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May be used with permission of author

Sponsored by EPA Region 9 under grant 2

SPEAKERS / AGENDA ð

(Mountain Time Zone)

Ä 11:00 ïIntroduction / Instructions 
Â Juri Freeman, Econservation Institute

Ä 11:05 ï11:45 PAYT Background, how it works
Â Lisa A. Skumatz, Ph.D., Econservation Institute; 

skumatz@econservationinstitute.org; 866/758-6289

Ä 11:45- 12:10 Hauler Perspective
Â Brian Copley, EDS Waste Solutions, Golden, CO;

bcopley@edswaste.com 303/278-8600

Ä 12:10- 12:30 Case Studies in PAYT
Â Juri Freeman, Econservation Institute; info@econservationinstitute.org; 866/758-

6289

Ä 12:30-12:45 ïImplementation and Rate Setting Topics (Skumatz)

Ä 12:45-1:00 - Open questions / discussion

NEXT SPEAKER 

Lisa A. Skumatz, Ph.D.

SERA and Econservation Institute

303/494 -1178 (tollfree 866 -758 -6289)  

skumatz@econservationinstitute.org or

skumatz@serainc.com
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ABOUT THE ECONSERVATION / 

REGION 9 PROGRAM

Ä Open webinars ïopen to ALL 
Â Website assistance / materials  www.paytnow.org

Â Peer match, ñAsk the Expertsò, other materials

Ä Hands -on help ïRegion 9
Â Targeted information, materials, peer match

Â Detailed assistance to design, develop, implement 
PAYT

Ä Watch www.paytnow.org for updates, new 
materials

mailto:skumatz@econservationinstitute.orgserainc.com
mailto:skumatz@econservationinstitute.org
mailto:bcopley@edswaste.com
mailto:info@econservationinstitute.org
mailto:skumatz@econservationinstitute.org
mailto:skumatz@serainc.com
http://www.paytnow.org/
http://www.paytnow.org/
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PAY AS YOU THROW 

(PAYT)

Part of making Cost -Effective 
Choicesé

6

PAYT - EFFECTIVE AND COST -

EFFECTIVE

Ä Effective:

Â Demonstrated in 7100+ cities ï
Practical / flexible

Â DOUBLES recycling

Â Diverts 1/5 - 1/6 from landfill

Ä Biggest Impact:

Â Statistical study shows it is the 
BEST of  more than 2 dozen 
options for increasing diversion

Ä One of top 3 drivers from 
leading US states
Â Goals/measurement, funding, PAYT
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3 PAYT effects

Source for graphs and figures: Skumatz Economic Research Associates,© 

Source for ñtop 3 drivers, Skumatz & Freeman / SERA, ñColorado Roadmap Report, 2008.
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PAYT - EFFECTIVE AND COST -

EFFECTIVE

Ä Cost -effective: 

Â 1/3 of the effect costs ZERO (SR)

Â PAYT needs NO SEPARATE FUNDING ïpaid by 
users (more equitably)

Â No increase in costs for 2/3 communities (short / 
long run)

Â Cheap for reduction of both GHG and Landfills

Ä Inexpensive way to incentivize top material 
diversion 
Â Compositions similaré

Â Low cost/ton computations

Source for graphs and figures: Skumatz Economic Research Associates ©

Organics
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Recy Mix

Trash

Other
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PAYT COST, ACCEPTANCE

Ä Cost & workload impacts ï2/3 no 

increase (source: State surveys)

Ä Preferred by households

Ä Strengths / weaknesses

Communities ïafter PAYT 89%-95%

PARADEÊ 2/3 in favor

Source: SERA ©2008; Iowa State Survey by Frable.

Key Advantages Disadvantages

Rewards all diversion activities

No new trucks down street (&wear/tear)

Behavior / reminder; choice

Utility; equity

Works in variety of systems, tailor

NEEDS NO SEPARATE FUNDING!

Concerns about illegal dumping, equity (low 

income, large families), MF (see FAQs), 

changeé

More complex rate study, outreach

Costs & savings - ñNetò depends on local 

conditions
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PAYT ðBACKGROUND 

AND HOW IT WORKS

10

PAYT ðBASIC SYSTEM 

TYPES

Ä Variable cans/subscription

Ä Bags

Ä Tags/stickers

Ä Hybrid 

Ä Weight-based                                                                
(GBTP ïtechnology

adopted by RecycleBankÊ)

Ä Drop-off variations

Ä Pros and cons ï
Â Variations by region

Â Historical recycling ñrebatesò-
less strong than PAYT / only recycling

Bag / Tag photos courtesy

Resourceful Bag & Tag
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101- 200 PAYT/VR communities

51- 100  PAYT/VR communities

21 - 50 PAYT/VR communities

Key

1 - 20 PAYT/VR communities

More than 200 PAYT/VR communities

Superior, CO, 2006 6survey © SERA, all rights reserved, may be used with permission of author

PAY -AS -YOU -THROW (PAYT)/ 

VARIABLE RATES COMMUNITIES
SERAôs 2006 survey found almost 7,100PAYT/VR communities and only 3 states without programs

SERAôs 2006 survey

found 25% of population

with PAYT available.

White indicates no programs in the state
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Very few in Region 9 except CA
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PAYT WORKING ACROSS US IN 

ALL COMMUNITY SITUATIONS

In Region 9 and all geographic regions of US ïeverywhere is ñspecialò

Ä Large communities

Ä Small, rural communities

Ä Tourist / student / mountain

Ä Isolated / island / self-haul

Ä Multiple Collôn actors

Ä Collection method

Ä Ethnic diversity

Ä Climate extremes

Ä Curbside and drop-off recycling

Source:  SERA surveys © all rights reserved
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INCENTIVE OPTIONS - PAYT VS. 

RECYCLING INCENTIVES
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PAYT RecycleBankÊ

Ä Rebates, discounts, market returns
Â Incentives for recycling ONLY ï<1/3 of PAYTôs impact

Â Simple incentives ï20+ year history, most discontinued

Â RecycleBankÊ new version of incentive (also towns & haulers)
Ä Towns considering because:  Hauler partnerships, ñturnkeyò, 

jumpstart stalled recycling, no new billing (HOAs like it), strong 
marketing; having trouble getting recycling in placeé other

Ä Impacts ïtons BEYOND single stream / containers; fees; rebates; 
cost per ton; redemptions

Ä See if it pencils outé can have both as wellé

Household savings/yr Pounds Diverted / Household / yr

Source:  SERA research; graphs from figures from EPA newsletter, 2009.
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GETTING PAYT & DIVERSION  

PROGRAMS IN PLACE

State, County, Local Levelé

Legislation, ordinance, contract, munié

15

BMP FOR  MOST SUCCESSFUL 

PAYT PROGRAM

Ä Level playing field 
Â Haulers willing ifé

Ä Recycling 
Â Service definition, embedded fee, parallel 

containerization 

Ä Incentive: 
Â Small container option (32 gallon)

Â Price incentive (80%)

Â Reporting & access for compliance

Ä Do-able at city, county, state level
Â Several states mandate, or mandate ifé

Menu with VR/PAYT as an option

Financial incentives or grants

Active promotion or education 

Key

Voluntary recommendations

Mandatory

Source:  Skumatz Economic Research Associates Inc.,
Seattle, WA, 2000 survey © SERA all rights reserved

PAYT/VARIABLE RATES 
LEGISLATION AT THE STATE LEVEL

White indicates no activity

Sample Ordinances & case studies on web site www.paytwest.org,

Paytnow.org, paytinfo.org map from © SERA all rights reserved
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HOW TO GET PAYT IN PLACE

ÄMunicipalization

ÄOrdinance

Ä Contracting / districting / franchising

http://www.paytwest.org/
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GETTING PAYT IN PLACE:

ORDINANCE VS. CONTRACT

Ordinance Pros Contract Pros (similar for munic)

Ç Fewer Hauler (ñTakingò) & Citizen 

Complaints (ñChoiceò)

Ç Maintains competition

Ç No need for ñnoticeò

Ç Quick

Ç Can specify rate ñstructureò

Ç Minimal City effort (RFP, etc.)

Ç Retains ñlevel playing fieldò for 

haulers ïeach implements the 

program and provides services 

knowing others will be operating 

under same rules.

Ç Lower Cost / bills

Ç Fewer trucks, ñcleanerò set outs, 

reduced wear/tear on streets

Ç One hauler to contact if problems 

arise.

Ç City ñcontrolò including  

rates/setting; revenues

Ç More flexible / easier to enforce 

penalties than ordinance

Ç Can ñdesignateò facility 

destinations for materials

Ç Potential revenue source

Ç (Similar for franchise / district 

EXCEPT may not get lower bills if 

multiple awardees)
Sample language available for State legislation, contracts, ordinances, etc.at 

www.paytnow.org; paytwest.org; www.paytinfo.org

ñSELLINGò PAYT ïGETTING 
APPROVAL - POLITICIANS

Political Pros

Ä Equity

Ä Environ citizen group recôm

Ä Meeting goals; link to ultimate 
goal ( recy , econ, enviro , jobsé)

Ä Underperforming recycling -
improve cost -effectiveness

Ä Citizens demanding / moved 
from other places

Ä Reduce costs (landfills)

Ä Overconsumption / ñbuffetò; 
reduce tax burden; lasts

Ä No one wants to waste

Ä (Maybe enviro ; depends)
Can sometimes be driven by outside factors 

(YW bans at LF, etc.)

Motivating

Ä Make sure enviro council -
member / champion brings in 
othersé

Ä Get enviros (and others) to 
your meetings ïALL the 
meetings

Ä Have information on myths 
ready ïnaysayer comments to 
expect and be honest

Ä Note hauler opportunities; 
small hauler case studies

Ä Speaker from successful town

Ä If planning a rate changeé

18

ñSELLINGò PAYT

Citizens
Ä Control over bill / equity / 

ability to save

Ä Less waste

Ä Packaging with new 
programs and options

Ä Green message

Ä Rename without ñPayò in 
the name

Haulers
Ä Business opportunity ï

more revenues

Ä Recurring bill

Ä Options / not all can -
based ($)

Ä Learn PAYT ñskillò that 
may help expansion 
elsewhere

Ä Not bundling with ñsingle 
haulerò (contracting) issue

19

TYPES OF NAYSAYER 
ISSUES TO ADDRESS

Ä Too costly

Ä Doesnôt work

Ä Taking away my 
hauler

Ä Government stay 
out of trash / 
works fine

Ä Donôt charge more 
for more kids in 
schoolé

Ä Large families / 
poor families

Ä Recycling goes to 
China (or landfill)

Ä Put folks out of 
business

Ä Benefits big 
haulersé

Ä Many othersé

20

http://www.paytwest.org/
http://www.paytinfo.org/


6

Skumatz Economic Research Associates, Inc. www.serainc.com. Page 6

21

PAYT CONCERNS:  ILLEGAL 

DUMPING AND BEYOND

Photos: Skumatz,, 1999 22

MAJOR CONCERNS ABOUT 

PAYT

Ä Illegal dumping
Â Minority of dumped waste; NEED Bulky item program

Ä Large families / poor families
Â Turn argument around.  Unfair for small families, poor families 

to subsidize large disposers under current system ïbehavior 
affects bill now ïcontrol!

Ä Haulers
Â Business opportunity for haulers ïrecycling usually required
Â Revenue risk a concern

Â Consider involving them in design

Ä MF, commercial
Ä Workload (State surveys find 2/3 have NO increase)
Ä Confusion, resistance to change ïwait 6 months!

Â 89 -95% prefer

Â Keep rates SIMPLE

Survey shows fears much greater than reality! ïFAQs on 

website
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IMPLEMENTATION 

OPPORTUNITIES

Ä Contracts, franchises, rates or billing system being 

changed

Ä Landfill or disposal problems

Ä New or modified programs

Ä Existing system perceived as unfair

Ä Tight budgets, need to free up tax authority

PAYT may not be right

for a community now,

but almost ALWAYS 

worth investigating to see.

24

PAYT CONCERNS / TIPS / 

SUMMARY

Ä Technical issues rarely the problemČ performs
Â Pilot test / phase in

Â Strong diversion (all types), speedy, attitudes, retention, track 
record (7,100 towns), flexible / tailorable Č local

Ä Public process, public education.  Good customer 
education / understanding crucial
Â Education / why, how it works, how to make it work for me, 

packages for move-ins

Ä Politics, political will is the key stumbling block
Â Suggestions from communities; & champion

Â Negatives manageable if political will

Â Canôt get there?  Consider running for office!
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GHG & JOBS FROM PAYT

26

PAYT AND EMISSIONS

Ä Recent work (SERA) comparing cost per MTCE 
from recycling / PAYT vs. energy efficiency 
programs

Ä Waste management programs cost -effective, with 
other policy advantages:
Â Jobs
Â Coverage, speed
Â Authority
Â Retention
Â No cost to city (users pay)

Ä Conclusion:  Recycling / PAYT should be at 
the table for sustainability goals, stimulus 
funds

Can obtain report from skumatz@serainc.com
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RELATIVE COST PER MTCE
AND JOB CREATION IMPACTS
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Electricity
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EPA 2005, Sources of GHG Emissions (Traditional View)

EPA 2009, Sources of GHG Emissions (Revised Accounting), DRAFT
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TOP 5 STRATEGIES

Actions a community can task NOW!

30

òTOP 5ó - WHAT A COMMUNITY OR 

COUNTY CAN DO TO INCREASE 

DIVERSIONé NOW!

Ä #5 Citizen sustainability committee
Â Activist/ involvement; access; options; grants

Ä #4 Measurement and goal -setting
Â Baseline/status quo/gaps, plan, goal, buy - in

Ä #3 Basic programs & ordinances
Â Ordinances for space for recycling; residential drop -offs, 

commercial programs (plans, lease, ABC, access) Č opportunity

Ä #2 Education
Â Variety (incl. translating) Č awareness

Ä #1 PAYT / Embedded recycling ordinance or 
contract Č Number 1 thing you can do

handout available on web
SERA publication

31

SUMMARY

32

OVERALL SUMMARY

Ä Cost-effective Diversion 

Â PAYT a key strategy ïcan do locally

Ä PAYT ïTested, Flexible, Effective, Minimal Cost, LOCAL

Â Impacts, implementation options

Â Uniquely effective, flexible, 

Â Self-funding program with local implementation options

Â Most effective social marketing program ïprompts, feedbac, peer 

elementsé

Ä Green impacts - Direct and indirect (jobs, ghg) impacts ïPAYT 

more effective / cost-effective
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DISCUSSION AND 

QUESTIONS?

Lisa A. Skumatz, Ph.D.
Website ïwww.econservationinstitute.com

www.serainc.com

Also: www.paytnow.org; paytwest.org, paytinfo.org; payt.org 

To help on statistical studies, consider filling out survey on:

www.serainc.com or www.garbageandrecyclingsurveys.com

ñnational surveyò

NEXT SPEAKER 

Brian Copley
EDS Waste Solutions, Golden, CO

bcopley@edswaste.com

303/278 -8600
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HAULER PERSPECTIVE

NEXT SPEAKER 

Juri Freeman
SERA and Econservation Institute

303/494 -1178 (tollfree 866 -758 -6289)  

freeman@econservationinstitute.org or

freeman@serainc.com
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CASE STUDIES ðFLEXIBILITY 

IN PAYT

36

FLEXIBLITY IN 

IMPLEMENTATION

Ä Three varied examples

Ä Colorado examples because recent                       
activity / projects in Colorado 

Ä Weôve assembled MANY other case                               
studies and projects in most of the 47+ states and 
provinces with PAYT.  See website, and manuals

Fort Collins,
CO

Ordinance Mid - sized city

Edgewater, 
CO

Contract Small, urban 
area

Grand Lake, 
CO

City run 
program

Rural drop - off

See more case studies in previous webinar slides, or on the website case studies, or in PAYT 

manuals / documents weôve prepared for the EPA, or States of Iowa, Illinois, Ohio, California, 

Wyoming, SSEB, CONEG, or otherséOr request a peer-match on www.paytnow.org.

http://www.serainc.com/
http://www.serainc.com/
http://www.serainc.com/
http://www.paytwest.org/
http://www.serainc.com/
http://www.garbageandrecyclingsurveys.com/
mailto:bcopley@edswaste.com
mailto:skumatz@econservationinstitute.org
mailto:skumatz@serainc.com
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CASE STUDY: FORT 

COLLINS ðòORDINANCEó

Ä 140K residents, NW of Denver

Ä Trash Collection in Fort Collins

ÂPrivatized (i.e., ñopen subscriptionò); 3 
companies

Ä Ordinances 1992, 1995; sets PAYT

THE ORDINANCE

Ä Haulers must:
Â Minimum 33 -gallon unit, embed recycling
Â Sets price ratios (100% base unit)
Â provide yearly education & information to customers
Â annual Recycling Plan that lists all their rate schedules
Â report volumes collected bi -annually
Â maintain records of service to verify PAYT is being 

implemented
Â be prepared to make records available to City auditors
Â violations = fines plus risk of losing license
Â Includes HOAs

Ä 85 -95% participation, 33% diversion

Ä Note ïsustainability goals - recycling / PAYT / 
solid waste strategies responsible for largest 
share of 5 year progress

39

EDGEWATER, CO

Ä Small urban community (2,000 HH)

Ä Municipal collection, no curbside recycling, 
unlimited trash

Ä Diversion rate around 6 -7%

Ä Trash rates at $12.50/hh/month

40

WHAT HAPPENED?

Ä Recycling committee with concerned 
citizens

Ä Citizens worked with City leaders

Ä Studied residential trash behaviors, 
opinions, etc.
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EDGEWATER TODAY

Ä Took two years but the city decided to 
switch to a single contract with PAYT

Ä No loss of jobs for City staff

Ä EOW Super Saver - $8, 32 -gallon $10, 64 -
gallon $15, 95 -gallon $20

Ä All prices include embedded recycling

Ä Recycling rates are in the range of 17 -18% 
in the first three months! (Tripled recycling)

42

GRAND LAKE, CO

Ä Small rural town (population ~500)

Ä Large tourist population, second 
home owners

Ä Issues:
Â illegal dumping,  

Â Human wildlife interactions,  

Â funding recycling, 

Â appearance of town

43

GRAND LAKE, CO

44

WHAT HAPPENED?

Ä Ad-hoc committee to study the 
issue

Ä Went out to bid with three 
options
Â Build their own facility (drop -off)

Â Lease a facility and town runs 
program

Â Contract with a  hauler

Ä Chose to build, run their own 
facility
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WHAT HAPPENED?

Ä Charge $4.00 per bag ($.50 to vendor, 
rest to town)

Ä Implementation was easy - some illegal 
dumping at the start

Ä Already getting cash flow for the program

Ä Very popular, very positive feedback 
(citizens and vendors)

Ä Planning on using revenues to set up 
recycling program

NEXT SPEAKER 

Lisa A. Skumatz, Ph.D.

Econservation Institute and SERA

303/494 -1178 (tollfree 866 -758 -6289)  

skumatz@econservationinstitute.org or

skumatz@serainc.com
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IMPLEMENTATION & RATES

47

IMPLEMENTATION AND 
RATE - SETTING FOR PAYT

Implementation Decisions, Steps, & 
Timelines

Rate Design and Analysis

IMPLEMENTATION 
DECISIONS

Ä Service delivery

Â Muni, contract (bid or 
RFP), franchise, 
district, ordinance

Ä PAYT system type

Â Can, bag, tag, hybrid, 
etc.

Â Existingé future plan

Â Capabilities & 
resources (billing, 
containers)

Ä Č Affect 

Implementation steps

48

Ordinance Pros Contract Pros (similar for munic)

Ç Fewer Hauler (ñTakingò) & 

Citizen Complaints (ñChoiceò)

Ç Maintains competition

Ç No need for ñnoticeò

Ç Quick

Ç Can specify rate ñstructureò

Ç Minimal City effort (RFP, etc.)

Ç Retains ñlevel playing fieldò 

for haulers ïeach 

implements the program and 

provides services knowing 

others will be operating under 

same rules.

Ç Lower Cost / bills

Ç Fewer trucks, ñcleanerò set 

outs, reduced wear/tear on 

streets

Ç One hauler to contact if 

problems arise.

Ç City ñcontrolò including  

rates/setting; revenues

Ç Can ñdesignateò facility 

destinations for materials.

Bag / Tag photos courtesy Resourceful Bag & Tag

mailto:skumatz@econservationinstitute.org
mailto:skumatz@serainc.com


13

Skumatz Economic Research Associates, Inc. www.serainc.com. Page 13

IMPLEMENTATION 
EXAMPLES

49

IMPLEMENTATION 
SCHEDULE ïBAG EXAMPLE

50

Month 1:
Initial meeting with consultant,
Manager, and PW staff to discuss
Possible bag system

Month 3 -4:
Consultant prepares 
recycling / SW Plan

Month 4 -6:
Discussion of bag 
approach with PW committee

Month 6:
Work session on bag fee
With PW and local politicians

Month 6 -7:
Evaluate / finalize
Price of bags

Month 8: 
Final ordinance
Passed.

Month 10: 
Public meetings
Order bags

Month 11:
Bag system 
implemented

This example is a year (with a solid waste plan); 

Have seen bag / tag programs implemented in 3 months.

IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE ï
COMPREHENSIVE CHANGE TO CAN 
PROGRAM (EXAMPLE)

51

1-2 Years before:
ÅBegin informing political leaders & community groups about potential change
ÅMake ñthresholdò decisions: system type, enforcement strategies, billing details
ÅAssess / plan accompanying recycling options
ÅBring in accountants, etc. to study feasibility
ÅDevelop comprehensive workplan (collection & customer service, new staff, data, PR)
ÅBring on key staff needed to design & implement (rates, pr, contracts, customer service)
ÅPropose necessary ordinance changes
ÅPossible pilot programs / evaluate / be willing to make changes

3-6 months before:
ÅPhase in customer service staff hires; longer - term more responsible staff 

first; then temp
ÅPR efforts in full swing 
ÅBilling system tested & working
ÅBag/tag distribution in place
ÅCans ordered, distribution plan 

IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE ï
COMPREHENSIVE CHANGE TO CAN 
PROGRAM (EXAMPLE)

52

3 months before ï6 months after:
Excitement ïwork with contractor on:
ÅCollect trash first / resolve disagreements later
ÅTake care of customers or complaints will spill into political arena
ÅExpect large overtime, temporary, & intermittent employee costs
ÅPhase down customer service

6 months after:
ÅReviews through customer surveys, internal analysis, CS workload assessment
ÅTemp staff / overtime likely discontinued / start to return to normal levels
ÅProgram maintains ïevaluation against goals / expected $ and tons


