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kumatz Economic Research Associates

(Superior, Colorado} recently conducted
adetailed review of the advantages, disadvan-
tages and real-world experience with every-
other-week (EOW) collection of garbage and
recycling. This waste management scheme
may aid communities in considering modifi-
cations to encourage recycling and diversion,
reduce costs and improve efficiencies.

To identify communities using this option,
SERA reviewed its in-house database of more
than 1,300 communities in the U.S. and Cana-
da and conducted follow-up interviews.
Although EOW recycling collection schemes
are not uncommon, such programs may be
growing, due to the expanding adoption of sin-
gle-stream recycling and recycling programs
that alternate with yard debris. However, EOW
garbage collection is uncommon, and only a
handful of communities were found to be cur-
rently using these systems.

Analysis of EOW recycling collection
SERA conducted detailed statistical analyses
using data from more than 700 communities
across the U.S. and Canada to identify the
effects of EOW collection, as well as other
aspects of recycling programi design differ-
ences on the comomunity’s residential recy-
cling diversion, in percentage terms. Most
communities in the sample experienced recy-
cling rates on the order of between seven-per-
cent and 22-percent diversion.

To assess the recycling impacts specifical-
1y due to the difference between weekly ver-
sus alternate-week recycling, SERA used a sta-
tistical approach to control the other differ
ences between cormunities and their programs
that could otherwise confound the atiributable
results. Specifically, the assessment controfled
a wide array of demographic differences and
variations in recycling program design - fea-
tures that affect recycling performance. Hthese
factors are not held constant statistically, appar-
ent differences between the two groups of com-
munities — those with weekly collection and
those with EOW collection — might be assumed
to be due to the collection frequency. Howev-

er, EOW collection may be more common in

‘higher-income communities or communities

with larger bins, or programs that collect more

. materials. These other factors may also be con-
.tributing to the apparent performance differ-
ences, and the approagh enabled the separate
isolation and examination of the effects of
EOW collection. :

Several SERA studies isolated the effects
of EOW collection on diversion and program

" costs. The results show that:

+ Programs with weekly collection of recy-

clables led to two-{and perhaps up to four) .

. percentage points more recycling diversion

~ {about 10 percent to 25 percent or more

recycling) than communities with less fre-
quent (largely EOW) collection.
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+ The costs for the weekly recycling collec-
tion programs were about 30-percent to 40-
percent higher than programs that collect-
ed recycling every other week.

SERA’s analysis showed that less frequent col-
lection of recycling provided savings on the
order of 20 percent to 50 percent — hovering
around 30 percent to 40 percent. This reflects
a combined effect of half the frequency, which
would imply 50-percent savings, rolled back
by higher volumes during each collection and
the fixed costs associated with billing and oth-
er factors. The estimated cost savings made
EOW recycling collection relatively attractive,

although some communities were concerned
that it was confusing for residents, while oth-
ers were concerned about the loss of recycled
material.
Three changes have spurred a resurgence
of interest in EOW recycling collection:
« Fully-automated recycling collection using
large containers
+ Single-stream recycling
¢ Wet/dry collection.

The combination of autorated, containerized,
single-stream collection has led to consider-
able collection savings without  concomitant
loss of recycled material. SERA studies show
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~thatthe-increase int tonnage from going to a

single-stream collection (about one to 3.5 per-
centage points) nearly balances the decrease
in recycling from the change to EOW recy-
cling (two to four percentage points).

In addition, single-stream collection is less
costly than dual-stream programs — on. the order
of 15 percent or more savings in pro-

“ice under PAY T and atitomated collection meth-

ods —and/or adopt wet/dry systems. The EOW
programs that have been instituted have been
able to address the practical difficulties int obtain-
ing smaller trash containers, particularly ones
suitable for fully-automated collection.

Small trash containers (dubbed mini-cans)

| ~commiunities using this systemrhave PAYT-

or user-pay rate systemns that charge house-
holds lower fees for smaller volumes of trash
collected.

EOW collection allows use of standard-
sized containers to achieve smaller service lev-
els. This scheme reduces tipped or blown-away
containers, provides containers that
easily fit the gripper anms and reduces

gram costs. These combined program
savings (EOW and single stream)
have allowed some communities to
implement curbside yard debris col-
lection on alternate weeks, at very lit-
tle increase in total cost over the old
weekly systern — but very significant
incréases in total diversion. Those
that already have yard debris collec-
tion will see significant program cost
savings from this change.

. Some Canadian communities have
adopted a different approach that also
resuits in BOW recycling collection
~weekly collection of green waste with addi-
tional collection of recycling one week and
trash the next. Diversion levels from all of these
" options are impressive, and are becorning com-
pelling to communities with access to singie-
stream processing facilities.

Analysis of EOW trash collectlun

EQOW trash collection is quite uncommon in
North America, but may increase as commu-
nities consider options for smaller garbage serv-

Those communities that modify
their systems to collect trash every

other week as the norm may see
fairly dramatic increases in
recycling diversicnrates.

can be relatively expensive, costing as much
as $35 10 $55 ($US) each —not much less than
larger containers. SERA analysis shows inserts
{or obstructions) have been atternpted to reduce
volumes in larger containers that better fit ful-
ly-automated gripping arms and do not tip as
easily; however, they are expensive and labor
intensive, and have a limited lifespan.

The EOW service provides a practical
way to provide cheaper service and smaller
containers that encourage recycling. Most

the inventory of different sizes of cans
needed to deliver more service lev-
els, providing savings in container
inventory/ storage and delivery/rede-
livery with service level changes.
Additionally, mini-cans ¢can be prob-
lematic for manual collection, forc-
ing collectors to bend down for col-
lection and causing related health
issues.

In these PAYT cases, most house-
holds continue with weekly collec-
tion. The EOW collection is not pro-
vided for all customers, just for those needing
a smaller service level — one that is better served
by less frequent collection of a larger can than
by weekly collection in a difficult-to-collect
small container, In communities offering EOW
trash collection as an option, the service has
been selected by four percent to 50 percent of
households —most were between four percent
and 12 percent. The EOW cans are denoted

by decals or paint, and are collected on stan-

dard routes, just on alternating week collec-
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households is the norm in some Canadian com-
munities that are moving toward systems that
assign green waste as the weekly item col-
lected, with trash or recycling service provid-
ed on the alternate weeks.

These Canadian communities have paired
EOW systems with single-stream recycling
and aggressive education, and are reporting
strong diversion rates of more than 50-percent
in some limited cases. However, these high
rates are not due solely to the afternate-week
garbage collection, but the combined effects
of the weekly green waste, alternate-week
garbage and single-stream recycling, and
-aggressive outreach programs. The systems
are particularly popular with the elderly (who
appreciate the chance to save money) and avid
recyclers (who do not nesd the extra service
volume).

Many of the communities that have insti-
tuted EOW collection report increases in recy-
cling diversion or recycling participation.
Quantitative data are sparse because EOW trash
collection in North Ametica is uncommon, but
studies by SERA holding demographics and
other factors constant indicate higher recycling
associated with less frequent trash collectzon
(perhaps three- o five-percentage-points more
recycling, or about a 15-percent increase) and
very significant savings (perhaps 30-percent
to 40-percent savings) in program costs.

A similar tonnage-side analysis conduct-

Sound Resource Management Group
(Olympia, Washirigton) found neatly identi-
cal results for increases in recycling (2.7 per-
centage points to 4.3 percentage points, o a
nine-percent to 13-percent increase in recy-
cled tons) with reductions of collection fre-
quency of 20-gallon and 32-gallon contain-
ers from once weekly to every other week.
These results indicate EOW trash collection
may be a very cost-effective approach to
increasing recycling, depending on recycling
systern costs.

The communities implementing such sys-
tems report that the programs are running well;
however, a few communities reported some
start-up difficulties. One identified a small prob-
lem with bookkeeping or customers "...for-
getting which week they are on." Others said
households got easy reminders by looking at
neighbor set-outs. Another said it cost some
man-hours to switch over as they sent staff to
manually stencil carts with white paint. One
Canadian community also reported some dif-
ficulties with their green waste system — but not
the trash portion. The gréen waste containers
(collected weekly) have been attracting skunks
and raccoons, and customers have either been
using bungee cords to keep them shut, or they
wait until the morning to set out the containers.

Every-other-week recycling collection
Unlike EOW trash collection, EOW recycling

MﬂmvHoweverEGWUash collection for-alt——edfor-the City-of Vancouver;- Washington by ——collection 18 relalively COMmOn 11 NOMR AMKTL-.. L

ica. Quantitative research by SERA indicates
the BOW programs tend to collect two- to four-
percentage-points less material than weekly
collection though. However, EOW collection
of recyclables reduces the cost of the program
by about 30 percent to 40 percent —a very sig-
nificant savings.

One U.S. trend experiencing greater accept-
ance is the combination of EOW recycling col-
lection with fully-automated (using larger,
antomated containers) single-stream recycling.
Single-stream’s convenience and larger con-
tainers tend to increase recycling to the degree
that it makes up for, or exceeds, the decrease
in recycling diversion realized under EOW col-
lection. These programs also lead to additional
and considerable cost savings. Some com-
munities adopting EOW single-stream recy-
cling are replacing one of the weekly recycling
collections with alternate-week green waste
collection, and finding little increase in costs
— but dramatic increases in diversion. How-

ever, single-stream processing and the ability . |

to realize the efficiencies of fully-antomated
curbside collection must be available.

Every other week collection —of recyclables
and trash — provides a cost-effective and flex-
ible system for:

+ Increasing diversion

+ Decreasing costs

+ Offering practical alternatives for smaller
PAYT service levels
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EOW collection helps move toward much more
efficient and cost-effective collection, with sav-
ings in trucks and emissions.

Fears that BOW service will lead to odor
and health problems seem to be a greater fear
than reality; none of the cities indicated signif-
icant problems with this issue. However, it
should be noted that most of the communities
with these systems were located in northern
parts of the country, not in southern areas, where
odor issues may be a greater consideration.

Every-other-week trash collection
Every-other-week trash collection is uncom-
mon in North America — available in well less
than one percent of cormnmunities, However,
this total may be expected to increase over the
next decade, with the expansion of automat-
ed collection and the incompatibility of its grip-
pers with small containers, EOW collection
of a standard container can be an effective sub-
stitution for a small container collected week-
1y (and of course, even less frequent collection
may be an effective substitute for PAYT micro
can gervice).

EGW trash collections provide recycling
incentives through smaller trash volumes, par-
ticularly as a part of pay-as-you-throw options
(PAYT), or when used in conjunction with
wet/dry systems (in Canada and elsewhere).

1 PAY T providesexcellent reduction incantives;

with lower rates for smailer volumes. How-
evet, nni-cans can be problematic physical-
ly for automated or semi-autornated trucks (and
workers for manual collection), as they blow
away, tip over or are too small for grippers.
Collecting a 32-gallon container every other
week allows for 16-gallon service without
smaller, tippy containers, or adding yet anoth-
er size to PAYT container inventories (and asso-
ciated deliveryfredelivery costs).

Quantitative research indicates that decreas-
ing the frequency of trash collection — particu-
larly to EOW —leads to higher recycling and
decreased costs. The quantitative studies that
have been conducted indicate recycling increas-
es of about three- to five-percentage points more
recycling — about a nine-percent to 15-percent
increase, and very significant savings — perhaps
35-percent to 40-percent savings in collection
costs. These results indicate dramatic poten-
tial for more cost-effective trash and recycling
systerns. This also could indicate a very cost-
effective approach to increasing recycling,
depending on recycling system costs.

The analyses indicate that EOW collections —
recycling and/or trash — may provide advan-
tages to communities as they work to increase
diversion and manage costs. EOW trash can
help solve the small container barrier associat-

ed with PAYT and efficient automated collec-

| tion'systems=and-researchshows less frequent—————

trash collection increases recycling and signif-
icantly decreases collection costs. EOW trash
may be instituted for all garbage (e.g., with the
wet/dry programs), or may provide an option
just for those households previously limited by
the smallest can size. EOW recycling programs
alone decrease recycling tonnages collected,
but combining such programs with single-
stream programs (and large containers} makes
up for most, if not all, of those lost tons. _

Most importantly, EOW recycling collec-
tion (and single stream on top of it) decreases
collection costs quite dramatically. Commu-
nities have used these savings to add new mate-
rials — such as commingled yard debris using
automated trucks — at very little total cost
change. SERA’s research finds strong per-
formance among communities going from
weekly to EOW recycling, and adding EOW
vard debris collection. This system adds no
new collections, so overall program costs tend
16 stay nearly the same as recycling alone, while
delivering a "big bang" of yard debris diver-
sion — works especially well if PAYT (with
EQW coliection of the smallest garbage con-
tainer) is a part of the program.

Innovation and re-thinking collection sys-
tems can help keep diversion programs as cost-
effective and sustainable as possible. EOW
elements can be a part of the innovation process
for communities. RR
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