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How it Could Work in Arizona
Practical, pocket-book incentives for long-lasting 

recycling at the local level…
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� PAYT Background, how it works
� Case Studies in PAYT – Flexibility

� Exercise –Positive potential

� Implementation Issues
� Case Study – Lafayette, CO & Contracting for PAYT
� Hauler Perspective

� Exercise – Practicality

� Ratesetting
� Open questions / discussion
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Workable solid waste management 
programs…
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� Integrated programs - identifying low cost / high 
performing options
� Mix of diversion strategies toward goals -- for cost, 

risk, diversification, leveraging
� Priority materials?
� Priority sectors?
� Efficiencies?
� The local situation…!

� Statistical analysis of strong-performing 
options
� Hundreds of communities – beyond “case studies”
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� High volume targets (not brain surgery – common 
across all communities)
� Recycling
� Organics
� C&D

Recy C&D

OrganicsGbg
Oth (Yard & food)

Accuracy – different levels needed for planning vs. tracking…
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Strategies
FIRST:  Drop-off recycling, Education

� Drop-off yard waste, Curbside recycling; Compost training / education

� � PAYT, Embedded recycling / no separate fee

� � � Curbside yard waste option, Program efficiencies / enhancements

� � � � Mandates, Incentives, Commercial strategies, Add food waste, C&D

� � � � � Bottle bills, Special materials, Market development, Producer Resp+

� <���
���-���	����������	���.���
��- �����%��

� Options for getting programs in place (municipalization, 

ordinance, contracts/districting, incentives) � discussed later
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� What led to diversion?
� NOT natural flow, economics (unincluded impacts)
� Not market development efforts

� Consistent drivers / enablers � convenient 
programs
� Legislation
� Measurement
� Funding
� PAYT
� Some included Subtitle D,                                       

“Ethic”, Bottle Bill

Source:  Skumatz Economic Research Associates study for CDPHE, 
“Roadmap for Colorado…”, 2007
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Yardwaste Recycling Source Red'n

YW

Recy

Source Red’n (SR)

3 PAYT effects

Source for graphs and figures: Skumatz Economic Research Associates,©
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� Cost & workload impacts – 2/3 no 
increase (source: State surveys)

� Preferred by households

� Strengths / weaknesses

Communities – after PAYT 89%-95%

PARADE™ 2/3 in favor

4�.
��>�4�$��H�==;I�9�	��4�����4.
*�-�
-�8
�
��,

Key Advantages Disadvantages
Rewards all diversion activities

No new trucks down street (&wear/tear)
Behavior / reminder; choice

Utility; equity

Works in variety of systems, tailor

NEEDS NO SEPARATE FUNDING!

Concerns about illegal dumping, equity (low 
income, large families), MF (see FAQs), 
change…

More complex rate study, outreach
Costs & savings - “Net” depends on local 
conditions
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� Variable cans/subscription
� Bags
� Tags/stickers
� Hybrid 
� Weight-based                                                           

(GBTP – technology

adopted by RecycleBank™)

� Drop-off variations

� Pros and cons –
� Variations by region
� Historical recycling “rebates”-

less strong than PAYT / only recycling

Bag / Tag photos courtesy
Resourceful Bag & Tag
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101- 200 PAYT/VR communities

51- 100  PAYT/VR communities

21 - 50 PAYT/VR communities

Key

1 - 20 PAYT/VR communities

More than 200 PAYT/VR communities

Superior, CO, 2006 6survey © SERA, all rights reserved, may be used with permission of author
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SERA’s 2006 survey found almost 7,1007,100PAYT/VR communities and only 3 states without programs

SERA’s 2006 survey
found 25% of population
with PAYT available.
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Very few in Region 9 except CA
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� Large communities
� Small, rural communities
� Tourist / student / mountain
� Isolated / island / self-haul
� Multiple Coll’n actors
� Collection method
� Ethnic diversity
� Climate extremes
� Curbside and drop-off recycling
� In Colorado and all geographic regions of US – everywhere is 

“special”

Source:  SERA surveys © all rights reserved
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PAYT RecycleBank™
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PAYT RecycleBank™
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Source:  SERA research; graphs from figures from EPA newsletter, 2009.
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State, County, Local Level…
Legislation, ordinance, contract, muni…
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� Municipalization
� Communities

� Ordinance
� Communities and counties

� Contracting / districting / franchising
� Communities
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� Level playing field (ordinance)
� Haulers willing if…

Elements of best ordinance OR RFP
� Recycling 

� Service definition, embedded fee, containerization 
� Incentive 

� Small container option (32 gallon)
� Price incentive (80%)
� Reporting & access for compliance

Ordinance / legislation
� Do-able at city, county, state level

� Several states mandate, or mandate if…

Menu with VR/PAYT as an option

Financial incentives or grants

Active promotion or education 

Key

Voluntary recommendations

Mandatory

Source:  Skumatz Economic Research Associates Inc.,
Seattle, WA, 2000 survey © SERA all rights reserved
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Sample Ordinances & case studies on web site www.paytwest.org,

Paytnow.org, paytinfo.org map from © SERA all rights reserved
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Ordinance Pros Contract Pros (similar for munic)

� Fewer Hauler (“Taking”) & Citizen 
Complaints (“Choice”)

� Maintains competition
� No need for “notice”
� Quick
� Can specify rate “structure”
� Minimal City effort (RFP, etc.)
� Retains “level playing field” for 

haulers – each implements the 
program and provides services 
knowing others will be operating 
under same rules.

� Lower Cost / bills
� Fewer trucks, “cleaner” set outs, 

reduced wear/tear on streets
� One hauler to contact if problems 

arise.
� City “control” including  

rates/setting; revenues
� Can “designate” facility 

destinations for materials.

Sample language available for State legislation, contracts, ordinances, etc.at 
www.paytnow.org; paytwest.org; www.paytinfo.org
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Photos: Skumatz,, 1999
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Survey shows fears much greater than reality! – FAQs on 
website
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� Contracts, franchises, rates or billing system being 

changed
� Landfill or disposal problems
� New or modified programs
� Existing system perceived as unfair
� Tight budgets, need to free up tax authority

PAYT may not be right
for a community now,
but almost ALWAYS 
worth investigating to see.
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� Technical issues rarely the problem� performs
� Pilot test / phase in
� Strong diversion (all types), speedy, attitudes, retention, track 

record (7,100 towns), flexible / tailorable � local
� Public process, public education.  Good customer 

education / understanding crucial
� Education / why, how it works, how to make it work for me, 

packages for move-ins

� Politics, political will is the key stumbling block
� Suggestions from communities; & champion
� Negatives manageable if political will
� Can’t get there?  Consider running for office!
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Can obtain report from skumatz@serainc.com
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Electricity
34%

Transportation
28%

Industry
16%

Commercial
6%

Agricultural
8% Waste

3%

Residential
5%

Food
12%

Inter-city 
Passenger 
Transport

7%

Building Energy 
Use
31%

Local Passenger 
Transport

12%
Provision of 

Goods & 
Materials

38%

EPA 2005, Sources of GHG Emissions (Traditional Vie w)

EPA 2009, Sources of GHG Emissions (Revised Account ing), DRAFT
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� Recycling / diversion

� Evolution, priorities, tailoring to local issues
� PAYT a key strategy – can do locally

� PAYT – Tested, Flexible, Effective, Minimal Cost, LOCAL
� Impacts, implementation options
� Uniquely effective, flexible, 
� Self-funding program with local implementation options

� Green impacts - Direct and indirect (jobs, ghg) impacts – solid 
waste management in the mix - stimulus
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Lisa A. Skumatz, Ph.D.
Website – www.econservationinstitute.com
www.serainc.com

Also: www.paytnow.org; paytwest.org, paytinfo.org; payt.org 
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PAYT via Ordinance
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Ordinance Pros Contract Pros (similar for munic)

� Fewer Hauler (“Taking”) & 
Citizen Complaints (“Choice”)

� Maintains competition
� No need for “notice”
� Quick
� Can specify rate “structure”
� Minimal City effort (RFP, etc.)
� Retains “level playing field” for 

haulers – each implements the 
program and provides services 
knowing others will be 
operating under same rules.

� Lower Cost / bills
� Fewer trucks, “cleaner” set 

outs, reduced wear/tear on 
streets

� One hauler to contact if 
problems arise.

� City “control” including  
rates/setting; revenues

� Can “designate” facility 
destinations for materials.

Bag / Tag photos courtesy Resourceful Bag & Tag
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Tips:  
Need champions on council
And capable haulers
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Tips :  
•Order carts 3-4 months ahead
• (up to 1000 can be ordered more quickly)
•Print materials lead time 3 months or less
•Minimize special treatment 

MORE DETAILED EXAMPLES (WITH RECOMMENDATIONS
) IN UPCOMING PAPER – WATCH WEBSITE
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# hhs
or freq TWO EFFECTS:

pull out recyc/yw
“stomping”

Sources for information :                                
- set out survey    - other cities   - SERA research
- pilot test             - surveys         - calculati ons     
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Households do
react to rate 
changes…

Rate changes lead
to…

Subscription effects…
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Assume cost 
if $5/wk on 
average...

Computed 
rates

Shortfall if 1 
bag /wk

Computed 
rates

Shortfall if 1 
bag/wk

1 bag / week $5.00 $0.00 $3.00 $0.00
1.5 bags/wk $3.33 $1.67 $2.00 $1.00
2 bags/wk $2.50 $2.50 $1.50 $1.50
Base fee $0.00 $2.00

Simplification for this illustration: Assumes no change in cost from reduced landfill 
tons from fewer bags.  “Can” systems can embed incentives but bag is a bag…

Mis-estimating the number of bags people will buy can lead to $ shortfall.

� try set out surveys, consumer surveys, phase in / pilot, PAYT publications…
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Can SizeSET OUT OPTION 1 SET OUT OPTION 2 SET OUT OPTION 3

Mini $7.98 0% $0.00 0% $0.00 0%

1 $11.90 30% $13.89 45% $18.52 70%

2 $23.81 30% $27.78 30% $37.04 25%

3 $35.71 40% $41.67 25% $55.56 5%

Avg Cans/HH 2.10 1.80 1.35

Gals/HH 67.2 57.6 43.2

Avg $ / HH $25.00 $25.00 $25.00

 -� %�����"# 
 ���� %�#

���� 

(100% differential between rates)
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Set base / 
program fee 

level/hh=> $10.00 $10.00 $10.00

Bill per avg 
HH=> $25.00 100% $25.00 100% $25.00 100%

SET OUT OPTION 1 SET OUT OPTION 2 SET OUT OPTION 3

Mini $14.79 0% $10.00 0% $10.00 0%

1 $17.14 30% $18.33 45% $21.11 70%

2 $24.29 30% $26.67 30% $32.22 25%

3 $31.43 40% $35.00 25% $43.33 5%

2.10 1.80 1.35

67.2 57.6 43.2

Impacts: More revenue certainty, Less than 100% differential between rate levels in TOTAL;
42%-52% for these examples; less for higher cans; small users pay more
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� Highlight winners (and 

losers) -- % and $
� Rates vs. BILLS

For example:

70% pay same 
or less!
(vs. $/can increased)
(but note here, average
bill increased $0.80 --
outcome depends on
structure, changes)

++

LAST YEAR
Unlimited 

service=
$18.00/hh/mo

1 can plus recy
=$10/hh/mo

SAVE $5.00!3 cans=$26/hh/mo
PAY $8 more/mo!

2 cans plus
recycling=
$18/hh/mo

30% 50%
20%

NEW OPTIONS
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To help on statistical studies , fill out survey on: www.serainc.com; or
www.garbateandrecyclingsurveys.com “national survey”.


