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     May 27, 2005 
Clarena I. W. Tolson, Commissioner 
City of Philadelphia Department of Streets 
7th Floor – Municipal Service s Building 
1401 John F. Kennedy Boulevard 
Philadelphia, PA 19102-1676 
 
Dear Commissioner Tolson: 
 

The City Controller’s Office, with the technical assistance of Robert S. Guzek & Associates, has 
reviewed the City of Philadelphia’s Recycling Program pursuant to Section 6-400 (d) of the Home 
Rule Charter.  This review was an objective and systematic examination of operations for the purpose 
of determining if the program is being operated: (1) in compliance with the applicable city ordinance, 
and (2) in an effective and efficient manner.  A synopsis of the results of our work is provided in the 
executive summary to the report. 
 

We discussed our findings and recommendations with your staff at an exit conference and 
included your written response to our comments as part of the report.  Our recommendations have been 
numbered to facilitate tracking and follow-up in subsequent years.  We believe that, if implemented by 
management, these recommendations would significantly enhance the compliance, effectiveness and 
efficiency of the Recycling Program. 
 
 We would like to express our thanks to the Department of Streets and its staff for the courtesy 
and cooperation displayed toward us during the conduct of our work. 
 
    Very truly yours, 
 
 
 
    JONATHAN A. SAIDEL 
    City Controller 
cc: Honorable John F. Street, Mayor 
 Honorable Anna Verna, President 
 and Honorable Members of City Council 
 Members of the Mayor’s Cabinet 
 David B. Robinson, Recycling Coordinator 
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Purpose We reviewed the City of Philadelphia’s (City) Recycling Program 
for the purpose of determining if the program is being operated: 
(1) in compliance with the applicable city ordinance; and (2) in an 
effective and efficient manner. 

  
Background In 1987, City Council passed a Recycling Ordinance (Bill No. 

1251-A), which set forth the legislative mandate for “… a 
mandatory system of source separation and recycling of all refuse 
and garbage collected by the City.”  Philadelphia was the first 
major city in the nation to mandate recycling. 
 
The City’s Recycling Ordinance stated that by 1991 at least 50 
percent of the City’s total solid waste stream must be recycled. 
Based on the most recent Waste Composition Study conducted in 
2000, the 50 percent goal was revised to a more reasonable and 
achievable rate of 35 percent - 40 percent. 
 
The City is responsible for collecting solid waste at residences of 
six units or less and at small commercial establishments.  For 
fiscal year 2004, the City collected 699,000 tons of solid curbside 
waste of which 44,000 tons were recycled reflecting a recycling 
diversion rate of approximately 6 percent. 
 
A cooperative relationship has been established between the 
City’s Recycling Program and the Sanitation Division of the 
Streets Department. The City’s Recycling Program plans and 
coordinates the recycling effort while the Sanitation Division 
mans and equips recycling crews throughout the City. 

  
Results In Brief The City’s Recycling Program is not in compliance with 

numerous provisions of the City’s Recycling Ordinance.  There 
are a number of qualitative key performance indicators, which can 
be used to evaluate compliance; however, the single most 
important indicator is the quantitative recycling diversion rate, 
which must increase to 35 percent - 40 percent from the current 
level of 6 percent. 
 
Improving the recycling diversion rate will not only achieve 
compliance with the City’s Recycling Ordinance, but it will also 
result in significant annual economic benefit for the City.   As a 
way of demonstrating the savings potential, we calculated (using 
2004 data and assuming any increased costs would be offset by 
improved efficiencies and economic benefits) that for each one 
percent improvement the City can achieve in the diversion rate, 
approximately $540,000 could be saved on an annual basis.  As 
the diversion rate approaches 35 percent – 40 percent, the savings 
could potentially reach $17,000,000 annually. 
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Recommendations 
 

The achievement of these dramatic cost savings will require a 
number of operational changes in the City’s Recycling Program. 
We have set forth a series of recommendations for improvement 
aimed at optimizing the effectiveness and efficiency of this 
important public service program. 
 

• Expand the planned pilot incentive program, if it 
proves successful. 

 
• Evaluate results of the pilot “Single Stream” collection 

program and if successful, expand it to the rest of the 
City. 

 
• Continue the educational program for recycling. 

 
• Require the City’s Recycling Coordinator to make 

periodic progress reports to the Office of the Mayor, 
which needs to emphatically embrace and support the 
Recycling Program in Philadelphia. 

 
• Consider the need to pursue changes in the Recycling 

Ordinance to make it more suitable and responsive to 
the current social and economic climate of 
Philadelphia. 

 
• Increase the scope of materials subject to mandatory 

recycling as it becomes economically feasible to do so. 
 

• Introduce a comprehensive enforcement program. 
 

• Introduce weekly recycling collection to targeted areas 
of the City identified as potentially well suited to it. 

 
• Evaluate use of additional processing sites for recycled 

material. 
 

• Issue a quarterly recycling performance report. 
 

• Prepare a detailed implementation plan for long and 
short term program goals and monitor performance. 
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BACKGROUND 
 

In 1987, City Council of the City of Philadelphia (City) passed a Recycling Ordinance 
(Bill No. 1251-A) which set forth the legislative mandate for “… a mandatory system of source 
separation and recycling of all refuse and garbage collected in the City ….”  Philadelphia was the 
first major city in the nation to mandate recycling.   
 

Section (5) (a) (.3) of the Ordinance stated that by 1991, at least 50 percent of the City’s 
total solid waste stream must be recycled.  Based on the most recent Waste Composition Study 
conducted in 2000, the 50 percent goal was deemed unachievable and revised to a more 
achievable rate of 35 percent - 40 percent. 
 
 The City is responsible for collecting solid waste at residences of six units or less and at 
small commercial establishments.  For fiscal year 2004, the City collected about 699,000 tons of 
solid curbside waste of which about 44,000 tons were recycled reflecting a recycling diversion 
rate of approximately 6 percent. 
 
 The City’s Recycling Program is based within the Sanitation Division of the Streets 
Department.  There are currently eight employees charged with the overall planning and 
coordination of the City’s recycling effort. 
 
 In regard to that portion of the City’s solid waste stream collected by City forces, a 
cooperative relationship has been established between the City’s Recycling Program and the 
Sanitation Division.  The City’s Recycling Program plans and coordinates the recycling effort 
while the Sanitation Division mans and equips recycling crews throughout the City. 
 
 The Sanitation Division is organized into six geographic sanitation areas which are 
further broken down into sanitation districts.  The sanitation areas/districts are as follows: 
 

Area / 
 District    Locale 

 
1A    West Philadelphia (North) 
1B    West Philadelphia (South) 
2B    South Philadelphia 
2D    Center City 
3C    Columbia 
3F    Fairhill 
4G    Germantown 
4M    Manayunk 
5F    Frankford 
5L    Logan 
6A    Northeast Philadelphia (West) 
6B    Northeast Philadelphia (East) 
6L    Lower Tacony 
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 Sanitation field operations including, the collection of both recycled and non-recycled 
materials, are under the direction of a Deputy Commissioner, a Sanitation Chief Administrator, two 
assistant area chiefs (one for areas 1, 2, and 3 and the other 
for areas 4, 5, and 6), Sanitation District Supervisors (one for each district) and crew chiefs.  The 
collection of recycled and non-recycled materials is given equal priority by the Sanitation Division. 
 
 Recycled materials are set out at curbside by residents and small commercial establishments 
throughout the City.  This recycled material is collected every other week except for two sections of 
the City where it is collected on a weekly basis. 
 
 Special recycling vehicles are used to collect recycled materials; older vehicles have open bins 
for various material types while newer vehicles have side bins, which are automatically hoisted and 
dumped within the body of the truck.  There are 62 recycling vehicles in the City’s fleet with material 
capacities of 32, 25, 23, 15 and 12 cubic yards; between 31 and 33 recycling vehicles are on the street 
on any given day. 
 
 Crew chiefs are responsible for defining recycling routes for individual recycling crews (a 
Geographic Information System is utilized to print out recycling route maps). Each recycling crew is 
composed of three personnel including a driver and two lifters.   
 
 Once a recycling vehicle has completed its route, it is driven to a private recycling center at 29th 
and Grays Ferry Avenue where its load of recycled material is dumped.  A recycling vehicle collects 
one or two loads of recycling material each day.   
 
 At the private recycling center, there are two major recycling waste streams.  Paper is 
processed into bails in one portion of the facility while non-paper recycled materials are processed 
separately. 
 
 There is an active and dynamic market for recycled materials throughout the nation.  Recycled 
paper is so valuable that the City actually receives payment for every ton of paper it can deliver while 
disposing of non-paper recycled materials costs the City only a fraction of the cost of disposing of non-
recycled materials.  
 
 In summary, during fiscal year 2004, the City received approximately $1,152,000 in revenue 
from the private recycling center for the disposal of recycled paper and paid the private recycling 
center approximately $100,000 for the disposal of recycled glass containers and metal cans.  In 
addition, during fiscal year 2004, the City also paid approximately $35,370,000 in landfill costs for the 
disposal of non-recycled material.   
 
OBJECTIVES, SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 
 
 The objectives of this review were to: 
 

(1) determine if the City’s Recycling Program is operating in compliance with the applicable 
City Ordinance (Bill No. 1251-A); and 
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(2) determine if the City’s Recycling Program could be operated in a more effective and 
efficient manner. 

 
 In performing the review, we focused exclusively on the recycling operations that are the 
responsibility of City forces.  We did not include recycling operations that are the responsibility of 
private forces (which collect solid waste at residences of more than six units and at large commercial 
and business establishments).  Nor did this review include the collection and disposal of non-recycled 
materials. 
 
 To determine if the City’s Recycling Program is operating in compliance with the applicable 
City Ordinance we completed the following tasks: 
 

• Reviewed the provisions of 1987 City Recycling Ordinance, which defined the legal mandates 
for recycling in the City of Philadelphia. As part of this review we isolated specific sections of 
the ordinance, which called for explicit actions by the City against which we could evaluate 
compliance. 

 
• Interviewed the leadership of the City’s Recycling Program to review the current level of 

compliance with the City’s Recycling Ordinance.  We also conducted discussions with the 
Recycling Alliance of Philadelphia, an outside recycling advocacy group, in order to gain 
additional perspective on Philadelphia’s recycling efforts. 

 
• Identified areas where the City’s Recycling Program is currently in compliance with the City’s 

Recycling Ordinance.  We also isolated specific areas where the City’s Recycling Program is in 
partial compliance or total non-compliance with the Ordinance. 

 
 To determine if the City’s Recycling Program could be operated in a more effective and 
efficient manner we did the following work: 
 

• Conducted interviews with the leadership of the City’s Recycling Program and officials of the 
Sanitation Division in order to understand the detailed organizational and operational aspects of 
the Recycling Program in Philadelphia.  We conducted field observations at the area collection 
depots, and the private disposal site and, reviewed recycling collection operations in the field. 

 
• Evaluated all aspects of the City’s Recycling Program in regard to optimizing effectiveness and 

efficiency.  We isolated current strengths and weaknesses and for all isolated weaknesses we 
developed a series of practical and implemental recommendations for improvement. 

 
 



RESULTS OF COMPLIANCE REVIEW 
 
RECYCLING PROGRAM IS OUT OF COMPLIANCE WITH CITY ORDINANCE 
 
 Our review has found that as of September 2004 the City’s Recycling Program was not always 
in compliance with the numerous provisions of the City’s 1987 Recycling Ordinance, which is codified 
in Section 10-717 of the Philadelphia Code entitled “Source Separation, Collection, and Disposal of 
Refuse.”  Table 1 below, summarizes the City’s compliance status with provisions of the Ordinance.  
For a more detailed description and analysis of the City’s compliance with this ordinance, see 
Appendix I. 
 
Table 1: Status of the City’s Compliance with the Recycling Ordinance (Bill No. 1251-A) 
 

Ordinance 
Section Focus 

Full 
Compliance 

Partial 
Compliance 

Non-
Compliance 

Collection    
2(a) Recycling of paper  √  
2(a) Recycling of plastic   √ 
2(a) Recycling of glass containers √   
2(a) Recycling of metal cans √   
2(a) Recycling of garbage   √ 
2(a) Recycling of yard waste   √ 
2(b) Maximum of four (4) bundles/receptacles   √ 
2(c) Source separation √   

     
Administration    

3(a) Inter-Agency Task Force   √ 
3(d) Recycling Advisory Committee (RAC)   √  
3(e) Duties of RAC   √ 
3(g) Chairmanship/reporting for Recycling Coordinator (RC)   √ 

3(g)(.1) Duties of RC/Coordination  √  
3(g)(.2) Duties of RC/R&D √   
3(g)(.3) Duties of RC/Reporting   √ 
3(g)(.4) Duties of RC/Waste Composition Study √   

     
Enforcement    

4 Enforcement methods  √  
     

Recycling Goals    
5 Diversion rate goal   √ 

 
 Clearly, the first imperative is for the City’s Recycling Program to be brought into substantial 
compliance with the City’s Recycling Ordinance.  This will require a high level of commitment on the 
part of the City administration and significant effort on the part of the City’s Recycling Program and 
the Sanitation Division.  There are a number of qualitative key performance indicators that can be used 
to evaluate compliance, however, the single most important indicator is the quantitative recycling 
diversion rate, which must increase from the current level of approximately 6 percent to 35 percent - 
40 percent in order to achieve compliance.  Since this increase represents a six fold improvement and 
since it presents a truly difficult undertaking, we have provided a series of recommendations — many 
of which center around the above listed areas — in the next section. The recommendations are aimed 
at assisting the City in increasing the diversion rate of its Recycling Program. 

 4
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IMPROVING DIVERSION RATE WILL RESULT IN SIGNIFICANT ANNUAL 
ECONOMIC BENEFITS 
 
 The City’s Recycling Program initiated three major new efforts (i.e. Pilot Incentive 
Program, Educational Program and Pilot Single Stream Collection Program) aimed at significantly 
increasing and sustaining the recycling diversion rate for the City.  We have reviewed the nature 
and scope of these initiatives and have concluded that they represent a firm foundation for the future 
success of the Recycling Program. 
 
 In addition to the new initiatives currently being undertaken by the City’s Recycling 
Program, we have identified other essential components of a revised strategic vision for the 
recycling program.  These components incorporate major organizational and operational changes 
which are, in our view, equally essential to the success of the program. 
 
 Taken together, the program of recommendations set forth in this report represents a 
comprehensive blue print for change, which offers the best hope that the City’s Recycling Program 
will ultimately achieve the legally mandated and achievable recycling diversion rate goal of 35 
percent - 40 percent within a reasonable period of time.  Once the strategic diversion rate goal is 
achieved, then, additional organizational and operational changes of a more tactical or “fine-tuning” 
nature could be considered. 
 
 The timely and successful implementation of the program of recommendations set forth in 
this report will require significant management skill.  As a result of our interactions with the senior 
leadership of the City’s Recycling Program during the course of our review, we have concluded that 
this group of professionals possesses the knowledge, experience and commitment necessary to 
direct the implementation process.  
 
 The annual economic benefit to the City resulting from the improvement of the recycling 
diversion rate would be substantial and recurring.  Improving the recycling diversion rate to a level 
of 35 percent - 40 percent will not only achieve compliance with the City’s Recycling Ordinance, 
but it will also result in significant annual economic benefits for the City.  Specifically, based on 
fiscal year 2004 tonnage, price and cost information, we believe that the City would save 
approximately $17,000,000 on an annual basis if the recycling diversion rate increases to 35 percent 
- 40 percent (see how this amount was derived in the section of the report titled Computation of 
Economic Benefits). 
 
Major New Efforts 
 

Pilot Incentive Program 
 
 The City’s Recycling Program has embarked on a pilot program to test whether 
monetary incentives could be utilized to further encourage the citizens of the City to begin 
and continue to recycle.  If successful, this incentive program would be the first such 
program in the nation. 

 
 The pilot incentive program outfits recycling compactors with automated lifting 
devices and provides special recycling receptacles to residents.  Each receptacle is 
automatically lifted onto a recycling collection vehicle and the weight of each load of 
recycled material is automatically determined and credited to the respective 
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residence’s recycling account (note: a computer chip is embedded into each receptacle, 
which contains the address of the residence). 
 
 Under the pilot incentive program, the more a residence recycles, the more weight is 
credited to their individual account.  The weight of recycled materials is converted into 
coupon dollars which is then redeemed by residents at a range of local merchants. 
 
 The program includes a series of conveniences for residents such as accessing their 
recycling account via their computer and printing out coupon dollars at their leisure.  The 
merchants participating in the program cover a full range of products from home furnishings 
to food. 
 
 We were informed that the pilot incentive program has begun in two sections of the 
City.  If successful, the intent is to make the program available city-wide. In our view, the 
pilot incentive program is an innovative effort by the City’s Recycling Program that should 
be encouraged.  We, therefore, recommend that the pilot continue and that it be fully and 
independently evaluated before a decision is made to implement the program city-wide 
[20505.01]. 
 
 If the pilot incentive program is judged to be successful, before a decision is made to 
expand the program city-wide, a series of operational issues must be addressed in order to 
ensure its long term viability.  The following are illustrative of the types of operational 
issues which must be resolved: 
 

• how will the program scale up the procurement of recycling receptacles and 
computer chips from 2,000 required for the pilot to over 560,000 required for City-
wide application? 

 
• how will the program scale up the procurement of lifting / weighing mechanisms for 

recycling collection vehicles? 
 

• how will the program handle the maintenance of receptacles, computer chips and 
lifting / weighing mechanisms on an on-going basis? 

 
 Additionally, as part of addressing the feasibility of scaling up the procurement of 
lifting / weighing mechanisms for recycling vehicles, the City should also explore the 
practicability of outfitting automated lifting mechanisms on compactors used to collect non-
recyclable trash.  Management may conclude that such an investment, over time, will 
improve trash collection efficiency and reduce workers compensation claims.   
 
 The process for analyzing the feasibility of outfitting other compactors with 
automatic lifting mechanisms should be thorough and methodical.  Management should 
consider, for example, that as the diversion rate increases, more of its existing fleet of 
compactors would require being fitted with lifting devices, which also weigh the contents of 
each recycling receptacle and store the weight and address information for subsequent 
processing.  Other compactors in the City’s fleet that continue collecting non-recyclables 
could be equipped with less expensive automated lifting devices.  Most importantly, any 
decision to go forward refitting the vehicles with lifters should be preceded with a strategic 
plan that phases in the change only on routes most suited to it. 
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Pilot “Single Stream” Collection Program   
 
 The City’s Recycling Program has also begun a test of the “single stream” concept 
for the collection of recycled material.  Under this approach, all recycled materials except 
garbage and yard waste are placed in a single receptacle and are collected by the City using 
standard compactors. 
 
 Instead of forcing residents to separate recycled material into distinct categories, a 
process which is time consuming and an obvious barrier to compliance, the single stream 
approach permits the co-mingling of recycled materials in the interest of greater citizen 
participation.  The single stream approach relies on new technology at the disposal site to 
mechanically separate the various types of recycled materials in preparation for processing 
and ultimate disposal. 
 
 In addition to the facilitation of citizen participation in recycling, the single stream 
approach provides a major operational advantage, namely, that standard compactor vehicles 
currently in the Sanitation’s fleet could be diverted to recycled materials.  This will greatly 
simplify the process of scaling up the recycling program throughout the City from the 
current 6 percent recycling diversion rate to the target rate of 35 percent - 40 percent. 
 
 At the current recycling diversion rate level, approximately 15-20 percent of the 
compactors and crews are assigned to collecting recycled materials while approximately 80-
85 percent of the compactors and crews are assigned to collecting non-recycled materials.  
As the citizen participation in the recycling program increases, the recycling diversion rate 
should move closer toward 35 percent - 40 percent at which point potentially about 35 
percent - 40 percent of compactors / crews would be assigned to recycled materials while 
approximately 60 percent - 65 percent of compactors / crews would be assigned to collecting 
non-recycled materials. 
 
 Scheduling of compactors / crews would remain a relatively similar task under the 
single stream concept.  As at present, crew chiefs would be responsible for periodically 
revising both recycling and non-recycling routes to reflect the increased diversion rate; after 
each revised schedule is prepared, the existing Geographic Information System would be 
used to generate maps of each revised recycling / non-recycling route. 
 
 From a practical perspective, we would expect that recycling routes will be reduced 
in size over time as the recycling diversion rate increases.  At 35 percent - 40 percent, 
recycling routes would be at their long term optimal configuration.  Correspondingly, the 
non-recycling routes should increase in size over time as the recycling rate increases.  At the 
targeted diversion rate, non-recycling routes would also be at their long-term optimal 
configuration. 
 
 Since the recycling program utilizes fewer and more inaccessible disposal sites than 
the non-recycling program, there would be a larger travel component built into recycling 
routes.  Therefore, for practical scheduling purposes, it should be potentially possible to 
have identical routes for both recycling and non-recycling programs such that two 
compactors / crews would service the same collection route. 
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 There are two potential problems associated with the single stream concept that must 
be evaluated and overcome before full scale implementation can begin throughout the City.  
First, any form of garbage in the recycled material stream can render the recycled paper in 
the stream to be unusable; second, certain types of paper can cause the compactor 
mechanism to malfunction and jam. 
 
 In regard to the potential contamination of recycled paper from the presence of 
garbage, citizen education and awareness is the initial line of defense.  As a further control, 
Sanitation Division Enforcement Officers can conduct random inspections and the private 
disposal site can institute an in-coming material inspection program as well.  Finally, further 
research is obviously required in order to fully understand and counter the potential of 
compactor mechanism malfunction and jamming as a result of the presence of certain types 
of recycled paper.  Hopefully the full dimension of these potential problems and their 
practical solutions will emerge as a result of the on-going test. 
 
 On balance, the single stream concept represents potentially the clearest path to the 
achievement of the targeted recycling.  Since it utilizes existing compactors and crews, it is 
straight forward to implement and we believe potentially the most economical way of 
expanding the recycling program.  We recommend that the Streets Department monitor the 
results of the “Single Stream” collections program, while at the same time work to resolve 
some of the problems that would impede further expanding the program to other parts of the 
City [20505.02]. 

 
Educational Program  
 
 The City’s Recycling Program is currently embarking on a new educational program 
(officially termed the City-wide Recycling Advertising, Outreach and Education Program) 
to support the City’s recycling effort.  This educational program will include the 
development of a comprehensive campaign designed to encourage every resident in 
Philadelphia to recycle; the specific goals of the educational program are to: 
 

• create and produce a positive “carrot” advertising approach to motivate residents to 
participate in the current recycling services offered by the City; 

 
• determine the perceived obstacles to participation in the recycling services provided; 

 
• determine if participation or non-participation is related to factors inherent within the 

major ethnic groups that are found in Philadelphia; 
 

• design a positive based multi-media advertising campaign geared to continually 
increase the current curbside residential recycling tonnage collected by the City; 

 
• design a major focus of the advertising campaign around encouraging significantly 

more recycling of mixed paper; 
 

• incorporate into the overall advertising and educational outreach campaign an 
element designed to reduce street litter within the City; 
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• provide a mechanism for assessing the effectiveness of the marketing / advertising 

program; and, 
 
• increase a sense of personal accountability for a clean neighborhood and 

environment in the City of Philadelphia. 
 
 We recommend that this new educational program continue since education is 
absolutely essential to the success of any recycling effort [20505.03].  In our view the 
educational program should be tailored to each geographic area / district / neighborhood of 
the City and to each individual language group to ensure that the recycling message is 
understandable and consistent for all residents and commercial establishments of the City. 
 

 
Other Needed Changes 
 

Mayor Needs To Embrace, Support And Monitor Recycling Results  
 
 Over the years since the initial establishment of the City’s Recycling Program in 
1987, the City’s Recycling Coordinator has been relegated to lower and lower echelons of 
the City administration.  While the original legislative intent of City Council was that this 
individual report directly to the Office of the Mayor, at present the Recycling Coordinator 
reports within the Sanitation Division.   
 
 We do not believe that it would be appropriate for the Recycling Coordinator to 
report directly to the Mayor as intended by original legislation.  However, if the Recycling 
Program is to become successful in Philadelphia, the first essential step to increasing the 
recycling diversion rate is for the Mayor to emphatically embrace and support recycling.  
The Mayor must be kept informed of the progress being made.  Accordingly, we 
recommend that the City’s Recycling Coordinator make periodic progress reports to the 
Office of the Mayor.  The Mayor’s public embrace and support of the Recycling Program 
together with familiarity of its progress or lack of progress will demonstrate to all 
Philadelphians that the City places great importance on recycling, and that the City is willing 
to fully back the program [20505.04]. 

 
Pursue Changes In Recycling Ordinance To Reflect Current Social And Economic Climate 

 
 Since the adoption of the Recycling Ordinance in 1987, the social and economic 
climate of Philadelphia has changed.  Neighborhoods once considered impoverished and 
inhabited with residents not likely to recycle are now inhabited by highly-educated people 
who are more environmentally conscious.  Neighborhoods formerly characterized by one-
predominant-type ethnic background have been re-inhabited by individuals from other 
ethnic settings that have different customs, different language requirements, and hold 
different perspectives on the importance of recycling.  

 
 Likewise, times have changed as to the economic viability of certain recyclables 
addressed in the original ordinance.  For instance, the City used to collect garbage and sent it 
to pig farmers in New Jersey.  Streets Department managers assert that many of the pig 
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farms have since then ceased operations, leaving only one major pig farmer who gets most 
of the garbage needed from a single large City university. 

 
 As an alternative, the Recycling Office indicates it is working with local restaurants 
and businesses to set up small scale local composting facilities.  Managers point out that the 
concept is to have small groups of local business in a compact geographic location set up 
small scale composting facilities.  If the process being tested works well, the Recycling 
Office envisions expanding the process across the City wherever there are restaurants or 
other garbage producers. 

 
 Additionally, Streets Department management has questioned the economic viability 
of yard waste, another recyclable specified in the 1987 Recycling Ordinance.  Management 
asserts there are a number of factors that make the cost per ton to collect yard waste eight-to-
ten times more expensive than regular curbside rubbish collections.  Sanitation managers 
pointed to a 2001 pilot test of collecting yard waste, in which the yard waste truck and crew 
ran a day’s route with very little tonnage to show for the effort.  Managers also contend that 
there were problems with contamination and that there are no yard waste processing 
facilities nearby. The latter contention, they assert, meant hauling the yard waste to a New 
Jersey processor, which in turn meant lengthy trips to the processing facility, bridge tolls, 
and a processing fee. 
 
 Management has advised us that the Recycling Office does have an alternative to 
collecting yard waste.  Under the alternative, they show people how to compost their own 
yard waste at home. 
 
 Given the social and economic changes, as well as the problems and experiences 
encountered in the collection of certain types of recyclables since the adoption of the 
original Recycling Ordinance, it may be appropriate to update the ordinance.  We therefore 
recommend that the Streets Department consider the need to pursue changes in the 
Recycling Ordinance such as those involving the administration of the program and/or the 
types of recyclables required to be collected.  Management should seek changes that will 
make the ordinance more suitable and responsive to the current social and economic climate 
of Philadelphia [20505.05]. 
 
Increase Scope Of Materials Subject To Mandatory Recycling  
 
 At present, only newspaper, office paper, glass containers and metal cans are 
required to be recycled in Philadelphia.  Corrugated cardboard, plastic, garbage, and yard 
waste are not required to be recycled.   
 
 In order to increase the tonnage of recycled materials, we recommend that the City 
work toward increasing the scope of materials subject to mandatory recycling [20505.06].  
The increase should, at a minimum include corrugated cardboard and plastic.  To the extent 
that lawmakers still consider garbage and yard waste to be appropriate recyclables, 
management should continue to develop alternatives, such as composting, and other 
environmentally sensitive approaches.  
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Introduce Comprehensive Enforcement Program  
 
 At present the City does not utilize enforcement as a tool in encouraging residents to 
recycle.  Many large cities across the nation have successfully utilized some form of 
enforcement to initiate and sustain their recycling program.   
 
 There are essentially three methods of enforcement available to the City to 
encourage recycling: (1) non-conformers could be notified personally of their 
nonconformance and directly requested to fully comply with the recycling program; (2) in 
accordance with the City’s Recycling Ordinance, the Streets Commissioner is authorized to 
“… refrain from collecting … any refuse set at curbside … which is not separated as 
required…”; and (3) the City can impose a monetary fine for not recycling.  The key to any 
successful recycling enforcement program is to be fair but firm in dealing with all citizens.  
 
 To this end, we recommend that the City create a multi-tiered recycling enforcement 
program, which is structured as follows: 
 

• the first line of enforcement should be notification of nonconformance by notice 
left at the door followed up with a personal letter, as required; 

 
• the second line of enforcement should be the refusal by the City to pick up solid 

waste at any residences or small business establishments that do not recycle; and  
 

• the third line of enforcement should be the imposition of monetary fines which 
are directed only to the most serious offenders [20505.06]. 

 
 The recycling enforcement program must have the complete support of the City 
administration to be successful; although it would include monetary penalties; hopefully, 
this extreme measure would only be required in rare situations. 

 
Introduce Weekly Recycling Collection Throughout The City  

 
 The City currently collects recycled materials on a bi-weekly basis in all but two 
sections of the City.  This contrasts with the collection of non-recycled materials, which is 
collected no less frequently than once a week throughout the City. 
 
 In order to create a recycling discipline among residents and to help them to better 
remember when to set out their recycled material, we recommend that the City introduce 
weekly collection of recycled materials to targeted areas of the City identified as potentially 
well suited to it.  Further, we recommend that the recycled material be collected on the same 
day as the non-recycled material to provide an additional convenience [20505.07]. 

 
Evaluate Use of Additional Processing Sites for Recycled Material  
 
 Currently, all City recycling vehicles must travel to a private site at 29th and Grays 
Ferry Avenue for the processing of recycled material.  While this practice may be cost 
justified at the current recycling diversion rate, it may become non-cost effective as the 
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recycling diversion rate approaches and reaches the goal of 35 percent - 40 percent and the 
number of recycling collection vehicles increase six fold.  
 
 In order to moderate the travel cost associated with the processing of recycled 
material, we recommend that the City evaluate the availability of additional processing sites 
within or nearby to the City [20505.08].  We believe it is important to undertake this 
evaluation as soon as possible so that additional sites are fully operational in advance of 
actual need. 

 
Issue Quarterly Recycling Performance Report 

 
 Periodic and frequent feedback on the performance of the Recycling Program is 
essential to the long term success of the program.  The City administration, City Council and 
the citizens should be informed of the progress which has been made as both a status 
indicator and as a spur to even greater levels of recycling achievement. 
 
 To this end, we recommend that the City’s Recycling Coordinator prepare a 
quarterly report on the performance of the Recycling Program with particular emphasis on 
the diversion rates for the City as a whole and for each area and district [20505.09]. This 
quarterly performance report should be forwarded to the City administration and to City 
Council and should be posted to the City’s web site for review by citizens. 
 
Prepare Implementation Plan 
 
 Currently the City has no detailed written Implementation Plan.  Such a plan should 
document the individual steps required for the implementation of each recommendation 
along with the estimated start and completion dates for each step together with the 
identification of the specific individual(s) who will be held responsible for the completion of 
each step. 
 
 To further ensure the success of the implementation, we recommend that the City’s 
Recycling Coordinator prepare a detailed written Implementation Plan.  In addition to the 
development of a written Implementation Plan, we also recommend that the City’s 
Recycling Coordinator prepare periodic written Implementation Status Reports which 
document the progress to-date and the revised plan for the future.  The Implementation 
Status Reports should be issued to the Office of the Mayor as an essential control on the 
implementation process [20505.10]. 
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Computation of Economic Benefits Associated With Increasing Diversion Rate 

 
 In assessing the annual economic benefit of improving the recycling diversion rate, we 
determined the total annual disposal cost under a recycling diversion rate of 6 percent (which 
represents the current situation) and compared it to the total annual disposal cost under a best-case 
scenario diversion rate of 37.5 percent (which represents the midpoint of the target range) based on 
actual fiscal year 2004 tonnage, price and cost information. In arriving at our economic benefit, we 
made the following assumptions that would have no effect on the calculations.  First, the single-
stream concept will ultimately be implemented by the City for the collection of recycled material.  
Second, there would be no difference in total annual collection cost under a 6 percent vs. 37.5 
percent recycling diversion rate; hence, total annual collection costs were excluded from the 
calculations.  Third, we assumed that the City’s overhead cost would be the same under either 
recycling diversion rate scenario and, therefore, such overhead costs were excluded from the 
calculations.  Finally, we assumed that initial capital costs to refit recycling compactors with 
automated lifters would be self-funded through a combination of sources ranging from state grant 
money (for compactors dedicated to recycling) through improved efficiencies, reduced workers 
compensation claims, and negotiated dealings with the vendor and merchants supporting the pilot 
incentive program. 
 
 There are three components of the total annual disposal cost that must be considered for both 
the 6 percent and 37.5 percent recycling diversion rate scenarios: 
 

• the annual revenue received by the City for each ton of recycled paper delivered to the 
private recycling center; 

 
• the annual cost paid by the City for each ton of other recycled material delivered to the 

private recycling center; and 
 

• annual the cost paid by the City for each ton of non- recycled material delivered to a landfill. 
 

 The total annual disposal cost under each scenario represents the net effect of these three 
components.  Table 2 below documents the annual tonnage for various categories of waste based on 
the actual recycling diversion rate of 6 percent. 
 
 Table 2: Annual Curbside Waste Tonnage Based on Recycling Diversion Rate of 6 Percent 
 

Category Annual tonnage**  
   
Recycled paper* 28,000 (A) 
Other recycled material* 16,000 (B) 
Total recycled material* 44,000 (C = A + B) 
Non-recycled material 655,000 (D) 
Total solid waste collected 699,000 (E = C + D) 

 
*Source: Fiscal year 2004 data from the Streets Department. 

** Excludes waste collected for disposal by the Sanitation Division’s street cleaning trucks, litter basket trucks, and 
illegal dumping clean-up crews, and by other departments such as the Prisons, Recreation, Fairmount Park, 
Airport and the Philadelphia Water Department 
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 Table 3 below documents the annual tonnage for various categories of waste based on the 
target recycling diversion rate of 37.5 percent: 
 
 Table 3: Annual Curbside Waste Tonnage Based on Recycling Diversion Rate of 37.5 Percent 
 

Category Annual tonnage  
   
Recycled paper 169,000 (F) 
Other recycled material 93,000 (G) 
Total recycled material 262,000 (H = F + G) 
Non-recycled material 437,000 (I) 
Total solid waste collected 699,000 (J = H + I) 

 
 Obviously, the total solid waste collected under each scenario would be the same (699,000 
tons).  The total recycled material would reflect either 6 percent (44,000 tons) or 37.5 percent 
(262,000 tons) of the total solid waste collected (699,000 tons) depending on the recycling diversion 
rate being considered, while recycled paper represents 63.6 percent of the total recycled material 
and other recycled material represents 36.4 percent of the total recycled material based on actual 
fiscal year 2004 experience. 
 
 For the 6 percent recycling diversion rate scenario, the annual revenue received for curbside 
recycled paper was $1,151,640 which reflected 28,000 tons delivered at an average revenue of 
$41.13 per ton.  The annual cost incurred for other recycled material was $100,480, which reflected 
16,000 tons delivered at an average cost of $6.28 per ton.  The cost incurred for the land filling of 
non-recycled material was $35,370,000.  This amount reflected 655,000 tons land filled at an 
average cost (tipping fee) of $54.00 per ton.  For the 6 percent recycling diversion rate scenario, the 
total annual disposal cost was $34,318,840. 
 
 For the 37.5 percent recycling diversion rate scenario, the annual revenue received for 
recycled paper would be $6,950,970 which reflects 169,000 tons delivered at an average revenue of 
$41.13 per ton.  The annual cost incurred for other recycled material would be $584,040 which 
reflects 93,000 tons delivered at an average cost of $6.28 per ton.  The cost incurred for the land 
filling of non-recycled material would be $23,598,000.  This amount reflects 437,000 tons land 
filled at an average cost (tipping fee) of $54.00 per ton.  For the 37.5 percent recycling diversion 
rate scenario, the total annual disposal cost would be $17,231,070. 
 
 The annual economic benefit for the City is represented by the difference in total annual 
disposal cost for the two scenarios.  Therefore, the annual economic benefit associated with 
improving the recycling diversion rate from 6 percent to 37.5 percent would be $17,087,770 or 
approximately $17,000,000 based on fiscal year 2004 tonnage, price, and cost information. 
 
 Since the City operates within a dynamic market for recycled materials and within a volatile 
market for landfill space, the future annual savings resulting from recycling can be expected to 
change.  Given current trends, it is reasonable to expect that the price paid for recycled paper will 
likely increase while the tipping fee paid for landfill space will also likely rise, the combined effect 
of which should be an even more dramatic annual savings potential for recycling in the future. 
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 One way to appreciate the significance of the expected annual cost savings is to focus on the 
incremental savings resulting from each one percent point improvement in the recycling diversion 
rate.  On this basis, the City and  its citizens should be aware that each one percent improvement in 
the recycling diversion rate would result in approximately $540,000 in annual savings for the City 
and, thus, the City and  its citizens should persevere in the difficult but obviously rewarding task of 
achieving the diversion rate goal. 
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Status of City’s Compliance With Recycling Ordinance 
As of September 2004 

   
Ordinance 
Section Required Compliance Status 
   
Collection of Recyclables  
  

2 “…all owners or persons in control of any 
premises shall be required to separate from all 
other refuse that they set at curbside or other 
pick-up locations for collection by the City or any 
other collector, the following items: 

 

   
2(a) PAPER (newspaper, office paper and 

corrugated cardboard); 
The City’s Recycling Program only requires the 
recycling of newspaper and office paper; it does 
not specifically require the recycling of 
corrugated cardboard, however, residents are 
encouraged to take corrugated cardboard 
materials to designated drop off sites.  

   
2(a) PLASTIC (individual bottle, carton, lid or 

tube composed of plastics); 
The City’s Recycling Program does not 
specifically require the recycling of plastics; 
however, residents are encouraged to take plastic 
material to twelve plastics drop off sites.   

   
2(a) GLASS CONTAINERS individual bottle, jar 

or carton composed of glass); 
The City’s Recycling Program does require the 
recycling of glass containers. 

   
2(a) METAL CANS (individual cans composed of 

metal and commonly containing beverages 
and food); 

The City’s Recycling Program does require the 
recycling of metal cans. 

   
2(a) GARBAGE (animal and vegetable wastes 

resulting from the handling, preparation, 
cooking, and consumption of food); and 

The City’s Recycling Program does not require 
the recycling of garbage. 

   
2(a) YARD WASTE (grass, leaves, tree and brush 

cuttings and similar material). 
The City’s Recycling Program does not require 
the recycling of yard waste. 

   
2(b) The above items shall be set out for collection in 

no more than four (4) separate bundles or 
receptacles. 

The City’s Recycling Program places no limit on 
the number of separate bundles or receptacles set 
out. 

   
2(c) “…all household, and all other premises, shall be 

subject to mandatory source separation within 
two (2) years of the effective date of this Section 
(1989). 

The City’s Recycling Program does require 
mandatory source separation. 

   
Administration of the Recycling Program  
   

3(a) There is hereby created in the Office of the 
Mayor, an Inter-Agency Task Force on recycling. 
The Task Force shall be composed of the 

The Inter-Agency Task Force on recycling was 
initially established, however, it is no longer in 
existence. 
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Status of the City of Philadelphia’s Compliance With Recycling Ordinance 
As of September 2004 

   
Ordinance 

Section Required Compliance Status 
   
 following individuals each of whom may 

designate deputies to represent them in 
performing Task Force duties: 
 

• The Managing Director; 
 

• The Commissioner of Streets; 
 

• The Commissioner of Public Property; 
 
• The Procurement Commissioner; 
 
• The Commerce Director; 
 
• The Water Commissioner; and, 
 
• The Commissioner of Licenses and 

Inspections. 
 

 

   
3(d) “…the Recycling Advisory Committee is hereby 

established.” 
A Recycling Advisory Committee does exist, 
however, membership on the Committee is not in 
compliance with the mandates of the Ordinance 
since it does not include the following 
individuals: 

  • one person representing the collective 
bargaining unit covering those workers 
whose primary duty is the collection of 
household trash; 

 
  • one person who is engaged in the business 

of recycling trash; 
 

  • one person engaged in the business of 
collecting and disposing of trash for 
private businesses; 

 
  • one person who is the administrator of a 

non-profit intermediate processing center; 
 

  • one person who is the chief administrator 
of a neighborhood non-profit recycling 
program; 

 
  • one person who is a collector of 

residential garbage under contract with the 
City; 
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Status of the City of Philadelphia’s Compliance With Recycling Ordinance 
As of September 2004 

   
Ordinance 

Section Required Compliance Status 
   
  • one person who is a representative of an 

environmental protection organization 
with an active recycling advocacy 
program; 

 
  • one person who is a representative of a 

recycling advocacy coalition focusing on 
Philadelphia waste management; 

 
  • one person representing the glass 

recycling business; 
 

  • one person representing the aluminum 
recycling business; 

 
  • one person representing the plastic 

recycling business; and, 
 

  • one person representing the construction 
or demolition business. 

 
   

3(e) “the Advisory Committee … shall transmit to the 
Task Force and release to the public, draft 
regulations … and additional recommendations 
… as it deems appropriate.” 
 

The Recycling Advisory Committee has not 
prepared draft regulations or any additional 
recommendations. 
 

   
3(g) The chairperson of the Task Force shall be the 

Recycling Coordinator … 
The Recycling Coordinator does not serve in the 
role of chairperson of the Inter- Agency Task 
Force on recycling. 
 

   
3(g) The Recycling Coordinator shall report to and be 

supervised by, the Mayor or Deputy Mayor…. 
The Recycling Coordinator does not report to the 
Mayor or Deputy Mayor, rather, he reports to the 
Deputy Streets Commissioner for the Sanitation 
Division (who is also the Streets Commissioner 
until such time as a new Deputy Commissioner is 
appointed). 
 

   
3(g) The duties of the Recycling Coordinator and his 

or her staff shall be: 
 

   
3(g)(.1) to oversee, coordinate, and insure 

implementation of the recycling duties of all 
Task Force and other agencies with recycling 
functions; 

The Recycling Coordinator only oversees the 
recycling duties of the Streets Department. 
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Status of the City of Philadelphia’s Compliance With Recycling Ordinance 
As of September 2004 

   
Ordinance 

Section Required Compliance Status 
   

3(g)(.2) to perform such research and development 
activities as he or she may deem helpful to 
implementation of the City’s recycling 
program. 

The Recycling Coordinator does perform 
research and development activities in support of 
the City’s Recycling Program an example of 
which is the new Pilot Incentive Program 
underway in several areas of the City. 
 

   
3(g)(.3) to evaluate in detail every three months, the 

effectiveness of the Task Force in achieving 
the recycling goals … and to promptly 
transmit the report of his or her findings to the 
Council, the Mayor and the Advisory 
Committee. 

The Recycling Coordinator does not perform 
these duties. 
 

   
3(g)(.4) to undertake and complete as soon as 

reasonably possible a Waste Composition 
Study for the purpose of determining that 
portion of the City’s waste stream that is 
recyclable given existing and reasonably 
foreseeable technologies and markets … 
 

The Recycling Coordinator did oversee the 
completion of a Waste Composition Study during 
2000.  
 

   
Enforcement  

   
(4) “… the Streets Commissioner shall be authorized 

to refrain from collecting or disposing of, or 
authorizing the collection or disposal of, any 
refuse set at curbside or other pick-up location 
which is not separated as required …” 
 

The Streets Commissioner has the required 
authorization; however, this provision is not 
enforced. 
 

   
Recycling Goals  

   
(5) “… the Task Force shall maintain as its highest 

priority, the accomplishment of the following 
goal: … the recycling of at least fifty percent (50 
percent) of the City’s total solid waste stream 
within four (4) years of the date of final 
enactment  of this Section (1991). The goal set 
forth above shall be revaluated and may be 
modified by the Advisory Committee … upon 
review of the Waste Composition Study.” 
 

Based on the most recent Waste Composition 
Study in 2000, the maximum recycling diversion 
rate was established as 35-40 percent, therefore, 
the goal of the City’s Recycling Program should 
be reset to 35-40 percent; at present, the City’s 
Recycling Program has achieved a recycling 
diversion rate of less than 6 percent. 
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 In commenting on this report, the Streets Department agreed with several of the findings, 
and supported many of the recommendations.  However, the Department took exception to the 
fact that the report focuses only on curbside residential recycling collections and has asserted that 
the report failed to address the importance of commercial recycling efforts.  The Department also 
took exception with assumptions we used to project the potential cost savings to the City if it 
pursues a higher recycling diversion rate. 
 
Focus On Curbside Residential Recycling 
 
 We do not believe that including the private-sector commercial recycling efforts in the 
computation of the City’s diversion rate is relevant.  The City’s Recycling Ordinance and the 
subsequent Waste Composition Study that amended it, served as our criteria.  These documents 
deal only with residential recycling efforts of the Streets Department.  The Waste Composition 
Study concluded that Philadelphia’s curbside residential recycling program has the potential to 
achieve a diversion rate of 35 percent - 40 percent.  Therefore, inclusion of the commercial 
diversion rate is not appropriate for measuring compliance with the Recycling Ordinance.  
 
Controller’s Assumptions In Projecting Potential Savings  
 
 As to the assumptions used in our projected savings, we stand by these assumptions and 
believe they are valid based on the facts provided during the review.  We want to first emphasize 
that the report does not favor any specific recommendation over another, such as the “Single 
Stream” pilot concept.  This recommendation is one of many that we encourage the Department 
to pursue and implement over time only after evaluating whether or not the concept has proved 
successful. 
 
 We believe the Streets Department’s assertion that a huge capital investment in new 
equipment and increase in annual operating costs is necessary to achieve a diversion rate of 35 
percent – 40 percent is overstated.  It is overstated because the Streets Department already has 
many of the resources needed to eventually reach this goal.  For example, according to City asset 
records and discussions held with responsible employees in both the Streets Department and the 
City’s Office of Fleet Management the department’s current fleet size of compactors is 265 – 
275.  On average, the department utilizes about 166 compactors to collect non-recyclable trash 
daily; leaving it with nearly 100 or so compactors at its disposal for any additional units that it 
believes might be needed for recycling.   
 
 In terms of crews required, if the Streets Department moves toward equipping many of its 
compactors with lifters, truck crew sizes on these vehicles can be reduced from three to two.  
This reduction should free-up enough employees to retrain some as drivers, staff any additional 
recycling trucks that may be necessary, and reassign others to assist with enforcement. 
 
 As to the Department’s assertion that our report assumes 100% of the available recyclable 
materials can be recovered for collections, we made no such assumption.  We merely based the 
projected increase of recyclable materials on the diversion goal set by the City’s Waste 
Composition Study. 
 
 Finally, the Department takes issue with the paper price used in our estimate of potential 
savings.  There is no question that prices for recyclables fluctuate, however our projection is only 
an estimate based on the most recent data available at the time of our fieldwork. 


