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Executive Summary
Diverting waste from the landfill through waste reduction, reuse, and recycling has proven
economic and environmental benefits for communities. In the 2013 calendar year, recycling
brought more than $60,000 in revenue to Teton County, Idaho; while an estimated $240,000
worth of the same materials were either sent to the landfill or were recycled in other counties.
Re li g edu ed ou o
u it ’s a o footp i t a esti ated ,
to s of a o
dioxide equivalent while supporting seven local part-time and full-time jobs, including county
positions, jobs with the curbside recycling hauler, and one position at the nonprofit recycling
group, Teton Valley Community Recycling. Teton County is currently recovering an estimated
20% of the recyclable materials present in the waste stream. Increasing waste diversion rates in
Teton County will benefit our community by:
 Reducing the cost of shipping waste to the landfill;
 Earning revenue through the sale of recyclable commodities;
 Redu i g the ou t ’s e i o e tal i pa t i p o i g ai ualit , edu i g the isk
of water contamination, and decreasing greenhouse gas emissions; and
 Supporting the local economy through the creation of jobs.
To attain these benefits, county commissioners, administrators and staff need to set clear goals
for waste diversion and take steps to reach those goals. Teton Valley Community Recycling
recommends that the Teton County Commissioners set a strategic goal to meet and surpass the
national average of 35% waste diversion by 2020 and reach a 50% waste diversion rate by 2030.
Waste to Resources: Waste Diversion Alternatives for Teton County, Idaho (hereafter
abbreviated as Waste to Resources) provides a summary of research, best practices, and
innovative ideas that will lead Teton County towards this goal.

Overview of recommendations
To maximize waste diversion in Teton Valley with the lowest implementation costs, Teton
Valley Community Recycling (TVCR) recommends the following initiatives:
Table 1 - Top Waste Diversion Recommendations for Teton Valley
Number
1
2
3
4
5
Total

Waste Diversion Initiative
Implement volume-based pricing
Set performance standards for waste hauler
Offer universal curbside recycling
Offer sorted waste bins for businesses
Increase materials collected for recycling
(accounts for overlap between initiatives)
vi

Diversion
increase
16-17%
15%
6-9%
1.6-2.5%
1 - 3%
26 - 31%

Economic benefit
$70,508
$23,145-183,850
$45,870 - $68,800
$2,975 - $4,643
$5,000 - $10,000
$120,000 - $154,000

Section
V.1.
V.2.
V.3.
VII.2.
IX.

These five initiatives have the greatest potential to increase waste diversion and its associated
benefits in Teton County. Each initiative is described briefly below.
1. Implement volume-based pricing
Alte ati el alled a ia le ate p i i g o pa as ou th o , olu e-based pricing
gives households and businesses the opportunity to control the cost of waste disposal
by reducing and diverting waste. Under a volume-based pricing system, people pay
based on how much they throw away, similarly to how they pay for water, electricity,
and waste disposal at the transfer station. Customers may choose smaller bins and less
frequent pickup for a lower price. Research has shown volume-based pricing to be the
SINGLE MOST EFFECTIVE method of increasing waste diversion and recycling, increasing
waste diversion by 16-17%. In Teton County, this translates to an estimated $70,508 in
annual economic benefit for a very low implementation cost. For variable rate pricing to
be most effective, there needs to be a 25-50% difference in pricing between bin options.
2. Set performance standards for waste hauler
The first step in increasing waste diversion is setting goals and developing benchmarks
for accomplishing them. Setting performance standards for the waste and recycling
haulers ensures that all stakeholders are working towards the same goals. Performance
standards allow the waste hauler to choose the most cost effective methods of reaching
benchmarks. Because waste tonnages vary from year to year, Teton Valley Community
Recycling recommends setting performance standards based upon total waste diversion
percentages rather than ones based upon a percentage increase in diverted materials.
For performance standards to be effective, there must be clear consequences if
benchmarks are not met.
3. Offer universal curbside recycling
The majority of households in Teton County (50-70%) subscribe to trash hauling service.
A small minority (5-8%) subscribe to curbside recycling service. Few families elect to pay
for both services when they can dispose of recycling along with their trash for no extra
charge. Universal recycling programs include a flat fee for curbside recycling with other
bills. Anyone who wants to participate can do so for no additional charge. However,
participation is not required. When Pocatello, Idaho, offered universal curbside
recycling, 73% of households choose to participate, boosting their recycling rate from
3% to 10%.
4. Offer sorted waste bins for businesses
Much of the waste that arrives at the transfer station unsorted is from businesses. Many
of these businesses use roll-offs for their waste, but do not have separate bins for
vii

sorted waste. Wording the waste hauler contract to stipulate that businesses that use
roll-offs also receive a sorted waste bin will encourage the largest waste producers to
sort their waste, diverting waste and saving staff time at the transfer station.
5. Increase materials collected for recycling
Accepting more materials for recycling provides an alternative to the landfill. Currently,
there are markets for thin plastic film, aluminum foil, textiles, and all kinds of scrap
metal. Expanding collection options for scrap metal and adding thin plastic film,
aluminum foil, and textiles to the list of materials accepted for recycling will increase
waste diversion while generating revenue. All of these materials could be sold directly to
material recovery facilities, or they could be brokered through neighboring counties that
already recycle them. After the materials with known markets are added, the next step
is to research the feasibility of some emerging markets such as cartons and shingles.
Implementing all five of these recommendations has the potential to increase waste diversion
by 26% to 31%, generating $120,000 to $154,000 in economic benefit for the community. The
first step needs to be setting waste diversion goals for the county. Once Teton County agrees
on waste diversion goals and benchmarks, implementation of the other initiatives can be used
to reach those goals.
The next five recommendations for initiatives to increase waste diversion either do not show as
much potential for increasing waste diversion as the first five recommendations or have already
been partially adopted. They are listed here because they still have significant potential.
Table 2 - Other Waste Diversion Recommendations for Teton Valley
Number
6
7
8
9
10
Total

Diversion
increase
2.5%
3%
1.65%
1%
3-7.5%
11-15%

Waste Diversion Initiative
Alter tipping fees at the transfer station
Charge for contaminated loads
Move location of recycling bins
Implement yard waste composting
Develop refundable deposit for permits

Economic benefit
$11,900
$3,600
$16,000
$1,275
$4,175 - $10,400
$37,000 - $43,000

Section
III.3-4
III.2
IV.1-2
VIII.1
VII.4

6. Alter tipping fees at the transfer station
Increasing the tipping fees for household waste while decreasing the tipping fees for
sorted waste provides an economic incentive to sort waste and recycle. On October 1,
2014, tipping fees increased from $66 to $76 a ton for household waste, while the
tipping fees for sorted waste decreased from $30 a ton to $15 at ton. These changes are
i li e ith TVCR’s e o
e datio s. O e ti e, the tippi g fee a eed to i ease

viii

further. We feel that the tipping fee for recycling should be eliminated altogether to
capture more revenue from businesses.
7. Charge for contaminated loads
Significantly increasing the fee for waste that could be sorted and diverted from the
landfill provides a strong economic incentive to sort materials. On October 1, 2014,
tipping fees for unsorted commercial waste increased from $105 a ton to $210 a ton.
This increase should deter out of county businesses from using the Teton County
Transfer Station, while increasing diversion of sorted materials such as wood waste and
other debris.
8. Move location of recycling bins
In 2013, the Teton County Transfer Station provided free drop off of household recycling
(up to 350 pounds) at the transfer station during open hours on public days. This
provides 19 hours a week during which residents and visitors may use the bins. While
there is subscription curbside recycling service available, not all households are willing
or able to pay for the service. An estimated 32% of recyclers take their materials to
drop-off bins in Jackson, Wyoming, at a revenue loss of approximately $28,575 annually.
Moving the recycling bins to a location that can be accessed on all days that the transfer
station is open without going through the scale house will help recover some of this lost
revenue. In the future, keeping a location at or near the transfer station open to
recyclers 24-hours a day could be considered.
9. Implement yard waste composting
In 2013, the Teton County Transfer Station began composting animal mortalities. The
composting operation is functioning smoothly, and the county received approval from
the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality to move forward with manure and yard
waste composting. While both materials are currently accepted at the transfer station,
we feel participation in yard waste composting is likely to increase when the county
actually begins composting the material. It will also provide more service options for the
waste hauler, such as semi-annual yard waste pickup. Adding yard waste pickup service
is not feasible without an operational composting program.
10. Develop refundable deposit for permits
Across the United States, a program with demonstrated success in encouraging the
sorting of Construction and Demolition materials is a refundable deposit system.
Contractors pay a deposit when they apply for their building permit, and turn in receipts
upon completion of the project that show that they have diverted an agreed upon
ix

percentage of the construction waste. While this program is successful in counties
across the nation, it is a little more difficult to implement than some of the other
initiatives. First, building permits for the cities of Driggs, Victor, and Tetonia are different
from Teton County building permits. For a program like this to be successful, the cities
and the county would have to come together to create similar building permits. This
initiative also requires a way for contractors to show how much they diverted. Receipts
from reuse stores where goods can be donated, as well as receipts from the Teton
County Transfer Station showing the weight of sorted waste and unsorted waste could
be used. Despite these challenges, refundable permit programs are have shown enough
success in other communities to be worth considering in Teton County.
For all initiatives, the county should consider using the annual solid waste fee to support
recycling and waste diversion programs. The annual solid waste fee is charged to all
property owners in Teton County, whether residential or commercial, regardless of how
much waste they produce. Rather than using the fee to cover the costs of capping the old
landfill, Teton Valley Community Recycling feels that tipping fees for solid waste should
increase to cover those costs and the annual fee should go towards waste reduction and
recycling programs that benefit the entire community.
It is also imperative that education and outreach are a part of all waste diversion initiatives,
as they will maximize the success of the programs. Education and outreach programs can be
contracted through other organizations. However, TVCR feels that Teton County should
consider hiring an Education and Outreach Coordinator at some point in the future.
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I. Introduction
Teton Valley Community Recycling (TVCR) is a nonprofit waste reduction organization located in
Teton County, Idaho. TVCR works closely with county staff to improve waste diversion options.
TVCR provides recycling education and outreach for the community, seeks funding for waste
reduction and recycling projects, and advocates for policy changes that encourage reducing,
reusing, and recycling waste in Teton Valley.
Teton Valley Community Recycling has a mission to develop ethical waste reduction solutions
and are financially and environmentally viable for our community. We hope that the
environmental benefits of waste reduction are compelling enough to inspire actions that may
cost both time and money. We understand that the economic benefits of waste reduction may
be more compelling for some people. We try to balance the financial and environmental
benefits of waste reduction by recommending the initiatives that have the potential to increase
waste diversion by the greatest amount for the lowest cost. However, in many cases it is
necessary to invest in a program now to reap its benefits later.
Waste to Resources: Waste Diversion Alternatives for Teton County, Idaho, (referred to as
Waste to Resources) is the compilation of nearly two years of research, interviews, and
feedback. Its purpose is to provide an overview of waste diversion alternatives for decision
makers in Teton County, Idaho, including county commissioners, county staff, city employees,
and owners of private solid waste and recycling businesses. The information it contains
provides local officials with the data they need to make wise decisions regarding solid waste
management. Each initiative has a description, an estimated cost, potential diversion, and
economic benefit, steps to implement, and potential challenges. There are initiatives included
in this document that are not ideal for our community; however, they are included so the
reader may compare these initiatives with other, more suitable ones. Ultimately, a combination
of several strategies will be necessary to attain 35% waste diversion. Adopting more initiatives
will set our community on the path towards zero waste.
Data was gathered through research, interviews and conversations, and visits to landfills and
recycling operations in other rural communities. There are many good resources that provide
information on initiatives that are being used in other communities. However, feedback from
stakeholders was critical to determine if those same initiatives would be successful in Teton
County, Idaho. Calculations were made using data on waste and commodity tonnages, recycling
revenue, and waste disposal costs provided by Teton County Solid Waste and Recycling for the
calendar years 2011 thru 2013.
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Teton County and Teton Valley are used interchangeably in this document. The Teton County
Transfer Station provides service for all of Teton Valley, including Alta, Wyoming and Grand
Targhee Resort. Many decisions regarding solid waste and recycling are made by Teton County,
Idaho officials. However, those decisions affect people in all of Teton Valley.
Waste to Resources was written for use in Teton County, Idaho. However, the data it contains is
applicable to rural communities across North America. Questions can be addressed to
tetonrecycling@gmail.com.

History of Recycling in Teton Valley

The Recycling Center at the Teton County Transfer Station

Teton Valley is a small community of approximately 10,000 people that includes residents in
Driggs, Victor, and Tetonia, ID, Alta, WY and Grand Targhee Ski Resort. Residential, commercial,
and construction waste generated in Teton Valley is processed at the Teton County Transfer
Station, which is owned and operated by Teton County, Idaho. Waste is collected and stored at
the transfers station before it is transported to the Circular Butte Landfill near Mud Lake, Idaho
for disposal at a cost of approximately $55.00 a ton, including tipping fees and transportation.
Diverting waste from the landfill reduces the cost of waste disposal, decreases the
environmental impact of waste, and generates income from the sale of valuable materials.
Teto Valle ’s fi st e li g atte pts ega i the
s ith t o sho t-lived programs that
faced high costs and issues with vermin. From 2001 to 2004, a more sustainable program used
volunteers stationed at a collection container in the parking lot of a local store on Saturdays to
collect community recyclables. The program required significant volunteer time, cost money
rather than generating revenue, and was quickly overwhelmed by the amount of recyclables
collected each week. Clearly, there was demand for a larger recycling program.
2

By 2005, the nonprofit organization Teton Valley Community Recycling hosted satellite bins for
the drop-off of recyclables, which were picked up monthly by Headwaters Cooperative
Recycling Inc. of Montana for a fee. These infrequent pickup schedule left bins overflowing.
Bags of trash and recycling were left outside of the bins, and both clean up and public
education were labor intensive. Headwaters Cooperative increased their fees from $1,500 to
$6,000 per month due to the high volume of recyclables and the distance from other
communities they served. While the program was popular, it was not sustainable.
In 2010, a permanent transfer station with a dedicated space for recycling opened in Teton
County. With financial assistance from a 2011 Teton Springs Foundation grant awarded to
Teton Valley Community Recycling, the county was able to purchase a baler, a machine used to
crush recyclables into cubes that can easily be transported to materials recovery facilities or
end markets. Having both a permanent space dedicated to recycling and a baler allowed our
community to begin recycling in earnest. It is the first recycling program in Teton Valley that
benefits the community financially through the sale of recyclables; all previous programs
involved paying someone to take our recyclables. By 2013, the recycling center accepted steel,
tin, aluminum, glass, #1 and #2 plastic bottles, mixed paper, greyboard, and cardboard for
recycling. There is potential to accept other materials if viable markets are found.

The baler loads aluminum cans (left). A county employee unloads a completed bale (right).

Another recycling option became available to the community in 2010 with the incorporation of
a private curbside recycling company in Teton Valley, RAD Recycling (RAD). The subscription
service allows residents and businesses to set out their recyclables at the curb to be picked up
and taken to the recycling center. In 2013, about 34% of all traditional recyclables collected
were brought to the transfer station by RAD. The combination of these two options for
recycling in the valley has proven to be much more sustainable than previous programs, and
waste diversion rates have increased each year since the opening of the transfer station.
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Growth of Recycling and Waste Diversion in Teton Valley
Both recycling rates and waste diversion rates have grown steadily in Teton Valley since 2011.
This success can be attributed to support from county staff and administration, the
incorporation of a private curbside recycling hauler, efforts from the nonprofit community, and
motivation from the public.
County Support – Having the infrastructure to collect and bale materials for recycling was a
necessary first step for increasing waste diversion, and it required support from both the Board
of County Commissioners and administrative staff. The Teton County Transfer Station regularly
adds new opportunities for waste diversion.
Private Business Support – In 2013, the curbside recycling hauler, RAD, contributed 34% of all
traditional recyclables collected and baled at the Recycling Center. The growth in their
customer base directly correlates to growth in the waste diversion rate.
Nonprofit support – The nonprofit waste reduction organization, Teton Valley Community
Recycling, provides education programs for local schools, hosts community outreach programs,
seeks grant funding for waste diversion projects, and researches programs and policies that
support waste diversion. Their efforts have increased awareness of waste reduction and
recycling programs while providing funding to improve recycling infrastructure.

Youth groups painted messages on the recycling bins to increase awareness (left); students at Driggs Elementary
School learn about recycling (right).

Public support – No program would succeed without the efforts of businesses and individuals
to sort waste that can be diverted or recycled. Waste diversion and recycling rates are
increasing because many people in Teton Valley want to recycle as much as they can.
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Challenges to Waste Diversion in Teton Valley
Waste diversion rates are increasing steadily in Teton Valley, but there are several barriers to
further increasing waste diversion. The primary challenges that have been identified by the
Regional Recycling Study1, the results of a survey conducted by TVCR, and through interviews
with stakeholders include remoteness, relatively small population, convenience, cost, policies,
and awareness.
Remoteness - Teton County is located far from the factories that process recyclable materials
into new products. Paper and cardboard is trucked several hundred miles to Oregon for
recycling. The closest glass recycler is near Denver. Many types of plastic must be shipped to
Asia for recycling. In most cases, recycling is still more economical than dumping waste in the
landfill, even after transportation costs have been accounted for. Revenues from the sale of
glass, however, do ’t cover the cost of shipping the heavy material all the way to Colorado. As
the community looks to divert more materials, it will be important to conduct a cost-benefit
analysis to ensure that recovery is feasible.
Teto Valle ’s e ote location also makes it difficult to find trucks willing to pick up loads of
materials. Steep mountain passes can block off the valley from the rest of the state, and icy
road conditions keep some truckers from entering or leaving the valley. For several months in
the winter, semi-trailers are not allowed on Wyoming State Highway 22, which connects Teton
Valley to Jackson, Wyoming. Some trucks are not willing to go to Oregon, where most paper
products are recycled, because state regulations make it difficult for trucks to enter.
Small population - Another challenge to recycling in Teton Valley face is relatively small
population. With just over 10,000 people living in the valley, total tonnages of recyclables are
small. It takes months, or sometimes years, to collect enough of each commodity to send it to
market. The population in the valley is too small to support a multi-million dollar sorting facility,
so residents are asked to sort their recyclables themselves. This may deter residents who are
not willing to put the time and energy into sorting recyclables.
Convenience - With residences spread throughout our rural valley, providing convenient
options for recycling is not always possible. In the United States, the communities with the
highest recycling rates usually have curbside recycling and trash pickup for all households
provided by the municipality. In Teton Valley, Idaho, residents may choose to either pay for
curbside trash and recycling pickup through two private haulers, or they may drop off their
waste and recycling at the transfer station. The location and hours of the transfer station,
where residents may drop off recyclables for free, is not convenient for some residents.
1

LBA Associates, Regional Recycling Study Report, 2014, http://sustainableyellowstone.org/wpcontent/uploads/2014/05/Regional-Recycling-Study-Report-Vol-I-FINAL.pdf
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Cost - Finances are another barrier to recycling and waste diversion. It is difficult for a small
county to find funds to purchase equipment and increase infrastructure if it takes years to earn
enough revenue through the sale of recyclables to pay off the debt. Convenient services like
curbside pickup cost more per residence in a rural community than in an urban setting. While
the goal of this document is to increase the waste diversion rate in Teton County to meet and
surpass the national average of 35%, the cost and financial benefits of each strategy will be
taken into consideration. The ultimate goal is to realize both economic benefit and
environmental protection through waste diversion.
Policy - Teton County does not currently have policies designed to encourage waste diversion.
Hazardous waste is the only material banned from disposal at the transfer station, and all
sorting of materials is optional for both households and businesses. There is no bottle deposit
program, and economic incentives to sort waste are too small to have a significant effect on
behavior. Communities with the highest diversion rates usually have policies in place to
encourage waste diversion, either through economic incentives or fines for non-compliance.
Awareness - Because recycling is relatively new to Teton County and the services available are
changing rapidly, many residents and businesses are not aware of all of their waste diversion
options. Burning of household waste is still common in the valley, and some residents are not
aware of the detrimental effects of burning trash. There are also some misconceptions about
the benefits of waste diversion and recycling. Increasing public awareness and education
regarding waste diversion will increase participation in waste diversion programs.

Benefits of Waste Diversion
Economic benefits –Reducing waste can reduce waste disposal costs for both households and
businesses, while revenue earned from the sale of recyclables is reinvested in the community.
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) estimates that recycling creates
five times as many jobs as landfilling the same material.2 In 2013, there were seven full- time
and part-time jobs supported by recycling in Teton County, Idaho. In 2013, the economic
benefit of recycling averaged $144.65 per ton, while the economic benefit of waste that was
diverted from the landfill but not recycled was $18.21 per ton. Methods for calculating
economic benefit are discussed in section II. Recycling is defined as materials that are collected
and sold to manufacturers for use in the creation of new products. Waste diversion is defined
as all materials that are received at the transfer station but not sent to the landfill. The waste
diversion rate includes both materials that are recycled, and those that are reused, such as
dimensional lumber, brush, and glass.

2

US EPA, 2013. http://www.epa.gov/wastes/conserve/tools/rmd/intro.htm
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Table 1 shows growth in waste diversion in Teton County since 2012, potential future growth,
and the predicted economic benefit of increased waste diversion if Teton County reaches 35%
waste diversion by 2020 with the predicted population growth. Actual economic benefit will
vary based on commodity prices and the ratio of revenue-generating recyclables to other
diverted materials.
Table 3 – Economic benefits of waste diversion
Year
2012
2013
2020

Recycling
215 tons
480 tons
1,271 tons

Revenue
$23,590
$60,710
$170,505

Diversion
1143 tons
1315 tons
2966 tons

Savings
$20,814
$23,946
$54,011

Total economic benefit
$44,404
$84,656
$224,516

Environmental benefits – Recycling conserves natural resources, saves energy in the
production of new materials, and decreases greenhouse gas emissions. Diverting waste, such as
wood waste and glass, reduces fuel consumption used in transport to the landfill, reduces
methane emissions from landfill decomposition, and reduces the amount of new material
needed for things like road base and composting operations.
The US EPA’s Waste Redu tio Model WARM calculates greenhouse gas emissions using data
on waste and recycling from Teton County.3 In 2013, recycling reduced Teton County’s a o
footprint by an estimated 2,081 tons of carbon dioxide equivalent; that has the same impact as
taking 434 cars off the road for one year, or planting 53,359 seedlings and raising them for ten
years!4

Funding Sources for Waste Diversion Programs
Waste diversion programs may require funding for capital purchases or administrative costs.
Some programs can be funded through user fees. National, regional, and local grants can also
help fund others. Many grants are not available to government agencies, and need to be
applied for by a nonprofit organization. The nonprofit, Teton Valley Community Recycling,
partners with Teton County to seek funding for projects. A brief overview of funding options is
listed below. This list is not comprehensive, and other funding options can be added over time.
1. User Fees: Revenue from user fees could be invested in waste diversion and recycling
programs. Examples of user fees include:
Tipping Fees – Solid waste tipping fees at the transfer station could be used to fund
waste diversion and recycling start up costs.
3

US EPA Waste Reduction Model, 2014. http://epa.gov/epawaste/conserve/tools/warm/index.html
US EPA Greenhouse Gas Equivalencies Calculator, 2014. http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/energyresources/calculator.html
4
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Annual Solid Waste User Fees – Each household and business in Teton County is charged
an annual user fee. Funds raised through this fee are used to cover operational
expenses at the transfer station as well as the costs associated with capping the old
landfill. Revenue from this fee could also be used for recycling operations.
Alta, Wyoming Fees – The town of Alta, Wyoming pays Teton County, Idaho each year
so that Alta residents may use the Teton County Transfer Station. They use recycling
services in Teton County, Idaho as well, so a portion of their fees could go towards
waste diversion programs as well.
Fees for non-compliance – If a ban on certain materials, such as hazardous waste, is
implemented, fines for non-compliance can be used to cover the cost of the program.
Permit fees - Fees could be built into building permit fees to help cover the cost of
programs designed to reduce construction waste.
HOA fees – Programs that take place in specific neighborhoods, such as neighborhood
recycling stations, can be paid for through HOA fees.
2. Government Funding: Most government funding is in the form of large grants and is
appropriate for large-scale programs that will create measurable change and be
sustainable for multiple years. Most can be applied for by a either a government agency
or a nonprofit organization.
United States Department of Agriculture Solid Waste Management Grants - $20,000 $200,000. This grant is ideal for programs that involve infrastructure, training, and
program evaluation.
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) grants – Variable up to $250,000.
A variety of US EPA grants are available annually. They are suitable for large programs
with infrastructure purchases.
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality grants - $1,000 - $20,000. DEQ grants are
ideal for programs that approach waste issues creatively.
3. National Grants
Wallace Genetic Foundation grants – $25,000 - $50,000. The Wallace Genetic
Foundation accepts proposals for projects related to natural resource consumption,
reduction of toxins in the environment, and global climate issues. These grants must be
sought by a nonprofit organization, and are by invitation only. A letter of intent must be
submitted to be eligible for an invitation to apply for a grant.
Threshold Foundation grants – $15,000 - $30,000. The Th eshold Fou datio ’s Th i i g
Resilient Communities circle funds projects that help communities address economic,
climate, energy, and social challenges. Grants must be sought by a nonprofit
organization, and are by invitation only. A letter of intent must be submitted to be
eligible for an invitation to apply for a grant.
Confluence Fund grants – Variable. Average grant size is $12,500. Grants must be sought
8

by a nonprofit organization, and are by invitation only. A letter of intent must be
submitted to be eligible for an invitation to apply for a grant.
4. Regional Grants
CHC Foundation grants - $1,000 - $25,000 – The CHC Foundation is based in Idaho Falls.
This grant could be sought for infrastructure purchases or program expenses.
Idaho Community Foundation grants - $1,000 - $5,000 – The Idaho Community
Foundation funds a variety of projects that benefit the local community. These grants
must be sought by a nonprofit organization.
5. Local Grants
Teton Springs Foundation grants - $1,000 - $30,000 – The Teton Springs Foundation
funds local projects in Teton Valley. In the past, grant funding from the Teton Springs
Foundation was used to purchase the loader for the baler, signs for the transfer station,
and other project. These grants must be sought by a local nonprofit organization.
Community Foundation of Teton Valley grants – up to $2,500 – These grants are suitable
for small, community-based projects. They must be sought by a local nonprofit
organization.
Targhee Protect Our Winters (POW) grants - $500 - $1,500 – Targhee POW funds local
projects, and is suitable for programs that involve public education and outreach
through a local nonprofit.
Silver Star Caring for Community grants - $250-$1,000 – These grants must be sought by
a local nonprofit organization and used for programs that benefit the community.
Allstate Foundation Grants - $1,000 – Allstate provides funds for administrative and
operational support to nonprofit organizations. These grants must be sought by a local
nonprofit organization.
Teton Conservation District – $1,000 - $10,000. TCD offers ongoing grant cycle for grants
under $2,500, annual grant cycle for grants over $2,500. Funding from them must be
used for programs in Teton County, Wyoming, and could be sought for programs in Alta.
Rotary Club – variable - The Rotary Club provides funding to nonprofit organizations
with projects that align with their mission.
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II. Waste Composition in Teton Valley
In 2013, the Teton County Transfer Station in Driggs processed 6,715 tons of waste.
Approximately 19.6% (1315 tons) of the waste was sorted waste, which includes recycling as
well as wood waste, glass, brush, and other materials that are reused and diverted from the
landfill.5 Animal mortalities, 72 tons in 2013, are included in sorted waste because they are
composted on site at the transfer station. Materials that are put in the unsorted waste pit,
primarily inert materials from construction and demolition projects, are not included in these
totals. While these materials are not shipped to the landfill, they are not recycled or reused.
Eventually, the unsorted waste pit will fill up and these materials will need to be sent to a
landfill along with the rest of household waste.
Chart 1 shows the overall waste composition Teton County in 2013. Chart 2 shows a breakdown
of sorted waste that was shipped out or reused on site in 2013.
Chart 1: Waste composition (processed) in Teton County in 2013

Household waste (80%)
Scrap Metal (2.5%)
Cardboard (2.3%)
Glass (1.4%)
Animal mortality (1.0%)
Tires (0.4%)
Electronic waste (0.4%)
Plastic (0.3%)
Aluminum cans (0.1%)
Tin Cans (0.1%)
Used oil (0.04%)
Batteries (0.04%)

5

All solid waste and recycling data for the study was provided by the Teton County Transfer Station.

10

Chart 2: Sorted Waste Composition in Teton County in 2013

Scrap Metal (12.5%)
Cardboard (11.6%)
Glass (7.4%)
Animal mortality (5.4%)
Tires (1.9%)
Electronic waste (1.9%)
Plastic (1.4%)
Aluminum cans (0.6%)
Tin Cans (0.6%)
Used oil (0.2%)
Batteries (0.2%)

Projected Waste Composition for Teton Valley
This document uses waste composition data from the Wyoming Solid Waste Diversion Study.6
The Wyoming study, completed in 2013, provides recent projections for a population that is
similar in composition to Teton County, Idaho. National waste composition data was also
considered, but the waste composition in Wyoming is used because it more closely resembles
the rural nature of Teton Valley than the more general studies that analyze national trends.
Most materials have a range. To simplify, the median number in the range is used. For example,
the Wyoming study has a suggested composition of cardboard to be 10-14% of the waste
stream; thus, we use 12% for calculations projecting waste composition in Teton Valley.
Chart 3 shows the projected waste composition for Wyoming. If these figures are applied to
Teton Valley, 53.5% of our waste stream is currently recyclable (cardboard, mixed paper, #1
and #2 plastics, thin plastic film, glass containers, aluminum and tin cans, scrap metal, clean
wood, electronic waste, and tires). Increasing participation in recycling these materials will
sig ifi a tl i ease ou ou t ’s aste di e sio . A additio al -22% of the waste stream is
compostable (food waste, yard waste, and other organics), which shows potential for organics
recovery programs. Finally, construction and demolition waste comprises an estimated 14.5%
of the waste stream. Programs that address construction and demolition waste also have the
potential to significantly increase waste diversion.

6

LBA Associates, Wyoming Solid Waste Diversion Study, 2013.
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Chart 3: Wyoming Projected Waste Composition7

Cardboard (12%)

Mixed paper (18.5%)
#1 and #2 plastic bottles (3%)
Thin plastic film (3.5%)
Other plastic (#3-#7) (5.5%)
Glass containers (2.5%)
Aluminum and tin cans (2%)
Other metal (5%)
Food waste (9%)
Yard waste (8%)
Clean wood/ pallets (6%)
Other organics (5%)
C & D waste (14.5%)

Electronic waste (0.5%)
Hazardous waste (0.5%)
Tires (0.5%)
Miscellaneous (4%)

Waste Generation in Teton Valley
The US 2010 census determined the population of Teton County to be 10,170 people. 8
Residents of Alta, Wyoming, with a population of 394 in the 2010 census, also dispose of waste
at the Teton County Transfer Station. Therefore, the total number of people using the facilities,
not counting tourists and seasonal residents, was 10,564. Using this figure, the total waste
generated per person per day is 3.63 pounds. A biannual survey of municipal solid waste
conducted by Biocycle/ Columbia University estimates that each American throws away 7.1
pounds of trash daily.9 The relatively low per capita waste generation estimate in Teton Valley
may be due to a frugality, disposal of materials in surrounding counties, and backyard trash
burning.

7

LBA Associates, Wyoming Solid Waste Diversion Study, 2013.
Idaho Department of Labor, 2010 US Census data.
http://www.lmi.idaho.gov/Portals/13/2010%20Census/Race%20by%20County%202010.pdf
9
Biocycle, The State of Garbage in America, 2010. http://www.biocycle.net/images/art/1010/bc101016_s.pdf
8
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First, Teton Valley residents may produce less waste than average American. Residents may be
more likely to garden or purchase food directly from a farmer than residents of more urban
communities, or they may hold on to good for longer before disposing of them. The rural
nature of Teton County may lend itself to a higher than average percentage of residents
diverting yard waste and food waste through composting or the feeding of livestock. Teton
Valley does not support many large industries and manufacturers, further reducing waste.
Another reason why waste generation estimates are low in Teton County could be due to
residents who take their recycling to drop off locations in Jackson, Wyoming; Idaho Falls, Idaho;
Rexburg, Idaho; or other cities. In an informal recycling survey of 58 residents in 2013, 53% said
they took their recyclables to other communities at least part of the time. In 2013 and 2014,
several demolition projects in Teton County, Wyoming transported their waste to the transfer
station in Teton County, Idaho to take advantage of reduced fees for waste disposal. This
border crossing of waste makes it impossible to get accurate waste generation data.
Finally, backyard burning of trash and brush may also be responsible for Teto Cou t ’s lo
waste generation. While there are no accurate figures for how many residents burn trash,
backyard burn barrels and smoke streams confirm the practice exists. Trash that is burned is
not included in the total tonnage of waste that enters the transfer station. The Idaho
Department of Environmental Quality is working to decrease the use of burn barrels to improve
air quality, decrease the release of dioxins, and reduce the risk of accidental fires.

Teton Valley Estimated Population Growth
Estimated population growth is calculated using the Idaho average growth rate of 21.1 percent
per decade.10 While the growth rate in Teton County between 2000 and 2010 was much higher,
the economic downturn in 2008 has slowed growth significantly. The Idaho average growth
rate, therefore, is a more conservative estimate of future growth for Teton County. Using this
growth rate, the population of residents disposing of trash in Teton County will be 12,793 by
2020, 15,492 in 2030, 18,761 in 2040, and 22,719 in 2050.

Economic Data Used in Calculations
In 2013, 480.15 tons of revenue generating recyclables were processed at the Teton County
Transfer Station, generating $60,710.58 in revenue. In contrast, materials hauled to the Mud
Lake landfill cost $32.40 in tipping fees plus an average of $21.81 in freight. The total cost of
throwing one ton of material in the landfill is $54.21. Diverting 480.15 tons from the landfill
through recycling saved $26,028.93 in disposal costs. However, because the tipping fee for
sorted waste was $36 less than the tipping fee for trash, there was an estimated revenue loss of

10

Idaho Department of Labor, 2010 US Census data.
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$17,285.40. Total revenue from recycling plus savings in waste disposal costs minus lost
revenue from tipping fees totaled $69,454.11. The total economic benefit of revenue
generating recyclables in 2013 is estimated at $144.65 per ton.
Many materials can be recycled, composted, or reused, but do not generate income. These
materials are counted as diverted waste, and include glass, electronic waste, yard waste, wood
waste and brush, manure, and motor oil. The economic benefit from waste that is diverted but
does not generate revenue is estimated at $18.21 per ton. This is the cost of landfilling waste
($54.21/ton) minus the loss of revenue from household waste tipping fees rather than sorted
waste tipping fees ($36/ton). Table 4 shows tonnage, revenue, and total economic benefit for
each diverted commodity in 2013. The total economic benefit includes revenue earned through
the sale of recyclables plus $18.21 in waste disposal savings.
Table 4 – Economic benefit of recycling and waste diversion in Teton Valley in 2013

commodity
aluminum
cans
batteries*
cardboard
plastic bottles
mixed paper
scrap metal
tin cans
Total recycled
glass
e-waste
used oil*
animal
compost*
wood chips
tires
Total diverted
Total

2013 tons
processed

revenue

revenue/ ton

Economic
benefit/ ton

8.07
3
153.05
18.83
124.92
164.62
7.66
480.15
97.2
24.37
2.61

$8,554.20
$1,380.00
$15,606.20
$3,760.00
$6,219.00
$24,034.52
$1,156.66
$60,710.58
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$1,060.00
$460.00
$101.97
$199.68
$49.78
$146.00
$151.00

$1,078.21
$478.21
$120.18
$217.89
$67.99
$164.21
$169.21

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$18.21
$18.21
$18.21

71.47
613.68
25.28
834.61
1314.76

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$60,710.58

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$18.21
$18.21
$18.21

Total
economic
benefit
$8,701.15
$1,434.63
$18,393.24
$4,102.89
$8,493.79
$27,032.25
$1,296.15
$69,454.11
$1,770.01
$443.78
$47.53
$1,301.47
$11,175.11
$460.35
$15,198.25
$84,652.36

When labor at the transfer station is accounted for, the cost of handling household waste totals
$76 a ton, while sorted waste costs $20 a ton. There is a $56 per ton economic benefit to
diverting waste. Because this figure averages revenue generating recyclables and non-revenue
generating sorted waste, it is not used for most calculations in this document.
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Diversion Potential
By comparing the percentages of waste currently diverted to the projected waste composition
from the Wyoming State Waste Diversion Plan, an estimate of potential for waste diversion can
be calculated. Table 5 sho s Teto Valle ’s pote tial to i crease diversion through increased
participation in waste diversion programs. It uses figures from the Wyoming Waste
Composition study to estimate the tonnage of each commodity in the waste stream, and
calculates the economic benefit with 100% recovery of all materials that can be diverted from
the waste stream with existing programs. The final column shows the economic benefit that is
possible with a more attainable 50% recovery of revenue generating recyclables.
Table 5 – Diversion potential in Teton Valley with current programs

commodity
aluminum
cans
batteries*
cardboard
plastic bottles
mixed paper
scrap metal
tin cans
Total recycled
glass
e-waste
used oil11
animal
compost12
wood chips
tires
Total diverted
Total

2013 tons
processed

economic
benefit/
ton

8.07
3
153.05
18.83
124.92
164.62
7.66
480.15
97.2
24.37
2.61

$1,078.21
$478.21
$120.18
$217.89
$67.99
$164.21
$169.21

71.47
613.68
25.28
834.61
1314.76

$18.21
$18.21
$18.21

$18.21
$18.21
$18.21

Estimated percent
tonnage recovered

Potential
economic
benefit

35.48
3
851.5
212.87
1312.72
354.79
106.4
2,876.76
177.4
35.48
2.61

23%
100%
18%
9%
10%
46%
7%
17%
55%
69%
100%

$38,254.89
$1,434.63
$102,333.27
$46,382.24
$89,251.83
$58,260.07
$18,003.94
$353,920.88
$3,230.45
$646.09
$47.53

71.47
993.41
35.48
1,315.85
4,192.61

100%
62%
71%
63%
31%

$1,301.47
$18,090.00
$646.09
$23,961.63
$377,882.51

Economic
benefit with
50% recovery
$19,127.45
$717.32
$51,166.64
$23,191.12
$44,625.92
$29,130.03
$9,001.97
$176,960.44

$200,922.07

Finally, Table 6 shows potential for new markets and programs for waste that could be diverted
from the waste stream. It shows waste disposal savings for all materials. For commodities that
have a market value, the average economic value for revenue-generating commodities,
$144.65, was used. Market values for individual commodities may be lower than the average
market value, so estimates for potential economic benefit for new programs will include a
11

Waste composition estimates do not include estimates for used oil.
Animal mortality composting is a portion of waste composition estimates for organic waste, but have not been
subdivided.
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range from waste disposal savings only to the maximum potential using the average economic
benefit.
Table 6 – Potential for growth in waste diversion programs

Commodity
Thin Plastic film
Food waste
Foil, pie tins
#3-#7 plastic
C&D waste
Yard waste
Textiles
Total new
material

Estimated Diversion
tonnage
savings
248.35
$4,522.45
638.62 $11,629.27
13.53
$246.38
390.27
$7,106.82
1,028.89 $18,736.09
567.66 $10,337.09
404.46
$7,365.22
2,724.12

Economic
Total
benefit with
Economic
50%
Benefit
recovery
$35,923.83
$17,961.91
$11,629.27
$5,814.64
$1,957.11
$978.56
$56,452.56
$28,226.28
$18,736.09
$9,368.05
$10,337.09
$5,168.55
$58,505.14
$29,252.57

$49,606.23 $193,541.09

$96,770.54

There is great potential for Teton Valley to increase waste diversion, and to reap the economic
and environmental benefits associated with waste diversion. Increasing participation in existing
waste diversion programs to a 50% recovery rate of revenue-generating recyclables has the
potential to bring more than $90,000 in economic benefit to the valley. Expanding programs
could double the benefit. Waste to Resources analyses the most cost-effective ways to increase
waste diversion and the associated benefits in Teton Valley.

Recycling behavior in Teton Valley
Teton County has accurate data on the tonnage of recyclable materials that are processed at
the Teton County Transfer Station. Waste composition data from Wyoming suggests that we
are not recovering as many recyclables as we could. However, recovery rates for recyclables in
Teton Valley do not accurately reflect the total population of residents who recycle. A
significant percentage of Teton Valley residents take their recycling to drop-off bins in other
communities.
In a 2013 survey of local recyclers, many respondents recycled outside of Teton County or used
more than one place to recycle.13 Jackson, WY and Idaho Falls and Rexburg, Idaho were the
most popular places outside of Teton Valley for respondents to recycle. 54% of respondents
recycled solely in Teton County, Idaho, either by dropping of recyclables at the bins at the
transfer station, by subscribing to curbside recycling pickup, or both. 18% of survey
respondents only recycled in communities outside of Teton County, Idaho. An additional 28%
13

Survey was conducted by Teton Valley Community Recycling at several public outreach events in 2013.
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recycled in both Teton County and other communities. Some respondents noted that they
recycled in multiple places based on convenience, while others recycled certain materials
locally and others in communities outside of the county. If people who recycle in more than one
location recycle about 50% of materials in Teton County, then the recycling programs in Teton
Valley are capturing approximately 68% of materials that Teton Valley residents recycle. The
revenue from the remaining 32% of recyclables that leave the valley is benefitting other
communities. By this estimate, when 480 tons of materials were recycled in Teton County in
2013, approximately 226 tons were recycled elsewhere at a revenue loss of $28,575. Finding
ways to capture those exported recyclables and the revenue they generate has the potential to
e efit Teto Cou t ’s e o o sig ifi a tl .
A 2013 study by the Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance titled The Effective Population of Teton
County, Wyoming estimates that there are 3,809 commuters who work in Teton County,
Wyoming and live elsewhere.14 Teton Valley provides a significant proportion of those
commuters. The 2013 Teton County Economic Development Plan estimated that 34% of county
residents worked outside of the state of Idaho, and the US Census calculating the average
commute time at 26.4 minutes for residents in Teton County, Idaho.15 For commuters who do
not subscribe to curbside recycling pickup, the drop-off recycling bins in Jackson, Wyoming may
be more convenient than the drop-off recycling bins at the Teton County Transfer Station.
The economic data in this document utilizes percentages from the sample size of the
population that completed the recycling survey, but assumes less than 100% adherence to selfreported recycling behavior. In most cases, a 50% compliance rate is used. All figures are rough
estimates; actual diversion rates could be much greater or much less.

14

The Effective Population of Teton County, Wyoming, Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance, 2013.
http://www.jhalliance.org/Library/Reports/EffectivePopulation2012_Final_Aug2013.pdf
15
Teton County, Idaho Economic Development Plan: http://www.tetoncountyidaho.gov/pdf/codePolicy/20130610_Adopting_May_2013_Economic_Development_Plan.pdf
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III. Potential Solid Waste and Recycling Policy Changes
Overview
Just a few years ago, residents were able to dispose of waste in the landfill for free. When the
landfill closed and a transfer station took its place, fees for waste disposal were implemented to
help cover the costs of transportation to and disposal of waste in the Mud Lake Landfill. In
2013, households could dispose of up to five bags of trash for $5.00, and were charged $66 a
ton for more than 150 pounds of household waste.
As of 2013, Teton County, Idaho charged for trash disposal through both a set annual fee for all
homeowners and business owners and a tipping fee based on the material disposed and
quantity. Residential homeowners paid $105 per year, and commercial property owners paid
$0.15 per square foot per year. The funds collected through the annual solid waste fees were
used for general operational expenses including the monitoring of ground water and other
costs associated with closing the landfill.
Residents can pay for waste collection through a private hauler, or they may dispose of waste
at the transfer station themselves. Large items that do not fit in the 96-gallon curbside trash bin
must be disposed of at the transfer station. Tipping fees are used to cover the cost of hauling
waste to the landfill, the tipping fees the county must pay to dispose of waste at the landfill,
and a portion of the labor needed to deal with solid waste. In 2013, tipping fees for disposal of
materials at the transfer station were as follows:








$66 a ton for household waste over 150 pounds (six 30-gallon bags or more). $5
minimum (up to five 30-gallon bags)
$105 a ton for non-household waste. $5 minimum
$3 per tire with 19.5 inch rims and smaller, $8 per tire with rims larger than 19.5 inches,
and $125 a ton for disposal of more than 5 tires
$66 a ton for small household appliances (TVs, computers, toasters)
$66 a ton + $10 each for large household appliances with refrigerant
$10 a ton for animal mortality waste
$30 a ton for more than 350 pounds of sorted waste (free for less than 350 pounds)

In August, 2014, the Board of County Commissioners approved changes to the fee structure for
solid waste and recycling, set to go into effect October 1, 2014. The cost of household trash
increased from $66 to $76 ton, with the minimum payment for small self-haulers increasing
from $5 to $10. The fee for sorted waste decreased from $30 to $15 a ton. The fee for unsorted
commercial waste increased from $105 to $210 a ton. The fees for animal mortalities increased
18

from $10 to $15 a ton, and the fee for tires and appliances increased slightly. The annual solid
waste fee increased 50% for households and 10% for commercial businesses. At the meeting,
the commissioners agreed that the solid waste fee increase will be for one year only to raise
money for the landfill cap, and that the tipping fee changes will be permanent.
There are a number of initiatives that, if implemented at the transfer station, could encourage
more sorting of waste. Initiatives involving the altering of tipping fees were written before the
August decision and were used to provide information and guidance during that decision. They
are included in this document so that future commissioners and decision makers will be aware
of the issues that were considered in the decision making process. Potential solid waste policy
changes include:
 Use the annual solid waste fee to support recycling
 Charge unsorted waste fee for contaminated loads
 Increase tipping fees to encourage sorting
 Eliminate or reduce sorted waste fees
 Charge per pound rather than per ton for waste disposal
 Monitor and enforce the 5-bag limit for the minimum charge for small haulers
 Impose fines for improper sorting
 Ban the disposal of certain materials

1. Use the Annual Solid Waste Fee to Support Recycling
Description: All property owners in Teton County, including both households and
businesses, pay an annual solid waste fee. Revenue generated from this fee pays for the
cost of operating the transfer station and capping the old landfill. If prices charged for
trash are more in line with the true cost of waste disposal (see initiative 2 in this
section), revenue from the annual fee could support waste reduction and recycling
programs instead. For example, the revenue from the solid waste fee could go towards
a universal recycling program for Teton County, providing curbside recycling pickup for
all households that are interested in it. (See part VI.3). Funding could also go towards
education and outreach programs (see part X), or large infrastructure purchases.
This initiative is not evaluated in terms of costs and benefits. However, it is listed as the
first initiative because it has the ability to affect all other waste diversion programs. The
county will need to invest in waste diversion before it can realize the benefits of
increased waste diversion. If the annual solid waste fee supports labor costs and
operational expenses at the transfer station, a portion of it should be dedicated to
supporting labor and infrastructure associated with waste diversion.
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2. Charge Unsorted Waste Fee for Contaminated Loads
Description: In 2013, the tipping fee for unsorted waste was $105 a ton, while the fee
for household waste was $66 a ton and the fee for sorted waste was $30 a ton. One way
to encourage sorting is to change the unsorted waste fee for mixed loads. In 2013, the
unsorted waste fee had a minimum charge of $105.
Teton County could charge the unsorted waste fee for loads with sortable materials that
are typically transported outside of garbage bags, such as electronics, wood waste,
scrap metal, and large quantities of cardboard. Residents who sort this waste would be
charged the household waste tipping fee, while those who do not sort would be charged
$105 a ton with a minimum charge of $105.
Estimated tons diverted: 200 tons
Percent of total materials diverted: 3%
Estimated cost: $1,000 - $2,000 to run public outreach campaign.
Estimated Economic Benefit: $3,642 annually
Steps to Implement:
I. Write policy change
II. Get approval for changes from county commissioners
III. Begin public outreach campaign
IV. Change information on signs, fliers, and websites
V. Monitor changes in behavior
Challenges:
 It can be challenging to determine whether people are sorting their waste or not,
and requires judgment from transfer station staff. Staff trainings to keep
everyone on the same page can reduce discrepancies.
 It may be difficult to determine which vehicles have sorted their waste and
hi h ha e ’t, si e s ale house e plo ees do ot o ito all of the sorting
stations. Success of this strategy will depend in part on the honesty of the waste
haulers. Alternatively, the transfer station could install surveillance cameras near
the disposal areas to monitor sorting.

3. Increase Tipping Fees for Household Solid Waste
Description: Pay As You Throw (PAYT) pricing for waste disposal is one of the most
effective policies for reducing waste at the source while increasing recycling,
composting, and other waste diversion (see part V.1).
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In 2013, tipping fees for solid waste were set $10 below the actual cost of handling that
waste. The calculated cost of waste disposal, $76 a ton, only includes actual fees paid,
labor costs, and equipment expenses. Future impacts of waste are not included. Setting
tipping fees to cover the true cost of waste is more equitable. Tipping fees could be set
higher than the calculated cost to cover the environmental costs of waste and to
encourage waste diversion. As long as the total revenue is similar, operational expenses
will be covered.
For example, Jackson, Wyoming Integrated Solid Waste and Recycling charges the same
tipping fee for unsorted household waste and unsorted commercial waste, $110 a ton.16
Following their methods in Teton County, Idaho would increase the tipping fee for
household waste to $105 at ton. The tons diverted will depend upon how much the
tipping fee increases.
Estimated tons diverted: 120 tons
Percent of total materials diverted: 1.8%
Estimated cost: $1,000 to run public outreach campaign
Estimated Economic Benefit $9,680 annually
Steps to Implement:
I. Determine appropriate fee structure
II. Get approval from county commissioners to change fee structure
III. Launch public outreach campaign to make public aware of upcoming changes
IV. Implement new fee structure
V.
Monitor and evaluate
Challenges:
 Businesses and residents with large quantities of waste may protest if they feel
their costs will increase. A public outreach campaign showing money-saving
alternatives can reduce conflict.
 Increasing tipping fees too much, too fast, could lead residents to seek
alternatives to disposing of trash as the transfer station. Businesses may look to
haul waste to other counties, households may choose to burn more of their
waste, and there may be an increase in illegal disposal. The environmental
impacts of burning trash, illegal disposal, and increased fuel consumption may be
greater than the environmental benefits of increased waste diversion. Increasing
the tipping fees in smaller increments could help alleviate these issues.

16

Teton County Wyoming Solid Waste and Recycling tipping fee schedule,
http://www.tetonwyo.org/recycl/topics/transfer-facility-tip-fees/251140/
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4. Eliminate the Sorted Waste Tipping Fee
Description: In 2013, the Teton County Transfer Station charged $30 a ton for over 350
pounds of sorted waste, while up to 350 pounds of sorted waste could be disposed of
for free. This policy encourages large producers of sorted waste to bale and recycle
themselves, which reduces the workload for the staff at the transfer station. However,
the $30 per ton fee for more than 350 pounds of sorted waste is not enough of a
discount from the normal $66 a ton fee for trash to encourage many large waste
producers to sort their waste. Eliminating the 350 pound limit for free disposal of sorted
waste would encourage residents and businesses to sort waste and recycle without the
fear of charges, making the effort required to sort more appealing.
In August of 2014, the Board of County Commissioners approved tipping fee changes
that included a reduction in the sorted waste tipping fee from $30 a ton to $15 a ton.
This brings the tipping fee more in line with the true cost of dealing with sorted waste.
However, the cost of dealing with brush, glass, and wood waste is different from the
cost associated with revenue-generating recyclables.
Keeping a $15 per ton fee for sorted waste such as brush, lumber, manure, and yard
waste, while eliminating the fee for revenue-generating recyclables would help cover
the cost of labor needed to deal with sorted waste while encouraging more households
and businesses to recycle. Several businesses in Teton Valley transport their recyclables
to other counties so that they can get paid for their materials rather than paying to
dispose of them. Eliminating the fee for recyclable materials encourages businesses to
recycle locally, reducing the carbon footprint of transporting materials while keeping
more of the revenue generated by recycling local.
Estimated tons diverted: 50 tons
Percent of total materials diverted: 0.7%
Estimated cost: Up to $5,000 loss of revenue if current fee is removed.
Estimated Economic Benefit $7,232.50
Steps to Implement:
I. Propose change to fee structure to county commissioners
II. Remove fee for recycling
III. Conduct public outreach campaign regarding change
IV. Monitor and evaluate
Challenges:
 The main challenge to this initiative is that it takes away a revenue source.
However, the economic benefit of increasing recycling by 50 tons is greater than
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the loss of revenue from those 50 tons plus the loss of revenue from 35% of the
480 tons of materials that were recycled in 2013. Since most self-haulers bring in
less than 350 pounds of materials and do not have to pay the tipping fee, the
percent of recycling from larger haulers was estimated at 35%. The cost and
benefit would break even if 50% of 2013 recycling tonnage was charged the $30
tipping fee. If 35% of recycling tonnage is charged the tipping fee, the tonnage
need only increase by 35 tons for the benefit to outweigh the loss in revenue.

5. Charge Per Pound for Waste Disposal
Description: Charging per pound rather than per ton for trash disposal encourages
composting and recycling, particularly of heavy items such as metal, glass, and organic
waste. The 2013 rate for disposal of household waste was $66 per ton. This breaks
down to 3.3 cents per pound. Because users are charged a set disposal fee of $5 for up
to 150 pounds, there is no differentiation between someone with one bag of trash and
someone with 149 pounds of trash. The person with 149 pounds of trash pays 3.3 cents
a pound, while the person with one bag of trash might pay $1 a pound or more. This
does not encourage waste reduction and diversion, as the average household will pay
$5 for each visit to the transfer station regardless of whether they recycle, compost, or
sort waste. Charging for waste by the pound provides an economic incentive for both
residents and businesses to reduce and sort waste.
Because the scale at the transfer station does not measure weight accurately, charges
could be set in 20 pound increments rather than per pound. For example, small haulers
could be charged $2 for every 20 pounds of waste.
Estimated tons diverted: 100 tons
Percent of total materials diverted: 1.5%
Estimated cost: $5,000 to change pricing, run public outreach campaign, and maintain
scale.
Estimated Economic Benefit $5,000 annually
Steps to Implement:
I. Determine fee changes
II.
Get approval for fee changes from county commissioners
III.
Begin robust public outreach campaign. Focus on cost saving aspect of the new
program.
IV. Change information on signs, fliers, and websites.
V. Monitor changes in behavior.
Challenges:
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The scale at the transfer station reads in 20 pound increments. Exact
measurements would require the purchase of a new scale.
In the winter, ice falling off of cars can make a difference in the weight. Staff
would need to clean the scale regularly.
An increase in illegal dumping is a concern when prices increase. A robust public
education campaign that focuses on cost savings can minimize conflict. Increased
prosecution for illegal dumping can serve as another deterrent.

6. Monitor and Enforce the Five-bag Limit for Small Self-haulers
Description: The transfer station charges a set fee for small self-haulers of $5.00 for up
to five bags of trash. However, in practice, self-haulers who bring pickup truckloads of
waste are often charged the same as self-haulers with five kitchen bags of trash. This
policy simplifies billing, but eliminates the economic incentive of sorting waste. Setting
more precise limits and enforcing them will renew the economic incentive of sorting and
make waste disposal costs more equitable. This could be done by a) defining the size of
a bag and showing pictures on signs, b) adding a weight to the bag limit (ex. five bags or
50 pounds), or c) defining the waste in cubic yards rather than bags.
Estimated tons diverted: 20 tons
Percent of total materials diverted: 0.3%
Estimated cost: Minimal
Estimated Economic Benefit $1,600
Steps to Implement:
I.
Determine how to better define limits
II.
Get approval for changes from county commissioners
III.
Begin public outreach campaign
IV.
Change information on signs, fliers, and websites
V.
Monitor changes in behavior
Challenges:
 Charging by bag or cubic yard is imprecise and requires the judgment of staff.

7. Impose Fines for Improper Sorting
Description: In some communities across the United States, residents are mandated to
sort their recyclables and are charged a fee if they put recyclables in their trash. While
these policies face opposition initially, over time the residents come to see them simply
as the way things are. Anti-smoking ordinances are an example of an ordinance that
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faced opposition at the outset, but have largely been successful. The Teton County
Transfer Station could impose fines for:
o Disposal of hazardous waste
o Disposal of electronics with household waste
o Failure to sort commercial waste
o Failure to sort recyclables
An estimate of tons diverted for mandatory sorting of commercial waste is included in
section VII.5 of this do u e t. Ma dato so ti g of t aditio al e la les is ’t p ude t
without increased infrastructure to handle both increased materials and monitoring.
The numbers below reflect diversion rates and cost if fines were imposed for improper
disposal of hazardous waste and electronics. While fines for disposal of hazardous waste
and electronics may not significantly increase the overall waste diversion rate, they will
increase diversion and proper disposal of materials that could be extremely harmful if
disposed of improperly. Teton County, Wyoming provides a good example of a
community that has banned electronics and hazardous waste from the landfill.
Estimated tons diverted: 35-35017
Percent of total materials diverted: 0.5% - 5%
Estimated cost: $1,000 for public outreach in first year, $500 a year in subsequent years
Estimated Economic Benefit $635 - $31,660
Steps to Implement:
I. Determine which materials will be regulated.
II.
Establish fines. Fines should be high enough to encourage sorting, yet reasonable
enough to discourage public dissent. Example fines:
 $100 for disposal of hazardous waste
 $25 fine for improper disposal of electronics
 $105 per ton fine for failure to sort C&D waste
 $40 per ton fine for failure to sort other recyclables
III.
Establish a grace period after policy is implemented to reduce conflicts. For
example, give haulers one warning before they are fined during the first year of
the program.
IV. Seek approval from county commissioners
V. Conduct public outreach campaign to inform citizens of change.
Challenges:
 The o ds a a d fi e ha e egati e o otatio s. Mo e positi e o di g,
su h as allo a e o allot e t a e e ei ed o e positi el .
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The range for this estimate is wide, and will depend on which materials are banned. Banning unsorted
commercial waste and unsorted recyclables will yield much greater diversion than banning electronics.
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 Illegal dumping is a concern when policies change. Continuing to accept
electronics for recycling for free and reimbursing residents for disposal of
hazardous waste in Teton County, Wyoming encourages safe disposal.
 The only option for hazardous waste disposal in Teton County, Idaho is for
residents to take their waste to Teton County, Wyoming. Offering annual
hazardous waste collection days will provide a more convenient way for
residents to dispose of their hazardous waste. However, household hazardous
waste disposal events are expensive.

8. Ban the Disposal of Certain Materials
Description: So e ate ials do ’t e e elo g i a la dfill due to thei pote tial to
leach toxic materials into groundwater supplies. Hazardous waste and electronics are
two examples of materials that should never go in a landfill. Banning these materials
from the household waste disposal will decrease improper disposal of these materials,
protect our watershed from future damage, and increase the diversion rate. Teton
County offers alternatives for disposal of electronics and hazardous waste. Electronic
waste and used motor oil are accepted and recycled for free. While there is no
hazardous waste collection in Teton County, Idaho, residents are reimbursed up to $150
for disposal of hazardous waste at the collection facility in Teton County, Wyoming.
Penalties for improper disposal could vary, and are up to the county to determine.
Estimated tons diverted: 35
Percent of total materials diverted: 0.5%
Estimated cost: $1,000 for public outreach in first year, $500 a year in subsequent years
Estimated Economic Benefit $635 in decreased waste disposal; cost and risk avoidance
of a potential fine from the Environmental Protection Agency or Idaho Department of
Environmental Quality is much greater.
Steps to Implement:
I.
Determine which materials will be regulated.
II.
Establish penalty for non-compliance.
III.
Establish a grace period after policy is implemented to reduce conflicts.
IV.
Seek approval from county commissioners
V.
Conduct public outreach campaign to inform citizens of the change and the
proper disposal of these materials.
Challenges:
 Illegal dumping is a concern when policies change. Continuing to accept
electronics for recycling for free and reimbursing residents for disposal of
hazardous waste in Teton County, Wyoming keeps proper disposal free. Hosting
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a hazardous waste collection event would make disposal of banned materials
easier for the public. However, household hazardous waste collection events are
expensive.
Studies have shown that there is often an increase in improper disposal of
hazardous waste immediately following hazardous waste collection events. It is
thought that the events increase awareness of what household items are
hazardous. People who miss the event still want to get hazardous items out of
their home, so they dispose of them illegally. Offering regular service or
alternatives can reduce illegal dumping. Continuing to use the household
hazardous waste facility in Teton County, Wyoming may be the most costeffective way to deal with hazardous waste in Teton Valley.

Summary
Teton Valley Community Recycling recommends altering the pricing structure at the transfer
station to encourage sorting. These changes can occur in several stages:
I.

II.

III.

IV.

Increase the cost of disposal for household waste to $80 a ton, with plans to increase
it to $100 a ton in the next 10 years. Waste disposal should cover not only the cost of
transporting it and disposing of it at the landfill, but also the true costs of waste.
Increasing the cost of household waste disposal provides an economic incentive to
reduce waste and recycling, and frees up money from the annual fee to support waste
diversion programs that benefit everyone.
Reduce or eliminate the fee for sorted waste. If small amounts of sorted waste are
accepted for free, large amounts should be, too. Incentives for large waste haulers to
sort will have a bigger impact on total waste diversion than incentives for small haulers.
TVCR recommends reducing the fee for sorted waste to $15 a ton for sorted waste and
completely eliminating the fee for recyclables.
Charge unsorted waste fees for contaminated loads. Adding a $100 charge (from $5 for
household waste to the minimum unsorted waste change of $105) provides a big
incentive for self-haulers to sort their waste. TVCR recommends starting with materials
that are easy to see and are typically not brought inside garbage bags, such as large
electronics, scrap metal, and wood products. The county can expand the program in a
second stage to include cardboard or other traditional recyclables.
Use the annual fee to support recycling programs. TVCR recommends using the annual
solid waste fee to support waste diversion and recycling programs that benefit
everyone, while using tipping fees to pay for the costs associated with waste disposal
and the landfill closure.
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IV. Potential Transfer Station Infrastructure Changes
Overview
In 2013, the Teton County Transfer Station was open to the public Tuesdays and Thursdays
from 8 am to 3 pm, and on Saturdays from 8 am to 1 pm. It was open to commercial account
holders on Wednesdays and Fridays from 8 am to 3 pm. In the summer months, the transfer
station was open from 11 am to 6 pm on Thursdays.
The recycling bins at the transfer station are the only free drop-off location for traditional
recyclables in Teton County. The transfer station is also the only place for the drop off of sorted
waste and non-traditional recyclables such as scrap metal, wood and brush, inert fill, yard
waste, manure, dead animals, electronics, motor oil, tires, and more.
In 2013, all customers had to pass through the weigh station upon entering the transfer station.
Those that wanted to drop off sorted waste and unsorted waste in the same visit without being
charged for the sorted waste had to go through the weigh station twice. Self-haulers carrying
less than 350 pounds of sorted waste had to wait in line and pass through the weigh station
even though there was no fee for the materials they brought. Initiatives that make sorting
waste faster, easier, and more convenient at the transfer station encourage sorting.
In a 2013 survey of local recyclers, twenty-two percent of respondents said a separate entrance
at the transfer station to drop-off recyclables without passing through the scale house would
increase their participation in recycling locally, and twenty-four percent said that they would
increase participation in recycling programs if the hours of operation were increased.
Infrastructure changes that encourage these residents to recycle locally might not change the
total waste composition of the Greater Yellowstone Region, but they would enable Teton
County to earn revenue from recyclables that are currently benefitting other communities.
While there are many factors that influence recycling behavior, including attitudes about
recycling, economic incentives, and policies, none of those factors matter if there is not access
to recycling. The more convenient the access, the more likely people are to use it. There are a
number of simple infrastructure changes that could be made at the transfer station to increase
the convenience of recycling, including:






Change location of recycling bins
Extend days the transfer station is open for recyclers
Open 24-hour drop-off location on county property
Change transfer station hours of operation
Bid out Recycling Center to private business
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1. Change Location of Recycling Bins
Description: The transfer station provides the only free recycling drop off bins in Teton
County, Idaho. Currently, recyclers have to wait in line at the scale house to drop off
their recyclables, even though recycling is free up to 350 pounds. It is highly unusual for
a private residence to have more than 350 pounds of household recyclables. The
economic incentive to recycle is diminished when people have to wait in line twice to
recover the savings. A recycling drop off station before the scale house entrance will
reduce frustration among waste haulers and will save the transfer station staff time.
Placing the recycling bins to the south or the west of the Recycling Center building is not
possible due to the landscape and the location of culverts. Placing bins on the north side
of the property is possible, though it is difficult to monitor. It is also less visible to the
public, and requires signs and public outreach. When the north entrance was opened
for recycling on two days in 2013, the location was not well utilized.
Gallati Cou t , Mo ta a’s la dfill has a last ha e e li g statio just efo e thei
weigh station.18 It serves as a visible reminder to recycle, and is used by many people to
cut the charges for their waste disposal. While customers still have to drive through the
scale house twice if they want to dispose of other sorted waste, it captures the common
recyclables that most residents dispose of on a regular basis.
Recycling bins located to the south-east of the scale house would allow residents to
drop off recyclables before they enter the scale house. This would eliminate the hassle
of waiting in line and encourage haulers to take advantage of the economic benefits of
recycling. It would not require the construction of a separate entrance. Because it is
close to staffed buildings, it would be possible to monitor without a staff person
stationed there full-time. With the additio of a last ha e e li g sig , it ould
encourage non-recyclers to utilize the bins.
Estimated tons diverted: 53 tons
Percent of total materials diverted: 0.8%
Estimated cost: $5,500 for new bins and signs
Estimated Economic Benefit $7,666.00
Steps to Implement:

18

Observed on visit to Gallatin County landfill.
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I.

Get approval from the Board of County Commissioners to locate bins southeast
of the scale house.
II. Ensure heavy machinery can move through gate.
III. Purchase i s to e lo atio , affi ag eti sig s, a d i stall a last ha e
e li g sig .
IV. Station a staff person or volunteer near the bins for the first few weeks to
answer questions and monitor dumping. Gradually move away from staffing the
bins as the public becomes trained to use them. The county may want to start by
offering this option on Saturdays only when the bins are staffed, with a goal of
keeping bins in this location daily and unstaffed after the public is trained.
V.
If improper sorting or illegal dumping occurs, consider seeking grant funding to
purchase and install video cameras.
Challenges:
 The distance staff must haul the full recycling bins is slightly farther and requires
entering and exiting a gate. The entrance may need to be expanded.
 It may take time and persistence to find an appropriate location that is approved
by the Board of County Commissioners.
 On weekends and busy days the line extends beyond the entrance gate.
Residents may not want to get out of line to drop off recyclables. However, if
people ith e li g o l do ’t ha e to go th ough the s ale house, the li es
could be reduced. Extending days or hours of operation for recycling drop off
could further reduce lines.
 Illegal dumping is unlikely at the site southeast of the scale house since it is still
within sight of transfer station staff. However, if dumping becomes an issue
video cameras could be installed to monitor the bins without staffing them.
 Some businesses with large amounts of recycling may start dumping their
recyclables for free. The county might cease to earn revenue from large haulers
with more than 350 pounds of recyclables.

2. Extend Days Transfer Station is Open for Recyclers
Description: Twenty-four percent of respondents to a recycling survey conducted in
2013 stated that they would participate more in recycling programs if the hours of
operation for drop off of recyclables were extended. Yet when the county extended
summer hours to 6 pm on Thursdays in 2012 and 2013, few residents utilized the later
hours. Saturdays are the busiest day of the week at the trash transfer station, while
weekdays are relatively slow.
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Currently, Wednesdays and Fridays are reserved only for commercial account holders.
However, allowing people with recycling only to drop off recyclables at the bins on
Wednesdays and Fridays could ease the traffic on Saturdays, encouraging more people
to recycle, decreasing emissions from cars idling in line, and reducing complaints among
waste haulers.
While it would be possible to allow recyclers to enter the transfer station through the
scale house on commercial account holder days, it would complicate the job of scale
house staff. Locating bins at the southeast side of the scale house and allowing drop off
of recyclables daily during hours of operation would allow increased recycling without
affecting staff work load.
Estimated tons diverted: 58 tons
Percent of total materials diverted: 0.85%
Estimated cost: None required. $500-$1000 for advertisements would help spread the
word about changes at the transfer station
Estimated Economic Benefit $8,390
Steps to Implement:
I.
Spread the word about new hours for recyclers through press releases,
advertisements, fliers, and signs.
II.
Monitor success.
Challenges:
 It is possible that some residents will be confused in the beginning and think that
they can drop off their trash on commercial days as well. Public education at the
onset of the program will decrease misunderstandings.

3. Offer 24-hour Drop-off Site on County Property
Description: Many rural communities, such as neighboring Teton County, Wyoming,
have community drop-off bins for recycling. Even if universal curbside recycling is
established in Teton County for all residents with a waste hauler contract, a convenient
and free recycling option needs to be made available for self-haulers and people living in
areas that do not receive recycling and waste hauler services.
If recycling bins are located just outside of the transfer station gates, additional vehicles,
bins, or staff would not be required to manage the bins. If the experiment is
unsuccessful, prone to vandalism, or victim to illegal dumping, the program could end
immediately without additional costs. Alternatively, the county could keep the bins at
31

the last ha e e li g statio o the southeast side of the t a sfe statio a d
invest in fencing that allows residents to access them 24 hours a day but keeps people
off of the main transfer station property.
Many residents work on the days that the transfer station is open to the public, or are
unwilling to spend their weekend driving recyclables to the transfer station. A location
that could be accessed when it is most convenient for the recycler has the potential to
increase waste diversion by encouraging more of the residents who drive their
recyclables to other counties or states to use our local facilities. It may also encourage
people who do not currently recycle to start. It should be noted that offering only one
drop-off location near Driggs might not capture recyclables headed to Jackson by
commuters.
If progressive policies such as Pay As You Throw (PAYT) pricing (see section V.1) are
implemented in Teton County, inexpensive and convenient recycling options need to be
offered as well. Offering a 24-hour drop-off site on county property provides an option
that is accessible to anyone in the community.
Estimated tons diverted: 58 tons
Percent of total materials diverted: 0.85%
Estimated cost: $2,500 for surveillance cameras and signs, $5,000 for combo recycling
bin (optional), additional cost for fencing.
Estimated Economic Benefit $8,390
Steps to Implement:
I. Determine location of 24-hour access area and whether or not fencing is needed.
II.
Apply for grant for signs, surveillance camera, and (potentially) fencing.
III.
Advertise Program.
IV. Monitor success.
Challenges:
 The biggest issue with 24-hour drop off bins is contamination. Unmanned bins
host the illegal dumping of trash. One way to solve this would be to install
cameras and place signs near the bins informing residents of the cameras and
fines for illegal dumping.
 When bins are full, residents leave materials outside of the bins. Winds blow the
recyclables to neighboring properties or waterways. Daily monitoring of the bins
will prevent them from overfilling.
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4. Change Transfer Station Hours of Operation
Description: In the last two years the Teton County Transfer Station has made several
changes to its hours of operations. First, it extended Saturday hours to open at 8 am
instead of 9 am, to enable haulers to drop off waste on the way to the ski hill, hike, or
soccer game on Saturday mornings. This change has been accepted by both staff and
residents.
The county also extended hours on Thursdays in the summer months, so that residents
can drop off waste after work until 6 pm. This change has been met with some
confusion from haulers arriving early in the day to find the transfer station closed until
11 am, and has been used minimally by residents.
Changes to operational hours could include opening the transfer station to both
residents and commercial accounts on all days that the transfer station is open,
extending hours from 8 am to 6 pm nightly, or keeping the transfer station open later on
the busiest day of the week, Saturday. While keeping the same hours each day of
operation would decrease confusion, it would also increase the budget for staff salaries.
Estimated tons diverted: 10 tons
Percent of total materials diverted: 0.15%
Estimated cost: $1000 for advertisements would help spread the word about changes at
the transfer station, plus an increased budget for staff salaries of approximately
$100,000 a year for 15 additional hours of operation each week.
Estimated Economic Benefit $1,446.50
Steps to Implement:
I.
Determine which changes to hours of operation would be most successful
though user surveys or other research.
II.
Hire new staff if necessary to cover additional hours
III.
Advertise changes in hours of operation
IV.
Monitor success.
Challenges:
 The addition of staff labor makes this option cost-prohibitive.
 Staff would be working in the dark in the winter, which could increase the risk of
injury or accident.
 The Mud Lake landfill closes early on Saturdays. Extending hours of operation to
later in the day would require the waste to be stored on site until reopening on
Tuesday. This could attract vermin and other disease vectors.
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5. Bid out Recycling Center to Private Business
Description: Teton County is currently responsible for operating the transfer station and
recycling center. A private curbside recycling hauler, RAD Recycling, pays tipping fees to
drop off the materials they collect. Teton County earns the revenue from the sale of
those recyclables as well as the revenue from the sorted waste tipping fees. To cover
both the cost of service and the sorted waste tipping fees, RAD charges $20-$25 a
month for the service they provide and receives no revenue from the sale of the
recyclables they collect.
In other communities, such as Salmon, Idaho; Bozeman, Montana; and Butte, Montana,
private businesses run the recycling operations. In Salmon, a family-run business is able
to offer curbside recycling for $10 a month.19 One of the reasons they can offer this
service for less than half the price charged in Teton County is because they earn revenue
from the sale of the recyclables they collect. In Butte, Montana, A&S Recycling picks up
recyclables from the bins at the landfill as well as several drop-off sites in town.20 The
county does not manage or bale any recyclables. 4 Corners Recycling in Montana takes
recyclables from the Gallatin County landfill, the cities of Bozeman and Livingston,
Montana, and Yellowstone National Park.21
Bidding out recycling operations to a private business would provide a local
entrepreneur motivation to increase recycling as much as possible. They might choose
to operate drop off sites, to pay residents for their recyclables (which 4 Corners
Recycling does for metals), to decrease the cost of curbside pickup, or to increase the
hours of operation.
Estimated tons diverted: 480 tons
Percent of total materials diverted: 7.1%
Estimated cost: All costs associated with recycling would be passed on to the private
business. Teton County would lose an estimated $5,000 annually in revenue from the
solid waste tipping fee
Estimated Economic Benefit: All economic benefits from recycling would be passed on
to the private business
Steps to Implement:
I. Secure permission from county commissioners to release recycling center from
county jurisdiction and open it up to private companies.
19

ESP Recycling website, http://esprecycling.weebly.com/prices.html.
Data gathered through visits to A&S Recycling and the landfill in Silver Bow, Montana.
21
Data gathered through visits to the landfill in Gallatin County and Four Corners Recycling.

20

34

II.
Submit request for proposals.
III.
Select winning proposal.
IV. Outline a transition from the county to a private business.
V. Conduct robust outreach campaign to keep the public informed of changes.
Challenges:
 There has been significant investment in the current location of the recycling
center. Machinery could be sold to the private business.
 There may not be any businesses willing to bid on the operation.
 A p i ate usi ess a ot e illi g to a ept ate ials that do ’t ea i o e,
such as electronics and glass, or they may decide that certain materials take too
much time to bale to be of economic value. The county could continue to accept
these materials.
 While bidding out the recycling center to a private business would probably
increase the total number of jobs in the community, it might also result in
downsizing the staff at the county transfer station.
 The county would experience a loss of revenue from the sorted waste tipping fee
and from the sale of recyclables.

Summary
Infrastructure changes at the Teton County Transfer Station have the potential to increase
customer satisfaction with the recycling program while increasing diversion and keeping a
greater percentage of the revenue from recycling in the county. Also, in order to implement
policy changes or economic incentives to increase waste diversion, there needs to be a
convenient recycling option that works for all residents, regardless of their work schedules or
disposable income. The recommendations in this section are low-cost options to increase the
availability of free recycling drop-off in Teton County. Teton Valley Community Recycling
recommends adopting a combination of these recommendations in three phases.
Phase I: Establish a location for last ha e recycling bins that can be utilized prior to driving
through the scale house. This strategy will be most effective if implemented in concert with
increases in fees for household waste.
Phase II: If the new location of the bins is successful, open the recycling bins to the public on
commercial days.
Phase III: If the first two steps are successful, keep drop-off bins open 24-hours a day with
surveillance cameras.
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V. Potential Changes to the Waste Hauler Contract
Overview
In 2013, Teton County, Idaho had an exclusive ten-year contract with the private business,
Vorhees Sanitation, to provide waste hauling services within county limits outside of the
incorporated cities. A private curbside recycling service, RAD Recycling, operated within the
county without an exclusive contract with the county.
In 2013, weekly trash pickup for a 96-gallon container cost $27.34 a month, while every other
week trash pickup costs $18.74 a month. Every other week recycling pickup cost $25 a month,
and monthly recycling pickup cost $20 a month. Only one size of bin was available for trash
pickup. In this system, the only option for residents with low trash volume is to get trash pickup
every other week or to haul their trash themselves. There is little economic incentive for
residents to recycle. To get both trash and recycling pickup cost at least $38.74, $11.40 more
than the most expensive option for household trash pickup alone. Because recyclables can be
disposed of along with trash at no additional cost, the current waste management system only
appeals to residents willing to pay at least $136.80 a year for curbside recycling in addition to
their other waste hauling fees.

Some households with waste hauling service save money by putting recycling in with their trash.

In October, 2014, the trash hauling contract for Teton County is up for renewal. Including
initiatives that encourage waste reduction and recycling in the new contract has the potential
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to increase waste diversion by 16% or more. There are several different approaches the county
could take in rewriting the contract.









Implement Pay As You Throw pricing
Set performance standards for waste hauler
Implement a universal curbside recycling program
Shorten the duration of the waste hauler contract
Bundle trash pickup and recycling pickup
Publicize bi-weekly trash pickup option
Implement municipal/county hauling service
Require hauler to collect organic waste separately

1. Implement Pay As You Throw (PAYT) Pricing
Description: Pay As You Throw (PAYT), also efe ed to as a ia le ate p i i g ,
olu e-based rates , a d ight-sized p i i g , is a illi g s ste
he e households
pay for the amount of trash they set out rather than a fixed bill for service regardless of
weight or volume. It follows the model of water and electricity bills, where consumers
pay for how much they use, sometimes in addition to a base rate for service. PAYT
provides a financial incentive for households to recycle and compost more and waste
less in order to save money on their trash hauling bills.
Communities that participate in PAYT programs experience, on average, a reduction in
waste disposal of 16-17%. This total includes a 5-6% increase in recycling, a 4-5%
increase in organic waste diversion, and source reduction of about 6%. It is one of the
few policies that decreases total waste produced while also increasing recycling. PAYT
has been identified in published research as the most effective tool to increase
recycling, surpassing adding new materials, changes to collection frequency, and other
programs.22
When combined with other initiatives that increase the convenience of recycling, PAYT
poli ies ha e ee sho to dou le e li g ates. Fo e a ple, Go ha , Mai e’s
recycling volumes jumped from 617 tons of materials in 2002 to 1,189 tons in 2003 after
the implementation of PAYT pricing and curbside pickup.23 The town averaged 350 tons
per year in the decade before they brought in PAYT and curbside recycling, and 1,339

22

Skumatz Economic Research Associates, Inc. (SERA), Eagle River Valley 10-year Waste Diverison Implementation
Plan, http://mrico.net/dev/wp-content/uploads/2012/08/Transfer_Plan.pdf
23
Kolling-Perin, Joshua and Mike Wrenholt, Making Pay-As-You_Throw Pay, Resource Recycling, October, 2013.
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tons per year for the first seven years after launching those two programs. Similarly,
recycling tonnages in Ashland, Massachusetts jumped from 997 tons to 1,934 tons after
implementing PAYT pricing, and tonnages in Grafton Massachusetts grew from 888 tons
to 1,744 tons annually.24 These numbers underscore the importance of providing
convenient ways for residents to recycle when PAYT programs are implemented.
Commercial waste collection in Teton County is already charged according to the PAYT
principal. Businesses must pay for both the number of bins and frequency of pickup,
providing incentive to reduce waste. When the Victor Gateway Station signed up for
curbside recycling service, they were able to get rid of one of their three trash bins and
reduce the frequency of pickup from three times a week to twice a week. These changes
saved them more than $210 a month after they subtracted the cost of the recycling
service.25 A similar system for residential customers could encourage better recycling
practices.
There are a variety of ways to incorporate PAYT pricing into trash hauling.26 A) In the
variable bin size model, users choose from several sizes of trash container, such as 32
gallon, 64 gallon, and 96 gallon. Users are charged a variable rate according to which bin
size the hoose. B A othe s ste is the ag i a i s ste , where users must
purchase and use a designated trash bag, which they put inside their normal trash
container. This method is favored in the mountain town of Vail because it works with
bear-proof containers. Residents in the bear conflict zone in Teton County may not be
able to use different-sized containers, so their needs will need to be addressed in the
new contract. C) Some communities use a hybrid/bag tag program, where all residents
get a certain-sized bin, usually around 30 gallons, and are changed for any additional
bags. This system would not be appropriate in bear conflict zones, and might have issues
within the town limits as well due to the large number of domestic dogs that are
allowed to roam freely. D) Weigh-based pricing charges residents according to the
weight of their trash bin. This option may require an adaptation to the current trucks
used for hauling.
Estimated tons diverted: 1,074 – 1142 tons annually
Percent of total materials diverted: 16-17%
Estimated Economic Benefit: $73,28027
24

Kolling-Perin, Joshua and Mike Wrenholt, Making Pay-As-You_Throw Pay, Resource Recycling, October 2013.
Information attained through conversations with owners of the Victor Gateway Station, 2012.
26
Skumatz, 2008, http://www.paytnow.org/PAYT_CO_faqpaytSERA_v6.pdf.
27
$12,228 in decreased landfill disposal costs (6715 tons x 0.10 x $18.21), and an increase in recycling revenue and
savings of $58,280 (6715 tons x 0.06 x $144.65).
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Estimated cost: The cost of implementation would be the responsibility of the waste
hauler
Steps to Implement:
I. Determine whether to create a PAYT structure through a contract or an
ordinance. An ordinance would require all haulers to follow its guidelines. A
contract would allow the current contractor and others to submit bids for the
contract based on the new guidelines. Examples of wording can be found on
page 50 of the Eagle County 10-year Waste Diversion Implementation Plan.28
II.
Discuss new responsibilities, billing mechanisms, and enforcement mechanisms
such as spot-checking with the hauler. Determine whether to use weight-based,
variable bin, bag tag, or hybrid collection.
III.
Work with hauler to set rates strong enough to encourage recycling, but also
acknowledge the service cost of getting to the door.
IV. Dete i e a app op iate a e fo the p og a othe tha Pa as ou Th o .
Focus on recycling and saving rather than throwing and paying.
V. Develop and launch a community outreach campaign to ease the transition.
Focus on the potential for residents to save money, and provide information for
ways residents can increase recycling, compost yard waste and kitchen scraps,
and otherwise reduce trash. The campaign should include public meetings, press
releases, a d i fo atio o the ou t e site. Fo t Colli s, Colo ado’s e site
is a good example of public outreach that could be used during
implementation.29
VI. Prepare a question and answer briefing pages for politicians who are likely to be
questioned about the new program.
VII. Determine a start date for enacting the new policy, potentially with a gradual
start date so people get used to smaller bins or less frequent pickup prior to
changes in billing.
VIII.
Consider partnering this action with a universal curbside recycling program
(section V.3).
IX. Consider increasing enforcement of fines for illegal dumping.
Challenges:


Change is always a challenge. However, this can be minimized by a robust public
outreach campaign that focuses on the potential to save money. Research on
communities that have implemented PAYT pricing have not shown increases in

28

Skumatz Economic Research Associates, Inc. (SERA), Eagle River Valley 10-year Waste Diversion Implementation
Plan, http://mrico.net/dev/wp-content/uploads/2012/08/Transfer_Plan.pdf.
29
City of Fort Collins website, http://www.fcgov.com/recycling/trash-rates.php.
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illegal dumping as a major issue.30 Enforcing laws, incorporating occasional bulky
waste collection programs, and increasing the convenience of recycling reduces
conflicts.
Waste haulers are also likely to protest this change due to their perceived
revenue losses, the cost of providing different-sized bins, and more complicated
billing. Giving the hauler flexibility with the prices they charge and the bin sizes
can help ease this issue. A decrease in cost for smaller bin can be matched by an
increase in the cost of the larger bin. By offering a less expensive option for
people who produce less trash, the hauler could gain customers.
Waste haulers may also fear an increase in their work load. However, in 55-65%
of communities that implemented PAYT, the work load stayed the same or
decreased.31
Waste haulers may lose business if they increase prices and tipping fees at the
transfer station remain the same. If changes are made to the fee structure for
curbside trash pickup, pricing for self-haulers at the transfer station should also
change. See section III.2).

2. Set Performance Standards for Waste Hauler
Description: Many of the options outlined in this document involve specific policies or
changes and the estimated cost and benefit of their implementation. Rather than the
county deciding which programs and policies to implement, they could give the waste
hauler performance standards to meet. How those standards are met can be
determined by the waste hauler, and can be achieved in the manner that is most costeffective for them.
For example, the waste hauler could be held to meeting or exceeding the national
average for waste diversion (around 35%) by 2020. It would be up to the waste hauler to
determine how to meet that standard. Higher standards could be set after the national
average is met. The waste hauler will be held to meet these standards in order to retain
the contract.
Estimated Tons Diverted: 1,271 in 2020
Percent of total materials diverted: 15% of 8,475 tons32
Estimated Economic Benefit: $23,145- $183,850 annually, depending upon which
materials are diverted
Estimated Cost: Any costs will be the responsibility of the waste hauler
Steps to Implement:
30

Skumatz, 2008. http://www.paytnow.org/PAYT_CO_faqpaytSERA_v6.pdf
Skumatz, 2008. http://www.paytnow.org/PAYT_CO_faqpaytSERA_v6.pdf
32
This assumes performance standards are set to reach a 35% waste diversion rate by 2020.
31
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I.
II.
III.
IV.

Determine appropriate diversion benchmarks for Teton County.
Include benchmarks in contract with the waste hauler with clear guidelines for
measurement and penalties if the benchmarks are not met.
Monitor diversion rates.
Meet with waste hauler annually to review progress.

Challenges:
 Because this method leaves the question of how to increase diversion to the
waste hauler, the county will have little control over whether the increase is in
diversion or recycling. The economic benefit to the county will vary greatly
depending upon which materials are diverted. If the county wants an increase in
diversion across the board, they could stipulate a small percentage increase for
different materials as well as a higher overall diversion benchmark.
 Setting standards for how diversion is measured will be very important. It is
important that diversion is measured the same way each year in order to hold
the waste hauler accountable.
 Percentage increases in particular commodities are not an effective method of
measuring improvement because overall waste disposal may increase at a
similar rate. Setting benchmarks as a percentage of total waste will ensure that
diversion increases at a rate greater than the increase in waste generation. It will
also prevent the benchmarks from becoming too difficult to reach if a recession
hits and the population of the county drops.

3. Implement a Universal Recycling Program
Description: Curbside recycling pickup has become a mainstay in communities across
the United States. Some have mandatory recycling programs and fine residents who put
e la les i the t ash. Othe s i ple e t u i e sal e li g p og a s, ea i g that
every resident contributes to the cost of curbside recycling pickup in their solid waste
fees or waste hauler fees, and those who choose to participate may do so at no
additional cost. Communities that implement universal curbside recycling programs
experience a 6-9% increase in their waste diversion rate, primarily through the
collection of revenue-generating recyclables. This initiative is explored in detail in
section VI.1.

4. Shorten the Duration of the Waste Hauler Contract
Description: The waste hauler had an exclusive contract with Teton County for ten years
from 2004 to 2014. In 2004, Teton County still had a landfill and recycling programs
were not sustainable. It is impossible to know how waste and recycling will change in
the next ten years. For example, Teton County is a part of a regional recycling facility
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feasibility study, which looked into the feasibility of creating a regional Materials
Recovery Facility (MRF) to serve several counties in the region. If a regional MRF is
created, it will require changes in waste and recycling hauling. Setting a shorter contract
will give the county the flexibility to adapt to changes in waste hauling and recycling.
Estimated tons diverted: N/A
Percent of total materials diverted: N/A
Estimated Economic Benefit: N/A
Estimated cost: None.
Steps to Implement:
I. Meet with stakeholders to determine an appropriate contract length that gives
the hauler the security they need while ensuring the county has the flexibility to
adapt to regional changes in recycling.
II.
Set contact length.
Challenges:
 The hauler is likely to advocate for the longest term of contract possible.
 Waste and recycling haulers may not be able to get the loans needed for
infrastructure purchases without the guarantee of a long contract.

5. Require the Waste Hauler to Bundle Trash and Recycling Services
Description: Residents and businesses that want both trash pickup and recycling pickup
currently have to pay for the services separately. High costs for each service lead many
residents and businesses to choose one or the other. Bundling services makes it easier
for users to choose both curbside trash pickup and recycling pickup with one easy bill. A
discount on both services when their products are bundled would further increase
participation. However, this would require a significant compromise on pricing for both
the waste hauler and the recycling hauler.
Estimated tons diverted: 3 tons33
Percent of total materials diverted: 0.04%
Estimated Economic Benefit: $434.00
Estimated cost: None
Steps to Implement:
I. Create wording in new hauler contract that requires bundling of services.
II. Work with waste and recycling haulers to create a program that works for both
of them. Encourage them to provide a discount for bundlers.
33

In similar communities, bundling of services has shown about a 3% increase in residential curbside recycling
customers. In Teton County, this would amount to 6 to 8 new customers.
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Challenges:
 This initiative has very little potential for increasing waste diversion.

6. Require the Waste Hauler to Publicize Bi-weekly Pickup
Description: The current waste hauler offers both weekly and bi-weekly pickup. There is
no website informing potential customers of this service. New and current customers
may not be aware that they could reduce their frequency of pickup and save money.
Cost savings through bi-weekly pickup may encourage some residents to reduce waste.
Estimated tons diverted: 6 tons
Percent of total materials diverted: 0.09%
Estimated Economic Benefit: $868
Estimated cost: All costs are paid by the waste hauler
Steps to Implement:
I. Create wording in new hauler contract that requires advertising of bi-weekly
trash pickup.
II.
If PAYT pricing or universal curbside recycling are adopted, advertising of these
programs will be critical to gaining support and will have a much larger impact.
Challenges:
 The current waste hauler does not have a website accessible to the public, so
advertising will require them to create a website, train employees, place
advertisements in the newspaper, or mail information to residents.

7. Have County Take Over Waste Hauler Services
Description: PAYT pricing and a universal recycling program are policy changes with
potential to increase waste diversion in Teton County by a combined 22-26% while
significantly increasing the recycling rate. While these policies can be implemented with
private haulers, they may be easier to implement in communities with municipal trash
pickup. However, the capital cost of taking over waste hauling services is significant. The
benefit of having a contractor haul waste is that they already have the infrastructure
and equipment, and service multiple communities.
Estimated tons diverted: 1,477 – 1,746 tons
Percent of total materials diverted: 22-26%
Estimated cost: Several hundred thousand dollars one-time costs for purchase of
equipment, plus annual cost of staff and maintenance.
Estimated Economic Benefit: $88,000 to 112,600 in recycling revenue and waste
disposal savings, plus revenue from service plans estimated at $775,000 a year
Steps to Implement:
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I. Seek voter approval for changes.
II.
Close contract with current hauler.
III.
Determine which initiatives the new service will utilize.
IV. Purchase equipment required to operate trash hauling business.
V. Conduct robust public outreach campaign to inform public of changes.
VI. Hire new staff to support trash hauling business.
VII. Maintain service.
Challenges:
 Capital costs may be prohibitively high.
 Private haulers will not be pleased to lose business.
 Cities within the county may choose to continue service with a waste hauler.
 A significant change in service provider will require a lot of public outreach.

8. Require Waste Hauler to Collect Organic Waste Separately
Description: According to the US EPA, food and yard waste make up fourteen percent
and thirteen percent of municipal solid waste respectively.34 The Wyoming Solid Waste
Diversion Plan estimates that food waste comprises 9% of the solid waste stream and
yard waste makes up 8%.35 Regardless of which data one uses, collecting organic waste
separately and sending it to a composting facility rather than a landfill could greatly
increase waste diversion in Teton County. While Teton County composts dead animal
waste and plans to begin yard waste composting in 2014, the waste hauler does not
collect yard waste separately. Also, there is currently no avenue for food waste
composting outside of backyard composters. As such, this initiative is not appropriate
for immediate implementation. However, it is important to keep in mind for future
consideration. On a smaller scale, the county could request that the waste hauler offer
special yard waste pickups twice a year for its customers.
Estimated tons diverted: 268 – 570 tons
Percent of total materials diverted: 4 - 8.5%
Estimated cost: Variable
Estimated Economic Benefit: $4,880 – 10,380
Steps to Implement:
I. Bring yard waste composting operation online at the transfer station
II.
Determine appropriate vector control for yard waste and food waste composting
III.
Establish food waste composting operation in Teton County or neighboring
community
34
35

US EPA, Municipal Solid Waste, 2014, http://www.epa.gov/epawaste/nonhaz/municipal/index.htm.
LBA Associates, Wyoming Solid Waste Diversion Study, 2013.
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IV.

Work with waste hauler to determine an appropriate pickup schedule, bin size,
and fee structure for food and yard waste
V. Conduct public outreach campaign to inform the public of changes
VI. Implement program
VII. Monitor program and evaluate
Challenges:
 A food waste composting operation, public or private, must be established
before this strategy can be considered.
 Separate food waste collection is not appropriate in bear conflict zones, or
would require bear-proof containers.
 Issues with smell and vector control need to be resolved prior to implementation
of this initiative.

Summary
Pay As You Throw pricing and universal recycling have the potential to increase waste diversion
far more than the other options presented in this document. County run trash hauling could
also significantly increase waste diversion, but it requires capital investments that could be
prohibitively high. Teton Valley Community Recycling recommends the county implement Pay
As You Throw pricing, performance standards, and universal curbside recycling through the
waste hauler contract. TVCR also recommends a shorter contract unless all of the above
recommendations are included in the contract.
Pay As You Throw pricing has the potential to make the biggest impact in waste diversion in
Teton County. However, communities that experience the greatest diversion offer 25-50%
differences in pricing for different sized bins and frequencies. Smaller price differentials will
yield smaller increases in waste diversion. Table 4 provides sample pricing used by other
communities.
The easiest way to implement PAYT pricing is to require the hauler to offer several different
sizes of bins and frequencies. TVCR recommends offering 32, 64, or 96 gallon containers for
weekly, bi-weekly, or monthly pickup. For simplicity, people living in areas that require bearproof containers could continue with one bin size and price. We also recommend coming up
ith a o e appeali g a e fo the p og a , su h as Right P i ed o Volu e- ased p i i g ,
and determining policies for overflowing trash cans in advance.
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Table 7 – PAYT pricing in other communities
Town

Service

Bozeman,
MT36
Seattle, WA37

Weekly trash pickup

Seattle, WA38
Cheyenne,
WY39
Cheyenne, WY

Cheyenne, WY

Weekly trash pickup
(recycling is included
for free)
Food waste pickup
Weekly trash and
recycling (95 gallon
bins for each)
Weekly trash (60
gallon) and recycling
(95 gallon)
Weekly trash and
recycling (60 gallon
bins for each)

12-13
gallon

20 gallon

32-35
gallon
$13.96

64-65
gallon
$18.35

95-100
gallon
$23.51

$19.45

$23.85

$31.05

$62.10

$93.15

$5.15

$7.75

$9.90
$22.05

$18.90

$16.80

36

City of Bozeman website, http://www.bozeman.net/Departments-%281%29/Public-Works/SoildWaste/Collections/Residential
37
Seattle Public Utilities, effective April 1, 2014,
http://www.seattle.gov/util/MyServices/Garbage/HouseResidentsGarbage/GarbageRates/index.htm
38
Seattle Public Utilities, effective April 1, 2014,
http://www.seattle.gov/util/MyServices/FoodYard/HouseResidents/Rates/index.htm
39
Ordinance number 4013, http://www.cheyennecity.org/DocumentCenter/Home/View/12020

46

VI. Potential Collection Changes
Overview
In 2013, residents Teton County had three main options for recycling: they could drop off
recyclables at the transfer station during open hours, they could transport recyclables to dropoff bins in a neighboring county, or they could pay $20-$25 a month for monthly or every other
week curbside recycling pickup. There are an estimated 3,677 households in Teton County.
Between 200 and 300 households, 5.4% to 8.2% of the total number of households, have signed
up for curbside recycling pickup. Approximately 2,300 households and businesses in the district
subscribe to curbside trash pickup, or between 7.7 times to 11.5 times the number who
subscribe to curbside recycling service.
The curbside recycling hauler transports paper, cardboard, glass, plastic bottles, aluminum
cans, and tin cans to the Teton County Transfer Station. They also collect fin foil and pie tins,
which they transport to Teton County, Wyoming. In 2013, they contributed 136.8 tons of these
materials to the 400.31 tons of these commodities that came into the transfer station (409.73
tons were processed during the same time period). 34.2% of the traditional recyclables and
glass recovered in Teton Valley were transported by a private curbside recycling business that
serves only 5-8% of households. Based on these figures, it is likely that the majority of Teton
County residents and businesses are either not recycling, or they are not recycling locally. An
estimated 32% of recyclers take their recyclables to other communities such as Jackson,
Wyoming, Rexburg, or Idaho Falls. Even taking into consideration the households and
businesses that take their recyclables to neighboring counties, the percentage of households
that recycle may be as low as 20-35% of total households. Changes to collection systems have
the potential to greatly increase household recycling. Potential changes could take many forms,
including any combination of the following:




Universal curbside recycling
Use drop-off bins to collect recycling
Develop neighborhood recycling stations

1. Universal Curbside Recycling
Description: In 2013, 5-8% of households subscribe to curbside recycling pickup, while 5070% subscribed to curbside trash pickup. A universal curbside collection program would
automatically provide curbside recycling bins to anyone who wants them. This could be a
part of the service residents pay for through their trash hauler. While some households may
still choose not to recycle, providing the service for free or including it in their household
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trash hauling bill has the potential to significantly increase the percentage of households
that recycle.
In 2011, the city of Pocatello, Idaho switched from a combination of subscription curbside
recycling pickup and a number of drop-off sites to universal curbside recycling. Every
household in the city has the option to receive a free recycling bin and receive the service of
curbside recycling pickup. Recycling is not mandatory; whether or not households take
advantage of the recycling service is entirely up to them. Every household pays a small
amount for the service, whether they use it or not, that amounts to about 25 cents per
household per month. When Pocatello began the program, participation in curbside
recycling doubled. It continues to grow, and there is currently 73% participation in curbside
recycling out of the 17,000 households that receive trash hauling service. As a result, their
recycling rate jumped from about 3% to approximately 10%.40
Pocatello provides a good model for what is possible in a like-minded community. A similar
system in Teton County would have to be slightly different. First, Pocatello has mandatory
trash pickup for city residents. Teton County does not. Also, Pocatello opted for co-mingled
recycling (all recyclables in one bin) and pays Western Recycling to process it. When the
market is high for recyclables, they get some money back. However, in the first half of 2014
they operated at a loss. Teton County could provide a similar service to all households that
subscribe to trash hauling service, and could offer the two-bin system for curbside recycling
that is currently available. The cost for curbside pickup would be higher; however, the
county would earn much higher revenue from the sale of recyclables if they are sorted.
Alternatively, cities within Teton County could decide to include both trash and recycling
hauling service within the water and sewer bills.
To create an estimate of diversion potential, we assumed that 2,000 of customers of
curbside trash pickup are residential customers, that 20% of curbside recycling customers
are businesses, and that businesses contribute 30% of the total tonnage of recyclables that
are collected. Using these estimates, curbside residential recyclers number about 240
households and contribute 95.76 tons of recyclables annually, or 798 pounds per household
per year. The US EPA estimates that Americans recycle and compost 1.51 pounds of waste
per day, or 551 pounds per year.41 Since most households consist of more than one person,
our estimate of 798 pounds per household per year is both conservative and reasonable. If
80% of curbside recycling customers are households that already receive curbside trash
hauling services, and 80% of the remaining households that subscribe to waste hauling
40

City of Pocatello Solid Waste Department, http://www.pocatello.us/sanitation/sanitation_recycling_reg.htm,
and conversations with City of Pocatello Solid Waste staff.
41
US EPA, Municipal Solid Waste, 2014, http://www.epa.gov/epawaste/nonhaz/municipal/index.htm
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service added curbside recycling service, the potential new curbside recyclers would total
about 1400 households. At 798 pounds of recyclables per household per year, this change
would yield an increase of approximately 558.6 tons per year. This figure is in line with
estimates from Skumatz and Associates, who found that curbside recycling programs
increase diversion by an average of 6-9 percentage points.42
Funding for a universal curbside program could come from a variety of sources, and will
depend on what kind of program is established. A handful of options are listed below:
1. Universal curbside recycling for all households, regardless of whether or not they
subscribe to trash hauling service. This option would need to be paid for through an
annual fee, such as the solid waste fee. The county would either need to increase the
annual fee, or raise prices for trash disposal at the transfer station so that funds from
the annual fee could be used to provide recycling services.
2. Universal curbside recycling for all households who subscribe to curbside trash pickup.
Curbside recycling service could be a requirement in the waste hauler contract. The
waste hauler would then have to alter prices to cover the cost of both trash and
recycling service for all customers. The program cost would be passed on to the
consumer.
3. Universal curbside recycling for all households and businesses who subscribe to waste
hauler services. Extending recycling to businesses will increase diversion. This option is
discussed in the commercial waste section of this document. Programs costs would be
passed on to the consumer.
4. Universal curbside recycling for all households within city limits. Because the cost of
service increases as population density decreases, it would be more cost effective to
provide a service such as curbside recycling to the areas with the densest population.
While offering curbside recycling to all households and businesses will increase participation
and, therefore, diversion, this estimate is focused on the impact of offering universal
curbside recycling for households with trash pickup. The county may wish to conduct a costbenefit analysis of expanding service to other households and businesses.
Estimated Tons Diverted: 400 – 600 tons/year
Percent of total materials diverted: 6% - 9%
Estimated Economic Benefit: $45,870 - $68,80043

42

Skumatz, Nationwide Diversion Rate Study, 1996.
http://reason.org/files/787c6e22b861d5461999d8207c3e72c9.pdf
43
Assumes glass makes up 23.7% of traditional recyclables collected. Glass is diverted and saves $18.21 a ton,
while other materials earn an average of $144.65 through revenue and savings.
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Estimated Cost: The cost of bins is estimated at $35,000.44 Service costs range from $84,000
to $420,000 annually.45
Steps to Implement:
I. Create contract for dual-stream recycling collection.
II.
Seek grant funding to cover the cost of recycling bins.
III.
Launch public outreach campaign about universal recycling.
IV. Begin sign up period for program.
V. Launch program and monitor success.
Challenges:
 The easiest way to implement universal curbside recycling is to include it with trash
pickup service. However, this requires convincing the waste hauler to provide
curbside recycling pickup or to contract with someone who does. Requiring curbside
recycling pickup as a part of the waste hauler contract will ensure that it happens.
 Cost increases may face public opposition. A survey TVCR conducted among
recycling supporters showed that 9% were not willing to pay anything to recycle,
29% were willing to pay $0-$5 a month, 16% were willing to pay $5-$10 a month,
14% were willing to pay $10-$20 a month, 3% were willing to pay $20-$30 a month,
and 5% were willing to pay more than $30 a month. The average that respondents
were willing to pay was $8.40 a month, and the median was $5 a month. Universal
recycling, which charges everyone a set amount for recycling service regardless of
whether they use it or not, reduces the cost of recycling for those who participate.
Given that the willingness to pay for recycling is, on average, quite low in Teton
County, finding an option that increases the cost to the consumer by less than $5 to
$10 a month is recommended.
 Universal curbside recycling helps lower the cost of curbside recycling service for
those who wish to participate. However, if the waste hauler raises every rate to the
undiscounted price of both trash and recycling service, they are likely to lose
customers. Funds from the annual solid waste user fee could be used to support a
universal recycling program.

2. Remote Drop-off Recycling Sites
Description: To increase the convenience of recycling, Teton County could establish a series
of locations where residents could drop off recyclables for free at any time of day or night.
There is currently one drop off location in the county, at the transfer station. These bins are
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Cost to provide two bins per household ($25 each) for 1400 houses.
Using the current cost of curbside pickup service ($25 a month for bi-weekly pickup), adding 1400 households
would cost $420,000. However, the cost of service should decrease with economies of scale.
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only accessible during hours that the transfer station is open to the public, a total of
nineteen hours per week. The transfer station location and hours of operation do not work
for some residents, and the cost of curbside recycling service is higher than some people
are willing to pay. 24-hour drop-off sites would make recycling accessible for people who
are not willing to pay for curbside recycling or who are unable to use the transfer station
drop off.
Neighboring Jackson, Wyoming has drop-off recycling bins and has achieved about a 35%
aste di e sio ate ith that s ste . So e Teto Cou t , Idaho eside ts use Ja kso ’s
bins. Because their drop-off system is free, they do not have much household participation
in their curbside recycling program. If Teton County, Idaho established drop off sites, it is
likely that some of the materials collected would come from residents who currently
subscribe to curbside pickup, use drop off bins in other communities, or use the transfer
station drop off bins.
One drop off location in each of the major towns in Teton County, Victor, Driggs, and
Tetonia, would provide relatively convenient access for most county residents. Jackson
recommends having three bins at each site and checking them daily.
Estimated Tons Diverted: 200 -270 tons / year
Percent of total materials diverted: 3-4%46
Estimated Economic Benefit: $22,900 to $30,96547
Estimated Cost: $150,000 in start up costs, plus $25,000 annually to maintain program.48
Steps to Implement:
I. Seek approval and match funding from county commissioners
II.
Seek grant funding from outside sources
III.
Hire contractor to haul trailers or hire additional staff
IV. Purchase truck, bins, and signs
V. Conduct public outreach campaign
VI. Monitor success of program
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Drop off recycling locations have been shown to increase waste diversion by 3-4 percentage points. Skumatz,
1996, http://reason.org/files/787c6e22b861d5461999d8207c3e72c9.pdf.
47
Assumes glass makes up 23.7%.
48
Capital expenditures: $80,000 for truck + $22,500 per site for bins. Annual expenditures: $8,364 per site for
ages a d e efits, fuel, ai te a e, a d pa ts. All esti ates a e ased o the osts fo Ja kso , W o i g’s
program.
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Challenges:
 The biggest concern with drop-off programs is contamination of recyclable
materials. A robust public outreach campaign can reduce contamination.
Surveillance cameras could also be used to discourage illegal dumping of trash.
 In Jackson, the introduction of drop off bins led to a significant decrease in
household customers for the curbside recycling business. The same would likely
happen in Teton County, Idaho.
 Capital costs are high and the cost must be paid by the county, not by the
consumer. Grant funding could be sought to help cover the cost of bins and
signs.
 Drop off recycling bins would cost as estimated $400,000 over ten years. The
increase in revenue is estimated at $22,000 to $31,000 annually. At this rate, a
drop-off bin program will not break even until 25 years if the maximum
economic benefit is reached.

3. Neighborhood Recycling Stations
Description:
Universal curbside recycling and drop offs both have the potential to increase the recycling
rate, but both also have challenges. The cost of curbside recycling service in a rural
community is higher than many people are willing to pay. Drop off bins are free for
residents, but the burden of purchasing equipment and servicing the bins falls on the
county. Unmonitored bins also run a greater risk of misuse that contaminates recyclables
and decreases their value.
One potential solution to these challenges is to create neighborhood recycling stations.
While the stations would not be accessible to everyone in the county, they have the
potential to increase the number of residents participating in recycling in Teton County.
In this scenario, neighborhoods would host collection stations in a public area, and
homeowners would have access to the recycling bins through a key or a punch code. The
neighborhood would pay for the pickup service, and could use HOA fees to cover the costs.
The highest cost for the curbside recycling company is the time it takes to stop at each
individual home. By serving neighborhoods rather than homes, the cost of service is greatly
reduced. Residents still need to put in the effort to separate and transport their recyclables
to the station, but it is close to their homes.
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Some neighborhoods in Teton County already practice this system. Mountainside Village is
one example. Instead of taking the curbside recycling hauler about two hours to service
every home in the neighborhood, the hauler makes one simple stop, saving both staff time
and fuel. It also encourages all residents in the neighborhood to recycle since they are
paying for the service through their HOA fees rather than having to decide whether or not
to subscribe to household pickup at a higher cost.
Encouraging more neighborhoods to have local recycling stations could be purely voluntary,
it could be a requirement for all new developments, or it could be encouraged or enforced
in some other way. The increase in diversion will vary greatly depending upon whether the
program is voluntary or mandatory.
Estimated Tons Diverted: 70-350 tons
Percent of total materials diverted: 1- 5%
Estimated Economic Benefit: $8,028 - $40,138
Estimated Cost: The cost will be covered by neighborhood associations through HOA fees.
The only cost to the county will be of promoting the program. However, providing
assistance to build the recycling stations would greatly increase participation.
Steps to Implement:
I. Work with curbside recycling hauler to determine cost scale for servicing
neighborhoods
II.
Determine whether the program will be voluntary or mandatory
III.
Set incentives for participation
IV. Seek grant funding to cover the costs of incentives and advertising
V. Promote program
VI. Monitor results
Challenges:
 Recycling stations could be abused by people who live outside of the
neighborhood. Using a key or a code for residents to access the station limits
access to those who pay for the service.
 Tourists may not have access to recycling under this system.
 Without significant incentives or disincentives, many neighborhoods may choose
to not participate. Grant funding to cover the cost of bins or sheds will help.
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Summary
Increasing the convenience of recycling will increase the recycling rate. However, every option
has costs and challenges. Drop off recycling bins have a significant capital cost and come with
the risk of misuse and contamination. Curbside recycling has a lower startup cost and lower risk
of abuse, but requires a higher cost to provide the service.
All programs will be more successful if variable rate pricing is adopted for waste disposal. The
economic incentive of reduced rates encourages people to produce less waste and to recycle
and compost more. Just as convenient recycling systems need to be in place for variable rate
pricing to work, price incentives need to be in place for any type of recycling to work.
Teton Valley Community Recycling recommends, first and foremost, that the county adopt
variable rate pricing for curbside trash hauling. TVCR also recommends the county require the
waste hauler to provide universal curbside recycling at no additional cost for all curbside trash
customers who want it. It will be up to the waste hauler to determine how much the price
needs to increase to service the need, and whether or not that service is provided to individual
households or to neighborhoods.
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VII. Potential Diversion of Unsorted Commercial Waste
Overview
To increase waste diversion, Teton County must look at reducing the largest sources of waste. A
professional waste audit would assess which sources contribute the most to the waste stream,
and could be helpful in determining the most appropriate solutions. Without a waste audit,
county data and observations made by transfer station staff can be used to determine large
sources of waste. While this method is not as exact, it is still valuable. Staff who interact
frequently with waste haulers are able to identify specific industries that produce large
quantities of divertible waste.
One industry that has been mentioned by transfer station staff as a large producer of waste is
construction and demolition (C&D). In 2013, sorted waste was free for up to 350 pounds of
material, and $30 a ton when weight exceeded 350 pounds. Non-household waste, including
tar paper, shingles, insulation, glass windows, PVC pipe, and vinyl siding, cost $105 a ton. The
savings of $75 a ton for large quantities of sorted materials might be less than the cost of labor
to sort materials for many businesses. Many C&D materials could be sorted or recycling,
including clean wood and pallets, gypsum wall board, metal, inert fill, paper and cardboard.
Teton County has never conducted a waste audit, and therefore does not have accurate
estimates of materials in the waste stream that are not currently being sorted or recycled. For
the purposes of this document, data from a 2010 study of C&D waste in Boulder County,
Colorado will be used.49 The study was selected because it takes place in the Rocky Mountain
region and is both comprehensive and recent. However, Boulder County is a much larger
community than Teton County and includes a large university. The waste composition of Teton
County, Idaho could vary substantially.
According to the Boulder County study, materials that could be sorted (concrete, sand, dirt,
metal, clean wood, pallets, clean wall board, paper and cardboard) make up about 50.5% of
C&D waste. Painted wallboard and treated wood make up an additional 21.5%. The study
estimates that approximately 3% of C&D waste could be reused. There are also several
common C&D waste materials that have emerging markets and could be added to the list of
materials that can be sorted. Of these, shingles represent the largest percentage of the C&D
waste stream at an estimated 19.1%. Carpet, thin plastic film, and insulation are other
emerging markets.

49

MSW Consultants, 2010, 2010 Waste Composition Study prepared for Boulder County Resource Conservation
Division. http://www.bouldercounty.org/doc/rc/boulder.final.wcs2010.pdf.
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The Wyoming State Waste Diversion Plan estimates that 14-15% of municipal solid waste is
C&D waste, which amounts to 1,028 tons in Teton County.50 Policies, programs, and
infrastructure that encourage sorting of C&D waste and reuse of construction materials have
pote tial to sig ifi a tl i ease Teto Cou t ’s aste di e sio ate. Fo poli
ha ges to e
effective, however, the economic incentives must be significant enough to change behavior.
Any program that involves a change in fee structure requires approval by the board of county
commissioners and must provide an opportunity for the public to comment. Policy changes
need public outreach as well. It may be possible to secure grant funding to cover outreach.
However, the time frame needed to secure funding and deliver appropriate outreach should be
included into timelines and budgets.
Programs designed to increase diversion of C&D waste include:










Changes to fee structure
Require separate bins for sorted waste
Disposal bans
Refundable fee or deposit for construction permit
Recycling or diversion mandates
Require recycling plan within permits
Reward program for C&D recyclers
Expand salvaging and reuse options
Expand diversion materials accepted

Many successful C&D waste reduction programs use more than one of these programs. For
example, Portland, Oregon mandates a 75% diversion of C&D waste. It also bans disposal of
concrete and asphalt, land-clearing debris, cardboard, wood, and metal by contractors.51
Furthermore, it requires contractors to complete a Pre-Construction Recycling Plan Form. The
three programs complement and reinforce each other. A combination of programs may be the
best option for Teton County, Idaho as well.
Many of the waste reduction programs listed involve policy changes. However, policy and
permitting changes at the county level will not impact all construction within the county. The
cities within the county have their own permitting processes. In 2013, Teton County had 16
construction permits, while Driggs had 22 permits and Victor had three.52 County permits
affected only 39% of construction and demolition projects within the county. As such, policy
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LBA Associates, Wyoming Solid Waste Diversion Study, 2013.
Mecklenburg County Land Use and Environmental Services Agency, Solid Waste Division, Best Practices for Local
Government Solid Waste Recycling, Diversion from Landfill, and Waste Reduction, 2011.
52
Data gathered through conversations with city and county planners.
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changes that apply only to the county will have a limited impact. Coordinating with the cities to
create similar policy changes within the three entities would increase the impact of the
programs. The waste reduction estimates in this document assume that the changes apply
evenly to all construction and demolition projects within county limits, including those
permitted by the individual cities within the county.

1. Changes to Fee Structure
Description: Tipping fees at the transfer station currently reflect the cost of waste
disposal and labor. Instead, the county could set tipping fees to encourage desired
behaviors. Of course, fees will need to be set high enough overall to ensure that
expenses are covered. Greatly reduced fees for sorted waste, potentially paired with
higher fees for disposal of non-sorted waste, would encourage contractors to sort as
much as possible. Teton County, Wyoming charges a $240 fee for commercial waste
that is not sorted.53 This encourages businesses to sort their loads and helps cover the
cost of labor when loads arrive unsorted.
Examples of potential changes:
o Charge a separate fee (above and beyond the tipping fee) for unsorted loads
o Eliminate or reduce the sorted waste tipping fee
o Increase tipping fee for unsorted waste
Estimated tons diverted: 20-175 tons, depending on changes made
Percent of total materials diverted: 0.3% - 2.5%54
Estimated Economic Benefit: $365 - $3,187 annually in waste reduction plus and
estimated $1,000 annually in increased revenue from fees.
Estimated cost: $1,000 - $3,000 to run public outreach campaign
Steps to Implement:
I.
Determine how to change fee structure and start date for new fee structure
II.
Present policy change to county commissioners for approval
III.
Begin public outreach campaign
IV.
Implement program
V.
Monitor and evaluate
Challenges:
 Charges for unsorted waste are difficult to assess, and leave a lot of decision
making to the discretion of the county employees. Standards for when to charge
and when not to charge need to be very clear.
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Teton County ISWR, Load Sort Fee, http://www.tetonwyo.org/recycl/topics/load-sort-policy/252049/.
Skumatz Economic Research Associates, Inc. (SERA), Eagle River Valley 10-year Waste Diversion Implementation
Plan, 2011, http://mrico.net/dev/wp-content/uploads/2012/08/Transfer_Plan.pdf.
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A straight fee for unsorted waste is a bigger deterrent for small businesses than
it is for large ones. Doubling the tipping fee for unsorted loads affects businesses
more proportionately.
Most of these policies will increase the cost of waste disposal. While increased
disposal costs encourage diversion, they also sometimes upset people. A focus
on cost savings through diversion can reduce this tension.
It will be important to monitor illegal dumping and enforce fines for dumping.
Waste hauling companies will need several months of advanced notice if fees
increase so that they can change their fees accordingly.

2. Require Separate Bins for Sorted Waste
Description: Co t a to s a ’t so t aste if the do ’t ha e a sepa ate i fo sorted
materials. An ordinance requiring job sites to have separate containers for sorted
materials and unsorted waste could help contractors and their staff to overcome this
hurdle.
For example, there is a statewide ordinance in Washington, effective since April 2009,
which requires all job sites to have separate containers for recyclables and nonrecyclables.55 The main goal of this ordinance is to reduce contamination of recyclables.
Simply having a separate bin might be enough to overcome the hurdle of separating
waste for some contractors.
In the Eagle River Valley 10-year Waste Diversion Implementation Plan, Skumatz
Economic Research Associates, Inc. recommends requiring a container of at least half
the size of the trash container.56 For example, if a contractor has a container for 8 cubic
yards of trash, they must also have a 4 cubic yard recycling bin.
For the program to be successful, the penalty for non-compliance should be higher than
the cost of purchasing or contracting a separate bin. Clauses can be included in the
ordinance to limit the requirement to businesses with multiple projects, or the
ordinance could apply to all projects. Providing bins for a discounted price during the
first few months of the program encourages contactors to start compliance early.
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Mecklenburg County Land Use and Environmental Services Agency, Solid Waste Division, Best Practices for Local
Government Solid Waste Recycling, Diversion from Landfill, and Waste Reduction, 2011.
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Skumatz Economic Research Associates, Inc. (SERA), Eagle River Valley 10-year Waste Diversion Implementation
Plan, 2011, http://mrico.net/dev/wp-content/uploads/2012/08/Transfer_Plan.pdf.
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Estimated tons diverted: 112 – 175 tons annually
Percent of total materials diverted: 1.6% - 2.5%57
Estimated Economic Benefit: $2,337 - $3,652 annually58
Estimated cost: $1,250 for outreach prior to implementation of policy
Steps to Implement:
I.
Determine parameters of program, including which construction and
demolition projects the ordinance will apply to and bin size
II.
Determine when to start program and if there will be a grace period for
projects that are already in the permitting process
III.
Present policy to county commissioners for approval
IV.
Conduct public outreach campaign to inform contractors of new policy
V.
Implement new policy
VI.
Monitor and evaluate
Challenges:
 Some contractors may complain of not having adequate space for two bins.
 Containers alone are not enough to increase recycling. Staff will need to be
trained in what to put in each bin. Public outreach that includes staff training in
English and Spanish could increase the effectiveness of this program.
 There needs to be a mechanism for enforcement of this policy. Enforcement
measures could range from notices of violation to fines to stopping construction
until the ordinance is met.

3. Disposal Bans
Description: Disposal bans target specific materials that must be recycled or diverted,
and impose fines when these materials are disposed of illegally. For example, Alameda
County, California instituted a ban of all plant material in 2010 (grass, leaves, and
branches). Fairfax County, Virginia requires all construction, renovation, and demolition
companies to recycle all cardboard. Orange County, North Carolina requires the
recycling of cardboard, clean wood, and metal by construction and demolition
companies, and intends to add shingles to the list in the future.59 Orange County also
requires a waste management plan, and haulers are licenses based upon compliance
with the bans. All C&D loads are inspected at the landfill and those with banned
57

Skumatz Economic Research Associates, Inc. (SERA), Eagle River Valley 10-year Waste Diversion Implementation
Plan, 2011, http://mrico.net/dev/wp-content/uploads/2012/08/Transfer_Plan.pdf.
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Assumes 2.1% recyclable content and 97.9% divertible content
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Mecklenburg County Land Use and Environmental Services Agency, Solid Waste Division, Best Practices for Local
Government Solid Waste Recycling, Diversion from Landfill, and Waste Reduction, 2011.
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materials can either remove them or they are charged a double tipping fee. C&D
tonnage decreased from 30,000 a year to 7,500 a year after the introduction of the
disposal bans. Some of this can be attributed to the economic recession or to
contractors choosing to haul their waste outside of the county to avoid sorting.
A disposal ban should target materials that are easy to sort and which make up a large
percentage of the C&D waste stream. Clean wood and pallets, metal, and dirt and sand
make up approximately 18% of the C&D waste stream, or 182.7 tons. Adding cardboard,
untreated wallboard, and treated wood to the ban adds 20% of the C&D waste stream,
or 203 tons. Rocks, concrete, and brick make up approximately 27.5% of C&D waste, or
279 tons annually. The numbers below assume a 75% compliance rate on 18% (limited
ban) to 65.5% (aggressive ban) of the C&D waste stream. Some builders may find it
more economical to pay the fine than to comply. A disposal ban could start with a small
number of materials in the beginning and a plan to add more materials later if the
program is successful.
Estimated tons diverted: 137 – 665 tons annually
Percent of total materials diverted: 2 – 9.5%
Estimated Economic Benefit: $2,858 - $13,87560
Estimated cost: $5,000 for outreach and implementation in first year. $1,000 annually in
subsequent years
Steps to Implement:
I.
Determine which materials should be banned, and if material bans shall be
introduced gradually or all at once
II.
Determine appropriate penalties for disposal of a banned material
III.
Determine a start date and grace period
IV.
Propose program to county commissioners
V.
Conduct public outreach campaign
VI.
Monitor and evaluate
Challenges:
 Businesses may oppose restrictions. Making sorting as easy as possible and
conducting training sessions for businesses could reduce opposition over time. If
usi esses ealize that the a e sa i g o e fo so ethi g that does ’t e ui e
much extra work, they will be more likely to support the program.
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Assumes 2.1% of C&D waste is metal
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The o d a has a egati e o otatio . Choosi g wording that does not use
the o d a
ould de ease oppositio . A disposal allo a e , allot e t ,
o a epta e sou ds o e positi e tha
a .
To be effective, there must be enforcement of penalties for non-compliance.
Contractors may complain of lack of space for separate containers.
Some contractors could choose to haul waste to surrounding counties to avoid
having to sort waste.

4. Refundable Fee or Deposit for Construction Permit
Description: Many communities have permit programs that require that the builder pay
a fee or deposit for their construction permit that specifies a recycling or diversion goal
for construction materials. Contractors can get a refund on their deposit if they provide
receipts showing that they met the diversion rate. A size limit could be set so that the
policy only applies to larger projects, or it could encompass all construction and
demolition permits.
San Jose, California, for example, implemented a Construction and Demolition Diversion
Deposit Program (CDDD) that requires contractors to recycle or divert 50% of their
waste to receive the refund on their deposit.61 During the permit application process,
the city assesses the deposit based on square footage and the type of project. Rates
range from $0.10 per square foot for non-residential new construction and demolition
to $1.16 per square foot for residential alterations. Residential new construction is
valued at $0.20 per square foot, and residential demolition is valued at $0.35 per square
foot. Contractors must determine if they will donate materials for reuse, dispose of
them at a certified CDDD facility for recovery/recycling, or combine reuse and recovery.
After project completion, contractors apply for a refund on the deposit.
Based on the recovery rates of communities that have implemented this policy, it is
estimated that Teton County could experience as much as a 50% reduction in C&D
waste if a deposit program is implemented. However, it may be difficult for contractors
to make the jump from zero diversion to 50% given the current infrastructure. For
example, the Habitat Restore, where materials can be donated for reuse, is located
across a steep mountain pass in Jackson, Wyoming. Also, many construction materials
are not currently recyclable or divertible in Teton County. The county could start with a
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Mecklenburg County Land Use and Environmental Services Agency, Solid Waste Division, Best Practices for Local
Government Solid Waste Recycling, Diversion from Landfill, and Waste Reduction, 2011.
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modest diversion goal, such as 20% or 25%, and increase the goal in few years when the
infrastructure can support greater diversion rates.
Estimated tons diverted: 200 - 500 tons
Percent of total materials diverted: 3-7.5%
Estimated Economic Benefit: $4,174 - $10,433 annually62
Estimated cost: $5,000 for outreach in the first year and $1,000 annually in subsequent
years for permitting and outreach
Steps to Implement:
I. Determine appropriate deposit and requirements for the refund
II.
Outline how companies will have their percentage of waste measured and
submitted
III.
Determine start date and length of grace period
IV. Present proposal to the county commissioners for approval
V. Begin implementation of public outreach plan. Ideally outreach will include
advertisements, newspaper articles, outreach to individual construction
companies, public meetings, and private trainings for businesses that request it
VI. Implement deposit program
VII. Monitor results and evaluate
Challenges:
 Teton County currently only requires permits for new construction over 200
square feet and does not require any permits for demolition or remodeling. The
individual towns within the county have their own permitting processes.
Requirements built into the permitting process will only affect a small
percentage of construction projects unless the cities adopt similar policies.
 50% diversion rates may be difficult for many businesses based on the diversion
opportunities available. For example, there is no reuse store in Teton County,
and driving reusable materials to Jackson may not be worth the time or money
saved. It may be best to start with a small diversion percentage and increase it as
the infrastructure for more diversion opportunities develops.
 Companies that have disposed of unsorted waste for years without reprimand
may be wary of a policy with significant economic benefits for sorting waste. A
sturdy outreach program prior to enforcement is critical.
 The permitting process and refunding of the deposit may increase the labor
needed for each permit. Training staff who issue permits can reduce frustration.
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The low range estimates 20% diversion of C&D waste. The high range estimates a 50% total reduction in C&D
waste, of which 2.1% is recycled.
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Some cities that use this method have separate construction and demolition
disposal facilities that measure and verify diversion. Without this kind of facility,
the burden of measurement will fall on the county transfer station employees.
It is important to outline how recycling and diversion percentages will be
calculated.
The county will need to establish a diversion goal that is attainable given the
current infrastructure. Additional infrastructure may be required to reach higher
diversion goals.
To be effective, there must be enforcement of penalties for non-compliance.

5. Recycling or Diversion Mandates
Description: In this policy, C&D industries are required to recycle or divert a certain
percentage of their waste stream. If the percentage is not met, they face fines or
penalties. Recycling mandates tend to yield similar results to deposit programs. Under
the deposit program, companies pay a deposit when they apply for their permit and are
rewarded with a refund for their good behavior. With a diversion mandate, companies
do ’t pa a thi g up f o t, ut a e fi ed if the do ot o pl ith the a date.
Many communities on the West Coast and the Rocky Mountains have construction and
demolition diversion mandates. Most have diversion mandates of around 50%. Boulder
County, Colorado, for example, requires 50% diversion of construction waste and 65%
diversion of demolition waste.63 Alameda County, California has an ordinance requiring
that 50% of all waste generated by construction and demolition be diverted from the
landfill through recycling and reuse.64 The county also requires that traditional public
works projects divert 75% of asphalt, concrete, and earth materials. Some jurisdictions
within Alameda County require 100% diversion of asphalt and concrete and 50%
diversion of other materials. Others simply require a 50% diversion rate of all materials
without specifying diversion rates of any specific materials. The city of Oakland requires
diversion of 100% of asphalt and concrete and 65% diversion of all other materials.65
The Alameda County model is interesting because it has both a county-wide ordinance
and similar ordinances within individual municipalities. Because Teton County, Idaho has
a much smaller population, a single, county-wide ordinance would be more efficient.
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Boulder County Colorado website,
https://www.bouldercounty.org/env/recycle/pages/constructionanddemolition.aspx.
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Mecklenburg County Land Use and Environmental Services Agency, Solid Waste Division, Best Practices for Local
Government Solid Waste Recycling, Diversion from Landfill, and Waste Reduction, 2011.
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Mecklenburg County Land Use and Environmental Services Agency, Solid Waste Division, Best Practices for Local
Government Solid Waste Recycling, Diversion from Landfill, and Waste Reduction, 2011.
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However, the Alameda County model provides a variety of examples of different ways
that an ordinance could be written.
Recycling mandates vary in their determination of which projects fall under the
ordinance. Some ordinances in Alameda County require diversion for all demolition
projects regardless of size, while others set minimum project costs ranging from $3,000
to $40,000. The threshold values for new construction projects range from $50,000 to
$300,000. Oakland imposes its ordinance on all new construction, all demolition except
single family homes and duplexes, and all renovation projects exceeding a $50,000
valuation. Projects falling below the minimum value are encouraged to comply; those
falling above it are mandated to recycle and face penalties if they do not comply.
Some communities have adopted C&D waste recycling ordinances with low diversion
mandates and increased the required diversion percentage over time. Chicago, Illinois,
for example, adopted an ordinance in 2006 requiring contractors to keep track of the
waste that was generated and aim towards a goal of 25% diversion. Beginning in 2007,
contractors were required to divert 50% of C&D waste. Many contractors divert more
than the minimum, and Chicago has achieved an 85% diversion of C&D waste.66
Examples of their ordinance and the accompanying paperwork can be found on their
website, cited at the end of this section.
The final consideration for recycling and diversion mandates is the penalty for noncompliance. The penalty must be steep enough to compel contractors to comply.
However, if the diversion rate and penalty are set too high, the ordinance will be
criticized for slowing economic growth. Finding balance is the key to a successful
program. Chicago fines contractors $1,000 for each percentage point between the
mandate and actual diversion for projects over 10,000 square feet, and $500 for each
percentage point for projects under 10,000 square feet. Contractors must complete the
paperwork documenting diversion and have an affidavit signed by the waste hauler or
recycler stating that the reported diversion rate is true.67 Designating different penalties
for large and small projects prevents the policy from putting a disproportionate burden
on small businesses that inhibits competition. Charging per percentage point
encourages contractors to divert as much as possible, whereas a simple fine for non66

City of Chicago website,
http://www.cityofchicago.org/city/en/depts/cdph/supp_info/environmental_permitsandregulation/construction_
anddemolitiondebrisrecycling.html.
67
City of Chicago website,
http://www.cityofchicago.org/city/en/depts/cdph/supp_info/environmental_permitsandregulation/construction_
anddemolitiondebrisrecycling.html.
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compliance could lead some contractors to choose to pay the fine rather than risk
putting time and effort into diversion and still coming up short. Fining per percentage
point makes the fine for complete non-compliance too high, and rewards all contractors
for their efforts while giving them the flexibility to pay if the effort to achieve the final
percentage points is too difficult.
Estimated tons diverted: 200 - 500 tons
Percent of total materials diverted: 3-7.5%
Estimated Economic Benefit: $4,174 - $10,433 annually68
Estimated cost: $5,000 for outreach in the first year and $1,000 annually in subsequent
years for permitting and outreach
Steps to Implement:
I.
Determine appropriate diversion requirements, how they will be measured,
and what kinds of projects will be required to comply with the ordinance
II.
Set fines for noncompliance
III.
Determine if there will be a grace period or any gradual increases in the
mandate
IV.
Present proposal to commissioners for approval
V.
Conduct robust outreach program prior to implementation to inform public,
particularly C&D companies, about the changes
VI.
Implement program
VII.
Monitor results and evaluate effectiveness
Challenges:
 Teton County currently only requires permits for new construction over 200
square feet and does not require any permits for demolition or remodeling.69
The individual towns within the county have their own permitting processes.
Requirements built into the permitting process will only affect a small
percentage of construction projects unless the cities adopt similar policies.
 This strategy would probably only apply to large contractors and would not
impact diversion rates from smaller home renovation projects.
 Fines are unpopular. Focusing on the cost-savings of diversion can make
mandates more palatable.
 It may also be easier to collect fees for non-compliance if builders must pay it up
front to get their permit (in deposit programs) than to collect them later.
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The low range estimates 20% diversion of C&D waste. The high range estimates a 50% total reduction in C&D
waste, of which 2.1% is recycled.
69
Teton County, Idaho Building Department,
http://www.tetoncountyidaho.gov/department.php?deptID=4&menuID=1
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The county will need to determine how to measure diversion. Increased
paperwork and record keeping may increase staff workloads and will require
training staff regarding the new policy.
To be effective, there must be enforcement of penalties for non-compliance.

6. Require a Recycling Plan within Permits
Description: This option asks builders to create their own recycling plan, rather than
having one imposed on them. It could be combined with any of the other options, or it
could be implemented alone. If combined with a refundable deposit, for example, it
would be up to the business to determine how they plan to reach the expected
diversion rate. Allowing businesses to choose the easiest path to the diversion goal gives
them flexibility to choose the easiest and most economical pathways for their specific
business or project. Requiring them to consider recycling prior to the start of a project
could increase the success of a deposit or mandate program. Requiring contractors to
submit recycling plans when they apply for a permit ensures that they will think about
diversion before starting construction or demolition, rather than as an afterthought
when they are taking waste to the transfer station. It also encourages them to develop
efficient systems for sorting waste.
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, for example, requires all commercial businesses, including
construction and demolition, to submit recycling plans and keep them on file.70 The city
expects certain materials to be included in the recycling plan, such as traditional
recyclables, yard waste, lumber, and concrete. However, they leave it up to the business
to determine how they will divert or recycle those materials. Businesses are also
required to provide containers for source separating recyclables, and to provide training
for employees. There are penalties of up to $300 a day for non-compliance. However,
there has been little enforcement.
If a requirement to include a recycling plan within permits is used alone without any
mandates or fines for goals that are not met, it might only increase diversion among
businesses that genuinely want to. It is possible that it will encourage businesses that
currently divert waste to develop more efficient systems or divert more. However,
without penalties, it likely that many businesses will merely go through the motions of
creating a plan without following through with implementation.
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Mecklenburg County Land Use and Environmental Services Agency, Solid Waste Division, Best Practices for Local
Government Solid Waste Recycling, Diversion from Landfill, and Waste Reduction, 2011.
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No data was found that would help estimate diversion potential through the
implementation of a requirement to create a recycling plan, as most communities
combine this policy with bans or mandates. Impact could vary greatly. This plan
estimates a 5% increase in total C&D waste diversion if the policy is implemented alone,
or a 5% increase in compliance if used with a deposit program, mandate, or ban.
Estimated tons diverted: 50
Percent of total materials diverted: 0.7%
Estimated Economic Benefit: $1,041 annually
Estimated cost: $1,000 for outreach prior to implementation of policy
Steps to Implement:
I.
Develop policy that includes a requirement for a recycling plan prior to
approval of building permits
II.
Determine when to start program and if there will be a grace period for
projects that are already in the permitting process
III.
Present policy to county commissioners
IV.
Conduct public outreach campaign to inform contractors of new policy
V.
Implement new policy
VI.
Monitor and evaluate
Challenges:
 Teton County currently only requires permits for new construction over 200
square feet and does not require any permits for demolition or remodeling. The
individual towns within the county have their own permitting processes.
Requirements built into the permitting process will only affect a small
percentage of construction projects unless the cities adopt similar policies.
 This may be seen as tedious by contractors. A focus on cost savings through
diversion could help them see more value in the process.
 Some contractors could go through the motion of creating, or borrowing, a
recycling plan to get their plans approved without having any intention of
implementing it. A deposit program or mandate, combined with a requirement
to create a recycling plan, provides more incentive for contractors to follow
through with the plans they create.
 To be effective, there must be enforcement of penalties for non-compliance.

7. Reward Program for C&D Recyclers
Description: This option uses only incentives with no risk of penalties to encourage
builders to reduce, divert, and recycle C&D waste. To initiate a reward program, the
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county would need to first determine diversion goals, what is required to participate in
the reward program, and whether or not to create different levels within the reward
program. Next, the reward should be determined. The reward could be a certification
that states that the builder is exceeding the goals. If the program participants are
advertised publicly, the recognition could help businesses that comply. Rewards could
also be economic in nature, such as a discount on waste disposal fees for future projects
if the diversion criteria are met and kept. Because reward programs are entirely
voluntary, they are generally well-received. However, they risk low participation,
particularly if the reward is not significant enough to warrant spending time and money
sorting waste. Alternatively, a point system could be devised that rewards builders who
a hie e a e tai u e of poi ts a d pe alizes those that do ’t. The follo i g
examples of rewards programs are mandatory for most builders and impose penalties as
well as rewards. In many ways they are more similar to deposit and rebate programs.
Eagle Cou t , Colo ado eated a E o-Build e a d p og a that offe ed fi a ial
incentives for green building and energy efficiency.71 The program is set up similarly to a
deposit and rebate program, but is based on a general point system rather than a
diversion goal. Points can be earned through a variety of sustainable actions, including
recycling and reuse, water conservation, and energy efficiency. Those projects that
meet and exceed the point minimum receive a 25% rebate on their building permit.
Those who do not meet the minimum pay a fine.72
Boulde Cou t , Colo ado also has a G ee Poi ts s ste that e ou ages recycling of
construction material as well as other sustainable building practices. Participation in the
program is required of all new construction as well as to additions and renovations
greater than 500 square feet.73
Skumatz Economic Research Associates (SERA) estimates 0.5% to 5% total diversion
through rewards programs. Due to a lack of other data for calculations here, the SERA
figures are used.74
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Eagle County Eco-Build point system,
http://www.eaglecounty.us/Building/Documents/Residential_ECObuild_Checklist-022511/.
72
Eagle County Eco-Build Regulations, http://www.eaglecounty.us/Building/Documents/Eco-Build_Regs/.
73
City of Boulder Green Building and Green Points Program, https://bouldercolorado.gov/plan-develop/greenbuilding-and-green-points-program.
74
Skumatz Economic Research Associates, Inc., Eagle River Valley 10-year Waste Diversion Implementation Plan,
2011, http://mrico.net/dev/wp-content/uploads/2012/08/Transfer_Plan.pdf.
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Estimated tons diverted: 35 – 350 tons
Percent of total materials diverted: 0.5% - 5%
Estimated Economic Benefit: $730 - $7,300
Estimated cost: $5,000 to start program, $1,000 annually to continue it
Steps to Implement:
I.
Determine diversion goals
II.
Determine diversion required for rewards and if there will be multiple levels
III.
Determine rewards
IV.
Present program to county commissioners for approval
V.
Conduct public outreach campaign to inform contractors of new policy
VI.
Implement new policy
VII.
Monitor and evaluate
Challenges:
 The reward for achieving the goals must be big enough to encourage sorting.
 This policy targets large construction companies, but provides little incentive for
small builders to participate.
 The most likely participants in a program like this are businesses that already
sort waste. It might not generate many new waste sorters.

8. Expand Salvaging and Reuse Options
Description: A Boulder County, Colorado study estimates that 3% of C&D waste can be
reused.75 This includes doors, windows, and other materials in good enough condition to
be resold. Other waste materials, such as pallets and scrap wood, can be salvaged.
Currently, Teton County, Idaho has a salvaging policy that allows people to salvage
materials every other Friday for a fee. Participants are allowed to take materials from
around the wood and scrap metal piles. For safety reasons, they are not allowed to
climb the piles or pull out materials that have been buried.
There are a number of reuse stores in Teton Valley; however, they do not accept
construction and demolition materials. In Jackson, Wyoming, Habitat for Humanity runs
a ReStore that accepts donations of doors, windows, furniture, and other construction
materials for reuse.76 Some Teton Valley residents travel to the Jackson store to shop for

75

Boulder County Colorado website,
https://www.bouldercounty.org/env/recycle/pages/constructionanddemolition.aspx.
76
Teton Habitat Restore website, http://tetonhabitat.org/restore-2/
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materials, but it is not convenient for Teton Valley contractors to transport materials
there for donation.
The development of better opportunities for reuse and salvaging could increase the
pe e tage of C&D aste that is di e ted. % of Teto Cou t ’s C&D to age amounts
to about 30 tons. 75% compliance would yield 22.5 tons.
Potential changes to the current reuse and salvaging options:
o Creating a designated space at the transfer station for salvaging so that materials
are able to be salvaged before they get buried in the piles.
o Better promotion of salvaging program through signs, advertisements, and a
more prominent position on the website.
o Creation of an online forum for redistribution of materials prior to transport to
the transfer station.
o Host an annual swap event specifically for the redistribution of C&D waste.
o Open a Teton Valley ReStore.
o Offer salvaging permits for demolition projects prior to deconstruction.
Estimated tons diverted: 22.5 tons
Percent of total materials diverted: 0.3%
Estimated Economic Benefit: $410 in waste disposal savings, plus an increase in salvage
permit funds or revenue from the sale of materials
Estimated cost: Varies depending upon which changes are implemented
Steps to Implement:
I. Determine which reuse and salvaging options are best for our community
II. Implement reuse and salvaging programs
III. Monitor and evaluate
Challenges:
 Increased salvaging could put a burden on transfer station staff.
 Salvaging programs must be monitored to ensure safety.
 A Restore needs a designated space. Rental of a building in town, combined with
the cost of paying staff to work at the store, could be higher than the revenue
potential. A designated space at the transfer station for reuse items (leave what
you want, take what you want) could be developed, but it would require some
staff monitoring.
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9. Expand Sorted Waste Options
Description: Currently, the materials that could be sorted from C&D waste includes
wood, metal, inert fill, cardboard, and the other traditional recyclables that might be
used by employees, such as plastic bottles. If a policy is implemented that requires a
certain percentage of C&D materials are recycled, the county may need to increase the
types of materials it diverts to make it easier for businesses to meet the goal or
requirement. One material that is not currently diverted in Teton County that has
potential in emerging markets is shingles.77 Shingles comprise 19.1% of the total C&D
waste composition in Boulder County, Colorado.78 If Teto Cou t ’s aste st ea is of a
similar composition, it is carting 194 tons of shingles to the landfill each year.
Carpet, thin plastic film, and insulation are other materials that could be recycled in the
future, but they comprise a much smaller percentage of the waste stream.
Estimated tons diverted: 97 tons79
Percent of total materials diverted: 1.4%
Estimated Economic Benefit: $1,766
Estimated cost: N/A
Steps to Implement:
I.
Locate shingle recycling programs in the United States. Determine if any are
close enough to Teton County to be economically feasible, or if it makes
more sense to reuse shingles locally.
II.
Work with local contractors to determine if any would be willing to use
recycled shingles in their asphalt for road projects
III.
Develop plan for collection and transportation of shingles
IV.
Conduct outreach campaign to inform builders of the new program
V.
Monitor and evaluate
Challenges:
 There may not be any shingle recyclers in the Rocky Mountain west. Most
communities that have shingle recycling programs are in the Midwest or the
eastern part of the United States.
 Bozeman, Montana launched a shingle recycling program that failed because the
Montana Department of Transportation refused to use asphalt with recycled
shingles.80 Finding a user before launching a program is critical. If Teton County
could find one local company to agree to use recycled shingles in their projects,
the program could experience success.
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Roofs to roads, http://www.roofstoroads.com/.
Boulder County website, https://www.bouldercounty.org/env/recycle/pages/roofstoroads.aspx.
79
Assumes a 50% recovery rate.
80
Information gathered through conversations with Gallatin County solid waste and recycling staff.
78
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Summary
Data for this document was taken from communities across North America and provided a wide
variety of options that could help Teton County increase waste diversion in the construction
and demolition sector. There are several factors that affect which strategies will work best for
our county.
First, we are a small, rural county, so our total C&D waste is miniscule in comparison to some of
the communities surveyed. Strategies with large capital costs are less favorable, as the payback
to the county through increased waste diversion is not as great as it is in larger communities.
Also, Teton County only requires permits for new construction over 200 square feet. There are
no permits required for demolition or for renovation projects. The towns of Victor, Driggs, and
Tetonia have their own permitting processes which differ from the county. In total, the county
only permitted 16 construction projects in 2013, about 39% of the total number of construction
and demolition projects in Teton County. While strategies that require changes to the
permitting process yield the highest diversion rates in other communities, the same strategies
may not impact many construction projects in Teton County.
Finally, it is important to remember that Teton County has many constituents who are both
fiscally and politically conservative, and who tend to vote against measures that raise fees or
increase regulation. Strategies should allow for cost savings to businesses and be worded in a
way that does not imply a tax or fee.
For all of these reasons, Teton Valley Community Recycling recommends the county adopt the
following strategies:
2014
1. Require separate bins for recyclable and non-recyclable materials at job sites. This
can be accomplished through the waste hauler contract.
2. Reduce or eliminate the tipping fee for sorted waste
3. Increase the tipping fee for unsorted waste
2015
1. Work with city planners to determine if a uniform permitting process could be
adopted that includes a refundable deposit
2016-2020
1. Consider a diversion allotment for specific materials or a reward program
2. Research shingle recycling and create timeline for implementation if feasible
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VIII. Potential for Organic Waste Diversion
Overview
Food scraps and yard waste make up an estimated 17 -27% of the waste stream.81 Using 2013
waste data for Teton County, between 1,141 tons and 1,813 tons of organic waste could be
diverted from the landfill at a savings of $20,777to $33,014 annually. As organic waste tends to
be some of the heaviest materials in the waste stream, increasing diversion of organic waste
a su sta tiall i ease Teto Cou t ’s o e all aste di e sio .
In 2012, Teton County established animal mortality composting at the transfer station. This
operation composts more than 70 tons of animal waste annually. Approval from the Idaho
Department of Environmental Quality also set up the county to begin yard waste and manure
composting. Getting the second composting operation fully operational will further increase
waste diversion. Options for increasing diversion of organic waste include:
 Yard waste and manure composting
 Food waste composting
 Offer incentives for households to compost
 Encourage partnerships between commercial kitchens and farmers
 Require waste hauler to collect organic waste separately
Requiring the waste hauler to collect organic waste separately has been evaluated in section
V.8. The other strategies are explored below.

1. Yard Waste and Manure Composting
Description: Upon a successful evaluation of the new animal mortality composting at the
transfer station, Teton County received approval to move forward with plans to compost
yard waste and manure. The transfer station currently accepts yard waste and manure as
sorted waste. Composting the material is unlikely to increase diversion much. However,
news that the county is composting these materials may encourage more people to divert
them. Collection of recyclable materials increased significantly when the public became
aware that the materials were actually being recycled, not just collected. A similar trend can
be expected for yard waste. More importantly, developing a successful yard waste and
manure composting operation is an important first step before attempting to compost food
waste or other organics.

81

LBA Associates, Wyoming Solid Waste Diversion Study, 2013, estimates 17%; US EPA, 2014, estimates 27%.
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The Wyoming Waste Diversion Plan estimated that yard waste is 8% of the waste stream.82
The US EPA estimates that it is 13%.83 Composting yard waste, through composting at the
Teton County Transfer Station and by encouraging residents to compost at home or buy
mulching mowers, is an easy way to increase the waste diversion rate in Teton County.
Estimated tons diverted: 70 tons84
Percent of total materials diverted: 1%
Estimated Economic Benefit: $1,275
Estimated cost: $2,500 in first year, $500 in subsequent years
Steps to Implement:
I. Get approval from DEQ to move forward with composting operation
II. Set up windrows
III. Monitor operation and submit reports to DEQ
Challenges:
 Because the county already accepts these materials and has experience
composting animal mortalities, few barriers stand in the way of establishing a
yard waste and manure composting operation.

2. Food Waste Composting
Description: Food waste makes up an estimated 9% -14% of the waste stream.85
Composting food scraps is the easiest way to divert food waste from the landfill. A countywide operation is likely to have the most impact, especially if there are incentives for
commercial kitchens to use it. Having a food waste composting operation within the county
limits or near them enables other waste diversion initiatives, such as requiring the waste
hauler to collect organic waste separately (section V.8).
Estimated tons diverted: 300 – 470 tons86
Percent of total materials diverted: 4.5% - 7%
Estimated Economic Benefit: $5,463 - $8,560
Estimated cost: N/A
Steps to Implement:
I. Determine appropriate site for food scrap composting
II. Get approval from DEQ to move forward
III. Establish food waste composting operation
82

LBA Associates, Wyoming Solid Waste Diversion Study, 2013.
US EPA, 2014.
84
We estimated yard waste is 8% of the waste stream, 50% of household already compost and that the addition of
yard waste composting at the Teton County Transfer Station will encourage 25% of non-composters to begin
composting.
85
LBA Associates, Wyoming Solid Waste Diversion Study, 2013. US EPA, 2014.
86
Assumes 50% participation, largely from restaurants and other businesses.
83

74

IV. Monitor results
Challenges:
 Food waste is more odorous than other organic waste. Vector control is critical.

3. Offer Incentives for Households to Compost
Description: Composting organic waste, including food scraps and yard waste, is an easy
way for households to reduce their waste. As waste disposal costs increase, it is also one an
easy way for households to decrease the cost of waste disposal. Offering incentives for
households to compost, such as free composting workshops and discounts on composters,
is one way that the county can ease the transition to higher tipping fees while increasing
waste diversion.
Estimated tons diverted: 70 tons
Percent of total materials diverted: 1%
Estimated Economic Benefit: $1,275 annually
Estimated cost: $6,000 ($50 subsidy for 100 households, plus workshop costs)
Steps to Implement:
I. Purchase 100 easy to use composters
II. Develop and advertise composting workshop and offer discount on composters
for attendees
III. Host workshop and schedule follow up workshops if demand is high
IV. Monitor results
Challenges:
 Providing a subsidy for composters may be difficult to sell, especially since the
cost of providing the discount exceeds the amount saved through an increase in
composting. However, if families that receive the composters continue to use
them, the savings will outweigh the costs within five years. Overall, the program
is not very expensive and is a relatively simple way to ease the relationship with
residents who are concerned over increased costs of waste disposal.
 There is no way to guarantee that people who take advantage of the discount do
not already compost.
 The cost of purchasing composters up front is rather large. Alternatively, the
county could provide a rebate to residents who present a receipt for the
purchase of a composter. However, it would be impossible to know if they return
the composter after submitting the receipt.

4. Encourage Partnerships between Commercial Kitchens and Farmers
Description: Commercial kitchens at restaurants, schools, and hospitals produce a lot of
food waste, but may not have access to a suitable location to compost it or time to do it.
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Connecting commercial kitchens with farmers who can compost it or feed it to livestock is
one way to reduce food waste from the largest producers.
Many commercial kitchens already have relationships with farmers, including Rendezvous
Uppe Ele e ta S hool, Vi to Ele e ta S hool, B ouli ’s, Fitzge ald’s i les, E e est
Momo Shack, Wildlife Pizza and Brewing, 460 Bread, and more. Some of these relationships
could be strengthened. For example, farmers collect breakfast waste from the schools, but
do not collect lunch waste. Expanding their program to include scraps from the kitchen
could greatly reduce their organic waste stream.
Estimated tons diverted: 25-100 tons
Percent of total materials diverted: 0.35% – 1.5%
Estimated Economic Benefit: $450 - $1,820 annually
Estimated cost: $1,000 annually
Steps to Implement:
I. Teton Valley Community Recycling established the Close the Loop program in
2014. Expansion of the program is the easiest way to pursue this strategy87
Challenges:
 Food fed to livestock needs to be pasteurized.
 Some organic farmers may not be able to compost non-organic food waste
without losing their certification.
 Some commercial kitchens may not be willing to put in the time to train staff to
separate food waste.

Summary
Teton Valley Community Recycling recommends that the county move forward with the yard
waste and manure composting as soon as possible, and considers providing incentives for
households and commercial kitchens to compost. Providing free composting workshops and
discounts on home composters is an easy way to encourage composting without a large
investment in infrastructure. Supporting programs that connect commercial kitchens with
farmers is another low-cost way to reduce organic waste.
Large scale food waste composting is the most effective way to increase organic waste
diversion. TVCR recommends that the county include food waste composting in their long term
waste diversion plans.

87

For information is available on the TVCR website, http://tetonrecycling.org/close-the-loop/
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IX. Potential Emerging Markets
Teton County, Idaho currently accepts cardboard, mixed paper, #1 and #2 plastic bottles, glass,
aluminum cans, and tin cans for recycling. In 2012, the Teton County Transfer Station accepted
cardboard and metal for recycling and processed 215 tons, or a little over 3% of the waste
stream. The addition of paper and plastic bottles to the list of materials accepted helped
increase the tonnage of materials processed for recycling to 480 tons in 2013, 7% of the waste
stream. Increasing the types of materials collected can significantly increase waste diversion. In
a 2013 recycling survey, more than 41% of respondents said they would increase participation
in recycling if more materials were accepted. Many of them wrote in that they would like to see
more types of plastics recycled.
This section of the document analyzes a number of materials that are not currently accepted
for recycling in Teton County, but have existing or emerging markets. The summary at the end
will recommend introducing new materials to those already recycled based upon ease of
implementation, potential for diversion, and economic value of the material. Expansion of the
materials accepted for recycling could include:













Aluminum foil/ pie tins
Thin plastic film
Textiles
Cartons
Thermoform PET
Small scrap metal
Camping fuel canisters/ Bear spray canisters
Pesticide containers
Planting pots
Shingles
Used cooking oil
Bricks

All of the options above that have regional examples and markets have been evaluated for
adoption in Teton County. Shingle recycling is explored in section VII.9. Planting pots, used
cooking oil, and brick recycling are not evaluated due to lack of regional examples and markets.
Unless otherwise noted, the 2013 average revenue from recycling is used in all estimates.
Actual revenue could be greater or less than the average.
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1. Aluminum Foil/ Pie Tins
Description: Jackson, WY accepts foil and pie tins for recycling, so many residents are
already accustomed to collecting them.88 As such, all that is needed to start recycling foil
and pie tins in Teton Valley is a bin, space in the Recycling Center, and advertising. Since
collecting enough of this material might be an issue, the program could be launched by
bringing Teton Valley recyclables to Jackson in the beginning.
According to the US Environmental Protection Agency, 410 thousand tons of foil is
produced each year, or 2.66 pounds for each American. Using these figures, 100% of foil in
Teton Valley would total 13.53 tons. This is unlikely to be enough to make foil recycling
profitable for Teton County, as it might take years to collect enough material to send a
truckload to a recycler. If it can go to the steel and aluminum recycler along with cans, it
could simply increase our frequency of metal recycling. Alternatively, Teton County could
send loads of foil and pie tins to Jackson for recycling.
Estimated Tons Diverted: 6.77 tons
Percent of total materials diverted: 0.1%
Estimated Economic Benefit: $980
Estimated Cost: $1,000 for a new bin, staff time to sort and bale, transport cost
Steps to Implement:
I. Ask Jackson, WY Integrated Solid Waste and Recycling where they send their foil and pie
tins for recycling and contact recycler OR create memorandum of understanding with
Teton County Integrated Solid Waste and Recycling and transport foil to their facility
II. Purchase or acquire bin for foil and pie tins at the Transfer Station
III. Arrange schedule for transportation of materials to Jackson or recycler
IV. Advertise service
Challenges:
 Most people use foil to wrap or store food, so there could be some food contamination
in the product. Appropriate signs asking people to rinse their foil and pie tins, combined
with a robust education campaign, could reduce this potential problem.
 Even with 50% recovery of all of the foil and pie tins in Teton County, it would still take 6
years to collect enough to fill a flatbed truck and send to a recycler. It currently takes the
larger community of Jackson, WY about two years to collect enough to ship to
market.89If the county does not wait to wait that long for a return on their investment,
the ould o k out a a a ge e t i hi h the se d Teto Cou t ’s foil to Ja kso .

88

Teton County, Wyoming website, http://www.tetonwyo.org/recycl/topics/what-can-i-recycle-in-jacksonhole/100061/
89
Esti ate f o Ja kso ISWR’s Heathe O e holse .
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The revenue might decrease, but it could encourage more residents who currently take
their foil to Jackson to recycle all of their materials in Idaho instead.

2. Thin Plastic Film
Description: Thi plasti fil is u e tl olle ted at the e t a e to B ouli ’s g o e
sto e, p i a il i the fo of plasti g o e
ags. B ouli ’s sandwiches the plastic bags in
the middle of cardboard bales and sends them to Idaho Falls to be recycled.90 The two
collection boxes each hold less than fifty gallons each and fill quickly.
The o es at B ouli ’s a e i te ded to aptu e the si gle use plastic bags that people use at
the store, but many other products are made of the same materials and can be recycled
with plastic bags, including bread bags, produce bags, dry cleaning bags, plastic wrap
around paper products such as toilet paper and paper towels, Ziploc bags, clear plastic
sheeting, and even plastic packing material and bubble wrap. In general, if the plastic film
stretches when you poke a finger into it, it can be recycled. Clear plastic sheeting is too big
to fit i the i s at B ouli ’s and is currently not being recovered.
The waste generation projections for the Wyoming State Waste Diversion Plan estimate
that 3.5% of the waste stream is thin plastic film, or an estimated 235 tons in Teton County
each year.91 Capturing more of this waste stream could significantly increase waste
di e sio i Teto Cou t . It ight e possi le to o k out a pa t e ship ith B ouli ’s a d
have them continue to bale the thin plastic film and send it to Idaho Falls for us.
Estimated Tons Diverted: 23.5 – 117.592
Percent of total materials diverted: 0.035% - 1.75%
Estimated Economic Benefit: $3,400 - $17,000
Estimated Cost: $1,000 for additional bin, plus staff time and outreach
Steps to Implement:
I. Find thin plastic film recycler
II. Determine whether it is more efficient to sell thin plastic film independently or to
part e ith B ouli ’s o Ja kso
III. Devise a system for collecting thin plastic film that prevents it from being swept away by
strong winds
IV. Begin pilot program collecting thin plastic film
V. Expand outreach and education to inform public of changes
Information about plasti fil e li g as gathe ed th ough o e satio s ith B ouli ’s
LBA Associates, Wyoming Solid Waste Diversion Study, 2013.
92
10-50% of estimated potential.

90

91
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a age .

Challenges:
 One challenge to thin film collection is ensuring that the container that collects them
does not allow winds to blow them around, which would cause more harm than
throwing them in the trash. Using the bear containers with lids is one option. Keeping
thin plastic film collection indoors is another potential solution to this problem.
 Thi plasti fil is also halle gi g to ale, si e it a get stu k i
a hi e . B ouli ’s
solves this problem by baling plastic film in the middle of cardboard bales. Another
solution would be to send thin plastic film unbaled to B ouli ’s o to Ja kso a d let
them bale it.

3. Textiles
Description: With 80 billion garments produced annually and 14.2 million tons of textiles
sent to the landfill each year, recycling textiles has the potential to substantially increase
waste diversion in Teton Valley. Textiles are estimated to make up 5.7% of the municipal
solid waste stream. This includes both pre-consumer and post-consumer waste.93
In Teton County, a number of second hand stores accept used clothing that can be resold.
This significantly decreases the amount of textiles headed to the landfill. At least one local
th ift sto e, See N’ Sa e, se ds lothi g that does ot sell lo all , a out 5% of total lothi g
donation, to a larger thrift store in Idaho Falls, Deseret Industries. Deseret sells what it can
(10-15%) and sends the rest to The Humanitarian Center in Salt Lake City, where it is baled,
sold to used clothing buyers, and ultimately ends up getting sold in street markets in
de elopi g ou t ies. See N’ Sa e th o s a a a out 5% of thei lothi g do atio s,
which they deem unsellable due to stains and tears. They estimate they throw away one
dumpster of textiles per week, or about 20 large black garbage bags full.94
Two local businesses, Yostmark and NOLS of Teton Valley accept used and worn Patagonia
clothing for recycling.95 There is currently no textile recycling of other brands available
locally. Teton County (Wyoming) Integrated Solid Waste and Recycling started a textile
recycling program in 2013. They send their textile bales to Big Brothers/Big Sisters in Salt
Lake City. They are paid a small amount for their textiles, which pays for transport. Some of
the textiles are resold to thrift stores, and others are made into industrial rags.96
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US EPA, 2014, Textiles, http://www.epa.gov/osw/conserve/materials/textiles.htm.
I fo atio gathe ed th ough pho e o e satio s ith See N’ Sa e, Dese et I dust ies, a d The Hu a ita ia
Center.
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Both Yost a k a d NOLS pa ti ipate i Patago ia’s Co
o Th eads Pa t e ship,
http://www.patagonia.com/us/common-threads/
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Teton County ISWR website, http://www.tetonwyo.org/recycl/topics/textile-recycling/252918/.
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Jackson began their program by simply taking the discards from the local thrift stores. The
goal was to encourage residents to donate used clothing to the thrift stores where they
could be reused. Due to the popularity of the program and the increased work load on thrift
store staff, they now offer drop off bins for textiles that are too worn to resell at their
recycling center. They diverted about 34 tons in the first six months of the textile recycling
program, before it was open to the public. Tonnage has increased since they added a drop
off bin for textiles in addition to collecting from thrift stores.97
Teton Valley could set up textile recycling bins at the transfer station and either bale and
sell textiles directly to buyers, or transport them to Jackson, Wyoming. Alternatively, the
ou t ould o k di e tl ith See N’ Sa e p o idi g a eathe p oof te tile i o
trailer, encouraging the public to drop off all textile donations to See N’ Sa e, use thei staff
labor to sort sellable and unsellable textiles, and transport the textiles to Jackson or another
buyer when full.
Estimated Tons Diverted: 30-50 tons98
Percent of total materials diverted: 0.4% – 0.7%
Estimated Economic Benefit: Save $546 - $910 annually in waste disposal costs.
Estimated Cost: $500 - $1,000 a year in transportation costs to deliver in Jackson. If Teton
County sells directly to Salt Lake City, the revenue earned from the sale will probably cover
the costs of transport.
Steps to Implement:
I. Determine whether to truck to Jackson, to Salt Lake City, or to other recycler
II. Set up textile collection bin
III. Conduct public outreach for new program
Challenges:
 Textiles need to be clean and dry to be accepted for recycling. Having outdoor bins for
collection might be an issue.
 Given the cost of transport and the low revenue earned, the program is likely to break
even rather than earn revenue. However, it also has the potential to increase waste
diversion at a very low cost.

97

Information gathered through conversations with Teton County ISWR staff.
Diverting 50% of the estimated textile waste discarded each year would divert 200 tons. However, that number
includes pre- o su e te tile aste, hi h e do ot ha e i ou ou t . Based o Ja kso ’s di e sio ate, Teto
Valley could probably divert 30-50 tons of textile waste a year. An estimated 10-25 tons of textile waste would
likel o e di e tl f o See N’ Sa e, the la gest th ift sto e i the alle .
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4. #3-#7 Plastics
Description: In 2013, the Teton County Transfer Station accepted #1 and #2 plastic bottles
for recycling, plastics for which there are strong markets. #3-#7 plastics are not accepted for
recycling because the markets are weaker and more volatile, and generally involve shipping
plastics overseas. However, #3-#7 plastics are estimated to make up 5.5% of the waste
stream, or 370 tons a year using 2013 waste disposal figures.99 Furthermore, plastic
recycling seems to confuse people more than other types of recycling. Teton County
currently recycles less than 10% of the estimated plastic bottles in the waste stream, the
lowest recovery rate of any of the revenue earning recyclables.
One reason for low plastic recycling rates may be that some avid recyclers take all of their
plastic to Idaho Falls or Rexburg where they can recycle all types of plastic. Twenty-five
percent of recycling survey respondents recycled in Idaho Falls or Rexburg.100 Some of them
took all of their recyclables there, while others only recycled their plastic there. Accepting
#3-#7 plastics will encourage local recycling off all plastics.
Another barrier to participation in recycling is ease of use. Cities with single-stream curbside
recycling programs have higher rates of recycling because residents can throw all of their
recyclables in one bin without sorting. While the feasibility of single-stream recycling is
dependent upon the location of a regional Materials Recovery Facility (MRF), the county
could collect #3-#7 plastics at the drop off bins without single stream recycling. Collecting all
plastics in one bin will encourage more people to recycle plastic.
Estimated Tons Diverted: 37 – 185 tons101
Percent of total materials diverted: 0.55% - 2.75%
Estimated Economic Benefit: $5,353 - $26,760
Estimated Cost: $1,000 - $2,000 for additional bin and new signs.
Steps to Implement:
I. Find plastic recycler who will take #3-#7 plastics
II. Purchase new bin and signs
III. Launch public outreach about changes
Challenges:
 Finding markets for #3-#7 plastics is challenging. Some communities stockpiled or threw
away #3-#7 plastics when China cracked down on recycling imports.
 It may be difficult or impossible to follow the county recycling policy, since most #3-#7
plastics are shipped overseas and are difficult to track.
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LBA Associates, Wyoming Solid Waste Diversion Study, 2013.
TVCR, 2013, unpublished survey of local recyclers.
101
10-50% of potential.
100
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 Accepting more materials for recycling inadvertently increases consumption of those
materials. This is especially true for plastic. People who may be reducing consumption of
non-recyclable plastics by purchasing food with less packaging may revert to purchasing
items with more packaging if they feel that they can recycle it. It may be better to
encourage people to reduce plastic use rather than encourage recycling of plastic.

5. Small Scrap Metal
Description: The transfer station in Driggs has a large scrap metal pile on the east side of
the property where residents can drop off used appliances and scrap metal. There is also a
small metal bin where people can drop off nails and screws. Metal is the most valuable
commodity that is recycled at the transfer station. Expanding scrap metal collection has the
potential to bring in additional revenue while increasing waste diversion.
Many other rural communities, such as Gallatin County and Silver Bow County in Montana,
provide scrap metal bins for residents alongside their recycling bins.102 These scrap metal
bins capture metal materials that are larger than screws and nails, yet smaller than the
appliances that go out to the scrap metal pile. Items like toasters, silverware, metal pails,
wire hangers and more could be captured and diverted through a medium sized scrap metal
i . These a e ite s that people ould ’t o all d i e out to the s ap etal pile to
dispose of, but that could be recycled.
Teton County currently diverts around 2% of the waste stream through scrap metal
recycling. The Wyoming State Waste Diversion Plan estimates that scrap metal makes up
about 5% of the waste stream. Increasing the convenience of recycling medium-sized metal
objects would help Teton County recover more of this valuable material.
Estimated Tons Diverted: 35 tons
Percent of total materials diverted: 0.5%
Estimated Economic Benefit: $5,000
Estimated Cost: $1,000 for bin and signs
Steps to Implement:
I. Determine appropriate location for new bin
II. Purchase magnetic signs for bin
III. Conduct outreach campaign to inform public of new program
IV. Monitor and evaluate success of program
Challenges:

102

Information gathered through trips to landfills in Silver Bow and Gallatin Counties in Montana.
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 Metal can be sharp, and a spill of nails or other metal objects could puncture tires.
Locating the bins away from high traffic areas can resolve this issue.

6. Camp fuel canisters/bear spray canisters
Description: Camping, hunting, hiking, and mountaineering are popular activities in Teton
County. Currently, most people dispose of empty and expired camp fuel canisters and bear
spray canisters in the trash. However, both canisters are made of steel and could be
recycled. Recently, several other communities in the region have begun accepting camp fuel
canisters and bear spray canisters for recycling, including Teton County, Wyoming and
Yellowstone National Park. Gallatin County, Montana has a separate container for camp fuel
canisters and sends them to 4Corners Recycling.103 While these items could technically be
put in the scrap metal pile at the transfer station in Driggs, not many people are aware of
this option. A separate container would help advertise the recyclability of canisters, and a
more convenient location would encourage residents to utilize the bins.

Camp fuel cylinders are collected in a wire cage at the Gallatin County Landfill

Estimated Tons Diverted: 1-2
Percent of total materials diverted: Less than 1%
Estimated Economic Benefit: $145-$290
Estimated Cost: 0-$500 for fuel canister cage/bin and sign
Steps to Implement:
I. Set up bin for collection of fuel canisters, label with sign and instructions
II. Advertise program
III. Add fuel canisters to scrap metal pile

103

Information gathered during a visit to the landfill in Gallatin County.
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Challenges:
 Because fuel canisters are already recyclable with scrap metal, it would be easy to add
this to materials accepted for recycling. The biggest challenge is letting residents know
how to recycle them. Having a separate bin for canisters is the easiest way to bring
publicity to the program. Alternatively, the county could work with local outfitters, gear
stores, and the forest service to distribute information and set up canister collection.

7. Cartons
Description: Cartons, such as those that milk and juice are frequently sold in, are made
from valuable paper resources. The thin plastic lining makes them more difficult to recycle
than other paper products. A refrigerated carton is about 80% paper product and 20%
plastic, while shelf-stable carton is 74% paper, 22% plastic, and 4% aluminum.104 While
there are some processing facilities for cartons on the east coast of the United States, most
Rocky Mountain communities that recycle cartons truck them to the west coast, where they
are shipped to Asia for recycling.
Because food packaged in cartons averages 94% product and only 6% packaging, and are
usually rectangular, making them more efficient to pack and ship than glass or metal
packaging, and weigh far less.105 In fact, in many life cycle assessments, cartons beat cans
and glass as the most efficient packaging, e e he the a e ’t e led.106
According to the US EPA, containers and packaging make up 29.5% of household waste.107
Cartons comprise an estimated 9% of that market and are growing in popularity. In 2013, all
public schools in Teton County provide milk for their students in cartons with the exception
of Rendezvous Upper Elementary School.
The easiest way to recycle cartons would be to send them to broker in Salt Lake City. Four
Corners Recycling in Montana is currently considering expanding their operations to include
carton recycling. If they choose to do so, they might be the closest broker. Selling cartons
directly to recyclers may prove too difficult.
Estimated Tons Diverted: 37 - 93 tons108
Percent of total materials diverted: 0.05 - 1.3%
Estimated Economic Benefit: $1,850 - $4,650109
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The Carton Council, http://www.recyclecartons.com/carton-recycling-faqs/.
The Carton Council, http://www.recyclecartons.com/why-juice-box-milk-carton-recycling-matter/.
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Grist, 2014, http://grist.org/living/ask-umbra-which-are-greener-cartons-or-cans/.
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US EPA, 2009. http://www.epa.gov/solidwaste/nonhaz/municipal/pubs/msw2009-fs.pdf
108
20-50% recovery.
105

85

Estimated Cost: $1,000 -$2,000 for bins and signs
Steps to Implement:
I. Find broker in Salt Lake City or Four Corners willing to buy cartons
II. Purchase new bins and signs for cartons
III. Conduct public outreach campaign
Challenges:
 Ca to s a e ofte used fo ilk. If e le s do ’t i se the , the
or attract vermin.

a ha e a foul odo

8. Thermoform PET
Description: Teton County, Idaho currently recycles #1 and #2 plastic bottles. PET
(polyethylene terephthalate) Thermoforms, despite being #1 plastic like the bottles, are not
currently recycled. The popular food tubs do not have as strong of a market in the United
States, and typically are throw together with #3-#7 plastics and shipped to recyclers in
China in communities that recycle them.
However, thermoform PET containers are growing in popularity, due both to growth of the
material and conversation of packages from PVC and polystyrene to PET. While 1.4 billion
pounds of thermoform PET were produced in 2008, an estimated 2.5 to 3 billion pounds
were produced just five years later in 2013.110 Thermoform PET is now half the size of the
PET bottle market, and it continues to grow. As popularity of the material grows,
opportunities for recycling will also grow.
Recycling thermoform PET will be most feasible for Teton County if there is a regional MRF
in the future that can handle different kinds of plastic. Diversion potential is quite low using
current collection models, but could be up to twenty times higher if there is a regional MRF
and changes to the convenience of recycling collection.
Estimated Tons Diverted: 2.5 – 50 tons
Percent of total materials diverted: 0.035% - 0.7%
Estimated Economic Benefit: $360 - $7,232
Estimated Cost: $1,000 - $2,000 for bins and signs.
Steps to Implement:
I. Research thermoform PET broker and establish relationship
109

Estimated using $50 a ton revenue, since using a broker is likely to decrease revenue per ton.
Verespej, Mike. Thermoform PET Recycling Takes Off, Resource Recycling, Volume XXXII Number 12 December,
2013.
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II. Purchase bins and signs
III. Conduct public outreach about new program
IV. Monitor results
Challenges:
 The pressure-sensitive labels used on many PET thermoform containers use strong
adhesives that makes them difficult to remove. Alternative labels which could eliminate
this issue are already being designed.
 Many MRFs are not set up to separate thermoform PET. A future regional MRF could be
designed in a way to accommodate thermoform PET.
 Studies have shown that when materials are able to be recycled, people use more of
them. It is possible that some people who avoid thermoform PET because it is not
recyclable would start using more of it because the ability to recycle it makes them feel
less guilty about purchasing it. The net environmental impact, therefore, could increase
rather than decrease.

9. Pesticide Containers
Description: In Teton County, farmers can recycle empty fertilizer containers through the
Idaho State Department of Agriculture.111 This free program rarely comes close to Teton
Valley. Farmers wanting to participate have to drive to Rexburg, Idaho Falls, or farther.
Hosting periodic collection days or creating a permanent collection location to be picked up
by the Department of Agriculture would encourage more farmers to participate. This would
increase waste diversion only slightly. A more important result would be keeping toxic
chemicals out of the environment through proper disposal.

The Gallatin County Landfill offers a place to deposit empty pesticide containers
111

Idaho State Department of Agriculture, www.agri.idaho.gov. In 2013, the Agricultural Program Manager was
Vick Mason, 208-332-8628.
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Estimated Tons Diverted: Minimal
Percent of total materials diverted: Less than 1%
Estimated Economic Benefit: None
Estimated Cost: $1000 for collection bin and advertising
Steps to Implement:
I. Talk with the Idaho Department of Agriculture and Idaho DEQ about setting up a
collection program and any regulations
II. Decide whether to host periodic collection events or an ongoing collection
III. Find or purchase area to store containers. The Gallatin County Landfill has a gated area
for safety
Challenges:
 There may be regulations that prohibit Teton County from collecting pesticide
containers or make it more expensive.
 There is a risk of leakage if containers are damaged or if farmers do not clean them prior
to disposal.

Summary
Since the purchase of the baler in 2011, Teton County has added at least one commodity to the
list of items that are recyclable each year. In 2011, the county accepted aluminum and tin cans,
glass, and cardboard. In 2012 the county began accepting #1 and #2 plastic bottles for recycling.
In 2013, the county began accepting mixed paper products for recycling. Teton Valley
Community Recycling recommends continuing to expand the types of materials collected by
one to two new materials each year. This schedule will give the county time to research the
commodity, develop an appropriate system for recovery, add space for the commodity in the
recycling center, and work out any issues without being overwhelmed by multiple commodities.
TVCR’s recommendation for which commodities to add is based on the potential for waste
diversion, revenue earning potential, and ease of implementation. As such, we recommend
adding small scrap metal, canisters, thin plastic film, textiles, aluminum foil and pie tins, and
cartons to the list of materials recovered for recycling in the next five years. Shingles can be
added as well if a regional market is found. If a regional materials recovery facility is built,
recycling #3-#7 plastics is also a possibility. A timeline for implementation is listed below.
2014 – Add a bin for recovery of small-medium sized scrap metal and a small wire cage for the
collection of canisters. Communicate with Jackson about potential to partner on textile,
aluminum foil and pie tin collection. ($4,850 economic benefit, 0.5% increase in diversion)
2015 – Add textiles, foil, and thin plastic film collection. ($8,430 economic benefit, 1.4%
increase in diversion)
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2016 – Conduct feasibility studies for carton and shingle recycling.
2017 – Begin recycling shingles and cartons if feasible. Reconsider expanding plastic recycling.
2018 - Revisit waste diversion plan and consider if any adding other materials is feasible. Look
at emerging markets for other commodities.
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X. Education and Outreach
Overview
Teton County could invest in better infrastructure, accept more materials for recycling, and
provide more convenient ways to recycle, but none of it will make a differe e if people do ’t
know about it and believe that it is important. Education and outreach is a key component to all
aspects of the waste diversion plan. Every initiative must include public outreach, and program
evaluations should include feedback from the public. These two things are critical to the
success of any initiative.
Awareness of proper waste disposal, the benefits of recycling, and how, where, and what to
recycle are critical to boosting waste diversion rates. Education also plays a role in changing
perceptions about recycling and waste diversion. For waste diversion and recycling programs to
work, the residents of Teton County need to believe that it is important to recycle.
It is difficult to quantify changes in recycling behavior based on education and outreach
programs. Therefore, this section of the waste diversion plan will not break down education
and outreach programs into tons diverted and economic benefit. Rather, it will outline the most
important education and outreach programs the county should consider. Some of these
programs are already in place and merely require support to continue; others are new
initiatives that should be considered.

1. Education Programs in Schools
With support from Teton County, the nonprofit Teton Valley Community Recycling offers
recycling education programs and/or Recycling Center field trips to all elementary and
upper elementary school classrooms. The program has been successful in garnering support
for recycling from the schools. Children also teach their families how to recycle. This
program should be continued, and expanded to include middle school and high school
programs.

2. Improve Recycling Information
Information about recycling should be clear and available through many outlets. The county
needs to review its signage annually, and the information on its website at least monthly.
Further efforts to increase awareness should include ads and articles in the local
newspapers, and ads on local radio outlets. Fliers, such as the Recycling flier and Hazardous
Waste flier produced by TVCR, should be available at the transfer station and at other
outlets.
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3. Community Workshops
Workshops on topics such as composting, hazardous waste disposal, safe and legal burning
of waste, how to save money through waste reduction, and other topics engage the public
while giving them the tools to reduce waste.

4. Spanish Language Outreach
According to the 2010 US Census, more than 17% of the population in Teton County identify
as Hispanic or Latino.112 Many of them speak Spanish as their first language, and some are
not yet fluent in English. Increasing waste diversion and recycling will require reaching out
to both English speaking and Spanish speaking members of the Hispanic community.
Providing information and signs in Spanish is one step. Hosting presentations and
workshops through outlets such as the Hispanic Resource Center, the schools, and local
churches, will also reach many people in this demographic.

5. Work with Businesses
Commercial businesses often produce more waste than households. Working with
businesses, therefore, is critical to the success of waste diversion programs. An incentive
program that gives credit to those businesses that take steps to reduce their waste is one
way to reach businesses.

6. Hire an Outreach Coordinator
Currently, almost all education and outreach related to recycling and waste diversion is
done by the nonprofit, Teton Valley Community Recycling. In some years, Teton County has
offered funding ranging from $3,000 to $5,500 in exchange for work that TVCR does that
directly benefits the county, such as education programs in schools and grant writing. TVCR
receives most of its funding from private donations and grants. Some of that funding goes
to pay for an office space, utilities, and other administrative expenses. It would be more
efficient for the county to hire a part-time or full-time Outreach Coordinator. The county
would be able to apply for larger grants, such as those offered by the USDA, EPA, and DEQ.
It would also be possible for a nonprofit partner to remain so that recycling could still bring
in private donations and qualify for small, local grants. Jackson, Wyoming has followed this
model with success.

112

US Census, 2010, http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/16/16081.html.
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Conclusion
Source reduction, material reuse, composting, and recycling have proven environmental and
economic benefits. The environmental benefits of waste reduction and recycling are great
enough to merit an investment in waste diversion programs. Teton Valley Community Recycling
recommends moving forward with initiatives that provide the greatest increase in waste
diversion and its associated benefits for the least cost. We also evaluated programs for
politically acceptability in a conservative community, technically feasibility in a rural county,
and ease of implementation. As a result of two years of research, we feel confident advising the
county to move forward with several of the most promising initiatives.
Volume-based pricing has the potential to have the greatest impact on waste diversion for a
very low cost. Setting performance standards for the waste hauler also has great potential to
increase diversion and help the county reach a 35% waste diversion rate by 2020. Both of these
initiatives rely on economic incentives to reduce waste and increase recycling. Performance
standards give the waste hauler the ability to choose the easiest ways to reach benchmarks,
while volume-based pricing give the consumer more options for trash and recycling service and
the opportunity to save money by wasting less. Both of these options are popular in the
communities where they are practiced because they provide options rather than requiring
change.
For volume-based pricing to work, there must be ways for residents and businesses to reduce
waste and recycle. TVCR recommends providing sorted waste bins for all businesses that
receive solid waste bins, and moving towards a universal curbside recycling program for
households within the most densely populated areas. Providing recycling bins for businesses
and households gives them easy access to recycling and little reason not to participate.
Of course, not all residents and businesses subscribe to waste hauler services. Tipping fees at
the Teton County Transfer Station should also provide an economic incentive for users to sort
and recycle materials. Reducing or eliminating the sorted waste tipping fee while increasing the
solid waste tipping fee provides an economic incentive for self-haulers. Charging a substantial
amount for contaminated loads of unsorted commercial waste will encourage businesses to
sort materials to save money.
To make recycling more convenient for self-haulers, the recycling bins at the transfer station
could be moved to a location that is accessible without passing through the weigh station. In
that location, the bins could be open to the public on commercial days, since they will not
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interrupt the flow of traffic. If the program is successful, keeping bins in a location that is
accessible after hours could be considered.
One way to further increase participation in recycling and waste diversion is to accept more
materials. The first step is the get the manure and yard waste composting operational. Next,
several materials that are already collected for recycling by neighboring counties could be
added, such as textiles, aluminum foil, and thin plastic film. Finally, feasibility studies could be
conducted for materials that have emerging markets, such as shingles and cartons.
Finally, changes in the permitting process for building could incentive the sorting of waste.
Refundable permits have a proven success record in communities across the United States.
While the different permitting processes in cities within the county make implementing this
initiative more challenging, streamlining the permitting process among the cities and the
county may have other benefits besides waste diversion.
Communities around the world are achieving 50%, 60%, and even 80% waste diversion rates.
Reaching 35% waste diversion by 2020 and 50% waste diversion by 2030 is easily within our
g asp… if a ha dful of ke i itiati es a e i ple e ted. Doing so will provide tens of thousands
of dollars of economic benefit to Teton Valley while providing an immeasurable environmental
benefit for the world.
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