be a ban on food scraps in garbage. Everyone will want to get the business and it will be hard to 
compare costs between haulers who have different types of services. 

Any MANDATES to speak of that come into play? No. 
PROGRAM GOALS/OUTCOMES 
What was the diversion rate when food program started? 
And today? 
How is program data measured/maintained? 

Goals:  
1. Identify the most effective collection strategy in terms of cost-effective pricing; recruiting generators; identifying 
conveniently located processing facilities. 
2. Establishing a dense route that diverts 10-15 tons a day, 5-6 days a week. (at beginning) 
3. Recruit schools. 

SUCCESS/CHALLENGES 
What were the program goals? Is it a success? 
What are best practices to success? 

Some businesses in this program hadn’t even been recycling. They composted. And then looked at trash differently. 
Had a mushroom effect to increase their overall recycling. This brought the hauler more business because they also 
pick up other materials. 
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Key challenges or constraints?  
Identify high priority participants (anchors). Then medium and low can fill in a route. 
 
Best Practice: Create a loop with 4 elements: Generators. Haulers. Processors. Buyers. All 4 are needed.  The 
loop is key. (The last piece is sometimes forgotten). Composters need to meet quality standards in order to sell their 
product to landscapers and others. An issue with compost product is that cutlery is not composting well. 
 
Training Materials Success: 
Helpful to provide materials in Spanish and English.  
Any publicity or training materials produced may be used by other communities with permission from 
MADEP. 
 
And they found the following resources helpful:  
“Composting in Restaurants and Schools: A municipal tool kit” 
www.cetonline.org/Publications/res-schools-online.pdf 
 
“Guide to waste reduction at shopping center” 
www.epa.gov/rcc/amr/htm 
 
http://www.massrecycle.org/conference/ 
Massachusetts has a compost summit every year (for past 10 years). State DEP with MASS Recycle, a nonprofit. 
Great event. Out of state people attend. Trade show, tours. 
 
Training: Identify a champion (Sr. manager) at each business. 
 
Another issue is that trash hauler competition makes price options/cost savings unclear to customer. 

COMPLEMENTARITIES 
Does the program’s outcome depend on combining with 
other programs like technical assistance, grants, rebates, 
or another program? 

Training materials to participants were provided in Spanish and English. Helpful. 
Consultant went in and did training. So technical assistance was part of what they offered. But not grants, rebates. 
 
Technical assistance for recycling overall is provided by the state of MASS – Recycling Works. They have staff to 
provide technical assistance, do audits, give workshops. 
 

COUNTY/STATE INFO 
Population and size of the city/county in which this 
program is situated? If a county, how many cities within 
the county? 

105,000 

 
 
 

http://www.cetonline.org/Publications/res-schools-online.pdf�
http://www.epa.gov/rcc/amr/htm�
http://www.massrecycle.org/conference/�
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Interview Questionnaire for Strategy 2: TARGETED 
PROGRAMS FOR FOOD-RICH LOCATIONS 
(ORGANICS) 

 

PROGRAM LOCATION/NAME: Several Ohio programs (A-F below) 
Contacted Ohio EPA (an environmental specialist in the environmental planning & sustainability program) to talk 
about Ohio food scraps program; discussed several programs in the state. 

PROGRAM DETAILS:  
What is it (brief overview)? 
When was it started? 

A. Summit-Akron Solid Waste Management Authority. One program began in 2010: the authority offered 15 
months of free food scrap recycling to the large producers (composting 25K lbs a month), including U of Akron, the 
Zoo and other large producers. Provided containers and hauling to local composting facility. The cost reduction is 
evident, and after 15 months the entities will pay for the service to continue.  
The Authority offers FREE recycling, including food scraps, for others. Philosophy is that large entities will 
transition in and then out of the program, allowing Authority to serve smaller entities. 
The program is not a “grant”, but Authority pays for the food scrap recycling until business takes over paying 
themselves. 
Current (March 2012): 44 participants. Over 1.06 million pounds diverted in 2011. 
$88K contract hauler fee 
$12,000 education/promo materials 
Resources: Email with Statistics plus PPT: 
http://bf9539ebdaab6e43218ac18fd1e4cdfcdcb18eaf.gripelements.com/pdf/foundation/saswma-
food_scrap_program-ogf_odnr_3-20-12.ppt 
 
http://www.saswma.org/ 
 
B. Cleveland : 
 
I. Food scraps pilot and continued program: downtown stadiums/pro teams, hospitals, University, restaurants.  
Launched with a short, 3-week pilot in Nov 2009 with 8 downtown businesses. Haulers and processor offered 
services pro bono to promote new business. 
 
Collected 9 tons of food waste. Then brought on others. The participants got on board based on their own interest in 
sustainability and interest in reducing cost. Local composting facilities upgraded to offer services for food scraps. 
The increased handling of food scraps was accompanied by increases in diversion of other recyclable materials. 
Participants found that even if pickups are more frequent, food scraps recycling is still cost-effective. This was 
largely self-organized by “Entrepreneurs for Sustainability” though with help from Cuyahoga County Solid Waste 
District. 
 
“Downtown Cleveland Pilots Group Composting” October 14, 2009 
http://www.gcbl.org/blog/marc-lefkowitz/downtown-cleveland-pilots-district-composting 
 

http://bf9539ebdaab6e43218ac18fd1e4cdfcdcb18eaf.gripelements.com/pdf/foundation/saswma-food_scrap_program-ogf_odnr_3-20-12.ppt�
http://bf9539ebdaab6e43218ac18fd1e4cdfcdcb18eaf.gripelements.com/pdf/foundation/saswma-food_scrap_program-ogf_odnr_3-20-12.ppt�
http://www.saswma.org/�
http://www.gcbl.org/blog/marc-lefkowitz/downtown-cleveland-pilots-district-composting�
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“Cleveland downtown businesses avoid landfill, send food waste to be composted…” May 16, 2010 
http://blog.cleveland.com/metro/2010/05/cleveland_restaurants_send_foo.html 
 
 
II. 
Green Venues Partnership. Sponsored by Cuyahoga County Solid Waste District, Ohio EPA, USEPA, City of 
Cleveland.  Participating venues include Aramark; Cleveland Botanical Gardens, Browns Stadium, Zoo, Museum of 
Natural History, Museum of Art, Orchestra, Progressive Field, and Quicken Loans Arena.  
 
Participants are convened quarterly for sustainability topics and info sharing at the local level. The initial meetings 
were to convene these venues interested in food scraps. They brought together venues, waste haulers and composters, 
to find out what services were needed and what services are provided—to do match-making.  
 
Favorable influences: 
Market conditions. Push from city to be more sustainable--“Sustainable Cleveland” plan. Don’t need to focus on 
monetary incentives to get participation. Wal-Mart decided to divert food scraps. That helped incentivize haulers to 
specialize in organics. 
 
C. Grocery Stores in Ohio 
 
I. 2007: Ohio Grocery Composting Pilot Project 
In 2007, Ohio EPA, along with Ohio DNR, wanted to organize food scrap stakeholders. Kroger, a chain, was 
interested in expanding sustainability initiatives. Kroger heard about opportunity at EPA stakeholder meeting. With a 
DNR grant to the Ohio Grocers Foundation, developed a manual. Then Kroger did an audit and committed to 4-
month pilot with 24 stores in 2008 (650 tons diverted). Kroger has since expanded – to 61 stores. OCF did outreach. 
Other chains are on board.  
 
Resource: Composting and Diversion Guide: Ohio Grocers Foundation 
bf9539ebdaab6e43218ac18fd1e4cdfcdcb18eaf.gripelements.com/pdf/green/composting_guide_part_1.pdf 
bf9539ebdaab6e43218ac18fd1e4cdfcdcb18eaf.gripelements.com/pdf/green/composting_guide_part_2.pdf 
 
Biocycle article cites over 2,000 tons diverted in little over 1 year. But in the beginning, there was not necessarily 
cost savings b/c of existing contracts with haulers, need to pay a new hauler, etc. But Kroger could see the potential 
for organics recycling to be cost-neutral.  
 
Kroger stores used compactor to hold food waste ad hauling occurred every 15-20 days. Reduced frequency makes 
this sustainable. 
 
“Ohio Supermarket Composting” October 2009 

http://blog.cleveland.com/metro/2010/05/cleveland_restaurants_send_foo.html�
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www.jgpress.com/archives/_free/001963.html 
 
D. Ohio Food Scraps Recovery Initiative 
Education, infrastructure development, and partnerships. 
A grant was used to develop food scraps recovery network. Held stakeholders meetings at a more local, regional 
level. Convene generators, haulers, compost facilities, farmers, food banks, food processors. Talk about 
needs/opportunities, match-making. See PPT for timeline of statewide stakeholder meetings) 
 
Initially, before 2007, compost facilities needed to know if they should upgrade. The EPA and others needed to show 
the market interest. They did so by convening people. And agencies provided Community & Market Development 
Grants ($2 million between 2007-2009). 
 
PPT on Ohio Food Scraps Recover Initiative 2007-2011. 
www.foodscrapsrecovery.com/EconservationJan_2011_Arroyo.pdf 
 
E. Hamilton County Recycling and Solid Waste District --includes Cincinnati. Solid waste mgmt. program. 3 
years did stakeholder meetings there. They will have info on Procter & Gamble/Kroger. 
Organics strategy study.  
 
F. Green Umbrella in Cincinnati: a new nonprofit organization in the Cincinnati area is a go-to resource, 
coordinator, intending to maximize collective impacts on sustainability. Member organizations include businesses, 
education, public sector, others.  
 

EVALUATIVE DATA (A PRIORITY FOR US):  
Do you have evaluative data/reports on this program’s 
impact on diversion rates, participation, program costs? 
Can we get that this week? 

What has been diverted? Reports are available from composting facilities.  
 
Summit-Akron food scrap recycling (free to lg producers): 44 participants. Over 1.06 million pounds diverted in 
2011. Costs: $88K contract fee + $12,000 education/promo materials 
 

OUTREACH/ PARTICIPATION:  
Who are the food rich sectors/participants in the 
program? (Numbers?) 
How do you court sectors?  
What kind of stakeholder outreach is successful? 
How do you train participants or alter behaviors? 
Anything to note about hauler participation? 

See program descriptions. 
Pilot programs work. 
Partnerships. Bring together the food generators and the businesses who handle the material. 
Offer grants to haulers. Help all see the economic benefits.  
Subsidize food generators for a time to recycle, and then wean off participants. 
Sports teams/venues, hospitals, University, restaurants, grocers. 

COUNTY or CITY or STATE INFRASTRUCTURE/ 
COSTS: 
What staffing is needed to run the program? 

Profit margin is slim for hauler.  
 
Market development grants are given by the Ohio DNR Division of Recycling & Litter Prevention. Grants up to 

http://www.jgpress.com/archives/_free/001963.html�
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How much does it cost to run the program? 
Are there any necessary project partners? 
How is increased food waste processed? 
What is the collection strategy? 
How is the program funded? 

$250,000. 50/50 match. Facilities receive to make improvements or buy shredders. Also helps with recycling of all 
materials. 
 
Grants to haulers to upgrade equipment. Recycling market development grants. Local startup – consulting with 
restaurants. Helped them buy a truck to service downtown locations (smaller truck needed). One also to company 
that manufactures from recyclable materials. 
 
Grants used to produce or fund digesters. Have about 15-16 digesters in state. Based on agricultural locations. 
Regional facilities. One in Cleveland. Commissioner will be opening in a couple of weeks.  
 
State/Regional Infrastructure 
In 2007, only 3 facilities took food scraps commercially. Now there are about 23-25. With more in the works. 
Haulers were slow to upgrade. Smaller, independent haulers started doing it. And specializing in organics. An 
Indiana company was servicing Southern Ohio. It formed because of Wall Mart’s interest.  
 

PARTICIPANT COST: 
How does organics recycling cost compare to trash for 
participants / haulers 

Initially, cost may rise if participant has to take on a new hauler for this (and has other hauling contracts still going). 
Eventually there is possibility of break even or cost savings.  
Haulers have slim margin, but can specialize and have interest in expanding the participants and landing large clients 
like Wal-Mart. 
Some companies may have this budgeted as a marketing expense because of the PR value. 

Any MANDATES to speak of that come into play? Volunteer and market opportunities. No mandates. Companies see this as good PR.  
PROGRAM GOALS/OUTCOMES 
What was the diversion rate when food program started? 
And today? 
How is program data measured/maintained? 

Various program goals. See each program description. 
Some info is hard to capture; haulers are private companies. 

SUCCESS/CHALLENGES 
What were the program goals? Is it a success? 
What are best practices to success? 
Key challenges or constraints? 

Convenings. Show everyone what the market and services will provide. 
PR value for participants. 
Pilot programs work. 
Initial challenges due to infrastructure limitations. But that is building. 

COMPLEMENTARITIES 
Does the program’s outcome depend on combining with 
other programs like technical assistance, grants, rebates, 
or another program? 

See above on Ohio DNR Market Development Grants, which have funded food waste facilities to upgrade or buy 
shredder or other equipment to handle food (grants up to $250,000; money to haulers to upgrade equipment or buy 
truck (in one case, smaller truck to handle downtown pickups). Also grants go to manufacturers that use recyclable 
materials. 
Big grants go to fund “digesters.” $500,000. 
Technical assistance/education is also offered through communities and EPA outreach and other groups. 

COUNTY/STATE INFO 
Population and size of the city/county in which this 
program is situated? If a county, how many cities within 

11.5 million in state. 
Akron – 200,000 
Summit County – 541,000 
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the county? Cincinnati – 296,000 
Hamilton County (includes Cincinnati) – 802,000 
Cleveland: 396,000 
Cuyahoga County (includes Cleveland): 1, 280,000 

 
 
Interview Questionnaire for Strategy 2: TARGETED 
PROGRAMS FOR FOOD-RICH LOCATIONS 
(ORGANICS) 

 

PROGRAM LOCATION/NAME:  Orange County, NC Commercial Food Waste Program 
Recycling Program Manager interview 

PROGRAM DETAILS:  
What is it (brief overview)? 
When was it started? 

33 participating businesses/nonprofits divert food waste in containers ranging from 65-gallon carts to 6-yard 
dumpsters. A contracted hauling company (Brooks Contractors) picks up at sites 3-6 times per week, cleans 
containers, and processes the food waste into compost. The hauler sells back the compost to county and to 
landscapers. The county resells the compost to the public at a profit and closes the loop. 
 
In addition, the county diverts organics at events, festivals, and weddings—for public education as much as any other 
outcome. 
 
The program is driven by the fact the landfill is almost to capacity and there is no available land for another landfill.  
 
The program has been going since 2000 with this hauler.  
 
A 56% diversion rate overall in the County. 

EVALUATIVE DATA (A PRIORITY FOR US):  
Do you have evaluative data/reports on this program’s 
impact on diversion rates, participation, program costs? 
Can we get that this week? 

# of participants=33 
Tonnage = 2,000 tons of food waste/yr are diverted from landfill.  
Landfill collects 50,000 tons of waste per year. 

OUTREACH/ PARTICIPATION:  
Who are the food rich sectors/participants in the 
program? (Numbers?) 
How do you court sectors?  
What kind of stakeholder outreach is successful? 
How do you train participants or alter behaviors? 
Anything to note about hauler participation? 

33 PARTICIPANTS: Grocers (Whole Foods + ), restaurants, University/hospital cafeterias. Large food producers. 
There is also a central site that is used by several caterers and food trucks. 
For hauler, the site must produce at least 4,000 lbs a month. 
IMPORTANT STAKEHOLDER: the Hauler. Brooks Contractor, started by Dean Brooks, a local entrepreneur 
who made sealed garbage/collection trucks with an attached water tank. He washes the containers with hot 
water/degreaser after collecting the food waste. 
OUTREACH: Called, met with potential participants. Blair Pollock would know more about that. 
Businesses don’t pay extra for this. Mostly they were all on board. They save on their garbage bill. 
(But Cody cited research showing that local businesses such as Whole Foods would be willing to pay $50/ton 
according to their business plan to recycle food waste). 
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ON THE HORIZON: They are doing a pilot study with schools, which do not generate enough volume. But the 
county may pay the hauler a per collection fee to handle their food waste. 

COUNTY or CITY or STATE INFRASTRUCTURE/ 
COSTS: 
What staffing is needed to run the program? 
How much does it cost to run the program? 
Are there any necessary project partners? 
How is increased food waste processed? 
What is the collection strategy? 
How is the program funded? 

County pays $80/ton to the hauler.  
In comparison, the tipping fee for garbage is $57/ton.  
So the County subsidizes the participants by $23/ton to achieve this. 
The interviewee, a recycling programs manager, oversees food waste and other recycling programs for commercial 
and residential. He does data entry to track this program. He does (or oversees) the outreach/technical assistance 
when participants don’t fill the carts correctly or when volume goes down. He did not think this program added to 
the staffing needs in a measurable way. 
This is funded by an enterprise fund. A fee ($37) on the property tax bill covers all recycling services. It was first 
subsidized by landfill tipping fee. But there is a robust recycling program with wide benefits for everyone, and 
everyone must support programs that keep waste out of the landfill and keep landfill open.  
ON THE HORIZON: They plan to discontinue subsidizing some of the participants who are now willing to pay 
(like UNC). Then the County can afford to subsidize schools and/or others.  
Brooks Contractor: Is a thriving business. Just picked up Wal-Mart as a new client. 

PARTICIPANT COST: 
How does organics recycling cost compare to trash for 
participants / haulers 

It saves participants because they do not pay for food waste pickup and it lowers their overall trash bill. 

Any MANDATES to speak of that come into play? This program is voluntary. But there is mandatory commercial recycling and a ban on recyclables disposal with trash. 
Loads containing OCC are subject to double tipping fees. 

PROGRAM GOALS/OUTCOMES 
What was the diversion rate when food program started? 
And today? 
How is program data measured/maintained? 

The goal is to extend the life of the landfill. There is no room for another landfill. So far, the landfill is open. 

SUCCESS/CHALLENGES 
What were the program goals? Is it a success? 
What are best practices to success? 
Key challenges or constraints? 

* Hands-on communication and flexibility works. The program is right-sized for this county. 
* The vendor (hauler), who built a business around this, is a key.  
* Clients are always concerned initially about sanitation & smell. But the process keeps things clean. If necessary (if 
the containers are indoors), compostable liners can be used. 
* Recently, regulations necessitated putting out an RFP for haulers. Though a few new businesses bid, they did not 
have the experience, so the county wants to stay with what works.  

COMPLEMENTARITIES 
Does the program’s outcome depend on combining with 
other programs like technical assistance, grants, rebates, 
or another program? 

*Some ongoing technical assistance is needed while participants are in the program (if new mgmt. is hired or volume 
drops or containers are not used correctly).  
* Education & Outreach program (technical assistance) goes out to talk about food waste options when new 
businesses come in. 

COUNTY/STATE INFO 
Population and size of the city/county in which this 
program is situated? If a county, how many cities within 
the county? 

Population 130,000. 3 cities. Mainly serving urban area. 



 

 58 

 
 
Interview Questionnaire for Strategy 2: TARGETED 
PROGRAMS FOR FOOD-RICH LOCATIONS 
(ORGANICS) 

 

PROGRAM LOCATION/NAME: County of Santa Cruz, CA Food Waste Compost Program 
http://www.compostsantacruzcounty.org/Business_Composting/index.htm 

PROGRAM DETAILS:  
What is it (brief overview)? 
When was it started? 

Pilot program to compost food waste from businesses, schools and institutions began in October 2006, for 
composting on a 1-acre site at a landfill. 
40-50 participants. Food waste was composted at landfill site and finished compost offered for sale to public and 
provided to county. A popular product. 
This particular program, which utilized a specific landfill, ended when Santa Cruz’s permit expired. But customers 
wanted to continue. And another nearby landfill was available. Participating businesses continue. 

EVALUATIVE DATA (A PRIORITY FOR US):  
Do you have evaluative data/reports on this program’s 
impact on diversion rates, participation, program costs? 
Can we get that this week? 

October 2006-April 2010. 
Initially 40 participants. Grew to 54. Monthly tonnage was 80-120 tons. 
3,000 tons of food waste was diverted. Generated 6,000 tons of high-quality compost. 

OUTREACH/ PARTICIPATION:  
Who are the food rich sectors/participants in the 
program? (Numbers?) 
How do you court sectors?  
What kind of stakeholder outreach is successful? 
How do you train participants or alter behaviors? 
Anything to note about hauler participation? 

Restaurants, produce markets and wholesalers, resorts, schools, colleges, hospitals, county facilities. 
Personal outreach. One by one. A critical mass is needed to create momentum. There is skepticism at first, but once 
you successfully persuade some, you can leverage that to get others on board. The more you sign up, the easier it is 
to get more. As it becomes more popular, many more want to participate.  Businesses outside of the collection area 
can’t take part now.  
County would have to help hauler w/logistics to broaden program. And the biggest scale issue is the landfill capacity. 
They will build a new compost area on top of the closed landfill. And to make new improvements, anaerobic 
digesting is the next step. 
In-person staff training w/follow-ups, plus posters. 
Hauler has been very supportive. 

COUNTY or CITY or STATE INFRASTRUCTURE/ 
COSTS: 
What staffing is needed to run the program? 
How much does it cost to run the program? 
Are there any necessary project partners? 
How is increased food waste processed? 
What is the collection strategy? 
How is the program funded? 

Currently about 10% of one FTE for this program, could use more. Initially he was hired to do tech assistance FT but 
now has other duties. 
Sold to participants as a way to save money. County charged a lower rate (50%) for food waste rather than regular 
trash. And county paid a franchise hauler a subsidized price. And over time, the county is shrinking its subsidy and 
customers are paying more. Now there is just a 15% difference in price. 
Recycling is 75% of what the county collects. So trash is a lower money-maker. They may go to a fixed cost for all 
services. People don’t need many incentives. 
Strong environmental consciousness. Financial incentives not the only concern.  
Volume- 1 64-gallon cart if minimum. Or 3-yard bin. Some have 4 of those 3-yard bins. 3 x pickup a week. 
For process see web site. 
Collection is primarily based on geography and efficient collection. 

http://www.compostsantacruzcounty.org/Business_Composting/index.htm�
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Funded by collection fees. 
The county staff does regular follow-up and trainings and monitoring. But they are doing less than they used to—and 
there are more contamination problems.  
Subcontractor handles composting and mulching of wood waste/green waste. Not doing the food waste any longer. 
Typically that require funds –disposal fee to take, and then they sell the product. Even desirable product like compost 
needs the disposal fee up front. So if people are subcontracting, it requires maintaining a steady revenue stream.  

PARTICIPANT COST: 
How does organics recycling cost compare to trash for 
participants / haulers 

It costs about 15% less for participants. 

Any MANDATES to speak of that come into play? Recycling has been mandatory in Santa Cruz since the 1990s.  
PROGRAM GOALS/OUTCOMES 
What was the diversion rate when food program started? 
And today? 
How is program data measured/maintained? 

About 50% to about 75% is recycled, though food waste is a small part of this. 

SUCCESS/CHALLENGES 
What were the program goals? Is it a success? 
What are best practices to success? 
Key challenges or constraints? 

Identify cost, operational issues and solutions with a small-scale pilot. 
Yes, it was successful. 
Best practices include clear communication, training, follow-up, compliance monitoring. Bilingual materials= 
helpful.  
Ideal collection route is concentration of generators in limited geographic area. 
Contamination is a constant problem. Some compostable materials, including utensils, are problematic. 
Waxed cardboard—difficult to recycle but prevalent in produce. Initially Santa Cruz accepted in compost program, 
but problems marketing it because compost can’t be considered organic. So stopped w/ waxed cardboard w/compost. 
Then that was land filled. 

COMPLEMENTARITIES 
Does the program’s outcome depend on combining with 
other programs like technical assistance, grants, rebates, 
or another program? 

This program is not dependent on grants, rebates, other programs. 
Some grants help offset the cost of containers (otherwise containers are paid for by haulers). 

COUNTY/STATE INFO 
Population and size of the city/county in which this 
program is situated? If a county, how many cities within 
the county? 

About 230,000.  4 cities. 
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Interview Questionnaire for Strategy 3: “STARTER” 
REBATES or GRANTS 

 

PROGRAM LOCATION/NAME: Alameda County, CA, Stopwaste Program: http://stopwaste.org/home/index.asp 
 

PROGRAM DETAILS:  
What is it (brief overview)? 
When was it started? 

The county offers various types of funding assistance to public agencies, non-profit organizations, private businesses, 
educational institutions and other qualified parties.  Generally funding is available for innovative projects that 
promote source reduction, decrease the amount of waste disposed in Alameda County landfills and encourages the 
development, marketing and use of recycled content products.  The program has the following grant programs related 
to recycling: (1) Mini Grants for funding requests under $5,000 which are the most popular, long-standing and 
effective programs (and have been replicated in San Francisco); and (2) StopWaste Partnership Funding which 
provides funding assistance designed to assist in the implementation of waste prevention, reuse and recycling 
projects at work; (3) reusable grants designed to assist in the implementation of reusable transport packaging. 
 
15 years ago programming started 

EVALUATIVE DATA (A PRIORITY FOR US):  
Do you have evaluative data/reports on this program’s 
impact on diversion rates, participation, program costs? 
Can we get that this week? 

Recycling Assistance: (1) American Licorice: StopWaste helped food manufacturer American Licorice purchase a 
spiral dryer that prevents the creation of 150 tons of candy-waste a year. Through this and a variety of other 
measures, the company has reduced waste by 98%, saving $48,000 a year; (2) Bayer HealthCare, LLC: Bayer’s 
pharmaceutical division adopted a company-wide environmental policy and implemented a model recycling and data 
management program; (3) Bread Workshop: This artisanal bakery in Berkeley relocated and grew its business. 
Green building materials and techniques were used during building renovations. The move presented an opportunity 
to set up composting and recycling programs that have reduced waste by over 95%; (3) East Bay Regional Park 
District: Duplex copying, high-volume printers, and electronic document distribution cut labor and copying costs by 
$22,000 a year, and prevent 11 tons of paper waste annually at this public agency’s administrative headquarters in 
Oakland; (4)Metro Furniture: Metro (now Coalesse) makes furniture using wood feedstock from sustainable 
sources, recycled and recyclable materials, water-borne finishes and adhesives, and VOC-free powder-coat metal 
finishes. Among several waste reduction measures, the installation of cardboard and plastic film balers net $52,000 
each year; (5) New United Motor Manufacturing, Inc. (NUMMI): This former Fremont-based auto manufacturer 
saved $2.5; million a year with reusable shipping containers. Note: NUMMI was among the first StopWaste clients 
to be profiled; (6) Oakland Coliseum Complex: The Coliseum Complex wanted the best waste reduction program 
in the big leagues. Providing $20,000 in grant funding and free technical assistance, StopWaste has helped the 
Coliseum become the first major league sporting venue to use and recover compostable cups instead of plastic; 
(7)Pechiney Plastic Packaging: By increasing the efficiency of their manufacturing process, Pechiney (now Bemis 
Company Inc.) has reduced plastic film consumption by 150 tons a year, saving the company $165,000 annually. An 
excellent recycling program saves an additional $12,000 each year. Pechiney took advantage of three StopWaste 
funding options and earned over $78,000 in grants; (8)Peerless Coffee: StopWaste helped Peerless purchase new 
equipment that cuts packaging waste by 95% and saves $100,000 annually in supply costs; (9)Pleasanton 
Corporate Commons: Pleasanton Corporate Commons, a multi-tenant office complex, received LEED-EB Silver 
certification (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design for Existing Buildings), and saves $110,000 a year on 
disposal costs—all by implementing a new recycling program; (10)Toyota Logistics Services: This former Fremont 

http://stopwaste.org/home/index.asp�
http://www.stopwaste.org/docs/nummi.pdf�
http://www.stopwaste.org/docs/coliseum_3-20-07.pdf�
http://www.stopwaste.org/docs/final_pechiney.pdf�
http://www.stopwaste.org/docs/pccsept27lr.pdf�
http://www.stopwaste.org/docs/pccsept27lr.pdf�
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facility cuts costs by more than $27,000 and reduced waste by 120 tons a year with reusable shipping containers, 
careful supply chain management, and expanded recycling. Note: Toyota Logistics Services was among the first 
StopWaste clients to be profiled. The case study is still relevant today; (11)United States Postal Service: The United 
States Postal Service’s massive Oakland Processing and Distribution Center uses reusable containers to prevent 
waste and recycles undeliverable mail, paper, cardboard, bottles, cans, plastic film, pallets, and other materials, 
saving $200,000 per year; (12) University of California Berkeley: From undeliverable mail in the Administration 
building to food scraps from the cafeteria, UC Berkeley recycles as much as possible. The bottom line: savings of 
$60,000 annually. Note: UC  Berkeley was among the first StopWaste clients to be profiled. The case study is still 
relevant today. 
 

OUTREACH/ PARTICIPATION:  
Who are the sectors/participants in the program? 
(Numbers?) 
How do you court sectors?  
What kind of stakeholder outreach is successful? 
Who is not eligible? 
 

The Mini-Grant Program is open to private firms, non-profit organizations, public agencies, individuals and 
others and is consistent with the goals of the Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling Plan. Any 
proposed projects must be in the areas of source reduction, reuse, recycling or market development and have an 
impact in Alameda County, California.  Funds may be used for: A) Program start-up costs e.g., for recycling 
bins, signage, retro-fitting garbage containers with recycling receptacles, and other equipment such as trucks and 
vans; B). One time educational outreach programs that promote source reduction, reuse, recycling and buy 
recycled in Alameda County, California, such as related conferences, or events; C). Waste diversion projects that 
directly divert materials from the waste stream through system changes or other process modifications. Waste 
diversion projects should calculate a cost per ton for implementation; D). Price differential for the purchase of 
recycled content products; E).Research projects that are related to the Alameda County Source Reduction and 
Recycling Board’s Recycling Plan. 

For StopWaste Partnership Funding the eligibility criteria are business functions that particularly lend themselves 
to waste prevention include: manufacturing, food service, and shipping and distribution. A few examples of eligible 
waste prevention projects are: A)Redesigning manufacturing processes to reduce scrap waste; B) Switching to bulk 
or reusable containers to reduce packaging; C)Redesigning to reduce shipping waste; D) Better estimating food 
supplies to avoid spoilage 

 
COUNTY or CITY or STATE INFRASTRUCTURE/ 
COSTS: 
How much is budgeted for rebates & grants? 
What size are the rebates and grants? 
What staffing is needed to run the program? 
How much does it cost to run the program? 
Are there any necessary project partners? 
How is the program funded? 
Any issues with using public funds to support private 

StopWaste.Org has allocated a total of $40,000 in fiscal year 2011/2012 for the Mini-grant Program.  Applications 
are accepted and evaluated on a "first come-first served basis" throughout the year until the full amount allocated has 
been disbursed.  The minimum award amount is $1,000 and the maximum is $5,000. 
Funding depends as does the amount of rebates and grants distributed. 
3 full time staff, 1 senior level and consultants. 
There are various community project partners as noted above. 
Publicly and privately funded. 
Public funding dissipates as businesses become more successful and see cost saving measures.. 
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enterprise? 
 
Any MANDATES to speak of that come into play? Yes.  Effective July 1st, there is mandatory phased recycling in CA, however the recycling mandates are minimal 

compared to the county’s standards.  Organics will be mandatory next year. 
PROGRAM GOALS/OUTCOMES 
What was the diversion rate when food program started? 
And today? 
How is program data measured/maintained? 

Has increased, no specific numbers given.  Data is collected and maintained by the county – local rate structures are 
examined at the local government level. 
 

SUCCESS/CHALLENGES 
What were the program goals? Is it a success? 
What are best practices to success? 
Key challenges or constraints? 

Yes, the programs are considered very successful due to the high recycling rate in Alameda County. 
Combined/complementary efforts with the other strategies as noted above. 
The programs have been surprisingly well received with very little push back. 

COMPLEMENTARITIES 
Does the program’s outcome depend on combining with 
other programs like technical assistance, grants, rebates, 
or another program? 

Yes, the grants and rebates portion works with the other strategies as noted above.   

COUNTY/STATE INFO 
Population and size of the city/county in which this 
program is situated? If a county, how many cities within 
the county? 

Population about 1. 5 million. 13 cities. 
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APPENDIX C 
Tables and Statistics 

 
 

Table 1 
         
Municipal Solid Waste Generation and Recycling in Hennepin County 
 

Year  

Tons 
Collected for 
Recycling  

Tons to MSW 
Landfill 
Disposal/Processing 
Facilities  

Total 
Tons 
Generated  

% of MSW 
Recycled 

2000  594,111  939,831  1,560,256  38.1% 
2001  591,289  986,001  1,604,263  36.9% 
2002  593,274  959,509  1,581,114  37.5% 
2003  591,845  1,005,694  1,626,285  36.4% 
2004  603,722  947,994  1,580,569  38.2% 
2005  597,138  984,538  1,610,702  37.1% 
2006  598,179  982,230  1,609,475  37.2% 
2007  604,575  982,805  1,616,569  37.4% 
2008  596,972  854,215  1,480,673  40.3% 
2009  573,038  784,128  1,386,646  41.3% 
2010   564,171  766,509  1,359,489  41.5% 

Source: SCORE Reports 2000 to 2010, 
http://www.pca.state.mn.us/index.php/data/score/score-reports-archive.html 
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Table 2 
 
 Places with Waste Diversion or Recycling Rates of 41% or Higher 
 

Place Rate Place Rate 
     Boulder, CO        41% Diversion Rate           King County, WA          62% Recycling Rate 

Murray County, NY 43 % Diversion Rate      Santa Barbara, CA 66%  Diversion Rate 
Chicago, Illinois 45% Diversion Rate      Oakland, CA 66% Diversion Rate 
Cecil County, MD 47 % Diversion Rate      Sunnyvale, CA 66% Diversion Rate 
Seattle, WA   53.7% Recycling Rate      Toronto, Canada 67% Diversion Rate 

  Metro Vancouver, BC 55% Recycling Rate      Portland, OR 67% Recycling Rate 
Orange County, NC 56% Diversion Rate      Alameda County, CA 68% Diversion Rate 
New York City, NY 54% Diversion Rate      San Jose, CA 70% Diversion Rate 
Marion County, OR 58% Diversion Rate      Fresno, CA 75%  Diversion Rate 
Tompkins County, NY 60% Diversion Rate      San Francisco, CA 77% Diversion Rate 
Prince Edward Island 61% Diversion Rate      Nantucket, MA 92% Diversion Rate 
Note:  Diversion rate = Total Quantity Diverted ÷ (Total Quantity Diverted + Disposed); Recycling Rate =Total Quantity Recycled ÷ 
Reference Waste Stream (Total MSW) 
 
Sources: Compiled from Talbert, M. (2012). Best Practices for Local Government Recycling and Waste Diversion. Retrieved July 18, 2012 
from http://www.cra-recycle.org/assets/2012-Conference/2012-Presentations/Outstanding-Local-Government-Best-Practices.pdf and  
Skumatz, L. A., Freeman, D. J., D’Souza, D., Bement, D. (2011). Diversion Research Studies: Commercial and Organics Recycling. 
Retrieved from http://www.swmcb.org/sites/default/files/mndiversionresearchstudies_serarevisedreport_final_v3_0.pdf. 
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Table 3 
 
Solid Waste Management Goals 
 

Management Method 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Source Reduction and Reuse 1- 2% 2- 4 % 3- 5 % 4- 6 % 

Recycling 45- 48% 47- 51% 49- 54% 54- 60% 

Organics Recovery 6% 6% 6-12% 9-15% 

Resource Recovery 32-34% 32- 33% 30- 31% 24- 28% 

Maximum Landfill 20% 17% 15% 9% 

Source: Hennepin County Solid Waste Management Master Plan. 2012. Retrieved 
from 
http://hennepin.us/files/HennepinUS/Environmental%20Services/Solid%20waste%2
0planning%20and%20reports/Solid_Waste_version9.pdf 
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Table 4 
 
Hennepin County's Expenditure Trends  
      

Year Planning & 
Administration Recycling Yard 

Waste 

HHW and 
Problem 
Materials 

Source 
Reduction Education Market 

Development 
Litter 
Prevention 

County 
Grants to 
Other Local 
Units of 
Government 

Total 
Expenditure 

2000 957,611 721,814 8,920 3,435,852 3,575 309,206 85,312 0 3,027,627 8,549,917 
2001 1,245,250 756,251 35,181 3,761,346 8,988 245,384 82,453 0 3,030,663 9,165,516 
2002 1,169,454 784,668 52,604 4,162,749 2,889 207,656 75,000 0 3,001,025 9,456,045 
2003 1,279,762 690,103 36,504 4,454,933 95,325 236,125 0 0 2,506,261 9,299,013 
2004 1,374,980 1,201,042 32,807 4,748,001 110,364 256,479 0 0 2,761,828 10,485,501 
2005 1,588,277 1,221,017 29,252 5,151,942 181,904 246,712 0 0 2,759,192 11,178,296 
2006 1,774,666 1,299,951 22,288 5,064,042 149,235 259,356 31,013 0 2,730,777 11,331,328 
2007 1,789,432 1,253,085 34,627 4,099,973 121,540 281,154 0 0 2,765,430 10,345,241 
2008 1,644,085 1,323,266 80,110 2,799,208 150,276 275,645 0 0 3,034,268 9,306,858 
2009 1,618,663 1,249,332 16,950 3,479,055 173,695 221,761 0 0 2,990,074 9,749,530 
2010 1,728,080 1,776,291 13,092 3,257,968 210,038 238,338 0 0 3,036,340 10,260,147 

Note: Figures in $; HHW= Household Hazardous Waste 
Source: SCORE Reports 2000 to 2010, http://www.pca.state.mn.us/index.php/data/score/score-reports-archive.html 
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Table 5 
 
Expenditures Trends of Component Units as Percentages of Total Expenditure 
      

Year  

Planning and 
Administration 
Expenditure as 
% of Total 
Expenditure 

 

Recycling 
Expenditure 
as % of 
Total 
Expenditure 

 

Yard Waste 
Expenditure 
as % of 
Total 
Expenditure 

 

HHW and 
Problem 
Materials 
Expenditure 
as % of 
Total 
Expenditure 

 

Source 
Reduction 
Expenditure 
as % of 
Total 
Expenditure 

  

Education 
Expenditure 
as % of 
Total 
Expenditure 

 

County 
Grants to 
Other Local 
Units of 
Government 
as % of 
Total 
Expenditure 

2000  11.20%  8.44%  0.10%  40.19%  0.04%  3.62%  35.41% 
2001  13.59%  8.25%  0.38%  41.04%  0.10%  2.68%  33.07% 
2002  12.37%  8.30%  0.56%  44.02%  0.03%  2.20%  31.74% 
2003  13.76%  7.42%  0.39%  47.91%  1.03%  2.54%  26.95% 
2004  13.11%  11.45%  0.31%  45.28%  1.05%  2.45%  26.34% 
2005  14.21%  10.92%  0.26%  46.09%  1.63%  2.21%  24.68% 
2006  15.66%  11.47%  0.20%  44.69%  1.32%  2.29%  24.10% 
2007  17.30%  12.11%  0.33%  39.63%  1.17%  2.72%  26.73% 
2008  17.67%  14.22%  0.86%  30.08%  1.61%  2.96%  32.60% 
2009  16.60%  12.81%  0.17%  35.68%  1.78%  2.27%  30.67% 
2010   16.84%  17.31%  0.13%  31.75%  2.05%  2.32%  29.59% 

Note: HHW= Household Hazardous Waste 
Source: SCORE Reports 2000 to 2010, http://www.pca.state.mn.us/index.php/data/score/score-reports-archive.html     
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Table 6 
 
Hennepin County's Revenue Sources for Solid Waste Management  
       

Year Service 
Fee 

Service 
Fee as % 
of Total 
Revenue 

Processing 
Facility 
Tipping 
Fee 

Land 
Disposal 
Sur-
charge 

SCORE 
Pass 
Through 

SCORE 
Pass 
Through 
as  % of 
Total 
Revenue 

Grants 
Grants 
as  % of 
Total 
Revenue 

HHW 
Funding 

Material 
Sales Other Total 

Revenues 

2000 $4,669,622 54.62% $8,056 0 $2,930,111 34.27% $458,181 5.36% $36,170 $385,756 $62,021 $8,549,917 
2001 $5,482,321 59.81% $1,840 0 $2,948,954 32.17% $433,819 4.73% $40,778 $143,697 $114,107 $9,165,516 
2002 $5,950,436 62.93% $5,523 0 $2,636,457 27.88% $442,785 4.68% $32,687 $317,367 $70,790 $9,456,045 
2003 $5,854,698 62.96% $1,310 0 $2,295,634 24.69% $420,387 4.52% $0 $628,056 $98,928 $9,299,013 
2004 $6,984,306 66.61% $0 0 $1,293,689 12.34% $299,444 2.86% $19,032 $1,783,848 $105,182 $10,485,501 
2005 $7,592,574 67.92% $8,382 0 $2,575,916 23.04% $337,141 3.02% $26,738 $530,584 $106,961 $11,178,296 
2006 $7,483,962 66.05% $293,213 0 $2,555,482 22.55% $300,045 2.65% $22,940 $513,248 $162,438 $11,331,328 
2007 $5,691,945 55.02% $10,396 0 $2,692,623 26.03% $312,089 3.02% $36,717 $1,468,714 $132,757 $10,345,241 
2008 $3,403,207 36.57% $26,894 0 $2,833,991 30.45% $301,572 3.24% $35,346 $2,517,976 $187,872 $9,306,858 
2009 $5,444,393 55.84% $94,250 0 $2,829,249 29.02% $299,841 3.08% $49,813 $920,567 $111,417 $9,749,530 

2010 $5,107,539 49.78% $157,368 0 $2,891,767 28.18% $372,889 3.63% $81,770 $1,631,009 $18,665 $10,261,007 

Note: HHW = Household Hazardous Waste; SCORE = Select Committee on Recycling and the Environment 
Source: SCORE Reports 2000 to 2010, http://www.pca.state.mn.us/index.php/data/score/score-reports-archive.html     
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