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The Recyclin" Issue 

In the past decade. recycling of waste has 
become a major topic for environmentalists: more 
recently the issue has become a major concern 
for all levels of government. With many exlsting 
landfills subject to closure due to environmental 
concerns. and few new landfills being opened due 
to public opposition. recycling has become a 
fashionable option. Although incineration offers 
an alternative to landfilling. this option has been 
subject to intense scrutiny based on potential air 
pollution emissions. and the loss of recyclables. 
Waste-to-energy facilities. with the majority of 
non-burnables removed. have fared somewhat 
better because of the recovery of energy from the 
incineration of combustibles. Source reduction 
has resulted in less waste being disposed of at all 
1evels. and the use of returnables/reusables has 
also reduced the tonnage of waste going to 
landfills. 

Recycling has been a common practice in 
agriculture and industry for decades . Farming 
practices have included manure and crop residue 
recycling as a normal part of the farm operation. 
Most major industries such as paper. metal 
fabrication. glass. and ore processing have 
reclaimed scrap materials either for on-site reuse 
or shipment to secondary processors. CommerCial 
enterprises have recycled pallets and cardboard 
in an increasing volume since the early 1970·s. 
The service and retail industries have been 
somewhat slower to recycle. although restaurants 
have recycled organic materials (food scraps and 
greases) for decades. Large retailers such as 
Sears. Dayton-Hudson, and K-Mart have also 
been involved in recycling of waste materials for 
an extended period of time. The smaller service 
and retail enterprises found in urban America 
have been less involved in recycling. and along 
with the residential sector. have become a major 
target of recycling efforts. 

More difficult to address are the large 
quantities of hazardous waste disposed of by 
hospitals. research facilities. and special products 
waste disposal such as lead acid batteries. waste 
oils. and toxic chemicals. The latter group can be 
found both in the residential environment and in 

the service and commercial sector. Clean sweep 
programs inaugurated by many states have 
attempted to address the special products group 
with respect to collection. Disposal of the 
products is limited to specialized incineration and 
special licensed landfills: both methods have 
attracted environmental opposition. 

Reduction of waste in the retail sector has 
had some success in select areas of the country. 
but carrying a canvas bag to buy groceries is not 
a common sight in the U.S.A. Plastic. styrofoam. 
and other disposable packaging often exceeds the 
volume of the products they contain. Returnable 
bottles are virtually non-existent in the soft drink 
and alcohol industry. The primary containers for 
soda are aluminum cans and plastic bottles. The 
wine and liquor industry has retained glass 
containers. but the large majority are non
returnable. The beer container of choice is the 
aluminum can and the majority of bottles sold 
are of the no-deposit variety. It is difficult to buy 
small items at the hardware store in anything but 
a plastic blister pack. Small fans or clip on bed 
lights come in similar types of packaging. and 
upon opening the package containing the new 
coffee maker a large proportion of the interior of 
the box is taken up by styrofoam packing. 

Recycling has not contributed a great deal 
to the reduction of residential waste. which has 
become a primary target of today's recycling 
efforts. More than 85% of our residential waste is 
stilllandfilled. about 10% is incinerated or sent to 
a waste to energy facility. and less than 5% 
recycled. Recycling not only saves landfill space. 
but also reduces energy used to make new 
prod ucts from virgin materials. Many raw 
materials such as bauxite. the ore from which an 
aluminum can is made. are in short supply or 
imported from foreign countIies. Importation of 
raw materials. ores and minerals - adds to the 
balance of payments deficit. Energy used in the 
conversion of raw materials to a final product 
contributes to air pollution and. in the case of 
crude oil. to the high level of imported oU used by 
this country. 

Composting. primarily of grass clippings 
and leaves. is one aspect of recycling that has 
been practiced in this country for decades. Many 
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states have moved towards a ban on landfilling of 
yard waste, the assumption is that such a ban 
will save upwards of 20% of the available landfill 
space In the eastern United States. However. this 
is a seasonal recycling option and results In a 
product that still must be disposed of in an 
economical manner. 

Recycling of aluminum. glass, corrugated 
paper, plastics, steel. waste tires, and non
corrugated paper could reduce the residential 
waste stream tonnage by as much as 65%. The 
problems associated with recycling these items 
include the methods to be used for removal. and 
the marketing of the recovered products. Some 
communities have opted for mandatory curbSide 
recycling and contracting with private haulers, 
such as Longmeadow, MA, or using city owned 
eqUipment such as Woodbury, NJ. Others have 
opted to use a voluntary curbSide system plus 
collection centers operated by private haulers, 
Seattle, WA and Urbana, IL being examples of 
this method. Marketing of recyclables is 
dependent upon private haulers locating market 
buyers, and city owned collection systems 
generally hauling the recyclables to a commercial 
materials recovery facility. 

Wisconsin's Recycling Eff9rts 

Recycling at the residential, retail and 
service level became the subject of legislative 
attention in Wisconsin, and resulted in the 
passage of Wisconsin Act 335 in early 1990. The 
legislative initiative addressed recycling in a 
positive manner, and offers monetary incentives 
as well as penalties for non-compliance. 
Mandated target dates for removal of selected 
materials from the waste stream have been set. 
Including: 1) removal of all lead acid batteries, 
major appliances, and waste oil by January I, 
1991: 2) 50% of the yard waste must be removed 
by January I, 1992, and 100% by January I, 
1993: and, 3) 50% of recyclables such as 
aluminum, glass. steel. tires, corrugated and 
noncorrugated paper. plastics (HDP and PET), 
and foam polystyrene must be eliminated by 
January I, 1995. To assist in the planning and 
implementation of recycling programs the State is 
providing funds to each responsible unit of 
government. The first payments were made 
during mfd-1990 with the next payments 
scheduled for early 1991. 

Pre-1990 Recycling Efforts Of One Wisconsin 

Community 


Janesville. a community of 52.800 located 
in south central Wisconsin. has relied primarily 
on low cost landfilling to handle solid waste. The 

current landfill sUe is located on the north side of 
the city In an abandoned gravel pit. The tipping 
fee at the landfill was under $15 per ton for late 
1990, while Upping fees at several commercial 
landfills in south central Wisconsin ranged from 
$15 to over $30 per ton. Industrial and 
commercial waste currently comprise 55% of the 
waste being landfilled, 34% is from the residential 
sector, and the remainder is from miscellaneous 
sources, mainly the four townships surrounding 
the City. Primarily because the City owns the 
collection vehicles, and maintains an artifiCially 
low tipping rate in the City/County owned 
landfill. recycling has not been a high priority 
with City government. 

Recycling efforts on behalf of the City have 
included paper and cardboard recycling from 
1973 to 1975, but this proved to be non
profitable. An asphalt recycling program began in 
1978 and has proven successful in saving both 
energy and aggregate costs. A battery recycling 
drop-off center was established adjacent to the 
landfill in 1987 with the buyer providing storage 
eqUipment and hauling. 

Waste oil collection began in 1983, 
primarily because the State mandated that cities 
and counties with a population over 50,000 
provide public collection centers. The oil is 
purchased by a private hauler who also supplies 
the collection container. The City's only obligation 
for both the waste oU and battery operations is to 
provide space near the landfill for placement of 
the containers. 

Within the city are several commercial 
recycling enterprises, including one immediately 
adj acent to the landfill. Several of these recycling 
enterprises are material specifiC. e.g. scrap metal, 
while others collect a broad variety of recyclables. 
The largest scrap metal dealer. Lorman Iron and 
Metal. which accepts bulk materials such as 
scrap vehicles and old farm implements from 
indiViduals. is primarily an industrial scrap 
dealer. The two largest general recycling centers 
are Janesville Recycling and Midwest Recycling. 
both accepting a broad variety of items from the 
general public as well as commercial and 
Industrial sources. 

In January of 1989, the City completed a 
general solid waste management report which 
evaluated the potential for recycling. The report 
recommended that a recycling coordinator should 
be retained. determined that curbSide collection 
of recyclables would cost upwards of $40 per ton. 
and that City supplied drop-off centers would 
cost slightly less than landfilling. The response by 
citizens to dropoff centers, where no 
remuneration is offered. compared to the 
commercial recycling centers, depends upon a 
city-wide educational program, and 
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documentation that residential pickup fees wiH 
reflect the reduced cost of "garbage" pick-up and 
landfilling. Curbside collection would increase 
collection costs substantially with actual costs 
depending upon market prtces for the collected 
matertals. and whether the City or a commercial 
firm would be the collection agent. If both 
alternatives were implemented by the City. it was 
estimated that 17.500 tons of City waste could be 
recycled from the 62.000 tons deposited 
annually. Of the amount recycled. 11.000 would 
be residential and the remainder commercial and 
industrtal wastes. 

In addition to City efforts at recycling. 
individual groups have conducted paper. glass. 
and aluminum can drtves. These include church. 
school. fraternal. and quasi-political 
organizations; the amount collected represents a 
small proportion of the recyclables disposed in 
the city each year. 

Janesville's Chan2in(l Recyclin(l Attitude 

With passage of Wisconsin Act 335 
virtually assured by early 1990. the City of 
Janesville hired a recycling coordinator in late 
1989. This position was recommended in the 
1989 recycling study. as was a sUlvey of recycling 
attitudes by community residents. The survey 
was conducted during the sprtng of 1990 by Mr. 
John Whitcomb. the recycling coordinator. and 
analyzed by Dr. Dennis M. Richter of UW
Whitewater. The survey included a sample size of 
1.011 households. approximately 5% of the total 
City households. The households were selected 
by geographic area based on number of 
households; thus assuring a geographically 
representative sample. 

The 1989 study indicated that residential 
waste was comprised of several constant 
recyclables. such as glass. paper and plastic; and 
several seasonal items. such as leaves and grass 
clippings (Table 1). 

TABLE 1 
RESIDENTIAL WASTE COMPOSITION 

Component Percenta2e of Tonna2e 

Yard Waste 20 
Mixed Paper 15 
Newsprtnt 10 
Corr. Cardboard 10 
Glass 6 
Plastic 6 
Steel 6 
Large Items 2 
Aluminum 1 
Non-recyclables 24 

Despite its seasonality. yard waste was the 
largest recyclable component. With a 50% 
removal deadline for yard waste from landfills 
coming in January 1992. the survey attempted to 
determine the community's attitude towards yard 
waste management. About 40% of the residents 
indicated that they placed grass clippings at the 
curb for City pickup. About 52% left them on the 
lawn (60%) or composted the clippings (4001&). The 
remaining 8% had no grass clippings. Leaves in 
the fall of the year were prtmarUy placed at the 
curb (55%). composted (20%). or burned (8%); the 
remaining residents had no leaves for disposal. 
The City estimates that it costs approximately 
$22 per year to pick up grass clippings. If a 
separate pickup was begun to divert the clippings 
from the landfUl. this cost would be added to the 
current collection bill. The majority of the 
residents surveyed felt that the additional cost 
was too high and if they had to pay that amount. 
over 59% said they would either leave the 
clippings on the lawn or compost them. This is 
not much higher than the current number of 
residents who do not bag clippings and indicates 
that bagging and placing clippings at the curb is 
a convenience many residents will pay for. 

Composting of the yard waste is the 
common method of recycling. with the process 
resulting in a two thirds volume reduction. Most 
high rate windrow systems tum the matertal into 
compost within 6 months to one year. The capital 
output varies depending upon the avaUability of 
existing front end loaders. shredders (to mix 
chipped brush with the leaves and grass 
clippings). road graders for turning the windrows. 
and site area for storage. Since most communities 
have an the aforementioned equipment. a cost 
effective composting system is feasible when 
landfill avoidance costs and matertal sale costs 
are weighed against cost of labor and equipment. 
If mechanical windrow turners and 
shredder/screeners are acquired the material 
produced is of higher quality but capital costs 
increase substantially. With JanesvUle generating 
an estimated 2.500 tons of compost annually and 
the local parks department using only 200 tons 
per year. it becomes obvious that a marketing 
program would have to be implemented. One 
option is to mix the compost with sewage sludge 
and sell it to farmers as a nitrogen fertilizer 
supplement. Since the City currently spreads and 
injects sewage sludge on farm fields. this would 
incorporate two products into one. A second 
option is to mix the compost with animal manure 
from surrounding Rock County cattle feed lots. 
pig. and chicken farms. and market the mixture 
to farmers through an existing agribusiness 
cooperative. The resulting product is cheaper to 
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produce than commercial nitrogen fertilizer. and 
recycles two products generally considered as 
waste materials into a usable organic product. 

The survey determined that 86% of the 
residents were willing to separate recyclables 
from their trash. Table 2 indicates the preferred 
methods of collection. with the curbSide collection 
method the preferred mode. 

When told that separate. curbside 
collection of recyclables would cost an additional 
$18 per year on their taxes, 61% said they would 
be willing to pay for this option. 23% said they 
would not, and 16% were unsure. 

TABLE 2 

COLLECTION METHOD PREFERENCE 


Collection Method Preference Percent 


Curbside 41% 
Curbside & 23% 

Collection Center 
Collection Center 18% 
No Preference/Unsure 18% 

While not a ringing endorsement. it does indicate 
solid support for the most convenient and 
effective residential recycling method. The 1989 
study indicated that if mixed curbSide collection 
was implemented that 90% of the potential 
recyclables would be recovered. An automatic fee 
would be assessed to the household for the 
service to assure compliance and greatest pickup 
efficiency. 

Random observation of the existing City 
operated nonremuneration sites indicates a 
higher percentage of female partiCipants. whereas 
at the commercial remuneration sites, males are 
a larger percentage of the participants. Thfs 
appears to be largely due to volume. with larger 
volumes and weight of material from parks. 
roadsides, and public events going to the 
remuneration sites. The City drop-ofT sites tend to 
be convenient to shoppers and represent the 
accumulation of recyclables for a week or less. 

Potential participation by income category 
in curbSide programs is substantially higher for 
upper income families than for lower income 
families. primarily due to the increase in 
collection costs. It was evident that lower income 
families. $20.000 or less, were much more likely 
to be receptive to commercial rebate programs. 

The JYpe Of Materials Recyclin~ Approach 

Janesville has begun a city-wide collection 
center program using dropofT sites located in high 
traffic volume sites. Partitioned containers for the 

collection of glass. metals, plastic. and bundled 
newspaper have been located at four sites. These 
include a large warehouse type food store, cluster 
of discount stores. enclosed shopping mall. and a 
strip mall. From mid-April to December 1990. 
420 tons have been recycled. mostly newspaper; 
after sale of uncontaminated materials the City 
had a net loss of $5,500. In conjunction with the 
existing commerCial facUities, the City's collection 
center approach is being complemented by a 
radio, TV and newspaper educational program. 
The recycling manager is also involved in public 
relations efforts with the local school district, 
fraternal and business groups, and citizen 
organizations. This represents a low cost 
approach to the City with respect to household 
recyclables; however . such a program may 
anticipate recycling rates that generally remain 
under 25% of the potential recyclables. The City 
plans to convert grass clipping and leaf pickup to 
a fee basis for 1991. with composting and fann 
distribution of this yard waste being the primary 
disposal techniques under conSideration. 

The commercial multi-material collection 
sites that offer remuneration. one each on the 
north and south sides of the city, are patrOnized 
by a variety of users. These include fraternal, 
citizen, and school groups, and industrial and 
commercial enterprises. Although individuals 
bring aluminum cans to the sites, the majority of 
city households do not particpate in bringing 
materials to the commercial recycling centers. 
Inconvenience of location. insuffiCient amount to 
recycle. and minimal household storage space 
were reasons cited in the recycling survey that 
discouraged recycling. With location of rolloff 
containers in high volume traffic areas, the 
individual household participation rate may 
increase somewhat. However. one incentive for 
recycling is monetary remuneration. low 
participation in voluntary drop-off site recycling 
will not result in Significant savings in collection 
cost for the average household. The reduction in 
yard waste going to the landfill will extend the 
landfill's lifespan. contributing to short term 
savings since expansion and/or a new landfill site 
would be costly. 

In the long term a curbSide recycling 
program would be the most cost effective for 
residential recycling. A recent survey by the 
National Solid Waste Management ASSOCiation 
(NSWMA) of 24 curbside collections programs 
across the country noted that 14 programs relied 
on municipal collection and 11 had municipal 
materials recovery centers (MRF). Janesville. with 
a municipal collection system and two well 
established commercial MRF·s. would appear to 
be in a favorable position to institute curbside 
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collection. The majority of the programs in the 
NSWMA's survey collected recyclables on the 
same day, and at the same time, as regular waste 
was collected. According to a program developed 
by Dr. Barbara Stevens of Ecodata, Inc., recycling 
collection costs are kept as low as possible when 
such an integrated collection system is used. 
Slightly over half of the programs in the NSWMA's 
survey required citizen partiCipation, with several 
others contemplating a switch to mandatory 
participation. The majority of the programs have 
over a 50% partiCipation rate, with several of the 
programs exceeding 80% partiCipation. Pickup 
varied between weekly and monthly, with weekly 
programs showing a lower partiCipation rate than 
monthly programs. This variance should be 
expected since the average household size of 2.85 
people probably did not generate enough 
recyclables to make once a week participation 
necessary. 

Landilll tipping fees, a factor in municipal 
government initiative, ranged from a low of 
$1O/ton to a high of $126/ton; the average being 
$39/ton and the median $30/ton. This compares 
with Janesville's current tipping fee of $15/ton at 
the City owned landfill. The low tipping fee 
combined with the potential 10 yeaH life span of 
the landfill has tended to discourage City 
government partiCipation in potentially expensive 
recycling programs. As previously noted, this is 
an artificially low tipping fee due to the fact that 
the site was acquired for minimal cost from the 
previous owner, is a pit landfill which reduces 
blowing waste material retention costs, and daily 
cover material is readily available at low cost from 
nearby local government owned property. 

A current Wisconsin example for curbside 
recycling is the Village of Brown Deer, population 
12.438, which recently signed a contract for 1991 
with a subsidiary of Waste Management, Inc. for 
waste pickup. For $363,555, the contract 
includes trash pickup at residential sites and 
municipal buildings, in addition to curbSide 
recycling at single family residences. Under the 
curbSide recycling program, each single family 
residence will receive one wheeled plastic molded 
bin in which glass, metal, newsprint and plastic 
milk jugs will be placed . The current 1990 
contract with a different hauler includes curbside 
newspaper pickup, regular trash pickup, and a 
drop-ofT recycling center; if continued for 1991, 
this would cost the Village $392,222. Thus, the 
addition of curbside recycling will save the Village 
$28,667; a reflection of landfill avoidance costs, 
and the profit realized by the hauler for 
recyclables. If yard waste was added to the base 
contract for 1991, an additional cost of over 

$80, 000 would result . 
As a result of passage of the State 

recycling law, the need to implement recycling 
supercedes the availability of landfill space. One 
option being applied in Rhode Island is statewide 
mandatory residential recycling where monthly 
reSidential participation is estimated at 85%, and 
total municipal waste diverted is estimated at 
14%. The program was inaugurated as a pilot 
program in two towns in 1987 with 4,500 
households; it now covers 250,000 households. 
Pickups are integrated, with COmmingling of glass 
and metals in a community provided container; 
newspaper must be bundled and boxed, and 
plastics placed in either a plastic bag or paper 
bag. The materials are taken to local MRF's, with 
greater cost efficiency for larger communities 
which have greater volume of recyclables and 
locally situated MRF's, the latter avoiding long 
transportation costs. As a comparison to 
Janesville, the city of East ProVidence, RI, with a 
population of 52,844, has two MRF's and uses a 
municipal integrated collection system. The City 
saved $140,000 on refuse collection and 
hau ling/tipping fee costs in 1989 through a 
60+% partiCipation in the municipal recycling 
program. A conSiderable portion of this cost 
saving was due to the landfill tipping fee, which 
in Rhode Island averages $50 per ton. 

A major concern for communities is the 
cost of curbSide recycling and drop-off centers 
versus the landfilling of recyclables. Urbana, IL 
has a voluntary participation program that 
reached 4,800 households as of m1d-1989 using 
one specially designed truck/trailer municipal 
collection vehicle and a community MRF. Cost to 
the City was $164,000 for labor, capital 
equipment, and support costs to the MRF, offset 
by $17,000 in revenue from sale of recyclables 
and $88,200 in avoided landfill costs. This left a 
deficit of $58,800 that resulted in a property tax 
assessment of $12 .25 per participating household 
per year in addition to regular waste collection 
fees. The system is not an integrated system, and 
the City supplies special containers to citizens at 
no charge for glass and metal, as well as 
substantial financial support to the nonprofit 
community MRF . Using Dr. Stevens 
aforementioned integrated approach, charging a 
coverage fee for the containers, and seeking grant 
support funds for the MRF, would reduce the 
costs to operate the program to under $100,000, 
and the program would require no increase in tax 
supported collection fees. The MRF recently 
received a $300,000 grant to assist in its 
operation which will substantially reduce the 
1990 operational costs of the recycling program. 
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Davis, CA a city of 45,000 has had a 
commercial curbside recycling program operated 
by a private hauler in conjunction with the 
regular trash collection since 1974. California's 
1987 passage and implementation of a recycling 
law that stipulates creation of redemption depots 
within a half mile of supermarkets has not 
lessened the participation in the curbSide 
collection. Over 65% of the households 
partiCipate in the voluntary program with 21 % of 
the residential waste diverted from the landfill. 
Cans and glass are commingled at the curb, 
although glass is separated by color at the 
haulers recycling center to double its value, paper 
bundled, and cardboard flattened. Recently, the 
hauler began accepting plastic PET (polyethylene 
terephthalate) and HDPE (high density 
polyethylene) containers, and accepts steel cans 
but continues to landfill the latter because of a 
lack of nearby market. Despite the redemption 
centers and curbside collection, the hauler's 
recycling center continues to flourish, primarily 
because of commercial and industrial collections, 
and acceptance of waste oil. In this case, three 
recycling methods continue to operate 
successfully, the cost for all curbSide pickup, 
including yard waste, is $14/month, with $1 
targeted for recycling. According to the hauler, 
the dollar is a subsidy for the recycling program. 
It would cost Just about that much to take the 
same volume to the landfill. 

Assuming that curbside collection is the 
best method to use for a reSidential recycling 
program of yard waste and general recyclables, 
the next question is whether the householder 
should commingle or separate recyclables. In the 
former instance, all recyclables are placed in one 
container and either sorted at the curb by the 
collector, or sorted at the materials recovery 
facility. Separation by the collector increases 
pickup time and decreases the number of 
reSidences served per day; thus raising the cost of 
collection. Separation at the MRF requires 
additional labor, indirectly increasing the cost of 
collection. If separation at the curb is the option 
selected, there is instant feedback to the 
householder if contaminants are found in the 
recyclables . James Meszaros, division vice 
president of recycling for Browning-Ferris 
Industries (BFI) , reports that 90% of their 200 
recycling programs, serving 1.5 million homes, do 
curbside recycling . BFI's collectors leave a 
contamination note on the nonrecyclables that 
are found in the offending household's 
commingled bins. This direct feedback is lost if 
commingled materials are taken to an MRF for 
sorting since there is no way that the offending 
household can be identified. 

If the homeowner separates the 
recyclables into separate compartments of a 
wheeled container, the time savings that result in 
collection reduce the cost for pickup. This 
requires random checks for contaminants by the 
collector and a degree of extra activity that some 
residents may find onerous. The St. Paul 
Neighborhood Energy Consortium in Minnesota 
relies on a household separa tion program and 
has a collector refusal rate of less than 1%. In 
addition, the program has been growing at a rate 
of between five and ten percent quarterly, and 
passes the savings in collection costs on to the 
homeowner through reduced collection costs. 

The final question is whether a mandatory 
or voluntary system of curbside collection should 
be implemented. Mandatory programs generally 
operate under a penalty approach, recyclables 
must be separated from regular trash, either they 
will not be picked up or an added charge will be 
assessed against the household. In virtually all 
programs, landfill lifespan is extended thus 
accruing cost savings for the future; with less 
waste going to the landfill through recycling, the 
overall cost of collection to the households is 
reduced. Most voluntary programs pick up mixed 
waste and recyclables with similar savings 
options but at reduced rates due to reduced 
participation. 

The 24 programs reported on by the 
NSWMA in 1989 included both large and small 
cities. Table 3 shows the return rate for ten 
communities, five mandatory and five voluntary 
programs. It is obvious that mandatory programs 
reduce the waste stream going to the landfill even 
though participation/activity rates do not vary 
that much. Most mandatory programs involve a 
broader array of recyclables, generally including 
glass, metals, paper, plastic, and cardboard. The 
voluntary participation averages 60% while the 
mandatory program averages 78%. However, the 
material diverted is 33% of total tons for 
mandatory programs and only 5.5% for voluntary 
programs. 

Nine states and Washington, D.C., along 
with numerous municipalities, have enacted 
mandatory recycling legislation. The level of 
mandatory recycling varies conSiderably. FlOrida 
and Maryland require that local governments 
achieve a specified recycling rate, while several 
eastern states such as Rhode Island and New 
Jersey designate certain types of source 
separated recyclables. Oregon mandates curbSide 
collection in selected communities and 
Connecticut has banned designated recyclables 
from landfills and incinerators. Wisconsin has 
followed the latter option with yard waste and 
common recyclables banned from disposal sites 



TABLE 3 
MANDATORY VERSUS VOLUNTARY PARfICIPATION 

MANDATORY PROGRAMS 

City Population Households 
SeIVed 

Activity 
Rate 1%1 

Diverted 
Rate (%1 

Barrington, RI 
Longmeadow, MA 
Montclair. NJ 
Wilkes Barre. PA 
Woodbury. NJ 

AVERAGE 

City 

17.700 5.600 70 23 
16.000 5.700 90 40 
38.600 14.500 85 35 
50.500 13.500 60 18 
1MOO ~ ~ ~ 

26.640 8,700 78 33 

VOLUNTARY PROGRAMS 

Population Households Activity Diverted 
SeIVed Rate (%1 Rate (%) 

Orlando. FL 151.600 
Sunnyvale. CA 114.000 
Upper Arlington. 36.000 

Ohio 
Hempstead, NY 55.000 
Mecklenburg. Co .. 4Q.QQQ 

North Car. 

AVERAGE 	 79.320 

in stages beginning in 1991. 

Options for Janesville Wisconsin 

With the State of Wisconsin channeling 
substantial funds to counties and communities to 
assist in the State mandated recycling program. it 
would be in the long tenn best interest of the City 
of Janesville to pursue a mandatory curbside 
program. Based on the experience of several 
communities in the country over the past decade. 
this is the most economically feasible program 
considering landfill avoidance costs and 
remuneration income for recyclables. The two 
large scale materials recovery centers located in 
Janesville currently accept all prime recyclables 
brought to them. With the exception of waste 
paper. they have minimal difficulty finding 
markets for their products. Several pulp mills in 
the State have indicated a desire to increase their 
use of recycled newspapers which may relieve the 
current glut of this commodity. Aluminum. glass 
(separated) and plastic markets fluctuate with 
respect to price paid. but to date these materials 
have all found a ready market in the Midwest. 
Ferrous materials have conSistently been difficult 

38.100 40 4 
28.000 65 8 
12.000 31 5 

14.500 	 90 10 
~ Z5. ---.l 

20,360 60 5.5 

to market and bring a low price per pound 
compared to aluminum: however. the proximity of 
the Gary. IN steel mills and some area foundries 
makes collection a break-even option. Composted 
yard waste may present the city with a loss 
beca use of volume and disposal opportunities. 
The aforementioned disposal methods for 
compost are being pursued by several other 
communities in the State with varying degrees of 
success. 

The initial step of locating collection 
containers on a non-remuneration basis in highly 
visible and easily accessible sites will make the 
general public more aware of the City's recycling 
effort. These sites near major shopping areas. 
such as warehouse food stores and retail centers. 
are limited in number. and will reqUire a 
conSiderable public relations effort on behalf of 
the City. The City is in the exploratory stage of 
gathering public reaction to placement of 
collection containers on school and church 
property. with the initial neighborhood response 
being less than enthusiastic. Traffic. odor. 
vennin. visual aesthetics. and noise have all been 
cited by nearby residents of these potential sites 
as locator negatives. 
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It is unclear to most residents at thiS time 
what monetary long term benefits will result from 
a City recycling program. The majority appear to 
prefer curbSide recycling. but also question the 
need for the City's involvement when existing 
commercial recycling enterprises might be 
capable of handling the situation for less cost. At 
the present time. these enterprises have no 
capability for pickup. and have not indicated a 
desire to enter the pickup market. The alternative 
to City pickup would be to contract with a 
commercial waste hauler such as Waste 
Management. Inc . or Browning Ferris Industries. 
both of which have active integrated waste 
disposal and recycling operations. Since the City 
operates its own landfill. costs have been kept 
relatively low when compared to commercially 
operated landfills. If a commercial waste hauler 
replaced the current City collection. some 
arrangement would have to be reached 
concerning the use of the City's landfill. Without 
such a contractual agreement. the commercial 
contract may result in substantially higher waste 
collection costs than at present. due primarily to 
transportation costs. even when recycling is 
included. City ownership of the entire waste 
system has lulled the residents into a false sense 
of waste management security and some degree 
of apathy concerning recycling. 

Most recyclables will continue to be placed 
in the Wgarbage" until the State mandated ban on 
recyclables going to the landfill takes effect and 
the City requires separation of residential wastes. 
The two major influencing factors regarding what 
approach the City will take with regard to 
recyclables are convenience of disposal and 
remuneration. The former is resolved through 
curbSide pickup. and the latter is attained 
through either remuneration sites or a modest 
increase in curbside p tckup costs. Most citizens 
will accept a modest increase in pickup costs to 
save landfill space for those items still requiring 
land disposal. 

. References 

Chemical Manufacturers Association. Americans 
Rally Behind Recycling. Chemology. July/August 
1990. Vol. 19. NO.6 pages 4-5. 

City of Janesville. Recycling Study. Office of the 
City Manager. City of Janesville. WI. Jan. 1989. 
56 pages. 

DeGrane. S .. XL Disposal's Automated Recycling. 
Waste~e. July 1990. Vol. 21. No.7. pages 49
56. 

Finelli. A .. Secondary Materials Markets: A 
Primer. Solid Waste & Power. August 1990. Vol. 
4. No.4. pages 48-56. 

Gale. T. & Croll. T .. Coping With Seattle's Solid 
Waste Crisis. Waste Alternativ<;s. July 1989. Vol. 
2. No.2. pages 10-16. 

Hershkowitz. A & Uva. M. Waste Reduction Has 
A Ways To Go. Waste ~e. September 1990. Vol. 
21. No.9. pages 62-64 

Isaksen. S .. Recycling Rolls Forward. ~ (Wis. 
D.N.R.). Summer 1990. pages 1-3. 

Kamberg. M .. ReCYCling Cuts Disposal Costs In 
Seattle. Solid Waste & Power. August 1990. Vol. 
4. No 4. pages 58-65. 

Kashmanian. R.M. & Taylor. AC.. Designing Yard 
Waste Composting Programs. Waste ~e. October 
1990. Vol. 21. No. 10. pages 123-132. 

Katz. M .. Collection Strategies Of The Nineties? 
Waste ~e. February 1989. Vol. 20. No.2. pages 
60-68. 

Keller. J. Rhode Island Learns At The Curb. 
Waste ~e. July 1989. Vol. 20. No. 7. pages 56
62 . 

MattheiS. A.. CurbSide Recycling On A Budget. 
Waste Age. July 1989. Vol. 20. No. 7. pages 87
92. 

Peterson. C .. A Waste Reduction Boom. In The 
Seventies!. Waste A2e. February 1989. Vol. 20. 
No.2. pages 100-106 

Randol. R.E . & Kulakowski, W .. The System 
Approach: A Way To Better Credit And Lower 
Costs. Solid Waste & Power. October 1990. Vol. 4 . 
No. 5. pages 19-26. 

Salimando. J. It's Old Hat In Davis. Waste Age. 
April 1989. Vol. 20. No.4. pages 140-142. 

Salimando. J .. Woodhue Compost. Or Wouldn't 
You? Waste Ae;e. May 1989. Vol. 20. No.5. pages 
63-66. 

Salimando. J .. A Tale Of Two Towns. Waste ~e. 
June 1989. Vol. 20. No. 6. pages 84-88. 

23 



Sedlock, J .T., Curbside Sorting Or Source 
Separation?, Waste ~e, October 1990, Vol. 21, 
No. 10, pages 143-144 

Shortsleeve, J., Making WfE And Recycling Work 
Together, Solid Waste & Power, October 1990, 
Vol. 4, No.5. pages 13-17. 

Snow. D .. Trends In Collecting Recyc1ables. ~ 
Alternatives, July 1989, Vol. 2. No.2, pages 58
65. 

State of Wisconsin, 1989 Wisconsin Act 335, 
1989 Senate Bill 300. Enacted April 27, 1990, 
Published May 10, 1990, 52 pages. 

Stevens, B., How To Figure Curbside Costs. 
Waste ~e, February 1989, Vol. 20, No.2, pages 
52-58. 

Susca, P .. Saving By Co-composting, Waste ~e. 
September 1990. Vol. 21, No. 9. pages 151-154. 

24 


