
Boulder County Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) Meeting 

January 28, 2015  
Boulder County Recycling Center, Education Room, 1901 63rd Street, Boulder 

 

 AGENDA 

1. Call to Order / Introductions 4:45 p.m. 

2. Approval of Minutes – December 17, 2014 4:46 p.m. 

3. Public Comment (Maximum Time Allocated 10 minutes)  4:47 p.m. 

4. Special Report - Kessler Analysis of the Boulder County Recycling 
Center.  Presenter: Kessler representative  
ACTION:  Make recommendation providing input on report 

 
4:57 p.m. 

5. RCD Update:   
a. Proposed Changes to Spring Cleanup 2015  
ACTION: Make recommendation as needed   

5:25 p.m. 

6. Priority Topic: Compost 
a. Infrastructure Working Group Update. Presenter: Tim Plass  
b. Education Working Group Update. Presenter: Kevin Afflerbaugh 
c. Program/Policy Recommendation. Presenter: Hilary Collins  
ACTION:  Approve partial recommendation on composting   

5:35 p.m. 

7. Standing Topic: 2015 Agenda Review 
       ACTION: Decide on agenda topics for the year 

5:50 p.m. 

8. Any Other Business 6:10 p.m. 

9. Community Reports - Questions on written reports only (Please 
remember to send your report in advance!)  

6:12 p.m. 

Adjourn  6:30 p.m. 

 
Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) 

The Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) was formed in 2002 to advise the Board 
of County Commissioners on major waste diversion policies and strategies.  
  

The purpose of the Advisory Board shall be to assist the Board of County Commissioners in 
reducing the amount and toxicity of waste generated in the county; to research, review and 
recommend changes in policy related to waste reduction, reuse, recycling and composting; 
to provide input on the development and management of facilities and programs; and as a 
result of these efforts to help Boulder County and its communities and partners to conserve 
mineral, fossil fuel and forest resources, and to reduce environmental pollution. 



 
 

 

 

Sustainability Office 
Street Address: 1325 Pearl Street 13th Boulder, Colorado 80302 

PO Box 471, Boulder, CO  80306 •  Tel: 303-441-4565   

Cindy Domenico County Commissioner Deb Gardner County Commissioner 

 

Elise Jones County Commissioner 

 

Boulder County Resource Conservation Advisory Board Meeting  

Minutes - December 17, 2014 

 

Present:   
Alexander Armani-Munn – Nederland (phone) 
Tom Dowling – Lafayette 
Lisa Friend – Boulder County 
Bryce Isaacson – Western Disposal  
Charles Kamenides – Longmont  
Dan Matsch – Lyons  
Lisa Morzel – At Large 
Mark Persichetti – Louisville  
Tim Plass – Boulder  
Holly Running-rabbit – Ward  
Lisa Skumatz – At Large  
Dan Stellar – Center for Resource 
Conservation 
 
RCAB Staff Liaison:   
Hilary Collins – Commissioners’ 
Office/Sustainability 
Austin Everett – Commissioners’ 
Office/Sustainability 
 

Active Members Not Present:    
Jack DeBell – CU Recycling  
Juri Freeman – At Large  
Shirley Garcia – Broomfield  
Bridget Johnson – Jamestown  
Suzanne (Zan) Jones – Eco-Cycle  
Shari Malloy – At Large  
Jeff Stewart - Other Hauler (Waste 
Connections)  
Martin Toth – Superior 
 
Guests:   
Kevin Afflerbaugh – Western Disposal Services  
Darla Arians – Boulder County Resource 
Conservation Division  
Leigh Cushing – Partners for a Clean 

Environment / Boulder County Public Health 

Jamie Harkins – City of Boulder  

John Shepherd – Shepherd Sustainability 

 

1. Call to Order  

Chair Mark Persichetti called the meeting to order at 5:03 p.m.  

 

2. Approval of Minutes  

Dan Matsch noted that two of three comments regarding the committee reports 

infrastructure and outreach should be attributed to Dan Stellar rather than himself. The 

minutes have been updated to reflect this. Lisa M moved to accept the corrected 

November 19, 2014, minutes, Holly seconded, and the minutes were unanimously 

approved.  

 

3. Public Comment –  None 

 

4. Priority Topic: Composting  

4a. Subcommittee and working Group Reports  

 

Infrastructure Working Group  

Tim reviewed the criteria for a compost site and explained the options matrix, see 

handouts. The purpose was to get a sense of the pros and cons for each site and which 



should be recommended to the Board of County Commissioners. The hope is to have 

recommendations ready to share with the RCAB by January or February’s meeting. 

 

The goal is a level playing field: a publicly accessible facility that drives diversion county-

wide:  

• It should be open to all haulers including municipalities and residential contracts 

• The relationship needs to address equity and have guarantees regarding pricing, 

  governance, long term viability, and community values 

• Any facility needs to be licensed with a good water quality protection and well  

  managed 

• It should produce or lead to U.S. Composting Council Seal of Testing Approval  

  (STA) certified compost that is well marketed  

• It should have transportation costs competitive with landfills for major   

  population centers 

• It should have lower Greenhouse Gas (GHG) impacts and the overall solution  

  addresses any community disadvantaged by facility’s location 

• Any facility needs to meet the immediate needs of communities that are moving 

  forward on zero waste in the upcoming years 

• RCAB also would like to see a significant portion include in county-produced  

  compost or other resources 

 

  Q&A / Comments  

• Bryce: If the city of Boulder passes an ordinance that requires commercial  

  composting, Western is willing to open up its facility to other commercial  

  haulers.  

• Holly: Where do fossil fuels play a role in decision making? A: There is another  

  analysis underway examining distances and transportation costs that will be  

  shared with RCAB after it is shown to the working group. We do not have a good 

  model regarding GHGs in regards to compost.  

• Charles: I don’t think that the City of Longmont will have a viable facility to  

  process compost nor as a transfer site; the recycling facility does not have room. 

 

 Education and Outreach Working Group 

 Mark presented the update. The Education and Outreach Working Group met on the 

 15th and created a plan of action to address countywide compost messaging. The 

 working group is creating a marketing sub-group to work on congruent signage/for 

 residential and commercial audiences in Boulder County. 

 

 The general feeling is that there is a large amount of information already available on 

 websites managed by haulers and local municipalities. There is a need to aggregate and 

 combine the messages that already exist, remove overlap, and then explore if any 

 further gaps of information need to be filled. 



 

 The working group has also established the need for a bi-annual ‘stakeholder’ group 

 (any individual who will use the composting message). At its next meeting, RCAB will 

 receive more specific information regarding the working group’s goals and potential 

 needs for 2015. 

 

Mark said that the recommendation to proceed with an IGA is moving forward and will 

be discussed further by the working group. The next subcommittee meeting will address 

messaging.  Lisa F suggested the larger IGA discussion be talked about with the RCAB, 

rather than in the subgroups, to keep the information publically accessible. A: The point 

emphasized was that the subgroup thinks an IGA would be a good vehicle for moving 

this issue forward. 

 

Compost Recommendations/Discussion  

 

Organics program concepts developed by Lisa S were handed out. Lisa reviewed options 

and explained possible ways to sort them by: score, politics, tons, city cost, and 

generator cost. Residential recommendations are on one side of each handout and 

commercial recommendations on the other (see handouts). 

 

After discussion, the Board agreed to next consider the top scoring recommendations 

(in terms of diversion score) for recommendation to the Board of County 

Commissioners. 

 

5. Priority Topic: C&D Diversion  

 

Lisa F. talked about existing conditions (see handouts) and gave a brief overview of 

current progress. She does not feel that the group has as much information as is needed 

and suggested the draft report be supplemented over the next few weeks for further 

review in January. It was noted that Boulder County’s BuildSmart recycling requirement 

applies only to residential C&D in the unincorporated area. 

 

  Q&A / Comments  

 

• Lisa F. wondered whether Boulder County needs as large a facility as   

  recommended in the 2010 C&D study. Dan M. observed that there has been a  

  major change locally because the Tri-City Recycle Center operated by Recycled  

  Materials Company (located Southeast of Erie) has closed. Now the nearest C&D 

  facility is in Henderson, Colorado. Dan thinks people will be unwilling to drive to  

  Henderson. 

• Bryce noted that Western Disposal’s C&D sorting service is only getting about  

  34% reusable materials from the C&D loads received.  



• Holly: Recap residential vs commercial? A: There are some, mostly voluntary,  

  programs for residential. There are none for commercial.  

• Tim: Are there other communities we should be looking at that have had  

  success with their programs? Lisa F: Most of them have $75 a ton tipping fees.  

  Lisa M: but that is outside of Colorado, it might be instructive for us to read  

  further into it.  

• Tim: What are the tipping fees in Washington State? A: $75-$90 per ton.  

• Lisa M: last week some local decision-makers attended an Eco-Cycle program  

  and discussed a local cardboard ban. A: Boulder County has no authority to ban, 

  so that would need to be done by the individual cities.  

• Holly: can we have an IGA wish list for items such as this cardboard ban?  

 

The group agreed that after the Center for Resource Conservation presentation about 

“why divert” C&D, the topic should be addressed by the infrastructure and education 

subcommittees, which would bring recommendations back to RCAB. 

 

  6:05 Mark turned over leadership to Lisa S. 

 

6. January Meeting/Agenda topics  

 

After discussion, the Board agreed to focus on the 2015 agenda review, a report from 

Resource Conservation and the Kessler report in January.  Compost will be discussed 

only if recommendations have been presented for consideration. 

 

Darla noted that if the Kessler report is ready before the January RCAB meeting, an 

outside consultant will likely present it to the board. 

 

7. Any other Business – none  

 

8. Community Reports  

 
• Lisa F:  The USDA report is completed.  This program was designed to collect  

  1,165 tons from Boulder County’s mountain communities and actually   

  documented 1,411 tons - almost 250 more than planned. The final report will be 

  sent to RCAB. Also, the manager’s position for Resource Conservation has been  

  announced and posted on the Boulder County website.  

• Jamie: The City of Boulder is drafting its Zero Waste Strategic Plan, and has been 

  having working group meetings to develop the commercial recycling and  

  compost ordinance.- The draft plan and options for that ordinance will probably  

  go to Council around mid-February. Tim and Lisa M. expressed enthusiasm for  

  commercial recycling and composting.   



• Charles: Longmont is preparing the recycling center for the holidays, collecting  

  lights and wrapping paper items and also has started collecting #6 white foam  

  block. Discussion of polystyrene recycling processing and markets followed.   

• Holly: Ward got a recycling grant so they are very happy and excited. 

 

 Adjournment 

 
Lisa F. moved for adjournment at 6:27 p.m. Lisa M. seconded the motion.  Because 

some members had left during the update section, no quorum was available to vote on 

the motion, and the group disbanded.  

 



RCAB Meeting January 28, 2015 - Review of Agenda Topics for 2015 

 

Standing Topics:  

 February:  Annual report to BOCC 

 April: Bylaws review, if needed 

 May:  Annual election of Chair and Vice-Chair 

 Late Spring: Communitywide Diversion, Data Collection Process and Report  

 Early Autumn: ZW Funding Subcommittee assignment; report on status/success of previous 

grantees 

 Later Autumn:  ZW funding recommendations 

 December: Set agenda for coming year 

Priority Topics  

 February – conclude composting recommendation  

 March to June – C&D diversion  

 July to October – Commercial Recycling  

Possible Resource Conservation Division Updates:   

 February – report on countywide education efforts and successes 

 March  – compost education successes and plans 

 April  – first-quarter report on Recycling Center operations 

 May – Spring-Cleanup history and successes; plans for coming summer 

 June – report on drop-box use 

 July – second-quarter report on Recycling Center operations and finances 

 August – report on Boulder County in-house and policy efforts 

 September – report on electronics diversion as measured by the County 

 October– third-quarter report on Recycling Center operations 

 November – report on diversion at the Boulder County Fair 

 December – holiday diversion plans and efforts (optional) 

 January – fourth-quarter report on Recycling Center operations 

Other Discussion Topics: 

 Zero Waste Intergovernmental/Partner Agreement  

 Zero Waste Funding Evaluation/Program Planning   

 Report on success of C&D diversion programs 

 PACE Report 

 HMMF Report  

 Any CDPHE regulations updates?  

 Grant applications planned for coming year, including applications by the county, 

municipalities and private-sectors / NGOs 

 Hot topics and innovations, including community innovations and reports from CAFR or 

SWANA meetings 

 Success of zero waste events countywide and plans for next year 

 Review of programs/services managed by the Resource Conservation Division for education, 

drop-site collection, electronics management, recycling center operations, etc. 

 



 
Suggested year at a glance… 
 
February 2015 

 Annual Report to Boulder County Commissioners  

 Compost Recommendation (on policy and programs, infrastructure, education, outreach 
and signage)   

 C&D Presentation, Dan Stellar, CRC 
March  

 C&D Current Status  

 Study Session on C&D Infrastructure 

 Zero Waste Funding Evaluation/Program Planning   
April  

 C&D Session on Policy and Programs  

 Bylaws Review, if needed 

 First-quarter report on Recycling Center Operations 

 Communitywide Diversion – Process for Collecting 2014 Data 
May  

 C&D Session on Education and Outreach  

 Annual election of Chair and Vice-Chair 

 Communitywide Diversion Report   
June  

 C&D Recommendation  

 Commercial Recycling Presentations  

 Commercial Recycling Current Status    
July   

 Study Session on Commercial Recycling Infrastructure 

 Second-quarter Report on Recycling Center Operations 
August  

 Study Session on Commercial Recycling Policy and Programs  

 Zero Waste Intergovernmental/Partner Agreement  
September  

 Study Session on Commercial Recycling Education and Outreach  

 Zero Waste Funding Subcommittee Assignment  
October  

 Commercial Recycling Recommendation  

 Report on Status/Success of Previous Grantees 

 Zero Waste Funding Recommendation 

 Third-quarter Report on Recycling Center Operations 
November  

 Success of Zero Waste Events Countywide and Plans for 2016 

 Report on Countywide Education  
December  

 Set Agenda Topics for 2016 

 PACE and HMMF Reports  
January 2016   

 Fourth-quarter Report on Recycling Center Operations 

 



Boulder County Community Report for the Resource Conservation Advisory Board Meeting  

January 28, 2015 

 

Zero Waste Update  

The Commissioners approved RCAB’s Zero Waste Funding Recommendations on January 8, and 
Resource Conservation Division staff will move those projects forward. 

 

Boulder County’s final report to the USDA on Zero Waste activities in the mountain communities last 
year is attached.  As noted last meeting, we exceeded our diversion goal.  The ZWOP grants that were 
awarded to the Nederland Transfer Station and to Ward will help carry these successes forward into 
2015. 

 

Applications for the Resource Conservation Division Manager position have been accepted and are 
being reviewed by County human resources and selection staff. 

 
Boulder County Recycling Center  

2014 Overview 

 Installed electromagnet above the glass line for enhanced capturing of ferrous lids and metals 

 Fabricated and installed a new holding cage for mixed rigid plastics 

 Procured a new industrial skid steer for the facility 

 Contracted for a high-level analysis of BCRC operations 

 Implemented new system for posting hauler rebates in advance on our website 

 Increased efficiency in paying hauler rebates more timely 

 Paving repairs were made around the facility grounds / parking lots 

 46,000 tons of material received 

 

2015 Planned Projects 

 Cement work around scale house  

 Repair of fire suppression system 

 Update processors in the automated control system 

 

Partners for a Clean Environment (PACE) 

 

PACE is getting ready for its official re-launch in early February.  A new video featuring PACE Business 
Sustainability Advisors and the Buff restaurant is now available.  In addition, the new website includes a 
brand new do-it-yourself tool that businesses can use to assess their performance and identify actions 
to begin or enhance waste reduction and diversion.  

 

The successful City of Boulder new waste diversion service incentive reducing the cost of purchasing bins 
and compostable service ware is planned to roll out across Boulder County in the second quarter.  To 
sweeten the offering, the county is currently contributing free bin liners that will be available while 
supplies last. 
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WHITE PAPER 

 

 

 

 

 

RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL ORGANICS 
PROGRAM CONCEPTS FOR BOULDER 
COUNTY COMMUNITIES 
 

 

 

Prepared for: 

Boulder County Commissioners and Boulder County Communities 

Prepared for / by: 

Boulder County Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) 

Prepared by: 

Lisa A. Skumatz, Ph.D., Member & Consultant, Skumatz Economic Research Associates, Superior, CO 

 

 

 

Presented at November 2014 RCAB Meeting 
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RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL ORGANICS PROGRAM 
CONCEPTS FOR BOULDER COUNTY COMMUNITIES 
 

 

0. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY / ABSTRACT 
 

The Boulder County Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) tackled organics as a priority concern 

in its 2014 work plan.  The RCAB developed a set of residential and commercial organics program 

concepts to help provide a menu that could be considered by the communities within the county, 

recognizing that “one-size-fits-all” solutions would not be a successful strategy.  The communities in 

Boulder County are in very different starting situations in regard to organics; therefore, the report 

provides more than 59 residential and commercial strategies ranked 8 ways: 

 Tonnage diverted (highest to lowest) 

 Cost to the community / county / agency (lowest to highest) 

 Cost to the residential and commercial generators (businesses and households; lowest to 

highest); 

 Level of political will or market intervention / aggressiveness involved in the strategy (lowest to 

highest); 

 Overall scores, considering tonnage, cost, and “political aggressiveness”. 

Suggestions were also made for strategies most suited to:  

 Communities with fairly high intervention in the organics area already; 

 Communities with moderate existing activity in the organics arena; and  

 Communities just starting to consider organics strategies. 

The strategies cover the gamut of types, including: 

 Education strategies (3 residential, 5 commercial) 

 Facilities needs (2 residential, 2 commercial) 

 Incentives options (6 residential, 5 commercial) 

 Programs (7 residential, 7 commercial) 

 Policies (8 residential, 6 commercial), and 

 Regulations (3 residential, 5 commercial). 

The RCAB provides this document so community staff and citizen committees will have a kit to help start 

discussions of organics strategies that have been successful elsewhere, and may help move the needle 

at the local level within Boulder County.  
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1. BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES 
 

The Boulder County Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) is a citizen and community 

representative advisory committee that provides advice to the Boulder County Commissioners on issues 

related to Zero Waste, County recycling / composting / diversion efforts, and the Boulder County 

Recycling Center.   

Included among the RCAB’s 2014 objectives was an analysis of options for organics – including facilities 

and programs.  One of the RCAB members1 with information on programs in use around the nation was 

asked to take the lead on organizing a set of residential and commercial organics program concepts that 

could be: 

 Discussed and considered by RCAB members, 

 Ranked based on weighted performance statistics suggested by RCAB, and  

 Serve as concepts that could suit the wide array of communities within Boulder County. 

This document serves as a resource for the various communities within Boulder County – those with 

advanced programs and those without – for ideas and concepts that could be considered as they work 

to reduce and divert organics materials, including yard waste and food scraps.   The programs are 

concepts and titles, not fully-fleshed out program descriptions, but are titled in a way to be relatively 

self-explanatory.  A brief description of some of the highest-ranked programs is included in the tables in 

Chapter 4.  Resources for more detailed information about the programs can be gathered from web 

searches on the key words from the concept, review of the trade publications Resource Recycling and 

Biocycle, consultation with RCAB staff, or calls to the author. 

 

2. ANALYSIS METHOD 
 

Using a combination of resources including existing in-house consultant models, an exhaustive report 

prepared for USEPA Region 5, previous research and comprehensive plan projects, literature review and 

other resources, the authors assembled a list of possible organics program concepts – including a mix of 

“basic” options and advanced strategies.  Commercial vs. residential concepts are kept separate; as a 

result, there are some concepts that cross over and are on both lists. 

This laundry list was discussed with the RCAB committee (59 concepts).  As a result of lively discussion 

and comment, the concepts were assembled into “types”, including:  

 Education (3 residential, 5 commercial) 

 Facilities (2 residential, 2 commercial) 

 Incentives (6 residential, 5 commercial) 

                                                           
1 Dr. Lisa Skumatz of Skumatz Economic Research Associates / SERA of Superior, volunteering the time 
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 Programs (7 residential, 7 commercial) 

 Policies (8 residential, 6 commercial), and 

 Regulations (3 residential, 5 commercial). 

We also reviewed the community responses to the latest 2013 RCAB community survey to identify 

which of the strategies may already be in place in some of the County’s jurisdictions.  Although these 

survey responses were not complete, the information that was available has been included in the tables 

in the Appendix. 

Ultimately, four primary criteria – assessed in relative terms (high / medium / low, etc.) – were used to 

assess performance of the various concepts: 

 tons diverted (40% weight) 

 cost to the city / county / agency (30%); 

 cost to the generators (businesses or households) (15%); and 

 a factor related to the degree of political will needed to accomplish the program, or the degree 

of aggressiveness of the intervention into the market represented by the strategy (15%). 

In this simple analysis, each criteria was ranked according to a 8 point scale (very high to very low, and a 

zero for some items), and an overall performance score was assessed using the weights listed at the end 

of the criteria above; tons diverted receive the highest weight.  Based on the scores in total, and the 

individual criteria ratings, the strategies were sorted, in turn, by:  

 Total score, weighted across all the criteria; 

 Tons diverted (highest to lowest); 

 Relative cost to city / county / agency (lowest to highest); 

 Relative cost to generators (lowest to highest); and 

 Relative political will / aggressiveness factor (lowest to highest). 

A table for each of these “sorts” is included in the appendix, providing a resource for identifying tailored 

sets of options by communities within the County.   

 

3. INTERPRETING THE RESULTS  
 

Sorting of the concepts by different criteria was performed because the committee recognized that the 

communities within Boulder County are in very different positions.  Some communities provide their 

own collection, others contract, and still others collect using municipal staff.  Some have already 

included yard waste or food waste collection, others have drop offs, and others have not tackled this 

stream at all yet.  Some communities have aggressive goals and detailed sustainability plans, and others 

have councils that have not yet acted in this area.  The RCAB annual survey of community progress 

shows the wide variation in “situation” for each community within the County.  Thus, the different 

communities will implicitly be using different priorities as they consider what might be most appropriate 

for them.   
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Leading concepts are listed below, based on the criteria of greatest interest to the community.  Note 

that EOW stands for every other week collection of a particular stream.  PAYT stands for “pay as you 

throw”, or a concept in which those households getting more trash collected pay more (usually using 

larger vs. smaller trash cans).  YW and FW represent yard waste and food waste (or scraps); R / O stands 

for recycling and organics.  Most of the other abbreviations are self-explanatory. 

Table 3.1:  Highest Ranked Based on Weighted Overall Score 

Residential Organics Concepts Commercial Organics Concepts 

 EOW Trash 

 Consider (organics) contracts for collection to get 
desired services at desired incentives 

 Stop spring clean-ups 

 Consider EOW Recy to help fund organics coll'n 

 Require incentive rates for Composting service 

 Procurement - require use of local compost 
material - city & maybe bldg codes, etc. 

 Change contract payments to favor food / 
organics tons (for cities with contracts) 

 PAYT / embedded food scraps (organics) col'n  

 Pay more for NOT composting 

 Mandatory food (organics) for all HHs 

 Disposal ban - food / organics 

 Mandatory program - enforcement options… For 
Organics 

 Contracting for collection - community or business 
association or muni 

 Education on bidding / contracts 

 Disposal ban - food / organics 

 Mandatory program - enforcement options… 

 ABC for food 

 PAYT / embedded food scraps col'n with ratio… 

 Business recognition program (organics) 

 Food scraps costs embedded for all com'l 
customers 

 Contract incentives to meet goals (organics) 

 Small businesses added to residential composting 
program 

 Require incentive rates for Composting service 

 

Table 3.2:  Highest Ranked Based on (Highest) Tonnage Diverted 

Residential Organics Concepts Commercial Organics Concepts 

 Consider (organics) contracts for collection to get 
desired services at desired incentives 

 Mandatory food (organics) for all HHs 

 Disposal ban - food / organics 

 Mandatory program - enforcement options… For 
organics 

 Wet dry collection system 

 EOW Trash 

 Require incentive rates for Composting service 

 Food scraps (organics) costs embedded for all res 
customers 

 Consider EOW Recy to help fund organics coll'n 

 PAYT / embedded food scraps (organics) col'n  

 Pay more for NOT composting 

 No bin no barrel (for organics) 
 
 

 Contracting for collection - community or business 
association or muni 

 Disposal ban - food / organics 

 Mandatory program - enforcement options… 

 Food scraps costs embedded for all com'l 
customers 

 ABC for food 

 PAYT / embedded food scraps col'n with ratio… 

 Require incentive rates for Composting service 

 Mandatory composting for selected generators 

 Procurement - require use of local compost 
material - city & maybe bldg codes, etc. 

 Differential tip fees for meeting goals (organics) 

 Establish limited targeted com'l food scraps 
program or partner or pilot 

 Facility development / partnerships, etc. - regional 
/ area organics 
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Table 3.3:  Highest Ranked Based on (Lowest) Cost to Community / Agency 

Residential Organics Concepts Commercial Organics Concepts 

 Stop spring clean-ups 

 Differential tip fees for meeting goals 

 EOW Trash 

 Require incentive rates for Composting service 

 Consider EOW Recy to help fund organics coll'n 

 PAYT / embedded food scraps (organics) col'n  

 Pay more for NOT composting 

 Change contract payments to favor food / 
organics tons (for cities with contracts) 

 Micro can for trash 

 Hauler license requirements to offer food / 
organics scrap coll'n 

 City-wide ordinance requiring all MF >x units to 
get service - organics (city coding R/O) 

 Measure / estimate current diversion in 
community and set goals (for organics) (city 
coding for tons, goal, organics - T / G / O) 

 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state 

 License with reporting required as part of license 
(organics) coding: R/O 

 Education on bidding / contracts 

 Business recognition program (organics) 

 Space for containers ordinance 

 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state 

 PAYT / embedded food scraps col'n with ratio… 

 Contract incentives to meet goals (organics) 

 Taxes on some material streams (e.g. trash, not 
organics) 

 PAYT composting bag program for small com'l 

 Small businesses added to residential composting 
program 

 Require organics plans 

 Measure / estimate current diversion in 
community and set goals 

 

Table 3.4:  Highest Ranked Based on (Lowest) Cost to Businesses and Households (Generators) 

Residential Organics Concepts Commercial Organics Concepts 

 Stop spring clean-ups 

 Hauler license requirements to offer food / 
organics scrap coll'n 

 Measure / estimate current diversion in 
community and set goals (for organics) (city 
coding for tons, goal, organics - T / G / O) 

 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state 

 License with reporting required as part of license 
(organics) coding: R/O 

 Procurement - require use of local compost 
material - city & maybe bldg codes, etc. 

 Consider (organics) contracts for collection to get 
desired services at desired incentives 

 No bin no barrel (for organics) 

 MF concentrated outreach (city coding NOT 
organics-centric) 

 Dropoff at transfer station or other location (city 
coding R/YW/FW) 

 Rebate for food / organics bin 

 Social marketing 

 EOW Trash 

 Consider EOW Recy to help fund organics coll'n 

 Contract incentives to meet goals (for cities with 
contracts) 

 Business recognition program (organics) 

 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state 

 Measure / estimate current diversion in 
community and set goals 

 Contracting for collection - community or business 
association or muni 

 Com'l outreach / social marketing 

 License with reporting required as part of license 

 Dropoff at transfer station or other location.  (yw 
/ fw) (city coding R / YW / FW) 

 Education on bidding / contracts 

 Space for containers ordinance 

 Contract incentives to meet goals (organics) 

 Small businesses added to residential composting 
program 

 Require organics plans 

 Outreach on food scraps diversion - door to door 

 Free waste audits / visits (organics) (city coding 
technical assistance) 

 Facility development / partnerships, etc. - regional 
/ area organics 
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Table 3.5:  Highest Ranked Based on (Lowest) Political Will / Intervention Aggressiveness 

Residential Organics Concepts Commercial Organics Concepts 

 Measure / estimate current diversion in 
community and set goals (for organics) (city 
coding for tons, goal, organics - T / G / O) 

 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state 

 MF concentrated outreach (city coding NOT 
organics-centric) 

 Social marketing 

 Change contract payments to favor food / 
organics tons (for cities with contracts) 

 Hauler license requirements to offer food / 
organics scrap coll'n 

 License with reporting required as part of license 
(organics) coding: R/O 

 Procurement - require use of local compost 
material - city & maybe bldg codes, etc. 

 Dropoff at transfer station or other location (city 
coding R/YW/FW) 

 Contract incentives to meet goals (for cities with 
contracts) 

 Insink disposals program 

 Business recognition program (organics) 

 Measure / estimate current diversion in 
community and set goals 

 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state 

 Com'l outreach / social marketing 

 Dropoff at transfer station or other location.  (yw 
/ fw) (city coding R / YW / FW) 

 Education on bidding / contracts 

 Space for containers ordinance 

 Small businesses added to residential composting 
program 

 Outreach on food scraps diversion - door to door 

 Free waste audits / visits (organics) (city coding 
technical assistance) 

 Encourage cooperative agreements in 
neighborhoods / joint coll'n / pay (for organics)? 

 

 

4. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

There is no one magic bullet for all Boulder County communities; each jurisdiction is in a very different 

place.  However, consideration of the organics sector provides the potential for a sizable jump in 

diversion – and is key to moving from “so-so” diversion to adding double digits more diversion.   A few 

key strategies are highlighted in the table below, selected based on the author’s experience working 

with communities in many different situations.  However, communities will want to peruse the previous 

chapter, and particularly the appendix, to identify strategies that may be appealing to a community 

based on its priorities, and the appetite of staff and elected officials, to undertake initiatives in the 

organics sector. 

Table 4.1:  Program Concepts to Consider  

 Residential Concepts Commercial Concepts 
For 
communities 
with HIGH 
existing 
organics  
intervention  

Assumed in place:  PAYT with at least 32 gal 
yw / fw service embedded in trash bill.  Also 
consider… 

Assumed in place:  At least pilot food waste 
program / services available.  Also consider… 

 Mandating food scraps collection (at least 96 
gal) for all commercial customers (or certain 
size or business types), at no additional fee 
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 Residential Concepts Commercial Concepts 

 Micro / mini can (~10-19 gal) for trash, 
and/or every other week (EOW) trash 
collection option (if YW / FW collected).2 

 Education program on using in-sink 
disposals for food (if Waste-water plant 
can handle the material) 

 Disposal ban / food waste (multiple 
enforcement options) 

 Provide contracted haulers with financial 
incentives for meeting organics diversion 
goals (for towns with contracts) 

 No bin / no barrel for organics (trash not 
collected if organics not set out) – or set 
rates for customer to pay MORE for NOT 
setting out organics container 

 Lobby for better / easier State siting 
conditions for composting facilities 

 Procurement guidelines requiring use of 
local compost in city construction 
contracts, building sites, etc. 

 Stop organics collection spring clean-ups 
to encourage diversion / use of programs 

 Explore wet/dry collection system 

 City-wide ordinance requiring all MF > X 
units to get organics service 

(requiring haulers to embed the cost in the 
trash bill).3   

 Contracting for commercial collection for food 
waste or for all services (encouraging the 
downtown district to contract, or establishing 
an “improvement district” or similar to take 
this on legally.) 

 Require incentive rates for composting service 
(must be less than trash rates, etc.) 

 Apply extra taxes on trash tons and not on 
(recycling and) organics tons to improve 
economics. 

 Hauler incentives for meeting organics 
diversion goals (perhaps tip fee rebates / 
differential taxes for haulers meeting goals) 

 Variation on ABC recycling law – require all 
restaurants to recycle organics or they lose 
liquor license  

 Mandatory composting for some business 
types (or those of certain trash volumes; 
tightening up over time) 

 Add small businesses to residential organics 
collection routes and/or introduce a PAYT 
composting bag service for small businesses.  

For 
communities 
with 
MODERATE 
action in 
organics 
diversion 

 Introduce ordinance or licensing requiring 
haulers to offer organics service.  
Consider requiring organics must be 
available for a lower fee than trash. 

 Introduce ordinance requiring haulers to 
provide organics service, embedded in 
the trash bill like recycling service 

 Food disposal ban 

 Education program on using in-sink 
disposals for food (if Waste-water plant 
can handle the material) 

 Provide drop-off for organics (staffed site) 

 Require hauler reporting of organics (and 
recycling and trash) tons 

 

 Free waste audits and commercial social 
marketing outreach; web information 

 Provide education on bidding / contracts – 
specifying contract conditions to look for, and 
noting savings that may be available from re-
bidding for multiple services including organics 
diversion – and encouraging them to request 
“rightsizing” visits from their hauler 

 Start a limited commercial food scraps pilot 
with selected businesses (leading grocery, 
restaurants) to test the approach, and spread 
to others 

 Provide a drop-off container program for 
organics / yard waste for businesses4 

 Require haulers to offer food scraps collection 
service to customers. 

For 
Communities 
with LOW 
existing 

 Require hauler reporting of organics (and 
recycling and trash) tons 

 Measure / conduct waste sorts and set 
goals to inform program planning / 

 Require businesses to prepare simple one-
page check-list “organics plans” and submit to 
the town or hauler 

                                                           
2 consider EOW recycling to help minimize costs 
3 Can also be specified as a multiple of their trash service (up to same size as trash, 150%, etc.).  Haulers become 
concerned if there is no limit to the size of service that must be available and embedded.  This design is very 
effective for recycling service as well. 
4 In one town, we found a business with a recycling container was willing to let small businesses bring materials; it 
may be that some communities may be able to work such an arrangement for small food generators; fees and 
collection frequency and other problems may arise, but it may be worth a discussion. 
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 Residential Concepts Commercial Concepts 
action in 
organics 
diversion 

selection; establish citizen committees, 
etc. 

 Introduce ordinance or licensing requiring 
haulers to offer organics service.  
Consider requiring organics must be 
available for a lower fee than trash. 

 Education and Social marketing on 
organics / food diversion strategies 

 

 Provide education on bidding / contracts – 
specifying contract conditions to look for, and 
noting savings that may be available from re-
bidding for multiple services including organics 
diversion – and encouraging them to request 
“rightsizing” visits from their hauler 

 Introduce “space for organics” ordinance, 
requiring new construction and significant 
remodels to include space for organics 
containers in addition to trash and recycling 
containers inside commercial (and MF) 
buildings. 

 Provide a drop-off container program for 
organics / yard waste for businesses5 

 Short term discounts / incentives to businesses 
signing up for organics program 

 Require haulers to be able to provide food 
collection if requested. 

 

 

5. APPENDIX / SORTED TABLES OF CONCEPTS 
 

The following pages provide tables of all the residential strategies (table labeled “a”), then commercial 

strategies (table labeled “b”), sorted by key criteria.   

 

                                                           
5 In one town, we found a business with a recycling container was willing to let small businesses bring materials; it 
may be that some communities may be able to work such an arrangement for small food generators; fees and 
collection frequency and other problems may arise, but it may be worth a discussion. 
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Table 5.1a:  Highest Ranked Based on Weighted Overall Score-Residential 

 

RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS Relative Relative Relative AggressiveWTD In Place Where in Boulder County? (based on reports from RCAB survey)

Type R/C ID#
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Cost
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PGM R P1 EOW Trash H VL VL M 6.2 H

POL R C10

Consider (organics) contracts for collection to get desired 

services at desired incentives VH ML 0 H 5.8 H

POL R S4 Stop spring clean-ups M 0 0 MH 5.7 H Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

PGM R P2 Consider EOW Recy to help fund organics coll'n MH VL VL MH 5.6 H

INC R C2 Require incentive rates for Composting service H VL M MH 5.6 H

POL R S3

Procurement - require use of local compost material - city & 

maybe bldg codes, etc. M L 0 L 5.5 MH

INC R I2

Change contract payments to favor food / organics tons (for cities 

with contracts) M VL ML VL 5.5 MH

PGM R C3 PAYT / embedded food scraps (organics) col'n MH VL ML M 5.5 MH Y some N Y N N Y? N N N N

PGM R C5 Pay more for NOT composting MH VL ML M 5.5 MH

POL R C7 Mandatory food (organics?) for all HHs VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

POL R C8 Disposal ban - food / organics VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

POL R C9 Mandatory program - enforcement options… FOR ORGANICS VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

REG R I5 Hauler license requirements to offer food / organics scrap coll'n ML VL 0 L 5.4 MH

INC R I3 Contract incentives to meet goals (for cities with contracts) M L VL L 5.4 MH

INC R I4 Differential tip fees for meeting goals M 0 L MH 5.4 MH

PGM R P3 Micro can for trash M VL L ML 5.4 MH

PGM R C6 No bin no barrel (FOR ORGANICS) MH ML 0 M 5.3 MH

INC R C1 Food scraps (organics) costs embedded for all res customers H L M MH 5.3 MH Y S NA Y NA N NA NA NA NA NA

EDU R MF1 MF concentrated outreach (city coding NOT organics-centric) ML ML 0 VL 5.0 MH Y Y Y N N N N N N N N

POL R S1

Measure / estimate current diversion in community and set goals 

(for organics) (city coding for tons, goal, organics - T / G / O) VL VL 0 0 4.9 MH YYY? YYY?

YNN

? YNY? NN YYN YNY? NNN

REG R L1 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state VL VL 0 VL 4.8 MH

REG R S2

License with reporting required as part of license (organics) 

coding: R/O VL VL 0 L 4.6 MH

FAC R F1

Dropoff at transfer station or other location (city coding 

R/YW/FW) ML M 0 L 4.5 M YYY YYN Y?Y Y?? Y?N YYY YNN YYN NNN YNN NYN

EDU R E1 Social marketing ML MH 0 VL 4.4 M

POL R MF2

City-wide ordinance requiring all MF >x units to get service - 

ORGANICS (city coding R/O) ML VL M MH 4.4 M Y/N N/N Y/N Y/N N/N Y/N N/N N/N

EDU R E3 Insink disposals program L L ML L 4.3 M

PGM R C4 Rebate for food / organics bin ML M 0 M 4.2 M

INC R I1 Taxes on some material streams ML L L H 4.2 M

FAC R F2 Wet dry collection system VH H MH H 4.2 M
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Table 5.1b:  Highest Ranked Based on Weighted Overall Score-Commercial 

 

COMMERCIAL STRATEGIES Relative Relative Relative Aggressive WTD In Place Where in Boulder County? (based on reports from RCAB survey)

Type R/C ID#

Tons 

Diverted

City 

Cost

Gen 

Cost
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is good) 
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POL C C10

Contracting for collection - community or business association or 

muni VH ML 0 H 5.8 H

EDU C E3 Education on bidding / contracts M VL VL L 5.7 H

POL C C8 Disposal ban - food / organics VH ML L H 5.5 MH

POL C C9 Mandatory program - enforcement options… VH ML L H 5.5 MH

PGM C C12 ABC for food H ML L M 5.4 MH

PGM C PAYT2PAYT / embedded food scraps col'n with ratio… H L ML MH 5.4 MH

EDU C E2 Business recognition program (organics) L VL 0 0 5.3 MH

PGM C C3 Food scraps costs embedded for all com'l customers VH M L H 5.2 MH

INC C I3 Contract incentives to meet goals (organics) M L VL M 5.1 MH

PGM C C14 Small businesses added to residential composting program ML L VL L 5.0 MH

INC C C2 Require incentive rates for Composting service H ML M MH 5.0 MH

REG C S5 Space for containers ordinance L VL VL L 4.9 MH

POL C S3

Procurement - require use of local compost material - city & 

maybe bldg codes, etc. MH ML L MH 4.9 MH

REG C L1 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state VL VL 0 VL 4.8 MH

POL C C7 Mandatory composting for selected generators H M L H 4.8 MH

EDU C E4 Outreach on food scraps diversion - door to door ML ML VL L 4.7 MH

INC C I4 Differential tip fees for meeting goals (organics) MH ML L H 4.7 MH

PGM C C11

Establish limited targeted com'l food scraps program or partner or 

pilot MH M ML ML 4.7 MH

POL C S1 Measure / estimate current diversion in community and set goals VL L 0 0 4.6 MH

INC C I1 Taxes on some material streams (e.g. trash, not organics) M L L H 4.6 MH

PGM C PAYT1PAYT composting bag program for small com'l M L M M 4.6 MH

FAC C F1

Dropoff at transfer station or other location.  (yw / fw) (city coding 

R / YW / FW) ML M 0 L 4.5 M YYY YYN Y?Y Y?? Y?N YYY YNN YYN NNN YNN NYN

EDU C E1 Com'l outreach / social marketing L ML 0 L 4.4 M N Y N N N N Y

EDU C E5

Free waste audits / visits (organics) (city coding technical 

assistance) ML M VL L 4.4 M Y Y N N N N N

REG C S7 Require organics plans L L VL M 4.3 M

FAC C F2 Facility development / partnerships, etc. - regional / area organics MH H VL M 4.3 M

INC C I6 Discount / incentive to businesses for compost subscription M M M ML 4.2 M Y Y

PGM C P4

Encourage cooperative agreements in neighborhoods / joint coll'n 

/ pay (for organics)? ML M ML L 4.1 M

REG C I5 Com'l hauler license requirements to offer food scrap coll'n ML M L M 3.9 M

REG C S2 License with reporting required as part of license VL ML 0 M 3.7 M Y Y Y N N NA N
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Table 5.2a:  Highest Ranked Based on (Highest) Tonnage Diverted - Residential 

 
 

RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS Relative Relative Relative AggressiveWTD In Place Where in Boulder County? (based on reports from RCAB survey)

Type R/C ID#

Tons 
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POL R C10

Consider (organics) contracts for collection to get desired 

services at desired incentives VH ML 0 H 5.8 H

POL R C7 Mandatory food (organics?) for all HHs VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

POL R C8 Disposal ban - food / organics VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

POL R C9 Mandatory program - enforcement options… FOR ORGANICS VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

FAC R F2 Wet dry collection system VH H MH H 4.2 M

PGM R P1 EOW Trash H VL VL M 6.2 H

INC R C2 Require incentive rates for Composting service H VL M MH 5.6 H

INC R C1 Food scraps (organics) costs embedded for all res customers H L M MH 5.3 MH Y S NA Y NA N NA NA NA NA NA

PGM R P2 Consider EOW Recy to help fund organics coll'n MH VL VL MH 5.6 H

PGM R C3 PAYT / embedded food scraps (organics) col'n MH VL ML M 5.5 MH Y some N Y N N Y? N N N N

PGM R C5 Pay more for NOT composting MH VL ML M 5.5 MH

PGM R C6 No bin no barrel (FOR ORGANICS) MH ML 0 M 5.3 MH

POL R S4 Stop spring clean-ups M 0 0 MH 5.7 H Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

POL R S3

Procurement - require use of local compost material - city & 

maybe bldg codes, etc. M L 0 L 5.5 MH

INC R I2

Change contract payments to favor food / organics tons (for cities 

with contracts) M VL ML VL 5.5 MH

INC R I3 Contract incentives to meet goals (for cities with contracts) M L VL L 5.4 MH

INC R I4 Differential tip fees for meeting goals M 0 L MH 5.4 MH

PGM R P3 Micro can for trash M VL L ML 5.4 MH

REG R I5 Hauler license requirements to offer food / organics scrap coll'n ML VL 0 L 5.4 MH

EDU R MF1 MF concentrated outreach (city coding NOT organics-centric) ML ML 0 VL 5.0 MH Y Y Y N N N N N N N N

FAC R F1

Dropoff at transfer station or other location (city coding 

R/YW/FW) ML M 0 L 4.5 M YYY YYN Y?Y Y?? Y?N YYY YNN YYN NNN YNN NYN

EDU R E1 Social marketing ML MH 0 VL 4.4 M

POL R MF2

City-wide ordinance requiring all MF >x units to get service - 

ORGANICS (city coding R/O) ML VL M MH 4.4 M Y/N N/N Y/N Y/N N/N Y/N N/N N/N

PGM R C4 Rebate for food / organics bin ML M 0 M 4.2 M

INC R I1 Taxes on some material streams ML L L H 4.2 M

EDU R E3 Insink disposals program L L ML L 4.3 M

POL R S1

Measure / estimate current diversion in community and set goals 

(for organics) (city coding for tons, goal, organics - T / G / O) VL VL 0 0 4.9 MH YYY? YYY?

YNN

? YNY? NN YYN YNY? NNN

REG R L1 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state VL VL 0 VL 4.8 MH

REG R S2

License with reporting required as part of license (organics) 

coding: R/O VL VL 0 L 4.6 MH
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Table 5.2b:  Highest Ranked Based on (Highest) Tonnage Diverted - Commercial 

 

COMMERCIAL STRATEGIES Relative Relative Relative Aggressive WTD In Place Where in Boulder County? (based on reports from RCAB survey)
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POL C C10

Contracting for collection - community or business association or 

muni VH ML 0 H 5.8 H

POL C C8 Disposal ban - food / organics VH ML L H 5.5 MH

POL C C9 Mandatory program - enforcement options… VH ML L H 5.5 MH

PGM C C3 Food scraps costs embedded for all com'l customers VH M L H 5.2 MH

PGM C C12 ABC for food H ML L M 5.4 MH

PGM C PAYT2PAYT / embedded food scraps col'n with ratio… H L ML MH 5.4 MH

INC C C2 Require incentive rates for Composting service H ML M MH 5.0 MH

POL C C7 Mandatory composting for selected generators H M L H 4.8 MH

POL C S3

Procurement - require use of local compost material - city & 

maybe bldg codes, etc. MH ML L MH 4.9 MH

INC C I4 Differential tip fees for meeting goals (organics) MH ML L H 4.7 MH

PGM C C11

Establish limited targeted com'l food scraps program or partner or 

pilot MH M ML ML 4.7 MH

FAC C F2 Facility development / partnerships, etc. - regional / area organics MH H VL M 4.3 M

EDU C E3 Education on bidding / contracts M VL VL L 5.7 H

INC C I3 Contract incentives to meet goals (organics) M L VL M 5.1 MH

INC C I1 Taxes on some material streams (e.g. trash, not organics) M L L H 4.6 MH

PGM C PAYT1PAYT composting bag program for small com'l M L M M 4.6 MH

INC C I6 Discount / incentive to businesses for compost subscription M M M ML 4.2 M Y Y

PGM C C14 Small businesses added to residential composting program ML L VL L 5.0 MH

EDU C E4 Outreach on food scraps diversion - door to door ML ML VL L 4.7 MH

FAC C F1

Dropoff at transfer station or other location.  (yw / fw) (city coding 

R / YW / FW) ML M 0 L 4.5 M YYY YYN Y?Y Y?? Y?N YYY YNN YYN NNN YNN NYN

EDU C E5

Free waste audits / visits (organics) (city coding technical 

assistance) ML M VL L 4.4 M Y Y N N N N N

PGM C P4

Encourage cooperative agreements in neighborhoods / joint coll'n 

/ pay (for organics)? ML M ML L 4.1 M

REG C I5 Com'l hauler license requirements to offer food scrap coll'n ML M L M 3.9 M

EDU C E2 Business recognition program (organics) L VL 0 0 5.3 MH

REG C S5 Space for containers ordinance L VL VL L 4.9 MH

EDU C E1 Com'l outreach / social marketing L ML 0 L 4.4 M N Y N N N N Y

REG C S7 Require organics plans L L VL M 4.3 M

REG C L1 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state VL VL 0 VL 4.8 MH

POL C S1 Measure / estimate current diversion in community and set goals VL L 0 0 4.6 MH

REG C S2 License with reporting required as part of license VL ML 0 M 3.7 M Y Y Y N N NA N
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Table 5.3a:  Highest Ranked Based on (Lowest) Cost to Community / Agency - Residential 

 
 

RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS Relative Relative Relative AggressiveWTD In Place Where in Boulder County? (based on reports from RCAB survey)
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POL R S4 Stop spring clean-ups M 0 0 MH 5.7 H Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

INC R I4 Differential tip fees for meeting goals M 0 L MH 5.4 MH

PGM R P1 EOW Trash H VL VL M 6.2 H

INC R C2 Require incentive rates for Composting service H VL M MH 5.6 H

PGM R P2 Consider EOW Recy to help fund organics coll'n MH VL VL MH 5.6 H

PGM R C3 PAYT / embedded food scraps (organics) col'n MH VL ML M 5.5 MH Y some N Y N N Y? N N N N

PGM R C5 Pay more for NOT composting MH VL ML M 5.5 MH

INC R I2

Change contract payments to favor food / organics tons (for cities 

with contracts) M VL ML VL 5.5 MH

PGM R P3 Micro can for trash M VL L ML 5.4 MH

REG R I5 Hauler license requirements to offer food / organics scrap coll'n ML VL 0 L 5.4 MH

POL R MF2

City-wide ordinance requiring all MF >x units to get service - 

ORGANICS (city coding R/O) ML VL M MH 4.4 M Y/N N/N Y/N Y/N N/N Y/N N/N N/N

POL R S1

Measure / estimate current diversion in community and set goals 

(for organics) (city coding for tons, goal, organics - T / G / O) VL VL 0 0 4.9 MH YYY? YYY?

YNN

? YNY? NN YYN YNY? NNN

REG R L1 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state VL VL 0 VL 4.8 MH

REG R S2

License with reporting required as part of license (organics) 

coding: R/O VL VL 0 L 4.6 MH

INC R C1 Food scraps (organics) costs embedded for all res customers H L M MH 5.3 MH Y S NA Y NA N NA NA NA NA NA

POL R S3

Procurement - require use of local compost material - city & 

maybe bldg codes, etc. M L 0 L 5.5 MH

INC R I3 Contract incentives to meet goals (for cities with contracts) M L VL L 5.4 MH

INC R I1 Taxes on some material streams ML L L H 4.2 M

EDU R E3 Insink disposals program L L ML L 4.3 M

POL R C10

Consider (organics) contracts for collection to get desired 

services at desired incentives VH ML 0 H 5.8 H

POL R C7 Mandatory food (organics?) for all HHs VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

POL R C8 Disposal ban - food / organics VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

POL R C9 Mandatory program - enforcement options… FOR ORGANICS VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

PGM R C6 No bin no barrel (FOR ORGANICS) MH ML 0 M 5.3 MH

EDU R MF1 MF concentrated outreach (city coding NOT organics-centric) ML ML 0 VL 5.0 MH Y Y Y N N N N N N N N

FAC R F1

Dropoff at transfer station or other location (city coding 

R/YW/FW) ML M 0 L 4.5 M YYY YYN Y?Y Y?? Y?N YYY YNN YYN NNN YNN NYN

PGM R C4 Rebate for food / organics bin ML M 0 M 4.2 M

EDU R E1 Social marketing ML MH 0 VL 4.4 M

FAC R F2 Wet dry collection system VH H MH H 4.2 M
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Table 5.3b:  Highest Ranked Based on (Lowest) Cost to Community / Agency - Commercial 

 

COMMERCIAL STRATEGIES Relative Relative Relative Aggressive WTD In Place Where in Boulder County? (based on reports from RCAB survey)
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EDU C E3 Education on bidding / contracts M VL VL L 5.7 H

EDU C E2 Business recognition program (organics) L VL 0 0 5.3 MH

REG C S5 Space for containers ordinance L VL VL L 4.9 MH

REG C L1 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state VL VL 0 VL 4.8 MH

PGM C PAYT2PAYT / embedded food scraps col'n with ratio… H L ML MH 5.4 MH

INC C I3 Contract incentives to meet goals (organics) M L VL M 5.1 MH

INC C I1 Taxes on some material streams (e.g. trash, not organics) M L L H 4.6 MH

PGM C PAYT1PAYT composting bag program for small com'l M L M M 4.6 MH

PGM C C14 Small businesses added to residential composting program ML L VL L 5.0 MH

REG C S7 Require organics plans L L VL M 4.3 M

POL C S1 Measure / estimate current diversion in community and set goals VL L 0 0 4.6 MH

POL C C10

Contracting for collection - community or business association or 

muni VH ML 0 H 5.8 H

POL C C8 Disposal ban - food / organics VH ML L H 5.5 MH

POL C C9 Mandatory program - enforcement options… VH ML L H 5.5 MH

PGM C C12 ABC for food H ML L M 5.4 MH

INC C C2 Require incentive rates for Composting service H ML M MH 5.0 MH

POL C S3

Procurement - require use of local compost material - city & 

maybe bldg codes, etc. MH ML L MH 4.9 MH

INC C I4 Differential tip fees for meeting goals (organics) MH ML L H 4.7 MH

EDU C E4 Outreach on food scraps diversion - door to door ML ML VL L 4.7 MH

EDU C E1 Com'l outreach / social marketing L ML 0 L 4.4 M N Y N N N N Y

REG C S2 License with reporting required as part of license VL ML 0 M 3.7 M Y Y Y N N NA N

PGM C C3 Food scraps costs embedded for all com'l customers VH M L H 5.2 MH

POL C C7 Mandatory composting for selected generators H M L H 4.8 MH

PGM C C11

Establish limited targeted com'l food scraps program or partner or 

pilot MH M ML ML 4.7 MH

INC C I6 Discount / incentive to businesses for compost subscription M M M ML 4.2 M Y Y

FAC C F1

Dropoff at transfer station or other location.  (yw / fw) (city coding 

R / YW / FW) ML M 0 L 4.5 M YYY YYN Y?Y Y?? Y?N YYY YNN YYN NNN YNN NYN

EDU C E5

Free waste audits / visits (organics) (city coding technical 

assistance) ML M VL L 4.4 M Y Y N N N N N

PGM C P4

Encourage cooperative agreements in neighborhoods / joint coll'n 

/ pay (for organics)? ML M ML L 4.1 M

REG C I5 Com'l hauler license requirements to offer food scrap coll'n ML M L M 3.9 M

FAC C F2 Facility development / partnerships, etc. - regional / area organics MH H VL M 4.3 M
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Table 5.4a:  Highest Ranked Based on (Lowest) Cost to Businesses and Households (Generators) - Residential 

 

RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS Relative Relative Relative AggressiveWTD In Place Where in Boulder County? (based on reports from RCAB survey)
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POL R S4 Stop spring clean-ups M 0 0 MH 5.7 H Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

REG R I5 Hauler license requirements to offer food / organics scrap coll'n ML VL 0 L 5.4 MH

POL R S1

Measure / estimate current diversion in community and set goals 

(for organics) (city coding for tons, goal, organics - T / G / O) VL VL 0 0 4.9 MH YYY? YYY?

YNN

? YNY? NN YYN YNY? NNN

REG R L1 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state VL VL 0 VL 4.8 MH

REG R S2

License with reporting required as part of license (organics) 

coding: R/O VL VL 0 L 4.6 MH

POL R S3

Procurement - require use of local compost material - city & 

maybe bldg codes, etc. M L 0 L 5.5 MH

POL R C10

Consider (organics) contracts for collection to get desired 

services at desired incentives VH ML 0 H 5.8 H

PGM R C6 No bin no barrel (FOR ORGANICS) MH ML 0 M 5.3 MH

EDU R MF1 MF concentrated outreach (city coding NOT organics-centric) ML ML 0 VL 5.0 MH Y Y Y N N N N N N N N

FAC R F1

Dropoff at transfer station or other location (city coding 

R/YW/FW) ML M 0 L 4.5 M YYY YYN Y?Y Y?? Y?N YYY YNN YYN NNN YNN NYN

PGM R C4 Rebate for food / organics bin ML M 0 M 4.2 M

EDU R E1 Social marketing ML MH 0 VL 4.4 M

PGM R P1 EOW Trash H VL VL M 6.2 H

PGM R P2 Consider EOW Recy to help fund organics coll'n MH VL VL MH 5.6 H

INC R I3 Contract incentives to meet goals (for cities with contracts) M L VL L 5.4 MH

INC R I4 Differential tip fees for meeting goals M 0 L MH 5.4 MH

PGM R P3 Micro can for trash M VL L ML 5.4 MH

INC R I1 Taxes on some material streams ML L L H 4.2 M

PGM R C3 PAYT / embedded food scraps (organics) col'n MH VL ML M 5.5 MH Y some N Y N N Y? N N N N

PGM R C5 Pay more for NOT composting MH VL ML M 5.5 MH

INC R I2

Change contract payments to favor food / organics tons (for cities 

with contracts) M VL ML VL 5.5 MH

EDU R E3 Insink disposals program L L ML L 4.3 M

POL R C7 Mandatory food (organics?) for all HHs VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

POL R C8 Disposal ban - food / organics VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

POL R C9 Mandatory program - enforcement options… FOR ORGANICS VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

INC R C2 Require incentive rates for Composting service H VL M MH 5.6 H

POL R MF2

City-wide ordinance requiring all MF >x units to get service - 

ORGANICS (city coding R/O) ML VL M MH 4.4 M Y/N N/N Y/N Y/N N/N Y/N N/N N/N

INC R C1 Food scraps (organics) costs embedded for all res customers H L M MH 5.3 MH Y S NA Y NA N NA NA NA NA NA

FAC R F2 Wet dry collection system VH H MH H 4.2 M
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Table 5.4b:  Highest Ranked Based on (Lowest) Cost to Businesses and Households (Generators) - Commercial 

 

COMMERCIAL STRATEGIES Relative Relative Relative Aggressive WTD In Place Where in Boulder County? (based on reports from RCAB survey)
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EDU C E2 Business recognition program (organics) L VL 0 0 5.3 MH

REG C L1 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state VL VL 0 VL 4.8 MH

POL C S1 Measure / estimate current diversion in community and set goals VL L 0 0 4.6 MH

POL C C10

Contracting for collection - community or business association or 

muni VH ML 0 H 5.8 H

EDU C E1 Com'l outreach / social marketing L ML 0 L 4.4 M N Y N N N N Y

REG C S2 License with reporting required as part of license VL ML 0 M 3.7 M Y Y Y N N NA N

FAC C F1

Dropoff at transfer station or other location.  (yw / fw) (city coding 

R / YW / FW) ML M 0 L 4.5 M YYY YYN Y?Y Y?? Y?N YYY YNN YYN NNN YNN NYN

EDU C E3 Education on bidding / contracts M VL VL L 5.7 H

REG C S5 Space for containers ordinance L VL VL L 4.9 MH

INC C I3 Contract incentives to meet goals (organics) M L VL M 5.1 MH

PGM C C14 Small businesses added to residential composting program ML L VL L 5.0 MH

REG C S7 Require organics plans L L VL M 4.3 M

EDU C E4 Outreach on food scraps diversion - door to door ML ML VL L 4.7 MH

EDU C E5

Free waste audits / visits (organics) (city coding technical 

assistance) ML M VL L 4.4 M Y Y N N N N N

FAC C F2 Facility development / partnerships, etc. - regional / area organics MH H VL M 4.3 M

INC C I1 Taxes on some material streams (e.g. trash, not organics) M L L H 4.6 MH

POL C C8 Disposal ban - food / organics VH ML L H 5.5 MH

POL C C9 Mandatory program - enforcement options… VH ML L H 5.5 MH

PGM C C12 ABC for food H ML L M 5.4 MH

POL C S3

Procurement - require use of local compost material - city & 

maybe bldg codes, etc. MH ML L MH 4.9 MH

INC C I4 Differential tip fees for meeting goals (organics) MH ML L H 4.7 MH

PGM C C3 Food scraps costs embedded for all com'l customers VH M L H 5.2 MH

POL C C7 Mandatory composting for selected generators H M L H 4.8 MH

REG C I5 Com'l hauler license requirements to offer food scrap coll'n ML M L M 3.9 M

PGM C PAYT2PAYT / embedded food scraps col'n with ratio… H L ML MH 5.4 MH

PGM C C11

Establish limited targeted com'l food scraps program or partner or 

pilot MH M ML ML 4.7 MH

PGM C P4

Encourage cooperative agreements in neighborhoods / joint coll'n 

/ pay (for organics)? ML M ML L 4.1 M

PGM C PAYT1PAYT composting bag program for small com'l M L M M 4.6 MH

INC C C2 Require incentive rates for Composting service H ML M MH 5.0 MH

INC C I6 Discount / incentive to businesses for compost subscription M M M ML 4.2 M Y Y
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Table 5.5a:  Highest Ranked Based on (Lowest) Political Will / Intervention Aggressiveness - Residential 

 

RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS Relative Relative Relative AggressiveWTD In Place Where in Boulder County? (based on reports from RCAB survey)
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POL R S1

Measure / estimate current diversion in community and set goals 

(for organics) (city coding for tons, goal, organics - T / G / O) VL VL 0 0 4.9 MH YYY? YYY?

YNN

? YNY? NN YYN YNY? NNN

REG R L1 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state VL VL 0 VL 4.8 MH

EDU R MF1 MF concentrated outreach (city coding NOT organics-centric) ML ML 0 VL 5.0 MH Y Y Y N N N N N N N N

EDU R E1 Social marketing ML MH 0 VL 4.4 M

INC R I2

Change contract payments to favor food / organics tons (for cities 

with contracts) M VL ML VL 5.5 MH

REG R I5 Hauler license requirements to offer food / organics scrap coll'n ML VL 0 L 5.4 MH

REG R S2

License with reporting required as part of license (organics) 

coding: R/O VL VL 0 L 4.6 MH

POL R S3

Procurement - require use of local compost material - city & 

maybe bldg codes, etc. M L 0 L 5.5 MH

FAC R F1

Dropoff at transfer station or other location (city coding 

R/YW/FW) ML M 0 L 4.5 M YYY YYN Y?Y Y?? Y?N YYY YNN YYN NNN YNN NYN

INC R I3 Contract incentives to meet goals (for cities with contracts) M L VL L 5.4 MH

EDU R E3 Insink disposals program L L ML L 4.3 M

PGM R P3 Micro can for trash M VL L ML 5.4 MH

PGM R C6 No bin no barrel (FOR ORGANICS) MH ML 0 M 5.3 MH

PGM R C4 Rebate for food / organics bin ML M 0 M 4.2 M

PGM R P1 EOW Trash H VL VL M 6.2 H

PGM R C3 PAYT / embedded food scraps (organics) col'n MH VL ML M 5.5 MH Y some N Y N N Y? N N N N

PGM R C5 Pay more for NOT composting MH VL ML M 5.5 MH

POL R S4 Stop spring clean-ups M 0 0 MH 5.7 H Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

PGM R P2 Consider EOW Recy to help fund organics coll'n MH VL VL MH 5.6 H

INC R I4 Differential tip fees for meeting goals M 0 L MH 5.4 MH

POL R C7 Mandatory food (organics?) for all HHs VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

POL R C8 Disposal ban - food / organics VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

POL R C9 Mandatory program - enforcement options… FOR ORGANICS VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

INC R C2 Require incentive rates for Composting service H VL M MH 5.6 H

POL R MF2

City-wide ordinance requiring all MF >x units to get service - 

ORGANICS (city coding R/O) ML VL M MH 4.4 M Y/N N/N Y/N Y/N N/N Y/N N/N N/N

INC R C1 Food scraps (organics) costs embedded for all res customers H L M MH 5.3 MH Y S NA Y NA N NA NA NA NA NA

POL R C10

Consider (organics) contracts for collection to get desired 

services at desired incentives VH ML 0 H 5.8 H

INC R I1 Taxes on some material streams ML L L H 4.2 M

FAC R F2 Wet dry collection system VH H MH H 4.2 M
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Table 5.5b:  Highest Ranked Based on (Lowest) Political Will / Intervention Aggressiveness - Commercial 

 
 

COMMERCIAL STRATEGIES Relative Relative Relative Aggressive WTD In Place Where in Boulder County? (based on reports from RCAB survey)
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EDU C E2 Business recognition program (organics) L VL 0 0 5.3 MH

POL C S1 Measure / estimate current diversion in community and set goals VL L 0 0 4.6 MH

REG C L1 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state VL VL 0 VL 4.8 MH

EDU C E1 Com'l outreach / social marketing L ML 0 L 4.4 M N Y N N N N Y

FAC C F1

Dropoff at transfer station or other location.  (yw / fw) (city coding 

R / YW / FW) ML M 0 L 4.5 M YYY YYN Y?Y Y?? Y?N YYY YNN YYN NNN YNN NYN

EDU C E3 Education on bidding / contracts M VL VL L 5.7 H

REG C S5 Space for containers ordinance L VL VL L 4.9 MH

PGM C C14 Small businesses added to residential composting program ML L VL L 5.0 MH

EDU C E4 Outreach on food scraps diversion - door to door ML ML VL L 4.7 MH

EDU C E5

Free waste audits / visits (organics) (city coding technical 

assistance) ML M VL L 4.4 M Y Y N N N N N

PGM C P4

Encourage cooperative agreements in neighborhoods / joint coll'n 

/ pay (for organics)? ML M ML L 4.1 M

PGM C C11

Establish limited targeted com'l food scraps program or partner or 

pilot MH M ML ML 4.7 MH

INC C I6 Discount / incentive to businesses for compost subscription M M M ML 4.2 M Y Y

REG C S2 License with reporting required as part of license VL ML 0 M 3.7 M Y Y Y N N NA N

INC C I3 Contract incentives to meet goals (organics) M L VL M 5.1 MH

REG C S7 Require organics plans L L VL M 4.3 M

FAC C F2 Facility development / partnerships, etc. - regional / area organics MH H VL M 4.3 M

PGM C C12 ABC for food H ML L M 5.4 MH

REG C I5 Com'l hauler license requirements to offer food scrap coll'n ML M L M 3.9 M

PGM C PAYT1PAYT composting bag program for small com'l M L M M 4.6 MH

POL C S3

Procurement - require use of local compost material - city & 

maybe bldg codes, etc. MH ML L MH 4.9 MH

PGM C PAYT2PAYT / embedded food scraps col'n with ratio… H L ML MH 5.4 MH

INC C C2 Require incentive rates for Composting service H ML M MH 5.0 MH

POL C C10

Contracting for collection - community or business association or 

muni VH ML 0 H 5.8 H

INC C I1 Taxes on some material streams (e.g. trash, not organics) M L L H 4.6 MH

POL C C8 Disposal ban - food / organics VH ML L H 5.5 MH

POL C C9 Mandatory program - enforcement options… VH ML L H 5.5 MH

INC C I4 Differential tip fees for meeting goals (organics) MH ML L H 4.7 MH

PGM C C3 Food scraps costs embedded for all com'l customers VH M L H 5.2 MH

POL C C7 Mandatory composting for selected generators H M L H 4.8 MH
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Table 5.6a:  Sorted by Program “Type – Residential 

 
 

RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS Relative Relative Relative AggressiveWTD In Place Where in Boulder County? (based on reports from RCAB survey)
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EDU R E1 Social marketing ML MH 0 VL 4.4 M

EDU R MF1 MF concentrated outreach (city coding NOT organics-centric) ML ML 0 VL 5.0 MH Y Y Y N N N N N N N N

EDU R E3 Insink disposals program L L ML L 4.3 M

FAC R F1

Dropoff at transfer station or other location (city coding 

R/YW/FW) ML M 0 L 4.5 M YYY YYN Y?Y Y?? Y?N YYY YNN YYN NNN YNN NYN

FAC R F2 Wet dry collection system VH H MH H 4.2 M

INC R C1 Food scraps (organics) costs embedded for all res customers H L M MH 5.3 MH Y S NA Y NA N NA NA NA NA NA

INC R I1 Taxes on some material streams ML L L H 4.2 M

INC R C2 Require incentive rates for Composting service H VL M MH 5.6 H

INC R I2

Change contract payments to favor food / organics tons (for cities 

with contracts) M VL ML VL 5.5 MH

INC R I3 Contract incentives to meet goals (for cities with contracts) M L VL L 5.4 MH

INC R I4 Differential tip fees for meeting goals M 0 L MH 5.4 MH

PGM R P1 EOW Trash H VL VL M 6.2 H

PGM R C3 PAYT / embedded food scraps (organics) col'n MH VL ML M 5.5 MH Y some N Y N N Y? N N N N

PGM R P2 Consider EOW Recy to help fund organics coll'n MH VL VL MH 5.6 H

PGM R C4 Rebate for food / organics bin ML M 0 M 4.2 M

PGM R P3 Micro can for trash M VL L ML 5.4 MH

PGM R C5 Pay more for NOT composting MH VL ML M 5.5 MH

PGM R C6 No bin no barrel (FOR ORGANICS) MH ML 0 M 5.3 MH

POL R S1

Measure / estimate current diversion in community and set goals 

(for organics) (city coding for tons, goal, organics - T / G / O) VL VL 0 0 4.9 MH YYY? YYY?

YNN

? YNY? NN YYN YNY? NNN

POL R S3

Procurement - require use of local compost material - city & 

maybe bldg codes, etc. M L 0 L 5.5 MH

POL R C10

Consider (organics) contracts for collection to get desired 

services at desired incentives VH ML 0 H 5.8 H

POL R MF2

City-wide ordinance requiring all MF >x units to get service - 

ORGANICS (city coding R/O) ML VL M MH 4.4 M Y/N N/N Y/N Y/N N/N Y/N N/N N/N

POL R C7 Mandatory food (organics?) for all HHs VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

POL R C8 Disposal ban - food / organics VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

POL R C9 Mandatory program - enforcement options… FOR ORGANICS VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

POL R S4 Stop spring clean-ups M 0 0 MH 5.7 H Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

REG R L1 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state VL VL 0 VL 4.8 MH

REG R S2

License with reporting required as part of license (organics) 

coding: R/O VL VL 0 L 4.6 MH

REG R I5 Hauler license requirements to offer food / organics scrap coll'n ML VL 0 L 5.4 MH
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Table 5.6b:  Sorted by Program “Type – Commercial 

 

COMMERCIAL STRATEGIES Relative Relative Relative Aggressive WTD In Place Where in Boulder County? (based on reports from RCAB survey)
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EDU C E3 Education on bidding / contracts M VL VL L 5.7 H

EDU C E2 Business recognition program (organics) L VL 0 0 5.3 MH

EDU C E5

Free waste audits / visits (organics) (city coding technical 

assistance) ML M VL L 4.4 M Y Y N N N N N

EDU C E1 Com'l outreach / social marketing L ML 0 L 4.4 M N Y N N N N Y

EDU C E4 Outreach on food scraps diversion - door to door ML ML VL L 4.7 MH

FAC C F1

Dropoff at transfer station or other location.  (yw / fw) (city coding 

R / YW / FW) ML M 0 L 4.5 M YYY YYN Y?Y Y?? Y?N YYY YNN YYN NNN YNN NYN

FAC C F2 Facility development / partnerships, etc. - regional / area organics MH H VL M 4.3 M

INC C I1 Taxes on some material streams (e.g. trash, not organics) M L L H 4.6 MH

INC C C2 Require incentive rates for Composting service H ML M MH 5.0 MH

INC C I3 Contract incentives to meet goals (organics) M L VL M 5.1 MH

INC C I4 Differential tip fees for meeting goals (organics) MH ML L H 4.7 MH

PGM C C3 Food scraps costs embedded for all com'l customers VH M L H 5.2 MH

PGM C C14 Small businesses added to residential composting program ML L VL L 5.0 MH

PGM C PAYT1PAYT composting bag program for small com'l M L M M 4.6 MH

PGM C PAYT2PAYT / embedded food scraps col'n with ratio… H L ML MH 5.4 MH

PGM C C11

Establish limited targeted com'l food scraps program or partner or 

pilot MH M ML ML 4.7 MH

PGM C C12 ABC for food H ML L M 5.4 MH

PGM C P4

Encourage cooperative agreements in neighborhoods / joint coll'n 

/ pay (for organics)? ML M ML L 4.1 M

POL C S1 Measure / estimate current diversion in community and set goals VL L 0 0 4.6 MH

POL C S3

Procurement - require use of local compost material - city & 

maybe bldg codes, etc. MH ML L MH 4.9 MH

POL C C7 Mandatory composting for selected generators H M L H 4.8 MH

POL C C10

Contracting for collection - community or business association or 

muni VH ML 0 H 5.8 H

POL C C8 Disposal ban - food / organics VH ML L H 5.5 MH

POL C C9 Mandatory program - enforcement options… VH ML L H 5.5 MH

REG C L1 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state VL VL 0 VL 4.8 MH

REG C S5 Space for containers ordinance L VL VL L 4.9 MH

REG C S2 License with reporting required as part of license VL ML 0 M 3.7 M Y Y Y N N NA N

REG C I5 Com'l hauler license requirements to offer food scrap coll'n ML M L M 3.9 M

REG C S7 Require organics plans L L VL M 4.3 M

INC C I6 Discount / incentive to businesses for compost subscription M M M ML 4.2 M Y Y
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BOULDER COUNTY  

SPRING CLEAN-UP 

PROGRAM 



Policy question 
 

Should the county be doing this program?  

 If so, where?  

 

How should the funding be coordinated? 

DISCUSSION FOR RCAB 



How should the funding be coordinated? 

 

• Incorporated communities have one pay structure? 

 

• Unincorporated community, county pays for the whole 

tab? 

 

• Based on a tiered structure by population? 

DISCUSSION FOR RCAB 



Scenario A: Tiered Structure Based on Population 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SCENARIO A 

Population # of Roll-offs Funded Projection 

Less than 500 2 8 

501 - 1000  3 3 

1,000 - 2,500  4 4 

2,501 + 5 5 

Total # of Roll-Offs   20 



Scenario A: Tiered Structure Based on Population 

The county currently pays for 35 roll -offs, so this structure would 

give us the ability to pay for roll -offs in other underserved 

communities: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SCENARIO A 

Un-Served Towns/Communities 
# of Roll-

offs Funded Population 

Town of Lyons 4 
       2,102  

Eldorado Springs  3 
           585  

Coal Creek Canyon 4 
       2,400  

Eldora 
2            142  

Gunbarrel 
5 

       9,263  

Total: 18 



 

Scenario B: Ratio Based on Population (1:200) 

This scenario does not really work due to large gaps in population  

i.e. Niwot would receive 21 roll-offs and Ward would receive one roll -off. 

 

Scenario C: Percentage applied to Population (1%) 

This scenario does not really work due to large gaps in population  

i.e. Niwot would receive 42 roll-offs and Ward would receive two roll-

off. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SCENARIOS B & C 



 

What other ideas do you have?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

OTHER SCENARIOS 



 Include annual one-day tire collection with SCUP 

 BC pays for only recycling and/or diversion (not for 

trash) 

 Consider additional funding recommendation for 

hazardous waste collection (every 2 years)  

 Even allocation amongst communities  

 Magnetic reusable signs for roll -offs (Metal, Wood, 

Trash, etc.) 

 County staffing at each event 

 Mandatory pre-SCUP diversion meeting 

 Require a complete tracking sheet with exact weights of 

materials in order to receive funding 

 

OTHER SUGGESTIONS FOR NEXT YEAR 



RECOMMENDATION FROM RCAB 



Jamestown Community Update for RCAB 1.28.15 

 

1. The house is the first one to be rebuilt using the CDBG-DR funds (state funds). It's big 

deal! Here's the press release:  

 

http://jamestownco.org/2015/01/06/press-release-first-jamestown-rebuild-to-use-cdbg-dr-

funds-after-the-2013-flood/ 

 

2. Fire Hall is looking really good. The roof is almost done now - it's red! 

 

 Rebuilding: One home is complete with 3 more under construction. One of these is the 

first CDBG-DR-funded rebuild in Jamestown!  The foundation has been set and 

Mennonite Disaster Service and Habitat for Humanity Volunteers have begun work at the 

site on Lower Main St. Read the press release. 

  

 New Fire Hall: While high winds have slowed construction on the roof, progress on the 

interior of the fire hall has been marching forward. The driveway has also been poured. 

At this point, they estimate that construction will be completed in February. We are using 

the insurance proceeds to replace equipment and applying for a grant to cover equipment 

not covered by insurance. 

  

 JT Long-Term Recovery Planning: The JT Strong group plans to deliver community 

recommendations for long-term planning in Jamestown to the Board of Trustees by April 

30. This process has included more than 80 community members to date and has sought 

to actively capture input from the entire Greater Jamestown area. The Town plans to 

request funding through DOLA to hire a staff person to serve as a Town Planner to assist 

the community in the implementation of these projects. 

  

 HMGP Buyouts: The State completed their review of the HMGP application for 

property acquisitions on December 31 and submitted it to FEMA for review and 

environmental assessment.  More information will follow. 

 Roads - Any pending road issues within town will be completed when the temperatures 

warm up. Material will not set properly in these conditions. 

  

 Andersen Hill - The Town awarded the Andersen Hill and Bridge project contract to 

SEMA Construction. The Town is working through the easement process with the 

property owners.   

 

http://jamestownco.org/2015/01/06/press-release-first-jamestown-rebuild-to-use-cdbg-dr-funds-after-the-2013-flood/
http://jamestownco.org/2015/01/06/press-release-first-jamestown-rebuild-to-use-cdbg-dr-funds-after-the-2013-flood/
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?f=001tUog_l0fFHSDlfjxuc_nmDeYWWR_E8zv2KjZqGMBqcBUBXX1i38vJ2cylguBb-S4LQiXGGJavpDiT3thJrb0jFggFqMbDyDkB2AJnCqK7kIpniQaYLgvKlp6eEuUrzdCw4x0_GakZsOr5Me4YIs4_6dk6x0aHJ87ivaPrGdseO6iPcll4IEGdq6M6io4coWUgAmoNHZtnfB6QDWqqYNogGXxLT1JaWfagI9I2b9Kg1gIpBvlmhPfY12ziHYWtIEtJc1UH6tKmcfrSCQ8DbXnO5VuKjJzbHNOABk-nNwz4lzKz9LcKSkJpw==&c=3vDvAWbh0cMyIPpfYYyBeuSDlum2WbY9NHQfY4NHPwGNxUpUyLCWFA==&ch=VxiWBBBPNkVDoZ7HV1Fh2SW3lNEM0BjJ8dgYpLMErVxgZr4V2AKjEQ==
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Boulder County Report to the USDA  

Rural Utilities Programs 

Final Report:  Including successes from October and November 2014  

 
 

Date: December, 2014 

To:  Julie Scruby, Community Program Specialist 

From:  Lisa Friend, Sustainability Planner 

Re: Zero Waste Technical Assistance for Boulder County Mountain Communities 
 

 

I. Overview 
 

In accordance with Boulder County’s contract with the USDA Rural Development 

Division, the project’s overall goal was to increase the waste diversion rate from 

approximately 31% to 35% in five targeted mountain communities by providing technical 

assistance to flood-impacted areas and by implementing steps of Boulder County’s Zero 

Waste Action Plan.  

 

The diversion was estimated to equate to 1,165 tons recycled or composted during the 12 

months ending October 20141.  The contract between USDA and Boulder County was 

extended for two months, and the goal was surpassed by more than 246 tons (1,411 tons 

were documented, as noted, below, not including 12,500 tons of woody debris reclaimed 

during flood recovery).   

 

II. Deliverables 
 

A report on success with each of the deliverables is detailed in the pages that follow: 

1. Zero Waste debris management in Jamestown and Lyons  

2. New options for recycling and composting  

3. Assistance to communities for development of solid waste planning elements  

4. Hazardous Materials collection  

5. Electronic Waste collection  

6. Diversion of woody debris from landfill through non-food compost collection  

7. Development of baseline use and cost measures for current infrastructure; 

Measurement of use and diversion from residents of target communities 

                                                 
1 Diversion estimates are based on the county’s calculation that an average of .75 tons of material is 

generated per resident per year.  The 35% goal would represent about 525 pounds diverted per person per 

year. Population of the target area is estimated at 4,430, based on 2010 census figures.  At 525 pounds per 

resident, the diversion goal would be 1,165 tons in the target area. 
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1. Zero Waste debris management in Jamestown and Lyons 
 

This objective aimed to assist residents near the Jamestown and Lyons communities, all 

heavily impacted by the floods of September 2013.  Households in the canyons around 

Nederland were also affected and served through this program’s outreach.   

 

In the target area outside Nederland and in the foothills southeast of Allenspark, 45 

households were directly provided with technical assistance for flood cleanup, 

including: 
 

 2 in Eldorado Canyon 

 6 in the Riverside/Raymond area 

 8 in the greater Lyons area (more will be assisted in spring 2015) 

 6 in the Olde Stage, Wagon Wheel Gap, Lee Hill area 

 6 in Lefthand Canyon 

 3 in James Canyon 

 14 up Fourmile Canyon, including the Salida area 

 

While much of the flood debris collected from Boulder County was sent for disposal in 

the months following the disaster – including materials from households directly 

assisted by this program’s technical assistance staff – an estimated 12,500 tons of woody 

debris was diverted to mulch, compost and restoration purposes.   

 

None of the numbers cited below for this task are included in the total diversion tonnage 

for this project, as much came from outside the target area, electronics and appliances 

were too contaminated to recycle, and as woody debris is not generally considered with 

household materials in diversion rates: 
 

 Woody debris diverted to re-use from flood impacted areas: 50,000 cubic yards 

and 100 large trunks and root balls (for stream stabilization)2 

 Electronics, tires, hazardous materials and appliances collected: 16,837 pounds 

(8.4 tons) 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
2
 EPA estimates 1 cubic yard of wood chips weighs 500 pounds; the flood-damaged wood reused through this program 

represents, therefore, roughly 12,500 tons of woody debris. This tonnage was not included in the 1,411 total tons diverted 

through this program, as the flood was a unique event, and as large quantities of woody debris are not traditionally 

included in residential recycling / composting programs.  
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2. New Options for Recycling and Composting 
 

This objective aimed to provide technical assistance to help interested communities 

explore new options for recycling and compost diversion, including consideration of 

single-hauler garbage, recycling and non-food compost collection within incorporated 

areas.  While single-hauler programs were contemplated, survey data collected under 

deliverable #7 indicated mountain residents were satisfied with the current structure of 

drop-off recycling. 

 

Some new options were, nevertheless, developed:  Technical assistance staff worked 

with the towns of Jamestown and Ward this year to re-establish monthly collection of 

recyclable materials – a service once provided by a local non-profit but suspended after 

the floods.  As a result, each community submitted a proposal to the Boulder County 

“Zero Waste Funding” program in late 2014.  Ward’s proposal to re-institute service was 

recommended for full funding in 2015 and contains a sustainability provision designed 

to carry the program beyond its pilot period.  The Jamestown proposal, less well-

defined, was not recommended for funding, though the funding committee asked that it 

be re-proposed next year with more complete documentation. 

 

Also, through the Zero Waste program, the Town of Lyons was recommended to receive 

funding to establish compost and recycling collection bins at town facilities and to 

provide incentives to event volunteers that educate visitors about Zero Waste options at 

community festivals. 

 

A new opportunity for compost collection will likely be established in Nederland in 

2015, thanks, again, to Boulder County Zero Waste Funding.  Capitalizing on research 

initiated by this program’s Zero Waste Outreach Specialist, Boulder County plans to 

purchase and install a 14-cubic-yard, bear-proof compost trailer at the Nederland 

Transfer Station. Previous responses to requests for proposals to establish a collection 

service were unaffordable.  As an alternative, this size of collection trailer is manageable 

for hauling by a single Resource Conservation Division staff person twice per month to 

Boulder, where the collected materials will be processed into compost. Boulder County 

will collect a small bag fee of approximately $2 per 13-gallon bag of organics to offset 

fuel costs.  

 

Boulder County staff will also provide education and outreach to the Nederland 

community about this new service, which is anticipated to divert close to 20 tons of 

compostable material each year. 
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Total Boulder County Zero Waste Funding proposed for the target communities in 2015, 

pending approval by the Board of County Commissioners, is $23,088, none of which is 

considered “match” for this project.  Rather, these new initiatives build on the success of 

this USDA-funded program.  An estimated 35 or more tons of material will be diverted 

through the new programs each year. 

 

Finally, this project’s survey teams at Allenspark noticed a large quantity of scrap metal 

being discarded in the trash bin.  To collect this valuable material stream, an expansion 

of the transfer center site was proposed by Boulder County to accommodate a scrap 

metal bin.  The expansion was not completed within this project’s time frame.  Boulder 

County will continue to explore this opportunity in the future. 
 

 

3. Assistance to Communities for Development of Solid Waste Planning Elements 
 

This objective aimed to provide additional technical assistance to each target community 

for development of solid waste planning elements, including bio-solids management 

and procurement of locally generated compost and recycled-content materials.   

 

Rather than focus solely on waste diversion opportunities, the communities of Lyons and 

Nederland chose to create more comprehensive “Sustainability Plans” using matching 

grants from Boulder County (not reflected in this project’s “match”).  The Nederland plan 

is open for public comment at http://nederlandco.org/government/town-

boards/sustainability-advisory-board/.   The Lyons draft – which includes waste water 

elements – has been presented to the community Board of Trustees but not yet approved.  

 

Boulder County staff also worked on procurement issues this year, collaborating with 

the Rocky Mountain Organics Council and local transportation staff to determine next 

steps for compost applications on roadsides, including those in flood-impacted areas of 

Boulder County.  Those efforts will continue past the project period. 

 

Independent of this project’s funding, staff also participated this year in the Front Range 

Sustainable Purchasing Network (now the Colorado Council for Sustainable Purchasing) 

and completed research on recycled-content janitorial products such as paper towels, 

tissues, etc.  The information was shared with Ward, Jamestown and Lyons through the 

Washington State Recycling Association.  Uptake of the new procurement information 

in the target communities has been minimal.   

 

 

 

http://nederlandco.org/government/town-boards/sustainability-advisory-board/
http://nederlandco.org/government/town-boards/sustainability-advisory-board/
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4. Provide Hazardous Materials Collection 
 

Boulder County provided first-time collection of hazardous materials in Nederland and 

Allenspark this year, timed to coincide with each community’s “Spring Cleanup” event.  

Staff anticipated collection of both hazardous materials and electronics would equate to 

five or more tons, based on collections in other local communities.  That projection for 

the two material streams was exceeded by more than four tons.  

 

Details on the hazardous materials collections – alone totaling 5.77 tons – were provided 

with the third-quarter report.   Highlights included: 
 

 Eighty residents from the target area participated, each bringing close to 145 

pounds on average. 

 4,651 pounds of latex paint were collected for reuse or recycling by Green Sheen, 

a paint contractor who has been retained by Boulder County.  Paint recycling 

will be required by Colorado state law beginning in July 2015.  

 4,337 pounds of household hazardous waste were collected for proper disposal 

with Clean Harbors, which is under contract with Boulder County for 

management of toxic materials. 

 2,544 pounds of various acids, bases, compact fluorescent bulbs, rechargeable 

batteries, and other materials, were taken back to the Boulder County Hazardous 

Materials Management Facility to be processed. 

 

These events provided an opportunity to educate the public about why hazardous 

materials should not be disposed of in regular trash and to promote the continued 

diversion of toxics from the landfill.  
 

 

5. Provide Electronic Waste Collection 
 

Colorado law prohibits disposal of computers and similar equipment in landfill.  To 

provide convenient collection for the mountain communities, the Zero Waste outreach 

specialist hired through this grant helped coordinate electronic collection activities in 

Allenspark, Lyons and Nederland.  Details on these collections – totaling 3.6 tons – were 

provided with the third-quarter report.    

 

All materials were collected by Eco-Cycle, a local non-profit, for recycling through their 

“Center for Hard to Recycle Materials” (CHaRM) with an E-steward and R2 certified 

electronics recycling company.  In Allenspark and Lyons, Eco-Cycle also provided 
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collection for many hard-to-recycle items such as expanded polystyrene, books, clothing 

and shoes, durable HPDE plastics, and other materials.   

 

These events provided a platform for education about the July, 2013, State of Colorado 

ban on electronics from the landfill, as well as the reasons why this legislation was 

adopted.  
 

 

6. Divert Woody Waste from Landfill Through Non-Food Compost Collection 
 

This objective aimed to divert woody waste from landfill through non-food compost 

collection in support of Boulder County Flood Recovery and Forest Health initiatives 

and to reduce fire danger in defensible space.   

 

Forest health in the communities targeted by this project is of particular interest to 

Boulder County, as all are vulnerable to wildfire.  As Boulder County’s mountain 

residents work to protect their homes from fire, they find themselves with few options 

for disposal of pine needles, grass, and other small debris that accumulates on roofs, in 

gutters, and other places within the 30-yards of “defensible space” surrounding each 

building.   Boulder County has established places where large woody debris – trunks, 

branches, etc. – can be taken and chipped for composting.  Prior to this project, however, 

no convenient options existed for the small debris. 

 

Through this project, roll-off containers were sited at Boulder County’s two 

“Community Forestry Sort Yards” near Nederland and Allenspark.  Residents were 

encouraged to bring their pine needles, dead grass and bagged invasive weeds to either 

site for collection and composting.  Staff had anticipated nine roll-off containers would 

serve to divert 11 tons or more.  In actuality, six containers were used in Nederland by 

141 customers, with additional promotion and support provided by that town, and five 

and a half used by 68 customers in Allenspark (one roll-off was mistakenly collected 

when only partially full).  Diversion totaled nearly 38 tons of debris and weeds – over 

360 pounds per customer – far in excess of the anticipated weight. 

 

In the past, Boulder County has not included woody debris diversion in the tonnage 

goal for Zero Waste programs, as woody debris is not generally a large percentage of 

household waste.  This particular initiative, however, collected materials that would 

typically be found in a residential curbside compost bin, were such available to the 

mountain residents.  Therefore, the 37.76 tons collected for composting were included in 

this project’s diversion totals. 
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The debris collection program, operated as a pilot by Boulder County Parks and Open 

Space with support from the USDA grant – and matched by Boulder County chipping 

grants – was very popular and highly successful.  The Open Space program has 

therefore committed to offering the service in 2015, again with support and promotion 

from the Town of Nederland.   
 

 

7. Develop Baseline Use and Cost Measures for Current Infrastructure.  Measure Use 

and Diversion from Residents of Target Communities. 
 

This objective aimed to quantify recycling and composting that could be attributable to 

this program’s outreach and collection efforts.  Staff had estimated a diversion of 1,165 

tons would represent a 35% recycling rate by the 4,430 people residing in the target 

communities3.  Individual diversion rates are, however, extremely challenging to pin 

down.   The numbers represented in the chart below, therefore, likely reflect recycling 

and other diversion activities from a wider population base, lowering by an unknown 

amount the percentage of diversion this project sought to document. 

 

Staff members were able, through a series of surveys at the Allenspark and Nederland 

transfer stations and the Lyons drop-off site, to begin to estimate the number of target-

area residents that might have taken advantage of this project’s activities.  Roughly 60% 

of the facility users surveyed lived within the “town limits” of the target communities; 

others generally lived nearby, though some customers traveled up to 40 miles for 

convenient drop-off service. 

 

Eight surveys conducted over two-hour periods during summer and autumn 2014 in the 

three communities as well as in late 2013 in Allenspark and Nederland only (Lyons was 

still flood-impacted) reached more than 200 households using the recycling services. 

 

A sample survey form is attached to this report along with a summary analysis of the 

final survey results:  Questions varied slightly during the three surveys and were 

tailored to each community. 

 

Though use and diversion by residents of target communities can be estimated from 

survey data and the collected tonnages detailed below, this project failed to develop 

                                                 
3 Boulder County uses a .75 ton/person each year baseline for waste generation, based on City of Longmont data.  The 

4,430 residents of the target communities might, therefore, be expected to generate 3,322 tons of waste each year: 35% of 

this total would be close to 1,165 tons that could be composted or recycled each year. 
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baseline use and cost measures for current infrastructure.  This latter goal proved more 

complex than anticipated and remained outside the scope of this initiative’s analysis. 

 

Staff will use the baseline data collected through this project to help with program 

design for Boulder County’s mountain communities in the future.  

 

 
 

The chart above shows pounds and, on the bottom line, tons of material collected at the 

mountain transfer and drop-off sites as well as through the Spring Cleanup and special 

collection programs. 

 

Single-stream recycling in Nederland, Allenspark and Lyons accounted for the bulk of 

the diversion, at nearly 1,260 tons between Oct. 1, 2013, and Nov. 30, 2014.  Metal in 

Nederland, clothing at three drop-off sites, the pine needle collection stations at the 

Community Forestry Sort Yards, and special collections are also noted.  CHaRM stands 

for Eco-Cycle’s “Center for Hard to Recycle Materials,” which handled the electronics 

and additional materials such as polystyrene and books.  CRC is the Center for Resource 

Conservation, which collected cabinets, doors, and other reusable building materials at 

the cleanup events in Nederland and Lyons. 

 

III. Next Steps 

 

The compost, recycling collection and woody debris programs will continue in 2015 

with Boulder County funding as noted above.  Staff will continue to support the efforts 

of Lyons and Nederland to implement their sustainability plans.  “Spring Cleanup” 

activities are likely to focus in future on more diversion opportunities with less funding 

allocated to trash removal; the Center for Resource Conservation has already pledged to 

provide pick-up of reusable building materials for these future efforts. 

 

Boulder County will strive to provide a scrap metal drop-off station in Allenspark, and a 

used clothing collection bin is proposed for the Lyons drop-off site.   
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IV. Attachments – sample survey and synopsis of 2014 survey results 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

  

^(Wishes he could dispose of 

potting material) 
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Transfer Station Surveys – final 2014 data summarized and compared with earlier 

surveys 

 

Staff conducted surveys of transfer station and drop-off station users in Allenspark, 

Lyons and Nederland on either Friday or Saturday mornings / mid-day in October and 

early November, 2014.   Results are summarized by community, below. 

 

In general, those surveyed appreciate the convenience of the stations and, in Allenspark 

and Nederland, the friendliness of the staff.  Most either do not have access to curbside 

collection service or simply prefer the convenience of the drop-offs.  Most users live 

nearby, but in the case of all stations, some users travel a half hour or more – some from 

outside the county – to use the drop-off or transfer services.  Most visit the stations 

weekly or more often, though those traveling from a distance come less frequently. 

 

At the Allenspark transfer site, 18 visitors were surveyed in the early afternoon on 

Friday, Oct. 3.  Two of those surveyed represented businesses; the rest were residential 

users.  The original surveys are on file. 

 

 Only four users reported coming from within the general boundaries of 

Allenspark, most using the station weekly or more often, though one reported 

coming only once every 10 years. 

 The remaining users reported coming from Meeker Park, Raymond / Riverside 

and other nearby areas. The furthest travels 20 minutes one-way from Jamestown 

to visit the station each month. 

Most brought a combination of materials, though two brought garbage only and three 

brought only mixed recyclables.  Because of the combination of materials, the 

percentages below will not add up to 100%.  Drop-offs included: 

 

 12 garbage (67% of those surveyed) 

 14 single-stream recyclables (78% of those surveyed) 

 9 cardboard (50% of those surveyed) 

 1 also dropped off scrap metal (.6% of those surveyed) 

Visual surveys of the garbage left that day indicated a need for scrap metal recycling 

opportunity. 

 

Of those surveyed, half listed convenience among their reasons for visiting the station; 

five reported that they either had no access to curbside collection, didn’t know about 

access or found collection too expensive.  Many expressed great appreciation for the 

station or staff.  One user said it was the “only option”; another uses the facility because, 

as a worker at a local business, he was “following orders.” 
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Users were asked about their interest in a food scrap composting drop-off option:  five 

said they might or would use such a service if it were available at a small cost or for free; 

six others would use only a free service.   

 

One user asked for a container next to the single-stream bin in which empty bags could 

be placed.  Another asked that finished compost be made available at the transfer 

station.  A third asked for a more customized survey. 

 

During two previous surveys at Allenspark, on Friday mornings in December 2013 and 

May 2014, 13 and 18 users were queried, respectively.  Responses showed that nearly 

half of those surveyed came from “within” Allenspark and the others from between 

five- and 20-minutes away.  A suggested composting option was generally viewed with 

favor.   

 

At the Lyons drop-off recycling site, 38 visitors were surveyed in the late morning on 

Saturday, Nov. 1.  This station features only single-stream and cardboard recycling.  

Three of those surveyed represented businesses; the rest were residential users.  The 

original surveys are on file. 

 

 Lyons residents: 17, most using the station weekly or more often 

 Nearby 80540 ZIP: 14, their frequency of use ranging from monthly to several 

times a week, often depending on distance from the drop-off site. 

 The seven others surveyed reported coming from Larimer County, Estes Park, 

and West Boulder, generally on a monthly basis.  The farthest traveled 40 

minutes one-way on a monthly trek to visit the station, bringing single-stream 

recycling. 

Half of those surveyed brought only mixed recyclables to the drop-off and four brought 

only cardboard.  Because many brought a combination of materials, the percentages 

below will not add up to 100%.  Drop-offs included: 

 34 single-stream recyclables (89% of those surveyed) 

 19 cardboard (50% of those surveyed) 

Of those surveyed, 18 listed convenience among their reasons for visiting the station. 

Nearly two-thirds (24) reported that they either had no access to curbside collection, 

didn’t know about access or found collection too expensive.  Most of these lived within 

town limits or the nearby 80540 ZIP.  One user reported that she didn’t trust her garbage 

collection company to recycle materials appropriately. 

 

Users were asked about their interest in a food scrap composting drop-off option:  Five 

said they would use such a service if it were available at a small cost or for free; 15 

others would use only a free service.  Some noted they already compost at home. 
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A few of those surveyed expressed appreciation for the station; one asked for a paper 

recycling collection station near the mailboxes in Pinebrook Hills; another asked for 

Styrofoam collection at the drop-off site, and a third complained about the cost of 

recycling plastic bags with CHaRM.  Two visitors expressed disapproval of frequent 

illegal dumping at the drop-off site, where – on the survey date – someone had left a 

mattress directly under the “No Dumping” sign.  A blanket and a sweatshirt were 

littered nearby. 

 

All of the Lyons residents4 reported recycling “on a regular basis,” with six among those 

adding they also compost regularly at home.   (Three of the six would like to compost 

for free at the drop-off station.)  Nine of those surveyed have trash collection at home; 

four with Western Disposal and three with One Way Hauling.  Two couldn’t remember 

the name of their collection company. 

 

For hazardous waste management, six take their chemicals to the Boulder County 

Hazardous Materials Management Facility. Three reported stockpiling chemicals, one of 

whom asked for regular collection.  One respondent said they don’t use chemicals; 

another said he/she handled hazardous materials “appropriately.” 

 

The final question asked by the town dealt with the importance of a variety of 

environmental services: Most responded that they felt “recycling” and “hazardous 

waste management” were “somewhat” or “very important” services for the town to 

provide, while “composting” and other services ranked very slightly lower overall. 

 

During a previous survey in Lyons, on a Friday afternoon in May, 17 users were 

questioned.  Responses showed that nearly half of those surveyed came from within 

Lyons and the others from up to 45 minutes away.  A suggested composting option was 

generally viewed with favor.  As with the subsequent survey, illegal dumping was 

observed at the unstaffed site. 

 

At the Nederland transfer site, 21 visitors were surveyed on the morning of Friday, Oct. 

3.  Three of those surveyed represented businesses; the rest were residential users.  

Everyone used the service frequently; no one mentioned a “monthly” schedule.  The 

original surveys are on file. 

 

 Nederland residents: 12, most using the station weekly or more often 

 Nearby 80466 ZIP: 4, also using the station weekly or more often 

 The others surveyed reported coming from the Sugarloaf area and Ward, still 

quite frequently.  The furthest traveled 15 minutes one-way to visit the station. 

                                                 
4 The Town of Lyons asked that their residents answer five additional questions; 13 responded with 

information about their recycling, composting, disposal and hazardous waste management habits.  
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Most brought a combination of materials, though three brought garbage only and three 

others brought only mixed recyclables.  Because of the combination of materials, the 

percentages below will not add up to 100%.  Drop-offs included: 

 

 10 garbage (48% of those surveyed) 

 16 single-stream recyclables (76% of those surveyed) 

 9 cardboard (43% of those surveyed) 

 3 “other,” which included a couch, some scrap metal and an old generator (14% 

of those surveyed) 

Of those surveyed, nine listed convenience among their reasons for visiting the station; 

nine (most from within town limits or the 80466 ZIP) reported that they either had no 

access to curbside collection, didn’t know about access or found collection too 

expensive; one user feared he would forget to set out curbside materials, and another 

worried about animals. 

 

Users were asked about their interest in a food scrap composting drop-off option:  only 

six said they would use such a service if it were available at a small cost or for free; four 

others would use only a free service.  Some noted they already compost at home. 

Several of those surveyed expressed appreciation for the station.  Users asked for C&D 

and hard-to-recycle material options.  One asked that the site be more carefully cleared 

of snow and ice. 

 

During two previous surveys at Nederland, on Saturday mornings in December 2013 

and May 2014, 49 and 28 users were queried, respectively.  Users included four 

businesses. Responses showed that only about a third of those surveyed came from 

within town limits with the others coming from Gold Hill, Ward, Eldora, Sunshine and 

Fourmile canyons, and other locales up to 40-minutes away.  A suggested composting 

option was generally viewed with favor, though often less so by town residents than by 

other users.   
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Executive Summary 
 

Background 

In September 2014, Boulder County Resource Conservation Division (RCD) contracted with 

Kessler Consulting, Inc. (KCI) to conduct an analysis of the Boulder County Recycling Center 

(BCRC) – the single stream materials recovery facility (MRF) operated by Eco-cycle (E-C) that 

serves the County.  KCI’s analysis was limited to an operational and financial analysis of the 

BCRC and comparing it to other regional MRFs and general industry standards for well-

operated MRFs.  The analysis was based on data from 2012, when a series of retrofits was 

completed and the BCRC began operating in its current configuration, through 2014.   

The genesis of the project has been RCD’s and E-C’s mutual interest to improve operational 

efficiency and financial performance of the BCRC and consider capital improvements at the 

facility.  The BCRC analysis is also being undertaken in part to help support the work of the 

County’s Resource Conservation Advisory Board. 

 

Inbound Tonnage 

The BCRC handles approximately 45,000 to 50,000 tons per year of recyclables (see Table E-1).  

During the period of time from 2012 through 2014, average inbound tonnage declined by 

about 260 tons per month.  According to the County and E-C, this was attributable to several 

factors, primarily: 

• Bestway stopped delivery part way through 2012 when it opened its own MRF in 

Colorado Springs. 

• Waste Management delivered materials to the BCRC on a temporary basis in part of 

2012 and 2013 when capacity at its own MRF was limited. 

• Strong fiber markets in 2012 increased inbound source-separated fiber tonnage over 

historical trends, which subsequently declined with weaker market prices in 2013 and 

2014. 

Also the broad trend of declining amounts of newspaper in residential waste is affecting 

tonnage at MRFs nationwide.  E-C staff explained that tonnage from other sources increased in 

the past two years which actually compensated for some of tonnage lost to the reasons above.  

KCI also notes that commercial single stream monthly tonnage increased in 2014 despite the 

fact that the County rebates dropped from an average $7.25 per ton in 2013 to $5.00 per ton in 

2014.   

 

Operational and Financial Profile 

Tables E-1 and E-2 summarize key operational and financial metrics for the BCRC. 
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Table E-1 – BCRC Operational Summary 

 2012 2013 2014 

Inbound Tonnage 49,370 48,521 46,118 

Staffing (full time equivalents (FTE))       

Sorters, Operators & Line Leads 54.0 53.3 51.0 

Supervisors 4.2 4.3 4.0 

Clean up, Mechanics & Other 7.8 7.0 6.0 

Total 66.0 64.6 61.0 

Productivity (tons per hour (tph))    

Fiber Line 16.7 16.2 15.6 

Container Line 11.1 10.8 10.4 

Total 27.8 27.0 26.0 

Staff Productivity (tph/Production FTE) 0.5 0.5 0.5 

Note: Number may not add due to rounding.   

 

Table E-2 – BCRC Financial Summary 

 2012 2013 2014 

BCRC Revenue      

Commodity Sales $5,185,000  $4,916,000  $4,984,000  

BCRC Expenses     

Eco-cycle $3,585,000  $3,762,000  $3,688,000  

County/RCD $764,000  $446,000  $400,000  

Hauler Rebates $877,000  $449,000  $314,000  

Total  $5,226,000  $4,657,000  $4,402,000  

Net BCRC Revenue/Expense ($41,000) $259,000  $582,000  

Other Enterprise Revenue $80,000  $51,000  $19,000  

Other Enterprise Expenses $315,000  $259,000  $312,000  

Net Enterprise Revenue/Expense ($276,000) $51,000  $289,000  

Note: Figures rounded to the nearest $1,000; per ton costs based on inbound tonnage.  

 

Overview of the BCRC and Other MRFs in the Front Range Area 

BCRC: The BCRC is the only publicly owned and privately operated MRF in Colorado.  The RCD 

operates as an enterprise fund that includes County staff and programs not related to the 

BCRC.  The BCRC MRF revenue provides 99% of enterprise revenue which needs to cover both 

MRF and non-MRF related general and administrative overhead expenses.  Hauler rebates are 

based on revenue that remains after all MRF and RCD expenses. 

Larimer County: The Larimer County Recycling Facility is not a MRF, but rather a recyclable 

materials transfer and baling facility.  It operates as part of a solid waste enterprise fund that 
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also includes landfill, transfer stations, HHW/CESGQ and education.  The landfill is a major 

revenue source that sometimes subsidizes recycling when recycling expenses exceeds earnings.  

Hauler rebates are not tied to overall enterprise performance.  Instead, the current contract 

with WM to operate the facility stipulates that WM returns 25% of gross revenue in hauler 

rebates.   

WM-Franklin: The WM-Franklin MRF currently controls most of the residential recyclables in 

the Front Range & southern Wyoming, excluding Boulder County.  The facility also has financial 

arrangements with other WM divisions and corporate that cross-subsidize each other.  It has 

significant leeway to set terms for residential single stream recyclables depending on the 

services provided and terms of agreements.  For example, pricing for Denver recyclables is 

likely subsidized by the revenue earned from WM’s contract to operate the city’s landfill.   

Bestway: The Bestway MRF in Colorado Springs is privately owned and operated.  It handles 

internal tonnage (from Bestway’s collection operations) and operates as a merchant facility 

processing recyclables from other haulers such as Waste Connections, WM, Spring Waste and 

others.  

Alpine: The Alpine MRF handles primarily commercial recyclables plus the company’s own 

residential material.  

Payments (rebate) or tip fees for inbound recyclables are determined not only by revenue and 

expenditures associated with MRF operations, but also by other aspects of the solid waste 

management system within which they operate and specific services being provided.  

Consequently, the financial terms in Table E-3 need to be seen in context of each MRFs’ 

business model and the services and commitments being made by supplying communities. 

Table E-3 shows that BCRC payments in 2014 are in the $0 to $10 per ton range of payments 

made by Bestway (open market) and WM-Franklin (open market, Summit, Laramie and 

Cheyenne) for single stream residential material.  Communities that exclude glass generally 

receive higher payments for their single stream recyclables because the costs impacts of glass 

are avoided.  So one would expect that payments made to Northglenn, Summit County, and 

Cheyenne would be lower than they are currently. 

It is also important to note that at the time of this report, Larimer County had negotiated a new 

contract with WM to begin January 2015 which would reduce the rebate to $0 under market 

conditions comparable to the fall of 2014. 
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Table E-3 – Fees, Rebates and Revenue Shares at Regional Facilities in 2014 

Facility/ 

Community 

Fixed Rebates/ 

Processing Fee 

Additional Revenue Share 

BCRC Payment: $5.00/ton 

Fee: None 

None 

Larimer County (WM-

Franklin) 

Payment: $20/ton (thru 2014) 

Fee: None 

None 

Denver 

(WM-Franklin) 

Payment: $33.00/ton for 95% of 

delivered recyclables 

Fee: None 

50% of annual average market 

value above $80.70/ton 

WM-Franklin (Open 

Market) 

Payment: ~$9.00/ton 

Fee: None 

None 

Bestways 

(Open Market) 

Payment: $6 - $20/ton 

Fee: None 

None 

Northglenn 

(WM-Franklin) 

Payment: $15.25/ton for 

single stream without glass 

None 

Summit County 

(WM-Franklin) 

Payment: $9.00/ton for 

single stream without glass 

Fee: hauling cost 

None 

Laramie, WY 

(WM-Franklin) 

Payment: None 

Fee: $65.00/ton plus hauling 

New contract begins Jan 2015 

with much lower rebate terms 

Cheyenne, WY 

(WM-Franklin) 

Payment: $10.00/ton for 

single stream without glass 

Fee: None 

None 

Non-Regional MRFs   

Charleston, SC Payment: ~$30/ton in 2014 

Fee: None 

None 

Confidential MW MRFs Confidential Confidential 

Lee County, FL Payment: ~70% of net revenue  

Fee: $0 

None 

Mecklenburg County, NC Payment: ~70% of net revenue  

Fee: $0 

None 
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Facility Assessment Findings and Recommendations 

In September 2014 KCI performed a two-day on-site assessment of the BCRC.  Facility 

operations were observed and discussed with management, operational and maintenance 

records reviewed, and the condition of the facility and equipment assessed.  Overall the BCRC 

is a well-run MRF, and as with any operation, there are numerous opportunities to improve.  

KCI identified a number of major findings and provided recommendations regarding various 

aspects of the BCRC equipment, operations, staffing, and maintenance and repair.   

The BCRC will need multiple retrofits and changes in operations if it is to accommodate 

increased throughput associated with expanded commercial recycling.  One of the key 

challenges is that the BCRC site physically constrains the ability to expand the building.  Major 

retrofits being considered include enlarging the tip floor, adding more indoor bale storage area, 

expanding and reconfiguring the OCC screen and pre-sort area, and adding plastic optical 

sorting equipment on the container line.   

Conceptual layouts reviewed by KCI and discussed with the County and E-C are reasonable.  

Prior to finalizing them, however, the County may want to conduct a commercial generation 

and recovery analysis to more specifically define MRF expansion requirements and support 

design, retrofit and operational planning.  Design, analysis and implementation of the next 

phase of retrofits should be undertaken in an integrated manner that addresses, for example, 

how a new pre-sort and OCC screening system will impact “downstream” processes like the 

fiber and container sort lines, or how to reconfigure glass separation, add optical plastic 

sortation, and re-orient the container baler at the same time. 

 

Conclusion and Next Steps 

Once the County and E-C have reviewed this report and begin to formulate next steps for the 

BCRC infrastructure and operations, more detailed analysis should be undertaken before any 

major decisions are made.  Any recommendations outlined in this report that the County and 

E-C choose to implement in the next year should be approached as an integrated process so 

that the necessary analyses can be coordinated; design and specification integrated; and 

implementation phased in a coordinated manner.   

While the information and recommendations provided in this report can support some of that 

deliberation, a broader strategic planning exercise may help align the BCRC and County’s 

materials management program goals; assess various future operating scenarios; and chart the 

course to advance materials recovery for the County and its citizens. 
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Section 1  

Introduction 

1.1 Background 

In September 2014, Boulder County Resource Conservation Division (RCD) contracted with 

Kessler Consulting, Inc. (KCI) to conduct an analysis of the Boulder County Recycling Center 

(BCRC) – the single stream materials recovery facility (MRF) that serves the County.  Eco-cycle 

(E-C) is responsible for BCRC operations under a contract with the County.  KCI’s analysis was 

limited to an operational and financial analysis of the BCRC and comparing it to other regional 

MRFs and general industry standards for well-operated MRFs.   

The genesis of the project has been RCD’s and E-C’s mutual interest to improve operational 

efficiency and financial performance of the BCRC.  The two parties are also considering several 

capital expenditure projects at the facility to address current operational and future capacity 

needs, including an expanded tipping floor, expanded bale storage, and optical sorters for 

plastics and paper.  The BCRC analysis is also being undertaken in part to help support the work 

of the County’s Resource Conservation Advisory Board.  

1.2 Contractual and Financial Framework 

The RCD owns the BCRC and oversees the contract with E-C for its operations.   The County 

owns the building, fixed equipment and rolling stock.  E-C is responsible for all operational 

aspects of the BCRC including staffing, equipment operations, commodity marketing, general 

maintenance, and repair.  RCD is responsible for building maintenance and repair.  Revenue 

from commodity sales is paid to Boulder County and RCD fully reimburses E-C for all 

expenditures plus an operating fee.  Payments to E-C also include reimbursement for major 

unusual expenses such as equipment replacement and major repairs (pass through costs).   

The RCD is responsible for two County budgetary accounts.  Fund 099 is an enterprise fund 

used for BCRC operations and RCD staff and programs.  Its primary source of revenue is sale of 

recyclables from the BCRC plus a small amount of revenue from grants, rebates and other 

sources.  Payments to E-C account for the majority of expenditures.  Finances are discussed in 

greater detail in Section 3.5 of this report. 

Budgeted revenue and expenses for Fund 099 for 2014 are approximately $5 million.  Reserve 

in Fund 099 was utilized to pay for the BCRC retrofit in 2012, hence the decline in cash reserve 

balance.  Fund 099 had a reserve balance of approximately $1.2 million at the end of FY 2013.   

RCD also manages Fund 013 which was originally funded with proceeds from a County recycling 

tax that raised the funds used to finance construction of the BCRC.  Fund 013 had a balance of 

approximately $3.2 million at the end of FY 2013. 
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Section 2  

BCRC History and Infrastructure 
The BCRC was originally built in 2000 as a dual stream MRF, retrofitted to handle single stream 

in 2008, and subsequently further retrofitted in 2012 to improve single stream sortation. The 

current facility is comprised of an amalgamation of multiple designs, technologies and 

equipment vendors from its 14 years of evolution.  It should be noted that few MRFs contain 

the same degree of integration of multiple vendor technologies and layered retrofits.  

Following is a brief description of the BCRC infrastructure as it has developed. 

2.1 Original Facility 

The original BCRC was a RRT Design & Construction dual stream MRF.  The fiber line utilized the 

same two-deck OCC screen, discharging OCC to the floor as is in the current facility.  Non-OCC 

fiber (unders from the screen) were conveyed to an elevated manual sort line (C-702 & C-703) 

where various fiber commodities could be positively picked and dropped into the storage 

bunkers below.  Bunkers and OCC on the floor were then baled with a 2-ram Marathon baler. 

The container line had a separate in-feed conveyor leading to an elevated sort line with ferrous 

magnet separation, air separation of aluminum and plastics, manual color separation of glass, 

manual separation of plastics, and eddy current separation of aluminum.  Glass was conveyed 

directly to storage in roll-off containers while other container commodities were stored in 

elevated cage bunkers and subsequently baled with a 2-ram Marathon baler. 

The original BCRC cost was approximately $15.5 million, of which approximately $12 million 

was specifically for the MRF building, equipment and rolling stock. 

2.2 2008 Single Stream Conversion 

In 2008 the BCRC underwent a major re-design and conversion to handle single stream 

recyclables.  The fiber line was retrofitted using a Van Dyk Recycling Solutions design and Lubo 

and Bollegraaf equipment.  A Lubo fines screen was installed prior to the fiber line to remove 

broken glass and fines.  The fiber sort platform was significantly expanded, adding a double-

deck ONP screen, two additional fiber sort lines to negatively sort ONP and positively sort other 

fiber commodities and trash.  “Unders” and “roll-backs” from the ONP screen were conveyed 

to a French Banana Screen to separate three-dimensional containers from other fiber.  Fiber 

from the Banana screen was discharged to a fourth conveyor on the fiber sort platform for 

further manual sorting.  Three-dimensional materials from the Banana screen were conveyed 

to the container line along with fines from the Lubo fines screen.  A new Bollegraaf HC-120 

baler was also installed to serve the fiber line. 

On the container line, a Binder automated glass sorting and processing system was installed 

that consisted of an initial Resonance screen (a combination three-deck shaker screen with air 

separation of light-weight materials) from which the large fraction is conveyed to manual 
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quality control, roll crusher and screen that then looped the overs back to the Resonance 

screen.  The air separated light-weight fraction is conveyed to a waste container.  The small 

fraction materials from the Resonance screen are conveyed to the ORCA system where organic 

contaminants (i.e., shredded paper) are separated and conveyed to a waste container.  The 

remaining broken glass is then conveyed to a shaker deck screen where fine glass is removed 

and conveyed to a separate container.  Remaining glass is then processed through a set of two 

optical sorters to remove ceramic, stones and non-glass contaminants. 

The 2008 single stream conversion cost approximately $5.5 million. 

2.3 2012 Retrofit 

After the 2008 retrofit, the BCRC encountered problems in two major areas.  First, the Binder 

glass system relied on bucket elevators which did not operate well, and the optical sorters 

were not sized sufficiently to handle the amount of glass in the BCRC’s material.  Second, cross 

contamination of glass in fiber, and fiber in containers, was negatively impacting sorting 

operations and commodity quality.  Two factors contributed to this latter issue.  The system did 

not break and remove glass early enough in the process.  And the Banana Screen was found to 

be insufficiently sized for the BCRC volume and composition of recyclables; more containers (3-

dimensional material) remained in the fiber than expected. 

To address these issues, the BCRC worked with Bulk Handling Systems to implement a series of 

retrofits.   

• The Lubo fines screen (post OCC screen and before the fiber line) was modified with 

steel disks to serve as a glass breaker and fines screen. 

• The Banana screen was replaced with a debris roll screen to further break and remove 

glass and fines followed by a polishing screen that functions to better separate small 

fiber from containers and 3-D materials. 

• A vibrating deck screen and air classifier were installed ahead of the Binder system to 

more effectively remove fines and light-weight materials (i.e., small and shredded 

paper). 

• The Binder system was modified to remove the bucket elevators and re-circulating of 

overs from the Resonance screen.  

The 2012 retrofit cost approximately $1.5 million.



 

9 

BoulderCounty/T5/BoulderReport012615-Final    

Section 3  

Description of Current Operations 
Since the BCRC underwent a significant retrofit in 2012, KCI did not research or assess BCRC 

operations prior to that time.  Instead the following description of current operations focuses 

on 2012 through July 2014 – the latter being the most recent data available from the County 

and E-C at the time research was conducted in September 2014.  For the sake of clarity and 

year to year comparison, KCI annualized partial 2014 data to full year data based on average 

monthly data. 

3.1 Material Sources and Materials Flow  

The BCRC handles primarily single stream residential recyclables (81%) and single stream 

commercial recyclables (11%) plus minor amounts of other materials (see Table 1).   The BCRC 

handles 45,000 to 50,000 tons per year of recyclables.  During the period of time from 2012 

through mid-2014, average inbound tonnage declined by about 260 tons per month.  Single 

stream tonnages have fluctuated somewhat from year to year, while commingled containers, 

and source separated fiber and containers tonnage has declined.   

According to the County and E-C, the primary reasons for tonnage changes in the past three 

years are: 

• Bestway stopped delivery part way through 2012 when it opened its own MRF in 

Colorado Springs. 

• Waste Management delivered materials to the BCRC on a temporary basis in part of 

2012 and 2013 when capacity at its own MRF was limited. 

• Strong fiber markets in 2012 increased inbound source-separated fiber tonnage over 

historical trends, which subsequently declined with weaker market prices in 2012 and 

2014. 

Table 1 – Inbound Materials 

 Tons/year Tons/month 

Average 

% 

Item 2012 2013 2014 2012 2013 2014  

Single Stream Residential 38,090 40,502 38,684 3,174 3,375 3,224 81.4% 

Single Stream Commercial 5,843 4,985 5,361 487 415 447 11.2% 

Commingled Containers 1,055 243 76 88 20 6 1.0% 

Source Separated Materials               

Fiber 4,194 2,693 1,978 349 224 166 6.2% 

Containers 190 99 18 16 8 2 0.2% 

Total 49,370 48,521 46,118 4,114 4,043 3,843 100% 
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Another factor impacting MRF tonnage is the national trend of declining newspaper and 

magazines in residential waste, with fewer pounds per household being generated of these 

materials that represent the largest percentage of residential recyclables on a weight basis.   

E-C staff explained that tonnage from other sources increased in the past two years which 

actually compensated for some of tonnage lost to the reasons above.  KCI also notes that 

commercial single stream monthly tonnage increased in 2014 despite the fact that the County 

rebates dropped from an average $7.25 per ton in 2013 to $5.00 per ton in 2014.  

The RCD and E-C are interested to assess the potential impact a wide-spread commercial 

recycling program might have on inbound tonnage on the BCRC.  While developing an estimate 

of potential commercial recycling tonnage was not part of this study’s scope, KCI conducted 

the Zero Waste Evaluation Study for the City of Boulder that included consideration of a 

mandatory multi-family and commercial recycling program.  That evaluation estimated that 

such programs may divert an additional 13,000 to 19,000 tons per year, which would represent 

approximately 25% to 40% increased need for processing capacity. 

E-C has performed several composition and materials flow analyses of the BCRC.  The most 

recent analysis was a mass balance performed in August 2014.  This study tracked the flow of 

163 tons of residential single stream materials over 5.7 hours through the current system 

configuration.  Quantities of materials separated at many points throughout the system were 

weighed to determine the facility mass balance.  Other data provided for this study were 2010 

and 2011 composition estimates and a 2010 mass balance.  E-C has also performed a mass 

balance for commercial single stream.   

Since 2011, the BCRC has been retrofitted and the composition of recyclables has likely 

changed due to changes in packaging and printed paper generation and discards.  Therefore, 

KCI utilized the 2014 mass balance as the most reliable proxy for developing a detailed 

materials flow analysis of the BCRC (see Table 2).  It is important to note that these numbers 

are estimates because the residential mass balance has been applied to all inbound tonnage.  

The data in Table 2 are utilized later in this report in the determination of productivity metrics 

and allocated financials. 
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Table 2 – Facility Materials Flow Estimate 

Item % Removed 2012 2013 2014 

OCC Pre-Sort & OCC Screen        

Manual Sort - Trash 0.95% 471 463 440 

Manual Sort - Mixed Rigid 0.47% 230 226 215 

Manual Sort - Chipboard 0.10% 51 51 48 

OCC Screen - OCC 14.60% 7,210 7,087 6,735 

Lubo Screen not measured       

Fiber Lines        

Manual Sort - OCC  5.96% 2,944 2,894 2,750 

Manual Sort - Wood & Metal 0.42% 209 206 195 

Manual Sort - Mixed Rigid 0.02% 12 12 11 

Manual Sort - Trash 1.05% 520 511 486 

Manual Sort - Chipboard 0.91% 447 440 418 

ONP Screen & Polishing Screen not measured       

ONP Negative Sort  35.02% 17,290 16,992 16,150 

Glass System       

Fiber (Combi Shred) 0.55% 272 267 254 

Clean Mixed Glass 14.25% 7,035 6,914 6,571 

Fine Glass 2.70% 1,334 1,311 1,246 

CSP Glass 6.80% 3,359 3,301 3,138 

Trash 2.93% 1,448 1,424 1,353 

Glass Spillage 0.98% 483 475 452 

Container Pre-Sort       

Manual Sort - Chipboard 0.45% 224 220 209 

Manual Sort - Scrap Metal 0.17% 85 83 79 

Manual Sort - Trash 0.04% 21 21 20 

Manual Sort - Cartons 0.31% 154 152 144 

Manual Sort - Mixed Rigid 0.12% 57 56 54 

Container Line       

Ferrous Magnet - Steel  1.74% 857 842 801 

Manual Sort - HDPE-N 0.79% 391 384 365 

Manual Sort - HDPE-P 0.63% 312 307 291 

Manual Sort - PET 2.69% 1,329 1,306 1,242 

Manual Sort - PP 0.51% 251 247 235 

Manual Sort - Mixed Rigids 0.12% 61 60 57 

Eddy Current - Aluminum 1.12% 551 542 515 

Ferrous Head Pulley  0.12% 57 56 54 

Negative Sort - Residue 2.64% 1,303 1,280 1,217 

Baler Pre-Sort       

Manual Sort - Chipboard 0.20% 97 95 90 

Manual Sort - Trash 0.07% 33 33 31 

Manual Sort - Containers 0.14% 69 68 65 

Miscellaneous       

Manual Sort - Alum Foil 0.04% 21 21 20 

Clean up & Trash 0.36% 178 175 167 

Total Processing 100.00% 49,370 48,521 46,117 
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Outbound commodity tonnage is summarized in Table 3.  These data also are utilized later for 

determining productivity metrics and allocated financials.  It is noted that the data in Table 2 

and Table 3 do not match exactly, which is attributable primarily to two factors.  First as noted 

above, the mass balance is based on residential single stream which represents more than 80% 

of inbound tons versus commercial single stream which has a different mass balance more 

weighted toward fiber.  Second, processed tonnage does not exactly match outbound tonnage 

over any fixed time period because of inventory. 

Table 3 – Commodity Production Tonnage 

Commodity 2012 2013 2014 

Fiber Commodities    

ONP #8 17,419 15,815 14,676 

OCC #11 11,601 11,413 12,064 

Chipboard / Soft Mix 1,012 1,060 532 

Office Pack (SOP) 1,880 1,242 1,172 

Other Fiber 50 371 606 

Container Commodities     

Aluminum UBC 445 450 454 

Steel Can 900 897 850 

PET 880 1,080 1,188 

HDPE-N 352 359 362 

HDPE-P 305 326 305 

PP 0 65 264 

Mixed Rigid / Mix 3-7 Plastic 782 106 360 

Glass-Mix 7,156 7,739 144 

Other Containers 650 171 7,154 

Other Commodities 193 158 190 

        

Total Commodities 43,625 41,252 40,320 

Residue 6,345 5,752 6,136 

Total Production 49,970 47,004 46,457 

Residue Rate 12.9% 11.9% 13.2% 

Note: The residue rate is calculated according to the method used by E-C, 

which is tons of residue divided by inbound tonnage (see Table 2). 

3.2 Staffing and Staff Productivity 

E-C provided detailed records on staffing levels at the BCRC for recent years.  In addition to 

total head counts by position (e.g., sorter, operators and supervisors), E-C has also performed 

detailed operational studies to estimate how much time individual sorters dedicate to separate 



Boulder County 

BCRC Analysis 

Section 3: Description of Current Operations 

13 

BoulderCounty/T5/BoulderReport012615-Final    

materials at assigned work stations.  For example, on the fiber line, a given work station may 

pick OCC, chipboard and trash, while on the container line one position may pick HDPE and PP.  

KCI compiled these records to determine staffing levels for sorters on a material-specific basis 

and totals for other staff positions (see Table 4).   

Since 2012, E-C has reduced the total staff by five full-time equivalent (FTE) positions. 

Table 4 – Staff Count by Position and Function 

 2012 2013 2014 

Sorters – Fiber Line       

OCC 11.8 11.6 10.8 

Chipboard 3.5 3.5 3.2 

Commingle 4.3 4.3 4.0 

Large Plastic 0.4 0.3 0.3 

Scrap Metal 0.5 0.5 0.4 

Trash 7.6 7.6 7.0 

Sub-total 28.1 27.8 25.7 

Sorters – Container & Glass Lines       

HDPE-N 1.1 1.1 1.0 

HDPE-P 1.1 1.1 1.0 

PET 5.5 5.3 5.2 

PP 2.6 2.5 2.5 

Mixed Rigid Plastic 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Cartons 1.2 1.1 1.1 

Other 0.5 0.5 0.5 

Fiber 1.4 1.3 1.3 

Glass 2.2 2.1 2.1 

Trash 0.9 0.8 0.8 

Sub-total - Fiber Line 16.4 15.9 15.7 

Operators 8.4 8.7 8.0 

Line Lead 1.0 1.0 1.7 

Super 4.2 4.3 4.0 

Clean up & Mechanic 6.1 6.0 5.0 

Outside  1.7 1.0 1.0 

Total 66.0 64.6 61.0 

 

The BCRC sorts materials during the day shift 5 days per week.  In addition, the facility operates 

a second shift to complete fiber baling.  The second shift is also staffed with maintenance and 

repair as well as cleaning staff.  The BCRC also operates a Saturday maintenance shift 

periodically in order to undertake more extensive maintenance and repair work than can’t be 

accomplished during the week.  
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Overall staffing has declined from 66 in 2012 to 61 in July 2014.  Likewise, as noted previously 

in Table 1, average monthly tonnage at the MRF has also declined.  E-C noted that retaining 

sorting staff has been challenging in recent years due to the County’s low unemployment rate. 

Labor productivity is a commonly utilized metric for MRFs stated in terms of the tons per hour 

per FTE production staff position (i.e., staff on the sorting lines and operating equipment).  This 

metric can be determined based on tons processed, the number of staff and the average hours 

worked.  Table 5 shows that while staffing and tonnage have declined, production staff has 

consistently averaged 0.5 tons per hour per FTE. 

Table 5 – Staff Productivity Metrics 

 2012 2013 2014 

Inbound Tons       

Fiber Line 29,585 29,077 27,713 

Container Line 19,784 19,444 18,532 

Total 49,370 48,521 46,245 

Production Staff (Sorter, Operators and Line Leads) (FTE) 

Fiber Line 34.1 33.8 31.5 

Container Line 19.9 19.5 19.5 

Total 54.0 53.3 51.0 

Time    

Productive hrs/shift 7.33 7.33 7.33 

Days/Year 255 255 255 

Run-time based on working hours* 

Run-time based on paid hours 

96% 

85% 

96% 

85% 

97% 

85% 

Hours/FTE/Year 1,776 1,794 1,776 

Productivity (tons per hour)    

Fiber Line 16.7 16.2 15.6 

Container Line 11.1 10.8 10.4 

Total 27.8 27.0 26.0 

Productivity (tons per hour/Production 

FTE) 

   

Fiber Line 0.5 0.5 0.5 

Container Line 0.6 0.6 0.5 

Average 0.5 0.5 0.5 

* E-C calculates run-time based on working hours (e.g., 8 hour shift minus breaks, clean-up and training).  

   Many other MRFs calculate run-time based on paid shift hours (e.g., 8 hours).    

3.3 Maintenance and Repair 

E-C is responsible for maintenance and repair (M&R) of the BCRC equipment.  The plant 

management on the day shift monitors and adjusts system settings and addresses minor 
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maintenance and repair issues as necessary.  Maintenance personnel work on the second shift, 

but can be called in early if needed.  Plant management maintains a maintenance schedule of 

daily, weekly, and monthly preventative maintenance (PM) and M&R activities as well as a 

request list for special work activities.  In general, a Saturday shift is scheduled every other 

week to perform major M&R work. 

E-C relies primarily on its own staff to perform most equipment PM as well as M&R such as 

conveyor belt replacement and baler repairs including major repair and servicing.  E-C 

maintenance staff conducts some major repairs not commonly performed by MRF staff, for 

example: redesigning star screens, redesigning baler hydraulic systems, relining balers, 

replacing baler rams, fabricating conveyor parts and replacing whole conveyors.   

For rolling stock, E-C performs standard PM work and relies on outside contractors for standard 

M&R, e.g., 500 and 1,000 hour servicing.  E-C relies on outside contractors and OEMs 

occasionally for specialized equipment (e.g., Binder optical sorters) or work it cannot perform 

itself. 

3.4 Commodity Marketing 

The BCRC markets the majority of its fiber commodities under a long term contract with 

International Paper (IP).  Originally, the contract dates back to an agreement with 

Weyerhaeuser who subsequently sold its recycling assets to IP.  Since that time the contract 

has been interpreted by the parties to establish very high quality standards based on guidelines 

set by the mills that receive BCRC fiber.   

As a result, the BCRC works to produce ONP and OCC commodities of much higher quality than 

is typical for single stream MRFs, and has done so by assigning additional sorters to the fiber 

line.  E-C stated that it has evaluated the cost-benefit of producing the high quality of 

commodities, particularly in the case of ONP and OCC, and decided the increased investment in 

labor is warranted because the increased revenue and reduced market risk more than offsets 

the increased labor cost input. 

The BCRC markets its container commodities differently.  It has no market contracts in place, 

but instead spot markets these commodities through a well-developed network of brokers and 

end users.  Material quality for container commodities is more closely aligned with standard 

market specifications. 

In 2013, the 3-7 plastics market collapsed due to the Chinese Green Fence initiative.  E-C made 

mechanical and operational changes and developed a market for new commodity Mixed Rigid 

Plastic for which domestic markets exist, thereby ensuring continued recovery of plastic 

containers. 

3.5 Financials 

Financial information presented in this report was compiled from documents provided by the 

RCD and E-C which do not necessarily exactly reconcile.  E-C transitioned to a new bookkeeping 

system in 2013 making it difficult to generate financial reports with consistent alignment across 
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accounting codes.  Likewise budget sheets provided by RCD varied in format slightly from year 

to year and did not consistently provide budget versus actual expenditures.  KCI reconciled 

data to the degree possible within the time constraints of the project and reviewed results with 

RCD and E-C personnel.  The information presented here is sufficiently accurate for the 

purposes of this project to analyze the operational and financial performance of the BCRC. 

Table 6 summarizes revenue earned by the BCRC by commodity as reported by E-C.  On an 

aggregated basis the facility received gross revenue of $119 per ton in 2012 and 2013, and 

$124 in 2014.  While fiber commodity prices have declined since 2012, they were more than 

offset by increased prices for aluminum, steel, HDPE and other commodities.  It is important to 

note that commodity prices fluctuate due to many reasons and will continue to do so in the 

future.  

Table 6 – BCRC Gross Revenue from Commodities 

  2012 2013 2014 

Fiber Commodities       

ONP #8 $1,511,670 $1,382,243 $1,285,920 

OCC #11 $1,278,085 $1,318,596 $1,259,073 

Chipboard / Soft Mix $61,973 $63,852 $27,786 

Office Pack (SOP) $314,034 $185,928 $182,785 

Other Fiber $12,173 $28,245 $31,040 

Container Commodities       

Aluminum UBC $681,475 $655,453 $724,241 

Steel Can $208,593 $195,959 $189,844 

PET $418,471 $409,535 $379,196 

HDPE-N $224,794 $252,970 $340,017 

HDPE-P $157,270 $146,902 $187,867 

PP $0 $16,996 $76,628 

Mixed Plastic $57,778 $10,646 $66,607 

Glass $192,786 $209,256 $183,643 

Other Containers $31,118 $9,275 $11,038 

Other Commodities $34,545 $29,828 $37,938 

Total/Average Revenue $5,184,764  $4,915,684  $4,983,622  

Average Revenue Per Ton $119  $119  $124 

Note: Commodity-specific per ton pricing is not provided in order to protect confidentiality. 

 

Table 7 provides detailed information on BCRC expenditures compiled from reports provided 

by E-C and RCD.  E-C direct labor costs ranged from $33 to $37 per ton; other direct costs 

ranged from $23 to $24 per ton.  Including indirect MRF costs and its operating fee, E-C cost for 

operating the BCRC ranged from $73 to $80 per ton. 
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RCD costs associated with the BCRC ranged from $9 to $15 per ton.  RCD pays all building 

maintenance and repair costs as well as capital replacement and repair costs (referred to by 

RCD as “changes to budget”) which are not consistent from year to year.  These are the major 

factors causing the significant year to year fluctuation.  Hauler rebates (the average of 

payments for single stream and other materials) have ranged from $18 per ton in 2012 to $7 

per ton in 2014. 

In summary, the net cost of the BCRC ranged from $106 per ton in 2012 to $95 per ton in the 

first part of 2014. 

Table 7 – BCRC Expenditures 

  2012 2013 2014 

Eco-cycle    

Staff    

Staff – Fiber Line $769,423  $762,164  $761,843  

Staff – Container Line $450,097  $435,620  $465,021  

Staff – Operators $164,868  $187,293  $194,842  

Staff – Mechanics $92,561  $136,722  $102,048  

Overhead $163,862  $193,855  $204,698  

Subtotal/Average $1,640,810  $1,715,654  $1,728,452  

Direct MRF Expenses     

Fuel $82,924  $73,329  $73,038  

Utilities – Electricity $137,567  $172,517  $157,112  

Utilities – Gas $6,845  $6,457  $11,455  

Parts & Supplies $47,697  $155,499  $152,373  

Glass Hauling $63,650  $69,027  $61,248  

Residue Disposal $249,535  $210,682  $185,363  

M&R – Equipment $277,928  $334,605  $330,326  

M&R – Building $20,237  $7,003  $9,410  

Other $34,309  $47,488  $97,104  

Subtotal/Average $920,692  $1,076,606  $1,077,430  

Indirect MRF Expenses     

Staff $494,274  $428,266  $415,426  

Other G&A $148,991  $177,736  $98,737  

Operating Fee $380,581  $363,356  $368,052  

Total/Average Eco-cycle Expenditure $3,585,348  $3,761,618  $3,688,096  

RCD    

County Staff  $139,939  $141,021  $138,638  

M&R – Building $291,970  $58,000  $64,650  

Insurance $13,877  $17,000  $18,400  

Capital Replacement/Repair $318,500  $229,610  $178,158  

Total County Expenses $764,286  $445,631  $399,846  

Hauler Rebates $876,952  $449,126  $313,724  

Total BCRC Expenses $5,226,587  $4,656,374  $4,401,666  
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Overall financial performance of the BCRC and RCD’s enterprise fund (Fund 099) are 

summarized in Table 8.  E-C expenses account for approximately 72% of enterprise expenses 

while other BCRC-related expenditures such as hauler rebates, building M&R, equipment 

replacement and RCD staff time represent another 23%.  The remaining 5% of Fund 099 

expenditures are non-MRF related, including grants, programs, non-MRF RCD staff time, and 

RCD office expenses.   

Table 8 – Summary of Fund 099 Revenue and Expenses 

 
2012 2013 2014 

BCRC Revenue   
 

  

Commodity Sales $5,185,000  $4,916,000  $4,984,000  

BCRC Expenses   
 

 

Eco-cycle $3,585,000  $3,762,000  $3,688,000  

County/RCD $764,000  $446,000  $400,000  

Hauler Rebates $877,000  $449,000  $314,000  

Total  $5,226,000  $4,657,000  $4,402,000  

Net BCRC Revenue/Expense ($41,000) $259,000  $582,000  

Other Enterprise Revenue $80,000  $51,000  $19,000  

Other Enterprise Expenses $315,000  $259,000  $312,000  

Net Enterprise Revenue/Expense ($276,000) $51,000  $289,000  

Note: figures rounded to the nearest $1,000. 
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Section 4  

Comparison to Other MRFs 
While the scope of this project included comparison of the BCRC to other MRFs in the region 

and general industry standards, KCI cautions the reader against making direct comparisons 

because every MRF is impacted by unique circumstances, including differences in the services 

provided, level of competition in the procurement process, contract provisions, material 

composition, ownership and operational responsibility, types of equipment utilized, 

commodities produced, and available markets for commodities. 

4.1 Regional Single Stream MRFs 

Table 9 provides a summary comparison of the BCRC and other MRFs in the Front Range.  

Information was obtained through interviews with facility personnel and KCI’s knowledge of 

the local marketplace.   

General Observations: 

• The BCRC is the only publicly owned and privately operated MRF in Colorado.  Alpine, 

Bestway Recycling and Waste Management Franklin Street (WM-Franklin) are all 

privately owned and operated, which enables them more flexibility to attract tonnage 

with preferential pricing. 

• In the past two years, residential suppliers have switched from Alpine Waste & 

Recycling to WM-Franklin.  The primary reason has been lower payments (rebates) 

offered by Alpine and the company strategically deciding to focus on the commercial 

sector, but there is some anecdotal information that access & queuing at Alpine was a 

problem.   

• Alpine declined to provide any information for this project and limited information 

could be confirmed from other sources.  The Alpine MRF was built in 2007 with a 

design capacity of 30 tons per hour (tph) and is believed to be handling approximately 

20 – 25 tph of primarily commercial recyclables plus its own internal residential 

tonnage.   

• The Larimer County Recycling Center does not provide a good comparison for the BCRC 

because it is a fundamentally different kind of facility.  It functions primarily as a 

recyclables transfer station for single stream materials and baling facility for source 

separated materials.  Single stream materials are shipped to WM-Franklin for 

processing and marketing.  The facility was originally developed in 1992.  Sorting 

equipment was removed in 2005.  The facility handles 17 – 19 tph of recyclables.  
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Table 9 – Profiles of MRFs Handling Primarily Residential Single Stream Recyclables 

 Front Range MRFs Other MRFs 

 BCRC Bestways WM-

Franklin 

Charleston, 

SC 

Confidential 

Midwest US 

Confidential 

Midwest US 

Lee County, 

FL 

Mecklenburg 

County, NC 

Ownership/Operations County/ 

Eco-cycle 

Bestways/ 

Bestways 

WM/ 

WM 

County/ 

Sonoco 

Private/ 

Private 

Private/ 

Private 

County/ 

ReCommunity 

County/ 

ReCommunity 

Sources of Recyclables 82% resi  

18% comm 

80% resi  

20% comm 

75% resi 

25% comm 

95% resi  

5% comm 

90% resi  

10% comm 

90% resi  

10% comm 

100% resi  

0% comm 

100% resi  

0% comm 

Design Capacity (tph)  25 10 – 15 30 15 35 50 30 35 

Sorting Throughput (tph) 26 – 28 10 – 13 30 18 35 30 30 35 

System Manufacturer Multiple BHS CP Count 

Machinex 

Machinex Machinex CP CP 

Year 2001, 

2008, 2012 

2011 2008 2000, 2012 2012 2013 2001 2010 

Optical Sorters 2  

glass 

0 3 

fiber & plas 

0 3 

plastic 

3 

plastic 

1 

plastic 

3 

plastic 

Glass Separation Breakers, 

clean-up 

systems & 

optical sort 

Manual 

sort 

Breakers & 

clean-up 

systems 

Breakers Breakers & 

clean-up 

systems 

Breakers & 

clean-up 

systems 

Breakers Breakers & 

clean-up 

systems 

Balers 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Residue Rate 12 – 13% 3 – 5 % 15 – 20% 15 – 18% 12 – 15% 12 – 15% 13 – 17% 8 – 9% 
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Table 9 – Profiles of MRFs Handling Primarily Residential Single Stream Recyclables (continued) 

 Front Range MRFs Other MRFs 

 BCRC Bestways WM-

Franklin 

Charleston, 

SC 

Confidential 

Midwest US 

Confidential 

Midwest US 

Lee County, 

FL 

Mecklenburg 

County, NC 

Shifts 1 sort plus 

0.5 baling 

1 2 2 1 2 1 2 

Full-time (FTE) 

Production Staff 

51 13 23 – 25 22 – 24 34 – 36 24 – 26 45 50 

Labor Productivity 

(tph/FTE) 

 

0.5 0.8 – 0.9 1.2 – 1.3 0.7 1.0 1.2 0.7 0.7 

Residential Paper 

Commodities 

ONP#8, 

OCC, 

Chipboard 

ONP/MP, 

OCC 

ONP/MP, 

OCC 

Mixed 

Paper, OCC 

ONP8, 

Mixed 

Paper, OCC 

ONP8, 

Mixed 

Paper, OCC 

ONP8, Mixed 

Paper, OCC 

ONP8, Mixed 

Paper, OCC 

Plastic Commodities #1, #2, #5, 

Mixed 

Rigid 

#1, #2, #5,  

Mixed 

Rigids 

#1, #2, #5,  

Mixed Rigid 

PET, HDPE, 

Mixed 

Rigid 

PET, HDPE, 

Mixed Rigid 

PET, HDPE, 

Mixed Rigid 

PET, HDPE, 

Mixed Rigid 

PET, HDPE, 

Mixed Rigid 

Glass Commodities 3-color Mix Clear & 

Brown 

Alternative 

Daily Cover 

ADC 3-color mix 3-color mix 3-color mix, 

ADC 

3-color mix 

Note: Alpine facility not included because it handles primarily commercial recyclables and declined to provide information.  Larimer facility is not included because 

it is not a MRF. 



Boulder County 

BCRC Analysis 

Section 4: Comparison to Other MRFs 

22 

BoulderCounty/T5/BoulderReport012615-Final    

Design and Equipment: 

• The BCRC is in the same general class as WM-Franklin, handling 20 - 30 tons per hour, 

predominantly comprised of residential single stream recyclables.  Consequently WM-

Franklin provides the best match for operational comparison.  While of similar capacity, 

Alpine handles primarily commercial recyclables, not residential.  Bestway is a relatively 

small MRF handling 50% - 60% less tonnage than the BCRC.   

• BCRC is a unique amalgamation of various MRF technologies and equipment, unlike the 

Alpine, Bestway and WM-Franklin, which were built more recently as single stream 

facilities from the outset. 

• The BCRC lacks adequate storage space for its primary fiber commodities – OCC and 

ONP.  The existing ONP bunkers fill so quickly that the fiber baler and feed conveyor 

must be run constantly during the main shift just to keep bunkers from overfilling.  

Consequently, the BCRC operates an additional half shift each day for baling to catch up 

with sorting production.  E-C staff noted that the Larimer facility has a similar capacity 

baler but handles 30% less tonnage than the BCRC. 

• BCRC employs more fiber line sorting personnel to produce higher quality ONP and OCC 

than other facilities.  Also the BCRC does not have optical sorting equipment for plastics 

on the container line and requires personnel to positively pick all plastic commodities. 

• The BCRC uses two optical sorters to separate ceramic, stone and contaminants from 

broken glass, however, they are out-of-date (from original MRF) and under-sized for 

the amount of glass handled by the facility.  As a result, a significant percentage of 

recyclable glass ends up in the residuals stream.  The BCRC is actively investigating 

alternate solutions for container glass recovery. 

Operations: 

• Labor productivity stated in terms of the tons per hours per FTE production staff (i.e., 

sorters and equipment operators, not including supervisors and management) is a 

commonly used comparative metric.  The BCRC appears to have lower productivity 

compared to other regional MRFs (0.5 tph/FTE versus more than 0.8 tph/FTE at other 

MRFs).  This appears to be due in part to the fact that the BCRC dedicates more labor 

than is the norm in an effort to produce high quality materials to meet specifications of 

its IP marketing contract.  It is also due to the absence of optical sorting and reliance on 

staff to perform primary separation of plastic commodities. 

• BCRC has an extensive and outmoded glass processing equipment system.  More 

modern MRFs like WM-Franklin, utilize glass breaker screens and clean up systems 

comprised of shaker screens and air classifiers.  Unlike others MRFs, Bestways manually 

sorts out clear and brown glass at the pre-sort stations.   

Commodities and Commodity Marketing: 

• BCRC is the only MRF in the region known to produce a chipboard commodity.  It 

separates chipboard as part of efforts to produce high quality ONP and OCC.  Other 

MRFs typically blend some chipboard and colored paper into a #7/#8 ONP or “news 
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rich” Mixed Paper.  The BCRC manually separates chipboard in order to comply with IP 

OCC commodity specifications.  It is common practice at other MRFs to include carrier 

stock and some chipboard in the OCC. 

• All the regional MRFs are believed to produce similar plastic commodities, namely #1 

PET, #2 HDPE, #5 PP and either Mixed Rigids.  Since the Chinese “Green Fence” 

program effectively shut down the #3-#7 plastic market in 2013, most MRFs have 

switched over to producing a Mixed Rigids plastic commodity. 

• Both BCRC and Bestway produce glass for Rocky Mountain Bottle Company, although 

they use different methods to produce it.  WM-Franklin utilizes its glass for alternative 

daily cover and it is believed that Alpine does the same with the limited amount of glass 

it produces. 

4.2 Regional Processing and Marketing Services 

Each of the regional facilities described in Section 4.1 has a distinct business model that greatly 

influences their financial terms for handling residential single stream recyclables.   

• BCRC: The RCD operates as an enterprise fund, with BCRC MRF revenue from sale of 

recyclables providing 99% of its revenue.  Enterprise fund costs include not only the 

MRF but also all other costs associated with the RCD.  Hauler rebates are based on 

revenue that remains after all MRF and RCD expenses. 

• Larimer County: The LCRC is not a MRF, but rather a recyclable materials transfer and 

baling facility.  It operates as part of a solid waste enterprise fund that also includes 

landfill, transfer stations, HHW/CESGQ and education.  The landfill is a major revenue 

source that sometimes subsidizes recycling when recycling expenses exceeds earnings.  

Hauler rebates are not tied to overall enterprise performance.  Instead, the current 

contract with WM to operate the LCRC stipulates that WM returns 25% of gross 

revenue in hauler rebates.  The County is currently negotiating a new contract with 

WM, the financial terms of which are expected to result in significantly lower hauler 

rebates comparable to those paid in Boulder County. 

• WM-Franklin: The WM-Franklin MRF currently controls most of the residential 

recyclables in the Front Range & southern Wyoming, excluding Boulder County.  The 

facility also has financial arrangements with other WM divisions and corporate that 

cross-subsidize each other.  It has significant leeway to set terms for residential single 

stream recyclables depending on the services provided and terms of agreements.  For 

example, pricing for Denver recyclables is likely subsidized by the revenue earned from 

WM’s contract to operate the city’s landfill.  And as noted above, the Larimer contract 

establishes how much of revenue must go to hauler rebates. 

• Bestway: The Bestway MRF in Colorado Springs is privately owned and operated.  It 

handles internal tonnage (from Bestway’s collection operations) and operates as a 

merchant facility processing recyclables from other haulers such as Waste Connections, 

WM, Spring Waste and others.  
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Table 10 summarizes the financial terms for residential single stream recyclables at these 

MRFs.   

Payments (rebate) or tip fees for inbound recyclables are determined not only by revenue and 

expenditures associated with MRF operations, but also by other aspects of the solid waste 

management system and legal agreements within which they operate.  Consequently, it is not 

appropriate to compare the financials terms in Table 10 without taking into consideration how 

each MRFs’ business model impacts the payments and fees for residential single stream 

recyclables.   

With that caveat in mind, the following general observations and conclusions can be made 

about the regional market place for MRF services. 

Table 10 – Fees, Rebates and Revenue Shares at Regional Facilities in 2014 

Facility/ 

Community 

Fixed Rebates/ 

Processing Fee 

Additional 

Revenue Share 

Notes 

BCRC Payment: $5.00/ton 

Fee: None 

None Financials includes cost of 

County administration 

and general expenditures 

Larimer County 

(WM-Franklin) 

Payment: $20/ton  

(thru 2014) 

Fee: None 

None New contract under 

negotiation; expected 

payment will be 

significantly lower; likely 

comparable to BCRC 

Denver 

(WM-Franklin) 

Payment: $33.00/ton 

for 95% of delivered 

recyclables 

Fee: None 

50% of annual 

average market 

value above 

$80.70/ton 

City pays WM to operate 

City landfill under 

indefinite term contract  

WM-Franklin  

(Open Market) 

Payment: ~$9.00/ton 

Fee: None 

None Residential & commercial 

recyclables from private 

haulers 

Bestways 

(Open Market) 

Payment: $6 - $20/ton 

Fee: None 

None Residential & commercial 

recyclables from private 

haulers 

Northglenn 

(WM-Franklin) 

Payment: $15.25/ton None Single stream without 

glass 

Summit County 

(WM-Franklin) 

Payment: $9.00/ton 

Fee: hauling cost 

None Single stream without 

glass baled and hauled to 

WM-Franklin 
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Table 10 – Fees, Rebates and Revenue Shares at Regional Facilities in 2014 (continued) 

Facility/ 

Community 

Fixed Rebates/ 

Processing Fee 

Additional 

Revenue Share 

Notes 

Laramie, WY 

(WM-Franklin) 

Payment: None 

Fee: $65.00/ton plus 

hauling 

Based on ONP#8 

index 

WM built transfer site; 

City operates site and is 

buying back over 20 

years 

Cheyenne, WY 

(WM-Franklin) 

Payment: $10.00/ton 

Fee: None 

None Single stream without 

glass baled and hauled by 

city to WM-Franklin 

Non-Regional MRFs    

Charleston, SC Payment: ~$30/ton in 

2014 

Fee: None 

None Payment based on 

average market value 

index minus processing 

fee 

Confidential MW 

MRFs 

Confidential Confidential  

Lee County, FL  Payment: ~70% of net 

revenue  

Fee: $0 

None  

Mecklenburg 

County, NC 

Payment: ~70% of net 

revenue  

Fee: $0 

None  

 

• The BCRC rebates tend to be lower than what may be offered by other facilities 

because they reflect the limited financial scale of the RCD enterprise fund which lacks 

other revenue sources that can offset costs or subsidize rebates.   

• A second factor is that BCRC rebates are based on the actual financial performance of 

the RCD enterprise fund.  Contractual obligations do not exist like Larimer County 

where WM-Franklin is required to pay 25% of net revenue in hauler rebates. 

• The BCRC contract has evolved over the years of its operation and has not been 

competitively bid.  The comparatively high Denver payments came about due to a 

number of factors.  The contract was competitively bid at a time when regional 

competition and commodity markets were strong.  In general there are a number of 

market factors that dictate pricing. 

• Contract negotiations are underway between Larimer County and WM at the time of 

this report, and preliminary indications are that payments will be significantly lower 
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than the current contract and more closely in line with the range of rebates paid by the 

BCRC. 

• BCRC payments in 2014 are in the $0 to $10 per ton range of payments made by 

Bestways (open market) and WM-Franklin (open market, Summit, Laramie and 

Cheyenne) for single stream residential material. 

• Communities that do not include glass in single stream can get a higher payment as 

demonstrated by WM-Franklin’s pricing for Northglenn ($15.25/ton) versus its “open 

market” payment at $9.18/ton.  It is KCI’s experience that, in general, communities that 

exclude glass tend to get higher payments for their single stream recyclables.  

4.3 General Industry Standards 

In this section KCI provides a comparison of BCRC performance metrics from 2012 through July 

2014 versus general industry standards for comparable MRFs, namely single stream MRFs 

handling approximately 50,000 tons per year, primarily from residential sources.  These 

industry standards are compiled from various facilities and discussions with industry experts 

and represent benchmarks that MRFs should achieve unless extenuating circumstances dictate 

otherwise. 

Performance 

The general industry goal depending on equipment utilized for throughput is 1.0 tons per hour 

per production person.  The metric for the BCRC is significantly lower than this standard and is 

likely due to the number of manual sorters dedicated to positively sorting commodities and 

ONP quality control on the fiber line. 

Average picks per minute performed by sorters as reported by BCRC are comparable to 

industry standards, however, KCI noted during the assessment that a number of staff 

performed “false picks” – hand motions that did not actually remove an item from the sort 

conveyor.  During the limited time spent observing sorting, KCI noted actual picks in the range 

of 40 to 60 picks per minute on both lines.  

The BCRC performs well compared to industry standards with regard to residue rate.  KCI notes 

that the inbound recyclables at the BCRC have less contamination than observed in other 

MRFs.  This may be due to the broader efforts of E-C focused on community outreach and 

public education supporting the recycling programs in the County. 

The BCRC also performs well compared to industry standards in terms of system run time. 
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Table 11 – Comparison of BCRC versus Good Industry Performance Standards 

Metric BCRC Industry 

Standard 

Performance   

Production Staff (sorters, operators & line leads) 51 – 53 25 – 30 

Throughput (tons per hour per production person) 0.5 1.0 

Sorting rate (picks per minute) 50 on fiber 

70 on container 

60 

Residue rate (% of inbound) 12% - 13% 10% - 20% 

System Run Time (%)1 85% - 90% 85% - 90% 

Equipment & Operational Configuration   

OCC Screen Number of Decks 2 3 

Sort Staff Prior to ONP Screen 8 6 – 8 

Sort Staff Post ONP Screen (Fiber) 11 6 – 8 

Optical Sorters on Fiber Line 0 0 – 1 

Optical Sorters on Container Line 0 1 – 2 

Sort Staff on Container Line (including Glass) 15 6 – 8 

Financial Performance (costs without cap ex)   

Revenue (blended $/ton of commodity) 2 $119 - $124 $100 - $120 

MRF labor cost ($/ton inbound) $33 - $37 $25 - $30 

Other MRF operating costs ($/ton inbound) $40 - $42 $35 - $45 

RCD  cost ($/ton inbound) $9 - $15 n/a 

Total MRF cost ($/ton inbound) 3 $87 - $89 $60 - $75 

Notes: 
1 KCI’s industry standard run time is based on system run time versus total paid shift hours (including breaks, clean-up, 

and trainings).  Consequently KCI adjusted the BCRC run time (shown in Table 5) to the same basis of calculation. 
2 Commodity sales revenue is dependent on numerous variables including composition (e.g., deposit versus non-deposit), 

commodities produced (e.g., mixed paper versus #8 ONP) and markets (e.g., regional and export price differentials). 
3 Total MRF costs prior to revenue share payments for inbound tonnage.  The cost ranges for the BCRC do not add 

because the low costs for different line items occurred in different years, and likewise for the high costs. 

 

Equipment and Operational Configuration 

The equipment and operational configuration of the BCRC does not match standards for 

modern MRFs of similar capacity and feedstock.   

With regards to equipment, the BCRC has the standard pieces of automated sorting 

equipment, with the notable absence of optical sortation on the container line for plastics.  

Also while the BCRC has a two-deck OCC screen, newer generation MRFs often are equipped 

with a three-deck OCC screen which allows faster disk rotation while maintaining residence 

time, which leads to better OCC separation.   

Production staffing at the BCRC is higher than is typical for privately operated MRFs.  Primary 

reasons for this are more labor dedicated to producing high quality fiber commodities meeting 

IP contract specs (for which the BCRC obtains premium pricing) and the need for more labor on 
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the container line due to the lack of optical sortation technology.  But even accounting for 

these factors, opportunities exist to streamline line staffing as discussed in the 

recommendations section of this report. 

Sort staff on the fiber line exceeds typical levels seen in other comparable MRFs.  MRFs that 

produce #8 ONP as their primary residential grade, commonly have six to eight sorters ahead 

of the ONP screen and six to eight after the ONP screen.  The BCRC currently positions eight 

sorters ahead of the ONP screen (including the two OCC pre-sort stations) and eleven after the 

ONP screen.  E-C attributes the high labor commitment to producing a quality of OCC and ONP 

sufficient to meet the quality standards of its IP contract. 

State-of-the-art MRFs of comparable capacity have at least one and possibly two optical sorting 

machines on the container line.  For non-bottle bill recyclables at least one optical sorter 

dedicated to PET is essential.  A common labor configuration for a similar capacity single 

stream container line with PET optical would be eight sorters (e.g., two pre-sort, two HDPE, 

one PP, one PET quality control, one aluminum quality control, and one “floating position”). In 

comparison the BCRC had 15 sorters (three pre-sort, 10 on the container line, and two on the 

glass line) at the time of the site visit.   

Financial Performance 

Total MRF cost per ton has averaged $87 to $89 per ton versus an industry benchmark of $60 

to $75 per ton.  In general the higher labor assets at the BCRC appear to be due to the BCRC 

producing high quality fiber commodity, lack of optical plastic sortation, and commitment to 

producing mixed glass for container glass markets.  However, it appears that the BCRC is not 

getting the “bang for its buck” in terms of sufficiently higher commodity revenue to offset the 

high labor input.  BCRC labor costs ranged from $33 to $37 per ton versus an industry 

benchmark of $25 to $30 per ton.  Another unique cost borne by the BCRC is the $9 to $15 per 

ton associated with RCD facility and program costs not directly associated with the BCRC. 

Comparison to Other MRFs 

After reviewing the Boulder MRF operations, specifically its mechanical configuration, sorting 

staff configuration and commodity profile, comparisons with specific MRFs has limited value in 

assessing the BCRC performance because comparable technology and material peers to the 

BCRC do not exist.  Despite this, KCI has provided metrics for several other MRFs in Table 12.   
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Table 12 – Profiles of Other MRFs Handling Comparable Volume and Composition of Recyclables 

 BCRC Charleston, 

SC 

Confidential 

Midwest US 

Confidential 

Midwest US 

Lee County, FL Mecklenburg 

County, NC 

Ownership/ 

Operations 

County/ 

Eco-cycle 

County/ 

Sonoco 

Private/ 

Private 

Private/ 

Private 

County/ 

ReCommunity 

County/ 

ReCommunity 

Sources of 

Recyclables 

82% resi 

18% comm 

95% resi  

5% comm 

90% resi  

10% comm 

90% resi  

10% comm 

100% resi  

0% comm 

100% resi  

0% comm 

Throughput (tph) 25 18 35 30 30 35 

System 

Manufacturer 

Multiple Count 

Machinex 

Machinex Machinex CP CP 

Number of 

Optical Sorters 

2  

glass 

0 3 

plastic 

3 

plastic 

1 

plastic 

3 

plastic 

Number of Balers 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Number of Shifts 1 plus 

0.5 baling 

2 1 2 1 2 

Full-time (FTE) 

Production Staff 

per Shift 

51 22 – 24 34 – 36 24 – 26 45 50 

Labor 

Productivity 

(tph/FTE) 

0.5 0.7 1.0 1.2 0.7 0.7 

Residential Paper 

Commodities 

ONP#8, OCC, 

Chipboard 

Mixed Paper, 

OCC 

ONP8, Mixed 

Paper, OCC 

ONP8, Mixed 

Paper, OCC 

ONP8, Mixed 

Paper, OCC 

ONP8, Mixed 

Paper, OCC 

Plastic 

Commodities 

#1, #2, #5, 

Mixed Rigid 

PET, HDPE, 

Mixed Rigid 

PET, HDPE, 

Mixed Rigid 

PET, HDPE, 

Mixed Rigid 

PET, HDPE, 

Mixed Rigid 

PET, HDPE, 

Mixed Rigid 

Glass 

Commodities 

3-color Mix ADC 3-color mix 3-color mix 3-color mix. 

ADC 

3-color mix 

 

 

 



 

30 

BoulderCounty/T5/BoulderReport012615-Final    

Section 5  

Facility Assessment: Findings and 

Recommendations 
KCI conducted a two-day on-site assessment of the BCRC during September 2014.  Facility 

operations were observed and discussed with management, operational and maintenance 

records reviewed, and the condition of the facility and equipment assessed.  The following 

sections summarize KCI’s major findings and recommendations. The County may wish to 

conduct a more detailed analysis before making any financial decisions, operational changes, or 

facility modifications or retrofits.   

5.1 OCC Screen and Fiber Line 

• Assessment: The two deck OCC screen is not as effective as a three deck screen at 

separating OCC.  The County and E-C have already developed preliminary conceptual 

designs for a reconfigured pre-sort line and OCC screen.  At the time of the assessment, 

the OCC screen had a broken variable frequency drive (VFD).  The screen was running 

more slowly than is commonly practiced in MRFs, consequently OCC was not being 

separated effectively.  E-C reports that the VFD was subsequently fixed.  It is estimated 

that improving OCC screen performance could reduce the need to manually sort OCC at 

C-702 by as much as 50% (see Figure 1). 

 

Recommendation: In the near term, work to improve separation performance of the 

existing OCC screen by adjusting running speed, deck inclination, disk size and spacing.  

The BCRC should also continue to evaluate the design, operational impacts, costs and 

project payback for installing a pre-sort and OCC screen retrofit. 

 

• Assessment: Pre-sort stations ahead of the OCC screen do not have proper storage 

bunkers or containers for materials being separated.  Materials are dropped to the 

floor below and pile up in the inaccessible corner below the infeed conveyor.  Workers 

on the second shift must manually shovel out this pile each day (see Figure 2).  

 

Recommendation: Reconfigure the OCC pre-sort platform to increase the number of 

potential pre-sort stations and construct storage bunkers below the platform that are 

accessible by materials handling equipment.  RCD and E-C already have developed 

preliminary engineering plans for such a retrofit.   
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Figure 1 – Manually Sorted OCC Not Separated by OCC Screen 

 
 

Figure 2 – Inaccesible Pre-sorted Rejects Below OCC Screen 
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Figure 3 – Highlift Forklift Used to Collect from C-702 OCC Sort Stations 

 
 

Figure 4 – “Black” Belt on B-5 
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• Assessment: Scrap metal separated at the C-702 pre-sort stations is collected in barrels 

and on the platform floors.  Then periodically, a forklift raises a dump hopper up to the 

platform so that staff can load scrap metal into it.  This appears to be a risky operation 

given the potential for the forklift to become top heavy and unstable (see Figure 3). 

 

Recommendation: Construct a metal chute sized to handle scrap metal to drop the 

material into dumping hoppers located on the floor below the platform. 

 

• Assessment: The ONP screen splits the ONP fraction from its two decks sending overs 

from the first deck to B5 and the second to B3.  A significant amount of “black belt” was 

observed on the B3 and B5 sorting conveyors during the assessment.  The amount of 

ONP being presented to sorters on these two belts for quality control and picking of 

other paper grades is lower than is typically seen in comparable facilities (see Figure 4).  

E-C said the reasons for maintaining this level of “black belt” include the following.  The 

downstream commingled container line is the “weak link” in the MRF and can become 

overloaded if the fiber line is more fully loaded.  The depth of burden needs to be 

limited so that manual sorter can achieve ONP quality levels.  It is also noted that 

overall the MRF is operating at approximately 28 tons per hour which more than the 25 

tons per hour design capacity of the 2008 single stream retrofit. 

 

Recommendation: Conduct a more comprehensive analysis of the throughput on these 

two belts, and based on the results, determine the benefit of combining all ONP screen 

overs onto either B3 or B5, which would eliminate 4 to 6 sort staff on the fiber line. 

 

• Assessment: Much of the trash removed on the fiber sorting lines is plastic film.  

Reliable markets can be secured for baled plastic film that has been positively sorted.  

While it may not be justified on a strictly financial basis, given its commitment to 

maximizing recovery, the County may want to conduct a more detailed analysis of this 

opportunity to further increase recovery and reduce residue at the BCRC. 

 

Recommendation: Perform a composition analysis of the trash to determine if 

dedicated separation of plastic film is feasible, and conduct a feasibility study and 

economic analysis of film plastic recovery into a dedicated compacting unit. 

5.2 Container Line and Glass System 

• Assessment: The pre-sort station is not sufficiently sized or designed for the functions 

being performed by staff.  At the time of the assessment, three sorters were pulling 

various materials including paper, cartons, scrap metal and large rigid plastics.  In 

addition they were targeting aerosol containers as part of a pilot test to capture this 

material to reduce the potential for explosions when baling steel cans.  The pre-sort 
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area lacks sufficient chutes and containers for materials being targeted.  Significant 

amounts of spilled material and overflowing barrels were noted.  Rigid plastics are 

thrown across the platform poses a potential injury risk (see Figures 5 and 6). 

 

Recommendation: As part of a more comprehensive reconfiguration of the container 

to address other recommendations below, extend the platform and conveyor to 

accommodate four pre-sort stations, and reconfigure the pre-sort area so that large 

plastics can be tossed directly into a storage cage. 

• Assessment: The pre-sort stations currently drop materials through chutes into self-

dumping hoppers located on the floor below.  Spillage accumulates around these 

hoppers and requires daily clean-up.  It was estimated that the paper hopper fills as 

much as 10 – 12 times daily (see Figure 7). 

 

Recommendation: Fabricate new chutes (potentially split chutes to allow better 

material separation, install better fitting skirting, and adjust size of receiving containers. 

 

• Assessment: The BHS retrofits added in 2012 appear to be doing an effective job of 

removing fines and light fraction paper and delivering a relatively clean stream of glass 

and heavy mid-sized materials to the Binder system.  However, observation of material 

flow through the Resonance screen and Orca suggests that these units are not 

significantly improving the quality of glass materials.  It appears that the BHS shaker 

deck and air classifier are performing most of the work previously done by the 

Resonance and Orca to remove fines and light fraction from glass.  Also the Resonance 

screen produces very little oversize materials now, so the dedication of a FTE sorter to 

separate recoverable materials from this fraction may not be warranted. 

 

Recommendation: Conduct a more detailed mass balance, materials analysis, and 

electrical load analysis of the Resonance screen and Orca to determine their actual 

performance and operating cost.  Also, quantify the amount and value of recyclable 

materials recovered at the sort station for Resonance screen overs and decide whether 

to eliminate it.  The BCRC should also bring in equipment vendors and commodity 

buyers to design a better system to meet specifications. 
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Figure 5 – Insufficient Chutes at Container Pre-Sort 

 
 

Figure 6 – Spilled Material and Space Constraints at Container Pre-Sort 
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Figure 7 – Drop Chutes and Hoppers for Container Line Pre-Sort 

 
 

Figure 8 – Manual Sorters on Container Line 
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• Assessment: The BCRC container line relies on manual labor for all plastic sortation 

versus common industry practice to utilize one or two optical sorters.  RCD and E-C are 

in the process of reviewing various equipment options and configurations for 

incorporating optical sortation (see Figure 8). 

 

Recommendation: Removing non-essential pieces of the glass system will increase the 

amount of available space for optical installation.  One optical sorter dedicated to PET 

is clearly justified; it should eliminate three to four sorting positions.  An operational 

and cost-benefit analysis should be performed to determine if a second one dedicated 

to HDPE is justified.  While the County is looking at machines that separate more than 

one stream of material, it is recommended that machines that target just one material 

be specified to ensure effective and consistent operation.  Any optical sortation needs 

to be followed by a manual quality control position.   

5.3 Baling 

• Assessment: The original BCRC design placed the two balers in separate areas of the 

building.  The preferred MRF design principle is to locate balers near each other so that 

a single piece of rolling stock can handle production from both machines.  Currently the 

Marathon baler serving the container line is located in a corner with poor access and 

poor drainage for the residual liquids in recyclable containers.  The baler is located on 

the opposite side of the facility from bale storage areas. 

 

Recommendation: During the consideration of the container line recommendations 

outlined above, it should also be determined if it is possible to reverse the direction of 

the Marathon’s feed conveyor and relocate it closer to the product side of the BCRC. 

5.4 Staffing 

• Assessment: BCRC management staff noted that during the past year Lead Point has 

had difficulty providing the required head count for the BCRC.  Staff also noted that in 

the recent past, turnover rate for contract labor has been 50% over six months.  This is 

reportedly due to other more attractive contract labor positions available in the area 

and difficulty recruiting sufficient head counts to work in Boulder.  BCRC records for 

four months from late 2013 to early 2014 indicated that staffing was at a full roster 

only 38% of the days and down by 1-2 persons on 48% of the days.  Retaining and 

maintaining a trained cadre of contract labor is critical to MRF productivity.  Hand 

sorting recyclables requires a specific combination of training and skills to achieve 

expected performance standards. 

 

Recommendation: Encourage better retainage by increasing engagement of and 

communication among work teams.  Staff can be engaged actively in sharing 

responsibility for achieving performance goals.  If not already in practice, production 
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staff should be engaged in determining and understanding the goals. If not already in 

practice, efforts to connect the work teams (i.e., Eco-cycle, Lead Point, fiber line, and 

container line) should be implemented. 

 

• Assessment: The sort personnel at the BCRC are crucial to enabling the facility to 

operate successfully.  Continuously engaging and benchmarking performance against 

quantifiable metrics is essential.  Currently the Gemba is located in the break room.  At 

the time of the audit the Gemba was not being kept up to date in terms of performance 

against goals. 

 

Recommendation: Have separate boards for Fiber and Container Line.  Locate the 

Gembas in highly visible locations in the MRF and integrate them directly into work 

activities.  Provide more detail regarding downtime on the Gembas so that 

responsibility and control can be assigned to reduce downtime.  Ensure that production 

staff understands the basis for production goals.  Update the Gembas throughout the 

day so that staff knows where they stand versus daily goals, e.g., bale production.  

Include product quality goals on the Gembas so that production staff is aware and 

invested in both quantity and quality. 

 

• Assessment: Observations of sort staff on both the fiber and container line noted false 

picks which could be counted as hand motions but which did not actually remove an 

item from the sort line.   

 

Recommendation: When measuring sorter productivity, measure actual picks and not 

hand speed. 

 

• Assessment: Sort staff on both lines does not have the necessary visual aids to support 

proper sorting practices.  A number of steps can be taken to improve the work 

environment at sorting stations. 

 

Recommendation: Provide visual aids at each sort station, such as pictures of target 

materials, prioritized list of materials, and color-coded chutes and barrels.  This will 

help staff to constantly re-orient to their assigned work, as well as be able to switch 

sort positions more readily.  It will also help newly trained staff become accustomed to 

the work. 

 

• Assessment: While a thorough inspection was not performed of PPE usage, it was 

noted during the audit that some staff were not wearing safety vests and proper 

footwear. 

 

Recommendation: Require 100% compliance with PPE use.   
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5.5 Maintenance and Repair 

• Assessment: Some conveyors were observed to not be tracking correctly. This was 

noted on the tail pulleys of B-5 and the take-away conveyor for 3-D materials from the 

polishing screen.  Conveyors that are not tracking properly are subject to excessive 

tension and risk of wear and abrasion that can cause sudden failure.  The BCRC 

preventative maintenance schedule includes daily checking and adjusting of conveyor 

belts.   

 

Recommendation: Belt tracking should continue to be monitored and adjusted on a 

daily basis. 

 

• Assessment: The drum feeder was inspected and it was noted that spacers and the 

teeth were extremely worn and had not been replaced since the equipment was 

installed in 2012.  The manufacturer’s manual did not provide a rotation or 

replacement schedule.  E-C noted that spacer bars and teeth have since been repaired 

and a preventative maintenance schedule established. 

 

Recommendation: Continue to monitor and maintain the drum based on the 

established schedule, and adjust the schedule as necessary. 

 

• Assessment: The star disks located on the ONP at the impact point where materials 

initially hit the screen, tend to need more frequent servicing and replacement.  E-C has 

impact zone disks on a quarterly replacement schedule. 

 

Recommendation: Continue to monitor and maintain disks on the established 

schedule, and adjust the schedule as necessary. 

 

• Assessment: Overall, the BCRC is well maintained, has good housekeeping procedures, 

and maintains a safe environment for its staff.  All MRFs have some minor issues with 

regard to housekeeping and safety and while KCI did not perform a safety inspection of 

the facility, a few items were noted that should be addressed including loose extension 

cords, unremoved oil spill and absorbent, and fire extinguishers that were slightly 

behind on their inspection tags.  

 

Recommendation: On a regular basis, BCRC management should conduct a health and 

safety inspection throughout all areas of the facility to identify issues and take 

corrective action.   
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5.6 Accommodating Expanded Recycling 

• Assessment: A number of possibilities exist to expand recycling tonnage at the BCRC.  

As noted previously, a comprehensive multi-family and commercial recycling program 

in the City of Boulder could divert an estimated 13,000 to 19,000 additional tons of 

recyclables, and a County-wide program would generate more.  It is also possible that 

agreements could be negotiated with private haulers to direct more tonnage to the 

BCRC, or arrangements could be made with other jurisdictions in the region.   

 

The RCD and E-C have undertaken initial assessment and planning for various retrofits 

and upgrades to improve operations and enable the BCRC to manage increased 

volume.  For example, OCC off the OCC screen is currently pushed outside during the 

day shift and then pushed back in and baled on the second shift (see Figure 11).  The 

facility will need multiple retrofits and changes in the operations program if it is to 

accommodate the increased throughput.  One of the key challenges is that the BCRC 

property physically constrains the ability to expand the building.  Facility expansions 

and retrofits being considered by the County include:  

o Expanding the tip floor eastward (see Figure 9). 

o Expanding the building to the southward to provide indoor bale storage and a 

reconfigured pre-sort and OCC screen (see Figure 10). 

o Adding optical sorting equipment for PET and possibly HDPE on the container 

line. 

o Providing additional capacity to stockpile OCC and ONP prior to baling. 

o Adding a full second shift for sorting. 

o Adding a second fiber baler to handle current and increased OCC volume. 

o Replacing the C-800 baler feed conveyor with a higher capacity one. 

 

Recommendation: Retrofits are necessary and the conceptual layouts reviewed by KCI 

and discussed with the County and E-C are reasonable.    Prior to finalizing them, 

however, the County may want to conduct a commercial generation and recovery 

analysis to more specifically define MRF expansion requirements and support design, 

retrofit and operational planning.  Design, analysis and implementation of the next 

phase of retrofits should be undertaken in an integrated manner that addresses, for 

example, how a new pre-sort and OCC screening system will impact “downstream” 

processes like the fiber and container sort lines, or how to reconfigure glass separation, 

add optical plastic sortation, and re-orient the container baler at the same time.  

5.7 Commodities and Marketing 

• Assessment: As noted previously, the IP marketing contract places demands on the 

BCRC to produce higher than typical quality ONP and OCC.  The IP contract dates from 

1995 and lacks adequate definitions of the recovered paper grades conforming to the 

current commodity market practices.  The quality standards being pushed by the 

buyers are in all likelihood much higher than the majority of recovered paper they 
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consume, and the BCRC does not appear to be getting paid enough for the quality that 

it is producing.   

 

Recommendation: Continue to market ONP outside the IP contract as much as is 

contractually allowable.  BCRC should continue to work with IP to adjust the terms of 

the contract as well as investigate options for exiting the contract early.  The BCRC 

should conduct a thorough investigation of alternative markets to support negotiations 

and, in any event, provide the basis for determining what commodities to produce after 

the contract expires.  

 

• Assessment: The ONP produced by the BCRC is marketed as a #8 ONP through the IP 

contract.  However, the quality of the ONP is actually better than the typical market 

standard for #8 ONP and could potentially be sold at a higher price as an equivalent to 

#9 over-issue grade. 

 

Recommendation: The BCRC should conduct a more detailed allocated cost analysis to 

confirm its ONP production cost, obtain pricing and specifications from various buyers 

for different grades of ONP and Mixed Paper, estimate production costs for these other 

grades, and decide what grade to produce either through the IP contract or elsewhere.  

The BCRC may choose to continue to sort ONP to the same level of quality, but it 

should have the flexibility to market it to its greatest advantage. 

 

• Assessment: The BCRC expends significant labor sorting chipboard.  The primary reason 

being its commitment to producing high quality OCC and ONP to comply with the 

standards of the IP contract.  MRFs can make money on some commodities and lose 

money on others (i.e., the net cost to produce and market chipboard can be more than 

offset by increased revenue from ONP and OCC).   

  

Recommendation: The BCRC should work within the limits of the existing IP contract to 

include as much of chipboard and carrier as possible in its #11 OCC so that it can be 

sold at OCC prices rather than chipboard prices, while it investigates alternatives to the 

current contract. 

 

• Assessment: The County produces and markets 3-color mix glass for bottle 

manufacturing and does not consider marketing it for alternative daily cover to be an 

acceptable use of recycled glass.  The operational and financial assessment indicates 

that the BCRC has significant cost associated with producing the three-color glass mix 

that it markets.  Removing the components of the Binder system may reduce costs 

some and still allow the BCRC to market a glass commodity.  The KSP optical sorters are 

not able to handle the throughput being presented to them.  As a result, a significant 

amount of brown glass is being ejected with the ceramic and stone fraction and 

disposed.  The long term viability of continuing to market glass is dependent on 



Boulder County 

BCRC Analysis 

Section 5: Facility Assessment: Findings and Recommendations  

42 

BoulderCounty/T5/BoulderReport012615-Final    

whether a beneficiation facility is developed in the area. 

 

Recommendation: Remove as much of the Binder system as possible while still 

producing a color-mix glass until the prospect of beneficiation is clarified.  If no such 

option comes about, investigate options to install new glass processing equipment.  

This assessment should be undertaken in coordination with other retrofits discussed 

previously to ensure all aspects of MRF operation can be integrated and optimized. 

 

Figure 9 – Tip Floor with Unprocessed Materials at End of Shift 
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Figure 10 – Primary Storage of Baled Commodities is Outdoors 

 
 

 

Figure 11 – OCC Stored Outside Prior to Baling on Second Shift 
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Section 6  

Conclusion and Next Steps 
KCI was tasked by Boulder County to appraise the effectiveness and efficiency of the BCRC’s current 

operations and economics as well as review proposed future improvement plans.  The work included 

assessment of the facility’s financial records and operational performance metrics, the results of which 

are summarized in Section 3.  

KCI also compared the BCRC to other MRFs in the region as well as general industry standards for well-

operated MRFs handling similar quantities and types of recyclables.  While comparative information 

for MRFs in the Colorado Front Range is provided in Section 4, direct comparisons should not be made 

between their financial terms and operational parameters, because every MRF is impacted by unique 

circumstances, including whether it is publicly or privately owned and operated, the procurement 

process used to establish service agreements, contract provisions, the technologies and equipment 

utilized, commodities produced, and other factors.   

KCI’s assessment of the BCRC found that in general it is a well-run MRF, and like all facilities there are 

opportunities for improvement as described in Section 5.  Once the County and E-C have reviewed this 

report and begin to formulate next steps with regard to the BCRC infrastructure and operations, more 

detailed analysis should be undertaken before any major decisions are made.  Any recommendations 

outlined in this report that the County and E-C choose to implement in the next year, should be 

approached as an integrated process so that the necessary analyses can be coordinated; design and 

specification integrated; and implementation phased in a coordinated manner.   

While the information and recommendations provided in this report can support some of that 

deliberation, a broader strategic planning exercise may help align the BCRC and County’s materials 

management program goals; assess various future operating scenarios; and chart the course to 

advance materials recovery for the County and its citizens.  

 



Boulder County Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) Meeting 

February 25, 2015  
Boulder County Recycling Center, Education Room, 1901 63rd Street, Boulder 

 

 AGENDA 

1. Call to Order / Introductions 4:45 p.m. 

2. Approval of Minutes – January 28, 2015 4:46 p.m. 

3. Public Comment (Maximum Time Allocated 10 minutes)  4:47 p.m. 

4. Special Presentation – C&D Debris – CRC Sets the Scene.  
Presenters: Dan Stellar and Brandon Hill (with introduction by Mark 
Persichetti)  
ACTION:  Informational kick-off for C&D priority work 

 
4:57 p.m. 

5. Annual Report to the Board of County Commissioners  
Presenter: Lisa Friend  
ACTION:  Take comments on the DRAFT report/approval  

5:15 p.m. 

6. Priority Topic: Composting Recommendations  
a. Infrastructure Working Group. Presenter: Tim Plass  
b. Education Working Group. Presenter: Collette Crouse  
c. Program/Policy. Presenter: Lisa Skumatz   
ACTION:  Approve Recommendations to the BOCC 

5:25 p.m. 

7. Any Other Business 

 Reminder to send any additional questions or comments on 
the Kessler Report directly to Darla 

 Closure of International Paper plant in Denver  

6:10 p.m. 

8. March Meeting/Agenda Topics  

 C&D Current Status  

 C&D Policy Issues (Presentation by Ron Flax, County Land Use 
Dept.) 

 Study Session on C&D Infrastructure  

 Zero Waste Funding Evaluation/Program Planning 
(Presentation by Darla Arians)  

6:12 p.m.  

9. Community Reports - Questions on written reports only (Please 
remember to send your written reports in advance!)  

6:13 p.m. 

Adjourn  6:30 p.m. 

 
Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) 

The Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) was formed in 2002 to advise the Board 
of County Commissioners on major waste diversion policies and strategies.  
  

The purpose of the Advisory Board shall be to assist the Board of County Commissioners in 
reducing the amount and toxicity of waste generated in the county; to research, review and 
recommend changes in policy related to waste reduction, reuse, recycling and composting; 
to provide input on the development and management of facilities and programs; and as a 
result of these efforts to help Boulder County and its communities and partners to conserve 
mineral, fossil fuel and forest resources, and to reduce environmental pollution. 



 
 

 

 

Sustainability Office 
Street Address: 1325 Pearl Street 13th Boulder, Colorado 80302 

PO Box 471, Boulder, CO  80306 •  Tel: 303-441-4565   

Cindy Domenico County Commissioner Deb Gardner County Commissioner 

 

Elise Jones County Commissioner 

 

Boulder County Resource Conservation Advisory Board Meeting  

Minutes - January 28, 2015 

 

Present:   
Darla Arians – Boulder County 
Jack DeBell – CU Recycling  
Tom Dowling – Lafayette 
Juri Freeman – At Large  
Bryce Isaacson – Western Disposal  
Bridget Johnson – Jamestown (phone) 
Suzanne (Zan) Jones – Eco-Cycle  
Charles Kamenides – Longmont  
Dan Matsch – Lyons  
Lisa Morzel – At Large 
Mark Persichetti – Louisville  
Tim Plass – Boulder  
Holly Running-Rabbit – Ward  
Lisa Skumatz – At Large  
Dan Stellar – Center for Resource 

Conservation 
Jeff Stewart - Other Hauler (Waste 

Connections)  
 

RCAB Staff Liaison:   
Hilary Collins – Commissioners’ 

Office/Sustainability 
Austin Everett – Commissioners’ 

Office/Sustainability 
 
Active Members Not Present:    
Shirley Garcia – Broomfield  
Shari Malloy – At Large  
Martin Toth – Superior 
 
Guests:   
Kevin Afflerbaugh – Western Disposal Services  
Leigh Cushing – Partners for a Clean Environment / 

Boulder County Public Health  
Lisa Friend – Commissioners’ Office/Sustainability 
Deb Gardner – Boulder County Commissioner 

Jamie Harkins – City of Boulder  

John Shepherd – Shepherd Sustainability 

 

1. Call to Order  

Chair Mark Persichetti called the meeting to order at 4:50 p.m.  

 

2. Approval of Minutes – Lisa M moved approval of the minutes as presented. Tom 

seconded, and the minutes were unanimously approved.  

 

3. Public Comment –  None  

 

4. Special Report - Kessler Analysis of the Boulder County Recycling Center.  

 

Peter Engel and Mitch Kessler gave a presentation.  See the full report and presentation 

slides in the January RCAB Handouts. 

 

Q&A + comments:  

 

 Suzanne: Thanked Kessler for their work, and noted Eco-Cycle’s plans to review the 

recommendations to see what to implement.  



 Lou: Thinks that it’s really great to have a third party come in and reinforce the 

improvements that the recycling center has made through the years, and it is very 

rewarding to hear they are doing a decent job.  

 Lisa M: Appreciated the report and is sad to hear that Boulder County Recycling 

Center is an old facility. However, she is grateful to hear the recommendation that 

the changes that need to be made should be done in an integrative manner.  

 Mitch: Noted that the industry has had such a rapid evolution, it’s not that Boulder 

County Recycling Center equipment is ancient, it is that the industry is moving so 

fast that even a facility that is only five years old would be considered dated.  

 Jack: Noted that enterprise and resource conservation funds were rolled into the 

facility financial data. Jack asked Kessler to elaborate on this and how it impacts 

their bottom line? 

 Peter: The Resource Conservation Division more broadly includes grants programs, 

education and outreach programs, county staff that are not directly associated with 

MRF operations – essentially 40% of county staff time is not directly related to the 

MRF. He thinks the number varied from $9-15 dollars per ton added to the direct 

MRF operating cost.  

 Mitch: You can take off $9-15 dollars per ton when comparing the MRF with 

national averages because these additional costs are unrelated to the MRF 

operation.  

 Shari: Why is there not an adjusted cost in your slide? A: We could fix that. 

 Tim: A lot of the recommendations were about infrastructure improvement, making 

physical changes in the plant. Do you have any ballpark ideas of how much money 

we’re talking about following this integrated approach? How should RCAB deal with 

the rapid increases in technology so we don’t become outdated after upgrading? 

What is the payback time for making these improvements?  

 Holly: Why is upgrading infrastructure better than paying labor?  

 Mitch: if you look at MRFs around the country, they are upgrading when it is 

economical overall to the system to update.  Facilities are putting in new optical 

sorters and screens when their productivity could increase and justify the cost. 

Depending on the piece of equipment, the useful life of equipment is anywhere 

from 5 to 15 years.  

 Peter: The report does not have a bottom line number for how much upgrades 

would cost. To answer the question of why labor vs equipment? MRFs are not 

necessarily a great place to work. There is always a challenge to find sufficient labor 

– having a consistent knowledgeable and well trained labor force takes a significant 

amount of time and oversight. It is much easier to find and upgrade technology.  A 

piece of equipment may reduce the total number of employees working in a facility 

but it may also make working there more pleasant.  

 Bridget: Part 3.4 talks about cleaning the fiber screen to a fairly high standard in 

order to meet International Paper contract guidelines. It says in the summary that 



Eco-Cycle is producing high quality composite fiber that is worth the increased 

attention. Bridget wonders is Kessler has done any work to verify or confirm that 

analysis?  

 Peter or Mitch: That would have been an extensive analysis to go through and 

would have been beyond the scope of what we were tasked to do, which was a 

broader look at the MRF as opposed to a detailed analysis. One of our 

recommendations is to conduct a productivity cost-benefit analysis around 

production.  

 

Due to time constraints, the Q&A was cut short – members were asked to email 

additional questions and comments to Darla.  

 

5. RCD Update  

Proposed Changes to Spring Cleanup 2015  
Darla presented this topic (slides provided in the handouts).  The distribution of funds is 
not evenly allocated between communities.  RCAB was asked to recommend changes to 
this program to the County Commissioners.  The county currently provides a total of 35 
roll-off containers – for wood, metal, and trash – for events in eight communities each 
year. One option would be to lower the number of roll-offs in the eight communities to 
20, which would allow roll-offs to be provided for other communities.   
 
Q&A + comments:  

 

 Bridget: There is a huge need to provide this program, otherwise communities 
would be throwing trash and slash on the side of the road. Bridget does not think it 
should be based on population but rather on need and safety. 

 Darla: The cost per roll off is $365 

 Jack: Thought RCAB had had this discussion and decided on diversion only, if not, 
maybe it is something that should be worked out.  Staff note:  The August 2014 
minutes reflect this discussion:  
“Staff suggested that RCAB recommend that the county only pays for diversion. 
Concern was expressed that this change would not be well received by some of the 
communities involved. RCAB suggested that the following items be considered for this 
program:  

“Tire collection, hazardous waste collection every few years, more equitable funding 
for communities, consideration whether risk of dumping in the mountains still exists, 
more education, and total costs of county subsidy including the transfer station 
costs.” 

 Suzanne: Asked are the mountain spring cleanup  one day events? A: Yes, and they 
are very popular. 

 Holly: Noted that it is hard for mountain communities to bring only recycling to the 
event, because people are trying to clean up everything not just recyclables. It is not 
okay that the county is only paying for trash in Ward; this does not encourage 
diversion and she wants other diversion options.  



 Jack: Agreed there should be landfill and diversion roll-offs but the county should 
incentivize diversion by paying for it and thus incentivize communities to get more 
diversion into the roll-offs. Jack also noted that some households avoid paying for 
year-round trash disposal by hoarding their trash until they can dispose of it for free.  

 Mark: Asked when the program will start, and is there an overriding reason other 
than cost to not continue? A: The planning process has already started, typically 
June is when roll-offs start to be placed. No other reasons are known that would 
prevent the program from continuing. 

 Dan M: Lyons will continue to have these events with or without county funds, but 
he would like further county assistance. Lyons has lost its public works facility and 
some of the infrastructure due to the flood, and assistance is greatly appreciated.  

 Darla: The County would like to continue this program; however we only have a 
limited amount of funds: How should we allocate those funds? 

 Lisa M: How many roll-offs do you have, how many can you distribute, can we get 
enough roll-offs in the mountains so that people dispose of their waste properly? 

 Darla: Out of the 35 roll offs – Allenspark gets 6, Niwot gets 4, Gold Hill gets 3, Ward 
gets 4, Nederland gets 11, Jamestown gets 3, and Bar-K gets 4. Ward also gets 1 roll-
off a month for trash throughout the year, adding up to an additional 12. Last year, 
the county put funds towards diversion, they paid for diversion first, and the rest 
went to trash. 

 Holly: Spring cleanup should be held on the same day as the trash pickup, so that 
there is not an extra weekend for people to dispose of trash.    

 Tim: Why is Ward getting 1 every month, is that trash every month? A: I believe it 
was a historical issue involving blight in Ward.   

 Holly: The county asked the community to stop using a landfill near Allenspark and 
offered the roll-offs to replace the landfill.  

 Tim: From a policy perspective I have some issues with that; I don’t know if that is 
appropriate to be subsidizing trash for one part of the county and not others.  

 Hilary: commented that she had researched the history on this issue. There were 
several small landfills in that area until the late 1980’s and when closed, they 
replaced by the County’s green box (dumpster) program. The County then moved to 
create the fenced transfer stations. Ward sits right in the middle of where the 
transfer stations are. Ward used to receive fee-based drop-off trash service by a 
county truck twice weekly. This was replaced many years ago by the county 
providing one trash haul per month.  

 Tim: When you have free trash services you have no incentive to sort at all.  

 Holly: Ward had Eco-Cycle providing monthly recycling services up until the flood. 
Now Ward just got a grant for Green Girl to come once a month to offer recycling as 
an alternative to the trash.  

 Darla: The Resource Conservation Division is exploring a grant from the State 
Recycling Resources Economic Opportunity Act program to extend diversion in 
mountain communities.  

 Dan M:  In Lyons on Saturday June 6 we’re having a community-wide swap, then the 
next day we will have the drop-off day.  

 Charles: So the Resource Conservation Division is paying for trash collection in 
mountain areas? A: It is different in every community; some will pay for a certain 
number of roll-offs, but the County covers 35 total.  



 Hilary: Resource Conservation operates two budgets: One is general funded and one 
is the enterprise fund. This hauling is part of the general fund, not the Recycling 
Center fund.  

 Holly: The rest of Boulder has a facility that is staffed six days a week, and Ward only 
has a couple of hours and a roll-off. If my alternative is to go to Nederland and pay 
$2 dollars a bag for trash, are you losing a lot of money on Ward? Or is the County 
getting a deal, because it does not have to set up a transfer stations.  

 
Motion: Tim moved to recommend that the county only fund diversion roll-offs for 
a total of up to 38 roll-offs for the existing communities (Allenspark, Niwot, Gold 
Hill, Ward, Nederland, Jamestown, and Bar-K, and Ward) and the communities listed 
under “Scenario A” in the handout (Lyons, Eldorado Springs, Coal Creek Canyon, 
Eldora, and Gunbarrel).  Jack seconded. The motion was amended to include a pre-
meeting that would result in a collaborative approach for each community.   

 

 Lisa S: Did not see either tons or budget on this presentation.  Darla: The budget is 
around $14,000 dollars for this program; the total tonnage diverted is 54.3; total 
tonnage landfilled is 112. That includes roll-offs that the communities have also paid 
for.  

 Lisa S: The cost per ton diverted is reasonable.   

 Bridget: Wants to reiterate that this is a safety issue, because this slash will cause 
fires if not properly disposed of.  Please don’t take this away from mountain 
communities.  

 Juri: Is there a difference between incorporated and unincorporated? It would be 
great if Gunbarrel were able to divert yard waste through this program. If so, where 
would the funding come from? A: If this plan and funding goes through, we are 
planning to have a roll-off in Gunbarrel.  

 Bryce: Noted that when he worked these events Western would go up in the 
morning and haul all day and bring the containers back overnight so they are not 
sitting out in the open for people to use for days at a time.  

 Lisa M: It’s amazing that there is so many more tons of trash than tons of diversion 
why is this? 

 Bridget: People come to dump their trash in the mountains  
 

The motion was approved with 16 people voting in favor.   
 

6.  Priority Topic: Compost –  Tabled until February meeting 

 

7. Standing Topic:  2015 Agenda Review 

A list of suggested agenda topics was provided by staff in advance of the meeting. 
Suzanne moved to adopt the year’s agenda proposed by the staff, with some flexibility. 
Holly seconded.  The motion was approved with 17 people voting in favor.   

 

8. Any other Business  

With Darla taking over the County’s seat, the Board thanked Lisa Friend for her RCAB 

participation.  



 

9. Community Reports  

 
Juri: Had a meeting with the snow sports industry of America, if anyone is interested in 
recycling ski equipment, let him know. 

 
Jack: CU is wrapping up a successful year of kitchen compost event. Is there any interest 
in RCAB attending the CU basketball game on Feb. 15 to participate in the zero waste 
activities? Six members indicated interest; Jack proposed to follow up with them. 

 
Adjournment – Lisa M moved to adjourn at approximately 6:25 pm. Holly seconded, and the 
meeting was adjourned. 
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AGENDA 



Construction and Demolition Debris 
 An estimated 120,000 tons of C&D materials are generated 

in Boulder County each year.  

 The material comes from large commercial construction and 

demolition projects, as well as smaller residential and 

remodeling activities across Boulder County. 

 About a quarter of the material is “aggregates” such as 

concrete, brick and asphalt, which can be recycled at 

existing facilities (see map). 

 Remaining materials include roughly 38,000 tons of easily 

marketable cardboard, clean wood, scrap metal, reusable 

building products and similar materials. 

 Diversion tracking is incomplete.  Boulder County was able 

to document diversion of only 4,500 tons in 2014.  

 Boulder County requires residential projects to recycle all 

clean wood, aggregates, scrap metal and cardboard and to 

divert reusable building materials for reuse. Tracking and 

enforcement is imperfect.  City of Boulder has a similar, but 

optional Green Points Program.  



CRC presentation ADD HERE 



Annual Report        1  
The Year in Review – Accomplishments  
The RCAB member survey provided input on the composition of the RCAB, its 
election process, and how business is conducted. Resulted in an annual 
nomination and election process for chair and vice chair, and expanded the RCAB 
membership.  
 
The Zero Waste Survey asked municipal RCAB members to comment services 
needed, effective programs, barriers, and zero waste promotion and messaging.  
Results helped to inform the county’s thinking on a proposed sustainability tax, 
and led to RCAB’s work on priority areas.  
 
RCAB was asked by the BOCC to focus on policies, programs, and infrastructure 
needed to significantly increase waste diversion in individual municipalities and 
across the county in three priority areas: 
 Residential and Commercial Composting  
 Construction and Demolition (C&D) Diversion  
 Commercial Recycling  
In addition, recommendations were requested on collaborative opportunities to 
develop a consistent and effective approach to messaging and bin signage.  
 
 

 



Annual Report        2  
Working groups created to study composting infrastructure and composting 
education and outreach. The groups comprised RCAB members, invited county 
and municipal staff, and others.  At the same time, the county joined with the 
City of Boulder, Western Disposal Services and Eco-Cycle to commission a 
compost capacity study, which was reviewed by RCAB. The Infrastructure 
Working Group used the study and conducted follow-up research to analyze 
existing and potential regional composting processing and/or transfer station 
options.  
 
Concurrently, the “Education and Outreach Work Group” studied the scope and 
effectiveness of residential and commercial compost outreach, messaging and 
signage.   
 
The working groups are scheduled to report back to RCAB on composting in 
February 2015. 
 
RCAB also considered a range of residential and commercial composting 
programs and initiatives compiled by at-large member Lisa Skumatz of SERA.  
The result was a resource document for communities on approaches appropriate 
to their individual situations (political support, available infrastructure, etc.). 

 



Annual Report        3  
Measured increase in diversion  

Data from 2013 showed an average 40% diversion rate 
countywide through recycling, composting and C & D reuse / 
recycling – the first substantial progress towards zero waste 
in several years.   

 

RCAB learned in the autumn about a partnership between 
Boulder County and the City of Boulder that will purchase 
Re-TRAC software to be used by the two communities and 
their haulers for diversion analysis beginning in 2015.  Other 
communities have been invited to collaborate it is hoped this 
result in more detailed and accurate metrics on diversion 
across the county.  

 



Annual Report        4  
New recommendations and initiatives 
Members were surveyed about and kept apprised of the 
County’s discussions concerning a potential sustainability 
funding mechanism that could have been used for diversion 
initiatives. 
 
After lively discussion about hauler payments from the 
Boulder County Recycling Center (BCRC), RCAB designated 
a member subcommittee to consider the efficiency and 
payment structure of the center.  The BCRC subsequently 
changed its payment schedule and began to post payment 
information on the website in advance for hauler 
convenience.  The Resource Conservation Division also 
commissioned an independent optimization study (the 
Kessler Report) of the BCRC that was completed and 
considered by RCAB in early 2015. 

 





Priority Topic – Compost 
Recommendations  
Proposed for RCAB approval:  

 

 Infrastructure Working Group Recommendation  

  

 Education and Outreach Working Group 
Recommendation 

 

 Policy and Programs Recommendation  



Infrastructure Working Group Report   

Status Quo:  

 Western’s Boulder processing facility receives 
residential organics  collected by Western & other 
residential haulers, & commercial organics collected 
by Western 

 Eco-Cycle hauls commercial organics to A1-Organics 
facility in  Denver for transfer to Keenesburg  

 Republic hauls Lafayette’s residential organics 
(excluding woody wastes) to A1-Organics Denver for 
transfer to Keenesburg  

 

 

 

 

 



Infrastructure Working Group Report  
Selection Criteria: 
 

 A level-playing field i.e. a publicly accessible, fully permitted 
facility(s) that increases diversion county-wide  

 Open to all residential and commercial haulers, including 
municipalities with residential contracts  

 Meets immediate needs of communities that are moving forward 
on zero waste requirements late 2015, early 2016 

 Solutions address equitable pricing, governance, long-term 
viability, cost to each community, and reductions in GHG impacts  

 Prioritizes in-county produced compost or other products  
 Any compost produced is be STA approved  
 If commercial food wastes are anaerobically digested, they 

supports gas generation and produce a marketable end-product 
from the digestate 



Infrastructure Working Group Report  
Considered local and regional composting processing and 
transfer station options:  
 Western processing facility, Boulder 
 Potential landfill processing and/or transfer facility, Erie  
 Potential processing and/or transfer facility, Louisville  
 A1-Organics  

 Keensburg and Eaton processing facilities 
 Boulder (Western) transfer facility to Heartland Biogas 
 Denver transfer facility to Keenesburg or Eaton  

 Alpine transfer facility, Denver 
 Soil Rejuvenation processing facility, Mead  
 Alpine landfill processing facility, Bennett 
 Heartland biogas facility, Le Salle 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 



Infrastructure Working Group Report  
 Looked at:  

 Processing capacity  
 Actual and estimated tipping fees 
 Technology and range of materials handled 
 Odor mitigation  
 Ownership  
 Public Accessibility, Vulnerability to Loss of Access 
 Immediacy  
 Licensing/permitting  
 Government influence over operations  
 Current and potentially long-term restriction -  residential organics 

from Boulder County cannot be shipped facilities outside the 
Emerald Ash Borer (EAB) quarantine area  

 EAB requirement to grind residential curbside materials before they 
can be transferred from transfer facility inside the quarantine area 
to a processing facility outside. 
 
 

 



Infrastructure Working Group Report  

 Considered: 

 Tons generated by community  

 Number of trucks hauled by community  

 Facility tipping fees 

 Approx. hauling distances and hauling costs at $5 per 
truck mile and average 7 tons per truck  

 Estimated hauling and tipping costs (and total costs) for 
each community and system wide 

 Compared results to landfilling costs  

 

 

 

 



  

 
Composting Facilities 

Options Matrix 

Part 1  

Western 

Disposal, 

Boulder 

A-1 Organics-

Keenesburg 

A-1 Organics-

Eaton 

Heartland 

Biogas, LaSalle 

Public Works 

Site, Louisville 

Waste 

Connections, 

Front Range 

Landfill, Erie  

Alpine East 

Regional 

Landfill, 

Bennett  

8201 

Schumaker 

Rd, Bennett 

CO 80102 

Processing 

Capacity 

Currently at 

12,800 tons/yr. 

Could expand up 

to estimated 

26,000 tons/yr. 

 

Could also serve 

as transfer 

station to move 

commercial 

organics to the 

bio-digester  

 

 

 

Large facility -

Not an issue. 

 

Permitted for 

75,000 tons in 

process.  

200,000 tons of 

food scraps/year 

A-1 Organics is 

collecting for this 

facility.  

It needs large 

amounts of food  

waste, not 

curbside 

organics.  

  

 

 

Property is about 

10 acres and has 

an approx. 

20,000SF building.   

Maybe half that of 

Western’s facility. 

Could use more 

expensive aerated 

static pile to 

process on a small 

footprint. Will have 

extra digester 

capacity in future.  

Waste 

Connections is 

LESS 

INTERESTED in 

operation of a 

composting 

facility at their 

Erie landfill,  

  Transfer Facilities  

Options Matrix 

Part 1   
Western Disposal 

Public Works Site, 

Louisville 

Waste Connections, 

Front Range Landfill, 

Erie  

Alpine Denver Waste 

Transfer Station, Denver 

645 W 53
rd

 Pl, Denver CO 

80216 (58
th

 & I25) 

 

Processing 

Capacity 

City of Boulder is 

discussing Western’s 

compost facility being 

also used to collect 

food waste to A1-

Organics for the 

Heartland biogas 

project  

 

 

 

Property is about 10 

acres.  Lots of room to 

accommodate a transfer 

operation. Also willing to 

consider C&D processing 

& transfer and  East 

County CHaRM-type 

facility.  

Waste Connections IS 

INTERESTED in exploring 

a transfer facility at their 

Erie landfill and they are 

willing to run a pilot 

program to work out the 

costs and operational 

details. Would Eco-Cycle 

be interested?  Landfill is a 

1,000 acres.  

No capacity issues that he 

is aware of because they 

move material so quickly. 

 



  

 
Composting Facilities 

Options Matrix 

Part 1  

Western 

Disposal, 

Boulder 

A-1 

Organics-

Keenesburg 

A-1 Organics-

Eaton 

Heartland 

Biogas, LaSalle 

Public Works 

Site, Louisville 

Waste 

Connections, 

Front Range 

Landfill, Erie  

Alpine East 

Regional 

Landfill, 

Bennett  

Tipping Fees  

$67.55/T 

 

 

26.50/T 

Bryce said A-

1 Organic’s 

numbers are 

likely to be 

$40-45$ per  

ton after they 

put in more 

infrastructure 

(scales)  

No timeline 

was given. 

26.50/T 

 

See comment 

for 

Keenesburg.  

Likely 

dependent upon 

fuel value of 

load. Probably 

$26.50/T to 

start. 

TBD WC not 

interested in this 

option. 

$38.75/ton 

  
Transfer Facilities  

Options Matrix 

Part 1   
Western Disposal 

Public Works 

Site, Louisville 

Waste 

Connections, 

Front Range 

Landfill, Erie  

Alpine Denver 

Waste Transfer 

Station, Denver  

 

Tipping Fees 

Unknown 

 

 

Unknown Will provide by 

2/6 

$49.75/ton 



  

 
Composting Facilities 

Options Matrix 

Part 1  

Western 

Disposal, 

Boulder 

A-1 

Organics-

Keenesburg 

A-1 Organics-

Eaton 

Heartland 

Biogas, LaSalle 

Public Works 

Site, Louisville 

Waste 

Connections, 

Front Range 

Landfill, Erie  

Alpine East 

Regional 

Landfill, 

Bennett  

Technology & 

Ability to 

handle a range 

of materials 

Yard waste, 

would like more 

food scraps. 

Compostable 

ware is(not) a 

challenge. Need 

to screen out 

small portions 

that have not 

been fully 

processed.  

 

Compostable-

ware is a 

challenge 

here, too. 

Just now 

certified for 

food waste, 

same 

technology as 

Keenesburg. 

AD system to 

open late 2015.  

ONLY WANTS 

food waste, 

manure, and 

fats, oils and 

grease (FOG). 

Very limited 

allowance for 

high carbon 

materials. 

2 phase system: 

manure and 

food waste. 

Small site, but 

could be suited 

for ASP or in-

vessel 

technology. Bio-

solids 

composted in 

windrows here 

until recently 

w/out 

complaints. 

Louisville may 

be interested in 

composting 

some of their 

bio-solids on site 

Possibility to use 

existing WC 

transfer trailer 

loading building for 

receiving.  

 

 Residential YW 

would need to be 

ground prior to 

moving offsite.  

 

No bio solids or 

manures. 

Permitted for 

anything. Food 

and green waste 

right now. 

 

Cannot take 

residential YW 

due to EAB 

quarantine. 

  
Transfer Facilities  

Options Matrix 

Part 1   
Western Disposal 

Public Works 

Site, Louisville 

Waste 

Connections, 

Front Range 

Landfill, Erie  

Alpine Denver 

Waste Transfer 

Station 

Technology & 

Ability to handle 

a range of 

materials 

NA if transfer only  

 

 

NA if transfer 

only  

NA if transfer 

only  
No bio solids or 

manures. 

Permitted for 

anything. Food 

and green waste 

right now. 

 

Cannot take 

residential YW due 

to EAB quarantine. 

 

 



  

 
Composting Facilities 

Options Matrix 

Part 1  

Western 

Disposal, 

Boulder 

A-1 

Organics-

Keenesburg 

A-1 Organics-

Eaton 

Heartland 

Biogas, LaSalle 

Public Works 

Site, Louisville 

Waste 

Connections, 

Front Range 

Landfill, Erie  

Alpine East 

Regional 

Landfill, 

Bennett  

Odor Mitigation 

System? 

Fairly well 

isolated from 

residences. No tip 

building to 

contain stinky 

loads. Dependent 

upon good 

management as 

food scrap 

volumes 

increase. 

Located far 

from 

population 

centers. 

Located far 

from 

population 

centers. 

Fully-contained 

AD system. 

Resulting 

digestate will be 

composted at A-

1 Eaton. 

This site is 

downwind from  

population 

centers to the 

east, it is close 

to residences 

and businesses 

in Old Town 

Louisville; 

adjacent to the 

former (and 

new) WWT 

plant. 

Downwind from 

population 

centers; 

adjacent to 

landfill. 

 

Rural eastern 

Colorado with 

a few farm 

houses 

around. 

  
Transfer Facilities  

Options Matrix 

Part 1   
Western Disposal 

Public Works 

Site, Louisville 

Waste 

Connections, 

Front Range 

Landfill, Erie  

Alpine Denver 

Waste Transfer 

Station 

Odor Mitigation 

System? 

NA if transfer only  

 

 

NA if transfer 

only  

NA if transfer 

only  
Zoned Industrial  



  

 
Composting Facilities 

Options Matrix 

Part 1  

Western 

Disposal 

A-1 

Organics-

Keenesburg 

A-1 Organics-

Eaton 

Heartland 

Biogas 

Public Works 

Site, Louisville 
Front Range 

Landfill, Erie  

Alpine East 

Regional 

Landfill, 

Bennett  

Ownership, 

Public 

Accessibility & 

Vulnerability to 

Loss of Access 

Privately owned. 

Currently closed 

to commercial 

haulers. Open to 

other residential 

haulers that are 

not engaged in 

municipal 

contracts.    

Has potential to 

be opened to 

other commercial 

haulers.  

 

 

Privately 

owned. 

Open to all 

haulers. 

Privately 

owned. 

Open to all 

haulers. 

Privately owned. 

In first phase of 

operation. Open 

for qualified 

loads. All 

haulers?  

Publicly-owned. 

Processing 

operation could 

be established 

by lease and 

IGA; access 

open to all 

haulers.  

 

Louisville has 

requested a 

concept 

proposal to start 

discussions on 

future use. 

 

 

Privately owned 

landfill. If 

compost 

processing were 

initiated in 

partnership with 

government, as 

Waste 

Connections 

prefers, access 

could be open to 

all haulers. 

Privately 

owned.  

Open to 

commercial 

haulers & 

Bennett 

residents only. 

  Transfer Facilities  

Options Matrix 

Part 1   
Western Disposal 

Public Works 

Site, Louisville 

Waste 

Connections, 

Front Range 

Landfill, Erie  

Alpine Denver 

Waste Transfer 

Station 

Ownership, 

Public 

Accessibility & 

Vulnerability to 

Loss of Access 

 

 

 As above  

 

 

As above  As above  

Privately owned.  

Commercial 

vehicles only at 

the TS. No public 

residential for 

safety reasons. 



  

 
Composting Facilities 

Options Matrix 

Part 1  

Western 

Disposal, 

Boulder 

A-1 Organics-

Keenesburg 

A-1 Organics-

Eaton 

Heartland 

Biogas, 

LaSalle 

Public Works 

Site, Louisville 

Waste 

Connections, 

Front Range 

Landfill, Erie  

Alpine East 

Regional 

Landfill, 

Bennett  

Immediacy 

Existing facility  

Timeframe: 

months to 1 

year to be open 

to all haulers.  

 

Existing facility  

Timeframe: 

Immediate 

 

Existing facility 

Timeframe: 

Immediate 

  

Existing 

facility  

Timeframe: 

Immediate 

 

 

Current permitting 

could likely be 

extended; new 

engineering and 

design review 

would be needed. 

Timeframe: 2 to 3 

years? 

 

Current 

permitting 

adequate; new 

engineering and 

design review 

would be 

needed  for 

compost 

processing 

area. 

Timeframe: 

within months 

Existing facility. 

Timeframe: 

Immediate 

 

Government 

influence over 

operations  

 

Could be 

achieved 

through 

contract(s). 

This is being 

explored by 

COB/BOCO 

None  None  None  Publicly-owned so 

could be achieved 

by contracting with 

an operator.  

Could be 

achieved 

through 

contract(s).  

Could be 

achieved 

through 

contract(s). 

Have had 

contracts in the 

past. 

  Transfer Facilities  

Options Matrix 

Part 1   
Western Disposal 

Public Works Site, 

Louisville 

Waste Connections, 

Front Range Landfill, 

Erie  

Alpine Denver Waste 

Transfer Station 

Immediacy 

 

Service to transfer 

material to 

Heartland via A-1 

Organics. Also being 

explored by 

COB/BOCO 

New would need to be 

acquired, permitted and 

developed. Transfer 

Station easier to site than 

processing facility? 

Timeframe: Assume 1-2 

years?  

New would need to be 

acquired, permitted and 

developed. Transfer 

Station easier to site than 

processing facility?  

Existing facility: 

Timeframe: immediate. 

Government 

influence over 

operations  

Greater influence 

could be achieved 

by county and/or 

municipal 

contract(s)  

Publicly-owned so could 

be achieved by 

contracting with an 

operator 

None  Influence could be 

achieved through 

contract(s). 



  

 
Composting Facilities 

Options Matrix 

Part 1  

Western 

Disposal, 

Boulder 

A-1 

Organics-

Keenesburg 

A-1 Organics-

Eaton 

Heartland 

Biogas, 

LaSalle 

Public Works 

Site, Louisville 

Waste 

Connections, 

Front Range 

Landfill, Erie  

Alpine East 

Regional Landfill, 

Bennett  

Development 

cost  

 

$0? $0 $0 $0 Lease options? 

Site 

development? 

Buildings, rolling 

stock?  

NA, WC not 

interested 

$0 

Licensing  

No changes to 

state license 

expected, may 

need modified 

permit/license? if 

expands 

No changes 

to state 

license 

expected. 

No changes to 

state license 

expected. 

No changes to 

state license 

expected. 

Modified 

Certificate of 

Designation and 

Eng. And 

Design Review 

needed   

Modified 

Certificate of 

Designation and 

Eng. And 

Design Review 

needed   

 

No changes to 

state license 

expected. 
 

  Transfer Facilities  

Options Matrix 

Part 1   
Western Disposal Public Works Site, Louisville 

Waste Connections, Front 

Range Landfill, Erie  Alpine Denver Waste 

Transfer Station 

Development 

cost  

 

$0?  Lease options? Site 

development? Buildings, rolling 

stock?  

Low start up costs, but would 

need dedicated building if 

grows to significant volume. 

Would likely sub-contract 

hauling.  

$0 

Licensing and 

permitting  

No changes to state 

license expected. 

 

Local permitting?  

 

Zoned industrial. Existing 

permit with Class A bio-solids. 

No food waste.  Modified 

Certificate of Designation and 

Engineering and Design 

Review needed.  

Kurt looking into  

local permitting needed.  

No changes to state license 

expected. 

 

No changes to state 

license expected. 

 



Refer to Excel Spreadsheet  



Infrastructure Working Group Report  

 Findings: 
 Composting in our region significantly more expensive than landfill 

 Tipping fees affected by land costs. Local facilities have higher gate 
fees than more rural facilities.   

 Hauling is expensive so distance matters 

 Local processing options avoid potentially long-term EAB 
restrictions  

 Not all costs/data are known for existing or potential facilities,  
facilities and costs are evolving 

 Our communities may benefit from having more than one 
processing and/or transfer option for organics  

 A potential publically-owned facility in Louisville could be a low 
cost option 

 Sending commercial organics to the Heartland digester could have 
operational benefits for local processing facilities  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Infrastructure Recommendation 
It is recommended, subject to the working group notes and 
this presentation, that the county commissioners:   

 Pursue improved access for commercial and city-
contracted residential compostable materials at the 
Western composting facility in Boulder (which may 
include a anticipated lower cost transfer station option to 
send commercial food waste loads to the Heartland Biogas 
facility via A-1 Organics)  

 Explore a transfer station/processing  option in Louisville  

 Encourage exploration of Erie Landfill transfer facility or 
processing facility 

 





Education Recommendations  
Education and Outreach Working Group  

 Purpose—looked at residential, commercial, some 
institutional 

 Consistency and clarity  

 Resource efficiency 

 Effectiveness 

 Group makeup 

 Boulder County Sustainability and Public Health, cities of 
Boulder, Lafayette, Broomfield 

 Community Partners: Western, Eco-Cycle  

 



Education Recommendations  
High-level/process  
On-going collaboration between partners consistent and clear 
messaging, resource efficiency, effective engagement 

 Stakeholder group convenes every 6 months to evaluate 
effectiveness, lessons learned, strategy 

 Marketing subcommittee meets as needed to 
assess/recommend messaging, dissemination protocol 

 RCAB draft IGA/Partner agreement to formalize collaboration 
on composting education and other topics as appropriate this 
year County Commissioners 

 Boulder County pursue additional funding expanded 
compost education and outreach, advising, incentives 

 Education Group return to RCAB by Sept. 2015 w/ 
recommendation regarding in-school composting education 
and signage 

 



Education Recommendations  
Outreach  

 Partners collaborate, leverage opportunities, use existing 
funding to benefit from shared costs of: 
 Media: graphics, photography, videos, content, online tools 
 Translation services 
 Cross-messaging and co-messaging with related outreach 
 Tracking and evaluation of website analytics and outreach data 
 Standard metrics/data on compost diversion 

 

 Allocate funding and resources to support best practices 
 Extend business incentives to all communities 
 Incentivize and market locally produced finished compost 
 Develop purchasing specifications for compost products related to 

roadside stabilization, stream rehab, etc. 
 



Education Recommendations  

Signage: consistency 
Requirements for consistent 
signage, design based on City of 
Boulder or Eco-Cycle signs (in 
progress) community cohesion, 
holistic effort 
 
Customize for commercial and 
schools 



Education Recommendations  
Messaging: consistency 

 High-level messaging 
 Community goals 

 Life cycle process 

 Detailed messaging 
 What is compost? 

 Why compost? 

 What can be composted? 

 How to—curbside, backyard, worms, drop-off, etc. 

 Smells and yuck factor 

 How to use compost 

Resource repository 
 For partners’ use, reference: websites, videos, content, etc. 

 

 



Education Recommendations  
Next Steps 

 RCAB to draft IGA/partner agreement by _______ to submit to 
commissioners 

 Education and Outreach Group return w/ in-school composting 
education and signage Sept. 2015 

 





Program/Policy Recommendation 

 Considered broad range of residential and commercial 
program and policy options 

 One-size-fits-all – not applicable  

 Developed program concepts resource guide   
 Education strategies (3 residential, 5 commercial) 

 Facilities needs (2 residential, 2 commercial) 

 Incentives options (6 residential, 5 commercial) 

 Programs (7 residential, 7 commercial) 

 Policies (8 residential, 6 commercial), and 

 Regulations (3 residential, 5 commercial) 

 



Program/Policy Recommendation 

Provides 59 residential and commercial strategies ranked 8 
ways: 

 Tonnage diverted (highest to lowest) 

 Cost to the community / county / agency (lowest to highest) 

 Cost to the residential and commercial generators (businesses and 
households; lowest to highest); 

 Level of political will or market intervention / aggressiveness 
involved in the strategy (lowest to highest); 

 Overall scores, considering tonnage, cost, and “political 
aggressiveness” 

 Most suited to communities:  

 With existing high intervention 

 With moderate existing activity 

 Just getting started 

 



Program/Policy Recommendation 

RCAB recommends that Boulder County Commissioners:  

 Accept the report: “Residential and Commercial Organics 
Program Concept for Boulder County  Communities” 

 Promote and facilitate use of this valuable resource to help 
Boulder County communities consider and implement 
appropriate organics program and policy strategies that 
have proven successful elsewhere, in order to increase 
organics diversion within Boulder County 

 





Any other business  
 Reminder to send any additional questions or 

comments on the Kessler Report directly to Darla 

 Closure of International Paper plant in Denver  



Community Reports  
Boulder County RCAB Community Report February 2015 - Zero Waste Update  
 
Resource Conservation Division (RCD) 
Five finalists have been identified for the division manager position, with interviews scheduled for February 24th. RCAB members have been 
invited to view presentations by each finalist. Contact Jana Petersen for more information. 
  
RCD (with help from Sustainability) is applying for two RREO grants to support Zero Waste collection programs in the mountain communities, 
with a special emphasis on Jamestown and Ward recycling opportunities.   Grants are due in early March; we should know the success of our 
applications by late spring. 
  
Boulder County Recycling Center (BCRC) 
Due to market declines and the port strike, hauler rebates were lowered to $2.50/ton for single-stream residential in February. We anticipate 
going to zero or even negative in March until the markets stabilize. Larimer County is charging $18.62/ton in February to drop single-stream 
residential material. 
The Commissioners reviewed the five-year capital plan and gave permission to explore options and conduct a Request for Proposals (RFP) for 
plastics optical equipment in 2015. 
  
Partners for a Clean Environment (PACE) 
PACE, Hazardous Materials Management, and Sustainability staff have developed  a new “Reduce Your Use” video. They are also finishing an 
informational handout which complements the video.  You can watch a preview of the video at 
http://www.mediafire.com/watch/83u2tridlt3tggd/Waste.mov. The handouts will be available soon! 
  
PACE also recently posted a Zero Waste video featuring Justin’s Peanut Butter on its website.   
  
Sustainability Office  
Staff is active on the Colorado Association for Recycling (CAFR) Policy Committee. The committee worked to introduce HB15-1206 this legislative 
session. The bill allows a taxpayer to apply for a refund of any state sales tax or use tax paid for machinery or equipment used directly and 
primarily in the recycling or reprocessing of waste products.  More information: http://www.cafr.org/legislation/legislativeDetails.php?p=2600 
  
Staff is working with the Colorado Product Stewardship Council to monitor plans for the mid-2015 implementation of paint stewardship, 
attending stakeholder meetings, and providing a forum for community HHW programs across the state to discuss impacts, issues, and concerns.  
  
   
   

 

http://www.mediafire.com/watch/83u2tridlt3tggd/Waste.mov
http://www.pacepartners.com/index.php/waste
http://www.cafr.org/legislation/legislativeDetails.php?p=2600


Adjourn? 



 

 

 

Resource Conservation 

A division of Administrative Services 

Boulder County Recycling Center  •  1901 63rd Street  •  Boulder, Colorado  80301  

Tel: 720.564.2220  •  Fax: 720.564.2227  •  www.bouldercounty.org   

Cindy Domenico County Commissioner Deb Gardner County Commissioner 

 

Elise Jones County Commissioner 

 

BOARD MEMO 
 

Date:   February 25, 2015 

To:   Board of County Commissioners 

From:  Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) 

Re:  Annual RCAB Report for 2014  
 

 

The Year in Review – Accomplishments  

In early 2014, Sustainability staff with the County’s Commissioner’s office began supporting 

the RCAB. Two important member surveys were conducted. The RCAB member survey asked 

about the composition of the RCAB, its election process, and how business is conducted. 

Member responses to a survey resulted in a by-laws revision that initiated an annual 

nomination and election process for chair and vice chair, and also expanded the RCAB 

membership. The Zero Waste Survey asked municipal members to comment on zero waste 

services needed in their communities, programs that have proved effective, the barriers 

restricting further action, how zero waste is promoted, and what key county-wide messaging 

is needed.  Survey results, and perspectives gained from follow up interviews, helped to 

inform the county’s thinking on a proposed sustainability tax, and RCAB’s work on priorities as 

discussed below.  

 

In August 2014, RCAB was asked by the BOCC to focus on policies, programs, and 

infrastructure needed to significantly increase waste diversion in individual municipalities and 

across the county in three priority areas: 

 Residential and Commercial Composting  

 Construction and Demolition (C&D) Diversion  

 Commercial Recycling  

In addition, recommendations were requested on collaborative opportunities to develop a 

consistent and effective approach to messaging and bin signage.  

 

In September 2014, working groups were created to study composting infrastructure and 

composting education and outreach. The groups comprised RCAB members, invited county 

and municipal staff, and others. Staff prepared current conditions summaries and worked 

with group members to do research and present findings. This work took up much of the 

latter part of 2014.   

 

At the same time, the county joined with the City of Boulder, Western Disposal Services and 

Eco-Cycle to commission a compost capacity study, which was reviewed by RCAB. The 

Infrastructure Working Group used the study and conducted follow-up research to analyze 

existing and potential regional composting processing and/or transfer station options. 



 

Concurrently, the “Education and Outreach Work Group” studied the scope and effectiveness 

of residential and commercial compost outreach, messaging and signage.  The working groups 

are scheduled to report back to RCAB on composting in February 2015. 

 

RCAB also considered a range of residential and commercial composting programs and 

initiatives compiled by at-large member Lisa Skumatz of Skumatz Economic Research 

Associates, Inc.  The result was a resource document that communities can use to choose 

approaches most appropriate to their individual situations (political support, available 

infrastructure, etc.). 

 

Measured increase in diversion  

As in prior years, RCAB members contributed to a study of countywide waste diversion.  Data 

from 2013 showed an average 40% diversion rate countywide through recycling, composting 

and C&D reuse / recycling – the first substantial progress towards zero waste in several years.  

RCAB learned in the autumn about a partnership between Boulder County and the City of 

Boulder that will purchase Re-TRAC software to be used by the two communities and their 

haulers for diversion analysis beginning in 2015.  Other Boulder County communities have 

been invited to collaborate in using this new software. Going forward, the Re-TRAC platform 

will provide more detailed and accurate metrics on diversion across the county.  

 

New recommendations and initiatives 

RCAB received updates on Colorado’s new paint legislation, which will potentially save the 

County disposal fees, during the initiative’s development and upon its passage. 

Members were surveyed about and kept apprised of the County’s discussions concerning a 

potential sustainability funding mechanism that could have been used for diversion initiatives. 

 

After lively discussion about hauler payments from the Boulder County Recycling Center 

(BCRC), RCAB designated a member subcommittee to consider the efficiency and payment 

structure of the center.  The BCRC subsequently changed its payment schedule and began to 

post payment information on the website in advance for hauler convenience.  The County 

Resource Conservation Division also commissioned an independent operations study of the 

BCRC that was completed and considered by RCAB in early 2015. 

 

Follow up on Previous Recommendations 

In 2013, RCAB recommended that a Request for Proposals be developed for Boulder County 

Land Use to allow for C&D plans for BuildSmart projects.  Funding was not available for this 

initiative in 2014; it will be further considered during 2015 by work groups systematically 

studying C&D diversion. 

 

RCAB also recommended in 2013 that an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) be explored to 

created complementary education and enforcement provisions in all Boulder County 

jurisdictions. It is anticipated that the IGA will be discussed by RCAB members in mid-2015.    



 

 

Also Notable 

Only one meeting was cancelled in 2014 due to lack of quorum.  Attendance by RCAB 

members has improved, as has attendance by interested parties that include residents, 

business representatives and county and municipal staff. 



Hauling Compost to Transfer or Processing Sites

Assumptions:  Fully-loaded trucks at 7 tons per truck; mileage at $5 per mile (both are Eco-Cycle averages)

                       Community tonnage estimates taken or derived from recently completed Composting Capacity Analysis.

                       Estimated mileage costs include all hauling overhead (labor, maintenance, administration)

                       Landfillling tip fee assumed to be $15/ton

Hauling Compost to Transfer or Processing Sites

Community 

Generation 

estimate 

(residential 

tons per 

year)

Number of 

residential 

truck hauls  

Generation 

estimate 

(commercia

l tons per 

year)

Number of 

commercial 

truck hauls  

Comparison 

community vs 

facility

Western 

Disposal  

Residential and 

Commercial 

Western 

Disposal 

Residential only

Western 

Disposal  

Commercial 

Only - Transfer 

to Heartland 

(tipping fee 

doesn't include 

WDS transfer 

costs)

Heartland bio-

Gas, LaSalle 

(for 

commercial 

only)

Louisville 

Public Works 

Site  - 

Processing 

and/or 

transfer 

facility 

(tipping fee is 

educated 

guessimate) 

Erie Landfill 

Transfer Site 

(doesn't 

include TS 

cost??) 

Grinding 

needed for 

residential 

YW

Erie Landfill 

Composting 

Processing 

Facility 

(Leased 

Operation) 

Alpine Denver 

Waste Transfer 

Station, Denver 

(No woody YW 

during 

quarantine)

A-1 Organics 

Denver TS for 

Keenesburg 

(No woody YW 

during 

quarantine) No 

food waste

Alpine East 

Regional 

Landfill  (No 

woody YW 

during 

quarantine)??

A-1 Organics-

Eaton  (No 

woody YW 

during 

quarantine) 

A-1 Organics- 

Keenesburg 

(No woody YW 

during 

quarantine) 

Soil 

Rejuvenation       

(if licensed)

Landfilling 

Organics (for 

financial 

comparison)

Tipping fee/ton  $              67.55  $              67.55  $             35.00  $             30.00  $          45.00  NA  NA 50$                          $             26.50 39$                          $             26.50  $             26.50  NA  $           15.00 

5,457 780 1,464 209 Return trip miles 26 26 26 96 26 24 24 104 66 104 100 66 12 24

Est. Annual 

hauling costs
128,570$                 101,400$                 27,170$                 100,320$               128,570$           118,680$           118,680$           514,280$              326,370$              514,280$              494,500$               326,370$               59,340$             118,680$            

Est. Annual 

Tipping Fees
467,514$                 368,620$                 51,240$                 43,920$                 311,445$           #VALUE! #VALUE! 344,320$              183,407$              268,189$              183,407$               183,407$               #VALUE! 103,815$            

Total 596,084$                 470,020$                 78,410$                 144,240$               440,015$           #VALUE! #VALUE! 858,600$              509,777$              782,469$              677,907$               509,777$               #VALUE! 222,495$            

5,086 727 3,216 459 Return trip miles 0 0 0 124 22 30 30 96 52 96 124 124 42 30

Est. Annual 

hauling costs
-$                         -$                         59,670$                 220,320$               130,460$           177,900$           177,900$           569,280$              308,360$              569,280$              735,320$               735,320$               249,060$           177,900$            

Est. Annual 

Tipping Fees
560,800$                 343,559$                 112,560$               96,480$                 373,590$           #VALUE! #VALUE! 413,025$              220,003$              321,703$              220,003$               220,003$               #VALUE! 124,530$            

Total 560,800$                 343,559$                 172,230$               316,800$               504,050$           #VALUE! #VALUE! 982,305$              528,363$              890,983$              955,323$               955,323$               #VALUE! 302,430$            

1,423 203 408 58 Return trip miles 16 16 16 120 0 22 22 86 44 86 120 120 40 22

Est. Annual 

hauling costs
20,880$                   16,240$                   7,540$                   27,840$                 -$                    28,710$             28,710$             112,230$              57,420$                 112,230$              156,600$               156,600$               52,200$             28,710$               

Est. Annual 

Tipping Fees
123,684$                 96,124$                   14,280$                 12,240$                 82,395$             #VALUE! #VALUE! 91,092$                 48,522$                 70,951$                 48,522$                 48,522$                 #VALUE! 27,465$               

Total 144,564$                 112,364$                 21,820$                 40,080$                 82,395$             #VALUE! #VALUE! 203,322$              105,942$              183,181$              205,122$               205,122$               #VALUE! 56,175$               

1,849 264 448 64 Return trip miles 18 18 18 124 4 18 18 84 42 84 124 124 36 18

Est. Annual 

hauling costs
29,520$                   23,760$                   8,320$                   30,720$                 6,560$               29,520$             29,520$             137,760$              68,880$                 137,760$              203,360$               203,360$               59,040$             29,520$               

Est. Annual 

Tipping Fees
155,162$                 124,900$                 15,680$                 13,440$                 103,365$           #VALUE! #VALUE! 114,276$              60,871$                 89,009$                 60,871$                 60,871$                 #VALUE! 34,455$               

Total 184,682$                 148,660$                 24,000$                 44,160$                 109,925$           #VALUE! #VALUE! 252,036$              129,751$              226,769$              264,231$               264,231$               #VALUE! 63,975$               

781 111 193 27 Return trip miles 16 16 16 132 12 30 30 88 40 88 132 132 60 30

Est. Annual 

hauling costs
11,040$                   8,880$                     3,510$                   12,960$                 8,280$               20,700$             20,700$             60,720$                 27,600$                 60,720$                 91,080$                 91,080$                 41,400$             20,700$               

Est. Annual 

Tipping Fees
65,794$                   52,757$                   6,755$                   5,790$                   43,830$             #VALUE! #VALUE! 48,457$                 25,811$                 37,743$                 25,811$                 25,811$                 #VALUE! 14,610$               

Total 
76,834$                   61,637$                   10,265$                 18,750$                 52,110$             #VALUE! #VALUE! 109,177$              53,411$                 98,463$                 116,891$               116,891$               #VALUE! 35,310$               

700 100 Return trip miles 
8 8 8 128 26 34 34 102 56 102 128 128 42 34

Est. Annual 

hauling costs
4,000$                     -$                         13,000$                 48,000$                 13,000$             17,000$             17,000$             51,000$                 28,000$                 51,000$                 64,000$                 64,000$                 21,000$             17,000$               

 Superior

Univ. of 

Colorado

 Longmont

Boulder

Louisville

Lafayette



Est. Annual 

Tipping Fees
47,285$                   -$                         24,500$                 21,000$                 31,500$             #VALUE! #VALUE! 34,825$                 18,550$                 27,125$                 18,550$                 18,550$                 #VALUE! 10,500$               

Total 51,285$                   -$                         37,500$                 69,000$                 44,500$             #VALUE! #VALUE! 85,825$                 46,550$                 78,125$                 82,550$                 82,550$                 #VALUE! 27,500$               

4,640 622 864 123
Possible trip 

distance (return)  1 to 60  miles  1 to 60  miles      90 to 150 miles      90 to 150 miles    4 to 70  miles  6 to 80 miles  6 to 80 miles 82 to 166 miles      36 to 100 miles 82 to 166 miles      90 to 150 miles      90 to 150 miles 12 to 60 miles  6 to 80 miles

Return trip miles 

average 30 30 30 130 37 43 43 124 68 124 130 130 36 43

Est. Annual 

hauling costs 

Average distance

111,750$                 93,300$                   15,990$                 59,040$                 137,825$           160,175$           160,175$           461,900$              253,300$              461,900$              484,250$               484,250$               134,100$           160,175$            

Est. Annual 

Tipping Fees 371,795$                 313,432$                 
30,240$                 25,920$                 

247,680$           #VALUE! #VALUE! 273,824$              145,856$              213,280$              145,856$               145,856$               #VALUE! 82,560$               

Total 483,545$                 406,732$                 46,230$                 84,960$                 385,505$           #VALUE! #VALUE! 735,724$              399,156$              675,180$              630,106$               630,106$               #VALUE! 242,735$            

Estimated Total Annual Hauling Costs:

Total Hauling 305,760$           243,580$           135,200$         499,200$         424,695$       552,685$       552,685$       1,907,170$      1,069,930$      1,907,170$      2,229,110$      2,060,980$      616,140$      552,685$        

Total Tipping 1,792,034$        1,299,392$        255,255$         218,790$         1,193,805$    #VALUE! #VALUE! 1,319,818$      703,019$         1,027,999$      703,019$         703,019$         #VALUE! 397,935$        

Total Hauling and 

Tipping 2,097,794$             1,542,972$             390,455$               717,990$               1,618,500$       #VALUE! #VALUE! 3,226,988$           1,772,949$           2,935,169$           2,932,129$           2,763,999$           #VALUE! 950,620$            

Assumptions:  Fully-loaded trucks at 7 tons per truck; mileage at $5 per mile

                       Community tonnage estimates taken or derived from recently completed Composting Capacity Analysis.

                       Estimated mileage costs only; does not include labor costs for driver and time for transport.

Univ. of 

Colorado

 

Unincorpor

ated Bldr 

County & Mt 

towns
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Compost Education and Outreach Working Group  
Detailed Composting Recommendations to RCAB  
 
(Note: The RCAB presentation will summarize this 
information)  

February 2015 

Contents: 

1. Process/General  
2. Outreach  
3. Signage  
4. Messaging  

 Larger umbrella campaign messages 

 What is compost? 

 Why compost? 

 What can be composted? 

 Different ways to compost 

 How to participate in your curbside composting program 

 What about smells and the “yuck factor?” 

 How to use compost?  

 Compost services 

 Other resources and videos 

 Answers to FAQs 

______________________________________________ 

1. Process/General  

It is recommended that:  

 All willing partners (communities, private and non-profit entities) begin to 
collaborate immediately on an on-going, community-wide basis to inform 
residents and businesses about composting using the conceptual and/or specific 
outreach, messaging and signage described here     

 A Stakeholder Group (of entities putting out composting messaging) be formed 

and meet every six months to evaluate the campaign, discuss changes, share 
success and lessons learned, plan and share associated campaigns, pursue a 
phased approach 
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 The Education and Outreach Working Group’s marketing sub-group continue to 

meet on an as-needed basis to assess and make recommendations on 
messaging, and the process whereby messaging is developed, approved and 
disseminated for use 

 The Education and Outreach Working Group be asked to return to RCAB by 

September 2015 with a recommendation regarding in-school composting 
education and signage as this aspect of the composting priority has yet to be 
addressed 

 RCAB draft an “Intergovernmental/Partner Agreement”, to formalize this 
collaboration on composting education (and including collaboration on other 
topics as applicable) by _____2015 and submit a recommendation to the County 
Commissioners recommending that such an agreement be finalized and 

circulated for signature 

 In the longer term, Boulder County pursues additional funding to support 

expanded composting education and outreach, advising and incentives 
 

2. Outreach 

It is recommended that:  

 The partners will collaborate on, leverage opportunities, and use existing funding 

to benefit from shared costs of: 
o Development of standard metrics/data on compost diversion, etc.  
o Collection current data on web usage, people trained, visits to WDS, etc. 

pages, and methods to evaluate this data   
o Sharing graphics, media, photography, videos, content, online tools, etc.  
o Training and outreach to improve cost effectiveness, reduce redundancy 

and facilitate full context messaging at any compost-related event 
o Use of effective common visual identifiers for compost and/or zero waste 

across communities (Is this too many logos?)  

 Key best practices will be employed, including:  
o in-person, neighborhood, in-school engagement, peer to peer, 

empowering champions, commercial advising, business incentives, 
employee training, customized signage, workshops, and trainings 

 As funding allows: 

o Business incentives extended to all communities  
o End product  use incentives and requirements (for locally produced 

finished compost) will be researched and implemented  – compost 
giveaways, turf installation requirements, and/or discounts based on 
amount  

o Boulder County develop purchasing specifications for compost products 
related to roadside stabilization, stream rehab, etc.  
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o The partner communities/organizations will showcase public-space 

exhibits to highlight the benefits of using compost 
 

3. Signage:  

It is recommended that:  

 Signs used on, or over, compost containers will be:  
o Simple, visual and graphic as possible. Modeled on the City of Boulder’s 

signs (used by the city, Western Disposal, and Partners for a Clean 
Environment) or Eco-Cycle’s signs   

o As detailed as needed depending on user knowledge and familiarity with 

composting  
o Multi-lingual as needed  

o Signs will be consistent with the design concept below  as much possible 
within the constraints of the entity's/business’s brand  

o Customized as much as possible (particularly commercial and school 
signs) 

 Sign design will feature:  
o The heading  “Compost” or “Compost this”  
o A broad green border   
o Materials divided into general categories such as “food and plants” (could 

break coffee and tea into separate category) “compostable paper 
products” (versus paper products), “specifically-designed compostable 

products” vs food service items – compostable cups etc.)   
o Plastic-coated paper products called out as a no  
o The “reduce, recycle, recycle and compost more – Zero Waste” logo to tie 

to the broader zero waste message 
o A tagline/image of the collaborative campaign   

EXAMPLES of recommended sign designs include:  
o City of Boulder signs  
o Eco-Cycle signs  
o PACE Signs  
o WDS signs  

  



4 
 

4. Messaging  

It is recommended that for each of the sections below, the information provided is 
uses as the basis for messaging on composing:  

Larger umbrella campaign messages:  

 Boulder County composts; our community composts- at school, at work, at home 

 Composting is a key part of our zero waste goal 

 Yard and food debris make up 13% of Boulder County’s waste 

 Reuse, recycling, and composting all add value to our waste 

 Support our local zero waste economy by composting! 

 Your food scraps are valuable! Donate them to the curbside compost program 

 Compost to build healthy Colorado soil 

 Full cycle promotion 

 From plate, to soil, to plate—it’s a full cycle. Don’t forget to compost! 

 Return the valuable nutrients in your food and yard to Mother Nature. She’d like 
them back, please 

 Eating your greens? Good! Don’t forget to let Mother Nature eat hers. Compost! 

 (picture of a trash can and an apple core) Wait! Mother Nature needs that back 
to make more apples. Compost.  

 Once you’re recycling and composting…you’ll ask what your trashcan is for! 

 Eat. Compost. Repeat. 

 If you can eat it, you can compost it 

 Protect wildlife in our urban area, secure your carts! 

What is COMPOST?  

 Compost is nature's ultimate recycling system, where living or once-living 

materials break down into a rich soil called compost 

 A natural soil amendment that engages the natural, organic cycle  

 Compost is a natural soil amendment that uses the natural cycle and puts 
nutrients and healthy microbes back into the soil 

What can be composted?  

 In your backyard: 
o Food and yard debris 

 At the curb: 

o Food and yard waste – carefully follow guidelines from your hauler 
As well as these materials which are NOT compostable in your back yard: 

o If you can eat it, you can compost it 
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o Egg, Meat, bones, dairy (check with your collector, some Boulder County 

neighborhoods are prohibited from collecting these materials due to 
wildlife hazards)  

o Weeds  
o Paper towels, facial tissues and other non-recyclable papers 
o BPI certified compostable products 

 What should never be composted?  (in the backyard OR the curb) 
o Any paper or product containing plastic 

Why compost?  

 Composting reduces methane gas (a potent greenhouse gas). When landfilled, 

paper, food and other biodegradable materials do not break down as we would 
expect, because they have no access to air. They break down “anaerobically” 
over decades and creating methane, a potent greenhouse gas 

 Compost enriches our soil. Composting increases the organic content in our soils, 

which enables them to better collect carbon and other pollutants from the 
atmosphere 

 Grow healthier food. The more enriched our soil, the more vitamin-enriched our 
food  

 Reduce the need for chemical fertilizers, herbicides and pesticides  

 Promote healthy ecosystems by limiting the need for chemicals that pollute our 

air, water and soil  

 Move our community one step closer to zero waste by keeping up to 40% of 

what we throw away out of the landfill 

 Save….water, land, soil 

 Depending on your pricing structure, composting can save you money on your 
trash  

 Composting is easy and affordable for residents and businesses 

 Businesses – composting is positive PR; you are part of a community-wide effort 

and your customers care. THEY’RE doing it, they like to see you are too 

 Food scraps don’t compost in a landfill the way you might think. Five years from 
now, the carrot you threw in the trash will still be bright orange on the inside 
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Different Ways to Compost:  

There are many ways to compost and make sure your food and yard discards are turned 
back into soil, rather than going to the landfill where they produce a climate changing 
greenhouse gas. 

 Curbside: Many Boulder County communities now offer curbside compost 

service. If you are a resident of Boulder, unincorporated Boulder County, 
Lafayette or Louisville, you may have access to curbside compost service. Call 
your local hauler or city solid waste department to get the service details. Even if 
you compost in your backyard, curbside is critical to keeping ALL organics out of 
the landfill. The following are examples of materials that can be composted 

curbside, but not in the backyard: 
o Products specially-designed for compost, such as PLA plastics 
o Weeds (commercial compost facilities can render seeds from weeds 

inert) 
o Non-recyclable paper products like facial tissue (commercial compost 

facilities break these materials down more quickly and kill any pathogens) 
o Meat, bones, egg shells and dairy 

 Backyard: Your food and yard waste can be a valuable mulch and soil 
amendment right in your own backyard. Environmentally, backyard composting 
and worm bins (see below) are the best compost solutions since they avoid the 
environmental impacts of having your materials collected or of you hauling them 
to a site in your car. Even if you do not garden, compost can be a key ingredient 

to healthy lawns, flower beds and trees.  

 Worm bins: If you don't have a back yard, live in the mountains where bears or 

other wildlife make backyard composting trickier, or if don't have space for a big 
compost bin, you can still compost your kitchen scraps with red wriggler worms. 
Feeding red wiggler worms in a bin is a good way to make high-quality compost 

from food scraps.  

 Business Compost Collections: Most haulers in the area offer compost collection 
at your business. Call your trash or recycling hauler to add compost collection to 
your service. 

 Drop-off Locations:  In addition to yard and tree limb facilities, which are 
numerous around the county, there are three local compost drop-off locations. 

How to participate in your curbside composting program: 

 Carefully follow guidelines from your collector as to what is/isn’t compostable. 

 Best practice is to keep a small composting bucket in your kitchen to 

conveniently collect food scraps. Recommended buckets are those that are 
ceramic or stainless steel (do not absorb odors and generally have aerating holes 
at the top which prevents odors) 
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 Take your materials out to your curbside compost when the bucket is full, or on a 

frequent basis to avoid odors and fruit flies 

 Add any yard debris such as grass clippings, smaller tree clippings, weeds, etc. 

 Put your cart out at the curb on your collection day! 

 USE the compost! Your food scraps and yard debris are turned into a valuable 

soil amendment you can use! Contact your hauler or community to find out how 
you can save money and the environmental impact of chemical fertilizers, 
pesticides and herbicides by using compost as a mulch, or to build soil in your 
lawn, garden or flower beds 

 Want to go even further? Compostables aren’t just in your kitchen 

 Keep a receptacle in the bathroom to collect non-recyclable papers such as facial 
tissues and paper towels 

What about smells and the "yuck" factor?  

Keeping it clean and odor free is easy with these tips: 

 In your home: 
o Make or purchase an odor-reducing countertop compost container.  
o Empty your kitchen container frequently into your backyard bin or 

curbside container and rinse it each time 
o Trap fruit flies by placing a dish with water, apple cider vinegar and a few 

drops of liquid dish soap near your compost container 
o Place compost in a container or certified compostable bag in your 

freezer, then transfer to your compost cart on pickup day 
o Line the bucket with a 3 gallon compostable bag, a paper bag (it is 

compostable), used paper towel or newspaper 
o Sprinkle baking soda and/or vinegar in the empty container  

 In your curbside cart: 

o Layer food waste with yard waste, newspaper or cardboard to keep your 
cart clean and odor-free.*Note: Newspaper and cardboard are also 
recyclable, so use only as much as you need to keep your cart clean 

o Use a certified compostable bag or a paper bag inside your bin. (NO 
PLASTIC BAGS) 

o Rinse your bin after its emptied.   

o Sprinkle baking soda in empty container 
o Rub the lid of your container with vinegar 

 In your backyard bin: 

o Healthy compost smells like soil. If your compost is smelly, that's a sign 
that it needs more air. Aerate your compost by regularly turning your pile 
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How to use compost: 

You can use compost in many ways, supporting soil and plants indoors and out! Contact 
your hauler or community about purchasing mature compost, made from your very own 
food and yard discards! 

 Flowers and vegetables 

o Work in half an inch of mature compost into the top six inches of the soil 
with a garden fork or rototiller. Be sure that soil isn't sodden with water 
as this can result in an "adobe effect" when it dries which adversely 
affects the plants. 

 Perennials 

o Use compost as mulch to gradually improve the soil. Apply it an inch or so 
deep, between the plants. 

 Seedlings or potted flowers 

o Use 20% mature compost in soil mix (if the mix you purchased doesn't 
already contain compost or worm castings). 

 Lawn 
o Use it as a top dressing. Sprinkle 1/8 to 1/4 inch of fine compost evenly 

across the grass to improve the lawn's ability to use fertilizers more 
efficiently so that less is needed.  

 Trees and shrubs 
o Uncomposted wood chips, grass clippings, and leaves can be spread 

around plantings. Be sure that woody wastes are shredded or chipped 

up. 

 Indoor plants 

o Add small handfuls to the surface of the soil inside the pots. It will break 
down over time and provide nutrients as it decomposes. 

 Compost Tea 
o Ailing plants can get a boost from "tea" made from a shovelful of finished 

compost soaked in a 5-gallon bucket of water for a week. Drain off the 
liquid and dilute one part tea with two parts water, and water indoor or 
outdoor plants 

Composting Services:  

Service is available for both residents AND businesses. 

 Businesses: Ask your hauler or recycler whether they also provide compost 
service. 

 Residents: Compost collection service varies by community due to wildlife 
concerns, housing density and regulations. Call your local community, visit their 
website, or contact your hauler for details on your service.  
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 For residents already composting curbside: Ask your hauler if you can upgrade 

your compost cart to the full 96-gallon size at no charge to help increase 
diversion 

Other resources and videos (needs to be fully populated with 
all shared resources): 
 
Google doc for sharing  
 
Boulder County 

 Learn more about backyard composting by attending local workshops 
offered seasonally by the Boulder County Conservation Division. Find 
workshops, bin sales videos, and step-by step instructions at: 
http://www.bouldercounty.org/env/compost/pages/default.aspx 

 Learn how with Boulder County’s Worm Bin Composting Brochure.  
 
City of Boulder 

 Main page, with overview of zero waste in Boulder, community diversion 
rates and links to additional information about programs and services: 
www.ZeroWasteBoulder.com   

 Information about curbside and backyard composting and the city’s bear 
protection ordinance (bear resistant waste carts) 

 Business resources for zero waste, including signage, advising and 
incentives 

 
Eco-Cycle  

 You can also get the dirt on composting at: 
http://www.ecocycle.org/backyard-composting 

 Compost guidelines: http://www.ecocycle.org/recycle-compost-
reuse/compost#guidelines 

 Compost tips, where to get bins, drop-off sites in your community, service 
in your community, backyard composting how-to, tips and tricks on odor 
and fruit flies, worm composting, business service, microbe brew: 
http://www.ecocycle.org/recycle-compost-reuse/compost 

 Is it compostable handout: 
http://www.ecocycle.org/files/pdfs/guidelines/ecocycle_compostable-
products-guidelines_web.pdf 

 Why tiny plastics in compost can cause BIG problems (Report, slide show, 4 
tips to avoiding plastics in our soil) 
http://www.ecocycle.org/files/pdfs/guidelines/ecocycle_compostable-
products-guidelines_web.pdf 
 

City of Lafayette 
City of Longmont  
City of Louisvill 
Green Girl 
PACE 
Western Disposal 
 

http://www.bouldercounty.org/env/compost/pages/default.aspx
http://www.bouldercounty.org/doc/rc/wormbincompostbroch.pdf
http://www.zerowasteboulder.com/
https://bouldercolorado.gov/lead/compost
https://bouldercolorado.gov/lead/compost
https://bouldercolorado.gov/lead/business-zero-waste
https://bouldercolorado.gov/lead/business-zero-waste
http://www.ecocycle.org/backyard-composting
http://www.ecocycle.org/recycle-compost-reuse/compost#guidelines
http://www.ecocycle.org/recycle-compost-reuse/compost#guidelines
http://www.ecocycle.org/recycle-compost-reuse/compost
http://www.ecocycle.org/files/pdfs/guidelines/ecocycle_compostable-products-guidelines_web.pdf
http://www.ecocycle.org/files/pdfs/guidelines/ecocycle_compostable-products-guidelines_web.pdf
http://www.ecocycle.org/files/pdfs/guidelines/ecocycle_compostable-products-guidelines_web.pdf
http://www.ecocycle.org/files/pdfs/guidelines/ecocycle_compostable-products-guidelines_web.pdf
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Answers to FAQs re: compost: 
 
Q: Doesn’t food just biodegrade in the landfill? 
A: Landfills are designed to prevent water, oxygen and sunlight from entering, so while 
biodegradable materials do break down, they do so VERY slowly and anaerobically 
(without oxygen). In the absence of oxygen, methane is produced (see Reason #1). 
That’s why it’s critical that we keep biodegradable materials (like paper, food scraps and 
yard waste) out of the landfill. 
 
Q. How can I know if the product I’m purchasing is compostable? 
A: Full explanation along with slideshow of examples: 
http://ecocycle.org/recycle-compost-reuse/compost/compostable  
 
Printable guide with yes/no:  
http://www.ecocycle.org/files/pdfs/compostable-product-guidelines.pdf 
 
Q. Where can I get bins for backyard composting? 

Bins for backyard composting are available through the Boulder County Resource 
Conservation Division sells Soilsaver brand backyard composting bins for $50.00. 
Contact or call (720) 564-2226 for more information and to arrange a pickup time. 

 

http://ecocycle.org/recycle-compost-reuse/compost/compostable
http://www.ecocycle.org/files/pdfs/compostable-product-guidelines.pdf
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RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL ORGANICS PROGRAM 
CONCEPTS FOR BOULDER COUNTY COMMUNITIES 
 

 

0. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY / ABSTRACT 
 

The Boulder County Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) tackled organics as a priority concern 

in its 2014 work plan.  The RCAB developed a set of residential and commercial organics program 

concepts to help provide a menu that could be considered by the communities within the county, 

recognizing that “one-size-fits-all” solutions would not be a successful strategy.  The communities in 

Boulder County are in very different starting situations in regard to organics; therefore, the report 

provides more than 59 residential and commercial strategies ranked 8 ways: 

 Tonnage diverted (highest to lowest) 

 Cost to the community / county / agency (lowest to highest) 

 Cost to the residential and commercial generators (businesses and households; lowest to 

highest); 

 Level of political will or market intervention / aggressiveness involved in the strategy (lowest to 

highest); 

 Overall scores, considering tonnage, cost, and “political aggressiveness”. 

Suggestions were also made for strategies most suited to:  

 Communities with fairly high intervention in the organics area already; 

 Communities with moderate existing activity in the organics arena; and  

 Communities just starting to consider organics strategies. 

The strategies cover the gamut of types, including: 

 Education strategies (3 residential, 5 commercial) 

 Facilities needs (2 residential, 2 commercial) 

 Incentives options (6 residential, 5 commercial) 

 Programs (7 residential, 7 commercial) 

 Policies (8 residential, 6 commercial), and 

 Regulations (3 residential, 5 commercial). 

The RCAB provides this document so community staff and citizen committees will have a kit to help start 

discussions of organics strategies that have been successful elsewhere, and may help move the needle 

at the local level within Boulder County.  
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1. BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES 
 

The Boulder County Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) is a citizen and community 

representative advisory committee that provides advice to the Boulder County Commissioners on issues 

related to Zero Waste, County recycling / composting / diversion efforts, and the Boulder County 

Recycling Center.   

Included among the RCAB’s 2014 objectives was an analysis of options for organics – including facilities 

and programs.  One of the RCAB members1 with information on programs in use around the nation was 

asked to take the lead on organizing a set of residential and commercial organics program concepts that 

could be: 

 Discussed and considered by RCAB members, 

 Ranked based on weighted performance statistics suggested by RCAB, and  

 Serve as concepts that could suit the wide array of communities within Boulder County. 

This document serves as a resource for the various communities within Boulder County – those with 

advanced programs and those without – for ideas and concepts that could be considered as they work 

to reduce and divert organics materials, including yard waste and food scraps.   The programs are 

concepts and titles, not fully-fleshed out program descriptions, but are titled in a way to be relatively 

self-explanatory.  A brief description of some of the highest-ranked programs is included in the tables in 

Chapter 4.  Resources for more detailed information about the programs can be gathered from web 

searches on the key words from the concept, review of the trade publications Resource Recycling and 

Biocycle, consultation with RCAB staff, or calls to the author. 

 

2. ANALYSIS METHOD 
 

Using a combination of resources including existing in-house consultant models, an exhaustive report 

prepared for USEPA Region 5, previous research and comprehensive plan projects, literature review and 

other resources, the authors assembled a list of possible organics program concepts – including a mix of 

“basic” options and advanced strategies.  Commercial vs. residential concepts are kept separate; as a 

result, there are some concepts that cross over and are on both lists. 

This laundry list was discussed with the RCAB committee (59 concepts).  As a result of lively discussion 

and comment, the concepts were assembled into “types”, including:  

 Education (3 residential, 5 commercial) 

 Facilities (2 residential, 2 commercial) 

 Incentives (6 residential, 5 commercial) 

                                                           
1 Dr. Lisa Skumatz of Skumatz Economic Research Associates / SERA of Superior, volunteering the time 
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 Programs (7 residential, 7 commercial) 

 Policies (8 residential, 6 commercial), and 

 Regulations (3 residential, 5 commercial). 

We also reviewed the community responses to the latest 2013 RCAB community survey to identify 

which of the strategies may already be in place in some of the County’s jurisdictions.  Although these 

survey responses were not complete, the information that was available has been included in the tables 

in the Appendix. 

Ultimately, four primary criteria – assessed in relative terms (high / medium / low, etc.) – were used to 

assess performance of the various concepts: 

 tons diverted (40% weight) 

 cost to the city / county / agency (30%); 

 cost to the generators (businesses or households) (15%); and 

 a factor related to the degree of political will needed to accomplish the program, or the degree 

of aggressiveness of the intervention into the market represented by the strategy (15%). 

In this simple analysis, each criteria was ranked according to a 8 point scale (very high to very low, and a 

zero for some items), and an overall performance score was assessed using the weights listed at the end 

of the criteria above; tons diverted receive the highest weight.  Based on the scores in total, and the 

individual criteria ratings, the strategies were sorted, in turn, by:  

 Total score, weighted across all the criteria; 

 Tons diverted (highest to lowest); 

 Relative cost to city / county / agency (lowest to highest); 

 Relative cost to generators (lowest to highest); and 

 Relative political will / aggressiveness factor (lowest to highest). 

A table for each of these “sorts” is included in the appendix, providing a resource for identifying tailored 

sets of options by communities within the County.   

 

3. INTERPRETING THE RESULTS  
 

Sorting of the concepts by different criteria was performed because the committee recognized that the 

communities within Boulder County are in very different positions.  Some communities provide their 

own collection, others contract, and still others collect using municipal staff.  Some have already 

included yard waste or food waste collection, others have drop offs, and others have not tackled this 

stream at all yet.  Some communities have aggressive goals and detailed sustainability plans, and others 

have councils that have not yet acted in this area.  The RCAB annual survey of community progress 

shows the wide variation in “situation” for each community within the County.  Thus, the different 

communities will implicitly be using different priorities as they consider what might be most appropriate 

for them.   
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Leading concepts are listed below, based on the criteria of greatest interest to the community.  Note 

that EOW stands for every other week collection of a particular stream.  PAYT stands for “pay as you 

throw”, or a concept in which those households getting more trash collected pay more (usually using 

larger vs. smaller trash cans).  YW and FW represent yard waste and food waste (or scraps); R / O stands 

for recycling and organics.  Most of the other abbreviations are self-explanatory. 

Table 3.1:  Highest Ranked Based on Weighted Overall Score 

Residential Organics Concepts Commercial Organics Concepts 

 EOW Trash 

 Consider (organics) contracts for collection to get 
desired services at desired incentives 

 Stop spring clean-ups 

 Consider EOW Recy to help fund organics coll'n 

 Require incentive rates for Composting service 

 Procurement - require use of local compost 
material - city & maybe bldg codes, etc. 

 Change contract payments to favor food / 
organics tons (for cities with contracts) 

 PAYT / embedded food scraps (organics) col'n  

 Pay more for NOT composting 

 Mandatory food (organics) for all HHs 

 Disposal ban - food / organics 

 Mandatory program - enforcement options… For 
Organics 

 Contracting for collection - community or business 
association or muni 

 Education on bidding / contracts 

 Disposal ban - food / organics 

 Mandatory program - enforcement options… 

 ABC for food 

 PAYT / embedded food scraps col'n with ratio… 

 Business recognition program (organics) 

 Food scraps costs embedded for all com'l 
customers 

 Contract incentives to meet goals (organics) 

 Small businesses added to residential composting 
program 

 Require incentive rates for Composting service 

 

Table 3.2:  Highest Ranked Based on (Highest) Tonnage Diverted 

Residential Organics Concepts Commercial Organics Concepts 

 Consider (organics) contracts for collection to get 
desired services at desired incentives 

 Mandatory food (organics) for all HHs 

 Disposal ban - food / organics 

 Mandatory program - enforcement options… For 
organics 

 Wet dry collection system 

 EOW Trash 

 Require incentive rates for Composting service 

 Food scraps (organics) costs embedded for all res 
customers 

 Consider EOW Recy to help fund organics coll'n 

 PAYT / embedded food scraps (organics) col'n  

 Pay more for NOT composting 

 No bin no barrel (for organics) 
 
 

 Contracting for collection - community or business 
association or muni 

 Disposal ban - food / organics 

 Mandatory program - enforcement options… 

 Food scraps costs embedded for all com'l 
customers 

 ABC for food 

 PAYT / embedded food scraps col'n with ratio… 

 Require incentive rates for Composting service 

 Mandatory composting for selected generators 

 Procurement - require use of local compost 
material - city & maybe bldg codes, etc. 

 Differential tip fees for meeting goals (organics) 

 Establish limited targeted com'l food scraps 
program or partner or pilot 

 Facility development / partnerships, etc. - regional 
/ area organics 
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Table 3.3:  Highest Ranked Based on (Lowest) Cost to Community / Agency 

Residential Organics Concepts Commercial Organics Concepts 

 Stop spring clean-ups 

 Differential tip fees for meeting goals 

 EOW Trash 

 Require incentive rates for Composting service 

 Consider EOW Recy to help fund organics coll'n 

 PAYT / embedded food scraps (organics) col'n  

 Pay more for NOT composting 

 Change contract payments to favor food / 
organics tons (for cities with contracts) 

 Micro can for trash 

 Hauler license requirements to offer food / 
organics scrap coll'n 

 City-wide ordinance requiring all MF >x units to 
get service - organics (city coding R/O) 

 Measure / estimate current diversion in 
community and set goals (for organics) (city 
coding for tons, goal, organics - T / G / O) 

 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state 

 License with reporting required as part of license 
(organics) coding: R/O 

 Education on bidding / contracts 

 Business recognition program (organics) 

 Space for containers ordinance 

 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state 

 PAYT / embedded food scraps col'n with ratio… 

 Contract incentives to meet goals (organics) 

 Taxes on some material streams (e.g. trash, not 
organics) 

 PAYT composting bag program for small com'l 

 Small businesses added to residential composting 
program 

 Require organics plans 

 Measure / estimate current diversion in 
community and set goals 

 

Table 3.4:  Highest Ranked Based on (Lowest) Cost to Businesses and Households (Generators) 

Residential Organics Concepts Commercial Organics Concepts 

 Stop spring clean-ups 

 Hauler license requirements to offer food / 
organics scrap coll'n 

 Measure / estimate current diversion in 
community and set goals (for organics) (city 
coding for tons, goal, organics - T / G / O) 

 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state 

 License with reporting required as part of license 
(organics) coding: R/O 

 Procurement - require use of local compost 
material - city & maybe bldg codes, etc. 

 Consider (organics) contracts for collection to get 
desired services at desired incentives 

 No bin no barrel (for organics) 

 MF concentrated outreach (city coding NOT 
organics-centric) 

 Dropoff at transfer station or other location (city 
coding R/YW/FW) 

 Rebate for food / organics bin 

 Social marketing 

 EOW Trash 

 Consider EOW Recy to help fund organics coll'n 

 Contract incentives to meet goals (for cities with 
contracts) 

 Business recognition program (organics) 

 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state 

 Measure / estimate current diversion in 
community and set goals 

 Contracting for collection - community or business 
association or muni 

 Com'l outreach / social marketing 

 License with reporting required as part of license 

 Dropoff at transfer station or other location.  (yw 
/ fw) (city coding R / YW / FW) 

 Education on bidding / contracts 

 Space for containers ordinance 

 Contract incentives to meet goals (organics) 

 Small businesses added to residential composting 
program 

 Require organics plans 

 Outreach on food scraps diversion - door to door 

 Free waste audits / visits (organics) (city coding 
technical assistance) 

 Facility development / partnerships, etc. - regional 
/ area organics 
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Table 3.5:  Highest Ranked Based on (Lowest) Political Will / Intervention Aggressiveness 

Residential Organics Concepts Commercial Organics Concepts 

 Measure / estimate current diversion in 
community and set goals (for organics) (city 
coding for tons, goal, organics - T / G / O) 

 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state 

 MF concentrated outreach (city coding NOT 
organics-centric) 

 Social marketing 

 Change contract payments to favor food / 
organics tons (for cities with contracts) 

 Hauler license requirements to offer food / 
organics scrap coll'n 

 License with reporting required as part of license 
(organics) coding: R/O 

 Procurement - require use of local compost 
material - city & maybe bldg codes, etc. 

 Dropoff at transfer station or other location (city 
coding R/YW/FW) 

 Contract incentives to meet goals (for cities with 
contracts) 

 Insink disposals program 

 Business recognition program (organics) 

 Measure / estimate current diversion in 
community and set goals 

 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state 

 Com'l outreach / social marketing 

 Dropoff at transfer station or other location.  (yw 
/ fw) (city coding R / YW / FW) 

 Education on bidding / contracts 

 Space for containers ordinance 

 Small businesses added to residential composting 
program 

 Outreach on food scraps diversion - door to door 

 Free waste audits / visits (organics) (city coding 
technical assistance) 

 Encourage cooperative agreements in 
neighborhoods / joint coll'n / pay (for organics)? 

 

 

4. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

There is no one magic bullet for all Boulder County communities; each jurisdiction is in a very different 

place.  However, consideration of the organics sector provides the potential for a sizable jump in 

diversion – and is key to moving from “so-so” diversion to adding double digits more diversion.   A few 

key strategies are highlighted in the table below, selected based on the author’s experience working 

with communities in many different situations.  However, communities will want to peruse the previous 

chapter, and particularly the appendix, to identify strategies that may be appealing to a community 

based on its priorities, and the appetite of staff and elected officials, to undertake initiatives in the 

organics sector. 

Table 4.1:  Program Concepts to Consider  

 Residential Concepts Commercial Concepts 
For 
communities 
with HIGH 
existing 
organics  
intervention  

Assumed in place:  PAYT with at least 32 gal 
yw / fw service embedded in trash bill.  Also 
consider… 

Assumed in place:  At least pilot food waste 
program / services available.  Also consider… 

 Mandating food scraps collection (at least 96 
gal) for all commercial customers (or certain 
size or business types), at no additional fee 
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 Residential Concepts Commercial Concepts 

 Micro / mini can (~10-19 gal) for trash, 
and/or every other week (EOW) trash 
collection option (if YW / FW collected).2 

 Education program on using in-sink 
disposals for food (if Waste-water plant 
can handle the material) 

 Disposal ban / food waste (multiple 
enforcement options) 

 Provide contracted haulers with financial 
incentives for meeting organics diversion 
goals (for towns with contracts) 

 No bin / no barrel for organics (trash not 
collected if organics not set out) – or set 
rates for customer to pay MORE for NOT 
setting out organics container 

 Lobby for better / easier State siting 
conditions for composting facilities 

 Procurement guidelines requiring use of 
local compost in city construction 
contracts, building sites, etc. 

 Stop organics collection spring clean-ups 
to encourage diversion / use of programs 

 Explore wet/dry collection system 

 City-wide ordinance requiring all MF > X 
units to get organics service 

(requiring haulers to embed the cost in the 
trash bill).3   

 Contracting for commercial collection for food 
waste or for all services (encouraging the 
downtown district to contract, or establishing 
an “improvement district” or similar to take 
this on legally.) 

 Require incentive rates for composting service 
(must be less than trash rates, etc.) 

 Apply extra taxes on trash tons and not on 
(recycling and) organics tons to improve 
economics. 

 Hauler incentives for meeting organics 
diversion goals (perhaps tip fee rebates / 
differential taxes for haulers meeting goals) 

 Variation on ABC recycling law – require all 
restaurants to recycle organics or they lose 
liquor license  

 Mandatory composting for some business 
types (or those of certain trash volumes; 
tightening up over time) 

 Add small businesses to residential organics 
collection routes and/or introduce a PAYT 
composting bag service for small businesses.  

For 
communities 
with 
MODERATE 
action in 
organics 
diversion 

 Introduce ordinance or licensing requiring 
haulers to offer organics service.  
Consider requiring organics must be 
available for a lower fee than trash. 

 Introduce ordinance requiring haulers to 
provide organics service, embedded in 
the trash bill like recycling service 

 Food disposal ban 

 Education program on using in-sink 
disposals for food (if Waste-water plant 
can handle the material) 

 Provide drop-off for organics (staffed site) 

 Require hauler reporting of organics (and 
recycling and trash) tons 

 

 Free waste audits and commercial social 
marketing outreach; web information 

 Provide education on bidding / contracts – 
specifying contract conditions to look for, and 
noting savings that may be available from re-
bidding for multiple services including organics 
diversion – and encouraging them to request 
“rightsizing” visits from their hauler 

 Start a limited commercial food scraps pilot 
with selected businesses (leading grocery, 
restaurants) to test the approach, and spread 
to others 

 Provide a drop-off container program for 
organics / yard waste for businesses4 

 Require haulers to offer food scraps collection 
service to customers. 

For 
Communities 
with LOW 
existing 

 Require hauler reporting of organics (and 
recycling and trash) tons 

 Measure / conduct waste sorts and set 
goals to inform program planning / 

 Require businesses to prepare simple one-
page check-list “organics plans” and submit to 
the town or hauler 

                                                           
2 consider EOW recycling to help minimize costs 
3 Can also be specified as a multiple of their trash service (up to same size as trash, 150%, etc.).  Haulers become 
concerned if there is no limit to the size of service that must be available and embedded.  This design is very 
effective for recycling service as well. 
4 In one town, we found a business with a recycling container was willing to let small businesses bring materials; it 
may be that some communities may be able to work such an arrangement for small food generators; fees and 
collection frequency and other problems may arise, but it may be worth a discussion. 
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 Residential Concepts Commercial Concepts 
action in 
organics 
diversion 

selection; establish citizen committees, 
etc. 

 Introduce ordinance or licensing requiring 
haulers to offer organics service.  
Consider requiring organics must be 
available for a lower fee than trash. 

 Education and Social marketing on 
organics / food diversion strategies 

 

 Provide education on bidding / contracts – 
specifying contract conditions to look for, and 
noting savings that may be available from re-
bidding for multiple services including organics 
diversion – and encouraging them to request 
“rightsizing” visits from their hauler 

 Introduce “space for organics” ordinance, 
requiring new construction and significant 
remodels to include space for organics 
containers in addition to trash and recycling 
containers inside commercial (and MF) 
buildings. 

 Provide a drop-off container program for 
organics / yard waste for businesses5 

 Short term discounts / incentives to businesses 
signing up for organics program 

 Require haulers to be able to provide food 
collection if requested. 

 

 

5. APPENDIX / SORTED TABLES OF CONCEPTS 
 

The following pages provide tables of all the residential strategies (table labeled “a”), then commercial 

strategies (table labeled “b”), sorted by key criteria.   

 

                                                           
5 In one town, we found a business with a recycling container was willing to let small businesses bring materials; it 
may be that some communities may be able to work such an arrangement for small food generators; fees and 
collection frequency and other problems may arise, but it may be worth a discussion. 



9 | P a g e              B o u l d e r  R C A B  –  O r g a n i c s  P r o g r a m  C o n c e p t s  
 

Table 5.1a:  Highest Ranked Based on Weighted Overall Score-Residential 

 

RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS Relative Relative Relative AggressiveWTD In Place Where in Boulder County? (based on reports from RCAB survey)

Type R/C ID#
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PGM R P1 EOW Trash H VL VL M 6.2 H

POL R C10

Consider (organics) contracts for collection to get desired 

services at desired incentives VH ML 0 H 5.8 H

POL R S4 Stop spring clean-ups M 0 0 MH 5.7 H Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

PGM R P2 Consider EOW Recy to help fund organics coll'n MH VL VL MH 5.6 H

INC R C2 Require incentive rates for Composting service H VL M MH 5.6 H

POL R S3

Procurement - require use of local compost material - city & 

maybe bldg codes, etc. M L 0 L 5.5 MH

INC R I2

Change contract payments to favor food / organics tons (for cities 

with contracts) M VL ML VL 5.5 MH

PGM R C3 PAYT / embedded food scraps (organics) col'n MH VL ML M 5.5 MH Y some N Y N N Y? N N N N

PGM R C5 Pay more for NOT composting MH VL ML M 5.5 MH

POL R C7 Mandatory food (organics?) for all HHs VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

POL R C8 Disposal ban - food / organics VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

POL R C9 Mandatory program - enforcement options… FOR ORGANICS VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

REG R I5 Hauler license requirements to offer food / organics scrap coll'n ML VL 0 L 5.4 MH

INC R I3 Contract incentives to meet goals (for cities with contracts) M L VL L 5.4 MH

INC R I4 Differential tip fees for meeting goals M 0 L MH 5.4 MH

PGM R P3 Micro can for trash M VL L ML 5.4 MH

PGM R C6 No bin no barrel (FOR ORGANICS) MH ML 0 M 5.3 MH

INC R C1 Food scraps (organics) costs embedded for all res customers H L M MH 5.3 MH Y S NA Y NA N NA NA NA NA NA

EDU R MF1 MF concentrated outreach (city coding NOT organics-centric) ML ML 0 VL 5.0 MH Y Y Y N N N N N N N N

POL R S1

Measure / estimate current diversion in community and set goals 

(for organics) (city coding for tons, goal, organics - T / G / O) VL VL 0 0 4.9 MH YYY? YYY?

YNN

? YNY? NN YYN YNY? NNN

REG R L1 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state VL VL 0 VL 4.8 MH

REG R S2

License with reporting required as part of license (organics) 

coding: R/O VL VL 0 L 4.6 MH

FAC R F1

Dropoff at transfer station or other location (city coding 

R/YW/FW) ML M 0 L 4.5 M YYY YYN Y?Y Y?? Y?N YYY YNN YYN NNN YNN NYN

EDU R E1 Social marketing ML MH 0 VL 4.4 M

POL R MF2

City-wide ordinance requiring all MF >x units to get service - 

ORGANICS (city coding R/O) ML VL M MH 4.4 M Y/N N/N Y/N Y/N N/N Y/N N/N N/N

EDU R E3 Insink disposals program L L ML L 4.3 M

PGM R C4 Rebate for food / organics bin ML M 0 M 4.2 M

INC R I1 Taxes on some material streams ML L L H 4.2 M

FAC R F2 Wet dry collection system VH H MH H 4.2 M
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Table 5.1b:  Highest Ranked Based on Weighted Overall Score-Commercial 

 

COMMERCIAL STRATEGIES Relative Relative Relative Aggressive WTD In Place Where in Boulder County? (based on reports from RCAB survey)

Type R/C ID#
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Cost

Gen 

Cost

(& 

politics)

SCORE (hi  

is good) 

word for 

score B
ou

ld
er

B
oC

o

L'
m

on
t

Lv
ill

e

Ly
on

s

S
up

er

La
fa

ye
tte

E
rie

Ja
m

es
to

w
n

W
ar

d

B
ro

om
fie

ld

POL C C10

Contracting for collection - community or business association or 

muni VH ML 0 H 5.8 H

EDU C E3 Education on bidding / contracts M VL VL L 5.7 H

POL C C8 Disposal ban - food / organics VH ML L H 5.5 MH

POL C C9 Mandatory program - enforcement options… VH ML L H 5.5 MH

PGM C C12 ABC for food H ML L M 5.4 MH

PGM C PAYT2PAYT / embedded food scraps col'n with ratio… H L ML MH 5.4 MH

EDU C E2 Business recognition program (organics) L VL 0 0 5.3 MH

PGM C C3 Food scraps costs embedded for all com'l customers VH M L H 5.2 MH

INC C I3 Contract incentives to meet goals (organics) M L VL M 5.1 MH

PGM C C14 Small businesses added to residential composting program ML L VL L 5.0 MH

INC C C2 Require incentive rates for Composting service H ML M MH 5.0 MH

REG C S5 Space for containers ordinance L VL VL L 4.9 MH

POL C S3

Procurement - require use of local compost material - city & 

maybe bldg codes, etc. MH ML L MH 4.9 MH

REG C L1 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state VL VL 0 VL 4.8 MH

POL C C7 Mandatory composting for selected generators H M L H 4.8 MH

EDU C E4 Outreach on food scraps diversion - door to door ML ML VL L 4.7 MH

INC C I4 Differential tip fees for meeting goals (organics) MH ML L H 4.7 MH

PGM C C11

Establish limited targeted com'l food scraps program or partner or 

pilot MH M ML ML 4.7 MH

POL C S1 Measure / estimate current diversion in community and set goals VL L 0 0 4.6 MH

INC C I1 Taxes on some material streams (e.g. trash, not organics) M L L H 4.6 MH

PGM C PAYT1PAYT composting bag program for small com'l M L M M 4.6 MH

FAC C F1

Dropoff at transfer station or other location.  (yw / fw) (city coding 

R / YW / FW) ML M 0 L 4.5 M YYY YYN Y?Y Y?? Y?N YYY YNN YYN NNN YNN NYN

EDU C E1 Com'l outreach / social marketing L ML 0 L 4.4 M N Y N N N N Y

EDU C E5

Free waste audits / visits (organics) (city coding technical 

assistance) ML M VL L 4.4 M Y Y N N N N N

REG C S7 Require organics plans L L VL M 4.3 M

FAC C F2 Facility development / partnerships, etc. - regional / area organics MH H VL M 4.3 M

INC C I6 Discount / incentive to businesses for compost subscription M M M ML 4.2 M Y Y

PGM C P4

Encourage cooperative agreements in neighborhoods / joint coll'n 

/ pay (for organics)? ML M ML L 4.1 M

REG C I5 Com'l hauler license requirements to offer food scrap coll'n ML M L M 3.9 M

REG C S2 License with reporting required as part of license VL ML 0 M 3.7 M Y Y Y N N NA N
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Table 5.2a:  Highest Ranked Based on (Highest) Tonnage Diverted - Residential 

 
 

RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS Relative Relative Relative AggressiveWTD In Place Where in Boulder County? (based on reports from RCAB survey)
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POL R C10

Consider (organics) contracts for collection to get desired 

services at desired incentives VH ML 0 H 5.8 H

POL R C7 Mandatory food (organics?) for all HHs VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

POL R C8 Disposal ban - food / organics VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

POL R C9 Mandatory program - enforcement options… FOR ORGANICS VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

FAC R F2 Wet dry collection system VH H MH H 4.2 M

PGM R P1 EOW Trash H VL VL M 6.2 H

INC R C2 Require incentive rates for Composting service H VL M MH 5.6 H

INC R C1 Food scraps (organics) costs embedded for all res customers H L M MH 5.3 MH Y S NA Y NA N NA NA NA NA NA

PGM R P2 Consider EOW Recy to help fund organics coll'n MH VL VL MH 5.6 H

PGM R C3 PAYT / embedded food scraps (organics) col'n MH VL ML M 5.5 MH Y some N Y N N Y? N N N N

PGM R C5 Pay more for NOT composting MH VL ML M 5.5 MH

PGM R C6 No bin no barrel (FOR ORGANICS) MH ML 0 M 5.3 MH

POL R S4 Stop spring clean-ups M 0 0 MH 5.7 H Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

POL R S3

Procurement - require use of local compost material - city & 

maybe bldg codes, etc. M L 0 L 5.5 MH

INC R I2

Change contract payments to favor food / organics tons (for cities 

with contracts) M VL ML VL 5.5 MH

INC R I3 Contract incentives to meet goals (for cities with contracts) M L VL L 5.4 MH

INC R I4 Differential tip fees for meeting goals M 0 L MH 5.4 MH

PGM R P3 Micro can for trash M VL L ML 5.4 MH

REG R I5 Hauler license requirements to offer food / organics scrap coll'n ML VL 0 L 5.4 MH

EDU R MF1 MF concentrated outreach (city coding NOT organics-centric) ML ML 0 VL 5.0 MH Y Y Y N N N N N N N N

FAC R F1

Dropoff at transfer station or other location (city coding 

R/YW/FW) ML M 0 L 4.5 M YYY YYN Y?Y Y?? Y?N YYY YNN YYN NNN YNN NYN

EDU R E1 Social marketing ML MH 0 VL 4.4 M

POL R MF2

City-wide ordinance requiring all MF >x units to get service - 

ORGANICS (city coding R/O) ML VL M MH 4.4 M Y/N N/N Y/N Y/N N/N Y/N N/N N/N

PGM R C4 Rebate for food / organics bin ML M 0 M 4.2 M

INC R I1 Taxes on some material streams ML L L H 4.2 M

EDU R E3 Insink disposals program L L ML L 4.3 M

POL R S1

Measure / estimate current diversion in community and set goals 

(for organics) (city coding for tons, goal, organics - T / G / O) VL VL 0 0 4.9 MH YYY? YYY?

YNN

? YNY? NN YYN YNY? NNN

REG R L1 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state VL VL 0 VL 4.8 MH

REG R S2

License with reporting required as part of license (organics) 

coding: R/O VL VL 0 L 4.6 MH
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Table 5.2b:  Highest Ranked Based on (Highest) Tonnage Diverted - Commercial 

 

COMMERCIAL STRATEGIES Relative Relative Relative Aggressive WTD In Place Where in Boulder County? (based on reports from RCAB survey)
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POL C C10

Contracting for collection - community or business association or 

muni VH ML 0 H 5.8 H

POL C C8 Disposal ban - food / organics VH ML L H 5.5 MH

POL C C9 Mandatory program - enforcement options… VH ML L H 5.5 MH

PGM C C3 Food scraps costs embedded for all com'l customers VH M L H 5.2 MH

PGM C C12 ABC for food H ML L M 5.4 MH

PGM C PAYT2PAYT / embedded food scraps col'n with ratio… H L ML MH 5.4 MH

INC C C2 Require incentive rates for Composting service H ML M MH 5.0 MH

POL C C7 Mandatory composting for selected generators H M L H 4.8 MH

POL C S3

Procurement - require use of local compost material - city & 

maybe bldg codes, etc. MH ML L MH 4.9 MH

INC C I4 Differential tip fees for meeting goals (organics) MH ML L H 4.7 MH

PGM C C11

Establish limited targeted com'l food scraps program or partner or 

pilot MH M ML ML 4.7 MH

FAC C F2 Facility development / partnerships, etc. - regional / area organics MH H VL M 4.3 M

EDU C E3 Education on bidding / contracts M VL VL L 5.7 H

INC C I3 Contract incentives to meet goals (organics) M L VL M 5.1 MH

INC C I1 Taxes on some material streams (e.g. trash, not organics) M L L H 4.6 MH

PGM C PAYT1PAYT composting bag program for small com'l M L M M 4.6 MH

INC C I6 Discount / incentive to businesses for compost subscription M M M ML 4.2 M Y Y

PGM C C14 Small businesses added to residential composting program ML L VL L 5.0 MH

EDU C E4 Outreach on food scraps diversion - door to door ML ML VL L 4.7 MH

FAC C F1

Dropoff at transfer station or other location.  (yw / fw) (city coding 

R / YW / FW) ML M 0 L 4.5 M YYY YYN Y?Y Y?? Y?N YYY YNN YYN NNN YNN NYN

EDU C E5

Free waste audits / visits (organics) (city coding technical 

assistance) ML M VL L 4.4 M Y Y N N N N N

PGM C P4

Encourage cooperative agreements in neighborhoods / joint coll'n 

/ pay (for organics)? ML M ML L 4.1 M

REG C I5 Com'l hauler license requirements to offer food scrap coll'n ML M L M 3.9 M

EDU C E2 Business recognition program (organics) L VL 0 0 5.3 MH

REG C S5 Space for containers ordinance L VL VL L 4.9 MH

EDU C E1 Com'l outreach / social marketing L ML 0 L 4.4 M N Y N N N N Y

REG C S7 Require organics plans L L VL M 4.3 M

REG C L1 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state VL VL 0 VL 4.8 MH

POL C S1 Measure / estimate current diversion in community and set goals VL L 0 0 4.6 MH

REG C S2 License with reporting required as part of license VL ML 0 M 3.7 M Y Y Y N N NA N
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Table 5.3a:  Highest Ranked Based on (Lowest) Cost to Community / Agency - Residential 

 
 

RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS Relative Relative Relative AggressiveWTD In Place Where in Boulder County? (based on reports from RCAB survey)
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POL R S4 Stop spring clean-ups M 0 0 MH 5.7 H Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

INC R I4 Differential tip fees for meeting goals M 0 L MH 5.4 MH

PGM R P1 EOW Trash H VL VL M 6.2 H

INC R C2 Require incentive rates for Composting service H VL M MH 5.6 H

PGM R P2 Consider EOW Recy to help fund organics coll'n MH VL VL MH 5.6 H

PGM R C3 PAYT / embedded food scraps (organics) col'n MH VL ML M 5.5 MH Y some N Y N N Y? N N N N

PGM R C5 Pay more for NOT composting MH VL ML M 5.5 MH

INC R I2

Change contract payments to favor food / organics tons (for cities 

with contracts) M VL ML VL 5.5 MH

PGM R P3 Micro can for trash M VL L ML 5.4 MH

REG R I5 Hauler license requirements to offer food / organics scrap coll'n ML VL 0 L 5.4 MH

POL R MF2

City-wide ordinance requiring all MF >x units to get service - 

ORGANICS (city coding R/O) ML VL M MH 4.4 M Y/N N/N Y/N Y/N N/N Y/N N/N N/N

POL R S1

Measure / estimate current diversion in community and set goals 

(for organics) (city coding for tons, goal, organics - T / G / O) VL VL 0 0 4.9 MH YYY? YYY?

YNN

? YNY? NN YYN YNY? NNN

REG R L1 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state VL VL 0 VL 4.8 MH

REG R S2

License with reporting required as part of license (organics) 

coding: R/O VL VL 0 L 4.6 MH

INC R C1 Food scraps (organics) costs embedded for all res customers H L M MH 5.3 MH Y S NA Y NA N NA NA NA NA NA

POL R S3

Procurement - require use of local compost material - city & 

maybe bldg codes, etc. M L 0 L 5.5 MH

INC R I3 Contract incentives to meet goals (for cities with contracts) M L VL L 5.4 MH

INC R I1 Taxes on some material streams ML L L H 4.2 M

EDU R E3 Insink disposals program L L ML L 4.3 M

POL R C10

Consider (organics) contracts for collection to get desired 

services at desired incentives VH ML 0 H 5.8 H

POL R C7 Mandatory food (organics?) for all HHs VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

POL R C8 Disposal ban - food / organics VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

POL R C9 Mandatory program - enforcement options… FOR ORGANICS VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

PGM R C6 No bin no barrel (FOR ORGANICS) MH ML 0 M 5.3 MH

EDU R MF1 MF concentrated outreach (city coding NOT organics-centric) ML ML 0 VL 5.0 MH Y Y Y N N N N N N N N

FAC R F1

Dropoff at transfer station or other location (city coding 

R/YW/FW) ML M 0 L 4.5 M YYY YYN Y?Y Y?? Y?N YYY YNN YYN NNN YNN NYN

PGM R C4 Rebate for food / organics bin ML M 0 M 4.2 M

EDU R E1 Social marketing ML MH 0 VL 4.4 M

FAC R F2 Wet dry collection system VH H MH H 4.2 M
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Table 5.3b:  Highest Ranked Based on (Lowest) Cost to Community / Agency - Commercial 

 

COMMERCIAL STRATEGIES Relative Relative Relative Aggressive WTD In Place Where in Boulder County? (based on reports from RCAB survey)
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EDU C E3 Education on bidding / contracts M VL VL L 5.7 H

EDU C E2 Business recognition program (organics) L VL 0 0 5.3 MH

REG C S5 Space for containers ordinance L VL VL L 4.9 MH

REG C L1 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state VL VL 0 VL 4.8 MH

PGM C PAYT2PAYT / embedded food scraps col'n with ratio… H L ML MH 5.4 MH

INC C I3 Contract incentives to meet goals (organics) M L VL M 5.1 MH

INC C I1 Taxes on some material streams (e.g. trash, not organics) M L L H 4.6 MH

PGM C PAYT1PAYT composting bag program for small com'l M L M M 4.6 MH

PGM C C14 Small businesses added to residential composting program ML L VL L 5.0 MH

REG C S7 Require organics plans L L VL M 4.3 M

POL C S1 Measure / estimate current diversion in community and set goals VL L 0 0 4.6 MH

POL C C10

Contracting for collection - community or business association or 

muni VH ML 0 H 5.8 H

POL C C8 Disposal ban - food / organics VH ML L H 5.5 MH

POL C C9 Mandatory program - enforcement options… VH ML L H 5.5 MH

PGM C C12 ABC for food H ML L M 5.4 MH

INC C C2 Require incentive rates for Composting service H ML M MH 5.0 MH

POL C S3

Procurement - require use of local compost material - city & 

maybe bldg codes, etc. MH ML L MH 4.9 MH

INC C I4 Differential tip fees for meeting goals (organics) MH ML L H 4.7 MH

EDU C E4 Outreach on food scraps diversion - door to door ML ML VL L 4.7 MH

EDU C E1 Com'l outreach / social marketing L ML 0 L 4.4 M N Y N N N N Y

REG C S2 License with reporting required as part of license VL ML 0 M 3.7 M Y Y Y N N NA N

PGM C C3 Food scraps costs embedded for all com'l customers VH M L H 5.2 MH

POL C C7 Mandatory composting for selected generators H M L H 4.8 MH

PGM C C11

Establish limited targeted com'l food scraps program or partner or 

pilot MH M ML ML 4.7 MH

INC C I6 Discount / incentive to businesses for compost subscription M M M ML 4.2 M Y Y

FAC C F1

Dropoff at transfer station or other location.  (yw / fw) (city coding 

R / YW / FW) ML M 0 L 4.5 M YYY YYN Y?Y Y?? Y?N YYY YNN YYN NNN YNN NYN

EDU C E5

Free waste audits / visits (organics) (city coding technical 

assistance) ML M VL L 4.4 M Y Y N N N N N

PGM C P4

Encourage cooperative agreements in neighborhoods / joint coll'n 

/ pay (for organics)? ML M ML L 4.1 M

REG C I5 Com'l hauler license requirements to offer food scrap coll'n ML M L M 3.9 M

FAC C F2 Facility development / partnerships, etc. - regional / area organics MH H VL M 4.3 M
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Table 5.4a:  Highest Ranked Based on (Lowest) Cost to Businesses and Households (Generators) - Residential 

 

RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS Relative Relative Relative AggressiveWTD In Place Where in Boulder County? (based on reports from RCAB survey)
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POL R S4 Stop spring clean-ups M 0 0 MH 5.7 H Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

REG R I5 Hauler license requirements to offer food / organics scrap coll'n ML VL 0 L 5.4 MH

POL R S1

Measure / estimate current diversion in community and set goals 

(for organics) (city coding for tons, goal, organics - T / G / O) VL VL 0 0 4.9 MH YYY? YYY?

YNN

? YNY? NN YYN YNY? NNN

REG R L1 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state VL VL 0 VL 4.8 MH

REG R S2

License with reporting required as part of license (organics) 

coding: R/O VL VL 0 L 4.6 MH

POL R S3

Procurement - require use of local compost material - city & 

maybe bldg codes, etc. M L 0 L 5.5 MH

POL R C10

Consider (organics) contracts for collection to get desired 

services at desired incentives VH ML 0 H 5.8 H

PGM R C6 No bin no barrel (FOR ORGANICS) MH ML 0 M 5.3 MH

EDU R MF1 MF concentrated outreach (city coding NOT organics-centric) ML ML 0 VL 5.0 MH Y Y Y N N N N N N N N

FAC R F1

Dropoff at transfer station or other location (city coding 

R/YW/FW) ML M 0 L 4.5 M YYY YYN Y?Y Y?? Y?N YYY YNN YYN NNN YNN NYN

PGM R C4 Rebate for food / organics bin ML M 0 M 4.2 M

EDU R E1 Social marketing ML MH 0 VL 4.4 M

PGM R P1 EOW Trash H VL VL M 6.2 H

PGM R P2 Consider EOW Recy to help fund organics coll'n MH VL VL MH 5.6 H

INC R I3 Contract incentives to meet goals (for cities with contracts) M L VL L 5.4 MH

INC R I4 Differential tip fees for meeting goals M 0 L MH 5.4 MH

PGM R P3 Micro can for trash M VL L ML 5.4 MH

INC R I1 Taxes on some material streams ML L L H 4.2 M

PGM R C3 PAYT / embedded food scraps (organics) col'n MH VL ML M 5.5 MH Y some N Y N N Y? N N N N

PGM R C5 Pay more for NOT composting MH VL ML M 5.5 MH

INC R I2

Change contract payments to favor food / organics tons (for cities 

with contracts) M VL ML VL 5.5 MH

EDU R E3 Insink disposals program L L ML L 4.3 M

POL R C7 Mandatory food (organics?) for all HHs VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

POL R C8 Disposal ban - food / organics VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

POL R C9 Mandatory program - enforcement options… FOR ORGANICS VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

INC R C2 Require incentive rates for Composting service H VL M MH 5.6 H

POL R MF2

City-wide ordinance requiring all MF >x units to get service - 

ORGANICS (city coding R/O) ML VL M MH 4.4 M Y/N N/N Y/N Y/N N/N Y/N N/N N/N

INC R C1 Food scraps (organics) costs embedded for all res customers H L M MH 5.3 MH Y S NA Y NA N NA NA NA NA NA

FAC R F2 Wet dry collection system VH H MH H 4.2 M
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Table 5.4b:  Highest Ranked Based on (Lowest) Cost to Businesses and Households (Generators) - Commercial 

 

COMMERCIAL STRATEGIES Relative Relative Relative Aggressive WTD In Place Where in Boulder County? (based on reports from RCAB survey)
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EDU C E2 Business recognition program (organics) L VL 0 0 5.3 MH

REG C L1 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state VL VL 0 VL 4.8 MH

POL C S1 Measure / estimate current diversion in community and set goals VL L 0 0 4.6 MH

POL C C10

Contracting for collection - community or business association or 

muni VH ML 0 H 5.8 H

EDU C E1 Com'l outreach / social marketing L ML 0 L 4.4 M N Y N N N N Y

REG C S2 License with reporting required as part of license VL ML 0 M 3.7 M Y Y Y N N NA N

FAC C F1

Dropoff at transfer station or other location.  (yw / fw) (city coding 

R / YW / FW) ML M 0 L 4.5 M YYY YYN Y?Y Y?? Y?N YYY YNN YYN NNN YNN NYN

EDU C E3 Education on bidding / contracts M VL VL L 5.7 H

REG C S5 Space for containers ordinance L VL VL L 4.9 MH

INC C I3 Contract incentives to meet goals (organics) M L VL M 5.1 MH

PGM C C14 Small businesses added to residential composting program ML L VL L 5.0 MH

REG C S7 Require organics plans L L VL M 4.3 M

EDU C E4 Outreach on food scraps diversion - door to door ML ML VL L 4.7 MH

EDU C E5

Free waste audits / visits (organics) (city coding technical 

assistance) ML M VL L 4.4 M Y Y N N N N N

FAC C F2 Facility development / partnerships, etc. - regional / area organics MH H VL M 4.3 M

INC C I1 Taxes on some material streams (e.g. trash, not organics) M L L H 4.6 MH

POL C C8 Disposal ban - food / organics VH ML L H 5.5 MH

POL C C9 Mandatory program - enforcement options… VH ML L H 5.5 MH

PGM C C12 ABC for food H ML L M 5.4 MH

POL C S3

Procurement - require use of local compost material - city & 

maybe bldg codes, etc. MH ML L MH 4.9 MH

INC C I4 Differential tip fees for meeting goals (organics) MH ML L H 4.7 MH

PGM C C3 Food scraps costs embedded for all com'l customers VH M L H 5.2 MH

POL C C7 Mandatory composting for selected generators H M L H 4.8 MH

REG C I5 Com'l hauler license requirements to offer food scrap coll'n ML M L M 3.9 M

PGM C PAYT2PAYT / embedded food scraps col'n with ratio… H L ML MH 5.4 MH

PGM C C11

Establish limited targeted com'l food scraps program or partner or 

pilot MH M ML ML 4.7 MH

PGM C P4

Encourage cooperative agreements in neighborhoods / joint coll'n 

/ pay (for organics)? ML M ML L 4.1 M

PGM C PAYT1PAYT composting bag program for small com'l M L M M 4.6 MH

INC C C2 Require incentive rates for Composting service H ML M MH 5.0 MH

INC C I6 Discount / incentive to businesses for compost subscription M M M ML 4.2 M Y Y
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Table 5.5a:  Highest Ranked Based on (Lowest) Political Will / Intervention Aggressiveness - Residential 

 

RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS Relative Relative Relative AggressiveWTD In Place Where in Boulder County? (based on reports from RCAB survey)
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POL R S1

Measure / estimate current diversion in community and set goals 

(for organics) (city coding for tons, goal, organics - T / G / O) VL VL 0 0 4.9 MH YYY? YYY?

YNN

? YNY? NN YYN YNY? NNN

REG R L1 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state VL VL 0 VL 4.8 MH

EDU R MF1 MF concentrated outreach (city coding NOT organics-centric) ML ML 0 VL 5.0 MH Y Y Y N N N N N N N N

EDU R E1 Social marketing ML MH 0 VL 4.4 M

INC R I2

Change contract payments to favor food / organics tons (for cities 

with contracts) M VL ML VL 5.5 MH

REG R I5 Hauler license requirements to offer food / organics scrap coll'n ML VL 0 L 5.4 MH

REG R S2

License with reporting required as part of license (organics) 

coding: R/O VL VL 0 L 4.6 MH

POL R S3

Procurement - require use of local compost material - city & 

maybe bldg codes, etc. M L 0 L 5.5 MH

FAC R F1

Dropoff at transfer station or other location (city coding 

R/YW/FW) ML M 0 L 4.5 M YYY YYN Y?Y Y?? Y?N YYY YNN YYN NNN YNN NYN

INC R I3 Contract incentives to meet goals (for cities with contracts) M L VL L 5.4 MH

EDU R E3 Insink disposals program L L ML L 4.3 M

PGM R P3 Micro can for trash M VL L ML 5.4 MH

PGM R C6 No bin no barrel (FOR ORGANICS) MH ML 0 M 5.3 MH

PGM R C4 Rebate for food / organics bin ML M 0 M 4.2 M

PGM R P1 EOW Trash H VL VL M 6.2 H

PGM R C3 PAYT / embedded food scraps (organics) col'n MH VL ML M 5.5 MH Y some N Y N N Y? N N N N

PGM R C5 Pay more for NOT composting MH VL ML M 5.5 MH

POL R S4 Stop spring clean-ups M 0 0 MH 5.7 H Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

PGM R P2 Consider EOW Recy to help fund organics coll'n MH VL VL MH 5.6 H

INC R I4 Differential tip fees for meeting goals M 0 L MH 5.4 MH

POL R C7 Mandatory food (organics?) for all HHs VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

POL R C8 Disposal ban - food / organics VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

POL R C9 Mandatory program - enforcement options… FOR ORGANICS VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

INC R C2 Require incentive rates for Composting service H VL M MH 5.6 H

POL R MF2

City-wide ordinance requiring all MF >x units to get service - 

ORGANICS (city coding R/O) ML VL M MH 4.4 M Y/N N/N Y/N Y/N N/N Y/N N/N N/N

INC R C1 Food scraps (organics) costs embedded for all res customers H L M MH 5.3 MH Y S NA Y NA N NA NA NA NA NA

POL R C10

Consider (organics) contracts for collection to get desired 

services at desired incentives VH ML 0 H 5.8 H

INC R I1 Taxes on some material streams ML L L H 4.2 M

FAC R F2 Wet dry collection system VH H MH H 4.2 M
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Table 5.5b:  Highest Ranked Based on (Lowest) Political Will / Intervention Aggressiveness - Commercial 

 
 

COMMERCIAL STRATEGIES Relative Relative Relative Aggressive WTD In Place Where in Boulder County? (based on reports from RCAB survey)

Type R/C ID#

Tons 

Diverted

City 

Cost
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Cost
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EDU C E2 Business recognition program (organics) L VL 0 0 5.3 MH

POL C S1 Measure / estimate current diversion in community and set goals VL L 0 0 4.6 MH

REG C L1 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state VL VL 0 VL 4.8 MH

EDU C E1 Com'l outreach / social marketing L ML 0 L 4.4 M N Y N N N N Y

FAC C F1

Dropoff at transfer station or other location.  (yw / fw) (city coding 

R / YW / FW) ML M 0 L 4.5 M YYY YYN Y?Y Y?? Y?N YYY YNN YYN NNN YNN NYN

EDU C E3 Education on bidding / contracts M VL VL L 5.7 H

REG C S5 Space for containers ordinance L VL VL L 4.9 MH

PGM C C14 Small businesses added to residential composting program ML L VL L 5.0 MH

EDU C E4 Outreach on food scraps diversion - door to door ML ML VL L 4.7 MH

EDU C E5

Free waste audits / visits (organics) (city coding technical 

assistance) ML M VL L 4.4 M Y Y N N N N N

PGM C P4

Encourage cooperative agreements in neighborhoods / joint coll'n 

/ pay (for organics)? ML M ML L 4.1 M

PGM C C11

Establish limited targeted com'l food scraps program or partner or 

pilot MH M ML ML 4.7 MH

INC C I6 Discount / incentive to businesses for compost subscription M M M ML 4.2 M Y Y

REG C S2 License with reporting required as part of license VL ML 0 M 3.7 M Y Y Y N N NA N

INC C I3 Contract incentives to meet goals (organics) M L VL M 5.1 MH

REG C S7 Require organics plans L L VL M 4.3 M

FAC C F2 Facility development / partnerships, etc. - regional / area organics MH H VL M 4.3 M

PGM C C12 ABC for food H ML L M 5.4 MH

REG C I5 Com'l hauler license requirements to offer food scrap coll'n ML M L M 3.9 M

PGM C PAYT1PAYT composting bag program for small com'l M L M M 4.6 MH

POL C S3

Procurement - require use of local compost material - city & 

maybe bldg codes, etc. MH ML L MH 4.9 MH

PGM C PAYT2PAYT / embedded food scraps col'n with ratio… H L ML MH 5.4 MH

INC C C2 Require incentive rates for Composting service H ML M MH 5.0 MH

POL C C10

Contracting for collection - community or business association or 

muni VH ML 0 H 5.8 H

INC C I1 Taxes on some material streams (e.g. trash, not organics) M L L H 4.6 MH

POL C C8 Disposal ban - food / organics VH ML L H 5.5 MH

POL C C9 Mandatory program - enforcement options… VH ML L H 5.5 MH

INC C I4 Differential tip fees for meeting goals (organics) MH ML L H 4.7 MH

PGM C C3 Food scraps costs embedded for all com'l customers VH M L H 5.2 MH

POL C C7 Mandatory composting for selected generators H M L H 4.8 MH
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Table 5.6a:  Sorted by Program “Type – Residential 

 
 

RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS Relative Relative Relative AggressiveWTD In Place Where in Boulder County? (based on reports from RCAB survey)

Type R/C ID#

Tons 

Diverted

City 

Cost

Gen 

Cost
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politics)

SCORE (hi  

is good) 
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score B
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EDU R E1 Social marketing ML MH 0 VL 4.4 M

EDU R MF1 MF concentrated outreach (city coding NOT organics-centric) ML ML 0 VL 5.0 MH Y Y Y N N N N N N N N

EDU R E3 Insink disposals program L L ML L 4.3 M

FAC R F1

Dropoff at transfer station or other location (city coding 

R/YW/FW) ML M 0 L 4.5 M YYY YYN Y?Y Y?? Y?N YYY YNN YYN NNN YNN NYN

FAC R F2 Wet dry collection system VH H MH H 4.2 M

INC R C1 Food scraps (organics) costs embedded for all res customers H L M MH 5.3 MH Y S NA Y NA N NA NA NA NA NA

INC R I1 Taxes on some material streams ML L L H 4.2 M

INC R C2 Require incentive rates for Composting service H VL M MH 5.6 H

INC R I2

Change contract payments to favor food / organics tons (for cities 

with contracts) M VL ML VL 5.5 MH

INC R I3 Contract incentives to meet goals (for cities with contracts) M L VL L 5.4 MH

INC R I4 Differential tip fees for meeting goals M 0 L MH 5.4 MH

PGM R P1 EOW Trash H VL VL M 6.2 H

PGM R C3 PAYT / embedded food scraps (organics) col'n MH VL ML M 5.5 MH Y some N Y N N Y? N N N N

PGM R P2 Consider EOW Recy to help fund organics coll'n MH VL VL MH 5.6 H

PGM R C4 Rebate for food / organics bin ML M 0 M 4.2 M

PGM R P3 Micro can for trash M VL L ML 5.4 MH

PGM R C5 Pay more for NOT composting MH VL ML M 5.5 MH

PGM R C6 No bin no barrel (FOR ORGANICS) MH ML 0 M 5.3 MH

POL R S1

Measure / estimate current diversion in community and set goals 

(for organics) (city coding for tons, goal, organics - T / G / O) VL VL 0 0 4.9 MH YYY? YYY?

YNN

? YNY? NN YYN YNY? NNN

POL R S3

Procurement - require use of local compost material - city & 

maybe bldg codes, etc. M L 0 L 5.5 MH

POL R C10

Consider (organics) contracts for collection to get desired 

services at desired incentives VH ML 0 H 5.8 H

POL R MF2

City-wide ordinance requiring all MF >x units to get service - 

ORGANICS (city coding R/O) ML VL M MH 4.4 M Y/N N/N Y/N Y/N N/N Y/N N/N N/N

POL R C7 Mandatory food (organics?) for all HHs VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

POL R C8 Disposal ban - food / organics VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

POL R C9 Mandatory program - enforcement options… FOR ORGANICS VH ML ML MH 5.5 MH

POL R S4 Stop spring clean-ups M 0 0 MH 5.7 H Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

REG R L1 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state VL VL 0 VL 4.8 MH

REG R S2

License with reporting required as part of license (organics) 

coding: R/O VL VL 0 L 4.6 MH

REG R I5 Hauler license requirements to offer food / organics scrap coll'n ML VL 0 L 5.4 MH
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Table 5.6b:  Sorted by Program “Type – Commercial 

 

COMMERCIAL STRATEGIES Relative Relative Relative Aggressive WTD In Place Where in Boulder County? (based on reports from RCAB survey)

Type R/C ID#
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City 

Cost
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EDU C E3 Education on bidding / contracts M VL VL L 5.7 H

EDU C E2 Business recognition program (organics) L VL 0 0 5.3 MH

EDU C E5

Free waste audits / visits (organics) (city coding technical 

assistance) ML M VL L 4.4 M Y Y N N N N N

EDU C E1 Com'l outreach / social marketing L ML 0 L 4.4 M N Y N N N N Y

EDU C E4 Outreach on food scraps diversion - door to door ML ML VL L 4.7 MH

FAC C F1

Dropoff at transfer station or other location.  (yw / fw) (city coding 

R / YW / FW) ML M 0 L 4.5 M YYY YYN Y?Y Y?? Y?N YYY YNN YYN NNN YNN NYN

FAC C F2 Facility development / partnerships, etc. - regional / area organics MH H VL M 4.3 M

INC C I1 Taxes on some material streams (e.g. trash, not organics) M L L H 4.6 MH

INC C C2 Require incentive rates for Composting service H ML M MH 5.0 MH

INC C I3 Contract incentives to meet goals (organics) M L VL M 5.1 MH

INC C I4 Differential tip fees for meeting goals (organics) MH ML L H 4.7 MH

PGM C C3 Food scraps costs embedded for all com'l customers VH M L H 5.2 MH

PGM C C14 Small businesses added to residential composting program ML L VL L 5.0 MH

PGM C PAYT1PAYT composting bag program for small com'l M L M M 4.6 MH

PGM C PAYT2PAYT / embedded food scraps col'n with ratio… H L ML MH 5.4 MH

PGM C C11

Establish limited targeted com'l food scraps program or partner or 

pilot MH M ML ML 4.7 MH

PGM C C12 ABC for food H ML L M 5.4 MH

PGM C P4

Encourage cooperative agreements in neighborhoods / joint coll'n 

/ pay (for organics)? ML M ML L 4.1 M

POL C S1 Measure / estimate current diversion in community and set goals VL L 0 0 4.6 MH

POL C S3

Procurement - require use of local compost material - city & 

maybe bldg codes, etc. MH ML L MH 4.9 MH

POL C C7 Mandatory composting for selected generators H M L H 4.8 MH

POL C C10

Contracting for collection - community or business association or 

muni VH ML 0 H 5.8 H

POL C C8 Disposal ban - food / organics VH ML L H 5.5 MH

POL C C9 Mandatory program - enforcement options… VH ML L H 5.5 MH

REG C L1 Lobby for better facility siting standards at state VL VL 0 VL 4.8 MH

REG C S5 Space for containers ordinance L VL VL L 4.9 MH

REG C S2 License with reporting required as part of license VL ML 0 M 3.7 M Y Y Y N N NA N

REG C I5 Com'l hauler license requirements to offer food scrap coll'n ML M L M 3.9 M

REG C S7 Require organics plans L L VL M 4.3 M

INC C I6 Discount / incentive to businesses for compost subscription M M M ML 4.2 M Y Y
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Boulder County Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) Meeting 

March 25, 2015  
Boulder County Recycling Center, Education Room, 1901 63rd Street, Boulder 

 

 AGENDA 

1. Call to Order / Introductions 4:45 p.m. 

2. Approval of Minutes February 25, 2015 4:46 p.m. 

3. Public Comment (Maximum Time Allocated 10 minutes)  4:47 p.m. 

4. Board Member Farewell and Welcome 4:57 p.m. 

5. Special Topic: Staff report on BOCC Approval/Direction  

 Spring Clean Up  

 Annual Report  

 Composting Infrastructure  

 Composting Education and Outreach  

 Commercial Recycling  

 RCAB Structure and Purpose  
Presenter: Hilary Collins   ACTION: For information  

5:00 p.m. 

6. Priority Topics: Composting, C&D, and Commercial Recycling  

 Compost Policy/Program Recommendation (tabled from 
February)  

 C&D Current Status 

 Commercial Recycling Current Status   

 Working Groups – Work Plan for next 3 months 
Presenter: Hilary Collins   ACTION: Approve Recommendation and 
decide on work plan  

5:15 p.m.  

7. Special Topic: Briefing on County Capital Fund Expenditures at the 
Recycling Center  
Presenter: Darla Arians   ACTION: Information only 

5:30 p.m.  
 

8. Special Topic: Zero Waste Funding Evaluation/Program Planning 
Presenter: Darla Arians   ACTION: Make recommendations on any 
program changes 

5:40 p.m. 

9. Any Other Business 

 RCAB minutes – Check in on format/detail  
6:05 p.m. 

10. April Meeting/Agenda Topics  

 Nominations for Chair and Vice-Chair (for May election)  

 Bylaws Review  

 Working Group Reports  

 1st Quarter Report on Recycling Center Operations  

 Communitywide Diversion – Process to collect 2014 data 

6:10 p.m.  

11. Community Reports - Questions on written reports only (Please 
remember to send your written reports in advance!)  

6:15 p.m. 

Adjourn  6:30 p.m. 

 
Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) 

The Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) was formed in 2002 to advise the Board 
of County Commissioners on major waste diversion policies and strategies.  
  

The purpose of the Advisory Board shall be to assist the Board of County Commissioners in 
reducing the amount and toxicity of waste generated in the county; to research, review and 



recommend changes in policy related to waste reduction, reuse, recycling and composting; 
to provide input on the development and management of facilities and programs; and as a 
result of these efforts to help Boulder County and its communities and partners to conserve 
mineral, fossil fuel and forest resources, and to reduce environmental pollution. 



 
 

 

 

Sustainability Office 
Street Address: 1325 Pearl Street 13th Boulder, Colorado 80302 

PO Box 471, Boulder, CO  80306 •  Tel: 303-441-4565   

Cindy Domenico County Commissioner Deb Gardner County Commissioner 

 

Elise Jones County Commissioner 

 

Boulder County Resource Conservation Advisory Board Meeting  

Minutes – February 25, 2015 

 

Present:   
Darla Arians – Boulder County 

Jack DeBell – CU Recycling (phone) 

Shirley Garcia – Broomfield (phone) 

Bryce Isaacson – Western Disposal  

Bridget Johnson – Jamestown (phone) 

Suzanne (Zan) Jones – Eco-Cycle  

Charles Kamenides – Longmont (phone) 

Dan Matsch – Lyons  

Lisa Morzel – At Large 

Mark Persichetti – Louisville  

Tim Plass – Boulder  

Holly Running-Rabbit – Ward  

Lisa Skumatz – At Large (phone) 

Dan Stellar – Center for Resource 

Conservation 

 

RCAB Staff Liaison:   
Hilary Collins – Commissioners’ 

Office/Sustainability 

Austin Everett – Commissioners’ 

Office/Sustainability 

Active Members Not Present:    
Alexander Armani-Munn – Nederland 

Tom Dowling – Lafayette 

Juri Freeman – At Large 

Shari Malloy – At Large  

Jeff Stewart - Other Hauler (Waste 

Connections)  

Martin Toth – Superior 

 

 

Guests:   
Kevin Afflerbaugh – Western Disposal Services  

Colette Crouse – City of Boulder 

Lisa Friend – Commissioners’ Office/Sustainability 

Jamie Harkins – City of Boulder (phone) 

Brandon Hill – ReSource 

Kara Mertz – City of Boulder (phone) 

Susie Strife - Commissioners’ Office 

Lea Yancey – Commissioners’ 

Office/Sustainability (phone)

 

1. Call to Order  

Chair Mark Persichetti called the meeting to order at 4:53 p.m.  

 

2. Approval of Minutes – 

Lou Perez was omitted from the January attendee list. Holly moved approval of the 

minutes as corrected. Lisa M seconded, and the minutes were unanimously approved.  

 

3. Public Comment –  None  

 

4. Special Presentation – Construction & Demolition (C&D) Debris. Hilary introduced 

the topic with an overview slide.  Dan Steller and Brandon Hill provided a presentation 

“ReSource and C&D Diversion.” See February handouts. 

 

Comments and Q&A: 

 Lisa M:  Asked if there is a better way to track C&D waste diversion? Hilary: We could 

do more regarding construction requirements but we also need better enforcement of 

current requirements.   

 Holly: Asked if concrete can be recycled at “Recycle Row.” Dan: No, there are a few 

private companies elsewhere that accept this material. Most contractors reuse old 



2 

 

concrete as fill for new sites, this accounts for a huge amount of diversion - usually 50% 

of the City of Boulder’s 65% residential diversion requirement.  

 Mark P:  Noted that one of the earlier slides suggested the need for more space at 

ReSource.  A: Center for Resource Conservation (CRC) does not have space for lumber 

de-nailing. Usually 14-15% of a project is framing lumber with nails in it, and CRC is at 

the point right now where they are turning away such loads.  

 Mark P: Is it a space issue for the nailed lumber - or an issue related to lack of labor? A: 

It’s both, we don’t have a covered area, so on snowy or rainy days nothing can be done. 

We also don’t have power outside, so people are working by hand instead of using 

automated denailers, which would really increase the efficiency of the project.  

 Tim P: Commented there are some site limitations for 63
rd

 and Arapahoe due to concerns 

about the noise and heavy C&D operations, so it is not just a space issue.  

 Lisa M: Noted that Boulder City Council just had a city study session on 6400 Arapahoe, 

and there are about four extra acres that could be used that aren’t programmed and will be 

in phase 3. There are plans to expand over the next five years.  The message from the city 

council staff is that we don’t have time to waste and we need to look into continuing 

expansion. It’s possible that ReSource could add some light C&D operations at some 

point.  The ordinance for zero waste will be coming back in a few months and will have 

updates on this subject.  

 Mark P: Asked about the four acres mentioned, are they allocated to only ReSource, or 

for ReSource, Eco-Cycle, and other interests? Lisa M: My understanding is that others 

would be able to use this space, the problem is lack of cover. 

 Mark P: Can ReSource build their own shelter using reclaimed materials? A: Possibly, 

but we couldn’t meet all our construction needs.  

 Lisa M: Asked about the buildings that ReSource had when they were located on 

Western’s property in the late ‘90s.   

 Zan: Commented that City of Boulder building codes apply. She also asked why 

commercial projects are exempt from the city’s C&D diversion mandates? Kara:  

Commercial was excluded from Green Points because markets weren’t readily available 

for commercial construction and debris materials.  

 Zan: Reported that Eco-Cycle has been talking to Western about synergistic possibilities 

for Western taking aggregates and other high volume materials and Eco-Cycle taking 

some of the stuff such as ceiling tiles and carpets and other materials that could be 

recycled if we found markets and storage space, and ReSource taking more of the 

reusable stuff. It would create a nice synergy along Recycle Row if this were possible.  

 Bryce: Noted that concrete and aggregates are a problem for Western, as there are only 

two locations to take these materials. If it is non-reinforced concrete, you can take it to 

Recycled Materials on the other side of I-25. If you are trying to mix cinderblock, brick, 

and mortar together or it is reinforced concrete, you need to go down to Englewood off 

Santa Fe, and that is a long and expensive haul.  

 Dan S: Noted that commercial C&D often generates very saleable and high-quality 

materials. 
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 Tim P: Commented that it’s not just about trying to save materials, but saving existing 

buildings. He hopes that RCAB can continue to look into ways to reduce the demolition 

itself, thus reducing the trash from demolition.  

 Lisa M: Noted that a lot of developers’ mentality is that it is easier to demolish a building 

rather than to renovate it.  

 Hilary: Commented that C&D is a priority area along with composting and commercial 

recycling. The county did a report that looked at how much C&D was going to the 

landfill, but there is limited information about C&D diversion. She suggested that the 

infrastructure working group examine this issue further and report back to RCAB.  

 Lisa M: The City of Boulder is looking to the county to step up and identify land and 

infrastructure for C&D.  

 Lisa F: Pointed out that there are several materials such as cardboard, scrap metal and 

clean lumber that make up a significant portion of what is being thrown away that could 

be resold currently. Better education and enforcement is needed, this was talked about 

years ago but not much progress has been made. 

 Holly: Asked if ReSource can make money diverting C&D materials? A: ReSource 

charges for a deconstruction plan, but the main revenue comes from getting high-quality 

materials that can be resold.  

 Holly: Asked what national trends with green building can we promote for Boulder 

County?  

 Zan: Asked if RCAB is tasked with coming up with recommendations for C&D policy or 

infrastructure? Hilary: Yes, similar to composting, although the educational components 

of C&D are less clear.  

 Bryce: Noted that facilities need volume, so communities would need to pass similar 

ordinances to guarantee a working reusable stream. Western is currently recovering 

cardboard, scrap metal, and wood from C&D streams. They are not looking or able to 

take things such as concrete, asphalt, or drywall. 

 Zan: Asked if we know how much more volume is out there that is reusable? A: We 

capture almost all of the residential deconstruction projects going on in the City of 

Boulder, outside of the city and the county I can’t tell you the exact amount but it is a 

very small proportion of our throughput: Most comes from within the city. 

 Bryce: Noted in 2014 Western achieved 33% diversion from residential C&D, not 

including insulation, drywall, or shingles. The loads they receive are primarily residential 

where people are trying to get Green Points for the City of Boulder’s regulations.  

 Holly: Commented that Land Use is in charge of permitting so they ought to be able to 

give us some numbers.  Hilary: The County Land Use office has BuildSmart 

requirements, but enforcement and data collection need work.  

 Tim P: Asked Jamie and Kara about data generated by the city’s Green Points Program. 

Kara will report back.  

 Mark P: Wrapped up the discussion saying that RCAB subgroups will work on C&D 

over the next few months.  
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Annual Report to the Board of County Commissioners.  Lisa F presented the report as 

drafted. See February handouts.  

 

Tim P moved that RCAB submit the report to the Commissioners.  Zan seconded, and the 

motion was passed unanimously. 

 

5. Priority Topic: Composting Recommendations   

Infrastructure Working Group.  Tim presented a summary of analysis and the 

recommendations. See February handouts.  

 

Clarification: Waste Connections would be interested in having a compost facility on-site 

as long as it was run by someone else.  

 

Comments and Q&A: 

 Jack: Asked about discussions between Western and Eco-Cycle regarding tipping fees? 

A: Western had a meeting about 2 and half weeks ago with the City of Boulder, emails 

were exchanged with Kara and she anticipates there will be another one or two meetings 

after the scheduled meetings next week. 

 Zan: Added that Eco-Cycle and Western have met and embarked on a mutual number-

generating effort.  We have great City of Boulder numbers, but it is still a work in 

progress.  Western said that if an ordinance was passed requiring compost, they will open 

their facility to other haulers.  

 Lisa M: Asked if there has been direct discussion with Erie regarding a landfill transfer 

facility? A: Some county staff and Charles Kamenides from Longmont went and met 

with Waste Connections. Dan M. may be talking with them as well.  

 Zan: Reported that on April 16
th
 Eco-Cycle is hosting a gala and will be bringing in 

Brenda Platt from the Institute for Local Self-Reliance. She is an expert in composting 

and could be a great resource regarding the visions of the county.  

 

Tim P moved to pass the compost infrastructure working group report and 

recommendations to the Commissioners. Lisa M seconded, and the motion was 

unanimously approved.  

 

Education Working Group. Collette summarized the working group’s findings and 

recommendations. See February handouts.  

 

Comments and Q&A:  

 Lisa M: Asked who is doing the Spanish translation for composing materials? It is 

important that someone who is fluent in Spanish writes those materials. A: The City of 

Boulder is hiring companies that use native speakers.  

 Holly: Asked about national standards of zero waste messaging? A: It seems that most 

cities have their own graphics. 

 Lisa F: Notes that there does not seem to be any coordinated national composting 

messaging at this point.  
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 Dan M: Noted that tool kit is in development by the US Composting Council to add 

messaging to curbside and commercial composting. 

 Bryce: Pointed out that a lot of the signs that Eco-Cycle and Western use are based on 

feedback received from customers. It is important that signage is customized to local 

markets.  

 Zan: Commented that signage is obviously tailored to local collection. National standards 

help to a certain degree, but then they would need to be tweaked to tailor them for local 

collection.  

 Tim P: Added that it seems likely that RCAB would want a unified theme across 

composting and recycling. A: The education sub-group specifically looked only at 

composting because that was the task, but it’s likely that the sub-group would want a 

unified theme across the entire zero waste arena. 

 Tim P:  Reasoned that it would be good if we could make the messaging modular or open 

source and allow other communities to take it and use it for their own.  

 Lisa F: Noted that there has been a lot of research done on national recycling messaging. 

It might be wiser to go with the national model that has been proven effective.  

 Tim P: Regarding the proposed Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA), it’s not just the 

county that needs to sign on, but also other partners need to. Tim is also glad that partners 

beyond governments were mentioned, because it is important that we incorporate 

everyone who is going to interact with composting. 

 Charlie: Noted that he is nervous about creating a specific IGA regarding signage. The 

term IGA is problematic for some because it adds extra political processes to get 

approval, which could increase challenges. In Longmont, there is a group working 

without the formal title of an IGA. Charlie recommends something similar to that which 

would be easier to institute. 

 Mark P:  Is under the impression that whether or not there is an IGA is the 

Commissioners’ decision, and the working group would still need to come up with a draft 

IGA to present to them.  

 Darla: Added that Resource Conservation staff participated in the compost education 

report and were not mentioned. 

 Jack: Would like to see the University be more integrated in composting messaging as 

well as the C&D discussions.  

 Collette: Asked for clarity. There is an interest in continued work on recycling and C&D 

- is there a priority between the two? Tim P: I think the priority should be on recycling 

over C&D, because it affects more people and is closer to proposed action. 

 

Jack moved that the report on composting be forwarded to the county commissioners. He 

also asked the group to continue to work on C&D issues in concert with the infrastructure 

working group. The motion was seconded by Tim P. and passed unanimously.  

 

c. Program/Policy. Lisa Skumatz presented a resource document on composting policy 

and program options, and asked RCAB to recommend it to the County Commissioners as 

a community resource.  See February handouts.  
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Comments and Q&A: 

Jack: Commented that he would like to explore any education outreach components to 

this that have not been fully considered.  

 

Due to a lack of quorum, a vote could not be taken and this item was tabled until 

next month.  

 

INFORMAL NOTES  

 

It was noted that additional questions/comments on the Kessler Report should be send to 

Darla.  

 

Regarding any impacts from the closure of the International Paper plant in Denver. No 

impacts for the recycling center are expected. Darla noted that sorted office paper will 

now be shipped directly to the mill with some savings in transportation costs overall.      

 

March Meeting/Agenda Topics  

• Lisa Skumatz report continued 

• C&D Current Status  

• C&D Policy Issues (Presentation by Ron Flax, County Land Use Dept.)  

• Study Session on C&D Infrastructure  

• Zero Waste Funding Evaluation/Program Planning (Presentation by Darla Arians) 

 

   Community Reports  

 Tim P: Boulder City Council had a study session regarding commercial 

composting and recycling, and there was unanimous support for that. So staff 

will be examining that and looking at directing recycling towards the Boulder 

County recycling facility. The biggest issues with this came from multifamily 

property managers, regarding space and costs.  

 Jack: how was the CU student turnout at the city council meeting? A: there were 

several well-spoken students.  

 

The meeting adjourned at 6:53 p.m. 





Call/text in Information  
  Free Conf. Call number 605 475 3220, code 

904830#.  

 www.join.me – code: 

 

 Any Problems: call Hilary’s cell 303 817 0505 

2 

http://www.join.me/


RCAB 
AGENDA 
March 
25, 2015  



1. Call to Order/Introductions  



2. Approval of Minutes  



3. Public Comment  



4. Farewell and Welcome  
 Farewell to Lisa Skumatz  

 Welcome to Leigh Cushing and Heather Wood  



5. Report on BOCC Approval/Direction  
 Spring Clean Up – approved  

 

 RCAB Annual Report – accepted  
 

 Composting Infrastructure – approved  
 

 Composting Education and Outreach – approved 
 

 Commercial Recycling – address now due to tie in with 
anticipated City of Boulder action 
 

 RCAB Structure and Purpose – Explore changes to 
expand regional policy/action role & develop a 
mechanism to communicate recommendations to 
council/board members and managers countywide 

 



Eco-Cycle/Western Disposal 
Relative Hauling Market Shares 







6. RCAB Priorities – Composting, 
C&D and Commercial Recycling   

 Compost Policy/Program Recommendation 

 C&D Current Status   

 Commercial Recycling Current Status  

 Working Group – Work Plans 



Program/Policy Recommendation 

 Considered broad range of residential and commercial 
program and policy options 

 One-size-fits-all – not applicable  

 Developed program concepts resource guide   
 Education strategies (3 residential, 5 commercial) 

 Facilities needs (2 residential, 2 commercial) 

 Incentives options (6 residential, 5 commercial) 

 Programs (7 residential, 7 commercial) 

 Policies (8 residential, 6 commercial), and 

 Regulations (3 residential, 5 commercial) 

 



Program/Policy Recommendation 

Provides 59 residential and commercial strategies ranked 8 
ways: 

 Tonnage diverted (highest to lowest) 

 Cost to the community / county / agency (lowest to highest) 

 Cost to the residential and commercial generators (businesses and 
households; lowest to highest); 

 Level of political will or market intervention / aggressiveness 
involved in the strategy (lowest to highest); 

 Overall scores, considering tonnage, cost, and “political 
aggressiveness” 

 Most suited to communities:  

 With existing high intervention 

 With moderate existing activity 

 Just getting started 

 



Program/Policy Recommendation 

RCAB recommends that Boulder County Commissioners:  

 Accept the report: “Residential and Commercial Organics 
Program Concept for Boulder County  Communities” 

 Promote and facilitate use of this valuable resource to help 
Boulder County communities consider and implement 
appropriate organics program and policy strategies that 
have proven successful elsewhere, in order to increase 
organics diversion within Boulder County 

 



RCAB Priorities – C&D and 
Commercial Recycling   

 C&D Current Status   
 C&D Infrastructure, Materials and Markets Study 2011/2012 

 

 Commercial Recycling Current Status  



 
Commercial Diversion – Existing Conditions 

Existing Data Collection and Gaps  
 2010 Boulder County Waste Composition Study found 117,228 

tons of commercial, industrial and institutional materials 
landfilled each year  
 

 53% of Boulder County’s waste stream 
 
 36 loads of garbage gathered from businesses in Boulder, Erie, 

Lafayette, Longmont, Louisville, and the unincorporated area 
in the spring and autumn of 2010. Multifamily units were 
analyzed with single-family discards  

 
 Didn’t include nearly 27,000 tons that might already have 

been going to diversion each year: According to a previous 
RCAB analyses, an estimated 26,762 tons was diverted in 2013 
by businesses in Boulder, Superior, Jamestown and the 
unincorporated County.  

 
 A commercial recycling rate of just 18.6% 

Yellow = 
Portion of 
Boulder County 
waste from the 
commercial 
sector.  



 
Commercial Diversion – Existing Conditions 

 2010 composition study 
found commercial waste 
stream is 36% compostable 
organics, 20% paper, 5% 
metal  

 More than 70,000 tons of 
material that could be 
captured  

 We should aim to triple 
current commercial 
diversion 



Working Group – next steps  
 Infrastructure  C&D Working Group  

 Infrastructure  (facilities and collection)  

 Policy and enforcement 

 Commercial recycling policy 

 

 Education and Outreach   
1. commercial recycling (outreach, messaging and signage)  

2. integrate work on composting 

3. residential recycling 

4. C&D (outreach, messaging and signage)  



7. County Capital Fund  
 BOCC recently reviewed the five-year capital plan  

 Directed staff to explore options and conduct an RFP 
for plastics optical equipment in 2015 

 



8. Zero Waste Funding  

 

 

 

 

RCAB Presentation 

March 25, 2015 



Established in 1997, this funding has awarded more 

than $989,000 to more than 191 entities 

representing the whole of Boulder County and 

Broomfield.  This year’s awards should push the 24-year 

total over a million dollars awarded to nearly 200 

recipients. The Recycling Center Fund pays for this 

program.  The funding has primarily been used for 

education, infrastructure and waste diversion 

planning.  

 

 

 

 

 



• Per RCAB’s suggestion in August 2014, a 
subcommittee was appointed to develop a 
matrix to evaluate all the applications, with 
greater emphasis on total diversion from 
each application/project and past 
performance.   

 

• RCAB also requested the subcommittee 
to consider how the program could be 
improved. Better reporting of project 
success and impacts was requested, and 
information posted on the county web 
site year-round. 



Suggestions for Improvement: 

 

• Change the mid and final reports format to include 

a spreadsheet of financial and diversion data 

related to the project. This will be helpful for staff to 

quantify and analyze diversion data and number of 

people reached. 

• Get rid of the “poster board” requirement in 

the final report and instead require electronic 

submission of program successes and photographs 

to be posted on Boulder County’s website 

• Staff to report annually the success of the 

current year program, along with the year-to-date 

successes 



Other Big Picture Thoughts to Consider: 

  

With our low diversion rate of 40% countywide – 

could this funding be used differently to accomplish 

more?   

 

Could more diversion be accomplished if the funding 

was focused on a narrower range of projects?  

 

 



9. Any other business  
 RCAB Minutes – check in on format  



10. April Agenda Topics  
 Nominations for Chair & Vice-Chair (for May election)  

 Bylaws Review  

 Working Group Reports  

 1st Quarter Report on Recycling Center Operations  

 Communitywide Diversion – Process to collect 2014 
data 



11. Community Reports  
Boulder County RCAB Community Report  March 2015 
 
Resource Conservation Division (RCD) 
Darla Arians has accepted the position of Resource Conservation Division Manager for 
Boulder County. 
RCD staff is working with community liaisons to explain and assist with new spring clean-up 
program changes.  
The Board of County Commissioners approved RCAB’s recommendations about Zero Waste 
infrastructure and education in early March 2015. 
Boulder County Recycling Center (BCRC) 
Due to market declines and the effects of the port strike, hauler rebates were lowered to 
$0/ton for single-stream residential in March. All haulers were notified in advance before 
posting online.  
Partners for a Clean Environment (PACE) 
The PACE re-launch is official! An email newsletter was sent to nearly 4,000 businesses in 
Boulder County and following up calls are being made to nearly 200 businesses this week.  
Sustainability Office  
Hilary Collins is planning to retire from the county at the end of June 2015.  
 
 



11. Community Reports  
Jamestown report: 

 
1) Breaking new ground on a CDBG-DR funded house at the end of March. Habitat for 
Humanity and Mennonite Disaster Services will be working together on this. They have 
worked closely with the property owner to make the new residence a Zero-Energy home.  

 
2) The Jamestown Long-Term Recovery Planning process is moving forward. The 
community held a meeting for feedback earlier this week and the draft plan is complete. 

 
3) The Gillespie Gulch culvert project has been delayed. It looks likely that construction will 
now begin in June. 
  
4) Lisa Friend is writing a state grant to help the town receive a recycling trailer that has a 
second grant in progress written by Robert Hastings to pay for a cement slab.  The Town of 
Jamestown will review and determine where this recycling trailer may be located in town if 
given funds.   
 



Adjourn 



Construction & Demolition – Existing Conditions Summary  
 
This document provides an initial summary of existing conditions related to construction and demolition 

materials (C&D), specifically:  

 service utilization 

 research findings 

 barriers 

 data collection and gaps 

 regulatory mechanisms 

 infrastructure 

 incentives  

 markets and 

 outreach 

 

This summary is intended to provide useful background information for RCAB’s discussions and as a 

basis-of-knowledge document that can be added to, or corrected, as needed.  

 

1. Service Utilization  

Boulder County’s “BuildSmart” program requires recycling of cardboard, metal, clean wood, appliances, 

mercury thermostats and concrete when new construction or significant remodeling occurs.1  

Demolition is not permitted; only “Deconstruction” is authorized.  Programs in the cities of Boulder,  

Longmont and Superior encourage voluntary recycling of similar materials. 

Western Disposal Service offers a drop-off site for construction materials processing as well as collection of 

separated or mixed C&D materials.  The business reports 2,275 tons diverted from Boulder County in 2013. 

In addition, both the Center for Resource Conservation “ReSource Yard” (CRC) and the St. Vrain Habitat 

for Humanity ReStore accept reusable building materials for sale.  CRC, which also offers deconstruction 

services, reported 1,400 tons diverted in 2013. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
1
 http://www.bouldercounty.org/doc/landuse/2012buildsmartcode.pdf  

http://www.bouldercounty.org/doc/landuse/2012buildsmartcode.pdf


2. Research Findings  

The county has researched markets, infrastructure options and needs over the past several years.  Key 

studies include:  

 Boulder County Construction and Demolition Infrastructure Study, Materials Generation 

Estimate and Market Analysis, prepared for Boulder County Resource Conservation Division in 

2012 by UHG Consulting and the Center for ReSource Conservation - 

http://www.bouldercounty.org/doc/rc/zwap2011.pdf  

This study estimates 120,000 tons (tpy) of Construction and Demolition (C&D) materials are 

generated in Boulder County each year.  Of those 120,000 tons, an estimated 51% (61,200 tpy) 

already have strong markets, according to the authors.  The study projects a C&D transfer 

facility could be constructed for between $7 and $15 million (not including land) and operated 

through a public private partnership with tipping fees that range between $29 and $47 per ton.  

Organics (yard waste, wood pallets, dirt/sand, and untreated wood) are estimated to comprise 

17.1% of the C&D stream (20,520 tpy). 

 Construction & Demolition Waste Diversion: Baseline Information & Gap Analysis, Boulder County 

Zero Waste Effort, written for the Boulder County Resource Conservation Division by Gracestone 

Inc. and others in 2009 - 

http://www.bouldercounty.org/doc/rc/BoCo.ConstructionDemolition.StudyFinalReport.2009.pdf  

This study estimated 150,600 tons of C&D waste generated only in the unincorporated county 

each year. It provided analyses of other programs, a model C&D diversion ordinance and three 

recommended actions: 

- Convene C&D stakeholders to consider logistics and diversion policy. 

- Obtain County-specific project & material data, including an analysis of permits - and 

materials - for new construction, renovation, demolition, deconstruction and roofing. 

- Conduct targeted research on specific materials such as carpets and pad, clean wood, 

plastic, drywall and asphalt paving / concrete. Centrally located scales are 

recommended. 

 
 

3. Barriers 

Barriers to C & D diversion are many and include:   

 Lack of convenient and affordable infrastructure 

 Cost of C&D collection 

 Poor markets for many materials  

 Lack of space for storing / sorting materials at construction sites 

 Lack of incentives for diversion 

 Subcontractors often are not invested in Zero Waste commitments 
 Reliable local data are difficult to obtain 

http://www.bouldercounty.org/doc/rc/zwap2011.pdf
http://www.bouldercounty.org/doc/rc/BoCo.ConstructionDemolition.StudyFinalReport.2009.pdf


 

QUESTION:  What additional barriers have been identified?  

  



4. Existing Data Collection and Gaps 

The 2010 Boulder County Waste Composition Study estimates some 91,600 tons of construction and 

demolition debris are going to landfill each year2.  Approximately 15,800 tons per year (tpy) were 

observed in the MSW stream during the study.  An additional 75,797 tons were estimated through a 

visual survey of 37 samples taken during opportune moments in 2010’s detailed analysis.  This latter 

estimate is less reliable, due to its visual nature and the lack of careful analysis and a weight scale.  Also, 

because the 2010 study focused only on disposal, it does not include material being diverted through 

existing reuse or recycling programs for C&D. 

Incomplete numbers from Boulder County hauler reports, 

BuildSmart records and the Center for Resource Conservation 

indicate that 5,850 tons were diverted from the disposal stream in 

2012 through existing reuse and recycling programs.  In 2013, the 

numbers dropped dramatically:  Only 1,502 tons were reported by 

Boulder County haulers (less than half the 2012 figures) and 810 

tons via BuildSmart (down from 1,126 the previous year).  While a 

portion of the loss can be attributed to the closure of “Diversion 

Connections,” which had handled a large volume of recyclable C&D, 

it is anticipated that better data tracking in the future will provide 

more reliable numbers, though diversion needs are expected to 

remain quite high.  

 

Western Disposal Services was able to report additional diversion on behalf of Boulder County 

municipalities for 2013; those figures are not included in the 2012 numbers pictured above. 

 

 

5. Regulatory Mechanisms 

Boulder County’s hauler ordinance requires that licensed collection companies provide collection data 

to the County.  Similar reporting requirements are maintained through local contracts.  Few of the 

county’s licensed haulers deal in C&D materials, however.   

In theory, construction and deconstruction sites are monitored for compliance with the BuildSmart 

regulations described above, and the Certificate of Occupancy for new construction is not issued until 

documents indicating compliance with these requirements have been received.  In practice, monitoring 

is inconsistent and receipts from local disposal companies – some indicating recycling and some not – 

are accepted as suitable documentation.  Data is entered by a part-time worker as time allows. 

 

 

                                                           
2 www.bouldercounty.org/doc/rc/Boulder.Final.WCS2010.pdf    
 

v  5,850 tons diverted 

< 91,600 tons 

disposed 

http://www.bouldercounty.org/doc/rc/Boulder.Final.WCS2010.pdf


6. Incentives 

The only current incentives are available tax credits for the donation of reusable building materials to 

CRC or H4H.  For new construction, LEED certification provides some additional incentive. 

 

7. Signage 

There is no formal signage for C&D diversion in Boulder County. 

 

8. Markets 

Markets for a variety of materials appear strong in Boulder County, while others are developing.  In 

particular, the materials required for diversion (cardboard, concrete, metal, clean wood and reusable 

items) have relatively strong markets in Boulder County at this time. 

Markets for plate glass are developing.  Together, these  streams are estimated to represent nearly 

18,000 tpy that could be diverted from Boulder County’s waste stream using existing systems – to easily 

double current measured  diversion.  Detailed information about markets is featured in a Construction 

and Demolition survey and analysis that Boulder County commissioned in 2011.3 

 

9. Education 

The primary educational vehicle for C&D diversion in Boulder County, aside from private-sector 

advertising, is a “Recycling Services Flyer” and links to BuildSmart and municipal programs on Boulder 

County’s web site:  http://www.bouldercounty.org/env/recycle/pages/constructionanddemolition.aspx  

The value of this outreach system is not yet measured.  

An estimated 100 building projects per year enroll in the BuildSmart program, however the effectiveness 

of this program as an outreach tool is unclear.  BuildSmart diversion dropped to an estimated 810 

documented tons in 2013 from an estimate of 1,126 tons in 2012. 

 QUESTION:  What other resources are available?  

 

QUESTION:  Should any other C & D diversion opportunities be reported?  

                                                           
3
 http://www.bouldercounty.org/doc/rc/constdemoltionrpt2011.pdf  

http://www.bouldercounty.org/env/recycle/pages/constructionanddemolition.aspx
http://www.bouldercounty.org/doc/rc/constdemoltionrpt2011.pdf


Boulder County Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) Meeting 

April 22, 2015  
Boulder County Recycling Center, Education Room, 1901 63rd Street, Boulder 

 

 AGENDA 

1. Call to Order / Introductions 4:45 p.m. 

2. Approval of Minutes March 25, 2015 4:46 p.m. 

3. Public Comment (Maximum Time Allocated 10 minutes)  4:47 p.m. 

4. Bylaws Review - RCAB Structure and Purpose 
Presenter: Hilary Collins    ACTION:  Consider options for greater 
countywide/regional impact and decide on approach  

4:57 p.m. 

5. Communitywide Diversion Tracking 
a. Process to collect 2014 data (using proposed county survey) 
b. ReTRAC update, plans to track 2015 diversion 
Presenter: Darla Arians and Lisa Friend    
ACTION: Decide on 2014 data collection process   

5:20 p.m. 

6. RCD Update: 1st quarter Report on Recycling Center Operations  
Presenter: Darla Arians   ACTION: For information only  

5:40 p.m.  

7. Working Group Reports  
a. Infrastructure/Policy and Programs 
b. Education and Outreach   
Presenters:  Kevin Afflerbaugh and Pam Milmoe  
ACTION: For information only 

6:00 p.m.  
 

8. Nominations for Chair and Vice-chair (for May election)  
ACTION:   Take nominations 

6:05 p.m. 

9. Any Other Business 

 BOCC approval of Composting  Policy and programs 
recommendation  

 PACE webinar for Urban Sustainability Directors Network 

 Check-in on minutes format 

6:10 p.m. 

10. May Meeting/Agenda Topics  

 Election of Chair and Vice-chair  

 Approve recommendation on bylaw changes, etc.  

 Discuss results of countywide diversion survey 

 Review MOU for collaboration on composting education and 
outreach, etc.  

6:12 p.m.  

11. Community Reports - Questions on written reports only (Please 
remember to send your written reports in advance!)  

6:15 p.m. 

Adjourn  6:30 p.m. 

 
Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) 

The Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) was formed in 2002 to advise the Board 
of County Commissioners on major waste diversion policies and strategies.  
  

The purpose of the Advisory Board shall be to assist the Board of County Commissioners in 
reducing the amount and toxicity of waste generated in the county; to research, review and 
recommend changes in policy related to waste reduction, reuse, recycling and composting; 
to provide input on the development and management of facilities and programs; and as a 
result of these efforts to help Boulder County and its communities and partners to conserve 
mineral, fossil fuel and forest resources, and to reduce environmental pollution. 



 
 

 

 

Sustainability Office 
Street Address: 1325 Pearl Street 13th Boulder, Colorado 80302 

PO Box 471, Boulder, CO  80306 •  Tel: 303-441-4565   

Cindy Domenico County Commissioner Deb Gardner County Commissioner 

 

Elise Jones County Commissioner 

 

Boulder County Resource Conservation Advisory Board Meeting  

Minutes – March 25, 2015 

 

Present:   
Darla Arians – Boulder County 

Alexander Armani-Munn – Nederland 

Leigh Cushing – At Large 

Jack DeBell – CU Recycling (phone) 

Tom Dowling – Lafayette 

Juri Freeman – At Large (phone) 

Shirley Garcia – Broomfield (phone) 

Bryce Isaacson – Western Disposal  

Bridget Johnson – Jamestown (phone) 

Suzanne (Zan) Jones – Eco-Cycle  

Charles Kamenides – Longmont  

Shari Malloy – At Large  

Dan Matsch – Lyons  

Lisa Morzel – At Large 

Mark Persichetti – Louisville  

Tim Plass – Boulder  

Holly Running-Rabbit – Ward  

Dan Stellar – Center for Resource 

Conservation 

Heather Wood – At Large 

 

RCAB Staff Liaison:   
Hilary Collins, Austin Everett and Lisa Friend, 

Commissioners’ Office/Sustainability 

 

Active Members Not Present:    
Jeff Stewart - Other Hauler (Waste 

Connections)  

Martin Toth – Superior 

 

Guests:   
Andrew Adare – Amp Robotics LLC 

Kevin Afflerbaugh – Western Disposal Services  

Polly Christenson – Longmont City Council 

Colette Crouse – City of Boulder 

 

1. Call to Order  

Chair Mark Persichetti called the meeting to order at 4:48 p.m.  

 

2. Board Member Farewell and Welcome 

RCAB bid farewell to Lisa Skumatz and will organize a thank you for all of her hard 

work. RCAB welcomes new at-large members: Leigh Cushing and Heather Wood.  

 

3. Approval of Minutes  

Tim moved for approval of the February minutes. Jack seconded, and the minutes were 

unanimously approved.  

 

4. Public Comment –  None  

 

5. BOCC Approval/Direction 

Hilary reported that the Board of County Commissioners approved RCAB’s 

recommendations on the spring cleanup program, composting infrastructure, composting 

education and outreach, and accepted the 2014 annual report. The Commissioners also 

asked RCAB to:  

i. Begin work on the priority area of commercial recycling due to its tie in 

with action anticipated by the City of Boulder 

ii. Consider expanding RCAB’s regional (i.e. countywide) policy role to be 

more effective in terms of waste diversion, and to develop a mechanism 

so that recommendations from RCAB can be formally sent out to other 
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councils, boards, and managers. It was noted that RCAB replaced a 

formal regional group, the Boulder County Recycling and Composting 

Authority (BCRCA) created to oversee use of recycling sales and use tax 

funds between 1995 and 2001. The BCRCA hired its own staff, and had 

a formal voting procedure.  

 

The Commissioners request regarding commercial recycling was discussed below under 

Section 6, Working Group Work Plans below.  

Members expressed some concerns about revisiting RCAB’s roles and responsibilities 

including: needing clarity on RCAB’s mission before changing its structure, the existing 

role of RCAB community members to disseminate information from to their 

communities, and the impact changes would have on RCAB’s current tasks regarding 

review and oversight.  Others members agreed that better dissemination of RCAB 

recommendations locally is needed, and that sharing information regionally and statewide 

would also be beneficial.  

It was suggested that Boulder County should host the state recycling conference, which it 

has never done.  It was noted that no local or Colorado recycling listserv exists and such a 

listserv should be created.    

Suzanne provided information on a loose end related to the composting infrastructure 

recommendation. Slides were presented on the relative hauling market share within the 

City of Boulder and Boulder County for Eco-Cycle and Western.  Members were 

surprised that Eco-Cycle collects more compost than Western. This is thought to be 

because Eco-Cycle has some large generator accounts such as Whole Foods and CU.  

Longmont is currently exploring curbside composting collection and anticipating gate 

fees of $60 to $80 per ton at Western’s facility. Some felt that expensive tipping fees 

were a barrier for Longmont; others noted that city infrastructure expenditures on bins 

and trucks were more of an issue.  Juri noted that facility and transportation costs are high 

for the City of Denver, but the limiting factor is trucks and staff. Eco-Cycle has begun a 

pilot program with Waste Connections to ship their commercial organics to A-1 Organics 

via the Erie landfill at an initial cost of $50 per ton.  Some members expressed frustration 

that the former Recycling and Composting Authority did not do more to advance 

composting when this was part of their mission.   

6. Priority Topics: Composting, Construction and Demolition (C&D), and Commercial 

Recycling 

Hilary asked RCAB to approve their recommendation on composting policy and 

programs that wasn’t approved in February due to a lack of quorum. See the slides in the 

March handouts.  Suzanne moved to approve the recommendation. Holly seconded, and 

the motion was unanimously approved. RCAB members thanked Lisa Skumatz for the 

work she invested in the recommendation and asked staff to organize a formal thank you.  
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Lisa F summarized the current status reports for C&D diversion and commercial 

recycling. See the slides in the March handouts. She asked Partners for a Clean 

Environment (PACE) staff to consider the commercial recycling report and provide 

additional information on actual and potential diversion by the commercial sector. 

Hilary addressed the next steps for the RCAB working groups. She proposed that the 

infrastructure working group change focus to examine C&D infrastructure, policy and 

enforcement. Once that work is completed, the working group would move on to 

commercial recycling policies. At the same time, the education and outreach working 

group would focus on commercial recycling and residential recycling while integrating 

previous work on composting. Once progress has been made regarding recycling, the 

education working group would consider C&D messaging and signage. 

Members of the infrastructure group expressed strong support for addressing C&D with 

discernible actions.  It was noted that the education group can make limited progress 

regarding C&D until there are advancements in infrastructure, policy, and enforcement.  

Hilary thought that the commissioners are most interested in commercial recycling 

education, policy, and programs. The City of Boulder is already moving forward with 

requiring commercial recycling. Some members noted that for some communities, this 

mandatory approach may be   premature. RCAB members believe that their communities 

would like to see how mandatory commercial recycling in the City of Boulder works 

before trying it in other locations. There was also curiosity in how RCAB’s efforts would 

align with what PACE is currently doing for businesses. Other members expressed 

concerns of how a mandatory plan might stress recycling infrastructure. Darla noted that 

there has been talk of adding a second shift and expanding the worksite at the recycling 

center to accommodate for increased materials.  

Longmont has directed staff to work on the possibility of putting citywide residential 

curbside composting on the ballot. Some members wonder if a working group should 

examine what other municipalities in the county need information-wise in order to 

consider mandatory ordinances of their own. Hilary noted the potential to use an IGA or 

some type of agreement to collaborate on hauler licensing.  

The Re-TRAC software is a possibility for monitoring diversion, but for this tracking 

database to work; good data needs to be entered. Members asked what stage Re-TRAC is 

currently in: A customized version for Boulder County is under development and being 

beta tested. One possibility for the policy working group would be to assist in collecting 

data and other measures to help get Re-TRAC up and running. It was suggested that 

Darla follow up with communities regarding ReTRAC. 

It was agreed that the working groups would move forward as outlined in the staff 

proposal over approximately the next three months. 
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7. Briefing on County Capital Fund Expenditures at the Recycling Center  

Darla reported that the Boulder County Commissioners recently reviewed the five-year 

capital plan and directed staff to explore options and issue a request for proposals for 

plastics optical sorting equipment in 2015. 

 

Members had questions on the price of new optical equipment, and what other costs are 

included in the capital plan.  The optical equipment still has to be determined, but the 

price is likely between $2.5 million to $3 million dollars. The rest of the plan is 

composed of fire sprinkler repairs $60,000, weigh station paving repairs $80,000, an 

integrated control system $150,000, and an A/C unit $10,000.  Darla was asked if she had 

explored the potential diversion increases that will result from the new optical equipment. 

No figures were on hand but will be provided in next month’s county report. The new 

equipment is expected to speed up sorting and reduce sorting labor. 

 

8. Zero Waste Funding Evaluation/Program Planning 

Darla gave a presentation and asked for recommendations on any program changes. See 

the slides in the March handouts. 

 

It was noted that the county commissioners are big fans of this program. Other members 

noted that the fund has worked well for filling gaps and providing zero waste collection 

services, but some are unclear on how the fund relates directly to diversion. Bridget noted 

that the program has resulted in 25 new Green Girl customers of which 50% added 

compost to their service and half increased their diversion by 40%. Many RCAB 

members feel that the money is currently being allocated well and should not be changed. 

In the past these funds have leveled the playing field for communities who might not 

have the resources or infrastructure to increase diversion. There was discussion about 

changing where these funds came from, moving the expense from the recycling center to 

the general fund, since hauler fees compete for the same funding. More information is 

needed on the specifics of what moving this program to the general fund would entail. No 

major changes were recommended regarding this program at this time, but the staff-

suggested improvements were endorsed, as follows:  

 

• Change the mid-term and final reports format to include a spreadsheet of financial 

and diversion data related to the project. This will be helpful for staff to quantify and 

analyze diversion data and number of people reached. 

• Get rid of the “poster board” requirement in the final report and instead require 

electronic submission of program successes and photographs to be posted on Boulder 

County’s website 

• Staff to report annually the success of the current year program, along with the year-

to-date successes 

 

9. Any Other Business 

Hilary asked RCAB members for comments on the format of the RCAB minutes and 

what has worked well so far. It was also noted that the minutes are for the commissioners 
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as well as the general public. As RCAB looks forward to sharing information to a wider 

audience, it is important keep the minutes accessible. Many members like the current 

detailed format but agreed that discussion sections could be summarized. It was agreed 

that a more summarized format would be used for the March minutes so that this 

approach could be evaluated.  

 

10. April Meeting Agenda Topics Hilary reviewed possible agenda topics for April. It was 

agreed that topics will include RCAB nominations, bylaws review, working group 

reports, a first-quarter report on recycling center operations, and the processes to collect 

2014 data on diversion. For the bylaws discussion, it was requested that staff review 

RCAB’s existing structure and present options for membership and voting.  

 

11. Community Reports 

See the slides in the March handouts.  

 

Additionally:  

 Pam and Leigh will be representing PACE on an Urban Sustainability Directors 

Network webinar regarding waste diversion. RCAB members asked for a recap 

of the webinar at April’s meeting 

 Eco-Cycle is hosting a gala on April 16 that will feature Brenda Platt, co-director 

of the Institute for Local Self-Reliance  

 Ward received zero waste funding and the town has hired a staff member who so 

far has been fantastic 

 Lafayette city council will be hiring a part time energy consultant to work with 

the sustainability committee to get programs started 

 Nederland is considering a 10 cent per bag fee for all stores. Nederland is also 

planning for its spring cleanup 

 There will be an extreme zero waste Youth of The Earth event on earth day in 

Longmont 

 Lyons has applied for an EPA grant to become one of the first zero waste 

communities in the United States 

 

Tom moved to adjourn, Holly seconded the motion.  

The meeting adjourned at 6:39 p.m. 





Call/text in Information  
  Free Conf. Call number 605 475 3220, code 

904830#.  

 www.join.me – code: 

 

 Any Problems: call Hilary’s cell 303 817 0505 
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http://www.join.me/


RCAB 
AGENDA 
April  
22,  
2015  



1. Call to Order/Introductions  



2. Approval of Minutes  



3. Public Comment  



Bylaws Review  
 BOCC asked RCAB to consider expanding RCAB’s 

communitywide/regional policy role to be more 
effective in terms of waste diversion, and to develop a 
mechanism so that recommendations from RCAB can 
be formally sent out to other councils, boards, and 
managers.  

 Based on legal advice there are at least four options.   

 But first, to consider the RCAB’s current situation  

 



RCAB – How created?  

 RCAB created by a 2001 IGA between the county and 
municipalities (Successor IGA)  

 Replaced BCRCA–regional public entity created in 
1995 to “oversee” County Recycling Sales and Use Tax 
expenditures 

 Terminated BCRCA, transferred its funds and 
responsibilities to Boulder County  

 Reserve fund 

 Complete construction of the BCRC 

 Operation and Maintenance of BCRC 

 Construction, operation, maintenance of other facilities  

 Employment of staff  
 

 

 



STRUCTURE  
 20 members (now 22 members) – 5 at-large reps, 12 county and municipal reps 

(incl. Broomfield), 5 partner reps (CRC, CU, Eco-Cycle, Western, and one 
additional hauler – currently Waste Connections)  

 Members act as conduit for information and action in their 
communities/organizations  

 
PURPOSE  

 IGA:  
 To provide input and recommendations to the County on matters affecting the facilities 

 Bylaws:  
 To assist the County in reducing the amount and toxicity of waste 
 Research and recommend policy changes 
 Provide input on the development & management of facilities and programs  
 As a result, to conserve mineral, fossil fuel, and forest resources and reduce 

environmental pollution  
 

VOTING   
 One member, one vote  
 Official actions by vote of members present and voting  
 Other decisions by consensus 

 

 
 
 

 
 

RCAB - current structure, purpose & voting  



How to expand RCAB’s 
communitywide/regional policy role?   

 RCAB currently serves:  
 Original purpose (advising the County) 

 Acts to some extent as a regional ZW committee   

 Information sharing 

  Collaboration & Action 

 

 Could RCAB be more effective?  
 More regional reach?  

 More impact on waste diversion? 

 More effective collaboration between communities and partners?  

 Bigger impact if recommendations for all communities 

 “Building and growing facilities role” vs “running facilities role”  

 

 



How to expand RCAB’s 
communitywide/regional policy role?   

 Based on legal advice there are several options ranging 
from least work, lowest commitment, to highest effort, 
most commitment.   

 

 Options are provided for RCAB review and discussion  



How to expand RCAB’s 
communitywide/regional policy role?   

Option 1  
Create a separate Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) to be signed by the County and the 
municipalities (i.e. the parties to the IGA that created 
RCAB) that says that RCAB recommendations will be 
shared with the municipalities and partners who will 
collaborate in good faith on whether and how the 
recommendations will be implemented. 



How to expand RCAB’s 
communitywide/regional policy role?   
Option 2  
Amend the successor IGA and revise the RCAB bylaws 
to:  

 Update and correct IGA, e.g. reference to City of Broomfield 

 Allow MOUs and IGAs to be entered into by the county, 
municipalities and partners to fulfil the purposes set forth in the 
RCAB bylaw”  

  



How to expand RCAB’s 
communitywide/regional policy role?   
Option 3  

Create a new IGA to replace successor IGA, and revise 
the RCAB bylaws  

 Update and correct IGA, e.g. reference to City of Broomfield 

 Allow MOUs and IGAs to be entered into by the county, 
municipalities and partners  

 Update and expand communitywide purpose of RCAB  

 Change purpose so that RCAB recommends to all parties of the IGA 
(similar to Ten Year Plan organization's purpose)  



How to expand RCAB’s 
communitywide/regional policy role?   
Option 4 

Create a new separate public entity similar to the 
Boulder County Recycling and Composting Authority 
(BCRCA) with dedicated funding, the ability to enter 
into contracts, hire staff, accept grants, etc.  



5. 
Communitywide 
Diversion 
Tracking 
 
Proposed 
format is to use 
this spreadsheet 
(for full view see packet)  



6. RCD Update  

 1st Quarter Report on Recycling Center Operations  



7. Working Group Reports  
 Infrastructure/Policy and Programs 

 Education and Outreach   

 



8. Nominations for Chair and Vice-
chair  

 



9. Any other business  
 BOCC approval of Composting  Policy and programs 

recommendation  

 PACE webinar for Urban Sustainability Directors 
Network (see slides following) 

 Check-in on minutes format 



www.pacepartners.com 

PACE ZERO WASTE 

Pam Milmoe, Leigh Cushing 

Boulder County Public Health 

March, 2015 



What is PACE? 

• Provides free expert advisors  
• Energy (EnergySmart) 

• ZeroWaste 

• Water Quality and Efficiency 

• Transportation 

• Design and administer incentives 

• Provides outreach, recognition and certification 
• Businesses (tenants and owner occupied) 

• Property Owners/Managers  

• Contractors 

• Haulers 



Program History 

• Began in 1994 with the city of Boulder to partner 

with business community to support 

environmentally sustainable practices. 

• PACE has continued to evolve to help businesses 

meet changing sustainability goals.  

• More than 300 businesses and municipal 

operations across Boulder County earned PACE 

certification by 2010. 

• Significantly raised the bar in 2011… 

 



PACE 2014 Re-launch 

• Advisors 

• Incentives 

• Recognition 

• Certification 

• Opportunity Analysis  

www.pacepartners.com 

• EnergySmart 

• ZeroWaste 

• Water Efficiency 

and Quality  

• Transportation  



Outreach Since 2012 

www.pacepartners.com 

• All city of Boulder businesses are receiving PACE 

news and information  

• PACE is working with 2,100 (42%) of all 3,500 city of 

Boulder Businesses 

• PACE has identified zero waste opportunities at 

nearly 50% of all PACE business. 

 

 
SUCCESS 

BUSINESSES SERVED:  

3,237 

BUSINESS REBATES 

ISSUED:  

$2,544,559 



Advising Underway 

• PACE has identified ZW opportunities at 970 business 

and are already working with 630 

• New and under-utilized services 

• Revised the bin incentive this summer: 24 businesses 

www.pacepartners.com 

Macerich 

• 25 business targeted 

• 48% recycling 

• 52% composting 

0
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ZW Opportunities Identified Receiving Advising



Diversion Rates 

• On average, 90% of PACE businesses increase diversion 

by 14% and 10% achieve a 70% diversion rate  

• 32 businesses certified in three years (16 in 2014) 

www.pacepartners.com 

Average PACE 

Diversion 

14% 

70% 

Active Interest Media 

Apex Movement 

Café Ion 

Cured Wined 

Details Design Studio 
Foolish Craigs 

Ecocycle 

Global Greengrants 

IBM 

Kutandara Center 
Leanin Tree 

Mapleton Montessori 

REI 

St. Julien  

UCAR/NCAR 
White Rock 



What’s Working 

• One-Stop-Shop (Energy, Waste, Water, Transportation) 

• Great relationship building and leveraging 

• Custom signs  

• New bin incentive  

• (up to $250 through central contractor) 

• Bin placement 

• Employee training 

• Purchasing plans 

• Supply chain inclusion 

• Hard to recycle materials research 

 

www.pacepartners.com 



10. April Agenda Topics  
 Nominations for Chair & Vice-Chair (for May election)  

 Bylaws Review  

 Working Group Reports  

 1st Quarter Report on Recycling Center Operations  

 Communitywide Diversion – Process to collect 2014 
data 



11. Community Reports  
Boulder County Report – April 2015  



11. Community Reports  
Boulder County Report – April 2015  











Adjourn 
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BYLAWS OF THE RESOURCE CONSERVATION ADVISORY BOARD 
 

Article I 

Name 

 

Section 1.  Name 

 

The name of this committee shall be the Boulder County Resource Conservation Advisory Board.  

 

Article II 

Purpose and Policy 

 

Section 1.  Purpose 

 

The purpose of the Advisory Board shall be to assist the Board of County Commissioners in reducing the 

amount and toxicity of waste generated in the county; to research, review and recommend changes in 

policy related to waste reduction, reuse, recycling and composting; to provide input on the development 

and management of facilities and programs; and as a result of these efforts to help Boulder County, its 

communities, and partners to conserve mineral, fossil fuel and forest resources, and to reduce 

environmental pollution.  

 

Article III 

Duties and Responsibilities 
 

Section 1.  Policy Development 

 

The Advisory Board shall recommend revisions to the solid waste element of the Boulder County 

Comprehensive Plan, the Boulder County Zero Waste Action Plan, the Boulder County Environmental 

Sustainability Plan, and the County’s land use regulations which pertain to solid waste, recycling, 

composting and other waste diversion activities.   

 

Section 2.  Review Responsibility  

 

The Advisory Board shall advise the Board of County Commissioners on matters affecting facilities and 

programs related to responsible materials management. Such matters shall include, but shall not be 

limited to, the operation maintenance and expansion of the Boulder County Recycling Center; the 

construction, operation and maintenance of composting and other waste diversion facilities and 

equipment; and the expansion of the Hazardous Materials Management Facility. 

 

The Advisory Board will also review and make recommendations on county-funded waste diversion 

programs and activities.  

 

Section 3.  Communication  

 

Advisory Board members shall be responsible for communicating information between the communities 

they represent and the Advisory Board. 
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Article IV 

Membership  
 

Section 1.   Membership  

 

The membership of this Board shall be limited to 22 members and shall be as representative as possible of 

the county as a whole. Particular consideration shall be given to geographic representation. The cities and 

towns within the county (Boulder, Erie, Jamestown, Lafayette, Longmont, Louisville, Lyons, Nederland, 

Superior, and Ward), the City and County of Broomfield, and Boulder County will each appoint one 

representative. The Center for ReSource Conservation, CU Recycling, Eco-Cycle, and Western Disposal 

Services will each appoint one representative. One representative from an additional hauler will be 

appointed by the Board of County Commissioners based on applications received. In addition, the Board 

of County Commissioners will appoint five at-large members.  

 

Section 2.  Terms 

 

The term of office for the members of the Advisory Board shall be either two or four years as determined 

by the appointing jurisdiction.  

 

Section 3.  Attendance 

 

In the event that a member is unable to attend a meeting or meetings of the Board, no substitute member 

shall be appointed to act in the absent member's place.  However, in the event that the Chair or the 

Secretary to the Board has knowledge that a member will be temporarily unable to act for three or more 

consecutive meetings, owing to absence from the County, illness, interest in any matter before the Board, 

or any other cause, the Chair or the Secretary may request that the jurisdiction that appointed the board 

member in question be asked to appoint a replacement member to take the absent member's place during 

the temporary disability period.   

 

Section 4.  Vacancy  

 

In the event of a vacancy, the jurisdiction that appointed the vacating member will be asked to appoint a 

new representative within 30 days, or as soon as practicable.   

 

Article V 

Officers 
 

Section 1. Election of Officers  

 

The officers of the Resource Conservation Advisory Board shall consist of a chairperson and a vice-

chairperson and shall be elected from the appointed members at the May business meeting each year, or 

the first regular business meeting thereafter with a quorum. Officers will serve on a one-year basis with a 

chair and vice-chair being selected by nomination and majority vote.  A staff member designated by the 

Board of County Commissioners or their designee shall serve as secretary to the Resource Conservation 

Advisory Board.  
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If the chair resigns before the end of their term, then the vice-chair will assume the chairperson position 

and a new vice-chair will be elected at the next regular business meeting. If the vice-chair resigns, then a 

new vice-chair will be elected at the next regular business meeting.  

 

Section 2. Duties  

 

The chairperson, or in the absence of the chairperson, the vice-chairperson, shall conduct all meetings of 

the Board; maintain contact with staff of Administrative Services, Resource Conservation Division, and 

when appropriate, the Board of County Commissioners; and perform other duties designated by the 

Resource Conservation Advisory Board.  

 

Article VI 

Meetings 
 

Section 1. Meetings 

 

The Resource Conservation Advisory Board shall meet at least once every two months, at a time 

acceptable to the majority of the members. Special meetings may be called by the chairperson, or by the 

Director of Administrative Services, with one week’s notice.  All meetings of the Resource Conservation 

Advisory Board shall be open to the public.  

 

Section 2.  Quorum 

 

A simple majority of the total membership of the Board shall constitute a quorum.  

 

Section 3.  Voting 

 

All official actions of the Advisory Board shall be taken by vote, with the majority of those members 

present and voting needed to approve a vote, except as otherwise expressly provided in these bylaws. All 

other issues shall be decided by consensus, meaning the absence of strong objection of one or more 

members.  

 

Section 4. Public Meetings and Notice 

 

All meetings at which three or more members are present, and at which any public business is discussed 

or any formal action taken, shall be open to the public at all times, in accordance with the Colorado Open 

Meetings Law, Part 4 of Article 6 of the Title 24, C.R.S., as amended.  Chance meeting or social 

gatherings at which the discussion of public business is not the central purpose shall not be required to be 

noticed or held in public, as provided by the Open Meetings Law.  Meeting agendas and, when 

appropriate, accompanying press releases, shall be posted at the Boulder County Courthouse and at the 

Boulder County Recycling Center. Agendas shall be provided in advance to the County’s Public 

Information Office.  

 

Section 5.  Record of Proceedings 
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The Advisory Board shall record its proceedings and written minutes providing a summary of decisions 

and actions taken shall be kept. Recordings and written minutes will be open to inspection by the public 

during regular County office hours.   

 

Section 6. Conflict of interest 

 

Any member with a conflict of interest as defined by state law shall disclose his or her interest and shall 

abstain from discussion and voting on that item, and the meeting recording and minutes shall note such 

action.  

 

Article VII 

Subcommittees 

 

Section 1.  Creation 

 

Subcommittees, standing or special, shall be appointed by the chairperson as the Board shall from time to 

time deem necessary to carry on the work of the Board.  

 

Article VIII 

Parliamentary Authority 
 

Section 1.  Parliamentary Authority 
 

Robert's Rules of Order shall govern the conduct of the Board's meetings to the extent practicable. 

 

Article IX 

Amendments 

 

Section 1. Amendments 

 

These bylaws can be amended at any regular meeting of the Board by a majority vote of the members 

present, provided that the amendment has been submitted in writing at the previous regular meeting. 

Amendments not initiated as the result of action by the Board of County Commissioners shall be 

approved by the Board of County Commissioners.  

 

 

 

 

APPROVED BY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

 

 

_________________________________ 

 

 

_________________________________ 

Date 

 



 

Boulder County Community-wide Survey of Waste Diversion - 2014 data 
Proposed survey spreadsheet  
 

Proposed  



Boulder County Community Report 

April 2015 

Boulder County Recycling Center (BCRC) 
Follow-up from March Meeting:  

Estimated % of increase in plastic recycling we anticipate by installing plastic optical sorting: 

  
 PET 

Plastic   MJC   
No.5  

Plastic   

HDPE  
Plastic  

Col 

HDPE  
Plastic  

Nat 

Estimated  Material Percentage Increase  25% 10% 20% 10% 10% 

Gate Fees: 

Markets are still down, BCRC revenues are down, and therefore we have implemented a $-5/ton for 

single-stream residential (SSR). We are paying the highest SSR rebate in the region, with both Larimer 

County and several Denver MRFs charging from $-15/ton to $-34/ton. 

Resource Conservation Division (RCD) 
Backyard Compost Workshops 

Please help us spread the word about the next month of FREE backyard compost workshops being held 

(see link and attached flyer). SoilSaver bins are being sold at wholesale during these workshops.  

2014 In-House Diversion Report  

Please see attached 2014 annual diversion report for Boulder County’s in-house zero waste program. 

Congrats to Boulder County staff for reaching a 60% diversion rate. 

2014 Transfer Stations Diversion Reports  

Please see attached annual diversion reports for the Nederland and Allenspark Transfer Stations, 

reaching 46% and 35% diversion rates respectively. Kudos to our mountain communities for their 

efforts! 

 

2014 Hauler Reports for Unincorporated Boulder County 

Sector  
Recycling 

(tons) 

Compost 

(tons) 

Landfill 

(tons) 
Total (tons) 

Residential 

(SF & MFU) 
4,853 2,500 16,420 23,772 

Commercial 5,560 265 41,160 46,985 

Total 10,413 2,764 57,579 70,757 

    

19% diversion 

Cessation of BCSO Pharmaceutical Take-Back Program - Due to overwhelming costs associated with the 

drug disposal the Boulder County Sheriff’s Office has suspended their prescription drop off services. RCD 

has been asked to explore alternative solutions to this issue. 

http://www.bouldercounty.org/env/compost/pages/compostworkshops.aspx
http://www.bouldercounty.org/apps/newsroom/templates/bc12.aspx?articleid=4376&zoneid=2


Partners for a Clean Environment (PACE) 
PACE is preparing its recognition campaign for certified businesses for May.  PACE is also finalizing a new 

video with businesses from across Boulder County that provides an overview of the service and 

testimonials from businesses including The Cup, The Pump House, Left Hand Brewery, and JAX 

Mercantile.  Many are touting their zero waste accomplishments. 

Sustainability Office  
Ag Plastics Meeting April 16th with local farmers and plastic industry representatives. This might be a 

good chance to divert a new materials stream from our communities. 
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Yard & Wood 
Waste 

Compost 

Recycling 

Trash 

e-Waste 

Hazardous Waste 

Books 

Scrap Metal 
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In 2014, the county recycled 142.3 tons of single-stream recyclables and composted 125.9 

tons of food waste and other compostables. Given that the county landfilled 357.7 tons of 

trash, this creates a baseline diversion rate of 43% by weight when considering only single-

stream recycling, compost, and trash streams. 

 

Through the combined effort of single stream recycling and composting, the county saved♦: 
 

431.15 metric tons of greenhouse gas emissions 

 
 

Through single stream recycling, the county saved♦♦: 
 

16,529 gallons of gasoline (energy equivalent) 
 

62 cars off the road for a year 
 

2,765 pounds of toxic air pollutants 
 

16 pounds of water pollution 
 

674 pounds of toxic herbicides 
 

285,761 pounds of substances that threaten human health! 
 

♦  Combination of Eco-Cycle proprietary formula and Western Disposal proprietary formula 

♦ ♦Eco-Cycle proprietary formula 
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In addition to single-stream recycling, the Resource Conservation Division provides services to 
collect other types of County waste for recycling. 

Description Pounds Tons 

Confidential Paper1 149,890 74.95 
Yard & Wood Waste 93,160 46.58 

E-Waste Round Ups 20,551 10.28 
Electronics 18,663 9.33 

Cell Phones 71 <1 
Scrap Metal 798 <1 

Cables & Wires 411 <1 
Cardboard/paper 141 <1 

Cartridges 67 <1 
Plastic Bags 23 <1 

Block Styrofoam (est.) 260 <1 
Construction & Demolition 18,140 9.07 
Hazardous Waste 4,637 2.32 

Paint (latex and oil based) 
Batteries 

Other haz waste 

2,270 
933 

1,434 

1.14 
<1 
<1 

Books 4,200 2.10 
Spring Clean-Up   (office furniture) 1,353 <1 

Ink & Toner Cartridges  1,270 <1 

Toilets 630 <1 

 
1This effort saved 1,274 (30-foot) trees 
Each ton (2000 pounds) of paper recycled saves 17 mature trees: www.recycling-revolution.com/recycling-facts.html 

 
 

 

The Resource Conservation Division provides zero waste training to staff every two years or 

upon request.  In 2014, 16 zero waste trainings were conducted, in which 309 employees 

attended.  

http://www.recycling-revolution.com/recycling-facts.html
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Single-Stream 

Compost 

Landfill 

Confidential 

Metal 

Yard Waste 
Haz Waste 

Construction  
& Demolition 

E-Waste 

Other  
recycled  
materials 

 

 
 

These offices recycle waste unique to their operations.  

Description  Pounds Tons 

Fleet 
 

 
Scrap Metal 

Motor Oil 
Tires 

Anti-Freeze 
Auto Batteries 

211,936 
159,295 
25,200 
13,295 
7,876 
6,270 

105.93 
79.60 
12.60 
6.65 
3.94 
3.14 

 Air Filters 79 air filters recycled 

Architects 
 

(Metals -aluminum, 
copper, brass, radiators, 

wires, motors) 

18,658 9.33 

Jail                                           Textiles 3,820 1.91 
 

 

 

With these additional diversion efforts, the County’s in-house diversion rate for 2014 reaches 

60% by weight. 
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Boulder County also manages community waste diversion programs that are not included in 

the in-house diversion rate stated above, but are worth recognition and are instrumental in 

supporting the county-wide effort towards zero waste. Way to go! 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 

 

 

 

This report was prepared by the Boulder County Resource Conservation Division. If you have questions or comments, or if 

you would like to add additional diversion efforts to this report, please contact Veronica Martinez by phone at 720-564-

2250 or e-mail at vmartinez@bouldercounty.org.  

Parks & Open Space 
Community Forestry Sort Yards  

 

 

89% composted; rest used for fuel 

 

Motor Vehicle 
License Plate Recycling Program 

 

 

 

Hazardous Materials 

Management Facility  
 

 

 

Recycling Drop off  

Centers 
 

 

 

mailto:vmartinez@bouldercounty.org


In November 2005, the Boulder County Coammissioners 

passed a Zero Waste resolution setting the County on a 

path to achieve a goal of “Zero Waste −  or darn near by 

2025.”  The Nederland Transfer Station is helping 

Boulder  County move toward this ambitious goal.

Data calculated using the following formulas:
17 trees/ton of paper and cardboard
7000 gallons of water/ton of paper and cardboard
15.46 cubic yards/ton of single-stream recyclables

Working together we save natural resources.

In 2014 Nederland recycled:
• Single-stream recycling - 986,200 lbs.

• Scrap Metal - 152,740 lbs. 

• Textiles - 13,023 lbs. 
• Electronic waste - 1,626 lbs. 
• Household Hazardous Waste - 5,500 lbs. 
• Styrofoam - 79 lbs.
• Appliances - 4,806 lbs. (approximated 

weight of 18 refrigerators at 267 lbs. each)
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• Scrap Metal - 152,740 lbs. 

• Textiles - 13,023 lbs. 
• Electronic waste - 1,626 lbs. 
• Household Hazardous Waste - 5,500 lbs. 
• Styrofoam - 79 lbs.
• Appliances - 4,806 lbs. (approximated 

weight of 18 refrigerators at 267 lbs. each)

In 2014 Nederland recycled:
• Single-stream recycling - 986,200 lbs.

• Scrap Metal - 152,740 lbs. 

• Textiles - 13,023 lbs. 
• Electronic waste - 1,626 lbs. 
• Household Hazardous Waste - 5,500 lbs. 
• Styrofoam - 79 lbs.
• Appliances - 4,806 lbs. (approximated 

weight of 18 refrigerators at 267 lbs. each)

Tr a n s f e r  S t a t i o n  &  R e c y c l i n g  C e n t e r
2 8 6  R i d g e  R o a d ,  N e d e r l a n d

Nederland
WasteWaste diversion rate of 46%!* diversion rate of 46%!*

The national average is 34% & the Colorado average is 11%. 

Way to go Nederland!
* 582 tons of material was recycled or diverted from the landfill.

•  over 8,997.72 cubic 
yards of landfill space

Nederland recycling efforts SAVED:

•  764,960 
gallons of 
water 

• 1,858 mature trees

Environmental Savings



In November 2005, the Boulder County Coammissioners 

passed a Zero Waste resolution setting the County on a 

path to achieve a goal of “Zero Waste −  or darn near by 

2025.”  The Allenspark Transfer Station is helping 

Boulder  County move toward this ambitious goal.

Data calculated using the following formulas:
17 trees/ton of paper and cardboard
7000 gallons of water/ton of paper and cardboard
15.46 cubic yards/ton of single-stream recyclables

Working together we save natural resources.

Environmental Savings

In 2014 Allenspark recycled:
• Single-stream recycling - 215,920 lbs.

• Scrap Metal - 9,200 lbs. 

• Textiles - 4,022 lbs. 
• Electronic waste - 5,000 lbs. 
• Household Hazardous Waste - 6,200 lbs. 
• Hard-to-recycle materials - 88 lbs.
• Appliances - 3,738 lbs. (approximated 

weight of 14 refrigerators at 267 lbs. each)
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In 2014 Allenspark recycled:
• Single-stream recycling - 215,920 lbs.

• Scrap Metal - 9,200 lbs. 

• Textiles - 4,022 lbs. 
• Electronic waste - 5,000 lbs. 
• Household Hazardous Waste - 6,200 lbs. 
• Hard-to-recycle materials - 88 lbs.
• Appliances - 3,738 lbs. (approximated 

weight of 14 refrigerators at 267 lbs. each)

Tr a n s f e r  S t a t i o n  &  R e c y c l i n g  C e n t e r
1 4 8 5 7  S t a t e  H i g h w a y  7 ,  A l l e n s p a r k

Allenspark
Waste Waste diversion rate of 35%!*diversion rate of 35%!*

The national average is 34% & the Colorado average is 11%. 

Way to go Allenspark!
* 107.96 tons of material was recycled or diverted from the landfill.

•  over 1,669.02 cubic 
yards of landfill space

Allenspark recycling efforts SAVED:

•  163,450 
gallons of 
water 

• over 397 mature trees



Backyard composting is an effective way to reduce household carbon footprints and provide quality compost for 
use in gardens. Come learn how to start and maintain a highly efficient backyard compost system by learning what to 
feed your compost pile, appropriate bins and methods for our geographics, tips and troubleshooting, and much more. 
Workshops are taught by Melanie Burow, a Master Composter in Colorado. REGISTRATION required.

Contact: Bethany Hentkowski
bhentkowski@bouldercounty.org, 720.564.2226

www.bouldercountyrecycles.org

BOULDER

6-8 p.m., Thursday, May 14th 
Boulder County Recycling Center, Education Room
1901 63rd St.

LOUISVILLE

10 a.m.-12 noon, Saturday, May 16th
Louisville Library, First Floor Meeting Room
951 Spruce St.

ERIE

6-8 p.m., Tuesday, May 19th
Erie Community Library , Meeting Room
400 Powers St.

LYONS

6-8 p.m., Thursday, April 16th
Walt Self Community Building, Main Floor
335 Railroad Ave.

BOULDER

10 a.m.-12 noon, Saturday, April 18th
Boulder County Recycling Center, Education Room
1901 63rd St.

LONGMONT

6-8 p.m., Thursday, May 7th 
Boulder County Parks & Open Space, Prairie Room North
5201 Saint Vrain Rd.

LAFAYETTE

6-8 p.m., Monday, May 11th
Lafayette Public Library, Lower Level Meeting Room
775 W Baseline Rd.

Backyard Composting Workshops.    REGISTER today - www.bouldercountyrecycles.org

Backyard composting is an effective way to reduce household carbon footprints and provide quality compost for 

Time to learn about backyard composting!

Workshops are tau

LYONS

BBBBBBaaaccckkkkya



Boulder County Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) Meeting 

May 27, 2015  
Boulder County Recycling Center, Education Room, 1901 63rd Street, Boulder 

 

 AGENDA 

1. Call to Order / Introductions 4:45 p.m. 

2. Approval of Minutes April 22, 2015 4:46 p.m. 

3. Public Comment (Maximum Time Allocated 10 minutes)  4:47 p.m. 

4. Election of Chair and Vice-Chair   
ACTION: Vote for candidates  

4:57 p.m. 

5. Sustainability Impact Assessment – Key Findings on Waste  
Presenter: Natural Capitalism.  ACTION: Information/Comments 

5:05 p.m. 

6. Review MOU for Collaboration on Education and Outreach and 
Diversion Data Collection. 
Presenter: Hilary Collins.  ACTION: Comment/Input  

5:35 p.m. 

7. Update on Countywide Diversion Survey 
Presenter: Darla Arians.  ACTION: Comment/Input 

5:45 p.m. 

8. County Hauler Licensing Ordinance – Changes being considered.  
Presenters: Darla Arians, Hilary Collins  ACTION:  Comment/Input  

5:50 p.m. 

9. Working Group Reports - Infrastructure/Policy and Programs 
& Education and Outreach.  
Presenters:  Kevin Afflerbaugh and Pam Milmoe. ACTION: 
Comment/Input 

6:00 p.m.  

10. Any Other Business 6:10 p.m.  

11.  June Meeting/Agenda Topics  

 Results of Countywide Diversion Survey 

 Current Status of Commercial Recycling     

 Working Group Reports  

6:15 p.m.  

12. Community Reports - Questions on written reports only (Please 
remember to send your written reports in advance!)  

6:20 p.m. 

Adjourn  6:30 p.m. 

 
Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) 

The Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) was formed in 2002 to advise the Board 
of County Commissioners on major waste diversion policies and strategies.  
  

The purpose of the Advisory Board shall be to assist the Board of County Commissioners in 
reducing the amount and toxicity of waste generated in the county; to research, review and 
recommend changes in policy related to waste reduction, reuse, recycling and composting; 
to provide input on the development and management of facilities and programs; and as a 
result of these efforts to help Boulder County and its communities and partners to conserve 
mineral, fossil fuel and forest resources, and to reduce environmental pollution. 



 
 

 

 

Sustainability Office 
Street Address: 1325 Pearl Street 13th Boulder, Colorado 80302 

PO Box 471, Boulder, CO  80306 •  Tel: 303-441-4565   

Cindy Domenico County Commissioner Deb Gardner County Commissioner 

 

Elise Jones County Commissioner 

 

Boulder County Resource Conservation Advisory Board Meeting  

Minutes – April 22, 2015 

 

Present:   
Darla Arians – Boulder County 

Alexander Armani-Munn – Nederland (phone) 

Leigh Cushing – At Large 

Tom Dowling – Lafayette 

Juri Freeman – At Large  

Shirley Garcia – Broomfield (phone) 

Bryce Isaacson – Western Disposal  

Suzanne (Zan) Jones – Eco-Cycle  

Dan Matsch – Lyons  

Lisa Morzel – At Large 

Mark Persichetti – Louisville  

Tim Plass – Boulder  

Holly Running-Rabbit – Ward (phone) 

Dan Stellar – Center for Resource 

Conservation 

Martin Toth – Superior 

Heather Wood – At Large 

 

 

 

Active Members Not Present:    
Jack DeBell – CU Recycling (phone) 

Bridget Johnson – Jamestown (phone) 

Charles Kamenides – Longmont  

Shari Malloy – At Large  

Jeff Stewart - Other Hauler (Waste 

Connections)  

 

RCAB Staff Liaison:   
Hilary Collins & Austin Everett, Commissioners’ 

Office/Sustainability 

 

Guests:   
Kevin Afflerbaugh – Western Disposal Services  

Mark Doherty – Boulder County Attorneys’ Office 

Kara Mertz – City of Boulder 

Pam Milmoe – Boulder County Public Heal

1. Call to Order  

Chair Mark Persichetti called the meeting to order at 4:49pm  

 

2. Approval of Minutes March 25, 2015 

Suzanne moved for approval of the March minutes. Lisa M seconded, and the minutes were 

unanimously approved. 

 

3. Public Comment –  None 

 

4. Bylaws Review - RCAB Structure and Purpose 

Hilary noted that the County Commissioners have asked RCAB to consider expanding its 

countywide/regional policy role and having more formal dissemination of RCAB 

recommendations. She reviewed the RCAB’s creation, bylaws, purpose, and voting and 

presented several options to change or supplement the IGA that created RCAB and the 

RCAB bylaws.  The bylaws of the: Ten Year Plan to End Homelessness county advisory 

board were discussed, including this group’s charter to make recommendations to the County, 

the cities of Boulder and Longmont, and to the Consortium of Cities. It was also noted that a 

memorandum of understanding (MOU) is the only type of agreement that can be used to 

formalize collaboration on education between the county, the municipalities and the partner 

entities.  See slides in the April handouts. 

 

The key points of board member discussions were:   

o The entities already have the ability to enter into an MOU regardless of whether the 

intention to do this is formalized as presented in Option 1  
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o Board members should consider what is needed to make the board more effective in 

pushing for waste diversion across the county. Are there things that RCAB can’t do right 

now that the group needs to do to have more impact?  

o The discussion needs to take into account that many municipalities have their own 

advisory boards working on zero waste.  

o Having more elected officials appointed to RCAB is one way to improve the connection 

between RCAB and municipal boards and councils, and a greater connection is needed to 

facilitate more action. 

o Should the RCAB membership be expanded to include school districts, large employers 

or other agencies who are not specifically focused on trash but generate large amounts of 

waste? 

o Much of the action on zero waste is needed at the municipal level. There needs to be 

more collaboration between the county and municipalities with more direct 

communication rather than the in-direct route through the commissioners.   

o More sharing between communities is needed and RCAB members can be more 

proactive and do more homework between meetings.  

o If it is relevant to everybody, we need to share it with everyone. Also, to be more 

successful we need more homework to share with our councils and committees. 

o RCAB needs to be cognizant that staff transition is happening and Sustainability staff 

time to work on these changes may be limited, however the County Attorney’s office can 

help with IGAs and MOUs.  

 

It was agreed that the discussion on this topic would be continued at the May meeting, and staff 

will circulate documents (bylaws, the Successor IGA, the bylaws of the Ten year Plan to End 

Homelessness Advisory Board, the Recycling and Composting Authority IGA, and other local 

documents) for RCAB member review beforehand.  

 

5.  Communitywide Diversion Tracking  
a. Process to collect 2014 data (using proposed county survey)  

Darla asked for feedback on the 2014 waste diversion survey spreadsheet (See April handouts). 

The survey will be used to collect 2014 data and will be used for just one year until ReTRAC is in 

place. Respondents will be asked to complete the survey within one month. It was agreed by 

consensus that the survey is ready to be sent out and this will be done so that results can be 

discussed at the May meeting.  

 

b. ReTRAC update: plans to track 2015 diversion presented by Darla Arians.  

Re-TRAC is currently being developed and tested. It is designed to track data from all 

communities. It will be used to collect 2015 data by Boulder County, the City of Boulder and any 

other communities that want to participate in using it.   

 

6. Resource Conservation Division Update: 1st quarter Report on Recycling Center 

Operations 

Darla discussed why material pricing in the first half of 2015 has been poor. The Boulder County 

Recycling Center is currently charging a gate fee of $5 per ton for single stream recyclables (less 

than other facilities are charging) but the fee may increase to $10 because the county is losing 

money. She also presented charts on recycling center performance, reported on the Division’s 

education programs and tours, asked for help promoting backyard composting workshops, and 

reported on plans to replace ash trees on the recycling center site. See slides in the April 

Handouts.  
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RCAB members were curious if every processing center in Colorado is charging for single stream 

materials. Recycling Center staff did not speak with all processors, but those that were contacted 

are charging. In addition, the Recycling Center is at capacity and is not accepting additional 

materials. The problem is infrastructure; lack of space and the need for additional balers – it is not 

a labor issue. Members were curious about the length of time it will take to process the volume of 

material on-site (as a result of the port strike) and allow new materials to be accepted. The exact 

timing is unknown, but the yard could be cleared within the next few months. Also, Alpine Waste 

& Recycling will be closing for a retrofit for two months and the Boulder Recycling Center will 

help take some of Alpine’s materials during that time.  

 

7. Working Group Reports 

Education and Outreach  

Pam Milmoe gave updates on the Partners for a Clean Environment (PACE) program re-launch 

(for more information visit: http://www.pacepartners.com) and recent work by the Education and 

Outreach working group.  

 

The working group discussed the City of Boulder’s consideration of a mandatory commercial 

recycling ordinance and how it would likely impact commercial activities. Lafayette is very 

interested in business recognition. Louisville is also looking into business recognition. Longmont 

helps fund PACE for energy outreach. Ideas for joint messaging, synergistic campaigns, and 

targeting specific waste streams (cardboard, electronics, and traditional recyclables), inspirational 

messaging, or calls to action, were also discussed, along with the sharing of videos that exist or 

are planned. The next working group meeting will focus on marketing and the larger umbrella 

messaging.  

 

Members wondered if there is any sign of PACE moving towards working with residential 

programs.  PACE is focused on businesses with no plans to go towards residential. PACE has 

been quite successful and that re-launching the program is both timely and good for diversion 

efforts. Another member mentioned that in Kansas City there is a program that picked five 

quantifiable and observable behaviors that people could implement, this was effective in 

preventing choice overload.  

 

Infrastructure/Policy and Programs 

Kevin Afflerbaugh reported that the working group heard presentations on construction and 

demolition requirements and demolition regulations: Boulder County BuildSmart and the City of 

Boulder’s Greenpoint programs. Both programs face similar issues including a lack of 

enforcement, with inspectors prioritizing health and safety over diversion and no enforcement for 

failing to follow preapproved deconstruction plans. There is also much room for improvement 

with regards to data tracking. Data is under-reported, with many roll off companies operating 

without licenses and therefore not being required to report. The group created a matrix to examine 

possible diversion locations and barriers to diversion. (See spreadsheet in the April handouts) On-

site separation is a large barrier for many sites. Distance to the recycling facility and lack of 

markets are other main concerns. Moving forward, the working group will focus on materials that 

currently have markets such as: aggregates, concrete, cardboard, wood, and metal. Eco-Cycle 

collecting plate glass at their CHaRM facility is also being considered.  

 

Board members expressed disappointment with the tracking and enforcement of regulations 

already in place. Other communities would likely be discouraged from instituting programs of 

their own regulations based on this example.   The lack of enforcement staff is also a barrier that 

could be helped by paying for private sector staff, hiring more internal staff, or exploring a 

financial bond to hold property owners accountable for diverting wastes. There was a suggestion 

http://www.pacepartners.com/
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that a third party serving as the onsite “traffic cop” while providing technical assistance could be 

effective. Members thought this might be helpful due to how dynamic markets are for C&D 

materials and the complicated shifting nature of trying to recycle and resell these materials. 

Finally it was noted that reuse should be prioritized whenever possible in upcoming policies.  

 

8. Nominations for Chair and Vice-chair (for May election) 

 

RCAB Chair nominations: Dan Matsch and Tim Plass were nominated and accepted their 

nominations. Charles Kamenides was nominated in his absence and will need to accept or decline 

the nomination. Shirley Garcia and Bryce Isaacson were nominated, but declined to run.  

 

Vice-Chair nominations: Dan Matsch, Tim Plass and Dan Stellar were nominated and accepted. 

Charles Kamenides was nominated in his absence and will need to accept or decline the 

nomination.   

 

9. Any Other Business 

 

Hilary reported that the commissioners approved the composting policy and programs 

recommendation and directed staff to circulate the options white paper and encourage 

communities to consider what policies and programs they could support.  

 

It was noted that the slides of the PACE webinar for the Urban Sustainability Directors Network 

are included in the April handouts. 

 

 RCAB members agreed that they liked the new format of the minutes.  

 

10. May Meeting/Agenda Topics 

 

a. Election of Chair and Vice-chair  

b. Continue discussion on bylaw changes, etc.  

c. Discuss results of countywide diversion survey 

d. Review MOU for collaboration on composting education and outreach, etc. 

 

11. Community Reports 

See the slides in the April handouts.  

Tom moved to adjourn, Bryce seconded the motion. The meeting adjourned at 6:34 p.m. 



Boulder County Community Report 

April 2015 

 

Boulder County Recycling Center (BCRC) 
Gate Fees 

Markets are still down, BCRC revenues are down, and therefore we have implemented a $-10/ton for 

single-stream residential (SSR) in May. Our fee for SSR is still the lowest in the region, with both Larimer 

County and several Denver MRFs charging from $-15/ton to $-34/ton. 

Resource Conservation Division (RCD) 
Nederland Transfer Station Expands Zero Waste Services 

The Nederland Transfer Station kicked-off compost collection on Saturday, May 2nd. Over 50 residents 

attended the inaugural celebration which included two bands and a BBQ. Bonnie Greenwood from 

Public Health, a Nederland resident, deposited the first bag of food scraps into the new compost roll-off. 

Over 20 countertop compost bins were given away. See the article in the Mountain Ear here. 

 

Niwot Spring Clean-Up 

Niwot held their annual spring clean-up event on Saturday, May 9th. Diversion efforts included slash 

(woody debris), metal, e-waste/plastic bags/Styrofoam, paint and re-use. Final diversion reports will be 

publicized after all community events are complete.  

 

Flood Debris Clean-Up (FDC) Program 

RCD began Phase II of the Flood Debris Clean-up (FDC) program on May 11th. All unincorporated Boulder 

County residential properties with debris remaining from the 2013 Flood are eligible to apply.  

Partners for a Clean Environment (PACE) 
Video 
PACE is pleased to release a new video featuring the accomplishments of businesses across Boulder 
County and the value of the service we provide to reduce energy, waste, and water use and protect our 
natural resources. 
 
Zero Waste Certifications 
Forty (40) Boulder County businesses have now achieved PACE ZeroWaste Certification by diverting at 
least 70% of their waste to compost and recycling.  PACE will recognize these and 20 other businesses 
that have achieved energy and water certification in an upcoming newsletter.  Four new businesses 
achieved PACE ZeroWaste Certification just this year. 
 

  

http://themtnear.com/2015/05/boco-begins-compost-campaign-at-green-boxes/
http://www.bouldercounty.org/flood/health/pages/dneg.aspx
http://bit.ly/BoCoDNEG
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Dw9uKJhAnv0&feature=player_embedded


Sustainability Office – Upcoming events in June  
 

 

 

Please join us in celebrating Hilary Collins’ 
retirement!   

  

Wednesday, June 24,  
4:00 p.m. - 6:00 p.m.  

St Julien Hotel, 900 Walnut St. Boulder  

  
Please RSVP to Lisa Friend, friend@bouldercounty.org or 303-441-3522 

http://www.cafr.org/summit
http://www.cafr.org/summit
http://www.cafr.org/summit


 

 

 

 

 

 

Boulder County Resource 

Conservation Advisory Board 

May 27, 2015 



Call/text in Information  

• Free Conf. Call number 605 475 3220, code 

904830#.  

 

• www.join.me – code: 

 

• Any Problems: call Hilary’s cell 303 817 0505 

 

http://www.join.me/


Agenda 

May 27, 

2015  



1. Call to 

Order/Introductions  



2. Approval of Minutes  



3. Public Comment  



4. Election of Chair and 

Vice-chair  

CHAIR  CANDIDATES  

Tim Platt  

Dan Matsch  

 

VICE- CHAIR  CANDIDATES  

Charles Kamenides  

Tim Platt  

Dan Matsch 

Dan Stellar   



5. Sustainability Impact 

Analysis  



6. Draft MOU  

 

• Signatories?  

• Purpose?   
• Composting outreach, messaging, signage 

vs. zero waste outreach, messaging, 
signage?  

• Use of Re-TRAC? Include funding aspect 
or not?  

• Process?  
 

 

 



7. Update on countywide 

diversion survey  



8. County Hauler 

Licensing Ordinance 

Changes being considered:  

• Expand licensing and 

reporting requirement to 

cover C&D and 

landscaping company 

hauling activities  

• Seek municipal consent 

to require licensing and 

reporting in incorporated 

areas  



9. Working Group Reports  

• Infrastructure/Policy and Programs 

 

• Education and Outreach   



10. Any other business  



 

11. June Agenda Topics  

• Results of Countywide Diversion Survey 

• Current status of Commercial Recycling 

• Working Group Reports 



12. Community Reports  

Boulder County Report – April 2015  

Boulder County Recycling Center (BCRC) 

Gate Fees 

Markets are still down, BCRC revenues are down, and therefore we have implemented a $-10/ton for single-stream 

residential (SSR) in May. Our fee for SSR is still the lowest in the region, with both Larimer County and several Denver 

MRFs charging from $-15/ton to $-34/ton. 

Resource Conservation Division (RCD) 

Nederland Transfer Station Expands Zero Waste Services - The Nederland Transfer Station kicked-off compost 

collection on Saturday, May 2nd. Over 50 residents attended the inaugural celebration which included two bands and a BBQ. 

Bonnie Greenwood from Public Health, a Nederland resident, deposited the first bag of food scraps into the new compost 

roll-off. Over 20 countertop compost bins were given away. See the article in the Mountain Ear here. 

Niwot Spring Clean-Up - Niwot held their annual spring clean-up event on Saturday, May 9th. Diversion efforts included 

slash (woody debris), metal, e-waste/plastic bags/Styrofoam, paint and re-use. Final diversion reports will be publicized after 

all community events are complete.  

Flood Debris Clean-Up (FDC) Program - RCD began Phase II of the Flood Debris Clean-up (FDC) program on May 11th. All 

unincorporated Boulder County residential properties with debris remaining from the 2013 Flood are eligible to apply.  

Partners for a Clean Environment (PACE) 

Video - PACE is pleased to release a new video featuring the accomplishments of businesses across Boulder County and the 

value of the service we provide to reduce energy, waste, and water use and protect our natural resources. 

Zero Waste Certifications - Forty (40) Boulder County businesses have now achieved PACE ZeroWaste Certification by 

diverting at least 70% of their waste to compost and recycling.  PACE will recognize these and 20 other businesses that have 

achieved energy and water certification in an upcoming newsletter.  Four new businesses achieved PACE ZeroWaste 

Certification just this year. 

http://themtnear.com/2015/05/boco-begins-compost-campaign-at-green-boxes/
http://themtnear.com/2015/05/boco-begins-compost-campaign-at-green-boxes/
http://www.bouldercounty.org/flood/health/pages/dneg.aspx
http://bit.ly/BoCoDNEG
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Dw9uKJhAnv0&feature=player_embedded


12. Community Reports  

Sustainability Office – 
Upcoming events in June  
 

http://www.cafr.org/summit


Adjourn 



DRAFT MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING  

FOR ZERO WASTE COLLABORATION 

 

This Memorandum of Understanding (hereinafter “MOU” or “Agreement”) is entered into 

between:  

 Boulder County, a body corporate and politic, State of Colorado, acting by and 

through its Boulder of County Commissioners, hereinafter referred to as "County" 

 Boulder County Public Health, Partners for a Clean Environment Program, 

hereinafter “PACE”  

 the City of Boulder, hereinafter referred to as "Boulder" 

 the City and County of Broomfield, hereinafter “Broomfield” 

 the Town of Erie, hereinafter “Erie” 

 the Town of Jamestown, hereinafter ‘Jamestown” 

 the City of Lafayette, hereinafter “Lafayette”, 

 the City of Longmont, hereinafter “Longmont” 

 the City of Louisville, hereinafter “Louisville” 

 the town of Nederland, hereinafter ‘Nederland” 

 Town of Superior, hereinafter “Superior” 

 the Town of Ward, hereinafter “Ward” 

 the Colorado non-profit corporation Center for Resource Conservation 

 the Colorado non-profit corporation CU Recycling 

 the Colorado non-profit corporation Eco-Cycle 

 the Colorado non-profit corporation NedComposts  

 the for-profit business Green Girl Recycling  

 the for-profit business Vermillion Earth LLC 

 the for-profit business Waste Connections 

 the for-profit business Western Disposal Services   

 

Who else, other haulers, etc.  

 

The collective signatories shall to be known as the “Parties” 

 

RECITALS 

A. The purpose and intent of this MOU is to affirmatively demonstrate a commitment 

between the Parties to cooperatively work together on zero waste strategies and 

mechanisms as recommended by the Boulder County Resource Conservation Advisory 

Board, hereinafter “RCAB” and approved by the County in pursuit of maximum waste 

diversion from landfill disposal, and to meet the goals of the Boulder County Zero Waste 

Plan 2010, and the Boulder County Sustainability Plan 2012.  

 

B. The Parties wish to maintain and expand collaboration on composting educational 

outreach, messaging and signage to provide consistent and clear messaging for residents, 

businesses and customers, resource efficiency, and effective engagement. In addition, the 

Parties wish to leverage funds already expended by the Parties on composting 



educational outreach, messaging and signage, and freely share media and content for the 

benefits of community-wide composting efforts.   

 

C. The County and Boulder have entered into a separate agreement for the cooperative use 

and funding of Re-TRAC Connect Software, and the County and Boulder wish to make 

this software available free of charge to the remainder of the Parties to facilitate 

standardized data collection for waste diversion tracking within their communities.   

 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of their mutual rights and obligations under this 

Memorandum of Understanding, the Parties agree as follows: 

1. Composting Educational Outreach, Messaging and Signage: The Parties and Partners 

agree to collaborate on composting outreach and education as detailed in the 

recommendation made by RCAB and approved by the Board of County Commissioners 

in February, 2015, as provided herein as Exhibit A.   

 

2. Use of Re-TRAC Software: The Parties agree to each use Re-TRAC Software to 

annually collect and report data from waste haulers operating within their jurisdictions.  

Reporting will include data on materials recycled, composted, construction and 

demolition materials diverted from landfill, other diversion, and materials landfilled.  

The Partners agree to use Re-TRAC Software to annually report data to the Parties as 

required.  ATTACH DETAILS OF THE CITY/COUNTY Re-TRAC SYSTEM AS 

EXHIBIT B 
 

3. Term of MOU:  This MOU shall begin and become effective on the date of execution by 

the Parties, which date is the date specified on the signature page of this MOU.   

 

4. Amendments:  No amendments or modifications shall be made to this MOU unless it is 

in writing and signed by all parties. 

 

5. Assignments:  No Party or Partner shall assign, sublet, or transfer its interest in the MOU 

without the written consent of the other Parties. 

 

6. Party and Partner Representatives. Referrals made under the terms of this MOU shall be 

sent to the Parties' and Partners’ representatives as follows: 

 

ENTITY:    REPRESENTATIVES: 

 

BOULDERCOUNTY  County Commissioners 

P.O. Box 471, Boulder, CO 80306 

 

CITY OF BOULDER  City Manager, with a copy to the Manager of 

Environmental Affairs, P.O. Box 791, Boulder, CO 80306 

 

ADD ALL  

 



 

Name and address changes for representatives shall be made in writing, mailed to the 

other representatives at the then current address. 

 

ADD SIGNATURE BLOCKS   

 

  



MOU Exhibit A 
 

Compost Education and Outreach Working Group  
Detailed Composting Recommendations to RCAB  

February 2015 

Contents: 

1. Process/General  
2. Outreach  
3. Signage  
4. Messaging  

 Larger umbrella campaign messages 
 What is compost? 
 Why compost? 
 What can be composted? 
 Different ways to compost 
 How to participate in your curbside composting program 
 What about smells and the “yuck factor?” 
 How to use compost?  
 Compost services 
 Other resources and videos 
 Answers to FAQs 

______________________________________________ 

1. Process/General  

It is recommended that:  

 All willing parties partners (communities, private and non-profit entities) begin to 
collaborate immediately on an on-going, community-wide basis to inform residents 
and businesses about composting using the conceptual and/or specific outreach, 

messaging and signage described here     
 A Stakeholder Group (of entities putting out composting messaging) be formed and 

meet every six months to evaluate the campaign, discuss changes, share success and 
lessons learned, plan and share associated campaigns, pursue a phased approach 

 The Education and Outreach Working Group’s marketing sub-group continue to 
meet on an as-needed basis to assess and make recommendations on messaging, 



and the process whereby messaging is developed, approved and disseminated for 

use 
 The Education and Outreach Working Group be asked to return to RCAB by 

September 2015 with a recommendation regarding in-school composting education 
and signage as this aspect of the composting priority has yet to be addressed 

 RCAB draft an “Intergovernmental/Partner Agreement”, to formalize this 
collaboration on composting education (and including collaboration on other topics 
as applicable) by _____2015 and submit a recommendation to the County 
Commissioners recommending that such an agreement be finalized and circulated 
for signature 

 In the longer term, Boulder County pursues additional funding to support expanded 
composting education and outreach, advising and incentives 
 

2. Outreach 

It is recommended that:  

 The partners will collaborate on, leverage opportunities, and use existing funding to 

benefit from shared costs of: 
o Development of standard metrics/data on compost diversion, etc.  
o Collection current data on web usage, people trained, visits to WDS, etc. 

pages, and methods to evaluate this data   
o Sharing graphics, media, photography, videos, content, online tools, etc.  

o Training and outreach to improve cost effectiveness, reduce redundancy and 
facilitate full context messaging at any compost-related event 

o Use of effective common visual identifiers for compost and/or zero waste 
across communities (Is this too many logos?)  

 Key best practices will be employed, including:  
o in-person, neighborhood, in-school engagement, peer to peer, empowering 

champions, commercial advising, business incentives, employee training, 

customized signage, workshops, and trainings 
 As funding allows: 

o Business incentives extended to all communities  
o End product  use incentives and requirements (for locally produced finished 

compost) will be researched and implemented  – compost giveaways, turf 
installation requirements, and/or discounts based on amount  

o Boulder County develop purchasing specifications for compost products 
related to roadside stabilization, stream rehab, etc.  

o The partner communities/organizations will showcase public-space exhibits 
to highlight the benefits of using compost 
 



3. Signage:  

It is recommended that:  

 Signs used on, or over, compost containers will be:  
o Simple, visual and graphic as possible. Modeled on the City of Boulder’s signs 

(used by the city, Western Disposal, and Partners for a Clean Environment) 
or Eco-Cycle’s signs   

o As detailed as needed depending on user knowledge and familiarity with 
composting  

o Multi-lingual as needed  
o Signs will be consistent with the design concept below  as much possible 

within the constraints of the entity's/business’s brand  
o Customized as much as possible (particularly commercial and school signs) 

 Sign design will feature:  
o The heading  “Compost” or “Compost this”  
o A broad green border   
o Materials divided into general categories such as “food and plants” (could 

break coffee and tea into separate category) “compostable paper products” 
(versus paper products), “specifically-designed compostable products” vs 
food service items – compostable cups etc.)   

o Plastic-coated paper products called out as a no  
o The “reduce, recycle, recycle and compost more – Zero Waste” logo to tie to 

the broader zero waste message 
o A tagline/image of the collaborative campaign   

EXAMPLES of recommended sign designs include:  
o City of Boulder signs  
o Eco-Cycle signs  
o PACE Signs  
o WDS signs  

  



4. Messaging  

It is recommended that for each of the sections below, the information provided is uses as the 

basis for messaging on composing:  

Larger umbrella campaign messages:  

 Boulder County composts; our community composts- at school, at work, at home 
 Composting is a key part of our zero waste goal 
 Yard and food debris make up 13% of Boulder County’s waste 
 Reuse, recycling, and composting all add value to our waste 
 Support our local zero waste economy by composting! 

 Your food scraps are valuable! Donate them to the curbside compost program 

 Compost to build healthy Colorado soil 
 Full cycle promotion 
 From plate, to soil, to plate—it’s a full cycle. Don’t forget to compost! 
 Return the valuable nutrients in your food and yard to Mother Nature. She’d like 

them back, please 
 Eating your greens? Good! Don’t forget to let Mother Nature eat hers. Compost! 
 (picture of a trash can and an apple core) Wait! Mother Nature needs that back to 

make more apples. Compost.  
 Once you’re recycling and composting…you’ll ask what your trashcan is for! 
 Eat. Compost. Repeat. 
 If you can eat it, you can compost it 
 Protect wildlife in our urban area, secure your carts! 

What is COMPOST?  

 Compost is nature's ultimate recycling system, where living or once-living materials 
break down into a rich soil called compost 

 A natural soil amendment that engages the natural, organic cycle  
 Compost is a natural soil amendment that uses the natural cycle and puts nutrients 

and healthy microbes back into the soil 

What can be composted?  

 In your backyard: 
o Food and yard debris 

 At the curb: 
o Food and yard waste – carefully follow guidelines from your hauler 

As well as these materials which are NOT compostable in your back yard: 

o If you can eat it, you can compost it 



o Egg, Meat, bones, dairy (check with your collector, some Boulder County 

neighborhoods are prohibited from collecting these materials due to wildlife 
hazards)  

o Weeds  
o Paper towels, facial tissues and other non-recyclable papers 
o BPI certified compostable products 

 What should never be composted?  (in the backyard OR the curb) 
o Any paper or product containing plastic 

Why compost?  

 Composting reduces methane gas (a potent greenhouse gas). When landfilled, paper, 

food and other biodegradable materials do not break down as we would expect, 
because they have no access to air. They break down “anaerobically” over decades 
and creating methane, a potent greenhouse gas 

 Compost enriches our soil. Composting increases the organic content in our soils, 
which enables them to better collect carbon and other pollutants from the 
atmosphere 

 Grow healthier food. The more enriched our soil, the more vitamin-enriched our 
food  

 Reduce the need for chemical fertilizers, herbicides and pesticides  
 Promote healthy ecosystems by limiting the need for chemicals that pollute our air, 

water and soil  
 Move our community one step closer to zero waste by keeping up to 40% of what 

we throw away out of the landfill 
 Save….water, land, soil 
 Depending on your pricing structure, composting can save you money on your trash  
 Composting is easy and affordable for residents and businesses 
 Businesses – composting is positive PR; you are part of a community-wide effort and 

your customers care. THEY’RE doing it, they like to see you are too 
 Food scraps don’t compost in a landfill the way you might think. Five years from 

now, the carrot you threw in the trash will still be bright orange on the inside 

 

 

  



Different Ways to Compost:  

There are many ways to compost and make sure your food and yard discards are turned 
back into soil, rather than going to the landfill where they produce a climate changing 
greenhouse gas. 

 Curbside: Many Boulder County communities now offer curbside compost service. If 
you are a resident of Boulder, unincorporated Boulder County, Lafayette or 
Louisville, you may have access to curbside compost service. Call your local hauler 
or city solid waste department to get the service details. Even if you compost in your 
backyard, curbside is critical to keeping ALL organics out of the landfill. The 
following are examples of materials that can be composted curbside, but not in the 

backyard: 
o Products specially-designed for compost, such as PLA plastics 
o Weeds (commercial compost facilities can render seeds from weeds inert) 
o Non-recyclable paper products like facial tissue (commercial compost 

facilities break these materials down more quickly and kill any pathogens) 
o Meat, bones, egg shells and dairy 

 Backyard: Your food and yard waste can be a valuable mulch and soil amendment 
right in your own backyard. Environmentally, backyard composting and worm bins 
(see below) are the best compost solutions since they avoid the environmental 
impacts of having your materials collected or of you hauling them to a site in your 
car. Even if you do not garden, compost can be a key ingredient to healthy lawns, 
flower beds and trees.  

 Worm bins: If you don't have a back yard, live in the mountains where bears or 
other wildlife make backyard composting trickier, or if don't have space for a big 
compost bin, you can still compost your kitchen scraps with red wriggler worms. 
Feeding red wiggler worms in a bin is a good way to make high-quality compost 
from food scraps.  

 Business Compost Collections: Most haulers in the area offer compost collection at 
your business. Call your trash or recycling hauler to add compost collection to your 
service. 

 Drop-off Locations:  In addition to yard and tree limb facilities, which are numerous 
around the county, there are three local compost drop-off locations. 

How to participate in your curbside composting program: 

 Carefully follow guidelines from your collector as to what is/isn’t compostable. 
 Best practice is to keep a small composting bucket in your kitchen to conveniently 

collect food scraps. Recommended buckets are those that are ceramic or stainless 
steel (do not absorb odors and generally have aerating holes at the top which 
prevents odors) 



 Take your materials out to your curbside compost when the bucket is full, or on a 

frequent basis to avoid odors and fruit flies 
 Add any yard debris such as grass clippings, smaller tree clippings, weeds, etc. 
 Put your cart out at the curb on your collection day! 
 USE the compost! Your food scraps and yard debris are turned into a valuable soil 

amendment you can use! Contact your hauler or community to find out how you can 
save money and the environmental impact of chemical fertilizers, pesticides and 
herbicides by using compost as a mulch, or to build soil in your lawn, garden or 
flower beds 

 Want to go even further? Compostables aren’t just in your kitchen 
 Keep a receptacle in the bathroom to collect non-recyclable papers such as facial 

tissues and paper towels 

What about smells and the "yuck" factor?  

Keeping it clean and odor free is easy with these tips: 

 In your home: 

o Make or purchase an odor-reducing countertop compost container.  
o Empty your kitchen container frequently into your backyard bin or curbside 

container and rinse it each time 
o Trap fruit flies by placing a dish with water, apple cider vinegar and a few 

drops of liquid dish soap near your compost container 
o Place compost in a container or certified compostable bag in your freezer, 

then transfer to your compost cart on pickup day 
o Line the bucket with a 3 gallon compostable bag, a paper bag (it is 

compostable), used paper towel or newspaper 
o Sprinkle baking soda and/or vinegar in the empty container  

 In your curbside cart: 
o Layer food waste with yard waste, newspaper or cardboard to keep your cart 

clean and odor-free.*Note: Newspaper and cardboard are also recyclable, so 

use only as much as you need to keep your cart clean 
o Use a certified compostable bag or a paper bag inside your bin. (NO PLASTIC 

BAGS) 
o Rinse your bin after its emptied.   

o Sprinkle baking soda in empty container 
o Rub the lid of your container with vinegar 

 In your backyard bin: 
o Healthy compost smells like soil. If your compost is smelly, that's a sign that 

it needs more air. Aerate your compost by regularly turning your pile 

 



How to use compost: 

You can use compost in many ways, supporting soil and plants indoors and out! Contact your hauler 

or community about purchasing mature compost, made from your very own food and yard 

discards! 

 Flowers and vegetables 
o Work in half an inch of mature compost into the top six inches of the soil with 

a garden fork or rototiller. Be sure that soil isn't sodden with water as this 
can result in an "adobe effect" when it dries which adversely affects the 
plants. 

 Perennials 

o Use compost as mulch to gradually improve the soil. Apply it an inch or so 
deep, between the plants. 

 Seedlings or potted flowers 
o Use 20% mature compost in soil mix (if the mix you purchased doesn't 

already contain compost or worm castings). 
 Lawn 

o Use it as a top dressing. Sprinkle 1/8 to 1/4 inch of fine compost evenly 
across the grass to improve the lawn's ability to use fertilizers more 
efficiently so that less is needed.  

 Trees and shrubs 
o Uncomposted wood chips, grass clippings, and leaves can be spread around 

plantings. Be sure that woody wastes are shredded or chipped up. 

 Indoor plants 
o Add small handfuls to the surface of the soil inside the pots. It will break 

down over time and provide nutrients as it decomposes. 
 Compost Tea 

o Ailing plants can get a boost from "tea" made from a shovelful of finished 

compost soaked in a 5-gallon bucket of water for a week. Drain off the liquid 
and dilute one part tea with two parts water, and water indoor or outdoor 
plants 

Composting Services:  

Service is available for both residents AND businesses. 

 Businesses: Ask your hauler or recycler whether they also provide compost service. 
 Residents: Compost collection service varies by community due to wildlife concerns, 

housing density and regulations. Call your local community, visit their website, or 
contact your hauler for details on your service.  

 For residents already composting curbside: Ask your hauler if you can upgrade your 
compost cart to the full 96-gallon size at no charge to help increase diversion 



Other resources and videos (needs to be fully populated with all 

shared resources): 

 

Google doc for sharing  

Boulder County 

 Learn more about backyard composting by attending local workshops offered 
seasonally by the Boulder County Conservation Division. Find workshops, bin sales 
videos, and step-by step instructions at: 
http://www.bouldercounty.org/env/compost/pages/default.aspx 

 Learn how with Boulder County’s Worm Bin Composting Brochure.  
 

City of Boulder 

 Main page, with overview of zero waste in Boulder, community diversion rates and 
links to additional information about programs and services: 
www.ZeroWasteBoulder.com   

 Information about curbside and backyard composting and the city’s bear protection 
ordinance (bear resistant waste carts) 

 Business resources for zero waste, including signage, advising and incentives 
 

Eco-Cycle  

 You can also get the dirt on composting at: 
http://www.ecocycle.org/backyard-composting 

 Compost guidelines: http://www.ecocycle.org/recycle-compost-
reuse/compost#guidelines 

 Compost tips, where to get bins, drop-off sites in your community, service in your 
community, backyard composting how-to, tips and tricks on odor and fruit flies, 
worm composting, business service, microbe brew: 
http://www.ecocycle.org/recycle-compost-reuse/compost 

 Is it compostable handout: 
http://www.ecocycle.org/files/pdfs/guidelines/ecocycle_compostable-products-
guidelines_web.pdf 

 Why tiny plastics in compost can cause BIG problems (Report, slide show, 4 tips to 
avoiding plastics in our soil) 
http://www.ecocycle.org/files/pdfs/guidelines/ecocycle_compostable-products-
guidelines_web.pdf 
 

City of Lafayette 

City of Longmont  

City of Louisvill 

Green Girl 

http://www.bouldercounty.org/env/compost/pages/default.aspx
http://www.bouldercounty.org/doc/rc/wormbincompostbroch.pdf
http://www.zerowasteboulder.com/
https://bouldercolorado.gov/lead/compost
https://bouldercolorado.gov/lead/compost
https://bouldercolorado.gov/lead/business-zero-waste
http://www.ecocycle.org/backyard-composting
http://www.ecocycle.org/recycle-compost-reuse/compost#guidelines
http://www.ecocycle.org/recycle-compost-reuse/compost#guidelines
http://www.ecocycle.org/recycle-compost-reuse/compost
http://www.ecocycle.org/files/pdfs/guidelines/ecocycle_compostable-products-guidelines_web.pdf
http://www.ecocycle.org/files/pdfs/guidelines/ecocycle_compostable-products-guidelines_web.pdf
http://www.ecocycle.org/files/pdfs/guidelines/ecocycle_compostable-products-guidelines_web.pdf
http://www.ecocycle.org/files/pdfs/guidelines/ecocycle_compostable-products-guidelines_web.pdf


PACE 

Western Disposa 

 

Answers to FAQs re: compost: 

 

Q: Doesn’t food just biodegrade in the landfill? 

A: Landfills are designed to prevent water, oxygen and sunlight from entering, so while 

biodegradable materials do break down, they do so VERY slowly and anaerobically (without 

oxygen). In the absence of oxygen, methane is produced (see Reason #1). That’s why it’s critical 

that we keep biodegradable materials (like paper, food scraps and yard waste) out of the landfill. 

 

Q. How can I know if the product I’m purchasing is compostable? 

A: Full explanation along with slideshow of examples: 

http://ecocycle.org/recycle-compost-reuse/compost/compostable  

 

Printable guide with yes/no:  

http://www.ecocycle.org/files/pdfs/compostable-product-guidelines.pdf 

 

Q. Where can I get bins for backyard composting? 

Bins for backyard composting are available through the Boulder County Resource 
Conservation Division sells Soilsaver brand backyard composting bins for $50.00. 
Contact or call (720) 564-2226 for more information and to arrange a pickup time. 

 

 

 

 

http://ecocycle.org/recycle-compost-reuse/compost/compostable
http://www.ecocycle.org/files/pdfs/compostable-product-guidelines.pdf


Boulder County Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) Meeting 

June 24, 2015  
 

Different Time & Location: 1:45 p.m. to 3:30 p.m.   Boulder County Courthouse,  

Commissioners’ Hearing Room, 1325 Pearl St, Boulder 
 

 AGENDA 

1. Call to Order / Introductions 1:45 p.m. 

2. Approval of Minutes May 27, 2015 1:46 p.m. 

3. Public Comment (Maximum Time Allocated 10 minutes)  
Note: Momentum Recycling is planning to speak about their Colorado 
Glass  Recycling Project  

1:47 p.m. 

4. Results of Countywide Diversion Survey 
Presenter: Lisa Friend  Action: For information 

1:57 p.m. 

5. Current status of Commercial Recycling 
Presenter: Lisa Friend  Action: For information/input  

2:15 p.m. 

6. Working Group Reports 
Infrastructure –  Presenter: Mark Persichetti  
Education and Outreach –  Presenter:  Leigh Cushing 
Action: For information/input 

2:25 p.m. 

7. Any other Business 

 Leaving Thoughts  - Hilary Collins  
- Sustainability Office staff changes, impact on July and 

August RCAB meetings 
- Summary RCAB progress and tasks remaining   

2:35 p.m. 

8. Next Meeting/Agenda Topics  

 Working Group Recommendations - zero waste outreach, 
messaging and signage, C&D infrastructure   

 MOU update/recommendation  

 RCD Second Quarter Report – focus on education programs, 
outreach materials 

 Update on stalled asphalt shingle diversion  

2:50 p.m.  

9. Community Reports - Questions on written reports only (Please 
remember to send your written reports in advance!)  

3:00 p.m. 

Adjourn  3:30 p.m. 

 
Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) 

The Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) was formed in 2002 to advise the Board 
of County Commissioners on major waste diversion policies and strategies.  
  
The purpose of the Advisory Board shall be to assist the Board of County Commissioners in 
reducing the amount and toxicity of waste generated in the county; to research, review and 
recommend changes in policy related to waste reduction, reuse, recycling and composting; 
to provide input on the development and management of facilities and programs; and as a 
result of these efforts to help Boulder County and its communities and partners to conserve 
mineral, fossil fuel and forest resources, and to reduce environmental pollution. 



 
 

 

 

Sustainability Office 
Street Address: 1325 Pearl Street 13th Boulder, Colorado 80302 
PO Box 471, Boulder, CO  80306 •  Tel: 303-441-4565   

Cindy Domenico County Commissioner Deb Gardner County Commissioner 

 

Elise Jones County Commissioner 

 

Boulder County Resource Conservation Advisory Board Meeting  
Minutes – May 27, 2015 

 
Present:   
Darla Arians – Boulder County 
Alexander Armani-Munn – Nederland 
Jack DeBell – CU Recycling 
Tom Dowling – Lafayette 
Bridget Johnson – Jamestown 
Suzanne (Zan) Jones – Eco-Cycle  
Charles Kamenides – Longmont  
Dan Matsch – Lyons  
Mark Persichetti – Louisville  
Tim Plass – Boulder  
Holly Running-Rabbit – Ward (phone) 
Dan Stellar – Center for Resource 
Conservation 
Martin Toth – Superior (phone) 
 
RCAB Staff Liaison:   
Hilary Collins & Austin Everett, Commissioners’ 
Office/ Sustainability 
 
 
 
 

Active Members Not Present:    
Leigh Cushing – At Large 
 
Juri Freeman – At Large  
Shirley Garcia – Broomfield  
Bryce Isaacson – Western Disposal  
Shari Malloy – At Large  
Lisa Morzel – At Large 
Jeff Stewart - Other Hauler (Waste 
Connections)  
Heather Wood – At Large 

 
Guests:   
Kevin Afflerbaugh – Western Disposal Services  
Lisa Friend – Commissioners’ Office/ 
Sustainability 
Jamie Harkins – City of Boulder 
Pam Milmoe – Boulder County Public Health 
Toby Russell – Natural Capital Solutions 
Nick Sterling – Natural Capital Solutions 
Susie Strife – Commissioners’ Office/ 
Sustainability 

 
1. Call to Order  

Chair Mark Persichetti called the meeting to order at 4:54 p.m.  
 

2. Approval of Minutes April 22, 2015 
Jack moved for approval of the April minutes. Zan seconded, and the minutes were 
unanimously approved. 
 

3. Public Comment –  None 
 

4. Election of Chair and Vice-Chair  
Dan Matsch was elected Chair  
Charles Kamenides was elected Vice-Chair  
 

5. Sustainability Impact Assessment – Key Findings on Waste  
Presenter: Natural Capitalism. ACTION: Information/Comments 
Nick Sterling gave a presentation on the results of Natural Capitalism Solutions’ Boulder 
County Sustainability Analysis. See slides in May handouts and 
http://www.bouldercounty.org/doc/sustainability/sustainabilityimpact_bouldercounty.pdf  

http://www.bouldercounty.org/doc/sustainability/sustainabilityimpact_bouldercounty.pdf
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A key takeaway is that for every dollar invested there is a five dollar average return in 
sustainability initiatives. Greenhouse gas reductions from waste are significant but the 
county needs to balance those efforts with other high emission sources such as buildings 
and energy use. Some of the recommendations are from the Boulder County zero waste 
plan and suggest increasing diversion as the top zero waste goal.   
 

6. Review Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for Collaboration on Education 
and Outreach and Diversion Data Collection.  
 
Hilary presented a draft MOU and requested input. See May handouts.  
 
Q&A 
Board members commented that the language referring to meeting the goals of the 
County’s Zero Waste Action Plan (ZWAP) could deter some communities from joining.  
It was noted that the Consortium of Cities has endorsed the ZWAP, as well as Lyons, 
Jamestown, and Lafayette. The language of the MOU should be as inclusive as possible.  
It was suggested that if we could get agreement on collaborating for zero waste strategies. 
the specifics can come later.  An example was given where Louisville was skeptical 
about adopting a zero waste plan, because they were concerned that they would need to 
follow every single suggestion in the plan and didn’t want to sign on to something that 
would limit municipal control. It was suggested that the goals of ZWAP be treated as 
guidelines – not binding.  Another approach would be to be specific about the zero waste 
strategies that are going to be collaborated on. This would allow the MOU to be more 
specific to issues such as education. Another member suggested that the language be as 
strong as possible without losing communities.  
 
It was noted that the MOU doesn’t have a funding component, instead assuming 
leveraged knowledge and resources. Some communities will be more amenable if they do 
not have to contribute time or money.  
 
The costs associated with Re-TRAC were revisited; the setup cost was $14,000, with an 
annual subscription renewal of about $1,600.  Boulder County and the City of Boulder 
will share these costs. The initial thinking was that other communities would contribute 
to the cost of Re-TRAC if they choose to use the software.  However, as proposed in 
MOU, other communities could be encouraged to use Re-TRAC by it being made 
available at no cost, as part of the agreement.  
 
There was concern that without an addendum process certain parties might not 
participate. It was suggested that it be made explicit that the MOU is a living document.  
 
The proposed MOU refers to collaboration on composting educational outreach, 
messaging and signage because, to date, is the only area of education and outreach for 
which a detailed recommendation has been approved by RCAB and by the Board of 
County Commissioners. It was proposed that the MOU be deferred until RCAB’s 
recycling recommendations have been finalized. This would enable the MOU to cover 
broader zero waste collaboration. Alternatively, the MOU could proceed based on the 
more general concept of collaboration and resource sharing, and detail could be added 
later.   
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There was mention that the MOU will need a group designated to review and update it. 
Potentially, this could be a stakeholder group and an RCAB group with separate 
responsibilities be made clear before moving forward.  
 
Some communities expressed concern that the collaborative messaging may not be 
compatible with individual efforts of communities. They were reassured that messaging 
outlined in the MOU shouldn’t replace or push against community efforts, but rather 
assist and guide community efforts. Discussion of challenges and community concerns 
continued until the quorum was lost at 5:48pm.  

Informal notes:  

Update on Countywide Diversion Survey 
 
Lisa Friend gave a quick reminder to submit responses. Current responses show a 19% 
rate of diversion, but that number is expected to increase as more responses are received.  
 
County Hauler Licensing Ordinance – Changes being considered  
 
Hilary gave an overview of current County licensing requirements and outlined the 
possibility of seeking municipal consent to allow the county to require hauler licensing 
and reporting in incorporated areas and expanding licensing and reporting to include 
C&D and landscaping haulers.  See May handouts.  
 
Members had questions about the mechanism of consent and the reporting hierarchy; 
would haulers report directly to Boulder County? It was noted that Portland Metro has a 
similar program, where haulers report to the district. This approach would likely save 
time and effort due to economies of scale. Some members would like to check in with the 
business community to understand how business will be affected. Questions were asked 
about what this will look like if only a few communities around the county participate – 
even partial participation is better than where the county currently stands. Regarding 
enforcement and compliance, a criminal penalty is possible, but the City of Boulder has 
found that the threat of pulling the license is often the most effective.  
 
One member noted that from a hauler point of view, reporting to multiple agencies is 
time consuming and a hassle. Other members were curious how fast this program could 
move forward. To date, staff has had discussions with the county attorney’s office about 
these potential changes. Lyons is considering a hauler ordinance, modeled after a county 
ordinance, but has excluded the Pay-As-You-Throw section. Hilary noted that based on 
her understanding, communities could choose to consent to certain pieces of the 
ordinance. The licensing fee is $50 per year for the first three vehicles and $10 for each 
additional vehicle. Some expressed interest in a countywide licensing fee. It was also 
suggested that if a hauler reaches a certain diversion level, their fees could be reduced. 
The intention is that all haulers across the county will eventually report using Re-TRAC 
software; all licensed haulers serving the unincorporated county will be using this method 
in 2016. 
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Working Group Reports  
    
Kevin presented the Infrastructure group report. At their May meeting, the group 
considered key C&D materials, markets and gaps. Large amounts of data are unavailable. 
The City of Boulder’s Green Points Program and the County’s BuildSmart Program are 
both struggling to get meaningful date. However, Ron Flax at the county Land Use 
Department is looking into the potential of a third-party certification program, where 
auditors would work with homeowners/contractors to achieve standardized reporting. 
Boulder County is updating its Building Code requirements next year, so the timing is 
good to be looking into this.  
 
Pam reported that the education and outreach and group agreed to support a general 
recycling message. Examples of general message included “we all contribute to zero 
waste, and each of us can help,” “here is how to recycle right” and the “top three things to 
recycle.” The group is also exploring messaging to decrease unnecessary paper 
shredding, in order to increase the amount of high grade paper for recycling.   

 
June Meeting/Agenda Topics 

 Results of Countywide Diversion Survey 
 Current status of Commercial Recycling 
 Working Group Reports 
 Possible high school single-use bottle presentation  

 
Any Other Business – None  
 
Community Reports 
See slides in May handouts.  

 Christine Berg, Mayor of Lafayette, was selected to receive a recycling award in 
Vail this June for her work on curbside composting.  

 Lyons will have a community wide garage sale on June 6th, and a town cleanup 
event on June 7.  

 Longmont is continuing to analyze curbside composting, staff is scheduled to 
present to council on June 30.  

 The City of Boulder has a public hearing about its universal zero waste ordinance 
on June 2, 2015.  

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Boulder County Resource 

Conservation Advisory Board 

June 24, 2015 



Call/text in Information  

• Free Conf. Call number 605 475 3220, code 
904830#.  

 
• www.join.me – code: 

 
• Any Problems: call Hilary’s cell 303 817 0505 

 

http://www.join.me/


Agenda 

June  

24, 2015  



1. Call to 

Order/Introductions  



2. Approval of Minutes  



3. Public Comment  

  
 
  
 
  
 



Colorado Glass Recycling Project 
Boulder County - Resource Conservation 

Advisory Board 
RCAB 

June 24, 2015 



Current State of Glass Recycling in 
Colorado 

 The Front Range introduces about 10,000 -20,000 tons of 
glass per month into the waste stream. 

Roughly 1/3 of this is currently diverted (via single stream 
or public drop-off). 

Only a small percentage of this diverted glass - maybe 10%-
15% -  is currently clean enough for use in bottle 
manufacturing. “Bottle to Bottle” Recycling 

MRFs try their best to find beneficial uses for the rest, but 
options are few. 



Introducing Momentum Recycling’s 
Colorado Glass Recycling Plant 

Goal 1: Turn MRF glass into furnace-ready cullet 

• Use industry-leading technology to meet bottle manufacturers’ stringent requirements 

• Change glass from a negative for the MRFs into a positive 

Goal 2: Turn cullet that can’t meet bottle manufacturers’ specs into 
other useful products sold locally 

• Develop new local markets for recycled glass (with help from RREO grant funding) 

• Diversify revenue base 

Goal 3: Become an active, positive member of the Colorado business 
community 

• Employ people that face barriers to employment 

• Collaborate with local  governmental agencies, non profits to advance recycling, 
sustainability, and environmental goals 



Waste Glass Processing 

Pre-sorting 

Screening 

Crushing 

Organic removal 

Cullet Sublimation 

Drying 

Cleaning & De-
labeling 

De-dusting 

Sensor-based Sorting 

Ceramics, Stones, 
Porcelain (CSP) 

Lead & Heat 
Resistant Glass 

Color (Amber, 
Green, Flint) 

Fines Processing 

Screening 

Regrinding 

Sizing 

Quality Analysis 

Sampling 

Testing 

Reporting 



Denver/Boulder Glass Plant Floor Plan 



Denver/Boulder Glass Plant Location 



Denver/Boulder Glass Plant Location 



Sensor-Based Sorting: 
Binder CLARITY 

• automatic separation with sensor based systems 
• sorting from 2 – 50 mm (1/8” – 2”) 
• color sorting 
• separating 

– ceramics, stones, porcelain (CSP) 
– heat resistant glasses (HR) 
– lead glass 

• NF separation 
• 2- and 3-way-systems 
• modular system 
• 3 different sorting widths for individual solutions 
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Sensor-Based Sorting 



Sensor-Based Sorting 



Uses of Recycled Glass in Colorado 

Abrasives Bottle Manufacturing Concrete 

Filter Media Asphalt  Sealant 



85% 

8% 
3% 4% 

Bottles

Abrasives

Concrete/Asphalt
Applications

Filtration

Uses of Recycled Glass in Colorado 



Questions? 

John Lair 
President 
801-355-0334 
john@momentumrecycling.com 

Steve Derus 
Colorado Business Manager 
303-351-5752 
steve@momentumrecycling.com 



4. Results of Diversion 

Survey  



County-wide 
numbers thus 
far… 



5. Commercial Recycling 

- Current Status 



5. Commercial Recycling 

- Current Status 

• The 2010 Boulder County Waste Composition Study found 117,228 tons of 
commercial, industrial and institutional materials landfilled each year – 53% of 
Boulder County’s waste stream  

 
• Based on 36 loads of garbage gathered from a spectrum of businesses in 

Boulder, Erie, Lafayette, Longmont, Louisville, and the unincorporated area in 
the spring and autumn.  Multifamily units were analyzed with single-family 
discards 

 

• 27,000 tons might already have been going to diversion each year:  According 
to a previous RCAB analyses, an estimated 26,762 tons was diverted in 2013 by 
businesses in Boulder, Superior, Jamestown and the unincorporated County, i.e. 
a commercial recycling rate of 18.6%   

 



5. Commercial Recycling 

- Current Status 

• Nearly 36% of the 
commercial stream is 
compostable organics, 
with another 20% paper, 
and nearly 5% metal 
 

• More than 70,000 tons 
could be captured 
through commercial 
recycling and 
composting programs  
 

• We should aim to triple 
current commercial 
diversion 
 



5. Commercial Recycling 

- Current Status 

Materials prevalent in the commercial 
stream:     

• Scrap metal (4.7%)  
• Plate glass (0.5%)  
• Glass bottles and jars (2.4%)  
• Cartons/Aseptic containers (0.1%)  
• Cardboard / Pizza boxes (6.7%)  
• Aluminum cans (0.3%)  
• Compostable paper / shredded and 

paper towel (7%).   
• Pallets (2.6%) 

 

Note the comparatively high percentages 
of cardboard and compostable paper.   
 
 
 
 

The Education and Outreach work group 
wants to focus attention on:  

• Cardboard 
• Organics / Compostables 
• Paper in general 
• Aluminum / Metal Cans 
 

• 28% of what is being recycled in 
Boulder County comes from the 
commercial stream (mostly from the 
City of Boulder) even though the 
commercial sector itself recycles at 
only about a 16% rate   
 

• Commercial is about 60% of what we 
send to landfill.  Re-TRAC software 
will help with accuracy 
 



6. Working Group Reports  

Infrastructure  Education and Outreach  



Infrastructure Report   

In June considered:  
• County BuildSmart Improvements 

o Inspector certification/training  
o Tracking compliance, use of performance bonds 

• Louisville compost site update  
• Asphalt roofing shingle use for roads 
• Using Re-TRAC for C&D tracking 
• Licensed haulers listed on county website  
 
Next steps  
• Finalize C&D infrastructure matrix 
• Update on shingles 
• Review inspector credential proposal   
• Consider San Jose’s  performance bond approach  

 
 
 



Education & Outreach Report  

In June:  
• Reviewed draft recommendation on Zero Waste 

Education and Outreach, featuring: 
o Vision and process for ongoing countywide, intra-

community/partner collaboration on outreach  
o Longer term, next steps needed 
o Use of an MOU to formalize agreement  
o Currently recommended guidelines for signage and 

messaging on recycling and composting  
• Discussed HMM outreach, and recycling messaging 
 

Next Steps – work with marketing experts to refine 
recycling messaging, finalize recommendation.   

 



7. Any Other Business  

• Sustainability 
Staff Changes  

• Impact on July, 
August RCAB 
meetings  

• RCAB 
progress and 
next steps  



7. Any Other Business  

RCAB PROGRESS AND NEXT STEPS  
• AUGUST 2014, BOCC requested recommendations on policies, 

programs and infrastructure to increase waste diversion in individual 
municipalities and across the county, particularly to increase 
commercial recycling, residential and commercial composting, and 
C&D diversion; and collaboration on messaging and bin signage  

• ACTION - Composting recommendations (infrastructure, education 
and outreach, and policy and programs) approved Feb. /March 2015   
• Three composting facility options to pursue 
• Edu. outreach collaboration in progress/MOU being developed 
• Policy and programs resource list – needs to be circulated/promote 

• IN PROGRESS – Working Groups focused on C&D 
infrastructure/policy & programs, recycling outreach, signage and 
messaging   

• STILL TO DO – recycling infrastructure? Other educational outreach 
– In-school, C&D.  
 

 



7. Any Other Business  

RCAB PROGRESS AND NEXT STEPS  
• April, 2015, BOCC asked RCAB to consider options for expanding 

its countywide/regional policy role, more formal dissemination of 
recommendations  

• ACTION – Discussed possible changes to bylaws and IGA, and use 
of an MOU. Further discussion in May deferred due to staff 
transitions   

• ACTION  - Provided input on a draft MOU for collaboration on 
ReTRAC and education and outreach  

• STILL TO DO – Revisit RCAB purpose and reach, finalize MOU  

 
 



7. Any Other Business  

RCAB – Other Actions 
• Recycling Center Evaluation 
• Kessler Analysis Report  
• Quarterly RCD updates  
• Recommended award of 2015 Zero Waste Grants  
• Annual Report 2014 
• 2015 Agenda Review  
• Recommended Changes to County Spring Cleanup Program  
• Natural Capitalism Report  
• Diversion Survey 2014 
• Recommended no changes Zero Waste Grant program  
• Election  

 
 

 



 

8. July Agenda Topics  

• Working Group Recommendations - zero waste 
outreach, messaging and signage, C&D 
infrastructure   

• MOU update/recommendation  
• RCD Second Quarter Report – focus on 

education programs, outreach materials 
• Update on stalled asphalt shingle diversion  



9. Community Reports  

JAMESTOWN REPORT  

  
  

 

1. Jamestown has many homes continuing to be rebuilt 
with help from so many wonderful volunteers. 
 

2. The town also has volunteers helping each weekend 
on Saturdays to replant along the river and at homes that 
were destroyed.  If anyone wants to volunteer - please 
call the town hall and ask for Nina Andaloro, the 
coordinator.   
 

3. The JES finished the totem they created this year.. 
have placed this totem at the riparian project site along 
the river that those same kids planted hundreds of plants 
this spring (with help from many of us parents).. wanted 
to share these photos.. it's very beautiful and worth a trip 
up this summer to see how our town is coming along. 



Adjourn 



Boulder County Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) Meeting 

July 29, 2015 
Boulder County Recycling Center, Education Room, 1901 63rd Street, Boulder 

 

 AGENDA 

1. Call to Order / Introductions 4:45 p.m. 

2. Approval of Minutes – June 24, 2015 4:46 p.m. 

3. Public Comment (Maximum Time Allocated 10 minutes)  4:47 p.m. 

4. Priority Topic: Construction and Demolition Diversion 
ACTION: Determine next steps 
a. Infrastructure Working Group Report – Dan Matsch 

Possible recommendation(s) on deconstruction certification 
and performance bonds. 

b. Report from Boulder County Transportation on use of recycled 
asphalt shingles in road base – Mike Thomas 

c. Education Working Group Report – Pam Milmoe 
       Recommendation on vision and process for collaboration 

 

4:50 p.m.  

5. Priority Topic: Quarterly Update on Recycling Center Operations 
with a focus on education programs and outreach materials – 
Bethany Hentkowski will present for Darla Arians 
ACTION: Discussion 

5:25 p.m.   

6. MONTH Meeting/Agenda topics  - Suggestions:  
a. ZWOP report on status/success of previous grantees and plans 

/ subcommittee for 2016 awards 

b. Report on Boulder County in-house and policy efforts  

c. Possible Meet and Greet with New Staff 

d. Consideration of ZWAP update needs  

6:15 p.m. 

7. Any Other Business 
a. Update on staffing changes 
b. Follow-up on compost access at Western Disposal, given the 

City of Boulder’s adoption of compost requirements 

6:16 p.m. 

8. Community Reports - Questions on written reports only (Please 
remember to send your report in advance!)  

6:17 p.m.  

Adjourn  6:30 p.m. 

 
Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) 

The Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) was formed in 2002 to advise the Board 
of County Commissioners on major waste diversion policies and strategies.  
  

The purpose of the Advisory Board shall be to assist the Board of County Commissioners in 
reducing the amount and toxicity of waste generated in the county; to research, review and 
recommend changes in policy related to waste reduction, reuse, recycling and composting; 
to provide input on the development and management of facilities and programs; and as a 
result of these efforts to help Boulder County and its communities and partners to conserve 
mineral, fossil fuel and forest resources, and to reduce environmental pollution. 
 



 
= = = = = 
 

Next Meeting/Agenda Topics  
 

• Working Group Recommendations - zero waste outreach, messaging and signage, C&D 

infrastructure. The board is interested in advancing this further, however neither 

working group will meet before the next meeting (unless the meeting is on July 29th, in 

which case the infrastructure group will have met).  

• MOU update/recommendation – A task was given to RCAB members to find out if their 

communities would be interested in participating / collaborating. However, some 

members are unclear about the goal. From a performance standpoint, what is the group 

supposed to be doing that it is not doing? What direction does the group want to head 

towards, and what measures need to be taken to get there? The memorandum is about 

government, nonprofits, and for-profits collaborating on zero waste and messaging. 

With a little work, the memorandum could be taken back to communities so they could 

begin to think it over. The education group is comfortable enough with the vision part of 

the memorandum that they could send it to RCAB members for review. Homework for 

the board is to review the documents that Hilary sends out. The memorandum does not 

have to be complete, however the concepts need to be fully there. 

• RCD Second Quarter Report – focus on education programs, outreach materials   

• Update on stalled asphalt shingle diversion. Lisa will invite speakers from the county 

and state to come and present to RCAB.  

• Meet-and-greet with possible new staff 

• If RCAB meets on July 22nd, Darla will be absent and unable to give the quarterly report 

on Recycling Center operations.  
 



 
 

 

 

Sustainability Office 
Street Address: 1325 Pearl Street 13th Boulder, Colorado 80302 

PO Box 471, Boulder, CO  80306 •  Tel: 303-441-4565   

Cindy Domenico County Commissioner Deb Gardner County Commissioner 

 

Elise Jones County Commissioner 

 

Boulder County Resource Conservation Advisory Board Meeting  

Minutes – June 24, 2015 
 

Present:   

Darla Arians – Boulder County 

Leigh Cushing – At Large 

Jack DeBell – CU Recycling  

Juri Freeman – At Large (phone)  

Holly Hughes – Ward  

Bryce Isaacson – Western Disposal  

Dan Matsch – Lyons  

Mark Persichetti – Louisville  

Tim Plass – Boulder  

Dan Stellar – Center for Resource 

Conservation 

Jeff Stewart - Other Hauler (phone)  

Heather Wood – At Large 

 

Active Members Not Present:    

Alexander Armani-Munn – Nederland  

Tom Dowling – Lafayette 

Shirley Garcia – Broomfield  

Bridget Johnson – Jamestown 

Suzanne (Zan) Jones – Eco-Cycle  

Charles Kamenides – Longmont  

Shari Malloy – At Large  

Lisa Morzel – At Large 

Martin Toth – Superior 

RCAB Staff Liaison:   

Hilary Collins – Commissioners’ 

Office/Sustainability 

Austin Everett – Commissioners’ 

Office/Sustainability 

 

Guests:   

Kevin Afflerbaugh – Western Disposal 

Services  

Sandy Briggs – City of Boulder  

Kat Davis – City of Boulder 

Steve Derus – Momentum Recycling 

Lisa Friend – Commissioners’ 

Office/Sustainability  

Jamie Harkins – City of Boulder 

Lou Perez – Eco-Cycle 

Tory Slininger – City of Boulder 

Susie Strife – Commissioners’ 

Office/Sustainability 

Janna West-Heiss – City of Boulder 

 

 

 

 

1. Call to Order  

Chair Dan Matsch called the meeting to order at 1:55 pm  

 

2. Approval of Minutes May 27, 2015 

Holly moved for approval of the May minutes. Heather seconded, and the 

minutes were unanimously approved. 

 

3. Public Comment – Steve Derus from Momentum Recycling gave a 

presentation on a new post-consumer glass recycling operation opening in 

unincorporated Boulder County. (See slides in June handouts). 
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Momentum is different than Boulder’s recycling plant, due to the large amount of capital 

invested in their sophisticated and cutting-edge optical sorters. Resource Conservation 

Advisory Board (RCAB) members had questions about where the materials would come from, 

what amount would be discarded and further questions about the business model. Momentum 

plans to source glass which has not been cleaned from the Franklin St. and Alpine Materials 

Recycling Facilities (MRFs). The amount Momentum pays those MRFs will be based on the 

quality of material, and Momentum expects to be able to use about 90% of incoming material 

(by weight). Regarding how Momentum will interact with Boulder County’s MRF, they would 

like to work with Eco-Cycle to purchase Boulder’s glass, however Momentum is not reliant on 

that added material for business operations.  

 

4. Results of Countywide Diversion Survey  
   

Lisa Friend reviewed the results. See slides in June handouts for more information. Every 

community except Superior has responded; Martin was on vacation and will get the diversion 

numbers to Lisa soon. The current diversion numbers are lower than in past years, however 

that is likely due to better current data collection. The bottom-line diversion number is 30%. 

When local jurisdictions switch to Re-TRAC the county should get excellent numbers. Current 

gaps exist with commercial, multifamily, and construction & demolition (C&D) reporting. 

Members were very impressed with Louisville’s 55% residential diversion rate, however, that 

number may not be fully accurate, because it does not include landfill rates from commercial, 

multifamily, and C&D. Jack questioned whether the university’s numbers were included with 

the City of Boulder’s figures. Lisa F. and Jack will touch base to answer that. There was 

discussion regarding flood debris and how it might have impacted the diversion figures, but the 

skew is believed to be small-to-none for 2014 figures. Biomass was also not included in the 

diversion survey, because it is not a traditional waste stream - it could be included with C&D 

and land clearing but it is not currently.  

 

5. Current status of Commercial Recycling  
   

Lisa Friend gave an overview on the current status. See slides in June handouts for more 

information. The 2010 Boulder County Waste Composition Study found 117,228 tons of 

commercial, industrial and institutional materials landfilled each year – 53% of Boulder 

County’s waste stream. The most current survey has that number at 60%. Only 16% of what 

businesses generate is being diverted. Yet, between 53% and 60% of what goes to the landfill 

comes from businesses and much of what is going to the landfill is primarily organics. Members 

were curious if the two percentages of how much waste comes from the commercial sector were 

comparable: The methodology was different in each case, but it is good that the numbers are 

similar. For next year’s survey, it is still to be determined whether people will self-report 2015 

data to the Resource Conservation Division.  
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6. Working Group Reports: Infrastructure Presenter Mark Persichetti; Education and 

Outreach Presenter Leigh Cushing   
   

See slides in June handouts for more information. Mark gave an update on the infrastructure 

and policy working group’s progress. City of Boulder has stopped collecting reports on C&D 

because they were not using the data. Neither the City of Boulder nor Boulder County has 

sufficient staff to inspect and follow through with deconstruction reports. 

 

It has been proposed that interested and trained individuals from the private sector could verify 

diversion and collect data. To create a certification course for these individuals would cost 

around $12,000; classes themselves would cost about $1,300 each to administer. Whole-house 

deconstruction would be a good place to start with mandating deconstruction diversion, 

because these properties would have the most materials. For future work, the group plans to 

ask different cities and towns around the county how many inspectors they would need.  

 

There is a need to discuss how to compel compliance, with the possibility of a performance 

bond (if the subject fails to fulfill what they submitted in their deconstruction report, they 

would surrender all or a portion of the bond). RCAB needs more info on which other 

communities are using performance bonds and how such a system is working. Members were 

also curious about what would be required to set up a credentialing program: The working 

group is going to get more information and develop recommendations regarding that. Mark 

also gave an update on the shingles-to-road initiative:  A pilot program that collected shingles 

for asphalt has stalled, because paving companies are not using the shingles currently. There is 

a request with Boulder County Transportation to resume use; an update will be available at the 

next RCAB meeting. 

 

Leigh updated the board on the education and outreach subgroup’s current progress. The 

working group had previously recommended on composting, and is now working to refine a 

zero waste recommendation to bring to the board.  What comes back to RCAB will be inclusive 

of both in a larger zero waste framework. 

 

7. Any other Business  
   

Parting Thoughts - Hilary Collins - Sustainability Office staff changes, impact on July and 

August RCAB meetings - Summary RCAB progress and tasks remaining 

Hilary said her farewells during her final RCAB meeting as staff. She suggested that the group 

discuss whether they want to have the next two meetings with new staff or postpone meeting 

until the end of the summer. A poll will be sent out for meeting in July on the 4th or 5th 

Wednesday. Some members think taking August off would be prudent to give new staff time to 

get adjusted before jumping in, so the poll will also see whether members want to meet in 

August. Members want to make sure there is material to talk about. RCAB members also 

expressed interest in having a meet-and-greet with potential staff during the hiring process.  
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Hilary reviewed RCAB progress and the next steps – see slide in June handouts. The 

infrastructure group is looking at C&D infrastructure and policy and programs. The education 

group is working on a comprehensive zero waste recommendation.  

 

Members expressed an interest in Boulder County taking a larger leadership role to advance 

statewide legislation. The Product Stewardship Council has new co-chairs and will be meeting 

on July 8th.  

  

Hilary also reviewed some of the RCAB achievements of this past year including: 

• Recycling Center Evaluation  

• Kessler Analysis Report 

• Quarterly RCD updates  

• Recommended award of 2015 Zero Waste Grants  

• Annual Report 2014  

• 2015 Agenda Review  

• Recommended Changes to County Spring Cleanup Program  

• Natural Capitalism Report  

• Diversion Survey 2014  

• Recommended continuation of existing Zero Waste Grant program  

• Election of new chair and vice-chair 

 

8. Next Meeting/Agenda Topics  
 

• Working Group Recommendations - zero waste outreach, messaging and signage, C&D 

infrastructure. The board is interested in advancing this further, however neither 

working group will meet before the next meeting (unless the meeting is on July 29th, in 

which case the infrastructure group will have met).  

• MOU update/recommendation – A task was given to RCAB members to find out if their 

communities would be interested in participating / collaborating. However, some 

members are unclear about the goal. From a performance standpoint, what is the group 

supposed to be doing that it is not doing? What direction does the group want to head 

towards, and what measures need to be taken to get there? The memorandum is about 

government, nonprofits, and for-profits collaborating on zero waste and messaging. 

With a little work, the memorandum could be taken back to communities so they could 

begin to think it over. The education group is comfortable enough with the vision part of 

the memorandum that they could send it to RCAB members for review. Homework for 

the board is to review the documents that Hilary sends out. The memorandum does not 

have to be complete, however the concepts need to be fully there. 

• RCD Second Quarter Report – focus on education programs, outreach materials   

• Update on stalled asphalt shingle diversion. Lisa will invite speakers from the county 

and state to come and present to RCAB.  

• Meet-and-greet with possible new staff 

• If RCAB meets on July 22nd, Darla will be absent and unable to give the quarterly report 

on Recycling Center operations.  
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9. Community Reports – See slides  
 

The City of Boulder passed a mandatory commercial recycling and compost ordinance. This is a 

two-part ordinance that requires property owners (commercial, residential and multi-family) to 

provide recycling and compost collection services and further requires businesses to use such 

services. A one-year timeframe has been allowed for property owners to secure diversion 

services.  After that first year, business owners will have three months to come into compliance. 

The City of Boulder is creating a “business-friendly” city manager’s rule that will detail 

implementation elements.  

 

Leigh:  Boulder County Partners for a Clean Environment (PACE) is working with the City of 

Boulder’s Local Environmental Action Division (LEAD) to help reach out to businesses about 

the new city ordinance. PACE now offers a $300 incentive for businesses to purchase bins for 

recycling and compost collection.  

 

The Resource Conservation Division has completed spring cleanups in Niwot, Gold Hill, 

Nederland and Lyons with Ward next. The cleanups have been going really well.  

 

Members asked whether there have been reactions to the changes implemented in this cycle, 

including the county’s refusal to pay for disposal. Dan M was excited about the possibility of 

recycling tires and mattresses in Lyons. The biggest pushback was from Ward, but now the 

mayor is very excited for the event.  

 

Lyons paired their cleanup with a town wide garage sale. It was very fun, very cool; everyone 

had a blast. Dan M. recommends this approach for other communities. Also, Lyons passed a 

hauler ordinance last week. 

 

Heather moved to adjourn and Holly seconded at 3:24 p.m.  

 

Members followed the meeting with a big thank you to Hilary! It was observed that RCAB has 

become much more action-oriented with her assistance. 

 



RCAB meeting – July 29, 2015 

Report on Use of Shingles in Asphalt on Boulder County Roads 

History 

The Boulder County Transportation Department was approached in 2008 by the Roofs-to-Roads 

coalition to garner support for implementing integration of recycled roof shingles into the road surface 

asphalt production on county road construction projects. The Transportation Department was willing to 

try this technology on a limited basis to determine the feasibility, effectiveness and durability of the 

product. As a result, three pilot projects were developed at different times. 

Locations 

The pilot projects were determined individually and implemented over a period of XXX years. The sites 

were N. 63rd Street, Valmont Road and Cherryvale Road.  

 

1. N. 63rd Street – Niwot Road to Oxford Road, N/B side 

a. Asphalt with shingles placed in 2009 

b. A reconstruction of the road surface was called for as part of a shoulder widening 

project for this corridor 

c. The northbound lane of this segment was chosen to compare to the southbound lane in 

the same segment. The remainder of the road project (Niwot Road to Nelson Road) did 

not include shingles 

d. Specifications 

i. Depth: 6” 

ii. Width: 32 ft total road width 

iii. Traffic count: 3200 

iv. Shingle content: 7% of 2900 T = 203 T 

e. Performance:  

i. Held up similar to non-shingle section 

ii. no poor performance related to shingle use 

2. Valmont Road – N. 75th Street to N. 95th Street 

a. Asphalt with shingles placed in 2012 

b. A reconstruction of the road surface was called for as part of a shoulder widening 

project for this corridor 

c. Three sections of the road contained differing alternative asphalt product combinations 

i. Warm mix – 2300 T total 

ii. Rubberized asphalt – 2300 T total 

iii. Shingles – 2500 T - 5% by weight – 125 T 

d. Specifications in shingles section 

i. Located in the top lift only of the section from 76+00 to 144+00, westbound 

ii. Depth: 2” 



iii. Width: 32 ft 

iv. Traffic count: 6000 

e. Performance: 

i. Held up similar to non-shingle section 

ii. no poor performance related to shingle use 

3. Cherryvale Road 

a. Asphalt with shingles placed in 2012 

b. A reconstruction of the road surface was called for as part of a shoulder widening 

project for this corridor 

c. Four sections of the road contained differing combinations of shingle content 

i. Northbound, south half of road: 5% RAS / 15% Reclaimed Asphalt Paving (RAP) – 

54 T Shingles 

ii. Northbound, north half of road: 3% RAS / 15% / RAP – 34 T shingles 

iii. Southbound, north half of road: 5% RAS / 0% RAP – 56 T shingles 

iv. Southbound, south half of road: 0% RAS / 20% RAP – no shingles 

d. Specifications in shingles section 

i. Depth: 5” 

ii. Width: 30 ft 

iii. Traffic count: 7300 

e. Performance 

i. Held up similar to non-shingle section 

ii. no poor performance related to shingle use 

 

4. Total tons of asphalt placed to date with shingles: 472 T 

 

Current status 

 

We have held off on further use until we have good data and observation on performance. To date, 

none of the roads have exhibited appreciable problems as a result of the shingle use.  

 

Concerns: 

 percentage limits need to be adhered to – only way to find out is to test for shingle oil content 

 

 Shingle oil has higher temp limits than asphalt – causes mix problems if not careful 

 

 Cost savings not known at this time 

 

 



Boulder County Community Report 

July 2015 

 

Boulder County Recycling Center (BCRC) 
Gate Fees 

Commodity markets are still down, along with BCRC revenues, and therefore we implemented a  
$-15/ton recycling rebate for single-stream residential (SSR) in July. Our fee for SSR is still the lowest in 
the region, with both Larimer County and several Denver MRFs charging from $-15/ton to $-32/ton. 
 

City of Boulder Universal Zero Waste Ordinance 

County staff are participating in the city of Boulder’s rulemaking discussions regarding the new zero 

waste ordinance to better understand the future impacts on tons coming to the center. 

Resource Conservation Division (RCD) 
Spring Clean-Ups (SCUPs) 

All spring clean-up events are concluded except for Allenspark, which will be held on August 15th. A final 

report will be presented after all events are complete.  

 

Upcoming Event – Boulder County Fair 

Please sign up to volunteer at our booth (click on image to follow link to Sign-Up Genius). 

 
 

Partners for a Clean Environment (PACE) 
Zero Waste Bin Incentive Program Launched 
PACE just launched a county-wide incentive for businesses to purchase recycling and compost bins. Each 
business is eligible for up to $300 and can redeem the incentive.  The incentive can be redeemed with a 
PACE advisor directly from the vendor through a contract with Bush Systems.  This approach, designed 
by PACE, means there is no application or processing time.   
 
 

http://www.signupgenius.com/go/20f044caea82ba5fb6-beazero/


PACE Recognition Program Redesigned 
Redesigned PACE Recognition Program is now up and running!  A framed certificate is now available 
with our new logo for PACE certified businesses as well as a poster calculating the environmental 
benefits of the businesses waste diversion efforts. 
 
PACE Video 
Have you seen the new PACE video featuring businesses across Boulder County?  Check us out! 
 

Sustainability Office 
Pollinator Protection 
On the hazardous waste front, the county is considering pollinator protection and balancing it with 
Emerald Ash Borer control options. 
 
Agricultural Plastic Recycling 
A coalition of recycling and agricultural interests in our area, supported by a variety of Boulder County 
departments, is cooperating to collect plastic baling twine and irrigation tubing for recycling in pilot 
projects this summer.  Baling twine will be collected at the Boulder County Fair and recycled in Denver; 
Eco-Cycle is testing “drip tape” (irrigation) recycling. 

Individual Communities 
Ward 
Recently completed the town’s annual spring clean-up. The Mayor said that she was "totally freakin' 
excited!" with the results.  
 

 1400 tires 

 8.4 tons metal 

 2.1 tons electronics 

 17 volunteers, two paid staff for 6 hours.  
 
Jamestown 

http://www.pacepartners.com/about/what-is-pace
http://www.pacepartners.com/about/what-is-pace


Has finished constructing a bear proof recycling shed! 

 
 

 



Boulder County Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) Meeting 

August 26, 2015  
Boulder County Recycling Center, 1901 63rd St, Boulder CO 

 

 AGENDA 

1. Call to Order / Introductions 4:45 p.m. 

2. Approval of Minutes July 29, 2015 4:50 p.m. 

3. Public Comment (Maximum Time Allocated 10 minutes) 
 

5:00 p.m. 

4. Standing Topic:  C & D review / update from infrastructure work group 5:10 p.m. 

5. Special Topic:  Consideration of ZWAP update needs 5:30 p.m. 

6. Resource Conservation update: Report on Boulder County in-house and 
policy efforts 

5:50 p.m. 

7. Other Business: 
Recycling Center commodity price discussion. How long do we think this 
will last? What are the impacts? What is the whole picture for Boulder 
County and our partners? What are the policy considerations of non-
operational expenditures in 2017?  

6:00 p.m. 

8. September Agenda Suggestions: 
a. Standing Topic: Zero Waste grant planning and committee assignment 

b. Special Topic: IGA / Commercial Recycling update 

c. Resource Conservation Division Update: Report on electronics 

diversion as measured by county 

d. Other: Work group updates 

6:15 p.m. 

9. Community Reports - Questions on written reports only (Please remember 
to send your written reports in advance!) 

6:20 p.m. 

10. Adjourn 6:30 p.m. 

 
Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) 

The Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) was formed in 2002 to advise the Board 
of County Commissioners on major waste diversion policies and strategies.  
  

The purpose of the Advisory Board shall be to assist the Board of County Commissioners in 
reducing the amount and toxicity of waste generated in the county; to research, review and 
recommend changes in policy related to waste reduction, reuse, recycling and composting; 
to provide input on the development and management of facilities and programs; and as a 
result of these efforts to help Boulder County and its communities and partners to conserve 
mineral, fossil fuel and forest resources, and to reduce environmental pollution. 



 
 

 

 

Sustainability Office 
Street Address: 1325 Pearl Street, Boulder, Colorado 80302 

PO Box 471, Boulder, CO  80306 •  Tel: 303-441-4565   

Cindy Domenico County Commissioner Deb Gardner County Commissioner 

 

Elise Jones County Commissioner 

 

Boulder County Resource Conservation Advisory Board Meeting  

Minutes – July 29, 2015 
 

Present:   
Alexander Armani-Munn – Nederland (phone) 

Jack DeBell – CU Recycling  

Tom Dowling – Lafayette 

Juri Freeman – At Large  

Shirley Garcia – Broomfield (phone) 

Holly Hughes – Ward  

Bryce Isaacson – Western Disposal  

Suzanne (Zan) Jones – Eco-Cycle  

Charles Kamenides – Longmont  

Shari Malloy – At Large  

Dan Matsch – Lyons  

Lisa Morzel – At Large 

Mark Persichetti – Louisville  

Tim Plass – Boulder  

Dan Stellar – Center for Resource 

Conservation 

Jeff Stewart - Other Hauler (phone)  

Martin Toth – Superior (phone) 

 

Active Members Not Present:    
Darla Arians – Boulder County 

Leigh Cushing – At Large 

Bridget Johnson – Jamestown 

Heather Wood – At Large 

 

RCAB Staff Liaison:   
Austin Everett – Commissioners’ 

Office/Sustainability 

Lisa Friend – Commissioners’ 

Office/Sustainability 

 

Guests:   
Kevin Afflerbaugh – Western Disposal 

Services  

Bethany Hentkowski – Boulder County 

Resource Conservation 

Jamie Harkins – City of Boulder 

Pam Milmoe – Boulder County Public Health 

Susie Strife – Commissioners’ 

Office/Sustainability 

Mike Thomas – Boulder County 

Transportation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. Call to Order  

Chair Dan Matsch called the meeting to order at 4:50 pm  

 

2. Approval of Minutes June 24, 2015 

Jack moved for approval of the June minutes. Tim seconded, and the minutes were 

approved by majority vote.  Lisa M., Zan and Tom abstained from voting, as they had 

missed the June meeting. 

 

3. Public Comment –  none 

 

4. Priority Topic: Construction and Demolition Diversion 

a. Infrastructure Working Group Report – Dan Matsch gave an update on possible 

recommendations regarding deconstruction certification and performance bonds. The 

working group had met and examined a matrix showing C&D recycling possibilities. 

Different materials were examined including shingles and plate glass, ReSource and 

Eco-Cycle will pilot a plate glass collection.  



2 

 

 

There was discussion about how to manage aggregates: The matrix shows that at a certain weight, it 

is cheaper to recycle aggregates than dispose of them at a landfill. The critical information is what 

haulers are actually doing right now for disposal – not what they theoretically should be doing.  

During a previous infrastructure working group meeting, a BuildSmart certification program for 

deconstruction plans was discussed. A question was asked whether the group should focus on 

securing a zero waste grant for that this year. One person will be needed to centrally coordinate 

projects and to facilitate the process. A program like this would have certified deconstruction 

professionals sign off on deconstruction plans and verify that contractors followed through with the 

plans. A certification program increases the complexity and cost for management and tracking. The 

ultimate goal of this would be a comprehensive program that includes education, certification, 

verification, matching supply and demand of materials, and proactive outreach – eg. a central entity to 

help facilitate the program. The costs of this program are expected to exceed six figures.  However, 

the program can be implemented in steps starting with the educational component and studying best 

practices from around the country to incorporate.  

 

Members wondered which agency would be responsible for the program. There was mention of the 

Land Use department; however the group also discussed a third party certification program, which 

would allow anyone to become certified. It was asked if the county would have ultimate authority, or 

would cities have to pass individual measures? The goal, at least for the beginning, is to focus on 

unincorporated Boulder County to prove the concept. Then, it is easier for cities to join once they see 

it is working. Some members thought that the group should start with places where existing markets 

are set up to capture low-hanging fruit. Then if that works, RCAB can examine possibilities of 

expanding to more challenging markets.  

 

The infrastructure group plans to spend time before the next RCAB meeting examining other models 

for guidance.   

 

There are current problems with the existing regulation being unenforceable and hard to work with, it 

is currently setup as a “give it your best effort.” There is neither verification nor consequences for 

failure to divert.  

 

Some members are excited about making this an easy-to-follow model, so other counties can adopt it. 

There were questions about what the cost and impact to homeowners will be. Part of the reason for a 

phased approach is to start building partnerships with contractors – so that after a couple years of 

education, the certification program is not as sharp and sudden.  

 

The working group is not ready to look at costs; they want to make sure RCAB thinks this is the right 

track to continue on before moving into too many details. Currently, building inspectors do not have 

resources or time to do zero waste verification. 

 

RCAB members want to move forward in a phased approach. 
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Jeff Darling of CU purchasing visited the working group to share what CU is doing to track 

diversion; it is currently very similar to the county’s abilities.  

 

Members of the infrastructure working group toured Fort Collins asphalt and concreate crushing 

plant. It is a 20-year-old operation, with about $1 million worth of equipment and $1 million in 

revenue per year. The city started off leasing the site and equipment and have made enough profit to 

buy the land and their own equipment. They also managed to convert from diesel to electric 

machinery, and they process about 100,000 tons a year of concrete, asphalt, and porcelain. No tip fee 

is charged, but the enterprise fund makes money on the resale of materials. They do not accept 

construction site demolition, as they had a bad experience with asbestos and decided to not accept any 

building materials. The operation requires four full-time employees. Gallegos Sanitation of Fort 

Collins does not use this crushing location because there are three additional operations around Fort 

Collins. All of the haulers who bring construction materials to other sites have certification that the 

materials do not contain asbestos. 

 

b. Report from Boulder County Transportation on use of recycled asphalt shingles in roads - Mike 

Thomas shared the history and current progress of recycling shingles into roads. See July Handout.  

 

Roofs-To-Roads financed asbestos testing to make sure the shingles could be reused. Boulder County 

chose to test the finished recycled product at three locations over a period of four years. The sections 

of roads that used recycled shingles found the same performance as the non-recycled control road: 

None of the roads has exhibited appreciable problems as a result of the shingles use. Most asphalt 

companies collect reclaimed asphalt paving (RAP), and there is plenty of supply. Fewer collect 

recycled asphalt shingles (RAS), however supplies are still abundant.  

 

Boulder County’s RAS paving program was put on hiatus in 2012 to make sure there were no long-

term problems with using shingles (other programs reported roads weakening over time more rapidly 

when recycled shingles were used). Twenty years is a good lifespan for a road and roads can last 

longer if well maintained.  

  

Many municipalities and counties around the Denver area are not using recycled shingles in their 

roads: There is not enough long term data to reassure communities. The next step is to examine this 

information further, chatting with other partners and seeing if they have comments or observations. 

Colorado Asphalt Paving Association warned the county that they need to be careful to not use a 

higher percentage of recycled shingles than specified. Boulder County has tested from 5% to 7% and 

feels confident that is a good proportion. 

 

Boulder County has not been using recycled concrete in road base. Mike is willing to help field 

questions as RCAB continues its discussions.  
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c. Education Working Group Report – Pam Milmoe shared the work group’s recommendation on 

vision and process for collaboration. 

Pam followed up on the idea of creating a memorandum of understanding (MOU) to further education 

regarding zero waste – see slides in July Handout.  RCAB members see value in the education group 

formalizing the process. Pam will work with Lisa F to continue moving forward.  

  

Quorum was lost at 5:57 pm 

 

5. Priority Topic: Quarterly Update on Recycling Center Operations with a focus on education 

programs and outreach materials – Bethany Hentkowski presented for Darla Arians 

 

 See slides in July Handouts. Mostly bad news regarding the markets, however there are some 

silver linings. The recycling center has had large increases in incoming materials due to materials 

being passed along from Waste Management and Alpine Materials.  

 Education program: Green Star Schools is a county partnership with Eco-Cycle. There were 

questions about tracking trash – to see the percentage of diversion and possibly compare Green 

Star Schools vs. non-Green Star schools.  

 The education programs tours slide in handout reflects only the tours done by the county; it does 

not include school tours conducted through Eco-Cycle. The county has recently acquired a 

vermicomposting bin to teach visitors about worms and composting; it will be available for all 

tours.  

 Nederland is now collecting compost at the transfer station, and there has been overwhelmingly 

positive feedback. There have been two transfers of material thus far at about a ton each. 

Compost workshops have been successful so far; the county is selling compost bins at cost.  

 New signage in Niwot discourages illegal dumping at the drop-off center. Members were curious 

about the possibility of setting up a camera, fake or real, however the Commissioners do not like 

that idea.  

 Over the next few months, the Recycling Center will expand a large display case to show a 

comprehensive guide of where to send materials in Boulder County.  

 Paint Care is finalizing a contract with the county to collect paint.  

 The county has produced several zero waste videos. Zero waste classes are currently being 

offered for Boulder County employees and have been successful so far. Over half of the class 

rated it as excellent (highest score) and the rest rated it very good (2
nd

 highest)  

 

 Does RCAB want to spend more time looking into the commodity prices issue to examine what the 

future might means for diversion if prices keep going down – or does staff feel confident that the 

markets will bounce back? Is it fair to compare this facility with Fort Collins or other communities 

which are not processing single-stream? RCAB needs to compare apples to apples.  

 

Members would like to see historical tonnages over time, not just comparing one quarter to the next. 

The agenda specifically requested the second quarter report focus on Education & Outreach, so Darla 

will begin plug historical data back into future quarterly reports.  
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6. Next Month Meeting/Agenda topics - Suggestions:  

a. Report on Boulder County in-house and policy efforts  

b. Possible Meet and Greet with New Staff  

c. Consideration of ZWAP update needs. 

d. C&D review 

e. Recycling Center / Eco-Cycle – commodity price discussion.  

 

7. Any Other Business  

Follow-up on compost access at Western Disposal, given the City of Boulder’s adoption of compost 

requirements.  Bryce reported that Western’s compost facility is now open to other haulers.  

 

8. Community Reports 

See the slides in the July handouts.  

Adjournment 

Charlie moved to adjourn; Bryce seconded the motion.  

The meeting adjourned at 6:40 p.m. 

 



Presented to RCAB 

August 26, 2015 

 

  

By Darla Arians, Division Manager 

(720) 564-2223 

darians@bouldercounty.org 

*



*  
In 2005, the BOCC passed a zero waste 

resolution setting a goal of zero waste or darn 

near by 2025 (and 50% diversion by 2015) 

Internally we exceeded the 50% diversion rate                                             

by 2011! 
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*  

The Resource Conservation Division manages 

the internal zero waste program and provides 

waste, recycling, and composting services to 

over 30 county buildings.  

 

The program also includes education and 

outreach to staff on zero waste practices as 

well as supports all departments in handling 

waste unique to their operations. 
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*  

• Recycling 

• Composting 

• Landfilling 

• Medical waste disposal 

• Confidential document shredding and recycling 

• Media destruction and recycling 

• E-waste collection and recycling 

 

http://www.fotosearch.com/FSB062/x17190371/


*  

• Battery recycling 

• Book recycling 

• Writing instrument recycling 

• Printer cartridge & toner recycling 

• Styrofoam recycling 

• Bubble-Wrap recycling 

• Plastic Bag recycling 

• Annual Spring Clean-Up 

 

http://www.fotosearch.com/FSB062/x17190371/


*  

• #Surplus: internal sharing of surplus equipment 

• Architects: construction & demolition recycling 

• Landscaping: leaves, grass clippings, mulching 

• Roads: gravel, dirt, concrete, metal, wood, asphalt 

• Fleet: oil, antifreeze, car and truck batteries 

recycling 

• Parks: brush, limbs, wood waste, abandoned tires 

• DMV: license plate recycling 

• IT: annual PC sale 

http://www.fotosearch.com/FSB062/x17190371/


*  

• All county departments can drop their 

waste off at the Hazardous Materials 

Management Facility (HMMF) as a 

conditionally-exempt small-quantity 

generator (CESQG) 

http://www.fotosearch.com/FSB062/x17190371/


*  

• Annual zero waste audits are conducted by our 

recycling, compost and trash contractors as 

well as internally by our custodial staff 

• Annual waste composition studies are 

conducted by Resource Conservation Division 

staff 

http://www.fotosearch.com/FSB062/x17190371/


Before 

During 

After 

*  



trash 

46% 
 containers 

6% 

 paper 

8% 

 compost 

16% 
 scrap metal 

1% 

 ewaste 

2% 
 CHaRM 

3% 

 HHW 

0% 

 C&D 

18% 

Waste Characterization Studies allow us to see 
what is in the trash can in order to best focus our 

education and outreach. 

*  



*  



*
 

 

o Boulder County’s purchasing policy targets the 

source of waste by prohibiting the purchase of 

wasteful products such as Styrofoam, plastic 

utensils, disposable water bottles and single 

use cups. 

 

 

 

o Auto-switch to recycled content material when 

purchasing office supplies  

 

o Electronic bids 
 



*
*Zero Waste Meetings Required 

*Paint Recycling Policy 

*Electronics Recycling Policy 

*Hard-to-Recycle Items Policy:  

*Pens, pencils, markers, highlighters; 

*#6 block Styrofoam 

*Plastic bags 

*Bubble wrap 

*Durable plastic 

*Batteries 

 
 



*
*Double-sided printing 

*Zero Waste Training required every 
two years 

*All events on Boulder County 
property to be held as zero waste 

*Leased properties require contract 
language to support zero waste 

*Mandatory waste diversion reporting 
 



*

 

*We will soon post our in-house 

program data online as a 

resource for other local 

governments 



Darla Arians 
darians@bouldercounty.org 

720-564-2223 

mailto:vmartinez@bouldercounty.org


Boulder County and the 
Recycling Industry 

Lou Perez 
Director of MRF Operations 



The demand for recycling materials has grown and 
changed significantly in the past few decades: 
 
• China has moved in as the largest consumer of recyclable materials in 

the world.  

• Since 2000, the demand for recovered paper has grown from 150 
million tons to 250 million tons in 2014. 

• Moderate growth has occurred for Mixed Paper and High Grades. 

• In the past six years, there has been a declining demand for 
Newspapers (ONP).  

• On a positive side, there is strong demand for Cardboard (OCC). 
Within the past three years several North America paper mills have 
converted to boxboard plant from newsprint print. 



China, 13% 

Japan, 11% 

Other Asia, 
15% 

North 
America, 22% 

Western EU, 
27% 

Other, 12% 

Global Recovered Paper Consumption 
2002 

China, 33% 

Japan, 7% 

Other Asia, 
15% 

North 
America, 

13% 

Western EU, 
19% 

Other, 13% 

Global Recovered Paper Consumption 
2012 
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• Recycling programs as a whole have increased the level of recovered 
materials from 27 million tons in 2000 to 54 million tons in 2012. 

• Since 2000, export has had some modest growth, but since 2008 it is 
on a declining curve.  

• Domestic demand has been on a dependable decline since 2000. 

Recycling programs have grown, but what about 
“Demand? ” 
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What has been the strategy for the Boulder 
County Recycling Center (BCRC)? 

 

• The following graph will illustrate the BCRC’s gate fee (rebate) 
payment over the net average pricing for recyclable materials 
nationwide.  

• The goal of the BCRC is to stay current with the changing market 
conditions. 

• In fact, it is common to have a $50 per ton net material price swing 
within a six month period.  
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Can a Recycling Center struggle during 
increasing demand?  
 

One example of a material profile is Cardboard (OCC): 

• As the recovery of OCC increases, so does its recovery cost. In the big 
picture the recovery cost of most recyclable materials are very 
consistent and linear with recovery rate.  

• The wildcard and risk factor associated with recycling are the wild 
swings with commodity pricing.  

• Even though the price of OCC has a positive liner slope, there have 
been years where recycling centers have been upside down due to 
strong market down turns (i.e., 2001 and 2009).  
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Why should we continue to recycle? 
Looking ahead  -- 

Recycling is still more cost efficient than landfill disposal for the following key 
reasons: 
• The rebates the BCRC has been paying, in good times and bad, are still less 

expensive than the landfill. This includes disposal and transportation. 
 

• The BCRC processed 46,118 tons of traditional recyclable materials, which 
prevented 121,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide (MTCO2e) and saved the 
greenhouse gas equivalent of taking 23,000 cars off the road for a year. 
{Eco-Cycle 2014 Annual Report}. 
 

• Lastly, the other big factor to consider -- there are $7 million in lost 
revenues currently being landfilled in Boulder County {SERA white paper, 
June 2015} 
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The Future 

• Future prices are very hard to predict 

• Major factors are: strong dollar, low oil/gas prices, and China’s cooling 
economy 

• Most projections are for markets to stay flat, maybe inch up 

• The good news: we are still above landfill costs, and intend to stay 
there 

• Our intent is to increase hauler rebates as markets recover 



BCRC Non-Operational Program Expenses 

• Green Star Schools  $30,000 

• Growing Green Tours    $6,400 

• Litterless Lunches    $5,000 

• Zero Waste Funding  $50,000 

• Compost Workshops  $18,000 

 

 Total:             $109,400 



Basic concept for commercial food scraps to compost 
 
We would be looking at an estimated 5,400 tons per year (770 truckloads / year) of commercial food 
scraps only from Boulder, Longmont, Louisville, Lafayette, Superior and the unincorporated county, as per 
the county’s 2014 compost capacity study. (This does not include 1,906 tons currently handled by Western 
Disposal, assumed to be managed by Western, rather than a separate transfer station.) 
 
This initial analysis considers a potential transfer site owned by the City of Louisville at the community’s 
former water treatment plant in northeast Louisville.  Costs would be similar if the City of Boulder were to 
consider an alternate location at “Recycle Row” on 6400 Arapahoe. 
 
At the time of this draft’s composition, Eco-Cycle is testing a transfer option at the Denver Regional 
Landfill in Erie in partnership with Waste Connections.  Many of the considerations outlined below are 
being ground-truthed through this private-sector pilot. 

 
Louisville (transfer only)  

 1 acres available – need to contract with city   COSTS:  xx 

 Permitting should be OK for transfer operations only, as per CDPHE: “Transfer stations, which shall not 
be deemed to be a solid waste disposal site and facility, shall not require a certificate of designation and 
shall meet standards as set forth in Section 7 of the Regulations.”; we should also get public buy-in.  
COSTS:  xx 

 WILL NEED an Operations Plan1 approved by the City of Louisville and a stormwater permit (Public 
Health?)   Louisville might also ask CDPHE for a “technical review of the site” and, if so, must make such 
a request to CDPHE in writing. 

 Staffing:  1 FTE* to monitor loads, push food into transfer trailer and complete paperwork.  Assume 24 
hours per week (noon to 4 p.m. Monday through Saturday).  Unlike commercial collection of recyclables, 
compost collection is most efficient if conducted virtually daily for large generators.  However, because 
we are looking at between only two and three trucks a day, a half-day schedule seems most effective.  
COSTS:  $30,000 with no benefits? 

 Scale: $175 / $200 K – do we need a scale?  We’re looking at only two or three trucks a day.  Perhaps 
charge by the truckload – with luck, Heartland will have a scale.   

 Per-ton subtotal COSTS:  $11 per ton plus labor plus $35 tip fee plus Transportation @ estimated $6 per 
ton - $52 per ton without capital costs or rental . . . 

 Concrete Pad and Bunker / Ramp – will need a floor that drains to the trailer.  New construction! COSTS:  
xx 

 Covered transfer area?  COSTS:  xx 

 Rolling stock includes front loader plus two trailers to fill . . . COSTS:  xx 

 Could Heartland provide pick-up for loads of 25 tons each (4 or 5x week) - $xx per load – could these be 
lower than estimated $41 per ton tip plus transportation? 

 Overhead - COSTS:  xx

                                                           
1
 Lisa has begun an operations plan, featured at the end of this document. 



 
* Western pays $18.75 / hour.  Likely labor costs for 1.5 FTE would be $58,500 / yr. for wages only; 
benefits would be extra unless wages were lower.  This equates to roughly $11 per ton. 

 

Other:  

 See below for estimate on build-out of full site . . . 

 Lisa will check the numbers by looking at compost study and maybe “vetting” with Darla’s staff 

 Would require contracts with Heartland and with haulers such as Eco-Cycle and Longmont, etc. 
(assume 25 tons per haul to Heartland – 216 hauls per year; roughly four per week) 

 As noted above, Lisa suggests we assume Western will either directly haul or will compost at their site.  
According to the capacity study, Western controls about 1,900 tons / year through current contracts.  
If they secure additional tonnage, the tonnage / transfer numbers above could be lower. 

 There might need to be negotiations with Longmont to determine which site will receive their 
materials:  Western would need to expand to accommodate Longmont materials – what about City of 
Boulder materials? 

 Final figures should support any dollar buy-down the city might want on the tip fee 

 Western suggests we consider a tiered rate structure to offer an incentive to haulers to bring material; 
the more you bring, the higher the subsidy/lower the rate 

 Lisa thinks we should make contingency plans for yard/woody debris drop off if a new site is opened; 
Western might decide to limit access for those materials more closely 

 Keep EAB quarantine in mind for yard- and woody-debris 
 

= = = = = = = 

 

Louisville full compost site:  

 7 acres are available – need to contract with city.  The city has requested a “concept proposal” to initiate 
discussions on future use.  Perhaps the operations plan, below, could serve that purpose.  COSTS:  xx 

 Permitting: Would need to check with CDPHE about “Modified Certificate of Designation”; an 
“Engineering and Design Review” is also needed.   

 Public Process:  Will need council, business district and public buy-in.  COSTS:  xx 

 Staffing:  Will need a full-time site manager trained in compost operations – pricey.  Figure $70 K per 
year?   Will also likely need 1.5 or more additional FTE* to assist with site operations and marketing. 
Assume the site will be open six days a week (8 a.m. to 5 p.m. Monday - Saturday).  Unlike commercial 
collection of recyclables, compost collection is most efficient if conducted virtually daily for large 
generators.   

 Roads and Transportation:  We are looking at --- trucks a day. COSTS:  xx 

 Marketing and administrative staff – costs higher than above

 Scale: $175 / $200 K  

 Concrete Pad and Bunker / Ramp.  COSTS:  xx 

 Windrows  . . .  COSTS:  xx 

 Rolling stock . . . COSTS:  xx 

 Overhead - COSTS:  xx 
 

 



Draft Operations Plan for Theoretical City of Louisville Compost Site 

7.2 OPERATING PLAN CRITERIA  
 
Owners or operators of all new facilities shall develop an operation plan that contains, as a minimum, 
descriptive responses of compliance to this subsection.  
 
7.2.1 General data and maps  
 

A. Name(s) and address(es) and telephone number(s) of the owner/operator. Name and address and 
phone number of the person(s) operating the facility and having the authority to take corrective action 
in an emergency.  

 
Kurt Kower 
City of Louisville 
Title 
Phone Number 
???? Empire Drive, Louisville, Co, 80027  

 
B. Facility mailing address, county and legal description including ¼ section, section, township and range.  

 
???? Empire Drive, Louisville, Co, 80027 
Legal description, including ¼ section, etc. 

 
C. Regional map depicting service area, existing and proposed.  

 
This facility will primarily be designed to accept compostable materials from within Boulder County 
borders, including all municipalities, with a focus on east-county cities that include Lafayette, Longmont,  
Louisville, Superior and possibly Erie.  It is unlikely the western communities that include Nederland, 
Jamestown and Ward will access this facility.  It is likely that materials from the city of Boulder will be 
processed elsewhere. 
 

 



 
D. Vicinity map showing access and service roads, zoning and land use, residences, water wells and the 

location of all surface water bodies, the location of 100 year flood plain boundaries, and all manmade or 
natural features relating to the facility within a ½ mile radius.  

 
Get detail from Kurt or County GIS:  Map(s) of facility and ½ mile radius: 
 
The facility is bordered by open space for half-mile or greater to the north and south.  To the east lies a 
residential development; to the west both residences and businesses. 
 

 
 
 
 



E. Site map showing adjacent properties including land use, property owners names and addresses, site 
property boundaries and area (acres). If proposed site is adjacent to public roads or streets, include the 
properties across the street or road. The map should show the present site conditions and the projected 
site utilization including all site structures (such as buildings, fences, gates, entrances and exits, parking 
areas, on-site roadways, and signs) and the location of all water supplies and utilities. This site map shall 
be certified by a state licensed surveyor or engineer.  

 
Get this from Kurt or County GIS:   

 Map(s) of adjacent properties 
 Land use 
 Property owners’ names and addresses 
 Site property boundaries and area / acres 
 Properties across the road from public roads and streets 
 Site conditions 
 Projected site utilization including all structures (see list) 
 Location of water supplies and utilities 
 Map certification- state-licensed surveyor or engineer 

 
F. Site maps and drawings showing all the proposed structures and areas designated for unloading, 

moving, composting, as well as storage and loading of final product, including the dimensions, 
elevations, and floor plans of these structures / areas, including the general process flow.  

 
Will need to work on this with Kurt 

 
G. Facility's drainage system and water supply system.  

 
Get this from Louisville? 

 
 
 
7.2.2 Design criteria  

A. Unloading and loading areas shall be:  
1. Adequate in size to facilitate efficient unloading from the collection vehicles and the unobstructed 

movement of vehicles;  
 

This site will be designed to accommodate at least seven 7-ton truckloads of compost per working 
day, with capacity for double that amount.  When designed, loading and unloading areas will be 
sized to facilitate the unobstructed movement of vehicles and efficient unloading of collection 
trucks.  

 
2. Constructed of concrete or asphalt paving material and equipped with adequate drainage 

structures;  
 

The site will be upgraded with concrete or asphalt paving material and adequate drainage.  Because 
food scraps are often heavy with liquid, special attention will be paid to adequate capture of liquids. 

 
3. Compost handling shall be confined to the smallest practical area. Such handling shall be supervised 

by competent operating personnel who shall be familiar with proper operational procedures;  
 



The drop-off of incoming organics and outgoing transportation of finished compost will be 
supervised by competent operating personnel familiar with proper operational procedures. 

 
4. Sufficient internal storage areas to provide for incoming compost;  

 
Sufficient on-site composting area will be provided for the processing of incoming organics and the 
curing of finished compost. 

 
5. Exhaust removal systems shall be installed in enclosed areas; and  

 
N/A??? 

 
6. Measures shall be provided to prevent backing into pits while unloading.  

 
As part of site design, the tipping area shall be level.  This should be sufficient measure to prevent 
vehicles from backing into pits while unloading.  

 
B. On-site roads  

1. Designed to accommodate expected traffic flow in a safe and efficient manner;  
 

On-site roads shall be designed to safely and efficiently accommodate the expected traffic flow.  An 
average of seven delivery trucks are expected to transit the facility each day. 

 
2. The road surface design shall be suitable for heavy vehicles and the road base shall be capable of 

withstanding expected loads;  
 

The road surface design shall be suitable for heavy vehicles and the road base shall be capable of 
withstanding expected loads. (With luck, Kurt or Mike Thomas can advise about this.) 

 
3. Passable, in all weather conditions, by loaded collection and transfer vehicles. Provisions shall be 

made for de-icing ramps during winter months; and  
 

In addition, the on-site roads shall be passable, in all weather conditions, by loaded collection and 
transfer vehicles. Provisions shall be made for de-icing hazardous areas during winter months.  

 
4. Where public dumping is allowing, separate access for passenger vehicles shall be provided.  

 
No public dumping opportunity is anticipated.   

 
C. Equipment: Number, description and uses of all equipment projected to be employed including the 

design capacity.  
 

Boulder County anticipates the following types of equipment would be needed for the site:   
 Front-End Loader,  
 Grinder,  
 Windrow Turner,  
 Water Truck,  
 Trommel Screen,  
 Yard Truck 

 



D. Gate and fencing: Types and heights of suitable gate and fencing material to be placed on site, to limit 
unauthorized persons from access to the facility when the facility is closed.  

 
Need to talk with Louisville about adequacy of existing fencing / gates and any needed upgrades. 

 
E. Signs: A sign shall be posted, at all access points to the facility, with the hours of operation, the types of 

materials accepted and not accepted, the operating hours the facility accepts materials, and emergency 
telephone numbers of a responsible party.  

 
To be designed.  Perhaps work off of CSFY signs or RCD transfer sites . . . 
 
Signs shall be posted, at all access points to the facility, with the hours of operation, the types of 
materials accepted and not accepted, the operating hours the facility accepts materials, and emergency 
telephone numbers of a responsible party. 

 
F. Buffer zones: Buffer zone of 200 feet around the active operating area to the nearest property line in 

residential zoned areas, or as otherwise established by the governing body having jurisdiction.  
 

A buffer zone of 200 feet or more will be established around the active operating area as directed by the 
governing body of the City of Louisville.  
 
Double-check about buffer zones with Louisville. Should be indicated on one of those maps, above.  
Reference appropriate map. 

 
 
7.2.3 Operation standards  
 

A. Waste characterization: The types, composition, and expected daily volume of all materials to be 
accepted at the facility in cubic yards or tons/per day, the maximum time any such materials will be 
stored, and the proposed capacity of the facility.  

 
The proposed facility shall accept compostable material of various types, including, but not necessarily 
limited to:  

 food scraps (including meats, bones, and oils),  
 most soiled paper products (with the exception of anything plastic coated, including freezer food 

boxes), 
 certified compostable products including flatware, cups, etc.,  
 leaves 
 branches and limbs 
 compostable garden materials 

 floral trimmings. 
 
The facility expects total daily deliveries of some 18,000 tons per year, with an average 50 tons per day 
(about 335 cubic yards) to be delivered by commercial collection truck at an average rate of seven 
truckloads per day (assuming roughly seven tons per truck).  The 18,000 tons is a high estimate based on 
the 2015 Boulder County Compost Capacity Analysis, which estimates 25,829 tons of compostable 
material (“Organics”) might be available or future collection in Boulder County.   This concept paper 
assumes materials collected in the city of Boulder and nearby will be delivered to the Western Disposal 
compost site for processing. 



 
 
 

 
= = = = = = =  
 

B. Supervision: Facilities with permanent continually operating mechanical equipment shall have an 
attendant on duty at all times the facility is open to the public.  

 
This is available in compost capacity study – perhaps over-staffed?  Look at C&D facility staffing, too.  
Capacity study points out, rightly, that we will need staff to sort out contamination. 

 
C. Personnel: The number, classification, and job descriptions of personnel to be employed at the facility 

when operating at full capacity. A personnel training plan which includes recognizing unauthorized 
waste such as hazardous wastes, equipment operation, and any other personnel concerns.  

 
I am hoping Resource Conservation has this type of plan?   Discuss with Darla on Tuesday! 

 
D. Nuisance conditions: All reasonable measures shall be employed to collect, properly contain, and 

dispose of scattered litter, including frequent policing of the area, and the use of wind screens where 
necessary. The facility shall be managed in such a manner that noise, dust and odors do not constitute a 
hazard to human health. The facility shall be managed in such a manner that the attraction, breeding 
and emergence of birds, insects, rodents and other vectors do not constitute a health hazard.  

 
Agree.  Does Public Health have anything to say about this? 

 
E. Off-site water: Control measures shall be provided to protect surface and ground waters, including run-

off collection and discharge, designed and operated to handle a twenty-four (24) hour, twenty-five (25) 
year storm and equipment cleaning and washdown water. 

 



Agree.  We might need a more substantive engineering study for this element.  This might be in the C & 
D study.  Otherwise, perhaps the architects have something for this?  I assume we had this type of 
stormwater control in the HMMF study or the one done for the Recycling Center.  Maybe check with 
Hilary about the HMMF. 

 
F. Fire protection: Fire protection equipment shall be available at all times. A fire protection plan including 

provisions to prevent the spread of fire to adjoining property shall be approved by the local fire 
department.  

 
Sounds great. Do we have this type of  plan for the Recycling Center? 

 
G. Operational records: Records shall be maintained for all facilities. These records shall include a daily log 

of the quantity of materials received and / or transported off-site, as-built construction details, and 
variations from approved operations procedures. Records shall be kept on-site whenever practicable or 
as otherwise approved.  

 
Agreed.  Check with Darla about these records and logs, too. 

 
H. Contingency plan: Contingency plans specifying the procedures to be followed to handle situations such 

as the following shall be available at all times to the facility attendants:  
1. Hazardous material incident, including emergency response contacts, equipment, identification of 

trained personnel, and notification procedures;  
 

Agreed.  Check with Darla about these records and logs, too. 
 

2. Contamination of surface water or ground water;  
 

Agreed.  Check with Darla about these records and logs, too. 
 

3. Nuisance conditions on site or confirmed beyond the site boundary; and  
 

Agreed.  Check with Darla about these records and logs, too. 
 

4. Alternate handling system for periods of inability to operate or delays in transporting material due 
to fires, unusual traffic conditions, equipment breakdown, hot loads, or other emergencies or 
undesirable conditions.  

 
Agreed.  Check with Darla about these records and logs, too. 

 
I. Cleaning: Facilities handling more than 100 cubic yards of material per day shall be cleaned daily of all 

loose materials and litter, by wash-down or other approved method, to prevent odors and other 
nuisance conditions. All residuals shall be properly removed and disposed. All boxes, bins, pits or other 
container types used shall be cleaned on an approved schedule.  

 
Might have to come up with something special for compost operations  . . .     

 
 

J. Standing water: All floors shall be free from standing water. All drainage from cleaning areas shall be 
discharged to sanitary sewers or other methods that meet local pre-treatment standards.  

 



Agreed:  Probably need to talk with Kurt and / or KICP / Public Health to nail down details. 
 

K. Storage: Adequate storage space for incoming material shall be available at the facility.  All organics 
should be transferred to a windrow or pre-processing on the same day they arrive at the facility. 
Materials will not be allowed to remain on the tipping floor overnight. Uncleaned transfer vehicles 
containing putrescible material shall not be parked on public streets or roads except under emergency 
conditions. Adequate off-street parking for facility vehicles shall be provided.  

 
Don’t envision a problem here.  We won’t have any “facility vehicles” that I’m aware of . . .  

 
L. All solid waste received at a facility shall be composted on-site as soon as practicable. All materials 

arriving at the facility that are not processed within twenty-four (24) hours of receipt shall be placed in 
totally enclosed buildings, structures, or other means of cover acceptable to the Department, that deter 
water, birds, insects, rodents and other vectors from reaching wastes.  

 
Though site is scheduled to close at 5 p.m. daily, will need to build an extra hour or two of time into 
worker schedules to allow for compost / coverage.  Keep in mind issues with seasonality:  Dark and 
frozen in winter; hot and dry in summer . . . 

 
M. Final disposal: All materials passing through the facility shall be composted to US Composting Council, 

Seal of Testing Assurance standards or, if wastes, ultimately treated or disposed of in an approved solid 
waste disposal site and facility.  

 
Agreed.   Perhaps outline a schedule of SCA testing here or provide a link. 

 
N. Water supply: The amounts and source of water for use on site for the control of nuisance conditions, 

fire protection, construction purposes and personnel use shall be presented.  
 

Talk with Kurt about this and perhaps include on map, above. 
 
7.2.4 Closure plans shall include a plan for the removal of all stored materials and washdown liquids. The 
Department and the local governing authority shall be notified, in writing, of temporary or permanent closure of 
the facility. 
 
Does the RCD have a closure plan?  What about for the mountain transfer sites?  If not RCD, what about the 
CSFYs? 
 
= = = = = =  
 
 
Just a note about budget:  The 2014 Capacity study figures we will need about $4 million to capitalize this puppy 
and about $400 K per year “low range” for operations and maintenance.  If we are looking at $400 K/yr. to 
process 18,000 tons, that’s a $22 per ton tipping fee for O&M alone, not including amortization of the start-up 
costs, profit, and any charges from the city.  We might be able to get some amortization estimates from the C&D 
study or from the budget office . . . 
 
The 2010 Tetra Tech study envisioned capital costs at up to $600,000 for a facility sized to handle 10K tons per 
year with annual operating costs at up to $260 K.    This is for static pile; costs would be higher for an aerated 
static pile design.  
 



Boulder County Community Report 

August 2015 

 

Boulder County Recycling Center (BCRC) 
Gate Fees 

Gate fees are improving in September; we are implementing a $-7/ton recycling rebate for single-stream 
residential (SSR) on September 1st. Our fee for SSR is still the lowest in the region. 
 

RFP for Plastic Optical Equipment 

The bid for plastic optical sorting equipment went out on Tuesday, August 25th. Bids are due September 

21st.  

Resource Conservation Division (RCD) 
Zero Waste Coupons 

Please help us promote that we still have $2,500 left in zero waste coupons. Coupons are available to 

Boulder County businesses that sign up for new recycling services or take the next step towards Zero 

Waste by committing to new composting services! Businesses can submit their $150 coupon to their 

hauler for redemption. 

 

Welcome new Zero Waste Program Manager, David Bebak 

We are thrilled to announce that David Bebak has accepted our offer and started as our Zero Waste 

Program Manager on Thursday, August 20th! Please help us welcome him to our team.  

 

David’s Bio 

David Bebak holds a B.S. degree in Natural Resource Management with a concentration in Soil Science 

from the University of Wisconsin Stevens Point. After graduating from college, David traveled to Florida 

where he worked for Waste Services Inc. managing a Material Recovery Facility (MRF) and a Waste 

Transfer station under contract with the City of Sarasota. In 2010, David accepted a position with the 

Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) in the Compliance and Enforcement Section, 

regulating solid waste and wastewater treatment facilities in the FDEP's Southwest District. Most 

recently, David worked as an Operations Manager for Waste Management Inc., managing landfill 



operations in New Mexico and Colorado, including DADS Landfill, a premier site in Aurora, Colorado 

which processes 8,000 tons of MSW per day.  David lives in Littleton with his wife Marta and daughters 

Maya and Norah, loves skiing, hiking and cruising trails in his 4x4. 

Partners for a Clean Environment (PACE) 
The Boulder City Council has approved an ordinance that will require all businesses in the city to recycle 

and compost. The Partners for a Clean Environment (PACE) team is working with the city to provide 

outreach to the business community to achieve compliance by June 2016. 

PACE is also working with the City of Boulder to support an ordinance that would require businesses to 

rate the energy efficiency of their buildings and publicly report the findings. This ordinance is likely to be 

voted on by the Boulder City Council in August and September. If implemented, PACE would work with 

businesses to rate their buildings and implement energy efficiency measures. 

The County provided $140,000 in funds for commercial energy efficiency rebates in 2015. Thanks to the 

hard work of the PACE team, all of these funds have been allocated. The City of Boulder is providing an 

additional $300,000 in funds from its Climate Action Plan Tax to continue rebates for businesses in 

Boulder. 

The County also provided $10,000 in funds to provide businesses with materials and equipment to 

improve waste diversion. This typically includes recycling and composting bins, and signage. Each 

business can receive up to $300 in materials. The incentive program launched in June. 

Sustainability Office 
 Sustainability staff attended an organizational meeting for the “Front Range Synergy Network,” 

a coalition of government and industry representatives who want to reduce waste by 

exchanging industrial and municipal byproducts.  The new network is soliciting members and 

hopes to reach a “go” or “no go” decision by early October this year.   Details about similar 

networks can be found at http://usbcsd.org/category/by-product-synergy/  

 Boulder County Youth Corps volunteers, under the direction of Sustainability staff, surveyed 

users of the recycling drop-off centers in Boulder, Lyons and Niwot this summer to determine 

how many residents and what types of businesses are visiting the stations, where they are 

traveling from and what they are bringing.  The data has been provided to the Resource 

Conservation Division for comparisons with similar surveys conducted last year in Allenspark, 

Lyons and Nederland. 

 The Sustainability team in the office of the Boulder County Commissioners has conducted 

interviews for a new Zero Waste staff member to act as a liaison to the RCAB.  The new 

employee is expected to be available to staff the September RCAB meeting.  

 Sustainability staff helped Lyons volunteers divert 11 ½ tons of materials from the landfill this 

spring at events such as the Lyons Outdoor Games/Burning Can and Spring Clean-up.  Together, 

the activities achieved an overall 27% diversion rate through recycling, composting and the 

grinding of wood into mulch. The volunteer activities were supported, in part, by a county Zero 

Waste grant 

http://usbcsd.org/category/by-product-synergy/


Boulder County Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) Meeting 

September 23, 2015  
Boulder County Recycling Center, Education Room, 1901 63rd Street, Boulder 

 

 AGENDA 

1. Call to Order / Introductions 4:45 p.m. 

2. Approval of Minutes – August 28, 2015 4:50 p.m. 

3. Public Comment (Maximum Time Allocated 10 minutes)  5:00 p.m. 

4. Introducing RCAB’s New Staff Liaison:  Leigh Cushing  5:10 p.m.  

5. Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment waste 
management RFP discussion – presented by Marjorie Griek (CAFR) 

5:15 p.m.   

6. MOU / Commercial Recycling update 
Working group updates: 
Education Group – Leigh  

 Infrastructure Group – Dan M   

5:35 p.m.   

7. Review Organizational Questions (sent in advance of the meeting)    
• What’s currently working?  
• What needs to change?  
• How can RCAB provide more value to its members/the 
Commissioners/the community at large?  
• How can RCAB be most effective in working to achieve Boulder 
County’s Zero Waste goals? 
• Location and frequency of meetings 

 

5:50 p.m.   

8. Community Reports - Questions on written reports only (Please 
remember to send your report in advance!)  

6:20 p.m.  

9. Any Other Business 6:25 p.m. 

Adjourn  6:30 p.m. 

 
Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) 

The Resource Conservation Advisory Board (RCAB) was formed in 2002 to advise the Board 
of County Commissioners on major waste diversion policies and strategies.  
  

The purpose of the Advisory Board shall be to assist the Board of County Commissioners in 
reducing the amount and toxicity of waste generated in the county; to research, review and 
recommend changes in policy related to waste reduction, reuse, recycling and composting; 
to provide input on the development and management of facilities and programs; and as a 
result of these efforts to help Boulder County and its communities and partners to conserve 
mineral, fossil fuel and forest resources, and to reduce environmental pollution. 



 
 

 

 

Sustainability Office 
Street Address: 1325 Pearl Street, Boulder, Colorado 80302 

PO Box 471, Boulder, CO  80306 •  Tel: 303-441-4565   

Cindy Domenico County Commissioner Deb Gardner County Commissioner 

 

Elise Jones County Commissioner 

 

Boulder County Resource Conservation Advisory Board Meeting  

Minutes – August 26, 2015 
 

Present:   
Darla Arians – Boulder County  

Alexander Armani-Munn – Nederland  

Leigh Cushing – At Large 

Jack DeBell – CU Recycling  

Tom Dowling – Lafayette 

Juri Freeman – At Large (phone) 

Holly Hughes – Ward  

Bryce Isaacson – Western Disposal  

Bridget Johnson – Jamestown 

Suzanne (Zan) Jones – Eco-Cycle  

Charles Kamenides – Longmont  

Shari Malloy – At Large  

Dan Matsch – Lyons  

Mark Persichetti – Louisville  

Tim Plass – Boulder  

Dan Stellar – Center for Resource 

Conservation 

Heather Wood – At Large 

 

Active Members Not Present:    
Shirley Garcia – Broomfield  

Lisa Morzel – At Large 

Jeff Stewart - Other Hauler  

Martin Toth – Superior  

 

RCAB Staff Liaison:   
Austin Everett – Commissioners’ 

Office/Sustainability 

 

Guests:   
Kevin Afflerbaugh – Western Disposal 

Services  

David Bebak – Resource Conservation 

Division  

Steve Darus – Momentum Recycling  

Jamie Harkins – City of Boulder 

Susie Strife – Commissioners’ 

Office/Sustainability 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. Call to Order  

Chair Dan Matsch called the meeting to order at 4:51 pm.  

 

2. Approval of Minutes July 29, 2015 

Jack D. moved for approval of the June minutes. Tim P. seconded, and the minutes were 

unanimously approved. 

 

3. Public Comment –  none 

 

4. Standing Topic:  C & D review / update from infrastructure work group: 

 

Dan M gave update on working group progress. See additional notes from August 

working group meeting for more information. 

 

Summary: 

 The group is trying to figure out how to guarantee compliance with Construction 

and Demolition (C&D) and recycling mandates.  

 The possibility of using performance bonds is currently being examined.  

 Continuing to look at possibilities for certifying inspectors for C&D. 
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 Discussed how to restart shingle recycling.  

 Put together a list of questions for transportation sectors around the county to 

figure out current practices regarding aggregates.  

 A lot of questions and homework will be finished and discussed during next 

week’s meeting.  

 Dan M will send aggregate questionnaire to Juri.  

 

5. Special Topic:  Consideration of ZWAP update needs 

Susie Strife gave an overview of what Lisa F. has done regarding Boulder County’s Zero 

Waste Action Plan (ZWAP). The county’s sustainability department is in the process of 

hiring new staff, they hope to have hiring complete in time for next RCAB meeting. 

Commissioners’ are seeking input from RCAB about outdated ZWAP goals, not a huge 

planning process just a fresh look.  

 

The state has a request for proposal (RFP) from Colorado Department of Public Health 

and Environment (CDPHE) out for a solid waste management plan in Colorado. This is 

something that Colorado Association for Recycling (CAFR) has been promoting and 

examining. Is there overlap between their plans and the county’s?  

 

Jack will find and share additional information regarding the RFP with RCAB.  

 

6. Resource Conservation update: Report on Boulder County in-house and policy 

efforts  

Darla presented the update – see August handout for slides.  

 

Q&A / comments: 

 Where is medical waste coming from? Coroners, Public Health, and the jail mostly. 

 What happens with shredded paper? Bins around the county are collected and brought 

back to recycle and shred what cannot be recycled.  

 CU and Longmont are looking into shredding services. Does CU have an in-house 

option? In order to comply with Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act 

(HIPAA) and other regulations Jack is unable to shred in-house. 

 The county has internal email for surplus equipment to allow others to reuse when 

possible. 

 Waste composition studies assist in keeping Boulder County on track, allowing the 

county to examine what areas need increased education and attention.  

 Regarding zero waste in county departments - are certain departments more challenging 

than others? Some of the buildings with more public access can be challenging, however, 

on the other side of the spectrum there are all-star sections such as the County Court 

House.   

 Darla will soon post in-house information online, allowing other communities to use the 

information to guide them. 

 How many employees work for the county? Around 2000 people are employed by 

Boulder County.  
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 Leased properties require zero waste, does that include leased farms? That policy just 

passed in July, and RCD is working with parks and open space to address this. The 

language will be built in when contracts are renewed. What will farmers do with black 

plastics? We will be exploring options.  

 This is the kind of thing that should be taken back to RCAB’s respective communities 

and see how rigorous the program is and if they would adopt some of these Boulder 

County processes.  

 How many bins are being placed around the county to accompany so many different 

recycling options? Resource Conservation Division has roundups a couple times a year 

so, departments that generate a lot are provided with bins. 

 To support these policies the county has a zero waste committee. The county has created 

guides and tips for zero waste catering and general health / green meeting tips. 

 Moving forward, what’s in the trash that could be diverted? Mostly compost. 

 

Darla will notify when in house materials and guides are released.  

 

7. Other Business: Recycling Center commodity price discussion. How long 

do we think this will last? What are the impacts? What is the whole picture 

for Boulder County and our partners? What are the policy considerations of 

non-operational expenditures in 2017?  

 

Lou Perez presented – see slides in August handout. In addition to operating the 

recycling center Lou markets the materials.  

 

 While demand has declined, there is ample surplus. 

 Facility has acted as more of a merchant MRF 

 Market has declined since 2012, mostly due to demand from China 

 At the end of 2014 gate fees dropped into the negative. Currently residential 

recycling is paying a small tipping fee, and commercial is paid a small gate fee. 

 Recently the market is rebounding – current strategy is to build up  

 

Q&A / Comments 

 

 3
rd

 quarter of 2011 has a large drop in commercial gate fees, why? Most of the 

big drop is due to newspaper which is why the residential price stays relatively 

stable. Commercial stream has more value but is much less of what comes in 

 Is that why residential and commercial diverged at the beginning of 2015? The 

chart is a couple months behind and as markets continue to stabilize the gate fees 

should continue to follow the revenue.  

 Are you not going to charge more gate fees since revenue is going up? Because 

of marketplace volatility it has to go up slowly and cautiously. No one is willing 

to project the market beyond 2-3 months.  

 Even though Boulder County doesn’t send many materials to China, China 

directly effects prices of domestic streams 

 Recovery of cardboard has gone up. Huge swings in the marketplace can easily 

put a recycling center into the negative. This seems like a cash flow problem, do 
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you have reserve? That is what they are trying to do; they have to keep a certain 

amount of cash flow. 

 Aggregate price of recyclables is more expensive than most people perceive, 

recycling centers are closing down all the time.  

 Longmont’s trash tipping fee is lower than 20 dollars (around 15$) which is 

similar to Boulder County’s recycling fee.  

 Surplus in the market keeps market prices down.  

 As oil and gas prices decrease so does the price of recycled oil / plastics. It is 

currently cheaper to use virgin plastic than recycled for many PET varieties.  

 Intent of facility is to increase hauler rebates as markets recover.  

 Plant is currently too small for amount of materials received – so the county is 

using capital investments to achieve higher processing capability.  

 Any idea of cost per ton differential (after capital improvements)? It is hard to 

tell because they have not received bids yet.  

 Regarding Longmont, is the creation of a ‘dirty’ MRF plausible? It is an 

interesting concept – it works in certain applications – need a tremendous amount 

of tons. If Longmont went ahead it would certainly divert materials from this 

facility. It is all relative to the economics.  

 Members do not think Longmont will go through with a ‘dirty’ MRF. It is fair to 

say that many communities are looking at it with open eyes. No one will pop up a 

300 million dollar facility overnight.  

 Landfill costs are still lower than the overall cost of recycling processing / 

transportation costs. Gate fee is constraining the ability of programs to get here. 

Collection costs normally exceed processing costs.  

 The revenue that Denver receives is an incremental cost of the service, not very 

impactful. Recycling is definitely cheaper for a city but not way cheaper than 

trash.  

 Is there price sensitivity on the supply side? The more material that comes 

through the MRF the cheaper the costs are. The more tons run through the MRF 

the more cost effective it is. This MRF is looking to add a second shift to 

increase tons run and decrease costs. 

 Some haulers are fearful that the facility will never pay out again due to the 

comfort of receiving cash. They want to make sure there are still incentives to 

bring material here.  

 In terms of capacity can you estimate if you are going to have enough capacity or 

will you be at a similar junction a few years from now? Currently running almost 

the equivalent of two shifts. New material coming from City of Boulder 

ordinance will increase materials significantly. Currently running 28 tons per 

hour, the recent improvements have increased efficiency and processing 

capability – now need to add adaptation so that they can continuously bail the 

material.  

 Darla asked about non operation expenses list: when we are in a down market 

such as now is it your recommendation that we can continue to fund the non-

operation expenses? In down market these programs are being funded by a 2m 

dollar reserve. The group agreed that these operations should continue to be 

funded. 

 Is this the enterprise fund? Yes. 

 Any way to quantify public relations or long term educational benefits? That was 

last month’s presentation. (see July handout)  
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 Hazardous waste is an expense that is attached to this facility, along with 

building depreciation.  

 How are compost workshops? They have been going all throughout the months 

of May September and October all around the county.  

 How do the down markets impact the mandatory commercial (for haulers?) The 

bigger thing is that it will affect the residential; haulers have to examine the 

possibility that they are being charged and if they build that into the prices it will 

need to be passed on to the consumers.  

 More volume will be coming from the ordinance because 10k people that did not 

have service will now be required to.  

 More materials will be coming in and haulers will have increased customers and 

accounts.  

 Since the program began in 2006 the county has diverted 3211.52 tons (2006-

2014) on a $122k operating budget. These figures do not include Boulder Parks 

and Open Space or the roads diversion.  

 

7. September Agenda Suggestions: 

 

a. Standing Topic: Zero Waste grant planning and committee assignment 

b. Special Topic: IGA / Commercial Recycling update  

c. Product stewardship update  

d. Resource Conservation Division Update: Report on electronics diversion as measured 

by county 

e. CDPH for solid waste Presentation  

 

8. Community Reports - See slides in August handout.  

 

Additional Discussion Regarding Television Diversion.  

 

Charles K. is having problems with electronics price fluctuations. Historically he pays 25-30c a pound. 

Recently television recycling has gone up in price drastically. Western quit taking electronics at their 

transfer station for same reason.   

 

Heather W. did an inspection at lead and glass facility that was going out of business because they could 

not take any more things. 

 

Dan M. says electronics face the same commodity issues that Lou discussed, China economy – strong 

dollar – etc. Leaded glass is a problem, still seeing a tidal wave of cathode ray tube TV’s (CRTs) getting 

discarded for flat screens. For a while there was foreign markets buying leaded glass but no one wants to 

make CRT’s anymore.  

 

Seems like a policy problem, on a broader scale we might need a subsidy to help deal with this issue. We 

are just now seeing the actual cost of disposal. 

 

So problematic that some processors are breaching contracts. 
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This could be an issue for the Coloarado Product Stewardship Council (CoPSC) to deal with. 24 states 

have legislation; Colorado tried for 3 years but was unable to pass. Landfill ban is ineffective without 

somewhere to send them.  Could be a worthy thing to go back to the legislator, the industry expects the 

tidal wave to crest really soon. At ChaRM,the amount of CRT’s have dropped slightly – hopefully that 

means they are slowing down.  

 

Bring this up at next RCAB, but this is probably a state level issue.  
 

Holly motions to adjourn, Darla seconds.  



Boulder County Community Report 

September 2015 

 

Boulder County Recycling Center (BCRC) 
Recycling Rebates / Gate Fees 

Pricing on post-consumer polyethylene terephthalate, post-consumer natural high-density polyethylene 
and post-consumer colored HDPE started to slide in recent months, which is continuing to affect our 
revenues. October recycling rebates will remain the same at -$7.50/ton for single-stream residential 
(SSR) and $30/ton for cardboard (OCC). Our fee for SSR is still the lowest in the region.  
 

Fair Update  

In a collaborative effort between the Resource Conservation Division, Boulder County Parks and Open 

Space, and the Fair Board, 

during the 9-day Boulder County Fair. Three-bin waste stations situated around the Fairgrounds were 

manually sorted by a roving crew of RCD staff, Youth Corps members, and other volunteers.  We 

achieved a diversion rate of 43% (26% single-stream recycling, 17% compost) at these public-facing 

waste stations. Factoring in waste created by Exhibit Building operations and the Crabtree carnival staff 

brings the diversion rate down to 30%, comparable to previous years. In addition to organizing all staff 

and volunteers, RCD also hosted a Wednesday recycled craft project for children, and managed a daily 

Education Booth with attractions and information for Fairgoers of all ages. New this year was the 

addition of baling twine recycling in the barns, a team effort between Boulder County, Eco-Cycle, and 

the Longmont and Boulder Valley Conservation Districts. Next year, we hope to expand zero waste into 

the carnival and add plastic bag recycling opportunities. 

Resource Conservation Division (RCD) 
Compost Workshops 

Fall workshops are set! Please help us share the news in your community! Dates and times are as 

follows:  

 Thursday, October 22nd: Louisville Library, 6-8pm  

 Thursday, October 29th: Longmont Parks and Open Space Prairie Room, 6-8pm 

 Monday, November 2nd: Boulder County Recycling Center, 6-8pm 

 Erie date pending 

Partners for a Clean Environment (PACE) 
Boulder Zero Waste Ordinance Outreach 

The City of Boulder issued an RFP in July to solicit proposals for providing outreach to businesses and 

multi-family units regarding the City’s new Zero Waste Ordinance. PACE submitted a proposal and has 

been awarded the business portion of the RFP. Eco Cycle will be performing the outreach to multi-family 



units. The contract will run through September 30, 2016 and PACE will be hiring a term FTE to complete 

the work. 

Sustainability Office 
Welcome to Leigh Cushing  
We are thrilled to have Leigh Cushing join our Sustainability Team today!  She will be joining us to take 
the lead on helping us achieve our Zero Waste goals across Boulder County.  
 
Leigh Cushing joins the Boulder County Commissioners' Office after two years with the Partners for a 
Clean Environment (PACE) program, where she created and led the implementation of successful zero 
waste advising and tracking for our business community. Prior to that, Leigh worked with Eco-Cycle, as a 
Campaigns Coordinator where she facilitated trainings and presentations to Boulder County businesses 
and community groups as well as managed their Zero Waste events.  From Zero Waste event planning to 
facilitating community campaigns to business sustainability outreach, Leigh is passionate about helping 
Boulder County become an even more sustainable community. 
 

Town of Lyons 
Lyons Board of Trustees is beginning the budgeting request process for 2016 and has asked the 
Sustainable Futures Commission to weigh in on sustainability requests.  ZW and waste diversion areas 
for funding by either the town or an outside organization (e.g. RCAB, RCD) includes costs associated 
with: 

 Annual Spring Clean Up day/weekend  

 ZW coverage at large town events such as the Lyons Outdoor Games, summer concert series, 
and Good Old Days 

 Composting expense within town facilities.  Town will be signing an agreement with a couple of 
local business (Stone Cup, Lyons Dairy Bar, and a church??) to share compost hauling costs. 

 

Town of Nederland 
 

1. Ordinance 737 begins October 1 
 
Town of Nederland Ordinance 737 mandating a 10 cent fee on paper and plastic bags at local retail 
stores takes effect Thursday, October 1. The Ordinance requires quarterly reporting; however, the 
fourth quarter of 2015 (October 1-December 31) will be a “dry” run with no penalties levied for 
non-compliance or failure to report. Actual enforcement will begin in the first quarter of 2016.  
 

2. Zero-Waste Events 
 
The Town of Nederland’s Board of Trustees will discuss zero-waste requirements for vendors at 
local events in the coming months. The Trustees will likely consider a zero-waste ordinance in the 
future; however, the Board has chosen to consider administrative policies before pursuing a 
regulatory approach.   
 



University of Colorado - Boulder 
 

CU-Boulder Opens New Campus Recycling Center, Announces Upcoming Open House  

A brand new campus recycling center is up and running at the University of Colorado Boulder.  The 

public is invited to tour the facility during an open house, October 15. 

The $7.2 million facility—a two-story, 19,500-square-foot building—features a flexible layout geared 

toward improving safety and efficiency while increasing diversion rates. It can accommodate changing 

waste streams and difficult-to-recycle items more easily. 

The space was designed to help the university achieve its goal of diverting 90 percent of campus waste 

from landfills, up from the current diversion rate of about 43 percent.  

The center includes designated space for waste composition analysis, educational outreach, and 

collaboration with students in support of the university’s academic mission. For example, an area of the 

facility can be used for programs that provide refurbished computers to underserved high school 

students. 

The building itself is tracking for the U.S. Green Building Council’s LEED Gold rating, with sustainability 

features that reduce energy and water usage.  

An opening event is scheduled for Thursday, October 15 from 4-6pm.  Please rsvp to 

ecenter@colorado.edu.  For more information, visit www.colorado.edu/ecenter or call 303.492.8307 

 

mailto:ecenter@colorado.edu
http://www.colorado.edu/ecenter
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Boulder County Recycling Center (BCRC) 
Recycling Rebates / Gate Fees 
Markets are still looking flat for November so recycling rebates will remain the same at -$7.00/ton for 
single-stream residential (SSR) and $30/ton for cardboard (OCC). Our fee for SSR is still the lowest in the 
region.  
 
Capital Improvements  
The county will be reviewing two bids in early November: 1) plastic optical sorting equipment; and 2) 
equipment and building expansion, and will prioritize capital improvement projects based on the 
outcome of those bids. 

Resource Conservation Division (RCD) 
Spring Clean-Up Program Stats 
The programmatic changes instilled in the Spring Clean-up program achieved great diversion success this 
year! See the graph below for a summary of participating community’s diversion rates. A more detailed 
presentation will be given in Spring 2016. 

 

Partners for a Clean Environment (PACE) 
PACE is relaunching its successful high water efficiency direct installation program for pre-rinse spray 
valves in restaurants and grocery stores.  The county has purchased 80 devices which can save 50% of 
the water used by these devices, which is one of the largest water users, while also saving energy. 

PACE is partnering with the city of Lafayette to support the Lafayette Green Business Award 
program.  By aligning the award criteria with PACE incentives and advising, we've increased business 
participation from 9 businesses in 2014 to nearly 40 in 2015.  We hope to work with other cities to 
enhance business recognition. 



PACE is supporting implementation of the city of Boulder Universal Zero Waste Ordinance through a 
new contract to increase PACE staff to provide additional advising and compliance assistance in the City. 

Sustainability Office 
Deadline Extended for Northern Front Range Residents to Obtain Discounts on Solar and/or Electric 
Vehicle Purchases 
 

• Solar Offering 
The deadline to sign up to see if solar is a good fit for residents’ homes has been extended to 
November 30th! Should homeowners decide to move forward with their project a contract must 
be signed no later than December 5th, 2015. Residents can request their home evaluation on the 
Solar Benefits Colorado website. 

 
• Electric Vehicle Offering 

Residents wanting a discounted electric vehicle can call Boulder Nissan, 303.443.8110, with the 
promotional code “SolarBenefits.”  Purchasing or leasing a new Nissan LEAF is eligible for 
discount pricing. Cars must be purchased or leased by December 31, 2015.   

 

Marijuana Composting 

The Sustainability Office is working with local growers, Boulder County staff and State licensing  to study 
the current practices and barriers of composting in grow facilities, as well as potential by-product reuse 
opportunities.  

 

Elevations Credit Union/EnergySmart Partnership 

Elevations and EnergySmart (residential) are working together to provide energy audits for new 
homeowners (up to 30/month). This program is still in the planning stage, but final details should be 
emerging soon. 

http://www.mygroupenergy.com/group/colorado

