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Workshop Agenda

Á 10:30 ðWelcome & Introductions

Á 10:40 ðAttributes of High Performing Residential

Recycling Programs

Á 10:50 ðOverview of Supporting Policy Tools

Á 11:30 ðStrategies for Successful Implementation

Á 12:05 ðCarton Council Policy Toolkit and Education 

Initiatives

Á 12:20 ðBreak/Pick Up Boxed Lunch

Á 12:35 ðBreakout Session ðHow to Advance Use of

Policy Tools at the Local Level

Á 1:05 ðGroup Reports

Á 1:25 ðClosing Remarks

Á 1:30 ðAdjourn



Who is the Carton Council?

Carton manufacturers united to deliver long term collaborative 

solutions to divert valuable cartons from disposal

Associate Member



Attributes of High -Performing Programs
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ÁHigh Recycling/Diversion 

Rate (òMoreó)

ÁLow Contamination / 

Residue Rate (òBetteró)

ÁCost -Effective

How To Define òHigh Performingó?



Curbside Recycling Rates ðLarge U.S. Cities
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Source: Waste Management

Recycling 
Superstars 



What Makes Recycling Programs Successful?

7



Successful Program Attributes

ÁEfficient collection and 

processing infrastructure

ÁAccess to convenient 

recycling

ÁHigh recycling awareness 

and participation

ÁRobust end markets
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Policy ðAn Important Driver for 

Maximizing Recycling
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Policies that Drive High Performance
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ÁState and local goals

o Measurement

o Planning

ÁPay-as-You-Throw

ÁDisposal bans

ÁMandatory recycling/ 

provision of service

o Universal recycling

o Bundled services

Proven Policy Tools



Overview of Select State Policies
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States Recently Adopting Bold Policies
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Vermont 

Vermont ςUniversal recycling; Disposal bans; PAYT; 
Bundled residential recycling; Phased in disposal ban on 
food scraps
DelawareςUniversal recycling; Single-stream for all 
residential
ConnecticutςUniversal recycling; Mandatory recycling; 
Mandatory provision of service 

Delaware

Connecticut
60% Diversion 
Goal

50% 
Diversion
Goal

60% Diversion
Goal 



Goals and Reporting

ÁQuantitative and qualitative

Á Statewide/local/regional

Á Local goals may vary based on:

o Population/density

o Economic conditions

Á Typical quantitative metrics:

o Recycling rate/diversion rate

o P/p/d disposed/recycled

o % Waste disposed

o % Good stuff in garbage

Á Trend towards systems -based 

goals based on LCA
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State Recycling Goals
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75%
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75%by 2021

40%

25%

25% Diversion
No numeric goal

52%

No state goal

50%

60% Diversion

50% Diversion

25%

50%; 
75% 
Metro

No 
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40%
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Cities with Loftier Goals
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75%

60% Current
75%by 2021

40%

25%
WR

25%

25% Diversion
No numeric goal

52%

No state goal

50%

60% Diversion

50% Diversion

25%

50%; 
75% 
Metro

No 
goal

Seattle, 70%

40%

Austin
100% San 

Antonio
60%

Dallas
60%

Portland
75%

Nashville,
60% 
Diversion

45%

Fayetteville
80%



SERDC ðState Recycling Goals
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FL

NCTN

GA

SC
40%

KY

ALMS

AR

LA
25%

25%25%

60% 
Current
75%  by 
2021 

FL

25%

45%

Legend

Standard recycling/diversion rate goal

No state diversion/recycling goal

Waste reduction goal relative tobase year         

FL ςState provides  
recycling credit for 
waste processed at 
WTE

VA

VA ςNo state-level 
goal, but regions 
have RR goals of 
15 ς25%

SC ςMSW disposal 
goal of 3.25 p/p/d



City Example ðPortland, Oregon 

Á Set and achieved goals, in part, 

via planning/monitoring

Á 2007 plan set 75% recycling 

rate by 2015 goal

Á City/county climate plan (2009) 

spurred more action

Á Led to weekly recycling and 

organics collection, every -other -

week trash collection

Á Commercial recycling/organics 

mandate

Á Garbage     37%; 

Á Tons composted    3X!
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