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Introduction

Thisinterimreportinvolves an evaluation of current City solid waste programs and initiatives for quality,
efficiency, participation, cost performance, and achievement of any existing City goals. The program
elements to be evaluated were identified and agreed upon among the Project Team members. Each
element was assessed given available data, and evaluated through the lens either of standing goals and
standards or industry and national best practices.

Evaluation of Program Elements

Each program element was identified as being part of one of five operational categories. The categories
are primarily identified as three service sectors (services to Residents; services to Industrial, Commerdial
and Institutional (1Cl) sectors; and services to the Community), along with solid waste facilitiesand internal
agency operations. Data for the purposes of evaluation came directly from City sources, and most goals
or standards came from the prevailing solid waste management plan or other City sources. Any external
standards are based on the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), established industry
sources, and from common knowledge of exemplary programs.

1 Services to Residents
1.1 Curbside Collection of Garbage and Recycling

Program Description

Fort Worth single-family residents? receive collection of garbage and recycling once weekly from the City.
Collection occurs Monday through Friday, and service is performed by a contracted collector. In return,
the collector pays fees to the City based on its annual receipts. In 2015, there were 212,601 customers,
and there are 217,422 residential garbage carts in distribution.

The City offers a Pay-As-You-
Throw (PAYT) volume-based
residential garbage container
sizing system to encourage
recycling and discourage
waste generation. Three
residential garbage container
sizes are offered: 32 gallons,
64 gallons and 96 gallons. 32 gallon 64 gallon 26 gallon

The City as of September

2015 charges a variable rate for each containersize: $12.50 per month for 32 gallons, $17.50 per month
for 64 gallons, and $22.75 per month for 96 gallons.

As of April 2015, just over 60 percent of the garbage containers are 64 gallons in size, a little under 20
percentare 96 gallonsinsize,and alittle under 20 percentare 32 gallonsinsize. Allgarbage and recyding
carts are owned by the City. Customer service calls, emails, and issues received through the City solid
waste app come in to the City’s Call Center and are entered into the customer relations management

LIncludes homes with one, two (duplex), or three (triplex) units.
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system (CRMS). The collections contractoralso has access to that system. Missed collections are collected
within 24 hours. Drivers can report improper set outs or nothing-out (addresses with no carts set out).

In Fiscal Year (FY) 14-15, 233,674.87 tons of waste were collected from these customers. The average
weekly set out (garbage and recycling) perhousehold was 41.3 pounds: 32.7 pounds of garbage and 8.66
pounds of recycling. On an annual basis, each customer setsout approximately 2,149.5 pounds of garbage
and recycling perhousehold, peryear. That same year, 31,879.4 tons of bulk waste and 28,973.5 tons of
yard waste were collected from the residential collections contractor. With 217,422 households on the
customerlist, that is an average of 293.3 pounds of bulk waste per household and 266.5 pounds of yard
waste per household, per year.

Participation in garbage collection is presumed to be 100 percent for serviced residential units, the
recycling participationrate is estimated to be 69 to 70 percent, and the estimated recycling set-out rate
is 65 to 70 percent. The current diversion rate is around 21 percent, and recent analysis shows more
recyclable metal and plasticis going to landfill than to recycling. The FY14-15 budget (actual) for curbside
collection is $33,667,554.37, or approximately $154.85 per household per year. This includes garbage,
recycling, yard waste, and bulk collection.

Current Goals and Standards

The Texas state recycling goal is 40 percent; the national recycling rate average from U.S. EPA is 34.5
percent, and recent Columbia University research puts the national recycling rate average at around 29
percent. A January 2015 report called the Texas Recycling Data Initiative showed a tons-over-tons
statewide municipal solid waste (MSW) recycling rate of 18.9 percent.

¢Reciclo hoy?
-G Spugoo Ayl

FORT WORTH

@\ e will fortworthgov.org/dem
e e i

The current “Fort Worth Solid Waste Management Plan 1995-2015" (1995-2015 Plan) called for utilizing
automated collection technology to reduce garbage collection from twice weekly to once weekly, and to
collect recyclables once weekly and yard waste once weekly on a seasonal basis. It was anticipated that
the outcomes of this change would include meeting the goals of reducing worker injuries and providing
“cost-effective” service. The 1995-2015 Plan also called forimplementinga PAYT fee structure as part of
this change.

Regarding yard waste, the 1995-2015 Plan had ashort-term goal of the provision of once weekly collection
of yard waste; however, over the long-term, the 1995-2015 Plan’s goal was to reduce yard waste
collection by encouraging residents to refrain from bagging yard waste and/orto manage it on theirown
property.

SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT
CONSULTANTS 2 July 2016
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In addition to the goals in the 1995-2015 Plan, the FY14-15 City budget document set the following
objectives for the curbside collection program:

e Toprovide once a week curbside garbage collection with less than one missed collection per
1,000 households.

e To provide once a week curbside recycling collection with less than 1 missed collection per 1,000
households.

e Toincreasethe diversionrate of residential wastes from landfill disposalfrom 23 percentto 30
percent by FY14-15.
e Toreduce curbside recycling contamination from 20 percentto 10 percent by FY14-15.

Program Evaluation
The 1995-2015 Plan goals and budget document objectives to provide once-weekly garbage service and
recycling service have been fulfilled. Yard waste collection also continues once weekly. The continued
residential participationinthe yard waste programindicates that “Don’t Bag It” programs have notbeen
successful in reducing the amount of yard waste set out at the curb to an extent that service can be
reduced or eliminated.

Regarding misses of garbage at the curb, the City and its contractor are meeting and exceeding the
objective of lessthan 1 miss per 1,000 households. Table 1-1shows the missrates forthe past threeyears.

Table 1-1 Curbside Miss Rate per Thousand Customers

Curbside Garbage Misses Curbside Recycling Misses

FY2012-13 .75 71
FY2013-14 .74 42
FY2014-15 .53 .27

The 1995-2015 Plan goal to implement automated collection was completed, as was implementation of
PAYT billing. The outcomes of the PAYT system are subject to analysis, as the high rate of contamination
in the recyclables delivered to the MRF may be due in part to residents having chosen garbage carts that
are too small fortheirneeds or habits, resultingin “overflow” garbage being deposited in recycling carts.
The FY14-15 budget documentobjective to reduce curbside recycling contamination from 20 percentto
10 percent by FY14-15 was not achieved; the contamination rate was 24.16 percent for FY14-15.2

The objective toincrease the diversionrate to 30 percent by FY14-15 was also the objectiveinthe FY13-
14 budget document. This objective was not achieved for FY13-14, when the diversion rate was 21.24
percent, nor was it achieved in FY14-15, when the diversion rate was 20.71 percent. Regardless, a 30
percentdiversion rate with yard waste diversionincluded is too low fora program as comprehensive and
well-established as the one in Fort Worth. It is below not only the Texas state goal but also published
figures for the national average, and achievable figures for a community with this level of access to

recycling.

Figure 1-1 shows the characterization of the average Fort Worth curbside set-out. In recent years, not
including yard waste,® Fort Worth residents have source separated from the garbage 20 to 23 percent of

2 The 2012-13 contamination rate was 20.56 percent, and the 2013-14 contamination rate was 20.64 percent
3 Yard waste was excluded for the purposes of this comparison because curbside yard waste set-outs were not
counted in the waste characterization conducted in October 2014.

SOLID WASTE
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their waste. A waste sort conducted in March 2014 of garbage and recycling found that the subject
residences sourceseparatedabit more than average, at 28 percent. However, nearlythat much recycling
by weight—i.e., what could have been recycled—remained in the trash and was lost to landfill. This
comparison showsthat even without yard waste recycling, Fort Worth should ultimatelybe ableto recyde
much more than the 30 percent goal rate.

Reported Curbside
Recyclables and
Recyclables &
Garbage Average Fort Worth Waste

Set-out (Source:City of

Fort Worth, CY12/13 Data)

Garbage Collected

(Source: Cityof Fort Worth,

Characterization
(Source:GBB Waste sort,

CY13/14 Data) March 2014)

23% 22%
\ 28%
49% /23%

m Separated for recycling

77% 78%

= Separated for recycling m Collected as recycling

m Set out as garbage = Collected as garbage

® Could have been recycled but was
setout as garbage

® Waste Material

Figure 1-1 Average Curbside Set-out Compared to Actual Waste Stream Characterization
1.2 Bulky Item Collection

Program Description

Collection of bulk material is provided once monthly during a designated week. This service is for items
that are too large, heavy, or otherwise unable tofitin a garbage cart. Bulk collection is not for excessive
amounts of garbage, and bagged waste is not accepted. Other items not accepted in the bulk collection
program include electronics, appliances containing coolant or gasoline, hazardous materials such as
chemicals or poisons, automotive parts (including batteries and tires), glass, and rock, soil, concrete, or
tile. Volume is limited to 10 cubic yards per collection.

Crews collect bulk set-outs throughout the designated week. Residents may set out their bulk items as
earlyas 6 p.m.the Friday before the collection week, but no laterthan 7 am on Monday of the collection
week, and crews have until 5 p.m. on the Saturday at the end of the collection week to pick up the
material. During the life of the current 1995-2015 Plan, out-of-budget costs, or overages, for this program
have reduced due to residents conforming to the set out instructions.

SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT
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Ina 2012 Customer Servicesurvey, 70.4 percent of respondents indicated that they use the bulkprogram.
In the same survey, 87.3 percent of respondents said they were “somewhat” or “very” satisfied with the
bulk collection program.

Current Goals and Standards

The primary existing goal for this program from the current 1995-2015 Plan was to maintain the service
level of once-monthly collection, with ambitions to “encourage” apartments, businesses, and institutions
to recycle bulk items when possible. The intention for that effort was to reduce the amount of reusable
items going straight to landfill.

Program Evaluation

The City has maintained the once monthly service level for bulk collection, and the reduction in out-of-
budget expenditures reflects growing customer compliance with set-out instructions. Based on industry
experience with bulk item collection programs, once monthly bulk collection at no additional cost is an
above-average amount of access to this type of service. The lengthy time period provided to set out
material (Friday night to Monday morning) also makes participation simple. There is no comprehensive
data to indicate that residents mind that bulky items may be on the curb for up to a week, and it is not
unreasonable to suppose that some residents have learned that they have until even later in the week
than Monday to set out theiritems, expanding the set-out window even further. This exceptional level of
“easy” access to a “free” program to dispose of bulk items provides no incentive for residents to seek
other options to rid themselves of bulk items or material that could be diverted from disposal, such as
selling, donating, or recycling. Therefore, while the program has met its goal of providing a certain level
of service, it does not serve the larger goal of reducing waste sent to landfill.

In addition to not incentivizing waste reduction, this style of bulk collection is relatively expensive. City
staff estimates that approximately 33 percent of the monthly per household charge by the contractor for
waste collection is attributable to bulk waste collection (this also includes enhanced yard waste
collection), but bulk materials account for only 12.3 percent of the tons collected. Proportionally, these
charges are second only to garbage collection, which accounts for approximately 41 percent of the charge
but over 60 percent of the tons collected. Figure 1-2 shows how disproportionatelyexpensive bulk waste
collection is.
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Figure 1-2 Collection Services as Proportion of Annual Waste Stream and Proportion of Per-Household Rate Charged by
Contractor
(Source: City of Fort Worth Data)

Furthermore, a survey by the City in 2011 of the materials setout and collected as “bulk” found that up
to 70 percentis organicmaterials, such as yard trimmings and brush. Effectively, this means many tons of
organic material are being collected expensively and then disposed instead of recovered.

1.3 Incentive Programs

Program Description

Incentive programs are initiatives to provide a motivation —usually financial —to residents to reduce
waste generation, recycle, or recycle more than previously. In 2012, Fort Worth began a Recyclebank
program. The program is provided through the partnership between Recyclebank and Waste
Management, Inc. (WMI). Recyclebank lets participants earn points by recycling, and those points can be
“cashed in” for benefits such as vouchers or coupons good at local or national vendors.

During the first month of the program (April 2012), Recyclebank reportedto the City* that 21,168 of the
195,928 customerswho were eligible for the program had registered to participate, representinga 10.8
percentsubscriptionrate. Of those subscribed customers, 10,403 (or, 49.1 percent) actively participated
inearning Recyclebank rewards, earning nearly 7 million points for recycling. In subsequent years,® active
participation has declined significantly. Subscription hasincreased to 16.7 percent; however, only about
10 percent of those subscribers are actively reporting, representing just 1.3 percent of all eligible
customers. A customerservice survey in 2012 indicated that many users were frustrated with the process
of using Recyclebank, or were confused by how to participate.

Table 1-2 Fort Worth Recyclebank Subscription and Reporting Figures

4 “Recycling Reporting,” from Waste Management, Fort Worth, TX, April 2012.
5 “Recyclebank Recycling Education & Engagement ProgramResults,” reports from Waste Management, Fort Worth,
TX, dated February 2015 and September 2015.
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April 2012 April 2014 February September
(Program Start) (24 months 2015 2015
from start) (34 months (41 months
from start) from start)
Number of subscribers 21,168 30,633 31,551 34,710
Subscription Rate 10.8% 14.9% 15.3% 16.7%
SR XL T 10,403 3,812 3,667 3,523
Participating
:::Eram Reporting/ Participation 49.1% 12 5% 11.6% 10.1%
ALY 5.3% 1.85% 1.8% 1.3%

Participation Rate

Current Goals and Standards

The existing 1995-2015 Plan recommended establishing “positive incentives” for businesses to recyde,
but did not place the same priority forresidential programs. The residential curbside goals are focused on
service provision. There are no national standards forincentive programs, and theiradoptionis uneven.

Program Evaluation

While the initialization of the Recyclebankprogram in Fort Worth was promoted via channels such as City
News;® the web site currently provides a minimal description of the program and then refers readers to
the Recyclebank web site. Recyclebank’s operational model does normally include their providing the
outreach and education materials regarding the program. Budgetary information provided shows a
$50,000 expenditure for “Recycle bank / Recycle Right postcards,” which figureincluded both Recyclebank
and general recycling outreach efforts. Approximate annual expenditures by the City for Recyclebank
outreach were $20,000 in 2012 and $10,000 eachyearin 2013 and 2014.” RecycleBank was required by
contract to expend $150,000 in the program for marketing purposes from April 1, 2014 through March
31, 2015, and $150,000 April 1, 2015, through March 2016.

Recyclebank has beenin place in Fort Worth for nearly three and a half years. The recycling rate for 2012
would likely not have been heavily influenced by the program, and in subsequent years, there has been
no impact—infact, the City’s diversion rate has decreased each year during the program and is now more
than three percentage pointslowerthanthe reporting yearin which the program began. The number of
subscribers has increased, but the decline in active participation in Recyclebank by those subscribers is
marked.

Additionally, one of the purported benefits of Recyclebank is promotion of local businesses via the
rewards that participants can select and redeem. From March 2014 to February 2015, about 2 percent of
members ordered rewards from Recyclebank. These were disproportionately identified as “local”
rewards,® although the reporting does notidentifyif the rewards are fortruly local businesses or rewards
that are limited to being spent at Fort Worth locations. That trend began to change, however. Inthe 12-
month period from October 2014 to September 2015, a similar representation of members ordered

6 http://fortworthtexas.gov/citynews/default.aspx?id=96026
7 Email correspondence with Diane Covey, March 12, 2015.
8 Local to National rewards ranged from almost 3-to-1 to more than 5-to-1 from March 2014 to February 2015.
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rewards from Recyclebank (just under 2 percent, on average). The ratio of local to national rewards
changed significantly, however, and overall more than 82 percent of rewards ordered were national .°

1.4 Yard and Food Waste Collection

Program Description

The City offers yard waste collection services from single-family residences in several
different forms through Waste Management, Inc., its collection contractor. Any yard
waste including grass may be placed at the curb for weekly collection in Kraft paper
bags. Residents are responsible for purchasing these bags at retail outlets. Tied
bundles of yard waste up to 4 ft. longand 40 Ibs. in weight may also be placed at the
curb, along with stacks of brush and limbs up to 8 ft. longand 4 in. in diameter (piles
with limbs largerthan these dimensions are considered bulk) if they are no larger than
10 cubic yards. These materials are all collected weekly at no additional charge. Residents also have the
option of paying $75.00 one-time to purchaseand receive agreen, 96-gallon cart for any yard waste. None
of these four options listed aboverepresentan additional monthly feeto residents. Yard waste that does
not meet these criteria may be collected at additional cost to the resident. To avoid additional fees,
residents may take their yard waste to one of three drop-off stations.

City contractors deliveryard waste to the Southeast Landfil| (SELF) where itis ground into mulch by Living
Earth Technologies (LETCO) under subcontract to the SELF operator, Republic Services. Republic
Services/LETCOisrequired to accept the material unless it contains “Unacceptable Waste” or loads with
an “unreasonable amount of prohibited items”; however, the amount of contamination constitutingan
unreasonable amount is not defined in the Landfill Operating Contract Amendment 3 which addresses
processing of yard waste. Republic/LETCO processed just under 29,000 tons of yard waste into mulchin
FY14-15 according to the City’s Annual Report. The contamination rate, calculated using the amount of
yard waste disposed by the mulching operation, was 6.85 percent by weight.

The City does not provide food waste collection in any form. Residences have no optionfor removing food
residuals from their solid waste except to compost it if they practice back-yard composting, or by using
under-sink disposers. Back-yard composting is a beneficial form of diverting both yard waste and food
waste from disposal. Using an under-sink disposer is also a form of diversion from landfill because
municipal wastewater bio-solids are typically land applied for beneficial use. The City currently
incentivizes diversion of both food residuals and yard waste by providing a PAYT program, which allows
residentsto pay less forsmallersolidwaste carts without paying more for separate yard waste collection.
The City has a limited back yard composting education program, offered twice -per-year at the Botanical
Gardens.

Current Goals and Standards

Statewide, 15.8 percent of all reported material recycled from residential sources was made up of yard
trimmings, brush and green waste in 2013 (Texas Recycling Data Initiative Biennial Report, 2014).
However, thisbenchmarkis believed to be low because of thevery large number of smallcomposters and
mulch producers operatingin the State, many of which were not accounted for in the statewide study.

9 Local to National rewards ranged from 1-to-2 to 1-to-18.8 from October 2014 to September 2015.
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Program Evaluation

Althoughthe reportedyard waste and food waste diversion rates comparevery favorably to the reported
statewide rates, thereportedstatewiderates are believedto be lowerthan actual rates. Opportunities to
increase diversion rates for these materials lie in increasing local opportunities for composting and
mulching driven by market forces for economically favorable tipping fees and high-quality compost, soil
blends, and mulches. Opportunities to increase diversion of food waste lie in providing processing
capacity, including composting and other techniques, for food and yard waste generated bythe residential
sector. The March 2014 waste characterization study conducted forthe City showed that 34.9 percent of
the material set out as garbage, exclusive of recycling and yard waste, was food or food-contaminated
paper, indicating that perhaps athird of current “garbage” could be divertedto composting, digestion, in-
sink disposers, or other techniques.

1.5 Multi-family properties

Program Description

At present, the main service provided to multi-family residents by the City regarding recycling is
information and outreach. The City does not provide any direct services. The City’s information and
outreach provides guidance to individuals seeking to start or support recycling, including how to seek
collection service from the private sector, and where drop-off services are available.

In 2014, an ordinance passed in 2011 went into effect which requires all multifamily housing complexes
to have recycling programs and to submit documentation of their programs to the City. To bring about
compliance, the City provided technical assistance, a checklist, and otherresources such as a direct email
address, AptRecycling@fortworthtexas.gov.

Current Goals and Standards
The existing 1995-2015 Plan provided programmatic goals for apartment recycling:

e Requiring apartments to provide recycling to residents;

e Providing City of support and enforcement for apartment complexes to recycle;
e Encouraging apartments to divert yard waste from disposal;

e Encouraging residents to recycle; and,

e Assisting in the formation of recycling cooperatives among complexes.

The 1995-2015 Plan also included this statement regarding recycling access for apartment residents:

It is the Committee's general opinion that, to the extent possible, residents of
apartments should receive services comparable to services provided to
residents of single family households.

This sentiment reflects aforward-thinkingidea that with the advent of single stream recycling, there is no
operational reason that apartment residents cannot recycle the same common materials as those living
in single family homes.

Program Evaluation

As of January 2015, 545 multifamily housing complexes have complied with the program: 440 have a
recycling planinplace and 105 have requested a waiveropting out of implementing recycling. While the
compliance is remarkable, the ordinance has no service capacity requirements nordoes it specify which
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products must be recycled. Therefore, while the objectives related to this endeavor have been met, the
achievement of providing a similar level of service for apartment and single family residents cannot be
verified. Continued implementation of this ordinance will be essential for ongoing service provision to
apartment residents.

The nonspecificgoal to “encourage” residentsto recycle is met by existing outreach programs, including
the offer by the City to speak at community and civic groups. Efforts to encourage complexes re garding
diversion of yard waste and the active support of recycling cooperatives appears not to have been
accomplished.

SOLID WASTE
e 10 July 2016



ForT WORTH.
Task 3 — Evaluation of Current Programs — Interim Report

2 Services to Industrial, Commercial, and Institutional Sectors
2.1 C&D

Program Description

Construction activities result in the generation of construction / demolition (“C&D”) wastes which are
generally managed differently than other MSW. The TCEQ defines C&D waste as waste resulting from
construction or demolition projects; includes all materials that are directly or indirectly the by-products
of construction work or that result from demolition of buildings and other structures, including, but not
limited to, paper, cartons, gypsum board, wood, excelsior, rubber, and plastics.!® C&D wastes can be
disposed of inlandfills dedicated to C&D disposal, referred to as Type IV Landfills. These facilities do not
have to have as extensive alinerorfinal coversystem due to the fact that the wastes that can be accepted
at these facilities must be inert.

C&D debris often contains bulky, heavy materials thatinclude:
e Concrete, wood, and asphalt (from roads and roofing shingles);
e Gypsum (the main componentof drywall);
e Metals, bricks, glass, and plastics; and,
e Salvagedbuilding components, such as doors, windows, and plumbing fixtures

C&Disthe second largest waste type disposed in Texas.The TCEQreports that 18 percent by weight of all
material landfilled in Texas is C&D material, or about 0.2 tons per capita per year.!! Using U.S. Census
data, this rate equates to 173,920 tons per year of C&D waste generated in Fort Worth.

Current Goals and Standards

In order to provide for proper disposal of C&D wastes, it is the City’s goal to provide sufficient disposal
capacity for all wastes generated by both residential and commercial sectors. Currently this is achieved
through a combination of disposal capacity from both the public and private sectors.

Program Evaluation

C&D waste from new construction, major residential renovation and demolition projects make up much
larger quantitiesthan C&D material thatis likely to be collected through the City's curbside bulk collection
program. This material is typically collected by private contract with haulers who may haul to Progressive
Inc. C&D landfill, the Southeast Landfill (SELF) or elsewhere.

The SELF also accepts C&D wastes. However, C&D waste, unlike residential curbside garbage collection, is
not directed to the SELF. In FY14-15, the SELF disposed of 50,188 tons of C&D waste. This represented
approximately 7.9 percent of the total waste disposed of at the SELF that year.

The Progressive Inc. C&D landfill (formerlyidentified as IESI) is located in Tarrant County. This facility
accepted a total of 356,826 tons in 2014. C&D waste accepted at this facility is generated by both the
City’s residential sector, as well as Fort Worth and outside Fort Worth private haulers. The remaining
capacity of this landfill is 9 years at current rates of disposal.!?

1030 TAC330

11 Municipal Solid Waste in Texas: A Year in Review — FY 2014 Data Summary and Analysis, TCEQ
12 Municipal Solid Waste in Texas: A Year in Review — FY 2014 Data Summary and Analysis, TCEQ
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2.2 Commercial Collection

Program Description

At present, the main service provided to businesses—i.e., the commercial sector—by the City is
information and outreach. The City does not provide any direct services, exceptforapproximately 1,000
small business customers that are serviced by 96-gallon carts by the City’s residential collections
contractor. Information provides guidance to individuals seeking to start or support recycling, including
how to seek collection service from the private sector, and where drop-off services are available. The
existing 1995-2015 Plan notes this condition, and that it should continue.

Their participation will have to be secured through largely voluntary measures,
as the City currently exercises limited control in how waste is collected and
disposed. It is the Committee's belief that this level of business sector flexibility
should continue.

The commercial program also includes regulation of solid waste haulers.

Current Goals and Standards

The existing 1995-2015 Plan listed nine recommended actions for the commercial program, enumerated
below, which are primarily aspirational in nature. The action statements were mostly “encourage,”
“assist,” and “incentivize,” and the areas of focus included buying recycled content, reducing waste,
recycling, and composting. The existing 1995-2015 Plan recommends that the City provide information to
businesses on the importance of recycling and waste reduction, and on how to access markets for
recyclable materials. The 1995-2015 Plan further recommends turningto organizations such as the Sierra
Club and the Chamber of Commerce for assistance with these educational efforts.

The 1995-2015 Plan calls for the institution of the Grants of Privilege system, requiring haulersto have a
license or permit and to pay fees, and to provide tonnage data to the City.

Program Evaluation
The City estimates thatthe proportion of waste from Fort Worth generated by the Commercial sector is
at leasttwo-thirds, as estimated inthe current 1995-2015 Plan, butit may be as much as three-quarters.
Accordingly, the importance of influencing this sector to reduce waste and recycle has increased in
prominence. Below are the nine recommended actions from the existing 1995-2015 Plan and status on
theirimplementation.

1. Encourage businessestorecycle
e The City has started “Green Breakfasts” with tours of companies incorporating
sustainable business practices. The City also hosts Business Smart workshops for area
businesses onincorporating sustainable business practicesincluding recycling and waste
reduction best practices. As part of the rollout of the multi-family complex recycling
program, the City held four workshops specifically for apartment managers on best
practices.
2. Assistschoolstoestablishin-house recycling programs
e The City obtained grantfundsfor Fort Worth schools to receive recycling bins, and 3,000
bins will be placed in2015. Keep Fort Worth Beautifulencourages the formation of school
“Green Teams” and hopes to recognize them for their efforts. Only schools forming a
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greenteam comprised of a student, a custodial staff person, an administrator, a teacher
and a parent receive recycling bins.
e The City’s Neighborhood Education office does outreach in schools and neighborhoods
educating students and citizens on how to recycle properly athome. Inthe period from
January 1, 2014 through January 31, 2015 the former Neighborhood Education office
(currently the Community Engagement Office) achieved the following:
o 104 elementary schools werevisited foroutreach
o 4,851 studentswere reached with the recycling presentations
o 5,035 Fort Worth citizens were reached with the recycling presentations
o 65,491 piecesofrecycling collaterals were distributed
3. Establish positiveincentives for recycling programs.
e No programs.
4. Adoptbusinessdesign standards that encourage use of recycled products
e BusinessSmart program — to share best management practices with local businesses.
5. Encourage procurement of goods made from recycled/able materials
e The City’s Sustainability Plan does encourage green purchasing.
6. Evaluate use of waste watertreatmentsludge forcomposting
o The Solid Waste Services Division has had three meetings with the Water Department
on thistopicand currentdiscussions are ongoing and show promise.
7. Encourage composting organic materials by private sector
e Notaccomplishedyet.
8. Encourage lawn care companiesto “don’tbag it”
e Fort Worth has an active Master Composter program, which a few lawn care companies
have attended.
9. Require datacollectionand reporting and franchise fees of haulers
e Thisaction hasbeenaccomplished. The Grant of Privilege program collected $2.2 million
inFY 13-14.

2.3 Food Waste Collection

Program Description

Collection of food waste in the non-residential sector is typically through self-haul by the generator or
through contracts with hauling companies. Ingeneral, the primary impediments to food waste recycling
are a lack of appropriate processing facilities within an economic haul distance, and lack of adequate route
density to make collection and hauling more efficient and more economical. Food waste is typically heavy,
which may also reduce haul efficiency.

Current Goals and Standards

There are no current goals or standards associated with food and yard waste from Industrial, Commerdial,
and Institutional (ICl) sources.

Program Evaluation
Opportunities to increase diversion of food waste lie in providing processing capacity, including
composting and other techniques, for food generated by the ICl sectors.
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3 Services to the Community
3.1 Away-from-Home Recycling Services

Program Description

The Solid Waste Services Division and Downtown Fort Worth, Inc. have implemented the “Recycle on the
Go” program. This program provides 78 dual-use (recycling/garbage) cans throughout the downtown
area: 66 purchased by the City and 12 purchased by the Downtown Public Improvement District (PID).
There are also 10 “Big-Belly” automated recycling units. The recycling side of the dual-use cans provides
an opportunity for recycling of paper, plastic, metal and glass. The collected materials are consolidated
intoa 3 cubicyard container, which isemptied once weekly. During winter months, itis estimatedto be
only two-thirds full when emptied.

This program was partly funded by a grant from Texas Commission on Environmental Quality. The
Downtown PID spends about $1 million annually on “trash removal,” which accounts for around 45
percent of its budget expenses. The Stockyards PID spends approximately $10,775, or 16 percent of its
budget, on waste removal annually. Waste removal expendituresforthe Trinity Bluffs PID have varied and
markedly over the past five fiscal years, accounting for 26 to 39 percent of operating expenditures. In
addition expenditures by the PIDs, the City pays Waste Management $58,000 per year to empty 194

RECYCLE

ON THE

garbage cans.

Current Goals and Standards
There were not any goals or aspirations for away-from-home recycling in the current 1995-2015 Plan.
Through the Recycle on the Go program, the City hoped to reduce the amount of waste disposed by 10
percent, or 10,000 pounds annually.
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The most widely cited best practices for publicspace recycling, backed by research and publicinput, are
found in a 2011 report!3 by Eureka Recycling and a 2013 report by Keep America Beautiful .14

EurekaRecyclingis azero waste nonprofitorganization in St. Paul, MN, and operates several programs to
further its mission, including a curbside recycling program. Eureka Recycling offered the following best
practices for creating a program of public space recycling:

e Clearly define the budget and scope of the program and identify phases of implementation;

e Consider prioritizing visible and popular public spaces first;

e Build strong partnerships with stakeholders, including the community;

e Design the program around both diversion potential and ensuring that the materials really get
recycled; and,

e Develop systems to track and measure diversion, and communicate results.

Keep America Beautiful is the foremost organization dedicated to the care of public spaces, the host
organization of the Great American Cleanup and America Recycles Day, manifested locally in Fort Worth
as the Cowtown Cleanup in the spring and America Recycles Day in the fall each year.

Keep AmericaBeautiful conducted a survey of communities who have publicspace recyclingand in 2013
published ten best practices for such programs, based on the experience of the survey respondents:

13 “Development of Best Practices in Public Space Recycling,” Eureka Recycling, 2011

http://www.eurekarecycling.org/imageupload/file/Eureka-Public_Space Recycling-final web.pdf
14 planning for Success: Ten Tips for Designing Public Space Recycling Programs,” Keep America Beautiful, 2013.
http://americarecyclesday.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/Public-Space-Recycling-Guidel.pdf.

15 July 2016



http://www.eurekarecycling.org/imageupload/file/Eureka-Public_Space_Recycling-final_web.pdf
http://americarecyclesday.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/Public-Space-Recycling-Guide1.pdf

ForT WORTH.
Task 3 — Evaluation of Current Programs — Interim Report

Best Practices for Public Space Recycling - Keep America Beautiful,2013

*Recycling must be simple and convenient, removing the two primary barriers of lack of
convenienceand confusion overwhatto do;

eKnow the waste stream before selecting containers, in orderto properly identify what users
will actually be generating;

*Place recycling bins directly next to trash bins, as isolated recycling bins will become trash
cans no matter what the label says;

eUse restrictive lids, as small openings reduce contamination and force people to slow down
and read;

eUse clear, simple labelsand language with easy-to-recognize images and avoid cluttering
signage with too much detail;

eChoose the right bin for the settingand the materials, and one thatis distinct from the trash
cans—blue is the most common colorused forrecycling;

*Be consistent, and pick auniform bin style, color scheme, and message, coordinating with
nearby residential programs and othervenues or facilities;

eKeep bins cleanand well-mantained, and emptied adequately —dirty, damaged, and
overflowing bins turn people off;

eConduct educational outreach, including special signage and recyclingambassadors to
interact with users; and,

*Be preparedto evaluate and improve —when asked “have you made any changes to your
systemto address contamination orotherissues?” 69 percent of the survey respondents
said “no.”

Program Evaluation
The Recycle onthe Go program had a goal of diverting 10,000 pounds of material peryear. The following
approximate estimates were made to evaluate the achievement of this goal.

The Downtown Fort Worth PID states that the 3-CY recycling containeris emptied weekly, but thatin the
wintermonthsit is only two-thirds full. Assuming that December, January, and February are the “winter
months,” there are 13 winter weeks and 39 “regular” weeks each year.

(2 CY/week * 13 winter weeks/year) + (3 CY/week * 39 regular weeks/year) = 143 CY per year

Recyclemania, a national collegiate recycling competition operated by Keep America Beautiful, provides
several volume-to-weight conversion factors,?> one of which is most relevant to the PID recycling
containers: 200 pounds per CY for commingled containers (glass, metal, and plastic bottles and cans).®

143 CY of recyclables/year * 200 pounds/CY = 28,600 pounds per year

This would presume that the material placed in the recycling containers was all recyclable, which would
be erroneous. However, even if the materialin the recycling bins was 65 percent contaminated (residue),
there wouldstill be 10,000 pounds of recyclables to be sorted out at the MRF, and the goal of the Recyde
on the Go program would be achieved. Therefore, itis likely that the 10,000 pound goal is met; however,

15 http://www.recyclemaniacs.org/sites/default/files/documents/Volume-weight-conversions.pdf
16 The Downtown Fort Worth recycling bins aredesignated for bottle and canrecycling, and these are the materials
most likely recycled by people on the go.
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betterinformationisrequired. The provision of weight tickets for the 3CY recycling container, for example,
could provide such information. In addition, the dual-stream recycling containers are still outnumbered
almost 2.5 to 1 by trash-only containers, meaning tens of thousands of additional pounds that could be
recycled are being lost to landfill disposal each year in the Downtown PID.

Several public parks in Fort Worth have recycling containers installed for the use of visitors. Prominent
among themis the Fort Worth Botanic Garden. There are more than 290 facilities operated by the Parks
and Recreation Department, including 179 neighborhood parks, 20 community centers, 5 golf courses, 3
aquatics centers, 2 athletic centers, and 1 fishing lake. Every park has at least two recycling bins on site
forvisitors to use. An estimated 40 percent of the garbage cansin the parks have accompanyingrecyding
bins.t?

3.2 Special Event Collection

Program Description

Fort Worth has many public events and parades throughout the year. Attendance ranges from 2,500 at
Prairie Festto over 1 million forthe Fort Worth Stock Show. The Texas Motor Speedway, with a capacity
of over 181,000 people, is hostto three NASCAR Series, an Indy Car Series, and variousotherraces, events,
and concerts. NASCAR has worked with partners such as Coca-Colaand Miller Coors to provide recycling
at some of its events.'® There are potentially millions and millions of glass, plastic, and metal beverage
containers generated at these facilities which could be diverted from landfill each year.

Waste collection service at special eventsis provided by one of several private haulers, and the presence
of recycling containers also varies. Some of the events, like the Stock Show and NASCAR, have reported
on the amount of recyclables they have collected, but others have not. Essentially, recycling at public
eventsisatthe discretion of the event organizers and the waste hauler servicing the events. Forexample,
Ordinance No. 19255-08-2010 regarding Outdoor Events states that
“Recycling at Eventsis strongly encouraged, butis not mandatory.”*° There
isnomention of recyclinginthe permit guidelines for Neighborhood Events
and Parades, although permit holders are responsible for “collection and
disposal of all trash.”?°

Organizations andindividuals can borrow recycling bins from the Parks and
Recreation Department using an online form, located at
http://fortworthtexas.gov/parks/eventrecycling/. The bins are free to
borrow and easy to use, and are of the type shownin Figure 3-1. Borrowers
may have as many bins as they need, and can bring the materialtheycollect
to the North District Service Center on Brennan Ave., along with retuming
the binsthere. Thereisa $55 charge forany bins damaged or not returned.
In the first three quarters of FY16, eleven organizations borrowed a

combined total of 126 recycling bins. Figure 3-1 Example of Recycling
Bin Available to Borrow from the

Parks Department

17 Estimate provided by Parks and Recreation Department District Superintendent, July 1, 2016.

18 http://green.nascar.com/partners

19 Sec. 20-422. Additional Permits Required.

20 http://fortworthtexas.gov/uploadedFiles/Public_Events/Outdoor_Events/NeighborhoodEvents.pdf?update=110720
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Current Goals and Standards

There were no goals or aspirations for away-from-home recycling in the current 1995-2015 Plan. The
FY14-15 budget document stated a goal to divert from landfill disposal 90,000 pounds of recyclables at
special events in 2015. The goal for 2014 was 20,000 pounds.

Best practices for supporting event recycling programs include connecting provision of recycling to the
event permit; supporting the recycling efforts with messaging, containers, service, or programmatic
support; and, promoting recycling as a service that City Residents should expect when they are enjoying
local events.

Best practices forimplementing temporary event recycling operationsare to some degree similar to those
for permanent public space recycling, and include many of the same
elements. This knowledge and information could be provided by the
City to the event operators in the form of programmatic support:

° Messaging about recycling at both the point of purchase (such as
food vendors) and at the point of discard (i.e., waste management
containers or areas), and along the way;

° Prohibitingvendorsfrom selling containers or packaging that will
contaminate the recycling stream or confuse attendees;

. Pairing recycling receptacles with all waste receptacles;

° Utilizing recycling receptacles that are easy for attendees to
recognize and use; and,

. Ensuring that on-site sanitation staff properlysegregate recyding

from garbage all the way from the receptaclestothe collection points,
and that the recyclable materials are properly routed from the event
site to a MRF.

Program Evaluation

City staff provided data estimating that 90,432 pounds of recyclables were collected at various eventsin
2014, and that the 2014 objective was met. Forthe period October 2014 to September 2015, special event

recycling was estimated at 95,502 pounds, and the 2015 objective was met.

3.3 Litter Abatement and lllegal Dump Clean-ups

Program Description
The City operates a significant programto clean up litterand illegal dumps. Sitesin need of clean up are
identified by Code Compliance officers, citizen calls, or the litter

©

abatement crews themselves in the course of their work. A work order
is created, and all orders are collected within five days, at which pointa
supervisor closes the order. Work is done during a regular daytime
schedule, unless there is an emergency situation or a special event.

In FY14-15, the program collected 4,927 tons of material, up from 2,971
tons in FY12-13. The budget for FY14-15 for this activity was
$1,340,846.57, or $272.14 per ton. The majority of these costs are for
labor, equipment, and fuel to collect the materials, as disposal is
genera”y only S15to S18 perton_ KEEP AMERICA BEAUTIFUL AFFILIATE
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In addition to cleaning up, the City strongly supports Keep Fort Worth Beautiful (KFWB), an affiliate of
Keep America Beautiful. A City staff person serves as the coordinator of KFWB.

Current Goals and Standards
The FY14-15 budget document stated an objective to collect 90 percent of all work orders within 5 days
of receipt.

The current 1995-2015 Plan placed a high priorityon continuing the City programs of litter abatement and
illegal dump preventionand clean-up. It states thatall services related to such should be maintained, and
recommends two strategies to cut down on illegal dumping in the first place: making access to proper
disposal more convenient, and increasing enforcement and prosecution efforts towards those who dump
illegally.

The aim of Keep America Beautifuland its affiliatesis to bring people togetherto make publicspacesinto
beautiful places. Inthe past, efforts focused primarily on beautification and litter clean-ups; however, its
mission has evolvedin recent years to engage individualsto take responsibility for their community’s
environment. This mission adjustment including acquisition by KAB of the America Recycles Day
intellectual property, and promotion of the criticality of recycling systems to environmental quality and
quality public space.

Program Evaluation

Theillegal dump cleanup program’s goalswere to maintainservice levels, which it has done. All programs
remainintact, with full-timeand wide-ranging activity to clean up illegal dumps and litter. As of April 2015,
98 percent of incoming work orders are cleared within 3 days, exceeding the goal.

The cost per ton to collect this
material is many times greater
than operational costs to collect
waste properly from homes and
businesses, and is heavily driven
by the transportation and vehide
costs. In FY14-15, costs
associated with vehicles and fuel
(not including any purchase of
new vehicles) was more than
$238,000, orabout 15 percent, of
the operational budget. Like
many programs, the single
Ly A | largest cost center was staffing
. e salary, wages, and benefits. For
FY14-15, this was over $850,000, or more than 51 percent, of the program budget.

v i bt

Keep Fort Worth Beautiful is a premier KAB affiliate. The keystone event, the Great American Cowtown
Cleanup, engages over 5,000 residents of Fort Worth annually. The chapter has been distinguished many
times for its excellence, including Gold Star status from Keep Texas Beautiful, President’s Circle by KAB,
Community Achievement Awards from the Texas Governor, and other recognitions.
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3.4 Dead Animal Management

Program Description

As part of the City of Fort Worth Code Compliance Departme nt, the Solid Waste Services Division is
responsible for removal of properlyprepareddead animals from residences. Article IV of Chapter 6 of the
City Code governs this collection. The Division collects smaller animals from City streets or from private
property that have been placed at the curb. Residents can call infora pick-up, and people canalso call in
dead animals on publicor business property. The carcasses are handled as a special waste at the landfill
per Texas law.

The City provides this service,in part, because ordinances require that animalscan only be buriedat a pet
cemetery or licensed landfill. Unlike in some other communities, they cannot be buried on a person’s
property. For largeranimals, such as livestock, residents are directed to contact a rendering company to
dispose of large animals.

Tonnage collected was steady FY03-04 through FY07-08; however, as shown in Figure 3-2, the tonnage
has dropped by approximately 40 percent from FY07-08 to FY12-13. Tonnage always fluctuates due to
natural animal population changes and dependent on how many large animals are collected; however,
this precipitous drop is primarily attributable to a program change. Previously, animals were collected,
(for afee) from veterinary locations, but customers have not been calling for service.

Dead Animal Collection
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Figure 3-2 Tons Collected, Dead Animal Cleanup

The budgetary expenditures for the dead animal removal operation —shown for the past three years
below—are primarilyforsalary and wages, and benefits. The next largest line item is vehicle fuel, followed
by safety equipment. Table 3-1shows recent expenditures and budget figures for this activity. The annual
expenditures remain relatively stable while tons collected have decreased. The cause for this per-ton
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increase in costs is not readily apparentbutis likely affected by many uncontrollable factors such as fuel
costs, climate, publicinterest in the matter, and animal population patterns.

Table 3-1 Recent Budget Figures for Dead Animal Clean-up

FY 2012-13 Unaudited Actual FY 2013-14 Adopted FY 2014-15 Actual

$206,219 $216,386 $232,637

City ordinances do provide for collection of fines forimproperly handling animal carcasses, up to $2,000,
and for collection of afee for collection of animals from business property; however, such monies would
be deposited into the General Fund and would not directly benefit the animal collection program. This
program operates as a necessary public service.

Current Goals and Standards
The FY14-15 budget documentstates an objective for 100 percent of incoming dead animal work orders
to be completed within 48 hours of receipt.

The other primary standards of evaluating this programliein the current 1995-2015 Plan, which called for
the City to continue removal of dead animals from the public right-of-way, identifying the effort as
“necessary,” and noting that the Committee that evaluated the priority of this program rankedit as of the
highest importance.

Program Evaluation

As of April 2015, 99.3 percentofall work orders are cleared within 24 hours; a reportfor FY14-15 shows
that 94 percentare clearedin that time frame. These both exceed the stated goal. A 2011 mediareport
also cites a City source as saying work orders are usually completed within 24 hours. 2! Considering that
the primary objective of this program is to exist and be responsive, and in the absence of any customer
service evaluation, it can be said to currently fulfill its charge satisfactorily.

3.5 C&D Processing

Program Description

C&D waste associated with structures may be processed separately from other recyclables in a specialized
materials recovery facility (MRF) designed for this purpose. A C&D MRF may be a stand-alone processing
facility, or may be as simple as a controlled salvage /diversion operation at a landfill. Alternatively, C&D
waste may be separated atthe construction or demolition siteinto components that are marketable. This
activity typically takes the form of placing several roll-off or similar containers at the job site, each
dedicatedto a certain type of marketable waste material, then marketing to various brokers, mills orend
users. Recycling pavement materials such as asphalt and concrete is possibly the most common form of
C&D recycling. Thisis typically initiated on a project-by-project basis based on market conditions for new
and reclaimed paving materials. Asphaltis typically reprocessed into new paving material. Concrete and
rock rubble are typically crushed and graded to meet specificationsfor use in roadway construction, bank
stabilization, or other uses. Metals are highly marketable when properly segregated to meet market
specifications. Asphalt shingles may be reprocessed into recycledasphalt shingles orinto paving materials

21 “pdvice on what to do when a dog or cat dies suddenly,” posted May 27, 2011 on the “Mom2MomDFW” blog,
part of the Fort Worth Star-Telegram network. http://www.star-
telegram.com/living/family/moms/article3827833.html
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foruse in pavementrepairs. Glass from C&D activities may be recycled but markets are quite demanding.
Markets for color-separated glass for use in terrazzo-like flooring and counter tops are emerging.

The City of Fort Worth does not own or operate a C&D MRF and there are no C&D MRFs in the area
immediately in and around Fort Worth. However, numerous processors of materials that might be
recovered from C&D activities are located in the area. These include scrap metal dealers, concrete
crushers, shingle re-processors, asphalt re-processors, among others. These facilities are entirely market
driven. It is difficult to determine the market capacity of these private operations.

Current Goals and Standards

Cities across Texas, including Austin, Dallas, Denton, El Paso, Flower Mound, Houston, McKinney and
Plano have adopted some form of sustainable building/development standard, which incentivizes
construction and demolition industries to avoid landfilling C&D waste. Often, these standards encourage
waste reduction, reuse, and recycling of all wastes associated with the built environment. Examples
include Leadershipin Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certification through the US Green Building
Council, Envision certificationof publicworks projectsthrough the Institute for Sustainable Infrastructure,
or custom-designed programs developed to meet specific local objectives. These programs not only
reduce landfilling of C&D wastes, but they alsoindirectlysupport the developmentinfrastructure such as
independent processors of this waste stream.

Program Evaluation

The City of Fort Worth has no program designed specifically to require diversion of C&D wastes from
landfills, thus supportingmarkets for new C&D waste processors. The City’s Sustainability Plan finalizedin
2010 does recommend promoting LEED certification of new buildings. However, there is no mandated
certification addressing waste reduction or landfill diversion of C&D waste in place at this time. Such
activities are voluntary for private and public development in the City.

3.6 E-Waste/Specialty/Hard-to-Handle Waste

Program Description
Specialty and hard-to-handle waste falls into several categories:

1. Electronic Waste (E-Waste)
2. Medical Waste (not Pharmaceutical)
3. Fireworks and Ammunition

E-Waste
To dispose of E-Waste, citizens are encouraged to:

e Visit the TCEQ website for recycling options offered by computer and television manufacturers.
All computer and television manufacturers are required to offer recycling options for the
equipment they produce.

e Conductan Internetsearchfor companiesthatare acceptingand in some cases offering rebates
forelectronicitems such as MP3 players, wireless phones, electronic camcorders etc. Some stores
— such as Costco and RadioShack — sometimes offer trade-in programs for computers, monitors,
digital cameras, camcorders, game systems and other gadgets. The City lists several websites that
offerinformation on how to dispose of specialty E-Waste items, including the Texas Recydes
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Computers Program (www.texasrecyclescomputers.com) and the Texas Recycles TVs Program
(www.texasrecyclestvs.com).

e Take unwanted electronics to one of the City of Fort Worth’s drop-off stations for recycling.

The drop-off stations will accept computer equipment, many other electronic items and up to two
televisions per Fort Worth household every six months. These items will then be recycled with an
appropriate vendor.

Medical Waste
To dispose of medical waste, citizens are encouraged to:

e Sharps (needles, syringes, lancets)

o Before throwing away sharps in a garbage receptacle, place them in a sharps disposal
container or hard plastic/metal with a tightly-secured lid (detergent bottles with screw-
on lids or a coffee can). When possible, break off syringe needles to prevent reuse.

e General Medical Waste

o Place IV bags, plastic tubing and similar medical equipment in plastic garbage bags and
throw them away in garbage receptacle. These items are not recyclable, whether they
have been used or not.

Fireworks and Ammunition

Fireworks are illegal in the City of Fort Worth. By ordinance (Section 3301.1.3) the possession,
manufacture, storage, sale, handling and use of fireworks are prohibited. Wildfires, structure fires and
personal injury are common results of illegal fireworks use. City of Fort Worth residents) are directed to
follow these recommendations:

e Contact the Fire Departmentat 817-392-6850 or FWFire @fortworthtexas.gov to schedule a drop
off or arrange a pick-up of unwanted ammunition, ammunition loading supplies, and other
explosives.

Do not put fireworks or ammunition in garbage or recycling bins.

e Donottake fireworks orammunition to the Environmental Collection Center ora Fort Worth Solid

Waste Drop-off Station for disposal.

Current Goals and Standards
The FY14-15 budget document states no objective for e-waste, medical waste, or fireworks and
ammunition management. The current 1995-2015 Plan also does not contain goals or standards for the
management of these materials.

The North Central Texas Council of Governments (NCTCOG) notedinits SEE Less Trash Plan that emphasis
inthe region duringthe 1995-2011 period had beento increase the development of permanent collection
facilities along with the use of mobile collection unitsin the more populated areas of the region. The City
of Fort Worth followed this trend, and has developed both the permanent Environmental Collection
Center (ECC) and the mobile collection units.

Program Evaluation

As greater quantities of special wastes are being diverted from landfills and water system, the spedal
waste diversion program meets a baseline measure of success. However, as the City has no specifically
established goals for expanding these programs, there is no current official benchmark against which to
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compare, other than the constant expansion of the program and additional tons of materials diverted
(and number of events held) every year. Now that these programs are established, and agreements are
in place to extendaccess to special waste disposal and recycling services to residentsin other communities
in Tarrant County, a goal should be established for expansion of the program, whether by expansion of
education (number of households reached per year with pertinent information) or tons diverted (by
model or measure).

3.7 HHW and pharmaceuticals

Program Description

The City of Fort Worth, with TCEQ grant and City funding, has a permanent household hazardous waste
(HHW) collection facilityon three acres east of downtown near the intersection of I-30and East Loop 820.
Itis open Thursdays and Fridays from 11 a.m.-7 p.m. and Saturdays: 9 a.m.-3 p.m. The phone numberis
817-392-1234, and itis closed January 1, July 4, Thanksgiving Day and the day after, and December 25.
Thisfacility, knownas the Environmental Collection Center (ECC), collects HHW from resid ents throughout
Tarrant County and beyond through contracts with over 50 local jurisdictions. The facility also offers
products forreuse, through a “give-and-take” area called the “HelpYourself Shelf.” Fort Worth also works
with two other groups of citiesin Tarrant County to implement three HHW Mobile Collection Units(MCUs)
that can be loaned out to participating cities throughout the yearto be used as one -day drop-off centers
throughout the ECC service area.

The ECC is for residential waste disposal and recycling only. Commercial, business or industrial waste
cannot be accepted under Texas regulations. Residents of apartments and condos are also not allowed.
The interlocal agreements allow participating communities to use the ECC, schedule eventswherea MCU
is present, and have HHW collected at mobile collection events disposed of underthe City’s contract for
disposal.Inorderto participate in the City’s program, communities’ signatoryto the interlocal agreement
must commit to also providing certain resources and funds toward collection of HHW and other waste
materials during collection events.

Residents of the following municipal entities can access the ECC: 23 can do so without purchasing disposal
vouchers, and residents of the other 29 (*denoted in the list below) are required to first purchase
vouchers from their municipalities. Proof of residence (current water bill or valid driver’s license) or
presentation of a voucher is required to use the ECC.

Arlington Glenn Heights* Mansfield

Azle Godley Midlothian*
Bedford* Grand Prairie North Richland Hills*
Benbrook Grapevine Oak Leaf*

Burleson Haltom City Pantego*

Cedar Hill Haslet* Parker County*
Cleburne Hood County* Richland Hills
Colleyville Hurst River Oaks Roanoke*
Crowley* Johnson County* Saginaw
Dalworthington Gardens* Joshua* Sherman

Decatur* Keller Southlake

Euless Kennedale* Stephenville*
Forest Hill* Lake Worth* Tarrant  Regional Water
Fort Worth Lakeside* District (TRWD)
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Trophy Club

Unincorporated Tarrant
County*

Upper Trinity Regional Water
District*

Watauga*

Waxahachie*

Weatherford*

Westlake*

Westover Hills*

Westworth Village*

White Settlement*
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Of these citizens with access, approximately 6 to 7 percent of residents are presently using the
Environmental Collection Center.

When residents come to the facility, they are instructed to bring products in original, clearly labeled
containers, not in garbage bags. If any materials are leaking, residents need to place them in a second
container of a like material (glass for corrosives, metal for flammables). All residents are instructed to
place materials in the trunk of their car or bed of a truck, and to remain in the vehicle while the staff at
the facility unloads material. There is an area of the facility that is accessible to residents, and it houses
the Help-Yourself Shelf (See Figure 3-3), where chemicals, cleaners, and paintin like new condition are
offered free of charge.

|
Figure 3-3 Images of HHW Services —Help Yourself Shelf
In an effort to publicize the availability of this collection facility, the City uses characters called “Captain

Crud and the Cruddies” as part of a publicawareness campaign highlighting the collection capabilities at
the permanent center and with the mobile collection units, known as Crud Cruisers (see Figure 3-4).
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Figure 3-4 Images of HHW Services —The Crud Cruiser

Participating cities can schedule one mobile collectionevent to be operated by Fort Worth personnel each
year, or can conduct their own events using their own MCUs. The City has a Reserve MCU, which is a
specially designed and equipped thirty-six (36) foot gooseneck box-trailerand one (1) ton pickup owned
by Fort Worth. Any participating city may request the loan of Fort Worth's Reserve MCU free of charge
forusein a HHW collection event. Fort Worth’s MCUs are designed to hold the HHW of approximately 50
to 75 households. HHW from all mobile collection events is brought to the ECC, and is managed by the
City of Fort Worth under contracts for disposal and recycling of HHW.

The ECC and mobile events allow residents to dispose or recycle many items, as shown in Figure 3-5.
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Items Accepted Items Not Accepted

sAutomotive fluids eAmmunition & Explosives
eBatteries eAppliances & electronics
eCleaners & chemicals eBuilding materials
eCooking oil eBulk trash & yard waste
eLawn/garden/poolchemicals *Butane/propane cylinders
elLight bulbs eMedicines & Medical waste
*Paint & painting Supplies eTires

eAsbestos/PCBs/radioactive

Figure 3-5 Items Accepted and Not Accepted at the Environmental Collection Center

The City also suggests several options otherthan flushing (which is not recommended) forthe disposal of
expired, unused and unwanted over-the-counter and prescription (controlled and non-controlled)
pharmaceuticals, as shown in Figure 3-6. These options are in order of preference.

Periodic Citizens can drop off unused and Locations vary
expired prescription drugs and over-

Take-Back the-counter medications at one of the

Events take-back events sponsored by the

Department of Justice.

Pharmacy Certain pharmacies offeramail-in Locations vary
systemthrough which residents can
Drug Take safely dispose of unwanted
Back medications. University of North Texas offers a drop-off
Programs
Trash Onlyifcitizens are unable to Mixmedicnes(donotcrushtabletsoropen
participate in anyof the above capsules)with anunpalatable substance such

ti d th foll as coffee grounds, cat litter or cottage cheese.
mentioned programs, they maytoliow Place the mixtureina sealed containeror

these stepsto dispose of medication plasticbag. Throw the containerinthe
inthe householdtrash. appropriate trash bin.

Figure 3-6 Recommended Actions for Fort Worth Regarding Pharmaceuticals

Current Goals and Standards

Fort Worth’s current 1995-2015 Plan noted that the City's state approved Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan called for the construction and operation of a permanent collection center. The 1995-
2015 Plan also established the goal that residents of apartments should have the same access to
household hazardous waste collection centers that are available to residents of single family household.
The Plan noted thatapartment owners should encourage residents to use available facilities for HHW, as
opposed to using disposal containers provided at the complexes.

The City isnot required by its current 1995-2015 Planto achieve aspecificrate of resident participation.
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Program Evaluation

The City has fulfilled the goal of creating a permanent collectioncenter with the development of the ECC.
However, the City has only partially fulfilled the goal of providing equal access for apartment residents
because while they can utilize the mobile collection events, they are notallowed to use the ECC because
it is paid for out of the residential collection fees, which they do not pay.

30 TAC §332.61 (c) states "any personwhointendsto conducta collection eventor intendsto operate a
permanent collectioncentershallcomplywith the requirements of Chapter 335, Subchapter N relatingto
Household Materials Which Could Be Classified as Hazardous Waste." 30 TAC §335.62(a) addresses the
need of the applicant to demonstratereasonable access to HHW collection using either of two options. In
Option 1, the applicant demonstrates access to the collection of HHW based upon population. Figure 3-7

shows a breakdown of services required based on population.

Service Area Permanent Facility Mobile Events

One site with a minimum of 12
hrs/yr

< 100,000 Semi-annual events

One site with a minimum of 36

hrs /yr 6 events/yr

100,000 < pop. < 500,000

One site with a minimum of 48

hrs /yr 8 events/yr

500,000 < pop.< 1,000,000

One site with a minimum of 96

hrs /yr 16 events/yr

> 1,000,000

Figure 3-7 HHW Collection Requirements based on Service Area Population22

Permanent Facility access hours must be outside of regular business hours. "Business Hours" means 8:00
a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. Mobile collection events must be held with a minimum six-
hour continuous period of access outside of regular business hours.

The City’s population puts it into the 500,000 — 1,000,000 category, though with the 17 participating
communities, the population of the region exceeds 1,000,000. The ECCis open for over 1,100 hours per
year (over 500 of which are outside of Business Hours), and holds over 60 mobile collection events per
year, so exceeds the 30 TAC requirements for service. However, the mobile collection events are two-
hours long, short of the 30 TAC six-hour requirement.

2230 TAC §332.62(a)(1)
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4 Solid Waste Management Facilities
4.1 Alternative Energy & Emission Standards

Program Description

The efficient use of energyis key to keeping solid waste management costs reasonable, as well as meeting
the City’s sustainable goals for energy conservation. The collection, processing and disposal of MSW
requires fuel to power collection vehicles and landfill compactors and to power processing equipment. In
addition to using energy efficiently, there are opportunities in solid waste management to both utilize
alternative energy resources and to use waste to generate energy in a variety of forms. Some of these
optionsinclude using compressed natural gas (“CNG”) in collection fleets, capturing gas generated from
landfills to produce electricity or pipeline quality natural gas, or combust or gasify MSW to generate
electricity or steam.

The operation of the solid waste equipment also generates airemissions. The control of these emissions
is especiallyimportantinthe Fort Worth region, as the Cityis currentlyin a non-attainmentareafor ozone
air pollution. Specifically, Tarrant County is in moderate non-attainment for the 8 hour, 0.075 ppm
standard. Ground-level ozone is not emitted directly into the air, but is created by chemical reactions
between nitrogen oxides (NOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in the presence of sunlight.
Emissions fromindustrial facilities and electric utilities, motor vehicle exhaust, gasoline vapors, chemical
solvents are some of the major sources of NOx and VOCs.

In addition to operating equipment, landfills generate emissions of methane gas as waste decomposes.
The SELF is designed to capture these emissions. There is the potential to utilize this gas for energy
generation, either as a replacement for natural gas or to be used for electric generation.

Collection

The City controls residential solid waste collection through contracts with Waste Management Inc.
Currently, the City provides weekly collection of garbage, recyclables, yard waste and brush as well as
monthly collection of large brush and bulk waste. The City also has anillegal dumping collection program.
The City owns and operates the vehicles for the illegal dumping program. Republic Services Inc.
(“Republic”)isresponsible forthe transport of both recyclables and waste from the City’s three drop -off
stations. A fourth drop-off station is anticipated to be in operation in late 2016. Republic also provides
collection of recyclables and garbage from City facilities at large.

On any given day, the City and its contractors will operate over 100 vehicles to collect waste, recyclables,
yard waste and brush, bulk waste, illegal dumping collections and transport of materials from drop-off
centers. These vehicles consumedieselfuel or compressed natural gas and generate emissions. Table 4-1
lists the number of routes for each service provided.

Table 4-1 Fort Worth Collection Program

Service Households Routes/Day

207,691 38
207,691 30
207,691 17
207,691 14

Total 207,691 99
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Landyfill Operations

The operation of the City’s Southeast Landfill (SELF) ismanagedthrough a contract with Republic. Re public
has the responsibility to maintain equipment necessary to manage waste and address all of the
operational requirements as defined in the landfill's permit. Each of the pieces of equipment list below
are operating at the SELF consume fuel and generate emissions.

e Two articulated dump trucks
e One excavators

e One motor grader

e Four garbage compactors

e Sixtrack Dozers

The SELF has a gas collection system that collects the gas through a series of pipesthat directthe gastoa
flare and the gas is burned. Burning the landfill gas significantly reduces the amount of methanereleased
to the atmosphere.

Another air emission associated with landfill operations is dust in the form of particulate matter. This is
caused from heavy equipment operations. The landfill permit doesinclude a dust control plan to reduce
dust emissions. Thisis accomplished by paving high trafficroadways and using water on certain surfaces
to reduce dust generation and other measures.

Current Goals and Standards

The City’s 2015 Comprehensive Plan promotes the use of renewable energy resources (page 187) and
emissionreductions (page 175 and throughout Chapter 18, “Environmental Quality). A driving force in the
need to reduce emissions is the fact that the Dallas/Fort Worth (DFW) region is currently in a non-
attainment area for ozone as described above.

The City, in its Sustainability Plan is committed to reducing the generation of greenhouse gases.

In the latest request for proposalsissued by the Solid Waste Services Division stated goal s of increasing
resource recovery and extending the life of the landfill. The approved technology must be demonstrated
to be cost-effective.

Program Evaluation

Alternative Energy

CNG

CNG as a transportation fuel is considered an alternative
energy technology. Natural gas has traditionally beenusedfor L
residential heatingand commercial/industrial uses, however,
it has increasingly been used to fuel vehicles, especially in
fleet situations. Natural gas can be either compressed or
liguefied to be used as a transportation fuel.

Inan amendmenttoits 2013 contract with WMI, the City required WMI to convertits collection fleet, and
those of its subcontractors to CNG. This conversionis to be completed by June 9, 2017. It should be noted

SOLID WASTE
GBB = 31 July 2016



ForT WORTH.
Task 3 — Evaluation of Current Programs — Interim Report

that the City’s contract includes an escalation clause that takes into account both labor and diesel fuel
price increases or decreases.

Indexed Diesel and Natural Gas Prices
Source: US Energy Information Administration
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Figure 4-1 Diesel and Natural Gas Pricing

The conversionto CNG from diesel fuel has been occurring across the countryas a means to reduce energy
costsand vehicle emissions. There are capital costsinvolved in this transition and CNGvehicles cost more
than conventional diesel collection vehicles, however energy savings are proving to generate pay-backs
in 3 to 8 years. Figure 4-1illustrates that natural gas prices have steadily declined since 2005. While ail
prices have fallen significantly in the pasttwo years, energy cost savings can still be realized. In addition,
the fact that the Tarrant County areaisin non-attainment for ozone, the use of CNGvehiclesisimportant
to reduce emissions.

In a US Department of Energy Report — Case Study — Compressed Natural Gas Refuse Fleet (February
2014), the report concluded the following.

The fleetsin thisstudy chose CNG to save money on fuel (around 50 percent, on average), and to satisfy
corporate or municipal environmental initiatives.
e Fleetsinthisstudy saved approximately $0.90 per mile in fuel costs by using CNG.
e Theincremental cost of the CNG vehicles and fuelinginfrastructure can be recoupedin 3-8
years.

e Driverfeedback has beenvery positive: drivers appreciate the quieter operation of the trucks
and noted the good acceleration performance.

e CNG trucks inthis case study traveled around 14,500 miles peryearon average and achieved
fuel economy of 2.1 miles perdieselgallon equivalent.

Waste-to-Energy and Emerging Technologies

Technologies to convert waste-to-energy include the following:
e Convertinglandfillgas to energy by either convertingthe low-Btu gasto a high Btu gas
e Convertinglandfillgas to electricity by usingitto powera generator
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e Combusting MSWin a mass-burnincinerator with energy recovery
e Convertingwaste torefuse-derived fuel that can be usedina similarmanneras coal
e Converting waste to gases orliquids through highertech processes like gasification or pyrolysis

Accordingtoarecent Energy Information Agency Reportthereare 87 operating waste -to-energyfacilities
operating in the US, with a total generating capacity of 2500 megawatts. The majority of these facilities
utilize either mass-burn orrefuse derived fueltechnologies.In general, these technologies are significantly
capital intensive and have high operating costs. Total capital and operating costs for resource recovery
facilitiesforenergy recoveryrequireatipping feeranging between $75and $100 perton (including energy
revenues), versus landfills located inthe NCTCOG region where tipping feesrange between approximately
$17 to $40 per ton (Fort Worth’s contracted tipping fee is $17.37 per ton in CY15). None of the
technologies to convert waste-to-energy listed above are being utilized at this time by the City.

More advanced alternative energy technologies involve the generation of either steam, electricity or
combustion gases include: gasification, and pyrolysis. These technology could generate more efficiently
and generate fewer emissions. However, they are relatively untested technologies on a large -scale basis.
Because of the high cost of construction, selection of these options should be done carefully and witha
careful risk analysis as part of the overall process.

The EPA’s Landfill and LFG Energy Project database, which tracks the development of U.S. LFG energy
projects and landfills with project development potential, indicates that 636 LFG energy projects are
currently operating in 48 states and 1 U.S. territory. Roughly three-quarters of these projects generate
electricity, while one-quarter are direct-use projects where the LFGis used for its thermal capacity.

Bioreactor design or enhanced leachate recirculation (ELR) are landfill management approaches thatare
designedto acceleratethe gas generationrate, therebyimproving the economics of the operation. These
processes are unlike traditional landfills, which operate in a manner to keep as much liquids out of the
filled area. Bioreactors and ELR operations are designed tointroduce liquidsinto the fill areaas a means
of accelerating decomposition of the waste, thereby accelerating the generation of landfill gas. This
approach has the additional benefit of increasing the capacity of the landfil . Pilot demonstrations of this
approach are taking place locally in Dallas and Denton, Texas.

However, the City is negotiating with Republic to develop a joint system to utilize landfill gas. The
proposed system would convert the low-Btu gas to a high-Btu gas that meets commercial pipeline
standards.

Solar Energy
The Old Hemphill Drop Off station is 100% powered by photovoltaic panel array on site. The soon to be
built Drop Off station number 4 will also be solar powered.

The City’s collection contract with WMI also stipulated that WMI agreed to provide the City with a total
of 125 solarpowered garbage compactors. These were to be deliveredat arate of 25 compactors peryear
beginningon April 1, 2013. The City has the responsibility to maintain, repair or replace compactors once
they are delivered to the City.
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Emissions

Collection

As mentioned, the City, through its contract with WM is converting the collection fleet from diesel fuel
to CNG. The conversion of the collection fleetis anticipated to reduce greenhouse gases emissions from
the collection trucks between 21-26 percent.?

Landfill
The City’s SELF is in compliance with air emissions regulations. These regulations include the following.

e Standard air permit for MSW Landfill Facilities and Transfer Stations
e Landfill Gas Management Plan of the SELF Permit

e Dust Control Management per the Site Operating Plan of the SELF Permit
4.2 Disposal Capacity

Program Description
Providing foradequate waste disposal thatis operationally safe, environmentally sound, and cost-effident
is a core function of an integrated solid waste management system and of the CSWMP.

Residential and commercial waste that cannot be recycled through either a MRF or a
mulching/composting operationis disposed of at SELF. Commercial waste thatis generated by the private
sectorishauledto one of several regional landfills including SELF. SELF is owned by the City and operated
by Republic Services, Inc., under a contract that expires December 31, 2033. The SELF permit was
amendedin 2010 to add additional capacity. The Landfill is located at 6288 Salt Road, Fort Worth. Figure
4-2 shows arecent aerial view of the site.

23 Clean Cities Niche Market Overview: Refuse Haulers, U.S. Department of Energy, September 2011
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Figure 4-2 Aerial View of SELF, January 2016

SELF is permitted to the City by the TCEQ. The permit requires that the City directly, or through its
contractor, construct, operate, close and maintain post-closure care in accordance with both state and
Federal MSW guidelines. Although some of the areas of the landfill's footprint are pre-RCRA Subtitle D,
all new disposal cells of SELF are constructed with a composite liner that is designed to reduce the
potential of groundwater contamination. SELF also has an overliner system for the vertical expansion
areasthat will lay on top of pre-Subtitle D disposal areas. A leachate collectionsystemis incorporated into
the design asa means of capturing water that filters through the waste. The landfill design alsoincludes
a gas collection system; however, the Cityis notyet collecting gas forcommercial energy use. The City is
in discussions with Republicto determine the feasibility of a landfill gas to energy project. Operations at
the Landfill are designed toreduce potential nuisances, to protect the quality of water resourcesand to
provide for safe operations. The permit defines the requirements for closing the Landfill once it has
reached capacity, as well as post-closure care requirements for 30 years following closure.

Includedinthe agreementwith Republicis arequirement for Republicto provide brush-mulching services.
Source-separated brush material is delivered to the site by the curbside collection and drop off stations
transportations trucks and processed into mulch. The contract expires December 31, 2018, with one 5-
yearextension option. In FY14-15, the City reports that 26,889.46 tons of brush were mulched at the SELF.
That same year, SELF reported to TCEQ that 33,132.86 tons of “yard waste or brush” were diverted by the
facility.
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Figure 4-3 shows all the types of material that were accepted at the landfill in 2015, and that total intake
was 637,034 tons. This is almost 21 times more than the previous year’s figure of 5,519 tons.

Materials Disposed at SELF

m MSW

m C&D

Tires

B Contaminated Soil

B Non-regulated Asbestos

B Sludge

B Non-hazardous Industrial

H Other

Figure 4-3 2015 Southeast Landfill Disposal, by material
Source: Municipal Solid Waste in Texas: A Year in Review — FY 2015 Data Summary and Analysis

The contract that the City has with Republic also provides for a minimum annual rental payment from
Republictothe City. In FY13-14, this paymentwas $3,174,967; in FY14-15, it was $3,087,474.2* This could
increase depending on the quantities of waste accepted at the Landfill. There are no limitations on the
amount of waste Republicis allowed to dispose at the landfill, as long as they maintain efficient service to
the City. Error! Reference source not found.Construction and demolition (C&D) waste generatedin Fort
Worth is disposed at either one of the several Type | landfills (MSW landfills), or the Type IV C&D landfills.
There is one permitted Type IV Landfillin the area and it is owned and operated by Progressive Waste.
This C&D landfillislocated on Dick Price Road. It currently accepts approximately 359,000 tons per year
and has 10 years of remaining permitted capacity.

Table 4-2 summarizes the active landfills that are located within the region. Figure 4-4 shows the facilities
on a map.

24 FY13-14 figure is unaudited actual, FY14-15 figure is Budgeted
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Table 4-2 Active Landfills in North Central Texas Region, 2014 — Source: TCEQ

Remaining
Capacity Remaining
Landfill Owner Operator Location Disposal Tons (years) capacity (tons) County Permt #
City of Fort Worth City of Fort Worth Republic Fort Worth 637,034 30| 18,892,730 |Tarrant 218C
City of Arlington City of Arlington Republic Arlington 971,614 46 44,606,653 |Tarrant 358B
IESI Fort Worth C & D Landfill* IESI IESI Fort Worth 380,511 6 2,235,258 |Tarrant 1983C
Charles M Hinton Jr. Regoinal Landfill|City of Garland City of Garland [Rowlett 448,734 47 19,764,560 |Dallas 1895A
City of Dallas Mccommas Bluff Landfil|City of Dallas City of Dallas [Dallas 1,707,182 44 74,201,362 |Dallas 62
City of Grand
City of Grand Prairie Landfill City of Grand Prairie Prairie Grand Prairie 180,988 40 7,221,802 [Dallas 996C
Waste Management Skyline Landfill |WMI of Texas WM of Texas |Ferris 1,161,354 30 20,894,285 |Dallas 42D
Hunter Ferrell Landfill City of Irving City of Irving  [Irving 162,236 65 10,475,464 |Dallas 1394B
IESI Weatherford Landfill IESI IESI Weatherford 192,385 5 1,046,562 |Parker 47A
City of
City of Stephenville Landfill City of Stephenville Stephenville [Stephenville 16,368 65 489,636 [Stephenville 664
DFW Recycling and Disposal Facility |WMI of Texas WM of Texas [Lewisville 1,371,253 7 9,071,166 |Denton 1025B
Camelot Landfill City of Farmers Branch Lewisville 256,710 16 4,374,172 |Denton 1312B
City of Denton Landfill City of Denton City of Denton |Denton 231,990 22 5,177,349 |Denton 1590A
Lewisville Landfill Tx  |Lewisville
Lewisville Landfill LP Landfill Tx LP  |Lewsiville 216,331 78 16,953,657 |Denton 1749B
Pine Hill
Pine Hill Farms Landfill |Farms Landfill
Ellis County Landfill TX LP TX LP Ennis 68,709 344 23,638,346 |Ellis 17458
Republic
Waste
Republic Waste Services of Tx
CSC Disposal and Landfill Services of Tx LTD LTD Avalon 365 365 15,838,139 |Ellis 1209C
Itasca Landfill
Itasca Landfill Itasca Landfill Tx LP Tx LP Itasca 225,385 136 37,742,119 |Hill 241D
IESI Turkey Creek Landfill IESI IESI Alvarado 517,391 13 7,098,931 [Johnson 14178
North Texas
North Texas Municipal [Municipal
121 Regional Disposal Facility Water District Water District [Melissa 876,665 81 70,709,670 |Collin 2,294
Republic
Waste
Republic Waste Services of Tx
Republic Maloy Landfill Services of Tx LTD LTD Campbell 109,490 32 3,484,028 [Hunt 1195A
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Current Goals and Standards
The major criteria for the City’s disposal program are fourfold:

1) Isthe City’s landfill operating in an environmentally acceptable manner?

2) Does the City have sufficient disposal capacity to meet long-term waste management needs?
3) Isthe landfill operating efficiently?

4) s the cost of disposal reasonable?

The landfill must comply with TCEQ regulatory requirements, as well as compliance with federal
regulations. The permit that the Cityhas for the landfill affects the design, construction, operation, closure
and 30-year post-closure of the landfill. In additionto its ownership of the landfill and its desire to have it
operatedinan environmentally acceptable manner by a contractor, the City has both a disposal capacity
and financial interestin the landfill. Republic’s operating contract provides requirements that encourage
Republicto operate the landfill in an efficient manner.

Program Evaluation

Providing for adequate waste disposal that is operationally safe, environmentally sound, and cost -
efficient

At the start of the planning process, the 2014 Annual MSW Reportto TCEQ regarding SELF estimated the
facility had 43 years remaining capacity.?® Due to increases in waste volumes, this capacity is now
estimated to be significantly less. The 2015 report estimated the remaining capacity to be 30 years.2° In
the latest report to TCEQ, the City reported 30 years remaining capacity.

The City conducts aerial surveys tovalidateand cross-checkthe estimatesmade using the TCEQ reporting
data. Basedon the 2016 annual aerial survey, which reports on usage in 2015, 1.1 million cubicyards of
airspace was consumed since the previous survey. This is about 25 percent more capacity consumption
thatinthe prioryear, and more than double the capacity consumption occurringin 2011. The 2016 survey
reported 24 million cubicyards of remainingairspace. All things being equal, and barring major changes
towaste generation, rate of disposal, or facility capacity, the landfill has approximately 22 years remaining
capacity.

Table 4-3 Waste Disposed, Airspace Used, and Remaining Capacity for Southeast Landfill
Source: City of Forth Worth Aerial Survey conducted on January 28, 2016, by Weaver Boos Consultants, LLC

Year Annual Tons Annual Airspace Total Remaining Estimated Years of
Accepted Used (cubic yards) Airspace (cubic yards) Remaining Capacity

557,474 540,000 27,475,700 50.88
643,519 731,000 26,935,700 36.85
642,640 785,500 26,204,700 33.36
722,555 880,200 25,419,200 28.88
IV 920,981 1,103,900 24,539,000 22.23

25

http://www15.tceq.texas.gov/crpub//index.cfm?fuseaction=iwr.findrpt&CFID=1305495& CFTOKEN=ff79df5dc62 fc

73f-8BABFB70-CFO8-9ECD-FD13351FA16A25B0, retrieved July 1, 2016.
26

http://www15.tceq.texas.gov/crpub//index.cfm?fuseaction=iwr.findrpt&CFID=1305502&CFTOKEN=38a433e77b88
eele-8BC5612D-A14C-0585-C873B1B7CAB896EB, retrieved July 1, 2016.
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Waste volumes accepted at the Southeast Landfill (SELF) haveincreased substantiallyin the last five years.
If waste volumes remain at current rates, the facility would reach capacity in 2036. This provides a
twenty year planning horizonto make decisionsregarding future waste disposal options. With anticipated
continued growth in the region, it is reasonable to assume that waste volumes accepted at SELF may
continue toincrease. In addition, the possible closure of the IESI C&D landfill couldimpact the life of SELF,
since a significant portion of the waste currently disposed there is expected to go to SELF (see Regional
Business Actions, below). For information on projected closure dates for SELF, assuming different
parameters and scenarios, see Table 4-6, below, inthe Scenarios and Landfill Life Projections subsection.

Factors Affecting Available Capacity
A critical question that must be answeredin order to fulfill the mandate of the CSWMP remains: when
will additional capacity be required for the City’s waste stream?

Waste Volumes Accepted and Population and Economic Increases

Based on data provided by the City, waste volumes have increased significantly since 2010. Figure 4-5
illustrates waste volumes for City Waste and non-City Waste. City waste increased at an average annual
rate of 10% and non-City Waste increased at an annual average rate of 15%. The total waste volumes
increased at an annual average rate of 13 percent. From 2010, the amount of Non-City Waste has
increased from 62% of the total landfilled to 71% of the quantities landfilled.

Waste Quantities SELF
1,000,000
900,000
800,000
700,000
E 600,000
~ 500,000
e
o 400,000
'—
300,000
200,000
100,000 .
0
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
B Non City Total Tons 302,603 400,058 483,265 483,007 554,976 733,944
B City Total Tons 182,955 157,416 160,254 159,633 167,579 187,037

Figure 4-5 Historical Waste Tonnages at SELF, City and Non-City Waste, 2010-2015
Source: City of Fort Worth

In the 2016 Aerial Survey, Weaver Boos reported that a total of 1-Million cubic yards of airspace was
consumed duringtheyear. Thereportindicated that Republicachieveda compaction rate of 1,647 pounds
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per cubicyard. For the purposes of this analysis, airspace utilization will be used in forecasting future
landfill utilization.

Market Practices by Republic and Private Haulers

The City allows private haulers, regardless of the location of waste generation to utilize SELF. The City
receivesroyalties for waste acceptedat the facility, and the greateramount of waste accepted, the greater
the amount of royalties paid to the City. Hauler decisions on where to deliver waste are based on the
distance that has to be traveled to a landfill, the tipping fees charged at the landfill, and company
affiliation with the landfill utilized. There are a number of publicand private landfills located throughout
the North Central Texas region, as shown in Figure 4-4 on page 35.

Tipping Fees

TCEQ has data on tipping fees charged at facilities. It should be noted that these data do not take into
account all contract rates a landfill owner may charge to preferred customers. Fort Worth is reporting
tippingfeesatthe lowerend of the average chargedin the region. The reported SELF rate was $20.88 per
ton versus the average North Central Texas Regional Council of Governments area rate of $30 per ton.
Actual rates will vary considerably depending on the relationship between the landfill and the hauling
company, long-term versus short-term contracts and other factors. Table 4-4, below, highlights the
published tippingfeesfor2015 for the selected regional landfills to which Fort Worth waste would most
likely be delivered, if not to SELF.

Table 4-4 Published Tipping Fees for Select Landfills (2015)
Source: TCEQ

Fort Worth Landfill (City owned / Republic Operations) $20.88
Arlington Landfill (City owned / Republic Operations) $26.00
IESI’s Progressive C&D Landfill (IESI owned and operated) $23.12
Camelot Landfill (Farmers Branch owned / Republic Operations $30.63
DFW Waste Management Landfill (WM owned and operated) $23.50
City of Dallas (City owned and operated) $21.50

*Based on reports to TCEQ, actual rates will vary depending on user and landfill contracts

These relatively lowtipping fees provide anincentive for private haulers to use SELF. Thereis anincentive
forthe City to allow for high quantities of disposalin theform of royalties, but greater quantitieswill result
in the landfill reaching capacity sooner. A possible way to decrease tonnages goingto the landfill would
be to increase fees. Currently, Republic has the ability to set rates within the bounds of the contract
between the City and Republic.

Regional Business Actions

Inaddition to price and available capacity, the businessdecisions made and acted upon by the companies
that own and/or operate landfillsin the region can influence the market. Two current examples for Fort
Worth are management of two close-proximity landfill managed by Republic, and a pending pemit
application by Progressive.

The City of Arlington Landfill, which is owned by the City and operated by Republic, hasan estimated 46
years of remaining capacity, accordingto TCEQ data. Thisis the same firm that operates SELF. These two
landfills, in the same region and operated by the same firm, have had very different waste activity in
recentyears. From 2011 to 2015, waste volumesreported at Arlington show a 6 percentincrease, while
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Fort Worth reported a 65 percentincrease. There could be several reasons for this disparity, i ncluding
contractual obligations to the City of Arlington; maximum landfill throughput capacity; or, otherfactors.
Those possibilities notwithstanding, Republicisin a position to make business decisions which determine,
in effect, which landfill is utilized for regional waste. This is relevant because it demonstrates that
Republic’s business decisions regarding waste disposal facility utilization will likely continue to impact
SELF.

Table 4-5 Comparison of Fort Worth & Arlington Landfill Disposal Quantities
Source: TCEQ Reporting

Fort Worth Fort Worth Arlington Arlington

Disposal Quantities Facility Years Disposal Quantities Facility Years
(tons) Remaining (tons) Remaining

557,474 Notavailable
643,519 42 811,061 13
642,640 46 781,354 21
722,555 43 806,545 48*
920,981 30 971,614 46

% Increase o o
(2010 to 2015) S 20

In 2015, the Progressive C&D Landfill had an estimated six years of remaining capacity. The landfill
accepted a total of 380,000 tons of C&D waste in 2015. If this landfill were to exhaust its capacity, it is
reasonable to assume that some or all of the waste currently going to that landfill would be directed to
SELF. An additional 380,000 tons per year would increase the waste acceptance amountat SELF to over
1 milliontons peryear—morethan double thanthe amountin 2011, and almost triple what was acce pted
in 2010.

Progressiveis currentlyinthe process of securing a permitamendment which would increase capacity of
the site, asillustratedin Figure 4-6. Thisapplication was determined to be technicallycomplete on March
1, 2016. Publiccomments and determination of a publichearingare pending. The permitamendment, if
granted, would add approximately 6.4 million cubic yards of additional capacity and approximately 12
years of life to the facility.
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SUMMARY OF CURRENT PERMIT AND PROPOSED EXPANSION —IESIFT WORTH C&D LANDFILL

Ttem Units Current Condition | Increase due to New Condition
’ (Permit 1983B) Expansion (Permit 1983C)
Permit Boundary Area acres 151.73 No Change 151.73
Waste Disposal Footprint Area acres 77.7 No Change 77.7
Buffer/Other Area acres 74.0 No Change 74.0
Buftelr.-Other Area as a Percentage of percent 48.8% No Chanee 48.8%
Permit Boundary =
Total Waste Disposal Capacity cubic yards 12,056,000 6.368.000 18.424.000
Remaining Capacity as of 6/11/2014 )
g -apacity as ot o cubic yards 3.818.000 6.368.000 10.186.000
(latest aerial flyover survey) ’
Projected Remaining Site Life (approx.)
from the date of the aerial flyover years g 12.5 20.5
survey
Maximum Elevation of Final Cover ft. MSL 721.5 99.0 820.5
Elevation of Deepest Excavation ft. MSL 550.0 No Change 550.0

Figure 4-6 Summary Table of Current Permit and Proposed Expansion, from Progressive Landfill Permit Application

For the purposes of the CSWMP, analysis of future landfill disposal capacity available to the City includes
consideration of the impacts of a successful or unsuccessful permit amendment application by

Progressive. "

Waste Reduction and Recycling

As previously described, the amount of waste that is recovered through residential recycling programs is
approximately 23 percent. There are not available data on the amounts of commercial waste recycling
that is currently being achieved. Aggressive reduction and recycling programs have demonstrated an
ability to achieve rates of 40 percent or more, such as in Austin. To achieve these rates would require
significant investments in recycling efforts. For the purposes of the CSWMP, analysis of future landfill
disposal capacity needed by the City includes consideration of the following scenarios: noincrease in the
current recycling rate, and a 20 percentage-point increase in the current recycling rate.

Potential Disaster Events

The City’s landfill may need to be used for the disposal of large quantities of waste that would be
generated from a major natural or man-made disaster. These eventsinclude tornadoes, wind storms, ice
storms and flooding. Each year, the City has to respond to weather related events, and these data are
capturedinthe historicquantities of waste. No event has yetto have asignificantimpact onthe landfill’s
disposal capacity. Alarge quantity of materialcan be processed andrecycled, asin the mulching of wood
debris. However, there is the potential that in the next few years the City could experience a major
disaster event. The tornado events in Moore, OK, generated close to 4 million cubic yards of disaster
debris. A4 million cubicyard event would reduce existing capacity at SELF by approximately 25%.
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Landfill Infrastructure Constraints

Waste increases are anticipated overthe comingyears due toincreasesin both population and economic
activity. Evaluating scenarios that assume high rates of annual increases also requires a careful
assessment of infrastructure that is necessary to deliver waste to the landfill, as well as available
equipmentand space to accept ever increasing amounts of waste. Infrastructure includes access roads
to the landfill, scale facilities to weigh the waste, interior roads, and sufficient working face area to
effectively manage large quantities of waste. In 2015, the landfill disposed of approximately 1 million
cubicyards. Thisisequivalenttoapproximately 3,000tons perday (assuminganin-placedensity of 1,650
pounds per cubicyard). Trucks of a variety of sizes use the landfill. Forpreliminary assessment, assume
a mix of collection and transfervehicles having an average of 8 tons per truck. This is equivalentto 360
trucks entering and leaving the facility per day (based on a six day week). Based on data from the City,
Wednesday has the greatest average number of trucks per day — 423 per day. Saturday has the least
numberat 125 trucks. The SELF isclosed onSunday. Additional datathatwill needtobe evaluatedfora
more detailed feasibility analysisinclude:the City’slandfill permit, throughput capacity of the SELF scales,
and maximum area that could be utilized for working space.

Average Trucks Per Day Using SELF

450
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350 397
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250
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150
100 125
50
0
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Figure 4-7 Truck Traffic at SELF, 2016
Source: City of Fort Worth

For comparison purposes regarding a landfill’s ability to accept waste quantities, the McCommas Bluff
Landfill accepts 1.8 million tons peryear. Thisis the most waste accepted by any NCTCOG regional landfill.
Itis equivalenttoapproximately 5,800tons per day. In 2009, the City of Dallas reported that this landfill
was managing a total of 1 milliontons per year, delivered by atotal of 500 vehicles perday, an average of
approximately 11 tons per vehicle. In the most aggressive projections for SELF —the highest average
annual increase in tonnages—this would be the traffic situation at SELF by 2020.

Scenarios and Landfill Life Projections

The table below presents anticipated dates whenthe SELF could reach capacity. As statedabove, there
are a number of variables that could influence these timelines. If waste quantities are delivered at a
steady rate of 1 million cubic yards per year, as reported in the last aerial survey, the landfill capacity
will be reached in 2036. Table 4-6 shows the projected closure dates when different assumptions and
parameters are applied.
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Table 4-6 Scenarios Projecting SELF Capacity and Year of Anticipated Closure

Scenario Population Residential Commercial Overall No C&D No C&D permit Landfill Landfill
Increase Recycling Recycling 20- Recycling permit expansion, Expanded Expanded,
Only, 20-point pointincrease 20-point expansion, C&D Recycling Granted, Recycling 20-

Recyclingflat increase increase Recycling 20-point Recyclingflat point
flat Increase increase

2% Population Increase

Year SELF 2034 2036 2039
(CETE

Capacity

Average CY 1,590 1,450 1,380 2,220 2,000 1,840 1,600
delivered

perdayin

final year

5% Population Increase
Year SELF 2030 2032 2032 2027 2028 2033 2037
reaches
Capacity
Average CY 2,200 2,120 2,020 2,960 2,690 2,660 2,580
delivered
perdayin
final year
Year SELF 2027 2027 2028 2028 2025 2026 2029 2031
reaches
Capacity
Average CY [EX:[20) 3,320 3,200 3,050 4,270 4,070 4,190 4,050

delivered
perdayin
final year
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The “best-case” scenario is that waste volumes increase only moderately—about 2 percent each year—
while recyclingisincreased by 20 points, and the Progressive Landfill is expanded and continuesto accept
C&D. In this scenario, SELF closes in 2043. This scenario would still require action by the City during the
planning horizon of this CSWMP to provide for additional future capacity, but the facility would likely
remain active until the next CSWMP planning period.

However, the more likely scenarios are those with waste quantity increases. Fort Worth’s population is
projectedtoincrease fromabout 812,000 to 1 million between 2025 and 2030, and to almost 1.4 million
by 2040. The scenarios with 5 percent growthin wasteamounts project that SELF will close between 2027
and 2037, while the scenarios with 10 percent growth project that the SELF will close between 2025 and
2031. These years are all within or narrowly outside the planning period for this CSWMP.

The “worst-case” scenario is that waste volumes continue to skyrocket, recycling does not increase, the
expansion at the Progressive landfillis denied, and the waste from that landfill heavily impacts SELF. That
is the scenario wherein SELF closes in 2025, less than ten years from the initial year of the CSWMP.

4.3 Public Sector Facilities

Program Description

The following section describes solid waste facilities that are owned and/or operated by the City with the
exception of SELF, which is discussed in the Disposal Capacity Section of this report. The types of facilities
that the City maintains include: drop-off stations and an equipment maintenance yard.

Drop-off Stations:

The City maintains three drop-off stations, shown in Figure 4-8 with one planned for operating in late
2016. A primary programmaticintention of the drop-off stationsisto provide affordable and convenient
disposal and discourage illegal dumping. Drop-off stations are located at the following locations.

Drop-off Station Location

Brennan Drop-off Station 2400 Brennan Ave
Southeast Drop-off Station 5150 Martin LutherKing Freeway
Old Hemplhill Station 6260 Old Hemphill Road

Drop Off Station No. 4 (yetunnamed) 301 Hillshire Drive
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Figure 4-8 Listing and Map of Drop-off Station Locations
Drop-off Stations will accept the following materials:
e Baggedgarbage e  Minor remodeling debris (10 cubic
e Recyclables (including scrap metal) yards per month)
e Bulkyitems e Appliancessuchasrefrigeratorsandair
e Brush conditionersthat do/do not contain
e Yard trimmings Freon® or other coolants
e Tires(limitfourperhousehold every six * Appliancesthatdo not contain gasoline
months) oroil
e Oldfurniture e Electronicsand computers (including

televisions - limittwo every six months)
An aerial view of the Brennan Drop-off Station is shown in Figure 4-9.
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Figure 4-9 Brennan Drop-off Station

¥ 4

2400iBrennanfAve

Fort Worth residents may pick up free mulch at any of the three (soon-to-be-four) drop-off stations. Mulch
is generated from the yard trimming processing at SELF. Piles are clearly labeled, and are self-serve.

Swap Shops are setup at each Drop-off station to provide residents an opportunity to shop for free.
Residents can bring reusable items such as bicycles, books, useable lumber and other construction
materials, furniture, garden tools/equipment, exercise equipment, etc. to any Drop-off station for re-use
by other residents.

Drop-off station staff will make final determination for acceptance into the Swap Shop. Although items
can be dropped off and taken at no cost, residents are required to sign a liability waiver before utilizing
the shop.

Drop off station staff are currently stockpiling scrap bicycles, fire extinguishers, propane cylinders, and
reusable pallets into lots for periodic City surplus equipment auctions.

Environmental Collection Center (also see section 2.3.7 above)

The Environmental Collection Center (ECC) is open to Fort Worth residents and participating cities. The
ECC is for residential household hazardous waste disposal and recycling only. Commercial, business or
industrial hazardous waste cannot be accepted under Texas regulations.

Mobile collection for household hazardous wastes are held in Fort Worth and participating entities
throughout the year.

Current Goals and Standards

The City’s solid waste management program is designed to reduce the overall impacts of solid waste
generation. Toaccomplish this, the City provides a range of services that make it convenientto properly
dispose of municipal solid waste. A high level of convenience increases the opportunities forresidentsto
recycle materials, especiallythose that are not served directlythrough the City’scurbside program. These
would include residents who live in apartments or condominium complexes.

The options available through the drop-off stations also reduces the amounts of illegal dumping that
occurs. The City has made a major push to reduce the amount of illegal dumping.
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Program Evaluation

A total of 30,340.84 tons of material was collected at the drop-off stations in FY14-15. This includes
26,511.95 tons of municipal solid waste, 3,828.88 tons diverted recyclables. Other materials collected at
the drop-off stations include: 646.82 tons of scrap metal; 270.3 tons of scrap tires; and 452.35 tons of
electronics. The enhanced availability of drop-off stations has helped reduce the amount of illegal

dumping occurring in the City, as shown in Figure 4-10.
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Figure 4-10 lllegal Dumping Cleanups — Tons and Disposal Costs
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Combined withincreased enforcementand greater publiceducation, the disposal cost of illegal dumping
clean-up has decreased from ahighin 2004 of $179,862 peryear to dispose of 12,534 tons of material to
$42,078 inFY13-14 to dispose of 2,752 tons. This occurred even though the city population grew by 31%
duringthe same period, and represented afour-fold reduction in both disposal costs and tons; however,
in FY14-15, 4,927 tons were collected and disposed of at a cost of $104,259. Table 4-7 presents data on

the continued decrease in illegal dumping from 2004 to 2014.
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Table 4-7 lllegal Dumping

m
<

Tons Disposal Cost
12,534 $179,862
8,487 $127,305
6,087 $94,835
5,618 $90,505
5,277 $88,917
4,294 $69,777
4,336 $73,712
2011 4,327 $76,977
3,946 $71,975
2013 2,971 $44,565
2,752 $42,078
2015*% 3,508 $52,620

N
~N

*In 2015, City IDCteams assisted WMl in cleaningup yard waste and
bulky items after a storm. Drivers were directed to deliver that
waste to the SELF, and not to the Progressive C&D Landfill where
they usually take their IDC loads. The City suspects, however, that
some of those storm clean-up loads were delivered to the
Progressive landfill and were erroneously attributed to the IDC
totals. Presumably, this is the primary factor for the 27.5 percent

increase in IDC tons from FY14 to FY15.
4.4 Private Sector Facilities

Program Description
The private sector playsan importantrole in meetingthe City’s solid waste management needs. Services
that are provided by the private sector in Fort Worth include the following.

e Collection of solid waste and recyclables under a contract with the City;

e Collection of solid waste and recyclables under individual contracts with businesses and
institutions;

e Transportation of solid waste and recyclables from the City’s drop-off stations to
disposal/processing facilities;

e Brush mulching operations located at the City’s landfill and other locations in the City;

e Operation of the City’s landfill under contract with the City;

e Operation of material recovery facilities in the region to process materials recovered from
curbside recycling and other recycling activities; and,

e Operation of other municipal solid waste landfills throughout the north central Texas region.

Inaddition tothe eight private landfillsthat are located inthe region (seeTable 4-2, above), there are ten
private recycling companies and six private mulching and composting operations. In addition, there are
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several for-profit businesses like thrift shops and resale stores and non-profit organizations like Goodwill
and Salvation Army that provide recycling services.

Mulching and Composting Operations

There are six mulchingand composting operationsinthe area: LETCO; Silver Creek Materials (permitted
composting); Earth Haulers Inc.; Green Ground Composters; Thelin Recycling; and the OrganicRecyclers
of Texas. Of the six, all but The Organic Recyclers of Texas and Earth Haulers are located withinthe city
Limits of Fort Worth.

Recycling Facilities

Dependingonthe type of material, there are several businesses located throughout Tarrant County and
the region that accept recycled materials. TimetoRecycle.com is a website designed for easy access to
recycling programs available in the North Central Texas region. The goal of this web site is to increase
awareness of the benefits of recycling and encourage all citizens in the region to participate in local
recycling programs. This web site was developed and is maintained by the NCTCOG in cooperation with
the Regional Recycling Coordinators Roundtable. Table 4-8 shows alist of recycling facilities fromthe 2015
TCEQ Directory of Permitted & Registered Facilities.

Table 4-8 Recycling Facilities in Tarrant County

Recycling Facility

= 8

© ) c

2 8 9

o k7] 7]

& & o

o Q. w
American Scrap Metal North Richland Hills X
Big City Crushed Concrete Fort Worth & Arlington X
CSI Arlington Recycling Arlington X X X
Evergreen Paper Recycling Fort Worth X X X X
Foam Fabricators Keller X
Gachman Metals Fort Worth X
Penn Tex Plastics Fort Worth
WM Recycle America DFW Arlington X X X X
Tree Hugger Recycling Fort Worth X X X
Westex Iron & Metal Fort Worth X X
Republic Services MRF Fort Worth X X X X X X

Source: North Central Texas Council of Governments; Time to Recycle; March 2015

Transfer Stations

Transfer stations are facilities that are designed to reduce haul costs by transferring waste fromcollection
vehiclestolargertransfer vehicles. Generally, aratio of 3 collectionvehiclesto 1 transfervehicle can be
achieved. These facilities allow for more efficient use of the collection vehicles and reduces the trafficto
the landfill. The advantages have to be compared to the cost of constructing and operating the transfer
station. In the NCTCOG Region there are a total of 17 transfer stations; 4 are located in Tarrant County.
The Tarrant County transfer stations are listed in Table 4-9.
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Table 4-9 Transfer Stations in Tarrant County

Transfer Station 2014 Annual Tons

North Texas Recycling Complex, 6100 Elliott Reeder Rd, Fort Worth 15,059
IESI Transfer Station, 2120 Minnis Drive, Haltom City 14,096
Southwest Paper Stock Inc., 2301 Hemphill St., Fort Worth 21,818
Westside Transfer Station, 12220 Camp Bowie West Blvd, Aledo 124,062

Municipal Solid Waste Landfills

As discussedin the Disposal Section, there are 21 total landfillsin the NCTCOGregion. Thisincludes both
publicand private landfills. The majority of these landfills have opengates, meaning they will accept waste
from any source. Ten of the 21 landfills are owned by the private sector.

Current Goals and Standards

The City’s goal to reduce the environmental impacts associated with solid waste management is
dependent on a public/private partnership. Historically, the City of Fort Worth has maintained these
partnerships to collect, process and dispose of municipal solid waste.

In orderto maintain competition forservices and to provide greater security of service, the availability of
multiple resources and facilities is preferred to reliance on only a few options.

The City also understands the economicvalue of managing waste within the city boundaries. Facilities to
process and dispose of waste can create jobs and other economic development benefits.

Program Evaluation

Regionally, the City has available toita wide range of facilities for managing municipal solid waste. Over
20 other landfills are located in the NCTCOG region, with a total capacity of approximately 413 million
tons, or approximately 48 years of remaining capacity in the region. The City’s residential solid waste is
disposed of at the City’s landfill which is operated by Republic, and the City has a contractual obligation
to deliver waste to this facility till the year 2033.

Collection firms providing service to the City’s commercial and institutional establishments have the
optiontodeliver waste to the City’s SE Landfill or any other landfillin the region. Collectionfirms do have
options, but must weigh potential lower tippingfees with the cost of transporting waste longer distances.

There are a number of companies providing processing services to either mulch, compost or process
recyclable materials. As of April 2015, the City was takingits recycling material to the Waste Management
facilityin Arlington underits processing contract; however, procurement activity in the short term could
change that arrangement.
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5 Solid Waste Services Division Activities
5.1 Education

Program Description

Since FY2008, marketing, education, outreach and media relations activities for the City’s Solid
Waste Services Division were developed and managed internally by the Division. A portion of
the Solid Waste outreach efforts are delivered by the Community Engagement Office. The
targeted audiences are neighborhood associations, schools, community centers and similar
organizations. The program evaluation provided herein pertains to activities conducted from
2008 onwards.

For the evaluation of the Division’s education program, a review was conducted of a variety of materials
the City furnished. Numerousitems were shared that had beenimplemented or distributedfrom 2011 to
2015. In addition, a campaign plan document was also furnished. We understand from staff that the
materials provided do not comprise the whole of what Solid Waste has created for outreach to its

citizenry.

Fromthe plan and the materials reviewed, it was noted that the educational program developsintegrated
campaigns for many of their major projects to include but not limited to the “E-Recycling” campaign,
“Recycle Right,” Recyclebank, and the “Mark It Out” campaigns. Through conversations with City staff, it
is also understood they are using social media, City website, targeted mass emails, attendance at
community events and internal communications to help achieve their goals.

Here is a description of the materials that were reviewed using GBB’s Six-Point Checkup®:

e E-Recycling campaign (Regional Campaign with eight municipal partners):

o Billboards — campaign messaging was shared throughout North Texas on billboards of
various sizes within target markets.

o Information cards — for distribution at events and key locations providing highlight
information on electronic waste recycling and direction to the campaign website for
detailed information.

o Collaterals printed in Spanish and English for demographic consideration.

o Posters and banners — materials to promote the campaign at events.

o PowerPoint presentation — displayed during the campaign kick-off press conference
introducing the campaign, and providing education on electronic recycling.

o Website content — detailed information on the campaign was shared on the website:
timetorecycle.com/e-recycling.

o Social media calendar — each partner municipality received a social media calendar
complete with content to promote the campaign on their platforms.

o Pressconference — heldatthe Goodwill Industries of Fort Worth Inc., this well-attended
event included campaign kick-off speeches by a City Council member and the Code
Compliance Solid Waste Services Assistant Director, Goodwill CEO and attendees
participatedin atourof the ComputerWorksrecycling facility, and a give -away promoting
electronicrecycling.
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e How Green Can You.....?

o This media-friendly and press-engaged education program included both activities and
campaign components to raise awareness of Recycling Right and Recycling More through
being Green.

o Social media education joined with an invitation to all citizens to enter a drawing to be
part of the Green-Off competitionwhilelearning more about sustainabilityin their homes
and in everyday activities.

o Anenvironmentally focused reception/ press conference announcing the selection of the
two competing families.

o Personalized education by the City of Fort Worth Sustainability Team forthe two families
on techniques they could use to lower their water consumption, help reduce energy
usage, and lessen their environmental footprint. Additionally, the families shared their
journey through online blogs.

o Promotion of the competition learnings through city-wide communications.

Post-competition support for continued education.
o Components supporting the campaign include:

= Logos — Each of the logos created reflect an education session used during the
competition, and within social marketing promotion.

= |nfoCards — Distributed duringthe reception/ press conference as educational
pieces.

o Powerpoint Template — Displayed during the reception / press conference introducing
the campaign, the competition, and providing education and relevance to the campaign.

o Communication materials — Both printed and electroniccommunication reached citizens
giving campaign and recycling updates.

=  Web graphics and water bill insert.

o Post-competition marketing signage and handouts for continued education activities by
the two families.

(0]

e Recycle Right
o The City of Fort Worth, through a partnership with their waste collections service
provider, Waste Management, enteredinto a program with Recyclebank to encourage all
homeowners of Fort Worth to “Recycle Right!” based on an incentive rewards program.
o The City was looking for an opportunity to further promote recycling with the following
goals in mind:
= Increase recycling participation and community engagement;
= Provide residents with rewards for recycling; and
= Enhance outreach and engagement activities.
o Messaging:
Keepingthe messaging simple, direct, and positive; educational pieces both created and
reiterated a mindset of “Recycle Right!” while being rewarded for these actions.
o Marketing Componentsand Media Assessment:
The program launched on April 6, 2012 with a very unique press conference hosted by
Fort Worth Mayor, Betsy Price. With both radio and television cameras rolling, a City
garbage truck dumped aload of just-collected waste at the conference. Mayor Price and
City dignitaries donnedgloves and sorted out recyclable elements to make a point on how
much the City needs to Recycle Right!
o Forthe next 6 months, homeowners received and were exposed to:
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= Anintroduction letter from Mayor Price;
=  Multiple postcards in direct mailings;
=  Water bill inserts;
= Social media outreach; and
=  Printadvertisement.
o Aftera yearof relationship with RecycleBank, the City re-launched the program through
a first anniversary “mini-campaign” consisting of:
= 1Istanniversary —social media blasts; and
= Anall-City mailingof a1 yearanniversary card reminding citizens of the program
and incentivizing to participate through gifting.

e Mark It Out!
o Messaging:
Mark It Out became the call-to-action as a tag-line to “Recycle Right!” This message was
developed as a direct outcome from the research and recommendations developed by
Action Research.
o Marketing Components and Media Assessment:
= Residents stated that junk and other mail having personal information on it
prevented them from disposing of it in the recycling cart; and
= To protect their privacy, some residents stated that they shred mail, but others
stated that they toss it in the garbage cart.
o The marketing component(s) developed for this education program consisted of an
informational rack card and marker provided to homeowners in four recycling routes
within the City of Fort Worth.

Current goals and standards

The outreach plan that was provided offered some insightinto the City’s goals and objectives, explained
what messagesthey were designed to convey, and for what purpose. Itlisted anumber of strategies and
tactics used, which were evidenced by the materials provided for this review.

The City listed several goals in the plan. Two general goals listed are:

e Messagingshould resonate and invoke change; and
e Effective designthat promotes "the needtoread" action.

The following goals were listed for each campaign the City is promoting:

Recycling Education Outreach Campaign
e Increase the amount of recycling in Fort Worth from its residential customers; and
e Decrease the amount of recycled contamination.

Litter Education Outreach Campaign

e Create a general awareness amongst the City of Fort Worth residents regarding the effects of
litter; and

e Decrease the amount of litter within the City of Fort Worth.

Commercial Recycling Education Outreach campaign
e Fosterthe development of commercial recycling in Fort Worth;
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e Educate local businesses on the benefits to recycling; and
e Educate the local businesses on methods of selecting a quality recycling service providers.

Solid Waste Services
e Increase the awareness of the Solid Waste program to include:
o Yard waste;
o Bulkand Brush; and
o Drop-Off Stations.

Program Evaluation

Regarding the goals and objectiveslisted above, the City did notlistany measureable objectives or state
how success would be measured, makingit difficultto assess howwellany of the goals or objectives were
met. In addition, for most of the materials produced and outreach efforts undertaken, qualitative
descriptions and metrics of performance were not available. Examples of the types of information that
can be used to evaluate an education program include:

e Intended purpose or goal of an output or media buy;

e Duration of mediabuys; distributionof outputs; number of householdsreceivingamessage; and,

e Effort results such as event attendance, incoming calls, program compliance, message recall,
coverage of the message or event by earned media (e.g., local news), etc.

Without these data to evaluate —that are primarily quantitative in nature — GBB employed its Six Point
Checkup® as a means for appraising the City’s outreach program. This is a technique for evaluating
education programs that looks into six basic elements of outreach.

GBB Six Point Checkup®

1. Communications plan
Do you have a plan? What are yourgoalsand objectives? Who are yourtarget audiences? Have
you included research - measurement and evaluation methods?

2. Messaging
What are your messages? Are your messages compelling and persuasive? How could you fine-
tune your messages to make them even more persuasive?

3. Education program components
How are you conveying your recycling messages? What methods/tactics are you using —and what
additional methods might you use? Do your brochures, website, direct mailers and program
elements work well together? Are there new tools that could help you achieve your goals?

4. Education program “branding”
Are your brochures, website and other outreach materials creatively designed and consistently
“branded”? How might they be improved to better align?

5. Program and operations data
How has your budget changed over the past five years and how is it likely to change in the near
future? Do you have call-center data on complaints? How can you conduct research of your target
audiences on a shoestring budget?
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6. Mediaassessment
What kind of media coverage are you receiving? How can you better harness the positive power
of the media?

Communication Plan

The outreach plan that the City furnished has many of the elements one would expect for an effective
plan, including goals and objectives, research, and a list of strategies and tactics. But there are some key
elements missing from the plan, that are likely hindering City staff’s ability to eff ectively determine
whethertheir campaigns are working for them. Forexample, for research and evaluation, it mentions that
various agencies have conducted research to understand the behaviors of solid waste customers. Other
researchreferencedinthe plan offeredinsightinto why consumers don’t recycle, how effective the Blue
Crew is at influencing recycling behavior, and what residents consider to be the most important
environmental issue. Insights from the plan are as follows:

Behavior Modification Study, completed by Action Research

e The City of Fort Worth’s Solid Waste Services Division partnered with Action Research to employ
a community-based social marketing approach to improve the City’s recycling program. The
current program in Fort Worth is a pay-as-you-throw program, with households paying by size of
garbage carts. Households have accessto a single stream recycling program as an alternative to
throwingtheirrecycling materialsinthe garbage. Asitstands,thereisa22 percentdiversion rate
in Fort Worth. However, 22 percent of the recycling is contaminated with non-recyclable
materials.

e The research goal for this study was to increase residential recycling rates in single-family
households. The community-based social marketing process was utilized in order to determine
the barriers and benefits of recycling specific materials; develop strategies to overcome the
barriersand enhance motivation; and design a pilot project. The study was conducted to better
understand garbage and recyclingbehaviorsin ordertoincrease recycling rates among residents
in single-family homes in the City of Fort Worth, Texas.

o Toachievethe research goals forthis study the team conducted a waste characterization
(audit) study of garbage and recycling carts, and an in-person survey of households. The
waste audit data (garbage and recycling carts) was linked to the household survey data.
The combination of the garbage and recycling-cart data and household survey data
provided a unique way to learn about recycling attitudes that are associated with the
residents’ actual behaviors. The largest number of household respondents stated their
biggest reason for not recycling is:

= They are too busy

= [ttakestime to separate

= Don’tthink about it

= Respondents were mostly confident that they knew what items should and
should not be recycled however there was still some uncertainty about what to
do with unmarked plastics, Styrofoam, and soiled chipboard.

Typically, education and outreach are measured in two ways: outcomes and outputs. Outcomes are
changesinlevel of awareness, changesin attitudes or changesin behavioras aresult of seeing or hearing
the City’s messages (clicks to the website, change in surveyed response on awareness, changes in
materials/volume collected). Outputsare just the number of timesa messageis disseminated to the target
audience (number of press releases sent; number of fact sheets distributed, number of events attended,
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etc.). It appears neither measurable specific outcomes or outputs were created in the plan, so the City
cannot clearly evaluate whether progress was achieved.

The City has a sound list of overarchinggoals, but it appears that comprehensive research has not been
done to support measureable objectives. For example, if fromabaselinesurvey itis known that 75 percent
of the publicbelieve the Blue Crewis effective atincreasing recycling, then there should be a measurable
objective stating a new target for that specific data point—or for another data point deemed critically
important. Also, the research can help determine which portions of the general publicshould be targeted
withinformation, how to target them, and in what context should messaging be provided, so that hours
and dollars are spent most efficiently and effectively.

Another component of the plan missingisimplementation. This plan lacks a chart explaining, by calendar
month, who will do what tasks and what kind of budgetis needed. This kind of project management plan
is critical for the team’s understanding of where resources need to be allocated and when, as well as,
where dollars are being spent and why.

Messaging
Effective program messagingisn’tjustabout being clever, unique or memorable. Real effective messaging
is relevant and accessible to the target audience. It makes sense to them and matters to them in their
lifestyle. Good messagingis also consistent, like branding should be, in orderto build familiarity with, and
recall of, the topic. The right messaging bridges the way to understanding and support for a topic, which
ultimately lead to trial and adoption of the desired behavior. This requires a concerted effort, overtime,
i of redundancy and layering of consistent
\ : messaging conveyed through avariety of means.

Program Components

Positively, the City seems to be employing a very
good mix of strategies and tactics to conduct
outreach on recycling to the citizens of Fort
Worth. What is not apparent, from the outreach
plan, is why certain strategies and tactics were
selected, or the audience for which they were
intended. Strategies such as advertisingor eamed
media, brochures or billing inserts, social media or
digital advertising, are not something one selects at random; rather, they are selected based upon what
one knows about the audience one is targeting. An effective suite of componentsis created and chosen
for the very specific purpose of reaching the target or selected audience in the most economical and
effective way possible.

Component Branding

Best practice calls for consistent and unique branding or packaging of information, to build familiarity with
the topic through the cumulative effect of distributing materials and to distinguish the topic and be
memorable. Typically, a certain look and feel is applied throughout all materials to build the consistent
look and set expectations for information. This would include use of a certain color or group of colors,
certain consistent imagery, a tagline possible and a consistent typeface.

The materials provided by the City use branding related to individual campaigns with the single unifying
use of the City’s logo. As an example, the Recycle Right campaign uses the same color palette, font and
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overall look. This allows fora consistent look that helps the viewertoidentifythe message. However, no
cohesion or consistent branding, except for the City logo is used for all the individual campaigns.

Program Operations Data

It'simportant to look beyond expenditures on mediabuys and printingtothe resources (i.e.,the people)
allocated toward plan development, implementation, and management of the program. In Fort Worth,
responsibility of outreach with regards to solid waste is shared between SWSD staff and Code Compliance
staff. It is not clear how much of each full-time staff is devoted to the task, but itis clearthat everyone is
balancing several different responsibilities, and, that the team members charged with outreach are not
just located within different divisions, their offices are physically separated, and staff are in different
buildings. This physical separation and sharing of oversight makes it potentially difficult for all team
members to be aligned on execution of the plan. It may be hard for them to stay aware of who is doing
what, and to know in a timely fashion of any pertinent new information, that may influence changes in
the plan.

Media Assessment

The last piece of the Six Point Checkup© isthe mediaassessment, where we examine how well SWSD is
harnessingthe power of proactive, earned media. The City regularly garnishes earned media coverage on
nearly every major program or project developed. This includes the development and distribution of
media releases, media fact sheets and media pitches. The SWSD staff has, over the years, built strong
interpersonal relationships with local media.

5.2 Customer Service, including 311

Program Description

CustomerService is one of four major service areas within Solid Waste Services. Calls to Solid Waste go to
the City call center, a separate branch on the organizational chart. Staffed by City employees, this group
“handles incoming calls from individuals seeking new service arrangements, registering complaints,
modifying existing service arrangements or inquiries of the services provided.”?” The Call Center also
handles incoming calls for all divisions of the Code Compliance Department, Transportation and P ublic
Works, Parks and Recreation, and the City Manager’s Office. The main published telephone for the City,
817-392-1234, the number published for Solid Waste, 817-392-EASY, and several other 10-digit phone
numbers come to the call center. Ultimately, the City intends to implement a 311 system, whereby all
incoming calls to the City Fort Worth would be answered by dialing a single number, orsimplydialing 311
from a landline. The City call center would be the first operation to be folded into the 311 system;
however, that transition is unscheduled as of the end of FY14-15.

27 City of Fort Worth FY2015 Budget Document, Solid Waste Fund section
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The City also offers online customer service opportunities for its

Customer Service collection customers and residentsin general. On the web page for Solid

Report an issue by phone: Waste Services, there are several interactive features:

817-392-1234

The call center is open 7 am. to 6 p.m, e Address lookup to find out your collection schedule and set up
Monday through Friday, and 7 a.m. to 4 p.m. .

Saturdays reminders;

° Information for the City call center at 817-392-1234,
e A brief survey where one can provide feedback about a customer

</Huw are we doing? service experience; and,

Assistant Director:
Kim Mote

Take the customer

service survey e Information and links on how to download a mobile app that
provides information and reminders about collection service.?®

At the higherlevel, Code Compliance has a CustomerService email form

Download at http://fortworthtexas.gov/codecompliance/customerservice/, online
reporting for complaints, and a Customer Service Advocate to address
Get collection reminders and )
look up how to dispose of o issues, speak to groups, and other support.
wgste on your smartphone WORTH
{,“JLZL“ZQ,ZZSJQELE?;}W Another special customer service effort in the field is the Disabled
app- Carryout Service, whereincustomerswho are not capable of transporting
I theirgarbage and recycling carts to the curb can receive collection at their
P> Google play . L — . . .
= door. Residents who meet the application criteria receive this service at
2 Available on the no additional charge; other customers may apply for the service and pay
[ App Store -
an additional $30 per month.

According to the FY14-15 Budget document, Customer Service accounts
for 2 percent of expenditures by the Solid Waste Fund. The General Fund supports five positions in the
call center; Code Compliance supports one position; Animal Care & Control supports three; and,
Transportation and Public Works supports one. The centeris funded by the Solid Waste Fund, General
Fund, and Stormwater Fund and it is assigned to the consolidated customer service center.

Current goals and standards
The 1995-2015 Plan stated a goal of providing “Quality serviceto residents,” and also stated several goals
to “assist” ICl organizations with waste management.

The curbside collection Performance Goals from budget document, mentioned previously in 2.1.1, also
reflect customer service as they address “miss” rates for garbage and recycling collection. The same is
true for the “turn-around time” goals associated with dead animal work orders and illegal dump work
orders, described in 2.3.4 and 2.3.5. As noted, the City meets or exceeds those goals.

The City call center has four performance measures. The firstis to answer all calls in an average of 60
seconds or less. The second is to achieve a service level to answer at least 80 percent of calls within 60
seconds. The third is to achieve 90 percent average in our quality monitoring program. The fourth is to
achieve 95 percent of working scheduled adherence for representatives compared to their activities.

28 The Google Play and Apple Store web pages indicatethat app is very well reviewed by users and has been
downloaded by thousands of people.
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Program Evaluation

The use of social media, onlinereporting and complaint tracking, and the mobileapp are all sophisticated
customer service interfaces that appear to be well-received. Considering that the 2012 survey indicated
that more than 57 percent of the respondents still listed “telephone” as their most preferred form of
contact with the City, it is important and responsive that the City’s efforts to improve telephone access
proceed.

Surveysindicate that customers are satisfied with the solid waste services offered by the City. Theyalso
findthe service level to be a good value to the price paid, more so than other utilities / basicservices, as
shown in Figure 5-1.
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Figure 5-1 Customer Survey Responses — Satisfaction, Value

Satisfaction with Services Perceived Value of

Utility Services
25.8%
44.6% 39.1%
65% 61.5%
75.4% 72.0%
Very Satisfied Great Value

W Somewhat Satisfied ¥ Reasonable Value
W Dissatisfied ¥ Low Value

Garbage Recycling  Bulk Waste Yard Drop-off Garbage & Water &  Electricity Mobile Cable

Collection  Collection  Collection  Trimmings  Stations Recycling Sewage Phone

Collection Collection

Source: City of Fort Worth 2012 Customer Satisfaction Survey

Evaluation of the surveyindicated response overlap of “dissatisfied” and “low value.” This could indicate
that many of those answers came from the same individuals.

Given the opportunity for open-ended feedback, the respondents’ most frequent suggestion was
regarding their recycling bins being improperly returned to the curb after collection, allowing them to

blow around.

As shown in Figure 5-2, survey results also indicate that approximately 84 percent of individuals who
contact the City about theirsolid waste services were “satisfied” or “very satisfied” with the experience;
however, the open-ended response indicated that those who were not satisfied were irate about it and
willing to escalate the issue to elected officials, etc.

Figure 5-2 Customer Survey Responses — Engagement, Satisfaction

Have You Contacted the City Regarding
Solid Waste or Recycling Services?

Satisfaction with Contact

The Code Compliance call center currently meets its goal to answer all incoming calls within an average
60 seconds; the 2015 average was 54 seconds. The goal to answer at least 80 percent of incoming calls
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within 60 seconds was not met in 2015. However, staff monitoring the performance has worked to
improve performance by 40 percent and expects the overall goal will be metin 2016.

5.3 Organizational Structure

In order to evaluate the current state of the Solid Waste Services Division (SWSD), which is a division of
the Code Compliance Department(CCD),and identify keyissues related to organization’s structure affects
performance, the following were completed:

e Review of the SWSD’s existing organizational structure, specifically the organization chartand
personnel responsibilities;

e Limited benchmarking assessment of the City’s programin comparison to other communities;
and,

¢ Internal review of organizational performance and opportunities forimprovement through
interviews with key staff.

Program Description
The City of Fort Worth’s solid waste management services are provided by the SWSD. Key responsibilities
include the following:

e Collect waste through contracts with private haulers;
e Manage the City’s SELF through a contract with a private firm;
e Collectlllegally dumped material;
Manage the Citizens Drop-off centers;
e Manage the City’s recycling program;
e Management of landfill sites donated to the City;
e Solid Waste related activities associated with City events;
e Emergency management operations for solid waste and disaster debris; and,
e Solid waste work related to non-profit organizations.

To meet all the demands of the solid waste management program, it is necessary to coordinate with a
variety of regional, state and federal agencies. The City accomplishes thisby participating in organizations
such as NCTCOG's Regional Review Committee (RRC), Texas Solid Waste Association of North America
(TXSWANA), and other waste related organizations such as the State of Texas Alliance for Recycling (STAR).

In additiontolocal organizations, the City also coordinates with regional, state and in some cases federal
agencies. The NCTCOG has the responsibility to develop regional solid waste management plans and to
manage state grant programs locally. The City of Fort Worth is represented on the NCTCOG’s Resource
Conservation Council. The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) has the responsibilityfor
permitting municipal solid waste facilities and the management of other state-wide solid waste
management regulations, including those related to collection. The Texas Emergency Management
Division (TEMD) is responsible for managing the state’semergency management program. The TEMD will
review Disaster Debris Management Plans to determine compliance with state and federal guidelines.

SWSD collaborates with a variety of City departments to provide various services to residents:

e Code Enforcement Area Command provides assistance during disaster events;
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e Transportation and Public Works Department (TPW) and the Park and Recreation Department
provide assistance during disaster events;

e Environmental Management division of the Code Compliance Department manages the
household hazardous waste collection program at the ECC;

e Emergency Management Office provides overall management during emergency events;

e Administrative Departments such as Human Resources, and Financial Management Services
provide administrative support to the SWSD; and,

e Communications and Public Engagement for public information programs.?°

The City also relies ona range of community and neighborhood organizations as part of the City’s public
information programs, including backyard composting and disaster alerts.

Budget and Organizational Structure

The solid waste managementfundisan enterprise fund. This means that the City’s solid waste program
isfunded almost entirely from fees chargedforthe services provided by the SWSD. Otherfunding sources
include recycling sales revenue, landfill lease payments, interest on investments, and grants.

Existing Organizational Structure

The existing organizational chart for the Solid Waste Division is presented in Figure 5-3. Note that the
organization chart presented below is in the midst of a transition. There are currently plansto split the
Field Operationsto be under the direction of two supervisors instead of one; the customer care division
is now responsible for IT management and there are potential plans for moving planning to become a
separate section under Code Compliance.

23 This was a relatively recent development, documented inthe 2015 City Budget document. Responsibility for public
information programs has been transferred to Communications and Public Engagement; previously, and as
described in the “Education” section of this document, the program was conducted by staff in SWSD and CCD.
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2016 Budget

The staff has a total of 85 to 90 employees to manage a budget of $58.5 million in revenues and $51.5
million in expenditures. The chart in Figure 5-4 shows that 69 percent of the SWSD budget is allocated
toward professional services and technical services. The $35.6 million spent on this categoryis for services
primarily to collection waste, operate the City’s landfill and provide solid waste containers.

Distribution of SWSD Expenditures

M Salaries and Wages

M Employee Benefits

B Professional & Technical Services
Utilities, Repairs and Rentals

B Other Purchased Services

M Supplies

Figure 5-4 Distribution of SWSD Expenditures FY15-16

The City’s SWSD currently has a total of 83 authorized positions (AP)to implementa $58.5 million program
($704,819 per AP). To achieve this level of efficiency, the City coordinates with other departments and
relies on the private sectorto provide services. For comparison purposes, the overall City has a budget of
$1.5 billion and a total of 6,407 appointed positions ($234,000/AP).

Organizational Responsibilities

Administration

The SWSD is managed by the Assistant Director (AD). The AD has responsibilities for managing the
programs operated by the SWSD, human resource management and overall performance of the SWSD.
The AD reports directly to the Director of Code Compliance.

Contracts Management

The City’s organizational structure recognizesits reliance on the private sectorfor all operations, except
foroperation of the drop-off centersandillegal dumping collection. Contracts management has a total of
22 positions to manage the following contracts, with an estimated total cost of $42 million per year
(professional services + utilities and rentals).
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Not including professional and other services, the SWSD manages the following contracts for waste
collection, processing and disposal.

e WM Collections

e Republic Drop off Stations
e WM Recycling Center

e Toter

e Republic Landfill Services
e KWS Collections

The Contracts Management group also manages the revenue streams for the SWSD. Total revenues are
equal to $58 million. Refer below to a summary of the SWSD budget.

Planning

The Planning Section is responsible for various planning activities associated with the City’s solid waste
management program. Major activities include the completion of a City-wide Disaster Debris
ManagementPlanand the completion of a Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan. The Planning
group also manages planning activities related to expanding solid waste services to new developmentsin
the community. This group also manages recycling and public information programs, such as master
composter programs and commercial waste management efforts.

Field Operations

Field operations are responsible for managing the illegal dumping collection program and the operation
of the drop-off facilities. Thisgroup also respondsto disaster debris events by providing collection support
in the event of a disaster that requires additional resources beyond what WMI can provide with its
resources.

Information Technology
The IT group is responsible for managing the SWSD information technology program. This group is now
being managed by the Customer Care Division.

Public Information
The PublicInformation Divisionis outside of SWSD, but provides services to SWSD for publicinformation
efforts and citizen communications.

Staff Responsibilities
The organizational structure shows that the Division is led by the Assistant Director. The position has the
following key responsibilities:

Assistant Director in charge of Solid Waste Services Division

To direct, manage, supervise and coordinate the activities and operations of the Solid Waste Services
Division and the Fort Worth Clean City program or the Environmental Services Section including, but not
limited to, development, recommendation, and implementation of policy, coordination of service
delivery, contract management, interaction with regulatory agencies; to coordinate assigned activities
with other divisions, departments and outside agencies; and to provide highly responsible and complex
administrative support to the Environmental Management Director.
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Other key staff include:

Senior Planner

To perform advanced planning assignments and projects in assigned area of responsibility; may include
functioningasa historic preservation officer; and may include supervising, overseeing, and coordinating
the work of an assigned division.

Contract Services Administrator

To performavariety of dutiesin administering and monitoring provider service contracts or city/federally
funded grant programs fora department ordivision; to ensure services provided and funds expended are
in compliance with contract or grant fund specifications; and to perform a variety of administrative and
technical tasks in support of assigned area of responsibility.

Senior IT Programmer

To formulate and define system scope and objectives; to solve complex problems considering computer
equipment capacity and limitations, operating time, and form of desired results; to prepare detailed
specifications from which programs will be written; to design, code, test, debug, and document those
programs. Competenttowork at the highesttechnical level of all phases of application systems analysis
and programming activities in their area of expertise.

Field Operations Superintendent

To supervise, plan, coordinate, and oversee various assigned field construction, maintenance, repair, or
operational activities within an assigned division which may include water, wastewater, parks and
community services, golf courses, signs and markings, public events, solid waste management,
transportation/public works and other related services; to coordinate assigned activities with other
divisions, outside agencies and the general public; and to provide highly responsible and complex staff
assistance to assigned senior management staff.

Customer Service Manager

Todirect, manage, supervise and coordinate the activitiesand operationsof the Customer Service Division
within the Water/Wastewater, Development or Environmental Management Departments including
customer billing, revenue collection, and service deliverymethods for highvolume call centers of assigned
department;to coordinate assigned activities with other divisions, departments and outside agencies; and
to provide highly responsible and complex administrative support to the Assistant Director of assigned

department.

Public Education Coordinator

To manage, oversee and coordinate all department programs withinan assigned department; to develop
media relations and publicity activities; and perform as the primary spokesperson for a department; to
review and monitor all department communication before distribution; and to participate in the
preparation and administration of assigned budget; toimplement goals and objectives; and to performa
variety of tasks in support of assigned area of responsibility.

Current goals and standards

The City’s goals are to provide quality services in an efficient manner. To accomplish this, the City has
relied on a blend of both publicand private sector organizations to achieve these goals. Specificgoals for
the solid waste program include the following:

e Efficient use of staffing to achieve the overall program’s goals and objectives;
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e Clearlines of communication to eliminate duplication of effort;

e A quality managementprogram that focuses on making sure that services provided to residents
achieve high standards of quality and efficiency;

e Accountability for performance throughout the program;

e Full utilization of alternative resources to help fund programs, such as NCTCOG grant funding,
FEMA funding for disaster debris management and other resources; and,

e Maximizing the benefits of public/ private partnerships.

Program Evaluation

SWSD Interviews

The interviews focused on the SWSD mission, its strengths and areas forimprovement. In general, the
interviews indicated common themes. These include the passion that staff have for providing quality
customer service. Staff have a sense that they provide very economical service to residents. They also
believethatthereisaneedtoimprovethe amount of publicinformation efforts to the commercial sector
and that the IT system that serves the organization needs significant upgrades to meet the needs of a
growing community. The following presents specific comments related to the interviews. Spedific
observations are described below.

Division Mission and Responsibilities
e The mission of the Division as defined by staff is to provide quality customer service as it relates to
the collection of municipal solid waste and recyclables.

e The Division also recognizes its role in protecting the health of the community and enhancng
environmental quality. They wantthe program to be a role model forhow to meetthe community’s

needs.

e The SWSD is part of the Code Compliance Department. Major tasks that are conducted by other
divisions of the CCD affect solid waste in a significant manner. One example is the operation of the
call center and information technology which is staffed by personnel who provide services to other
divisions within the department. Specifically, the administrator of the call center is also responsible
for Code Enforcement Department IT, Customer Service Analyst and Safety Training.

e Additionally, the SWSD relies on public information staff from the Public Information office of Code
Enforcement. This person spends approximately 60% of their time on solid waste, 30% on animal
shelterissues and 10% on the remaining issues related to Code Enforcement. There is coordination
with the SWSD concerning the topics of public information campaigns. Major responsibilities for
Public Information include marketing, education, outreach and media relations. The program has a
manager and a marketing specialist. Certain special skilled media work are contracted out.

e The otherdepartmentthat has an impacton operationsisthat the Water Departmentis responsible
for billing.

e The SWSD also hasa majorrole indisasterdebris clean-up.Inthe event of adisaster, the organization
must work with Public Works, Parks and Recreation, Emergency Management Operations, Code

Enforcement, Public Information, Police and Fire and potentially state and federal agencies.
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A Division in Flux

e Atthetime of thisanalysis, changes have and are being undertaken to modify the organization’s
structure. These include dividing the lllegal Dumping and Transfer Stations Operationsinto two
sectionsversus one section; the Call Centerand IT have become combinedinto one section. Thereis
discussion of moving the Planning Group to become a separate planning group that serves all
sections of the Code Compliance Department.

e These moveswill have varyingimpacts on the availability of staff to undertake programs forsolid
waste management.

e |nadditiontothe changesthat are taking place structurally, the SWMD has a new director.

Customer Satisfaction

According to an August 2015 survey conducted by ETC Institute of Olathe, Kansas, more than three-
fourths were satisfied with the quality of curbside recycling; 76 percent were satisfied with residential
garbage collection; and 70 percent were satisfied with drop-off stations for garbage, brush, recycling and
bulk trash. Staff placed a high degree of focus on providing a high level of customer satisfaction. The
results are average for cities of similar size. Higher rates were reported in city budgets including above
95% have been reported in Plano and 87% in Austin.

Additional or changed services

The City provides a range of services primarily to the residential sector. These services include once per
week collection of solid waste, once per week collection of recyclables, brush and bulky collection,
availability of drop-off centers, illegal dumping collection and public information programs. The
individuals interviewed were asked about additional services that should be provided by the SWSM. These
are not necessarilyshort-term orlong-term opportunities, but thoughts by staff on potential services that
inthe future the SWSD could provide to eitherreduce waste generation orimprove the level of service to

customers.

o Modify bulkyand brush collectionto allow for greater recovery of materials

e Enhanced commercial sector program — focus first on education / publicinformation

e Commercial organics collection and processing —if there is infrastructure toimplement

e Potential development of conversion technologies once those technologies become
economically viable

e Enhancedfocus on commercial sector waste reduction and recycling

e Enhanced publicinformation / education programs / social media program

e Enhanced communication programs forfield crews to utilize apps fortracking complaints
and otherissuesincluding monitoring disaster debris —will require major changes to ITMS
System—this will involve convertingtoaweb based system

e Expand Drop-off programstoinclude collection of HHW — will require significant staff
training regarding HHW management at these sites

e Fourth Drop-off facility anticipated to be operational October2016

e More inclusion of law enforcementintoillegal dumping program

e Electronics collection services

e Textiles collection service

¢ Implementation of City MRF

e Establishment of Green Purchasing ordinances
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Program Strengths
The individuals interviewed were relatively consistent in the assessment of organizational strengths.
These generally include:

A very motivated and dedicated staff who work together to provide high level of service to
residents

Self-directed teams with a degree of autonomy and responsibility

A sense that tasks conducted are very strategicin development and implementation

Efficient service toresidents —based on ability to keep rates at same level of long period of time
A sense thatthe organizationis supported of their mission

Areas Requiring Improvement
The individuals interviewed were relatively consistent in the assessment of organizational areas of
improvement as well. These generally include:

Needtoimprove directresource allocation to SWSD for publicinformation programs. There is
also concern for potentially moving planning out of SWSD when importantissues such as
implementation of Disaster Debris Management Plan, Comprehensive Solid Waste Plan and the
MRF procurementare being undertaken.

The IT system for solid waste needs amajorre-haul in orderto better utilize technology for both
internal services and field services

Needtoimplement programs focused more onthe commercial sector
Needtoimplementbulkand brush waste separate collection services as a way to improve
Publicinformation programs and the need for more FOCUSED programs

Marketingthe Division’s programs to its customers as a means of improving program
participation and compliance with program requirements

Need to audit grants of privilege program

Need for Resources

As mentioned, the organizationisin astate of flux. Changesin the structure are moving
resources within the Code Compliance Department. There were comments suggesting that the
process of hiringindividualsis abarrierto meeting needs. This is primarily aHuman Resources
issue, nota SWSD issue.

The Publicinformation office is about to secure an additional marketing assistant. Even with this
additional staff, itis felt that because this group provides service throughout the Code
Compliance Sectionis short on publicinformation staff for a City of 800,000.

Additional staffis neededin the ITsectionto assistin resolvingissues with the ITMS system.
Additional staff will also be required to manage the additional drop-off station and to manage
the collection of HHW at these facilities.

City should evaluate the use of cameras on City vehicles forimproved reporting on potential
issues related to customerservice
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Cost Savings Opportunities

¢ Ingeneral, staff believed thatthey are operating at a very efficient level, with the exception of
the ITMS system. Field operations has demonstrated overthe years, the ability to cut staff
significantly asissuessuch asillegal dumpingisreduced.

e While notan immediate cost savings measure, it was pointed out that the City has
responsibilities for closure and post-closure care of the landfill. Republicis responsible for
contributing fundsfor closure and post-closure care based onreportingto TCEQ. It is uncertain
whetherthese funds accurately reflect the City’s currentliabilities for closure or post-closure
care.

Contractor Performance

The City relies heavily on private contractors for both collection and disposal services. In general, staff
were satisfied with the performance of the contractors. However it was indicated that contractors will
generally provide the level of service defined in their service agreement. Because the City has limited
collection or other services, it is limited in its ability to provide “additional services” without major
revisionsto contracts. This may have an impact on the level of community satisfaction with the services
being provided.

Benchmarking Analysis

The City of Fort Worthisunique amongits peers asitrelates to municipal solidwaste management. Cities
including Dallas, San Antonio, Austin, El Paso, Garland, Plano, Denton, Corpus Christi, Lubbock and
Amarillo all maintain either theirown residential collection program or landfill. The closest matchto Fort
Worth’s program is the City of Arlington where waste is collected by the private sector. Arlington also
owns a landfill, and also leases this facility similar to Fort Worth.

Public vs Private Ownership and Operations

To accomplishits mission, the City relies heavily on contract services. Unlike most otherlarge cities in the
state except for Arlington, Fort Worth does not directly operate either the residential collection service
or the operation of its landfill. The table below illustrates how other citiesmanage these elements of their
solid waste program.

Table 5-1 Benchmarking City Operations: City or Private Operations

CollectionService  RecyclingService LandfillOwnership Landfill Operations

m Private Private City Private
Private Private City Private
EE City City City City
m City City Private Private
City City Private Private
| Houston | City City Private Private
 Denton | City City City City
EEE City City City City
EX City City NTMWD* NTMWD*
m City City City City
City City City City

*North Texas Municipal Water District — a public agency
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There are benefits and costs associated with both public and private ownership and operations. Mainly
these differences relate to the level of risk a community is willing to accept in providing service, the
flexibility in service levels desired and what benefits of private sector efficiencies can be secured. Some
cities reviewed that provided municipal collection services showed data for customer satisfaction well
above Fort Worth’s level of satisfaction (note that there are several factors that account for level of
satisfaction). Efficiency of operations is one of the primary reasons for privatization. The table below
illustrates data from various cities for collection and landfill operations where data is available.

Table 5-2 provides a comparison of various cities’ solid waste management budgets.

Table 5-2 Solid Waste Budget Comparisons for Major Metropolitan Areas in Texas

Revenues  Expenses Expenses Employees Customers Waste LBS. per Reported
(millions) (millions) per Collected Customer Recycling

Customer (1000 per Week Rate
tons)

$58.4 $286 92

$82.1 $425 414 193 123 25 43%

$86.5 $360 861 240 233 37 20%

$31.2 NA 124 NA 185 NA 35%

$23.5 NA 117 NA NA NA NA

$26.4 $361 76 73 58 31 41%
$100.7  $100.7  $291 577 345 NA NA 30%

| Houston*** YK $73.6 $192 438 382 NA NA 30%

NA - not available

* Expensesinclude a $6 million interdepartmental transfer

**Denton provides residential and commercial collection service

*** Houston revenuesdo notinclude feestoresidents - general fund account

Staffing

By relying on private contractors, the City is able to maintaina much smaller staff than otherlarge cities
in Texas. Table 5-3 presentsstaffing levels for other large cities. When private sector employmentis added
into the evaluation, the total employment is still less than the other cities evaluated. The table below
provides a summary of collection and disposal program staffing. Care should be taken when evaluating
these numbers as the data is sourced from City budgets which combine multiple services and tasks into
either collection or landfill line items. For example, one city may have a separate program for public
information that is budgeted outside of the collection program, while others include those staff in the
total staffing profile. Program variations also exist in the manner in which solid waste is collected (for
example, manual versusautomated), extent of recycling efforts, whether a composting programis in place
and other programs that may be included inthe solid waste budget. Some of the citiescitedbelow operate
transfer stations as a means of reducing haul costs. The source of the information presentedin this table
are city annual financial statements.
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Table 5-3 Texas City Solid Waste Staffing Levels

Collection Landfill

> >
o o

Customers
Customers
Landfill

Private 265,000 City Private 529,000 34 15,559
Arlington Private  NA NA NA City Private 806,000 NA NA

City NA NA NA City City 1,631,000 144 11,326
City 193,000 157 1229 Private Private NA NA NA
San Antonio City 345,000 577 597 Private Private NA NA NA
City 382,000 362 1055 Private  Private NA NA NA
City 52,000 63 825 City City 406,000 29 14,000
City 72,000 54 1333 o *x NA NA NA
Amarillo City 62,000 91 681.32  City City 231,000 20 11,550

*Includes staffing of private companies to collect waste and operate landfill —total SWSD staffing
is between 85 and 90
** owned and operated by North Texas Municipal Water District

Table 5-4 Solid Waste Residential Collection Rates in Texas Cities

City Cart Size Other
D @ 2 & %
$12.50 $17.50 $22.75
ST $16.90  $18.15 $23.30 $41.85 $7.65 Peradditional environmental fee
$13.36 Twice / week bag
m $24.67 $10.56 Additional cartfee
 Denton | $19.75 $20.75 $25.65 $5.25 Recycling Charge
m $17.00 $17.00 Additional cartfee
m $19.58 $6.10 Additional cartfee
| Houston | $5.00+52.21 Adminfee +bag tag fee
[ Plano** | $11.25 $15.10 $13.25 Additional cart fee
$20.43 $20.93 $22.18

*Note that Austin residents generate 27 lbs. of waste per week compared to Fort Worth at 43
Ibs./week; the City of Dallas is 37 Ibs./week

** Plano cart sizes are 68 gallons and 95 gallons

***San Antonio carts are 48, 64 and 96
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Public Information Programs

Fort Worth staff expressed an interest in comparative staffing levels for public information / public
education programs. The following are observations from other cities. Again, city organizational structures
vary considerably and some of these tasks may be taken care of by other departments (asisthe case for
the City of Fort Worth). A review of othercities publicinformation programs indicates that Fort Worth is
not alone in having minimum public information staff. For example:

e Houston has three individuals who are either customer liaisons or publicinformation staff;
e Garland has 1 waste minimization officer;

El Paso has a customerrelationsclerk;
e Denton has eightindividualsinvolved in publicoutreach and publiceducation;

City Solid Waste Budget Highlights

The following are excerpts from various city budgets related to solid waste management. These excerpts
are designedto provide insightinto how othersolid waste management organizations focus their efforts
and unique program aspects which may be of interest to Fort Worth as it moves to implement its own
program.

Austin

One of the main principles of the department’s Zero Waste guiding conceptis a focus on reducing waste
by increasingrecycling. In order to intensify the financial incentive for customers to decrease theirtrash
volume istoreduce theircart size and recycle more items. ARRis adoptinga pergallon basisforits trash
cart rates. The FY 2014/15 car ratesare calculated from base rates of $0.16 per gallonforthe 24, 32 and
64 gallon carts, and $0.30 per gallon for the 96 gallon cart. Additional, the base customer charge is
increasing by $1.865 to a total of $11.35 per customer account per month. To fund continued
improvements to litter abatement, street cleaning and hazardous waste disposal servicesprovided by ARR
the FY 2014/15 Budgetincludes anincrease in the Clean Community Fee of $0.75 per month for residential
customers and $4.65 per month for commercial customers.

In April 2013, City Council expanded the Universal Recycling Ordinance to include smaller propertiesand
established minimumrecycling requirements for all businesses to be implemented by October2016. The
amended ordinance also directed ARR staff to develop organiccollection requirementsand rules for food
service establishment beginning October 2016. The focus of outreach efforts is to promote commerdial
recycling and composting initiatives and ensure the business community has the technical information
and practical tools to meet the City’s Zero Waste goal.

Austin Clean Community Fee

All residents in Austin, including single-family homes and apartment and condo dwellers, pay a monthly
§7.65 Clean Community Fee for services that keep Austin clean and enhance the livability of our
neighborhoods and the downtown area. The Clean Community Fee funds the following:

e Street Sweeping

e Litter Abatement

e Recycle & Reuse Drop-Off Center
e Business Outreach

e Austin Reuse Centers

e Zero Waste Program Development
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e (Clean Austin
e Dead Animal Collection
e Boulevard Sweeping

The fee also covers the enforcement of some City codes. Annexed properties also receive these services
and are charged the Clean Community Fee. Thesefees appearonyour monthly City of Austin utility bill.

Dallas
The City’s Sanitation Department will move to an enterprise fund in 2015/16.

In 2014/15, the landfillgenerated$21 million in revenues from commercial haulers. Operational costs for
the landfillare estimatedto be $10.09 perton. The landfill received a total of 1.6 million tons for the same
period. The total landfill budget, including costs for managing waste generated from City residents was
$16 million. For2015/16, costs are expected toincrease, while revenues are anticipated to decrease. The
cost per ton is budgeted to be $12.40/ton.

Denton

Work with a service providerto design, construct and operate a Compressed Natural Gas fueling facility
to provide the first public access sustainable CNG vehicle fuel station in the community and the Solid
waste Fund fleet.

Work with a service providerto design, construct and operate a Grease & Grit trap processingfacility to
provide local processing services to the business community.

Developed the MSW Facility permit modification to implement landfill mining operations in order to
extract and process valuable recyclable materials and to reuse the recovered airspace for future landfill
disposal.

Garland

Landyfill Fees

Landfill Feesinclude charges to private commercial haulers and other surroundingcitiesfor the use of the
City’s solid waste disposal site. The tipping fees the City charges private commercial haulers are primarily
based on prevailing market rates. The current tipping fee for commercial haulers is $35.00 per ton for
those utilizing automated equipment and $52.50 per ton for those manually off-loading. In an effort to
increase General Fund revenue, the EWS — Disposal (Landfill) Department has also offered, since 2003, a
negotiated tipping feeto commercial haulers who have the capability of providing at least 1,000 tons per
month.

Total Landfill Fees are projected to be $6.7 million in FY 2015-16, representing an increase of $637,000
(10.5%) from FY 2014-15 budgeted levels. The growth in revenue is due to an increase in construction
activity experienced in the Metroplex area, causing additional tonnage to be disposed by private waste
haulers at the Hinton Landfill.

Disposal Fees

Landfill Disposal Fees represent charges to the City’s Environmental Waste Services - Delivery (EWS)
Departmentand other City departments for the disposal of refuse. Disposal Fees are tied to the Landfill’s
cost-of-service rate which is $23.00 per ton for FY 2015-16.
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Total Disposal Fees of $3.7 million are included inthe FY 2015-16 Adopted Budget, reflecting a decrease
of $160,000 (4.1%) from levels budgeted in

FY 2014-15.

Plano

e Maintain Environmental Waste Services Dashboard (Socrata) Measurements

e Maintaina 95.8% or above excellence customer service rating

e Complete Plano’s 20 year Solid Waste Plan project

e Complete andimplementthe 2nd Regional Compost Agreement between North Texas

e Municipal Water Districtand four (4) additional Member Cities (Allen, Frisco,

e MocKinneyand Richardson) Evaluate the Recycle Right All-Star Recycling

e Program

e Increase exposure, publicity and participation of the Green Business Certification Program

e Seekandidentify markets for Constructions & Demolition (C&D) material
Advance existing recycling programs to largest generators of solid waste

e Organize and participate in outreach eventstoincrease awareness of Commercial Recycling
programs

e Evaluate theimpactof a regional C&D

e Material Recovery Facility on Plano’s C&D recycling program, commercial solid waste stream
and North Texas Municipal Water District percentage

e Assessdiversion potential of multi-family landscape waste

Arlington
Landfill royalties are $3.5 million per year

The City of Arlington has provided curbside recycling for nearly 20 years. In the past, residents were
provided with 22-gallonrecycling bins to place curbside once a week, and recycling was collected manually
by the city’s contract haulingvendor. InJune of 2013, the city’s hauling vendor switched from manual to
automated collection, and residents were provided with 65-gallon wheeled carts. It is anticipated that
participation in recycling, as well as collection volume, will increase due to the convenience of the new
carts.

Curbside diversion rate measures the percentage of all residential garbage collected curbside that was
diverted from the landfill and recycled instead.

For the first three quarters of the fiscal year, curbside recyclingincreased 2.7% over the same period last
fiscal year (from 23,319 tons to 23,950 tons). The diversion rate is 22% for 4th Quarter 2015.

Amarillo

Provide forthe efficient collection of residential and commercial solid waste, as well as to respond to all
citizen inquiriesin a timely fashion. Improve overall safety by training employees in the areas of bodily
injury prevention as well as motor vehicle safety.

Increase public awareness of the importance of recycling by continuing to maintain the City's drop -off
recycling program.

After several commercial collection businesses expanded and the Amarillo Independent School District
participating in cardboard recycling, there has been a reduction in commercial revenue. Due to several
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new, expanding subdivisions and increases in the residential route customers, the collection routes will
be evaluated for the most efficient and balanced service.

San Antonio

Recycling Plan

Department appropriations are guided by the Recycling and Resource Recovery Plan (Recycling Plan)
approved by City Council in June 2010 and revised in January 2013. The Recycling Plan established
strategic goals to ensure all single-family and multi-family residents have access to convenient recyding
programs, businesses have improved recycling opportunities and 60" of all single family residential
curbside material collected by the Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD) is re cycled by the year

2025.

Since the adoption of the Recycling Plan, the Department | STEPS TO ACHIEVING 60% e GO0%
has undertaken multiple initiatives in orderto reach these
goals. The brush and bulky collection was revamped to v Variable Rate Pricing  ,qq,
. . . Pay as You Throw) 2016 te 2025
increase brush recycling, a new brush recycling center L e
opened on the City’s South Side, blue cart recycling v Education & Outreach e

. . . 2010 10 2025 *2% + 1%
outreached increased, recycling education to schools 201010 2025 — 20%,
. v Brush & Bulky Revamp  +129%
increased, four new bulky drop-off centers opened, and 2011 102022
City Council approvedan ordinance requiring multi-family v Blue Cart Recycling  +10% I
complexesto providerecycling.As a result, theresidential |.................. i A
recycling rate is currently at 30%. Starting Baseline -2006 7% J
Commercial Recycling

Anothercomponentof the Recycling Planisimprovingrecycling opportunities for businesses. If FY 2016,
the Departmentwill undertake new initiatives toimprove commercial re cycling including assistance with
performance measurements, expert consulting and recognition programs. Through performance
measurements, the Department will helpbusinessesto measure howmuch they recycle and to track their
progress. SWMD will also provide expert consulting to help businesses analyze their waste stream and to
develop customized plans to recycle more and minimize costs. Lastly, the Department will develop a
business recognition program to share and celebrate innovative recycling practices.

Variable Rate Pricing (Pay as You Throw) The nextstep toward achievinga 60% residential recycling rate
isimplementing variablerate pricing, alsoknownas Pay as You Throw (PAYT). PAYT will provide customers
with a blue recycling cart, a green organics cart and a choice between three brown garbage carts (small,
medium, large).The largerthe brown cart, the greater the monthly rate forthe cart. PAYT will incentivize
customers to use smaller brown carts and to recycle more with the blue and green carts.

This budget provides funding to begin PAYT conversion and expand the program to half of the Solid Waste
customers. The fundingincludes the purchase of 18 refuse trucks and more than 340,000 garbage carts.
An additional 13 positions will be funded to support PAYT conversionincluding 6 refuse truck drivers, 3
route inspectors, 1 route supervisor, 2 accounting clerks and 1 recycling coordinator. All solid waste
customers will be converted to PAYT by mid FY 2017.

Review Findings
Some of the key findings of the organizational assessment include the following.
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e Thestaffare veryfocused on customerserviceas their primary mission. A secondary mission is to
improve the environment of the City and promoting a sustainable Fort Worth. Establishing a
“model” program was also a common theme related to the mission of the Division. The staff
demonstrated a high degree of “passion” for providing quality service.

e Thereisgeneral understanding that, with few exceptions, the residents of Fort Worth are satisfied
with the services that are provided. The last survey of residentsindicated that satisfaction with
solid waste services was 75 percent. Based on data from other cities, this is an average level of
residential satisfaction with solid waste management services.

e Maintainingservice feerates with noincreases forthe past eight yearsis one of the factorsleading
to customer satisfaction. If the CSWMP anticipates changes in future rates, the organization
should be prepared to clearly communicate the need for increases in rates.

e Thereis aneed for greater attention to education —especially in the ICl sector.

e The City of Fort Worth is unique to other major metropolitan cities in Texas, with the exception
of Arlington, in that almost all services are contracted out to the private sector. This fact places
certain limitations on the SWSD’s ability to expand residential services without renegotiating
service contracts.

e TheSWSDisinan organizational state of flux. Anew AD took over operationsinJanuary of 2016.
In addition, there are organizational changes being made by the Code Compliance Department.
This presents both opportunities and a sense of uncertainty that is associated with any major
organizational change. In discussions withstaff they seem positive about the changes anticipated.

e The IT system needs a major investment. There are opportunities for improving overall
efficiencies through technology, both in the office and out in the field that are being missed.

e The Call Center operations has the long-term goal of transitioning to a 311 service for the City.
The Call Centeris a critical component of the City’s response to a disaster debris event.

e Contract management maintains good communications with subcontractors and staff are
satisfied with performance. However, too much reliance on performance of landfill operations is
placed in hands of contractor. Closer evaluation of their operations will be necessary to assure
the facility is meetingenvironmental regulations and that the facility is being operated efficiently.
Giventhe longleadtimesfor TCEQinspections,itwould be appropriateto either contract with an
engineering firm or hire an in-house staff to perform landfill site evaluations for: environmental
compliance, operational efficiencies, and remaining capacity.

e Theillegal dumping collection group has demonstratedan ability to reduce quantities significantly
over the past several years. The Field Operations Supervisor has established self-directed teams
to provide this service. Quantities of illegally dumped materials have dropped significantly over
the past several years, allowing for a reduction in collection staff.

e FieldOperationsalso hasresponsibility for operations of the drop-offstations.The SWSDisin the
process of dividing responsibility for managing illegal dumping and drop-off stations. The City is
inthe process of expanding the number of drop-off centers from three to four which will require
additional staff to manage. The City is also considering adding collection of HHW at these sites,
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which will also require not only more staff, but a significant amount of training related to
acceptance of these materials.

e The City continues to grows, which will place more demand on services. At present, there are
requests forfew additional staff. However, with the addition of new programs, and the move to
expand the merger of Code Compliance Departmentinto the SWSD, there will be aneed to revisit
staffing levels. The most immediate staffing needs include IT and publicinformation.

e The publicinformation is not directly under the SWSD. It is its separate division within Code
Compliance. This reduces the level of public information programs for solid waste management
activities. According to the head of publicinformation, approximately 60% of time is allocated to
solid waste issues. Anadditional marketerisplanned. As the City looksto make significant changes
tothe programand services, publicinformation programs and communication are going to be key

to public acceptance of the proposed changes.

e There are plans to move the Planning group to a separate section of Code Compliance and will
not only have responsibilities for planning associated with solid waste, but also for other Code
Compliance services and planning needs. This has the potential for diluting solid waste planning
activities.

e An area for improvement expressed by staff was enforcement of City policies. This includes
enforcement of rules pertaining to what can be placed in recyclable containers and solid waste
containers. The Blue Crew programis designedto educate residents and enforce compliance with
recycling program. The illegal dumping program has been successful in reducing quantities, but
enforcement is limited.

e The City’sservice fee ratesare reasonable and below the average of other comparable Cityrates.

e The City’s staffing levels are within reason for the programs it provides and the customers it
serves, especially in comparison to other Cities.

5.4 Reuse

Program Description

The most efficient way to reduce waste is not to create it in the first place. Purchasing reusable new or
used materials and choosing to reuse them has several benefits. First, it eliminates the need to harvest,
transport and fabricate new materials which saves energy, reduces greenhouse gas emissions, and
conserves natural resources. Second, it reduces the quantity of materials requiring disposal. Reuse is
preferable even to recycling from both a sustainability and an economic standpoint. Public information
programs explaining the economicand environmental benefits of reuseraise the public consciousness on
the subject and increase reuse.

The following are all methods of encouraging reuse.

e Mandatingor giving preferenceto reused or reusable items through the City’s own procurement
policies

e Requiringreusable food service itemsin City facilities and giving preference to them at public
functions
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e Augmentingrecyclingand disposal facilities with “Swap Shops” or reuse centers where the public
can “shop” forreusable items donated by the publicorrecovered from disposal, ranging from
furniture and appliances to household chemicals

e Imposingapreference forreusableshopping bagsthrough mandates, fees, or othereconomic
incentives

e Donationorsale of unwanted items to organizations which facilitate reuse, such as religious
institutions, community centers, thrift stores and non-profit organizations.

e Foodbanksto the extentthatthey oftenrecoverexcessand unsold food that would otherwise be
destinedfordisposal

e Sustainable building standards often encourage reuse of materials in construction and facilities
designedto support reuse such as providing dishwashers forreusable service items

Current goals and standards
Reuseisvery difficult to quantify, especially on the part of the general public. Documenting reductions in
disposable items purchased by the City or institutions is one method of documenting progress.

Program Evaluation

The private and non-profit sectors provide infrastructure supporting reuse inthe formof resale businesses
and donation/distribution centers. Voluntary sustainability efforts also encourage reuse as a means of
reducing waste of all types.

5.5 Source Reduction

Program Description

Source reductionis defined as measures to reducethe amount of any material entering any waste stream
or otherwise released into the environment priorto recycling, treatment, or disposal. In more colloquial
language, it is the concept of avoiding waste “in the first place.”

Reuse is the practice of reducing waste generation by using a product more than one time.

Pay-As-You-Throw (PAYT)

The City’s primary efforts to reduce waste generationthrough either source reductionor reuse is through
the City’s “Pay-As-You-Throw” (PAYT) program and through publicinformation programs. Fort Worthisa
PAYT city which means you pay forthe level of garbage service used, very similarto other utility services.

City residents choose the size of their garbage cart based on theirfamily’s size and habits:

32-gallon cart: Good fora
family of 1 to 2 people who
recycle paper, plastic, metal
and glass containers. $12.50
per month (maximum
weight allowed for
collection is 150 pounds).

32 gallon 64 gallon 96 gallon
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64-gallon cart: Good for a 3 to 4 personfamilythat recycles.$17.50 per month (maximum weightallowed
for collection is 200 pounds).

96-gallon cart: Good fora larger family that recycles or for smaller families who choose not to recyde.
$22.75 per month (maximum weight allowed for collection is 250 pounds).

Public Information Programs

The City has an active publicinformation program that is directed to the general public through a wide
range of social media and the press. With respect to source reduction, the City presents articles and
information on source reduction and reuse strategies, including backyard composting and don’t bag it
strategies for dealing with yard waste and leaves. Other methods of source reduction that can be
promoted include the following.

Code Enforcement Measures

The City requiresresidents to set-out waste in the proper containers. If waste exceeds the capacity of the
collection carts, the waste can be set-outinspecial bags sold by the City. The additional charge forthese
bags helps encourage reduced waste generation.

Other cities have adopted code enforcement measures related to solid waste management. The MSW
code which encourages the greatest degree of source reduction is a ban on “mixing” yard waste with
garbage for disposal, sometimes referred to as “Don’t Bag It” programs. A number of cities in the
Metroplex enforce such regulations as a means of reducing the amounts of grass clippings and leaves
requiring collection and disposal, and to increase recycling. Because the City has a yard waste collection
program that results in recycling this waste through mulching, the City is likely to continue its current
program. Yard waste is estimated to accountfor approximately 13.5 percent of the MSW (Source: EPA).

Current Goals and Standards

The goal of the source reduction and reuse programs is to reduce the amounts of waste requiring
collection and disposal. While there are benefits associated with recycling and organic composting, the
reduction and elimination of wastes is the most environmentally acceptable means of managing MSW.

Program Evaluation

Overthe course of the last ten years, the City has encouraged residents and businesses to generate less
waste through its various programs. The results of these efforts can be evaluated by examining the
amounts of waste thatare senttothe landfill onaperhousehold basis. Table 5-5and Figure 5-5illustrate
the decrease inthe amounts of waste generatedper household. The datashow that overthe period 2004-
2013, the waste disposal rate on a household basishas fallen by approximately 10 percent. This translates
approximately to 14 percent less solid waste that has to be collected, hauled and disposed. The savings
translatesinto additional landfill life and lower costs for collection, although collectioncontracts generally
do not recognize savings associated with reduced generation rates.
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Table 5-5 Waste Disposal Rates

Year Pounds Disposed
Per Household Per Week

50.02

46.97

44.04

46.20

44.92

45.67

46.21

43.50

43.40

43.09

43.59

47.65
Source: City of Fort Worth
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Figure 5-5 Fort Worth Waste Disposal Rates Per Household Per Week, 2004 — 2015
Source: TCEQ 2014 Report

The City’s waste generation rate has fallen at approximately the same rate as state-wide numbers. A
review of datafrom the TCEQindicates thatthe percapitadisposal rate, whichis similarto the household
data presented above, wentfrom 7.21 pounds per capita per day in 2004 to 6.58 pounds per capita per
day in 2014 as shown in Figure 5-6.
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Figure 5-6 Texas Waste Disposal Per Capita per Day, 2004 — 2014
5.6 Ordinances, Rules, and Regulations

Program Description
The regulatory program in City of Fort Worth in regards to solid waste and operations within the city
consists primarily of four aspects:

e The Grants of Privilege, which impose certain conditions on the grantees such as hours of
operation and the payment of afeeforthe ability to provide solid waste collectionwithin the city;

e The multi-family recycling ordinance, which went into effect January 1, 2014

e The Zoning Ordinance, which has sections related to siting of solid waste facilities and waste
management containers and activities allowed on certain land uses and facility types; and,

e Other provisions of Chapter 12.5 (Environmental Protection and Compliance), Article VIII (Solid
Waste and Recycling) which regulate matters such as enforcement, safety, curbside set-outs,
proper containers, hours of operation, fees, etc.

Grants of Privilege

The Grants of Privilege program collects a fee from waste haulers of 5 percent of gross revenues. This
money is returned to the General Fund with the intent to pay for street use. It also places the following
requirements upon grantees:

e Operate in an efficient and businesslike manner;
Comply with all pertinent rules, regulations, laws, and ordinances related to collections;

e Regarding vehicles: must be permitted, proper type, covered, adequately identified, in good
repair, and refrain from spilling or spreading vectors;

e Use only proper containers for collecting and transporting waste;

e Assume liability forall costs of repair of publicstreets, bridges, rights-of-way, and other facilities
that are damaged as a result of negligence by Grantee;

SOLID WASTE
Sonsuranrs 84 July 2016




ForT WORTH.
Task 3 — Evaluation of Current Programs — Interim Report

e Comply with all rules, regulations, laws and ordinances pertaining to the disposal of solid
waste

e Refrain from collecting waste between the hours of 11 p.m. and 6 a.m. saving when an
exception has been authorized;

e File quarterly reports on tons of waste and recyclables collected, including separate data for
commercial and multi-family accounts; and,

e Maintain minimum levels of insurance.

Multi-family Recycling

The multi-family recycling regulation places a regulatory burden on landlords to create, submit, and
implementaplanto provide recycling forfacilities witheight or more units. A waiver for compliance with
the regulation is available if the landlord can prove recycling is impossible or that none of the residents
desire to recycle. There is nothinginthe regulation stipulating how the recycling system shall be set up,
outliningwhat materialsitshall collect, orrequiring any person or persons to participate ; although these
need to be spelled out in the multi-family complex’ plan submitted to the city for approval.

Zoning Ordinance
At present, the Zoning Ordinance primarilyaddressessitingof waste management facilitiesand reflection
of waste management areas on site plans, as summarized below:

e Chapter4, Article 3: Within a Planned Development district, the location of garbage containers
and the screening thereof must be shown on site plans; and, a landfill or recycling centeris a
permitted land use within a Planned Development district;

e Chapter4, Article 4: No new waste disposal facilities shall be permitted with 10,000 feet of any
airportunless approvalis obtained from the FAA, and expansions of existing land disposal facilities
within these distances shall be permitted only upon demonstration that the facility is designed
and will operate so as not to increase the likelihood of bird/aircraft collisions;

e Chapter4, Article 7: Developers of Residential Districts whobear a streetscaping requirementcan
use trash containers to comply with such requirement;

e Chapter4, Article 8: Contains a table showing non-residential land uses and the district typesin
which they are permitted; a landfill, recycling center, household hazardous waste or waste tire
facility are permitted only in a Planned Development district;

e Chapter4, Article 11: Alisting of district types and activities that are and aren’t permitted therein;
in an Industrial Park, activity shall not disturb others or cause a nuisance with its solid waste,
discharge solid waste into the environment, nor openly burn solid waste;

e Chapter4, Article 12: Contains a table showingthe uses permitted within the form based/mixed
use districts; a landfill, recycling center, household hazardous waste or waste tire facility are not
permitted in any of those districts;

e Chapter4, Article 13: Developers of Form Based Districts who bear a streetscaping requirement
can use trash containers to comply with such requirement;

e Chapter5: Supplemental Use Standards, provides specificrestrictions or permissions forvarious
land uses; for example,

o A Bed & Breakfast may not use a dumpster to contain its waste;

o Trash collection and compaction of commercial waste may not occur within 100 feet of
residential property (see Figure 5-7 for diagram example of setbacks); and,

o Automated collection vending machines and small collection facilities, not to exceed 500
square feet, for recyclingaluminum cans, glass, grocery bags, plastic bottles, magazines,
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newspapers and other comparable materials may be permitted in accordance with the
use tables in Chapter 4, Articles 6 and 8.
e Chapter 6: Sets restrictions of activity when a property is being developed; for example,

o Garbage containers cannot be located on bufferyards (open or landscaped areas
segregating incompatible land uses on adjacent properties);

o Waste cannot be accumulated in tree protection areas; and,

o Screening for commercial/institutional uses shall include screening of refuse handling
facilities, including refuse disposal and recycling with permanentopaque walls or wooden
fences on all sides.

'One or Two Family District or Use ! .~ 6 Ft. Masonry
|’ Screening Wall

— - -

20' Wide Landscaped Buffer yard +
One 3" Caliper Tree Every 20’ .{* i
Within 100'of a One or Two y
Family District or Use

oo

One or Two Family
' District or Use

- ___I

No Bulk Storage

|
No Outdoor Sales ™
or Display |

No Trash Collection

i 20 Ft. Wide Alley or
intervening Property

No Mech. Equl;;. _—
|

No Pickup Delivery,

Loading, or Unloading

Merchandise |

100° 2 3 ;

Exhibit A-2 Wall and Landscaped Buffer Yard

Figure 5-7 Diagram of 100’ Setback for Large Retail Stores, Chapter 5, City of Fort Worth Zoning Ordinance

Chapter 12.5 Article VIII

The remaining sections of the solid waste code generallyserveto give instructions, ensure safety, set fees,
protect quality of life (e.g. controlling noise and vectors), and spell out the administrative functions of the
law.
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Current Goals and Standards

Aside from the fact that the Grants of Privilege system and increased multi-family recycling were called
forin the current 1995-2015 Plan, as discussed above, there were no direct goals or actions related to
regulation. Best practices for solid waste regulation vary widely, and are influenced heavily by local
traditions, mores, and politics. While municipalities commonly have regulations regarding sanitation,
collection vehicles and containers, business permits, and land use, intangible factors can influence the
presence or absence of regulations requiring individuals or businesses to take certain actions. For
example:

e Communities may have longstanding traditions regarding the disposal of waste, including a
“kitchen sink” approach to putting materials at the curb, self-hauling to “the dump,” informal but
accepted curbside scavenging, orastrong culture of charitable donation and/orreuse. Solid waste
systems that do not consider these traditions could meet with resistance.

e The “right” tothrow away something one nolonger wants may be seenas fundamental, meaning
that laws that restrict the ability of an individual to do so—such as requiring recycling—are
“wrong.” This can be especially true forlaws requiring action by businesses, where recycling may
be painted as a “burden” for businesses that they should not have to do.

e Alternatively, there may be a strong local value placed on environmental conservation, and the
political will of the population may be that reducing waste and protecting the environment is a
good and proper use of government action, resulting in more and stronger laws and the
enforcement thereof.

Therefore, when considering a regulatory program, a municipality must weigh not only the costs and
impacts, but also how the regulation can be successfully implemented by considering local needs,
attitudes, traditions, and goals.

Program Evaluation

As described previously, within two years of the law going into effect, 545 multifamily housing complexes
have complied with the requirement to plan for and implement recycling programs. The fact that this
compliance includes 105 complexes—or, 19.2 percent of the regulated community —requesting waivers
for the regulation, especially since its requirements are quite minimal, is notideal. In addition, as noted,
the ordinance has no service capacity requirements nordoes it specify which products must be recycled.
Therefore, the regulation does not ensure that apartment residents are provided a similar level of
recycling service as single family residents, or even that the service they are provided is convenient or
adequate.

The Zoning Ordinance currently focuses primarily on containing nuisances, protecting parties from non-
compatible uses on neighboring properties, protecting active aviation airspace, shielding residences from
inappropriate waste collection activity, and describing which type of district in which solid waste
management facilities may operate. The Zoning Ordinance does not currently address other waste
management matters as other municipalities have, such as:

e Requiring recycling containers for use by occupants at one or more land use or District types;

e Mandating sight or walking distances for such containers from the users and occupants; or,

e Specifyingin the streetscaping burden on developers that compliant trash receptacles must be
accompanied by recycling receptacles.
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The Grants of Privilege program has been successful in accomplishing two feats which a simple permitting
ordinance likely would not: finding an appropriate and reliable funding source for the City of offset the
impacts of the collectors’ operations, and requiring reporting from haulers. There is room for
improvement, however. The funding is not currently used for solid waste management purposes, which
would be appropriate for furthering the intention of the Privilege. In addition, the required reporting
would be more beneficial to the City as a technical assistance tool if it were more robust.
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