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What is SMART?

How SMART Could Work in Torrington
Common Concerns

Compliance with SMART

Next Steps



Torrington
Starting Data

Key Starting Data

Population
Annual Residential Trash Tonnage

Annual Recycling Tonnage

Trash tip fee is $72 per ton.

Annual residential per capita disposal is 779 lbs.

Recycling rate is 17%.

34,646 people in 15,571 served households

13,500

2,754
Service Type # Households | Annual Tons
Automated Residential 13,750 12,285
Manual Residential 474
Condominium - Dumpster 919 810
Housing Authority - Dumpster 428 405

15,571 13,500




Capacity is Decreasing and Costs are Rising

The northeast’s capacity for trash disposal is maxing out and it is difficult to site new facilities.
Continuing to generate the same amount of waste is a costly option.

Landfills Incineration Materials Management
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/" THE WASTE HIERARCHY

Source: US EPA 4



What Is SMART?

b FM
e S
With SMART, people think twice about what they

throw away - and choose to reduce, reuse, donate,
recycle, or compost instead.




Benchmarking Waste: Annual Residential Per Capita Disposal

For maximum accuracy, Annual Per Capita Waste Disposal is the best way benchmark the amount
of waste disposed after recyclables and other materials are diverted from the waste stream.

POUNDS OF TRASH PER CAPITA (2012)

Fitchburg: s80 i~ Newburyport: 623 e EPA SMART BET
; uses per capita

disposal.

Gloucester: 482

e Zero Waste
Europe uses per
capita disposal.

Cohasset- 499

Springfield: 7649

e 432 |bs. per capita
per year is the MA
average for PAYT
communities.

o-450
Bl a50-500
Bl coo-Eoo
Bl Eoos
B Did not report ; ’ﬂ

Residents arrange for trash disposal individually New Badford: god o™ ‘*

“ - .
Source: Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection d

Source: Seriously, Is This the Best We Can Do?, Commonwealth Magazine, Winter 2015

Using recycling rates as a benchmark can create a false sense of accomplishment.



Participating Municipalities

Fifteen municipalities participated in the evaluation process.

Annual Pounds of Residential Trash per Capita
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Results: MSW Reduction of 44% on Average

WATERVILLE ME WEEKLY SOLID WASTE TONNAGE
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Source: Waterville Department of Public Works

WATERVILLE, MAINE
53% DECLINE IN WASTE

DARTMOUTH, MASS., SOLID WASTE VOLUME, FY2006 - FY2013

Solid Waste Tannoge

10.000 Trash Metering Adopted
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Source: Dartmouth Department of Public Wrks
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DARTMOUTH, MA
59% DECLINE IN WASTE

NATICK, MASS., SOLID WASTE TONNAGE, FY1998 - FY2013
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NATICK, MA
35% DECLINE IN WASTE

Selid Waste Tonnoge

SANFORD, MAINE, SOLID WASTE VOLUME, 2010 - 2014
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SANFORD, MA
40%+ DECLINE IN WASTE...TWICE




SMART — Decreases Overall Generation — 20+%

SMART’s price signal produces source reduction and moves materials into all other programs,
increases donations, and encourages home composting.

Duxbury MA before
Duxbury MA after
Marshfield MA before
Marshfield MA after
Malden MA before
Malden MA after
Natick MA before
Natick MA after
Raymond NH before
Raymond NH after

B Waste B Commodity Recycling



Similar Efforts in Other States

Unit-based pricing, also known as PAYT and SMART, has a strong presence in the Northeast. The
experience of municipalities in this region can be productively applied in Torrington.

Massachusetts

*  41% of municipalities use
SMART.

e Average waste reduction of 44%
with bag-based SMART.

Rhode Island

A

3 ""’-'
w

:'sh- s =

i
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e 6 of RI’'s 39 municipalities have
some form of SMART.

Rl Resource Recovery Corp.
(RIRRC) is considering a
statewide SMART option.

New York

NEW YORK

Binghamton reduced waste more
than 50%

Southampton reduced trash 44%
Southold reduced waste 48%

Multiple communities
throughout upstate NY
participate in PAYT

Unit-based pricing for solid waste is mandatory in Minnesota, Oregon, Vermont, & Washington.

10



Global SMART Efforts (Selected Examples)

Europe South Korea & Japan Taiwan

AONASTEE

"1__!.'\__,_,-"’ I._."l._.-"I L

EUROPE

e ZeroWaste Europe’s 1%t Category ¢ Seoul reduced waste 42%. e« Taipei uses bag-based SMART.
Municipalities must use SMART. - Reduced waste by 33%

e Low per capita disposal (300-500 than 40%.

e Kyoto reduced waste more _ _
- Recycling rate is >50%

Ibs./yr) with SMART in

Austria
Belgium .
_ * Best Environmental
Estonia . .
Management Practices in the

France Waste M t Sect
taly SMART — Zurich Reduced Waste 41% aste lvianagement Sector

_ 3 - Report to the European
Switzerland Commission’s Joint Research
Others Center

- May 2016

11



Success Marketing is Important: Dartmouth, MA

Town of Dartmouth
G o B I G Pay-As-You-Throw Program
Participants Take Recycling
GREEN to New Levels!

Dartmouth residents have gone green,
making the Town's PAYT program a success.

d’/le numbets are in T Their combined efforts have increased
recyeling tonnage and reduced municipal

and they te outstanding! 1 solid wasts tonnage,adding valuabl fime t
) thelifespan of Crapo Hill Landfill.
First 5 months of data: - * BTSN N,

@ RECYCLING  / 5 50/
TONNAGE...... 0
That's an additional 18.5 tons
collected per week!

B
|
|

osounwste § 5qof B8

That's a reduction of 99.2 tons
per week!!!

Us.
d Southworth Library.

arn 0PN 1 AETI08 42950 FM

A post-implementation marketing campaign built resident confidence and turned a controversial pre-PAYT
debate into a source of pride.
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Strong Support for Pay-as-You-Throw

In a Public Policy Polling survey of ~1,000 PAYT participants from 10 communities, significant
majorities said they are satisfied with PAYT, see it as fair and easy, and believe it is effective.

Favorability

79% have either a very or somewhat favorable
opinion of PAYT, with an outright majority (52%)
having a very favorable opinion.

Fairness
More than two-thirds—68%—see the program as
fair.

Ease of Participation
74% think it is not difficult to take part in PAYT.

Effectiveness
89% said PAYT is performing better than or as well
as they expected.

Minimal Political Impact

77% said they are either more likely to vote for
leaders who brought in PAYT or that it does not
make a difference in their vote.

Participants in Pay-as-You-Throw Programs
Have a Highly Favorable View of Them.

Very Favorable Somewhat

52% Favorable
27%

Somewhat
Unfavorable

Not Sure
2%

Do you have a
favorable or
unfavorable
opinion of pay-
as-you-throw?

Source: Automated telephone
survey of 991 residents of
communities with bag-based
pay-as-you-throw programs,
conducted by Public Policy
Polling Feb. 21-25,2014.
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How SMART Could Work in Torrington

14



How SMART Bags Work

Residents purchase official Put trash in official Place trash in container, Place recycling in
SMART trash bags at the same SMART trash bags. same as today. container, same as
stores where they buy trash today.
bags today.

1. Trash collection works the same as today (from the hauler).
2. Recycling collection works the same as today (from the hauler).

3. SMART trash bags would cost $1.70 cents for 15-gal. kitchen bags and $2.70 for large 30-gal. bags and $1.20
cents for an 8 gallon bag. They would be available at convenient retail locations.

4. The SMART bags draw attention to waste. Their cost provides an economic incentive for residents to recycle
more and throw away less.

15



SMART Bags Pay for Trash Disposal (tip + Collection)

L\/

L\
30-gal. e
$1.70 per Bag $1.20 per Bag

$2.70 per Bag
Bag & Bag Bag & Bag Bag & Bag
Distribution 5031 Distribution A Distribution 20.18
Trash Disposal Cost $2.39 Trash Disposal Cost $1.49 Trash Disposal Cost $1.02

Total Cost $2.70 Total Cost $1.70 Total Cost $1.20
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Estimated Annual Financial Impact of SMART

High

Bag purchase price:
Large: $2.70
Medium: $1.70
Small: $1.20

SMART Results: Municipal Financial Impact (Cumulative)

1Yr 3yrs _ 5yrs 10Yrs
# Bags Sold 866,674 2,600,023 4,333,372 8,666,743
Net Revenue . $1,728,582 f 5,185,746 $8,642,910 i $17,285,819
Trash Tip Svgs i $427,680 $1,283,040 $2,138,400 $4,276,800
Add'l Recycle Tip Svgs (Cost) SO SO SO SO
Net Benefit i $2,156,262 $6,468,786 $10,781,310 | $21,562,619

Notes:
1. Benefits and Savings for Years 3,5, and 10 are cumulative

2. Revenues are net of estimated program services and supplies
3. Assumes 0% average annual population growth



Torrington More Efficient Revenue Generation

Options for Meeting Financial Target

$2,500,000 B General Fund B Revenue Tip Fee Savings

$2,000,000 o
$1,500,000
$1,000,000 $2,131,225 OR
$1,728,582
$500,000
$0

Status Quo SMART -

Source: Torrington FY 2018 Budget: Residential Tip, Collection, & Equipment
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Positive Return on Investment (ROI) of 40%

A SMART program asks residents for less. In all scenarios, the annual cost to residents is
significantly less than the annual benefit to the community.

Average HH SMART bag annual expense $125.79

minus
Average HH regular trash bag annual expense ( ) $27.00

Average additional out of pocket (since regular equals

trash bags are no longer needed) (=) 598.79

times
Total out of pocket cost from all 15,571 homes (X) $1,538,259

Annual Community Benefit  $2,156,262

Return on investment for residents ~40%




Project Waste Stream Shift with SMART

In Torrington, SMART would reduce annual trash tonnage by 44%, or 5,940 tons. This equates to annual tip fee
savings of $427,680 at $72 per ton.

Waste Stream Shift w/SMART (Annual Tons)

20,000
15,000 T 1%
10,000 40%
83%
5,000 60%
0
No SMART SMART

M Trash M Recycling
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Annual Environmental Impact of SMART

CO,e (Greenhouse Gas)

Annual 11’000

Reduction Metric Tons

*  Reduced carbon footprint
* Less pollution

e Healthier environment for residents

BTUs (Energy Used)

Annual 93’000

Reduction

Million Units

*  Reduced costs
*  Reduced carbon footprint

* Increased energy security ' \%

Equivalent to:

Removing

—AE - 2,200

passenger vehicles from the road

Equivalent to:

Powering

830

residential homes

or

or

Reducing gasoline consumption by

1,256,000

gallons

Installing

12,000

rooftop solar panel arrays

Source: EPA WARM Model
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SMART in Worcester—Financial Results

Net Financial Impact of Pay-as-You-Throw, Worcester, Mass.: 1993-2014

$100,000,000
Net Financial
Impact:
$75,000,000
$94.5 Million Total
Average 54.5 ot
$50,000,000 s ge 5 W
Million per Year
$25,000,000
Program Revenue:
$46.8 Million
$0

5 P & P PP E DL D WD
X X K. AN SR S I M M

Source: Worcester Department of Public Works and Parks



Common Concerns Raised on Social Media
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Common Concern 1

There must be a better way. We should study this more
thoroughly and try other solutions first.

The State of Connecticut, as well as other states and cities around
the country have worked for decades to find programs that increase
recycling and reduce waste.

SMART is the single most effective way to reduce trash while also
saving money.

24



Common Concern 1: Supporting Data

Switching from Bi-Weekly to Weekly Recycling: West Hartford’s Experience

12000
10000
8000
6000
4000

2000

2016 2017 SMART

Year to date comparison

B MSW ® Recycling



Common Concern 1: Supporting Data

Banning Plastic Bags: Westport’s Experience

Westport banned plastic bags about 10 years ago. Banning plastic bags is also a difficult political action. Although
the ban was important for multiple reasons, it’s effect on waste volume is minimal.

10-Year Estimated Plastic Bag Ban Results:
390 tons
$27,300 in disposal savings

10 Year Estimated SMART Results:
80,000 tons
$7 million in disposal savings
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Common Concern 2

This information does not tell the entire picture. What about
all the programs that failed?

There are hundreds of SMART bag programs around the world.

Only a handful of programs have been discontinued. Two are
located in Connecticut. The programs were discontinued for
political reasons, not because of poor results.

27



Common Concern 2: Supporting Data

Columbia, CT voted at a Town Hall Meeting to Eliminate the Program.

MSW Hauling Costs & Tipping

Program Results:
Fees (Sept. thru Dec)

e  Municipal Solid Waste Decreased by 54%.

30,000.00

e  MSW Hauling Costs and tipping fees reduced by R R
49%.

25,000.00

e  Recycling hauling costs and tipping fees reduced
by $7,482 in just four months

20,000.00

e Bag Revenue exceeded previous expectations:
15,000.00

- $25,000 was budgeted for the entire 6
month trial and, only 4 months into the
trial, net bag revenues exceeded this
number at $28,000.

12,947.05

10,000.00

Costs & Fees in Dollars ($)

e Recycling rate increased from 27% to 41%. >/000.00

e Despite the SWRAC recommendations, and 0.00
overall program results, the town of Columbia 2009 2010

voted to eliminate the program at a local town
meeting in February 2011.



Common Concern 2: Supporting Data

The East Lyme Council Decided to Discontinue the Program in 1998 for political reasons.

e  When East Lyme’s Council discontinued the program, trash went up from
4,571 tons (1997) to 7,179 tons (1998).

East Lyme’s current annual per capita trash is 650 Ibs.

e Stonington implemented the program at the same time as East Lyme, has a
similar demographic make up, and nearly the same population.

Stonington’s current per capita trash is 389 |bs.

Stonington had a referendum and the strong majority of residents chose to
keep the program.

Stonington has saved approximately 4.5 Million dollars since the program’s
inception.



Common Concern 3

My neighbors will not comply and therefore it will cost me more and
not them.

Compliance from neighboring state programs, as well as
Stonington, is approximately 99%.

Studies also show that there is no notable increase in illegal
dumping.
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Common Concern 4

Residents will hate it.

Actually, residents like the program once
they have given it a try.
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Common Concern 4: Supporting Data

In a Public Policy Polling survey of ~1,000 PAYT participants from 10 communities, significant
majorities said they are satisfied with PAYT, see it as fair and easy, and believe it is effective.

Favorability

79% have either a very or somewhat favorable
opinion of PAYT, with an outright majority (52%)
having a very favorable opinion.

Fairness
More than two-thirds—68%—see the program as
fair.

Ease of Participation
74% think it is not difficult to take part in PAYT.

Effectiveness
89% said PAYT is performing better than or as well
as they expected.

Minimal Political Impact

77% said they are either more likely to vote for
leaders who brought in PAYT or that it does not
make a difference in their vote.

Participants in Pay-as-You-Throw Programs
Have a Highly Favorable View of Them.

Very Favorable Somewhat

52% Favorable
27%

Somewhat
Unfavorable

Not Sure
2%

Do you have a
favorable or
unfavorable
opinion of pay-
as-you-throw?

Source: Automated telephone
survey of 991 residents of
communities with bag-based
pay-as-you-throw programs,
conducted by Public Policy
Polling Feb. 21-25,2014.
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THE WALL STREET JOURNAL

‘Kicking the Cans’ July 29, 2008

Should people who throw out more trash
pay higher disposal bills?

84% - YES 16% - NO




SMART in Worcester—Financial Results

Net Financial Impact of Pay-as-You-Throw, Worcester, Mass.: 1993-2014

$100,000,000
Net Financial
Impact:
$75,000,000
$94.5 Million Total
Average 54.5 ot
$50,000,000 s ge 5 W
Million per Year
$25,000,000
Program Revenue:
$46.8 Million
$0

5 P & P PP E DL D WD
X X K. AN SR S I M M

Source: Worcester Department of Public Works and Parks



Compliance with SMART
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______________

Official bags are placed in
the carts

Driver pushes button on app if
non-compliant bags are spotted

Trucks have video
cameras on the hopper

NON-COMPLIANT ADDRESSES

Non-compliant addresses
auto-upload to database

Camera shows driver

what goes into hopper

Loads easily spot checked
during start up phase

36


https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TZbMLQxuMT0

SMART Bags Pay for Trash Disposal (plus some collection)

QD

Retail Cost $2.50 $2.00 $1.50

High Bag & Bag Distribution 50.31 50.21 50.18
Trash Disposal 52.19 51.79 51.32

Retail Cost $1.75 $1.25 $0.80

Medium  :Bag & Bag Distribution 50.31 50.21 50.18
Trash Disposal 51.44 51.04 50.62

Retail Cost $1.00 $0.80 $0.60

Low Bag & Bag Distribution 50.31 50.21 50.18
Trash Disposal 50.69 50.59 50.42
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Estimated Annual Financial Impact of SMART

Notes:

1. Benefits and Savings for Years 3,5, and 10 are cumulative

High

Bag purchase price:
Large: $2.50
Medium: $2.00
Small: $1.50

Medium

Bag purchase price:
Large: $1.75
Medium: $1.25
Small: $0.80

Low

Bag purchase price:
Large: $1.00
Medium: $0.80
Small: $0.60

SMART Results: Municipal Financial Impact (Cumulative)

1Yr 3yrs 5yrs 10Yrs
# Bags Sold 866,674 2,600,023 4,333,372 8,666,743
Net Revenue $1,728,582 $5,185,746 $8,642,910 | $17,285,819
Trash Tip Svgs $427,680 $1,283,040 | $2,138,400 | 54,276,800
Add'l Recycle Tip Svgs (Cost) S0 S0 S0 S0
Net Benefit $2,156,262 $6,468,786 : $10,781,310 | $21,562,619

SMART Results: Municipal Financial Impact (Cumulative)

1Yr 3yrs 5yrs 10Yrs
# Bags Sold 866,674 2,600,023 4,333,372 8,666,743
Net Revenue $1,080,743 $3,242,229 $5,403,714 | $10,807,429
Trash Tip Svgs $427,680 $1,283,040 $2,138,400 | $4,276,800
Add'l Recycle Tip Svgs (Cost) SO SO S0 S0
Net Benefit $1,508,423 | $4,525,269 : $7,542,114 | $15,084,229

SMART Results: Municipal Financial Impact (Cumulative)

1Yr 3yrs 5yrs 10Yrs
# Bags Sold 866,674 2,600,023 4,333,372 8,666,743
Net Revenue $553,372 $1,660,115 $2,766,858 $5,533,715
Trash Tip Svgs $427,680 $1,283,040 | $2,138,400 | 54,276,800
Add'l Recycle Tip Svgs (Cost) SO SO S0 S0
Net Benefit $981,052 $2,943,155 $4,905,258 | $9,810,515

2. Revenues are net of estimated program services and supplies
3. Assumes 0% average annual population growth
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Torrington More Efficient Revenue Generation

$2,500,000

$2,000,000

$1,500,000

$1,000,000

$500,000

S0

Options for Meeting Financial Target

B General Fund B Revenue Tip Fee Savings

$427,680 $427,680 $427,680

$553,372

Ll 51,080,743 WY

$2,131,225
$1,728,582

$622,802

Status Quo SMART - High SMART - Med SMART - Low

Source: Torrington FY 2018 Budget: Residential Tip, Collection, & Equipment

$1,150,173
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Positive Return on Investment (ROI) of 40% to 170%

A SMART program asks residents for less. In all scenarios, the annual cost to residents is
significantly less than the annual benefit to the community.

High Medium Low

Average HH SMART bag annual expense $125.79 $84.19 $50.32

minus
Average HH regular trash bag annual 0 $27.00 $27.00 $27.00

expense

Average additional out of pocket equals
(since regular trash bags are no longer (=) $98.79 $57.19 $23.32
needed) B

Total out of pocket cost from all times

1,538,259 890,505 363,116
15,571 homes (x) ’ ’

Annual Community Benefit $2,156,262  $1,508,423  $981,052

Return on investment for residents ~40% ~69% ~170%
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