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The  City of  Sti l lwater Waste Manage m e nt De partm e nt i s  de di c ated to 
pro viding high-quality solid wa ste  m a nage m e nt se rv i c e s to  a ll  of  its 

residents,  busi ne sse s,  a nd v i si to rs.
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RTo ensure our continued abil ity to provide these services, City leadership had the foresight to 
embark upon a planning process to assess our solid waste management system, which began 
in early 2019.  The purpose of the planning process was to provide recommendations to improve 
efficiencies with regard to current services, propose potential  alternatives for the future of the 
solid waste management system, and ultimately to develop a long-range solid waste management 
plan to prepare the City’s system for the future.  

Our solid waste management system includes using City crews to collect residential  waste, mixed 
recyclables, glass, and yard waste at the curb, as well  as collect waste and recyclables from some 
businesses.  We also operate a Convenience Collection Center that accepts non-hazardous recyclable 
items, household garbage, and yard waste for free; and items such as furniture, electronics, 
l ightbulbs, paint,  and mattresses are accepted for a fee. We contract with a private sector partner 
for the processing of recyclables and yard waste, and we contract with a private sector partner 
for landfi l l  disposal of  waste.  As Sti l lwater continues to grow, the solid waste industry faces new 
challenges, compounding the need for assessing efficiencies and planning for our future.  

We are proud that nearly 70% of Sti l lwater’s residents participate in our curbside recycling 
program. The volati l ity in the recyclables market has always existed, going back to the early 1990s, 
but the “China Sword” brought a new level of  uncertainty to the market when China announced 
to the World Trade Organization (WTO) in July 2017 that it  would begin prohibiting the import of 
certain recyclables and announced increasingly more stringent contamination standards for other 
recyclables being imported into China, starting in January 2018. The year 2018 was spent by many in 
the industry struggling to f ind a place for their recyclables. Sti l lwater is no exception to recycling 
market volati l ity,  especially with our current contract for processing recyclables expiring in 
June of 2022, which meant that recycling was a major focus area of this planning process.  

As you wil l  read in the following pages, the planning process also focused on evaluating our 
collection services, evaluating our long-term landfi l l  options, and developing a comprehensive cost 
of service analysis.  A very important aspect of the planning process included hearing from our 
citizens to receive feedback on  the services we provide today and the services our citizens want 
us to consider providing tomorrow.   

This solid waste management plan is the culmination of a great deal of  work by many individuals 
over the past 15 months. Change is never easy, but as the strategies described in the solid waste 
management plan are implemented, together we wil l  facil itate l i felong improvements for our 
comprehensive solid waste management system. 

Chris Knight
Waste Management Director
City of Sti l lwater 
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PLAN PURPOSE & APPROACH

P l a n  P u r p o s e
residential  waste, mixed recyclables, glass, and yard 
waste at the curb, as well  as collect waste and recyclables 
from some businesses. We also operate a Convenience 
Collection Center that accepts non-hazardous recyclable 
items, household garbage, and yard waste for free; and 
items such as furniture, electronics, l ightbulbs, paint, 
and mattresses are accepted for a fee. We contract with a 
private sector partner for the processing of recyclables 
and yard waste, and we contract with a private sector 
partner for landfi l l  disposal of  waste. 

This Plan wil l  serve as the guide for solid waste operations 
and program development to meet the future solid waste 
management needs of the City in the short-term, mid-term, 
and long-term. 

The Waste Management Department,  an operating 
department of the City of Sti l lwater (City), has 
embarked upon preparing a Solid Waste Management 
Plan (Plan) to improve the efficiencies of current 
services and provide alternatives for the future of the 
City’s solid waste management programs. The purpose 
of this endeavor was to conduct a comprehensive solid 
waste assessment intended to analyze practical and 
effective waste management solutions, and to receive 
feedback from the citizens on the services we provide 
today and the services the citizens want us to consider 
providing tomorrow. 

As noted by the Director, the City’s Waste Management 
Department is dedicated to providing high-quality solid 
waste management services to all  of  its residents, 
businesses, and visitors. Our current solid waste 
management system includes using City crews to collect 

T HIS PLAN  WILL  SERVE AS T HE GUIDE 
FOR SOLID WAST E OPERAT IONS 
AN D  PROGRAM  D EVELOPM EN T TO 
M EET  T HE FUT URE SOLID  WASTE 
M AN AGEM EN T  N EEDS OF T HE CIT Y IN 
T HE SHORT -T ERM , M ID-T ERM , AND  
LON G-T ERM . 
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Our planning approach included five basic steps. Step 1  focused on laying the groundwork for assessing current conditions 
to have a clear baseline understanding of the issues and opportunities regarding the City’s solid waste management 
programs. S t e p  2  focused on assessing needs and opportunities and identifying potential  strategies for the future of our 
system. S t e p  3  focused on evaluating the potential  strategies for efficiency, effectiveness, cost-benefit,  environmental,  and 
social  impacts. S te p 4  focused on narrowing down the l ist of  potential  strategies to those most viable for the City.  Step 5 
focused on the actions necessary to implement the viable strategies to enhance our solid waste management system. 

P l a n n i n g  A p p r o a c h

The Project Team accomplished each of these steps through 
a series of tasks that focused on the following areas: 

Evaluation of Recycling Options

Assessment of Collection Operations

Assessment of Long-Term Landfil l  Options

Facil itation of Recycling Task Force Discussions

Cost of Service and Rate Design Analysis

Ordinance Review

The results of each of these tasks are described in more 
detail  in the CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE FUTURE  section of the 
Plan.
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COMMUNICATIONS & OUT REACH

Concerns about whether the City’s current processor of recyclables would continue to accept the City’s recyclable material, 
and at what cost,  once the contract expires on June 30, 2022 led the City Council  to want to hear from the community on the 
future of the City’s recycling program. The Citizens Recycling Task Force (Task Force) was appointed by the City Council  on 
October 7,  2019. The primary purpose of the Task Force was to capture the citizens’ opinions regarding the best approach 
for providing recycling services in the City,  given the current challenges with regard to recycling market volati l ity and 
uncertainty with regard to the current processor. 

As noted by the Director, about 70% of Sti l lwater’s residents participate in the curbside recycling program. The volati l ity 
in the recyclables market has always existed, going back to the early 1990s, but the “China Sword” brought a new level of 
uncertainty to the market when China announced to the World Trade Organization (W TO) in July 2017 that it  would begin 
prohibiting the import of certain recyclables and announced increasingly more stringent contamination standards for 
other recyclables being imported into China, starting in January 2018. The year 2018 was spent by many in the industry 
struggling to f ind a place for their recyclables. Sti l lwater is no exception to recycling market volati l ity. 

The Task Force was made up of the following 33 members, many of whom spent several Tuesday evenings at the Sti l lwater 
Public Library discussing the issues. 

R e c y c l i n g  Ta s k  F o r c e 

Pat Kennedy
Joyce Konigmacher

John Wood
Alexa Wiles
Brian Whitacre
Aaron Underwood
Ryan Smith
Gordon Sloggett
James Sines
Mike Shanahan
Jack Nasworthy
Terrence Murphy

Steve Maison

Dan Lowrance
Diane Maddox

Carolyn Moore

Mabrie Baldwin
Kristen Ball
Art Bieri
Frank Blum
Anthony Briggs
Belinda Bruner
Joshua Butcher
Ken Clinkenbeard
Damien Davis
Kira Frisby

Alicia Johnson
Tom Houston
Ilda Hershey
Tim Hardin
Madeline Fong Goddard

Gladeen Allred

Riley Flack
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The Task Force held a total  of  9 meetings. The goal of  the Task Force meetings was to provide the Task Force with an 
understanding of the current issues associated with recycling in the City and seek input on options for recycling in the City 
going forward. The following timeline provides a summary of what each meeting covered. For each meeting, presentations 
were reviewed during the meeting and meeting notes were provided at the next meeting. Each Task Force member was given 
a binder at the kickoff  meeting, and the presentations and meeting notes were printed out and provided to the Task Force 
members at each meeting to keep in their binders. 

A majority of  Task Force members 
felt  that the City should continue to 
provide both curbside recycling and 
Convenience Collection Center drop 
off  recycling opportunities to the 
citizens of  Sti l lwater. 

The Task Force presented their 
recommendations to the City 
Council  on February  24,  2020. 
Specific recommendations are 
provided under Considerations for 
the Future.



SOLID WASTE M ANAGEM ENT PLAN

About 73% of respondents indicated that they participate in recycling once per week.
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Q1: How important is it to you that Stillwater offers a recycling service?
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Q2: About how often do you use the weekly curbside recycling service 
in Stillwater?

10

F l a s h V o t e ™
During the fourth meeting of the Task Force, an opportunity to use FlashVote™ for a customer opinion poll  was presented to 
the group, and feedback was received from the Task Force about what questions should be asked in the opinion poll ing. Five 
questions were asked in the FlashVote™. Nearly 700 City residents responded. 

Nearly 80% of respondents felt  that Sti l lwater offering recycling was either  
very important (22%) or extremely important (56%)
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Magazines and paper, aluminum and metal cans, cardboard, and plastics were  
reported as commonly recycled items by the respondents.  

(Respondents could select more than one option.)

Multiple reasons for why respondents do not use the curbside program were indicated, 
although it  was interesting to note that approximately 25% of those respondents that said 
they do not use the program reported using the Convenience Collection Center to drop off 

recyclables. It  was indicated by many respondents that they l ive in apartments  
and therefore do not have the option for curbside recycling.  

(Respondents could select more than one option.)
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Q3: Which of the following materials do you regularly recycle, if any? 
(Choose all that apply)
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Q4: Why don't you use the curbside recycling service? 
(Choose all that apply)
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Will ingness to pay more for recycling in order to keep recycling every week was  
indicated by 42% of respondents. About 65% indicated they would be wil l ing to either  

change frequency to every other week or change to dual stream recycling.  
(Respondents could select more than one option.)
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Q5: Recycling costs are increasing across the country. The current recycling program 
costs rate payers approximately $700,000 per year, so the City is exploring ways to 

make sure recycling value and costs stay in line.Which of the following statements do 

Q5: Recycling costs are increasing across the country. The current recycling program 
costs rate payers approximately $700,000 per year, so the City is exploring ways to 

make sure recycling value and costs stay in l ine. Which of the following statements do 
you AGREE with, if  any? (Choose all  that you AGREE with) 
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WHERE WE ARE TOD AY
To provide a comprehensive overview of the City’s solid waste management system, aspects of the system are organized 
around the “solid waste management loop” shown below.

G e ne r a ti on  refers to waste, recyclables and other materials that are generated by residents, 
businesses, and visitors. Education and outreach efforts are also described as part of generation 
since those efforts reach out to generators.

C o l l e c ti o n  refers to the act of  collecting materials,  whether at the curb, at the business, or at the 
City’s Convenience Collection Center and delivering materials to the appropriate facil it ies.

P r o c e s s i ng  refers to the act of  processing materials such as recyclables and yard waste to prepare 
them for sale or use by others.

D i s p o s a l  refers to waste that is not recycled or diverted but is instead landfi l led. 

End  Us e  refers to the materials that are processed and returned to a useful item, such as recyclables 
that are recycled back into consumer products or yard waste that is processed into mulch or 
compost. 

Solid Waste Management Loop 

41%
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G e n e r a t i o n
Table 1 shows historic total  tons generated and collected by the City,  by material  type. It  should 
be noted that the commercial  sector can contract with private haulers to collect waste and 
recyclables, and their tonnage data is not reported to the City.  Tonnage data provided herein 
does not include estimates for materials collected by private haulers and therefore does not 
reflect total  tons generated in the City.  Tonnage data reflects tons managed by the City’s Waste 
Management Department. 

2016 2017 2018 2019

Total Waste Tons 19,176 20,345 20,600 20,541

Total Recycling, Including Glass Tons 2,435 2,626 2,429 2,475

Total Yard Waste Tons 1,651 1,393 1,121 1,291

Total Wood Waste Tons 168 94 90 55

Other Tons 28 25 2 10

Total Tons 23,458 24,482 24,242 24,372

58% of the waste tons generated and collected by the City are generated by the commercial  sector. 88% of recyclables 
tons generated and collected by the City are generated by the residential  sector, and either collected curbside or at the 
Convenience Collection Center. (Again,  n ote that the commercial  sector can contract with the City for waste and recyclables 
collection o r  c a n c o ntr act with  a private hauler.  Tons collected by private haulers are not included herein.) 

41%
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58%

Percent of Refuse Tons

Residential Curbside Waste Drop Off Waste

Commercial + Roll Off Waste

65%23%

12%

Percent of Recycling Tons (Includes Glass)

Residential Curbside Recycling Residential Drop Off

Commercial Recycling
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Assuming a growth factor of 1.25%, tonnage projections over the twenty-year planning period results in a 28% estimated 
increase in total  tons managed by the City by the year 2040.

2020 2025 2030 2035 2040

Total Waste Tons 20,797 22,130  23,548 25,057 26,662

Total Recycling, Including Glass Tons 2,506 2,667 2,838 3,019 3,213

Total Yard Waste Tons 1,307 1,391 1,480 1,575 1,676

Total Wood Waste Tons 56 59 63 67 71

Other Tons 10 11 11 12 13

Total Tons 24,676 26,257 27,940 29,730 31,635

0

5,000

10,000

15,000

20,000

25,000

30,000

35,000

2020 2025 2030 2035 2040

To
n

s

Tonnage Projections Over the 20-Year Planning Period

Total Waste Tons Total Recycling, Including Glass Tons

Total Yard Waste Tons Total Wood Waste and Other Tons

Total Tons



SOLID WASTE M ANAGEM ENT PLAN

16

The City provides extensive information to residents and businesses about its solid waste management system using several 
approaches. The City has a dedicated webpage for the Waste Management Department 1 that details the services provided. 
There is a dedicated webpage for residential  customers to provide information on each of the services the City offers 
residents. 2 The “What’s Recyclable” l ink provides details on what is and is not included in the City’s recycling program. 3

1 http://stil lwater.org/page/home/government/departments-divisions/waste-management
2 http://stil lwater.org/page/home/government/departments-divisions/util ity-and-bil l ing-services/trash-recycling-services/residential-customers 
3  http://stil lwater.org/page/home/government/departments-divisions/util ity-and-bil l ing-services/trash-recycling-services/residential-customers/ 
   what-s-recyclable

E duc atio n and Outreach
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The City uses its social  media accounts with Facebook and Twitter to promote different messages from the City,  which can 
include information about solid waste services. 

The City has also created YouTube how-to videos to further educate residents on proper use of the City’s services. 4, 5

4 http://stil lwater.org/page/home/government/departments-divisions/util ity-and-bil l ing-services/trash-recycling-services/residential-customers/
recycling-instructions
5 https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCqVPe2edQeGrfg4vmrFPa2Q

In addition to the City’s webpage and social  media efforts, members of the Waste Management Department are available 
to give presentations to schools,  civic groups, or others that request it.  The Department has given presentations 
regarding  recycling to many of the schools in the City.  
The Department provides every resident with a garbage 
cart,  and every resident that requests one, a recycling 
cart.  The recycling cart includes a decal on the cart that 
describes what materials are accepted for recycling. 
Informational tags are also included on the carts delivered 
to new customers to describe the City’s programs. When a 
resident sets out materials improperly,  a collection crew 
member leaves an “Oops” tag on the cart explaining what 
was done incorrectly.  The collection crew members can 
leave “Good Job” tags on the carts, too.

Customer Service Department representatives review 
the solid waste services and programs the City provides, 
and hands out printed material  to new customers when 
turning on their uti l it ies in-person. 
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C o l l e c t i o n 

The Waste Management Department provides curbside collection to approximately 13,500 residential 
customers. Residential  waste is collected once per week in City-provided automated carts. The 
Department also provides curbside collection of residential  recyclables, excluding glass, once per 
week in City-provided automated carts. The Department uses automated side-loading vehicles that 
have a mechanical arm to l i ft  the cart,  dump the material  into the vehicle,  and set the cart back 
down. With automated collection, only a driver is necessary to perform the service. Recycling 
collection is conducted by the same driver/vehicle/route after the waste load is deposited at the 
landfi l l .  The City provides residents with one 95-gallon cart for waste and one 95-gallon cart for 
recyclables (residents can select smaller, 65 or 35-gallon carts)

Residents have the option to purchase “Pay-As-You-Throw” bags, which 
are specially marked bags that are allowed to be placed outside of the 
waste cart for those occasions when more waste is generated than 
can fit  into the waste cart.   Residents also have the option to request 
a second cart if  they consistently have more waste than can fit  into one 
waste cart.

R e s ide ntial  Collection
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YA
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TE Yard waste is collected from residents once per 
week, three weeks of the month. Residents place 
their yard waste at the curb in cans, bags, or 
bundles, and the collection personnel collect the 
yard waste manually,  using rear load vehicles. There 
are two collection crew members on the vehicle 
conducting yard waste collection.

GL
AS

S G lass is collected once per month, at the curb, in 
City-provided containers during the one week of the 
month that yard waste collection is not provided.

In addition to curbside collection, the 
City operates a Convenience Collection 
Center (Center). The Center accepts  
non-hazardous recyclable items, household 
garbage, and yard waste. Common trash items 
are accepted for no fee, while items such as 
furniture, electronics, l ightbulbs, paint,  and 
mattresses are accepted for a fee, depending 
on the item. Residents may also purchase  
Pay-As-You-Throw bags at the Center. The 
hours of operation are Tuesday – Friday from 
10 a.m. to 6 p.m. and Saturday from 8 a.m. to  
4 p.m.

Conve nience Collection Center
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As previously noted, businesses have the option to 
contract with a private hauler for waste and/or 
recyclables collection. Roughly 300 businesses opt for 
private waste collection service, and the number of 
businesses opting for private recyclables collection 
service is unknown.

The City’s current commercial  dumpster waste 
collection service is performed using rear load vehicles 
equipped with bars to tip City-provided dumpsters at 
commercial  customer locations. Because of the nature 
of the commercial  collection process with this type of 
vehicle,  two personnel,  each with a Certif ied Driver’s 
License (CDL) l icenses, typically work together on each 
route so that either person can operate the vehicle, 
to allow backing up and adjusting to collect each 
dumpster as efficiently as possible.  Approximately  
990 commercial  customers, using 1,072 dumpsters, 
as well  as multifamily (apartment) complexes using 
another nearly 500 dumpsters, contract with the City 
for waste collection service, collected once to six 
t imes per week, depending on customer needs. 

Commercial  recycling collection service (primarily 
cardboard recycling) is also offered by the City using 
dumpsters and the same type of rear load vehicles 
equipped with bars to tip the dumpsters or with roll 
off  containers which are very large containers that 
are rolled-off  of  a motor vehicle when the container 
is placed at a site and then rolled onto the vehicle 
when the container is ready to be collected. The City 
currently provides recycling (primarily cardboard) 
collection to approximately 30 dumpsters and 82 roll 
off  containers,  The City has historically collected 
between 280 tons and 400 tons of cardboard per year.

Dumpster

Rear Load Dumpster Collection

Roll Off Container

Co mme r cial  Collection
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P r o c e s s i n g 

The City currently contracts with Cedar Creek Farms for the processing of recyclables and yard 
waste, where recyclables are sorted and baled. The current contract expires in June 2022. As part 
of the current contract,  audits are performed on the recyclables every six months to determine 
the make-up of the recyclables and to determine the amount of contamination, or “rejects” in the 
recyclables. The City’s fee paid to the processor varies depending on the quality of the material. 
The lowest fee charged by the processor applies only when the City’s “reject” percentage is at or 
below 20%. As shown below, the audit rarely results in “rejects” below 20%. However, the most 
recent audit completed, in February 2020, resulted in a 19.53% “reject” percentage, meaning the 
lowest fee applies. 

In recent years, the City has faced some uncertainties with its current processor’s abil ity to 
continue accepting and processing the recyclables delivered by the City.  This issue was further 
complicated by the uncertainty created with increased volati l ity in the recyclables market, 
largely due to the “China Sword” described in the Note from the Waste Management Director 
(i.e.  China began prohibiting the import of certain recyclables and announced increasingly more 
stringent contamination standards for other recyclables being imported into China, starting in  
January 2018).  

The City contracts with Cedar Creek Farms for processing of yard waste in addition to recyclables, 
which expires in June 2022. The City delivered nearly 1,300 tons of yard waste to Cedar Creek 
Farms in 2019, where it  is mulched and composted. 
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D i s p o s a l 
The City contracts with Republic Services for disposal of  waste collected by the City.  The disposal 
contract expires in June 2022. The Republic Services landfi l l  is located approximately f ive miles 
northeast of the Sti l lwater Regional Airport,  al lowing collection vehicles to travel to and from the 
landfi l l  very efficiently.  The City delivered over 20,000 tons of waste to the Republic Services landfi l l 
in 2019. 

E n d  M a r k e t s
Cedar Creek Farms is responsible for sell ing the sorted and baled recyclables to end markets and 
keeps the revenues from the sale of recyclables (the specific end markets are not known). Cedar 
Creek Farms makes the mulch and compost resulting from yard waste processing available to City 
residents. The City also uses 50 to 80 bags of mulch per year at City parks. 

Map of Current Facilities
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C ONSIDERATIO NS FOR T HE FUT UR E

E v a l u a t i o n  o f  R e c y c l i n g  O p t i o n s 

Throughout the planning process, the Project Team conducted evaluations and assessments of specific elements of 
the City’s solid waste management system. For each element studied, a report was developed. Each of the reports are 
summarized in the following subsections, and the full  reports are available on the City’s Document Center webpage here:   
http://stil lwater.org/document-center#reports.

As previously noted, the City currently contracts with Cedar Creek Farms  to process their recyclables. The City is 
contractually obligated to pay $29.86 per ton for source separated materials (i.e.  items such as cardboard that are 
collected separately from other recyclables) and at the time of this evaluation was paying $57.46 per ton for single-stream 
recyclable materials processing (i.e.  recyclable materials combined in the same container such as in the City’s curbside 
recycling program). 6  There is some uncertainty as to whether Cedar Creek Farms will  continue to be able to accept the 
City’s recyclables after the current contract with the City expires June 30, 2022. Furthermore, market prices for recyclable 
materials continue to be volati le,  especially with China passing strict policy changes relating to recycling imports. This 
shift  in markets has occurred across all  US export-based recyclable materials including paper, plastics, metals/precious 
metals,  and some texti les.

To evaluate recycling options for the City,  the Project Team modeled three scenarios. 

6 The cost per ton is dependent on the residual (“reject”) rate. As the residual percentage increases, so does the cost per ton. A residual waste rate 
between 36% and 50%, for instance, is assessed a rate of $70.00 per ton to process recyclables. A residual waste rate under 20% is assessed the lowest 
rate of $29.33 per ton to process recyclables.

S cen ario 1  aggregates costs reflecting the 
status quo of the City’s current recycling 
program.

S cen ario 2  (hypothetical) models a scenario 
where the City direct hauls recyclables with 
automated side loader vehicles and roll  off 
trucks to a processing facil ity.

S cen ario 3 (hypothetical) reflects high-level 
cost estimates for  four staging/transfer 
facil ity types.
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Tonnage Type Projected Tons

Refuse

   Residential Curbside 8,602

   Commercial Refuse 9,608

   Roll Off Refuse 2,201

   Drop-Off 130

Total Refuse Tonnage 20,541

Yard Waste

   Residential Collection 926

   Drop-Off 365

Total Yard Waste Tonnage 1,291

Wood Waste

   Drop-Off 55

Total Wood Waste Tonnage 55

Recyclables, Excluding Glass

   Drop-Off (1) 477

   Commercial Collection (2) 322

   Residential Single-Stream Collection 1,479

Total Recycling, Excluding Glass 2,278

Glass Recycling

   Drop-Off 92

   Commercial Collection 7

   Residential Collection 99

Total Glass Recycling 197

Total Recycling, Glass & Other Recyclables 2,475

Miscellaneous Tonnage 10

Total Tonnage 24,372

Test Year Tonnage (FY 2019)

(1) Includes aluminum, metal, cardboard, paper, plastic, tin

(2) Includes metal, cardboard, paper, plastic, and commercial single-stream recyclables.

Each of the scenarios rely on a 20-year tonnage forecast developed by the Project Team, which was based on tonnage 
collected by the City between FY 2016 and FY 2019. Although this section of the management plan specifically analyzes 
the various r e c y c l i ng  options for the City,  it  was necessary to develop a comprehensive waste and recycling  forecast to 
accurately size the transfer station facil ity alternative included under Scenario 3,  Alternative 4.  The following table outlines 
projected FY 2019 (Test Year) tonnage for all  material  types (i.e.  refuse, yard waste, wood waste, recyclables). Based on 
conversations with the City,  the Project Team used an annual growth rate of 1.25% to project increases in annual tonnage.
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Sce nar io 1

2020

Equipment Costs $270,448

Labor Costs $268,514

Contractual Processing Costs $150,000

Miscellaneous Costs $10,00

Total Scenario 1 Costs $698,962

Scenario 1 – Total Estimated Costs

Under Scenario 1,  which reflects status quo operations, the Project Team analyzed the following program costs:

Residential  single-stream curbside collection

Residential  glass curbside collection

Commercial  cardboard collection

Convenience Collection Center recycling operations 
(miscellaneous repair,  maintenance, and supplies 
costs at the Convenience Collection Center were 
estimated at $10,000 annually)

Hauling recyclables from the Convenience Collection 
Center to the recycling processing facil ity (Cedar 
Creek Farms)

Contracted processing costs with Cedar Creek Farms

The following table summarizes all  Scenario 1 costs and reflects the current operating and capital  costs associated with 
the City’s recycling services.
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Costs

Incremental O&M Costs

Incremental Equipment Costs $215,562

Incremental Labor Costs $100,253

Contractual Processing Costs $118,320

O&M Costs from Scenario 1 for the 
O&M of the Recycling Program

$526,759

Total Scenario 2 Costs $960,894

Revenue Offsets ($23,103)

Total Scenario 2 Costs, Less 
Revenue Offsets

$937,791

Scenario 2 – Total Estimated Costs

Sce n ar io 2
Scenario 2 models a hypothetical scenario where the City direct hauls single-stream recyclables with automated side loader 
vehicles and roll  off  trucks to Tulsa Recycling & Transfer (TRT), located in Tulsa, OK, approximately 80 miles (one-way) from 
Sti l lwater. Glass material  would be hauled to Dlubak Glass in Okmulgee, OK, approximately 96 miles (one-way) from Sti l lwater 
using rear loader vehicles. Scenario 2 also accounts for increased labor and vehicle costs. 7

In addition to the incremental operation and maintenance costs, processing costs under Scenario 2 would change relative 
to the current processing fees incurred by the City.  At the time the initial  analysis was conducted, the processing fee at 
TRT was quoted at $65 per ton. In August of 2019 TRT raised its bid to $78.85 per ton, so for purposes of the Project Team 
analysis we are assuming an $80 per ton processing fee for all  scenarios. Under this assumption, TRT processing costs 
would total  approximately $118,320. Revenue offsets were also accounted for in Scenario 2 wherein an average cost per 
ton for recyclables was estimated at approximately $32.26 per ton. It  is worth noting that the glass processor, Dlubak, 
would pay $25 per ton for the City’s mixed glass; this amounts to approximately $5,000 in glass revenues annually.  The 
following table outlines the total  costs and revenue offsets realized in Scenario 2.

7 Direct hauling recyclables would require that an additional automated side-loader vehicle and roll  off  truck be purchased.
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Sce nar io 3
For the hypothetical Scenario 3,  the Project Team developed high-level cost estimates for the following four staging/transfer 
facil ity types:

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4

Construction O&M Costs at New Facility 

   Construction Costs $1,227,875 $1,502,875 $225,438 $6,649,500

   Annual Principal & Interest Payments (1) $99,784 $122,133 $18,320 $540,378

   Amortized Equipment Costs $90,000 $93,750 $93,750 $168,607

   Labor Costs $170,830 $170,830 $170,830 $456,061

   Other O&M Costs $24,500 $24,500 $24,500 $84,000

Annual Capital and O&M Costs at New Facility $385,115 $411,213 $307,401 $1,249,046

Hauling Costs (Fuel & Maintenance)

   Estimated Repair, Maintenance & Fuel (Single-Stream) $47,780 $43,114 $43,114 $83,114

   Estimated Repair, Maintenance & Fuel (Glass) $8,040 $8,040 $8,040 $8,040

Total Hauling Costs $55,820 $51,154 $51,154 $91,154

O&M Costs for Collection

   Equipment Costs $270,448 $270,448 $270,448 $270,448

   Labor Costs $204,514 $204,514 $204,514 $204,514

   Convenience Center Costs $74,000 N/A N/A N/A

O&M Costs Total $548,962 $474,962 $474,962 $474,962

Processing Fees $144,914 $144,914 $144,914 $144,914

Total Costs $1,134,811 $1,082,243 $978,431 $1,960,076

Revenue Offsets

   OCC Sales $2,333 $20,996 $20,996 $20,996

   Glass Sales $4,927 $4,927 $4,927 $4,927

Total Revenue Offsets $7,260 $25,923 $25,923 $25,923

Total Expenses, Less Revenue Offsets $1,127,551 $1,056,320 $952,508 $1,934,153

Scenario 3 – Total Estimated Costs by Alternative

Al t e r na ti v e  1  models the costs for a new recycling 
staging facil ity.  This scenario does not include 
a baler or a Convenience Collection Center. This 
alternative assumes that the current Convenience 
Collection Center would remain operational.

Alternative 3  models a Convenience Collection Center 
and recycling staging facil ity constructed at an 
existing commercial  warehouse type structure. 

Al t e r na ti v e  2  models a new recycling staging facil ity. 
This scenario does include a baler and a Convenience 
Collection Center where citizens can drop-off  their 
recyclables.

Alternative 4  models the costs for a transfer station, 
which would be sized to take both trash and recycling, 
in addition to the operation of a Convenience Collection 
Center. This alternative is the most comprehensive 
and expensive facil ity relative to the other three 
alternatives.

(1) Assumes the facility structure is f inanced with a 20-year note at 5% interest.
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Under Al t e r na ti v e  1 ,  a new recycling staging facil ity would allow recycling trucks to unload recyclables, however because 
there is no baler included in this scenario,  old corrugated cardboard (OCC) collected from the commercial  cardboard 
operation would not be baled on site,  but rather commingled with the other recyclables. This scenario also excludes a 
Convenience Collection Center. 

Under Al t e r na ti v e  2 ,  a new recycling staging facil ity and Convenience Collection Center would allow citizens to come in and 
drop off  their recyclables. This material  would be commingled with the single-stream loads coming in via the City’s collection 
vehicles. This scenario also includes a baler to bale the commercial  OCC. Below is the proposed layout of the recycling 
staging facil ity and new convenience collection center.

Under A l te r na t i v e  3 ,  a new recycling staging facil ity would be incorporated into an existing building. It  would also include 
a Convenience Collection Center that would allow citizens to come in and drop off  their material.  This material  would be 
commingled with the single-stream loads coming in via the City’s collection vehicles similar to Alternative 2.  The primary 
difference between Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 is that in Alternative 2 a new recycling staging facil ity would be built, 
whereas in Alternative 3,  the recycling staging facil ity would be incorporated into an existing warehouse in Sti l lwater. 

Alternat i v e  4  models the most comprehensive facil ity of  al l  four alternatives, a transfer station facil ity.  This facil ity is sized 
to take both the City’s trash and recycling collection trucks, and additionally house the Convenience Collection Center. 
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The following table compares annual costs from Scenario 1,  Scenario 2,  and Scenario 3 (which is comprised of four 
alternatives, including the construction of a recycling staging facil ity or a transfer station). None of the infrastructure 
capital  cost assumptions include the cost of purchasing land or facil ity rentals.

Infrastructure 
Capital Costs

Total  
Annual Cost (1)

Scenario 1: Status Quo - $698,962

Scenario 2: Direct Hauling - $937,791

Scenario 3.1: Recycling Staging Facility (New) $1,227,875 $1,127,551

Scenario 3.2: Recycling Staging Facility with 
Convenience Collection Center (New)

$1,502,875 $1,056,320

Scenario 3.3: Recycling Staging Facility with 
Convenience Collection Center (Retrofit)

$225,438 $952,508

Scenario 3.4: Transfer Station $6,649,500 $1,934,153

(1) Inclusive of labor and operating costs, rolling stock costs (amortized), and debt service associated with building the facilities 
in each of the scenarios.

K ey Recommendations for Recycling Options

For the hypothetical Scenario 3,  the Project Team developed high-level cost estimates for the following four staging/transfer 
facil ity types:

Based on the Project Team’s analysis,  it  is 
recommended that the best long-term solution would 
be to construct a recycling staging facil ity. 

The facil ity should include a Convenience Collection 
Center, as well  as a baling area that would allow 
for the baling of OCC, which is currently collected 
from commercial  businesses, and could then be 
directly shipped to an end user. 

The remainder of the single stream-materials are 
assumed to be hauled to Tulsa.

If  desired, certain material  such as aluminum 
and tin that were brought in by citizens to the 
Convenience Collection Center could be source 
separated in roll-off  containers at the recycling 
staging facil ity and then sold directly to a business 
in Sti l lwater that accepts those materials – when 
separated.

This recommendation is reflected in Scenario 3, 
Alternative 2 with an estimated cost of $1,056,320 
annually,  assuming construction costs are 
f inanced with a 20-year note at 5% interest. 

The full  report with details regarding the Evaluation 
of  Recycling Options  is available on the City’s Document 
Center webpage here: http://stil lwater.org/document-
center#reports.   
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A s s e s s m e n t  o f  C o l l e c t i o n  O p e r a t i o n s

To assess the City’s current collection system, residential  and commercial  routes were observed by the Project Team , 
which occurred in August 2019. A total  of  ten man-days were spent in the f ield observing residential  and commercial  waste 
collection routes, residential  yard waste routes, and residential  recycling routes. The routes were observed by following 
the collection vehicle assigned to each observed route, and noting time, tonnage, and customer metrics using standard 
route observation forms. After route observations were completed, the Project Team and City staff  discussed potential 
alternatives to the current collection systems that should be modeled and evaluated. 

As previously noted, the City provides waste collection services to residential  and commercial  customers using municipal 
crews. The current residential  curbside waste collection service is performed using automated side-load vehicles to tip 
City-provided 95-gallon carts set out by residents (residents can select,  smaller, 65 or 35-gallon carts). The automated 
style of collection requires one driver to perform the service. The City provides residential  waste collection services to 
approximately 13,500 households. Recycling collection is conducted by the same driver/truck/route after the waste load is 
deposited at the landfi l l .  The City provides residents with 95-gallon carts for recycling that are placed alongside the waste 
carts (residents can select,  smaller, 65 or 35-gallon carts). The City provides recycling service to all  residential  waste 
customers on the same day that solid waste service is provided. 

The City’s system currently collects residential  yard waste for all  residential  customers once a week, three weeks per month. 
Every fourth week, glass recyclables are collected instead of yard waste. Yard waste must be placed in a customer-owned 
container or bundled. The City uses rear load trucks with one driver and one collector to collect yard waste. The collected 
yard waste is deposited at the compost facil ity located at the same site as the recyclable materials processor.
The current commercial  dumpster waste collection 
service is performed using rear load vehicles equipped 
with bars to tip City-provided dumpsters at commercial 
customer locations. Because of the nature of the 
commercial  collection style,  two personnel,  each with 
Certif ied Drivers Licenses, typically work together 
on each route so that either person can operate the 
vehicle,  to allow backing up and adjusting to collect 
each dumpster as efficiently as possible.  Businesses 
can contract with a private company for solid waste 
collection service, and roughly 300 commercial 
entities opt for private collection. Approximately 990 
commercial  customers, using 1,072 dumpsters, as well 
as multifamily (apartment) complexes using another 
nearly 500 dumpsters, contract with the City for 
collection service, collected once to six t imes per week, 
depending on customer needs. Collection Vehicles at Fleet Yard
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R e s ide ntial  Waste and Recycling Collection 
For residential  waste and recycling, the City currently 
operates five routes per day, f ive days per week 
(Monday through Friday). One driver performs the 
residential  waste and recycling services, using the 
same vehicle on the same day. Once waste is delivered 
to the landfi l l ,  recyclables are collected and delivered to 
the recyclable materials processor. The City currently 
operates one yard waste route with two personnel, 
both of which have the appropriate l icensing to drive 
the rear load vehicle (glass is collected one week out 
of the month with the same vehicle). Personnel clock in 
at 6:00 a.m. and clock out at 2:30 p.m. and are allowed a 
30-minute lunch and two 15-minute breaks throughout 
the day. 

During residential  waste  route observations, it  was observed 
that 88% of homes set-out,  on average. It  was also noted that 
an average of 0.61% of households set waste outside of the 
carts (e.g.,  “out-of-cart set-out”), and 2.96% of households 
have a second cart.  Special  blue Pay-As-You-Throw bags 
can be purchased by residents to set extra waste out next 
to the cart;  however, some residents set outside of the cart 
without the blue bags, or in addition to what can fit  in the blue 
bags.  It  was also observed that an average of 0.67% of homes 
receive backdoor or side-door service due to disabil it ies. 
Based on weigh ticket information obtained at the end of 
each route observed, each household sets out an average 
of 33  pounds per collection .  Currently,  each vehicle typically 
goes to the landfi l l  to t ip the load once per day and is well 
within the weight load l imit for the vehicle. 

Solid Waste and Recycling Carts

Side-Load Vehicle

Out-of-Cart Set-Outs
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During the observations, it  was noted that approximately 65% of the day is spent collecting waste and 35% of the day is spent 
collecting recyclables. During residen tial  recycling  route observations, there were no households that set recyclables 
outside of the carts (e.g.,  “out-of-cart set-out”). It  was observed that 59.5% of homes set out,  on average, a recycling 
cart.  Based on weigh ticket information obtained at the end of each route observed, each household sets out an average of 
9 pounds p e r  c o l l e c t i o n .  Currently,  each vehicle typically goes to the recyclable materials processor to tip the load once per 
day. 

Through discussions with City staff,  it  was decided to model an Alternative Scenario  in which the City moves to “dedicated 
routes”  for waste and recycling separately,  rather than the current practice of combined routes. The route metrics for 
the dedicated routes scenario are based on assumptions 
made by extrapolating from the data on existing routes. The 
modeling effort showed the City could complete residential 
waste collection services with fewer than the current f ive 
routes by switching to dedicated routes. The City could move 
to three dedicated waste routes per day as opposed to the 
current f ive combined routes. However, in this scenario, 
the City would need to establish two new routes dedicated 
to recycling in order to cover all  customers. T he Alternative 
Scenari o  do e s  no t d ecrease the total  number of  vehicles 
required to  a c c o mp l ish both  solid waste and recycling 
collection s e r v i c e s ,  although  it  does redu ce total  miles 
traveled. 

Taking into consideration the estimated labor, operating, and 
capital  expenses, it  is more cost effective to have dedicated 
routes for solid waste and recycling than to maintain the 
current approach with combined routes. However, the 
dedicated routes scenario would decrease costs associated 
with operations (i.e.  fuel) by only approximately $9,700 
annually. 

8 Note that during route observations and discussions with some drivers, it  was expressed that some drivers prefer the current combined route approach. 

Key Recommendations for Residential  Waste and Recycling Collection
It  is recommended that the City further investigate 
changing to dedicated routes for residential 
solid waste and recycling collection for a modest 
operational savings. 8

It  is recommended that the City consider implementing 
the use of routing software and appropriate 
equipment on vehicles (i.e.  a tablet mounted on the 
vehicle dashboard with GPS capabil it ies in current 
vehicles, and routing software compatibil ity 
included in new vehicle purchases) that would allow 
any driver to efficiently drive the route.  With routing 
software, when the “usual” driver of the route is not 
available,  another driver can efficiently conduct the 
route in their absence. 

Residential Waste and Recycling Summary of 
Estimated Financial Impacts 
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Re s id e n tial  Yard Waste Collection
Residents are allowed to place yard waste  in their own containers, or bundle the 
yard waste and leave it  curbside, so there are no “out-of-cart set-outs” as in 
solid waste collection. It  was observed that 6.8% of homes set-out yard waste, 
on average. Based on weigh ticket information obtained at the end of each route 
observed, each household sets out an average of 41.87 pounds per collection . 
Given the 25-cubic yard capacity of the vehicle,  and assuming 900 pounds per 
cubic yard, each vehicle could hold up to 22,500 pounds of yard waste. Currently, 
each vehicle typically goes to the compost facil ity to tip the load once per day. 
Table 3-3 summarizes key metrics calculated from the route observations.

Through discussions with City staff,  it  was decided to model the Alternative 
Scenario  of  a subscription-based City-provided cart service for yard waste 
collection. Residents who subscribe to the service would be provided a new cart 

by the City specifically for yard waste. The use of carts would allow the City to collect using automated side-load collection 
trucks (the same type of truck as is currently used for waste and recycling collection). 

In a subscription-based system, the average stops per hour would increase from 35 in the current system to 85 in the 
Alternative Scenario.  Average stops per route would increase from 185 to 540. While yard waste collection services would 
only require one truck in the current system and Alternative 
Scenario,  the nature of automated collection allows for 
more homes to be collected per hour, and per route, and 
only requires one person to perform collection services. 
However, the capital  costs for the automated subscription 
scenario,  includes higher vehicle costs and the cost of carts. 

Taking into consideration the estimated labor, operating, 
and capital  expenses, the most cost-effective approach 
to residential  yard waste service is the current manual 
collection system, though only by a slight margin. The 
Alternative Scenario would reduce the amount of labor 
needed to provide yard waste collection, thereby lowering 
costs associated with labor; however, costs for operations, 
and capital  would increase in the automated subscription 
service Alternative Scenario.  Capital  costs for the 
Alternative Scenario include the cost of carts for 20% of the 
residential  customers, the estimated number of participants 
in the subscription-based service. Another drawback to the 
Alternative Scenario is that the alternative subscription 
service would only be provided to the residents that 
subscribe for the service, and not every resident. 9

9 Note that this evaluation focuses on costs to operate collection services, and does not include revenues from user fees or otherwise; however, it  should 
be noted that in a subscription service, customers would pay a separate fee for the service, which is not included herein. 

Residential Yard Waste Summary of Estimated 
Financial Impacts
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Key Recommendations for Residential  Yard Waste Collection 
It  is recommended that the City continue to provide 
yard waste collection service using the current 
manual rear load system that allows all  residents 
to set out bags, bundles, and cans of yard waste for 
collection as part of their monthly solid waste user 
fee. 

It  is recommended that the City consider implementing 
the use of routing software and appropriate 
equipment on vehicles (i.e.  a tablet mounted on the 
vehicle dashboard with GPS capabil it ies in current 
vehicles, and routing software compatibil ity 
included in new vehicle purchases) that would allow 
any driver to efficiently drive the route.  With routing 
software, when the “usual” driver of the route is not 
available,  another driver can efficiently conduct the 
route in their absence. 

Comme r cial  Collection
The City currently runs four commercial  routes per 
day, f ive days per week (Monday through Friday), and 
one route on Saturday. Because of the nature of the 
commercial  collection style,  two personnel,  each with CDL 
l icenses (drivers), typically work together on each route 
so that either person can operate the vehicle,  to allow 
backing up and adjusting to collect each dumpster as 
efficiently as possible.  Personnel clock in at 6:00 a.m. and 
clock out at 2:30 p.m. and are allowed a 30-minute lunch 
and two 15-minute breaks throughout the day.

Rear Load Vehicle with Bar

Based on weigh ticket information obtained at the end of 
each commercial  route observed, each dumpster contains 
an average of  180 pounds per collection .  Currently,  some 
vehicles typically go to the landfi l l  to t ip the load once 
per day and some require two trips to the landfi l l .  During 
route observations, it  was noted that some dumpsters 
were overflowing, indicating an increase in frequency of 
service or container size may be necessary for certain 
customers. 

Overf illed Dumpster
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The City could change to using front load vehicles on commercial  routes to improve efficiencies for the service. Through 
discussions with City staff,  it  was decided to model an Alternative Scenario  for commercial  collection in which the City moves 
to front load vehicles for commercial  collection where possible. 

The City could complete commercial  solid waste collection services with fewer than the current four routes by moving 
to front load vehicles. The Alternative Scenario 
could be conducted with a total  of  three routes. 
Note that in the Alternative Scenario,  the City 
would l ikely need to continue using one rear load 
vehicle to collect dumpsters where front load 
collection is not possible,  as well  as continuing to 
collect residential  carts that cannot be serviced 
via automated side loaders, as is the current 
practice on one of the current commercial  rear 
load routes.

Taking into consideration the estimated labor, 
operating, and capital  expenses, the City’s 
current system costs approximately $976,000 
annually and the Alternative Scenario  would cost 
approximately $724,900 to operate two front load 
routes and one rear load route for a potential 
savings of approximately $250,000 annually with 
the Alternative Scenario collection system.

Key Recommendations for Commercial  Collection
It  is recommended that the City note habitual 
overflowing dumpsters and discuss with the 
customer the need to either increase the frequency 
of collection or increase the size of the container, 
referred to as “right-sizing ” service.

It  is recommended that the City consider implementing 
a phased approach to switching to front load vehicles, 
al lowing time to provide appropriate dumpsters to 
customers over time. Incorporate “right-sizing ” 
of service for customers that habitually have 
overflowing dumpsters throughout the phased 
approach. The phased approach could span twelve 
to eighteen months, which would also allow the City 
to transition employees into vacancies that become 
available during that time, and potentially into other 
City departments.

It  is recommended that the City consider implementing 
the use of routing software and appropriate 
equipment on vehicles (i.e.  a tablet mounted on the 
vehicle dashboard with GPS capabil it ies in current 
vehicles, and routing software compatibil ity included 
in new vehicle purchases) that would allow any driver 
to efficiently drive the route.  With routing software, 
when the “usual” driver of the route is not available, 
another driver can efficiently conduct the route in 
their absence. 

The full  report with details regarding the Assessment of 
Collection Operations  is available on the City’s Document 
Center webpage here: http://stil lwater.org/document-
center#reports.   

Commercial Solid Waste Summary of Estimated Financial 
Impacts
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The efforts in this task included 
identifying geographically feasible 
alternative landfi l l  options, both 
with and without the use of a 
transfer station, and analyzing the 
estimated costs associated with 
hauling waste to a landfi l l  other than 
the one currently used by the City 
(the Republic Services Landfi l l).

The Project Team performed the 
following tasks in identifying 
feasible landfi l l  options:

The Project Team modeled the following three long-hauling comparison 
scenarios:

Research efforts concluded that the American Environmental Landfi l l  in Sand 
Springs, Oklahoma would be the most feasible alternative landfi l l  to uti l ize. 
American Environmental Landfi l l  is located approximately 51 miles from the City of 
Sti l lwater and quoted a rate of between $18 and $20 per ton to dispose of MSW. 11

A s s e s s m e n t  o f  L o n g - Te r m  L a n d f i l l  O p t i o n s

Scenario 1  – this scenario assumes that the City would receive 
approximately 20,540 tons of municipal solid waste at a hypothetical 
City-owned transfer station. This tonnage would be collected by the City 
from the City’s current residential,  commercial,  and roll  off  customers. 
Waste would then be hauled from a hypothetical City-owned transfer 
station to an alternative landfi l l  other than the one currently used by the 
City for disposal. 10

10 The 20,540 tons represents the current amount of waste generated annually within the City of Sti l lwater and collected by City vehicles.
11 Quoted rates were verbally provided to the Project Team. They do not guarantee the actual rates that would be charged by the landfi l l  to the City of 
Sti l lwater.

Scenario 2  – this scenario assumes that the City would operate a 
hypothetical regional transfer station facil ity,  receiving an additional 
20,000 tons from sources outside of the City (in addition to the 20,540 
tons already collected in Scenario 1).  Waste would then be hauled from a 
hypothetical City-owned transfer station to an alternative landfi l l  facil ity 
for disposal.

Scenario 3  – this scenario assumes that the City would direct-haul 
residential  and commercial  waste from the City (with no City-owned 
transfer station).

1 .

2 .

Identif ied all  landfi l ls 
within a 100-mile radius 
of the City of Sti l lwater.

Worked with the 
Oklahoma Department 
of Environmental Quality 
(ODEQ) to confirm the 
l ist of  landfi l ls identif ied 
within a 100-mile radius 
and additionally clarified 
available capacity for 
each identif ied landfi l l .

3 . Reached out to each of 
the identif ied landfi l ls 
to clarify disposal rates 
charged at the landfi l ls.
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The following map i l lustrates all  landfi l ls located within 100 miles of Sti l lwater. Only two landfi l ls were closer than the 
American Environmental Landfi l l  in Sand Springs and they do not have the capacity to accept Sti l lwater’s volume of waste at 
a cost-effective tipping fee. Based on the Project Team’s review of proximity,  capacity,  and tipping fees, of  the 20 landfi l ls,  the 
only alternative landfi l l  site that would potentially  make sense for consideration in this feasibil ity analysis is the American 
Environmental Landfi l l  in Sand Springs, Oklahoma. 12

12 The landfi l l  currently used by the City to dispose of its waste is located in the Sti l lwater area and is owned and operated by Republic Services.  The City is 
charged a disposal rate (tipping fee) of $30.84 per ton. This landfi l l  was not included in the map as the Project Team is attempting to determine, as part of 
this analysis,  i f  there are any landfi l ls that would be cheaper than the current landfi l l  used by the City.

Landf ills Located Within 100 miles of Stillwater

Landfills Miles Landfills – Accepting < 50,000 per Year Miles

1 Red Carpet Landfill 88 13 Ponca City Solid Waste 40

2 American Environmental Landfill 51 14 Northern Oklahoma Disposal 45

3 Southeast Landfill 70 15 Absolute Waste Solutions, Inc. Landfill 70

4 Covanta 60 16 Ada Landfill 100

5 OEMA Landfill 94 17 51B Landfill 99

6 Enid City Landfill 66 18 Newcastle Landfill (Pinecrest) 82

7 Center Point Landfill 64 19 Canadian Valley Landfill 64

8 Muskogee Comm. Recycling and Disposal Facility 113 20 Sooner Land Management Landfill 87

9 Oklahoma City Landfill 73

10 East Oak Recycling and Disposal Facility 59

11 Osage Landfill 92

12 Quarry Landfill 76
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Financial Analysis Summary

Scenario 1  
Long-Hauling

Scenario 2 
Long-Hauling

Scenario 3 
Direct Hauling

Hauling Costs $14.15 $11.76 $28.03 (1)

Incremental Transfer Station Costs $32.96 $19.37 N/A

Gate Rate $18.00 $18.00 $18.00

Total Disposal Cost at AE Landfill $65.11 $49.13 $46.03

Current Disposal Rate $30.84 $30.84 $30.84

Additional Cost to Dispose at AE Landfill $34.27 $18.29 $15.19

(1) Assumes the addition of (1) residential and (1) commercial waste route to haul residential and commercial waste. It excludes the 
direct-hauling costs associated with the City’s roll off operations which accounts for an additional 2,200 tons of waste.

The following table compares hauling costs from all  three scenarios. Al l  scenarios indicate that hauling waste from the City 
of Sti l lwater to the American Environmental Landfi l l  (AE Landfi l l) are cost prohibitive. In all  three scenarios, the fully loaded 
cost per ton exceeds the current disposal rate charged by the Republic Services Landfi l l  in Sti l lwater.

Key Recommendations for Long-Term Landfil l  Options
The Project Team would not recommend the City 
build a transfer station and long-haul garbage to a 
disposal facil ity outside of Sti l lwater. The additional 
cost under either of the scenarios would range 
from $18 to $34 per ton, in addition  to what the City 
currently pays to dispose of its waste. 

The Project Team would not recommend that the City 
direct-haul residential  and commercial  waste to a 
disposal facil ity outside of Sti l lwater as it  would cost 
approximately $15 more per ton to direct-haul the 
waste to the American Environmental Landfi l l ,  and 
would result in a significant increase in the mileage 
put on the City’s trucks, which would most l ikely 
reduce the residual values that the City receives for 
its trucks under their current lease agreement.

The full  report with details regarding the Assessment 
of  Long-Term Landfil l  Options  is available on the City’s 
Document Center webpage here: 
http://stil lwater.org/document-center#reports.   
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F a c i l i t a t i o n  o f  R e c y c l i n g  Ta s k  F o r c e  D i s c u s s i o n s
As previously described, the City Council  appointed 33 members to the Citizens 
Recycling Task Force (Task Force), which met in person nine times in November 
2019 through February 2020. A majority of  Task Force members felt  that the City 
should c o nt i nue  to  pr o vide both  curbside recycling and Convenience Collection 
Center d r o p o f f  r e c y c l i ng opportunities to th e citizen s of  Sti l lwater.   

The Task Force presented its recommendations for recycling to the City Council 
on February 24, 2020. Many of the meetings’ discussions were organized to 
be generally consistent with the “solid waste loop” to cover each facet 
of recycling, including the points of generation, collection and transfer, 
processing, and end markets. The recommendations ultimately made by the Task Force also generally followed the solid 
waste loop.

GENERATION (INCLUDING EDUCATION & OUTREACH) 

In order to provide a positive impact on participation and a reduction in contamination of single stream recyclables, 
a majority of the Task Force recommends that the City revise its existing multi-media (mailers, website,  social  media) 
education and outreach materials to: 

Inform wise consumption (explain impacts of “waste” in education materials)

Promote “recycling right” (reduce contamination)

Develop and distribute “No plastic bags” sticker for carts 

Promote stores that take back plastic bags

Revise education materials to focus on plastic bottles, tubs, and jars instead of focusing on the “recycling ” 
number (e.g.  “1’s and 2’s”)

Generate outreach materials that specifically focus on college students

Better promote the City presentations that are already available

Work with community groups such as the Sierra Club, Chamber of Commerce, Boy Scouts, and other groups to 
promote recycling participation and reduction in contamination 

Partner with the private sector and others in the region to promote efforts already underway in the region 
(e.g.  county master gardening; private sector take-back programs at stores)

Tas k  Fo r ce Recommendations to Council
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The City should also continue to investigate the viabil ity of  the 
following: 

Add a tax,  or require the purchase, or other form of 
environmental fee for plastic bags at stores

Incorporate incentives or buyback programs for certain items 
(e.g.  plastic bags, electronics)

Institute some targeted education (maybe watch a video to 
recycle right) when uti l ity services are turned on at the 
Customer Service Department 

Work with the state legislature to advocate for recycling 
issues and options

COLLECTION OF RECYCLABLES

To collect recyclables, the City should: 

Continue to collect single stream recyclables curbside on a weekly basis

Reinstitute “2 Strikes Rule” to pull  carts from customers that have too much contamination

Continue to provide recyclables drop off  opportunity at the Convenience Collection Center 

TRANSFER AND PROCESSING OF RECYCLABLES

With the understanding that the current processing agreement for single stream recyclables wil l  expire in June 
of 2022, and the lack of other recyclables processors in the City,  many options for transferring and processing 
recyclables were discussed. After much deliberation, a majority of the Task Force has arrived at the following 
short-term recommendation with considerations for the future:

By June of 2022, the City should construct a Recycling Staging Facil ity that includes a Convenience Collection 
Center to allow the City to more efficiently transport recyclables to a Materials Recovery Facil ity (MRF); the 
City should issue an RFP for processing to determine the best option for processing

For the future, the land the City purchases for the Recycling Staging Facil ity should be ample enough to allow 
for future expansion that could include a transfer station or a City-owned MRF. 

The City should continue to investigate the viabil ity of  building its own transfer station to efficiently transport more 
materials than just recyclables and should investigate the viabil ity of  building its own MRF in the future.
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Yard Waste and Other Organics
Though not directly related to single stream recyclables, because the current processor of 
recyclables also processes the City’s yard waste, discussions about yard waste and other organics 
occurred throughout the Task Force meetings. During the course of the Task Force meetings, the 
City held conversations with the current yard waste processor who agreed to continue to accept 
yard waste for processing at the same rate beyond the current agreement that expires in June of 
2022.  Regarding organics, a majority of the Task Force recommends that the City: 

Continue to provide separate yard waste collection and continue to use the current processor 

A majority of the Task Force also recommends that the City continue to investigate the viabil ity and desirabil ity of  separate 
food scraps collection and processing to increase diversion from landfi l l ing.  The processing of food scraps would require 
infrastructure be built  to process these materials,  as the required facil it ies do not currently exist in the City.  The City 
should investigate the viabil ity of  processing food scraps along with sludge from the City’s wastewater treatment plants, 
and if  it  is not viable to process with sludge, the City could issue an RFP for a private processor. 

Commercial  Recycling 
The Task Force discussed commercial  recycling activities in the City and the potential  for mandating 
recycling on the commercial  side, but ultimately the Task Force agreed that the City could do more 
to promote recycling but should not mandate recycling for the commercial  sector. 

DISPOSAL

The Task Force discussed the potential  to haul garbage to a waste-to-energy facil ity located in Tulsa; however, most 
of the Task Force recommends that the City continue to use the current landfi l l . 

END MARKETS

The Task Force discussed the potential  of  attracting companies that would manufacture products with recycled 
materials (i.e.  create end markets) to the City using grants or tax incentives; however, a majority of the Task Force 
recommends that the City continue to investigate the potential  for regional cooperation for attracting end markets 
(not City only) and otherwise leave it  to the processor to market recyclables.

The full  report with details regarding the Facil itation of  Recycling Task Force Discussions ,  including the PowerPoint 
presentations that were reviewed with the Task Force,  is available on the City’s Document Center webpage here:  
http://stil lwater.org/document-center#reports.   
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C o s t  o f  S e r v i c e  a n d  R a t e  D e s i g n  A n a l y s i s

The Project Team developed rate recommendations under f ive separate scenarios ,  whose revenue requirement forecasts 
are summarized on the following pages.

Re v e nue  Re qui re m e nt by  S c e nar io

The purpose of the Cost of Service 
and Rate Design Analysis was to 
determine the cost of providing solid 
waste services, equitably distribute 
the costs to the appropriate 
customer classes, and design rates 
to safeguard the f inancial  integrity of 
the Waste Management Department. 

In developing the Test Year revenue 
requirement for the City,  the Project 
Team used the Fiscal Year (FY) 
2020 adopted budget as the basis 
for the Test Year. The Project Team 
compared the FY 2020 adopted budget 
to historical expenses for FY 2017, 
FY 2018, and FY 2019. Through this 
comparison and with input from 
City staff,  the Project Team made 
adjustments to ensure that the 
Test Year would reflect expenses 
that occur on a regular basis.  In 
addition to developing the Test Year 
revenue requirement,  the Project 
Team forecasted the annual revenue 
requirement for FY 2020 through 
FY 2024. In order to develop this 
forecast,  the Project Team projected 
how costs would change over the 
years due to a variety of different 
inflation factors.  
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The revenue requirement forecast for Scenario 1 is summarized in the following table.  This scenario includes $1.4 mil l ion for 
parking lot improvements, at the solid waste facil ity,  to be recovered on a cash basis over FY 2021 – FY 2024.

Year 1 
FY 2020

Year 2 
FY 2021

Year 3 
FY 2022

Year 4 
FY 2023

Year 5 
FY 2024

O&M Costs $3,977,519 $4,039,372 $4,102,795 $4,167,830 $4,234,519

Transfer to General Fund 1,928,556 900,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000

Vehicle Replacement 773,606 844,151 911,491 945,201 978,936

PAYG Capital (1) - 350,000 350,000 350,000 350,000

New Debt Service - - - - -

Total Expenses (2) $6,679,682 $6,133,523 $6,364,286 $6,463,031 $6,563,454

Miscellaneous Revenues (567,915) (567,915) (567,915) (567,915) (567,915)

Net Revenue Requirement (2,3) $6,111,767 $5,565,608 $5,796,371 $5,895,116 $5,995,539

Revenue Requirement – Scenario 1

(1) Pay-As-You-Go (i.e. cash capital outlays).

(2) Any minor arithmetic deviation is due to rounding.

(3) The net revenue requirement summarized in this table reflects the subtraction of miscellaneous revenues. 

The revenue requirement forecast for Scenario 2 is summarized in the following table.  This scenario includes $1.4 mil l ion for 
the parking lot improvements, at the solid waste facil ity,  to be recovered through a new debt issue in FY 2024.

Year 1 
FY 2020

Year 2 
FY 2021

Year 3 
FY 2022

Year 4 
FY 2023

Year 5 
FY 2024

O&M Costs $3,977,519 $4,039,372 $4,102,795 $4,167,830 $4,234,519

Transfer to General Fund 1,928,556 900,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000

Vehicle Replacement 773,606 844,151 911,491 945,201 978,936

PAYG Capital - - - - -

New Debt Service - - - - 183,204

Total Expenses (1) $6,679,682 $5,783,523 $6,014,286 $6,113,031 $6,396,659

Miscellaneous Revenues (567,915) (567,915) (567,915) (567,915) (567,915)

Net Revenue Requirement (1,2) $6,111,767 $5,215,608 $5,446,371 $5,545,116 $5,828,743

Revenue Requirement – Scenario 2

(1) Any minor arithmetic deviation is due to rounding.

(2) The net revenue requirement summarized in this table reflects the subtraction of miscellaneous revenues. 

Sce nar io 1

Sce nar io 2
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The revenue requirement forecast for Scenario 3 is summarized in the following table.  This scenario includes $1.4 mil l ion 
for the parking lot improvement,  at the solid waste facil ity,  to be recovered through a new debt issue in FY 2024, $1.6 mil l ion 
in new debt to be issued for a recycling staging facil ity in FY 2021, and operating and maintenance costs for the recycling 
staging facil ity starting in FY 2023.

Year 1 
FY 2020

Year 2 
FY 2021

Year 3 
FY 2022

Year 4 
FY 2023

Year 5 
FY 2024

O&M Costs $3,977,519 $4,039,372 $4,102,795 $4,426,024 $4,498,651

Transfer to General Fund 1,928,556 900,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000

Vehicle Replacement 773,606 844,151 911,491 945,201 978,936

PAYG Capital - - - - -

New Debt Service - 130,025 130,025 130,025 313,230

Total Expenses (1) $6,679,682 $5,913,548 $6,144,311 $6,501,251 $6,790,816

Miscellaneous Revenues (567,915) (567,915) (567,915) (567,915) (567,915)

Net Revenue Requirement (1,2) $6,111,767 $5,345,633 $5,576,396 $5,933,336 $6,222,901

Revenue Requirement – Scenario 3

(1) Any minor arithmetic deviation is due to rounding.

(2) The net revenue requirement summarized in this table reflects the subtraction of miscellaneous revenues. 

The revenue requirement forecast for Scenario 4 is summarized in the following table.  This scenario assumes no capital 
funding for parking lot improvements or a recycling staging facil ity. 

Year 1 
FY 2020

Year 2 
FY 2021

Year 3 
FY 2022

Year 4 
FY 2023

Year 5 
FY 2024

O&M Costs $3,977,519 $4,039,372 $4,102,795 $4,167,830 $4,234,519

Transfer to General Fund 1,928,556 900,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000

Vehicle Replacement 773,606 844,151 911,491 945,201 978,936

PAYG Capital - - - - -

New Debt Service - - - - -

Total Expenses (1) $6,679,682 $5,783,523 $6,014,286 $6,113,031 $6,213,454

Miscellaneous Revenues (567,915) (567,915) (567,915) (567,915) (567,915)

Net Revenue Requirement (1,2) $6,111,767 $5,215,608 $5,446,371 $5,545,116 $5,645,539

Revenue Requirement – Scenario 4

(1) Any minor arithmetic deviation is due to rounding.

(2) The net revenue requirement summarized in this table reflects the subtraction of miscellaneous revenues. 

Sc e nar io 3

Sce n ar io 4
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The revenue requirement forecast for Scenario 5 is summarized in the following table.  This scenario assumes $1.6 mil l ion of 
cash funding for the recycling staging facil ity (FY 2021 and FY 2022), operating costs for recycling staging facil ity starting 
in FY 2023, and a total  of  $800,000 of cash funding for parking lot improvements in FY 2023 and FY 2024. 

Year 1 
FY 2020

Year 2 
FY 2021

Year 3 
FY 2022

Year 4 
FY 2023

Year 5 
FY 2024

O&M Costs $3,977,519 $4,039,372 $4,102,795 $4,426,024 $4,498,651

Transfer to General Fund 1,928,556 900,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000

Vehicle Replacement 773,606 844,151 911,491 945,201 978,936

PAYG Capital (1) - 800,000 800,000 400,000 400,000

New Debt Service - - - - -

Total Expenses (2) $6,679,682 $6,583,523 $6,814,286 $6,771,225 $6,877,587

Miscellaneous Revenues (567,915) (567,915) (567,915) (567,915) (567,915)

Net Revenue Requirement (2,3) $6,111,767 $6,015,608 $6,246,371 $6,203,310 $6,309,672

Revenue Requirement – Scenario 5

(1) $800,000 in FY 2021 and FY 2022 is for the recycling staging facility. $400,000 in FY 2023 and FY 2024 is for the parking lot 
improvements.

(2) Any minor arithmetic deviation is due to rounding.

(3) The net revenue requirement summarized in this table reflects the subtraction of miscellaneous revenues. 

Based on which scenario the City elects to implement,  the Project Team recommends the following residential  rates increases 
for the f ive scenarios. The implementation of these proposed rates wil l  ensure the overall  f inancial  integrity of the Uti l ity 
through FY 2024.

Residential  Rates

FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024

Increase per HH per Month (Scenario 1) - 5% 5% - -

Increase per HH per Month (Scenario 2) - - 4% - 4%

Increase per HH per Month (Scenario 3) - - 5% 5% 5%

Increase per HH per Month (Scenario 4) - - 4% - -

Increase per HH per Month (Scenario 5) - 11.5% - 4% -

Proposed Residential Rates Increases

Sc e nar io 5

R ate  Re commendations
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The following table shows the impact of the residential  rate increase on a 96-gallon cart customer for each of the f ive 
scenarios.

Year 1 
FY 2020

Year 2 
FY 2021

Year 3 
FY 2022

Year 4 
FY 2023

Year 5 
FY 2024

Scenario 1 $18.28 $19.19 $20.15 $20.15 $20.15

Scenario 2 $18.28 $18.28 $19.01 $19.01 $19.77

Scenario 3 $18.28 $18.28 $19.19 $20.15 $21.16

Scenario 4 $18.28 $18.28 $19.01 $19.01 $19.01

Scenario 5 $18.28 $20.38 $20.38 $21.20 $21.20

Proposed Residential Rates

The Project Team recommends the following commercial  rear load rates increases for the f ive scenarios. 

Commercial  Rear Load Rates

FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024

Scenario 1 - - 5% 5% -

Scenario 2 - - 5% 5% -

Scenario 3 - - 5% 5% 5%

Scenario 4 - - 4% - -

Scenario 5 - 11.5% - 4% -

Proposed Commercial Rear Load Rate Increases

The Project Team recommends that the City implement a different bil l ing approach for roll  off  customers in FY 2021. This 
approach would include a delivery fee, per pull  fee, and a monthly rental fee if  the container is held for greater than 30 days. 
The Project Team recommends the same delivery fee and monthly rental fee in each of the f ive scenarios. For Scenario 4,  the 
Project Team recommends a slightly lower per pull  fee because the City does not have to recover any capital  costs. 

Commercial  Roll  Off  Rates

FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024

Delivery Fee N/A (1) $100 $100 $100 $100

Rental Fee (monthly) N/A (1) $100 $100 $100 $100

Per Pull Fee (Scenarios 1-3,5) N/A (1) $300 $310 $320 $330

Per Pull Fee (Scenario 4) N/A (1) $280 $290 $300 $310

Proposed Roll Off Rates

(1) The Project Team recommends no change in FY 2020 in roll off rates.
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The Project Team recommends the following street sweeping rates increases for the f ive scenarios.

Street Sweeping Rates

FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024

Scenario 1 $1.63 $2.33 $2.33 $2.33 $2.33

Scenario 2 $1.63 $1.63 $2.23 $2.23 $2.23

Scenario 3 $1.63 $1.63 $2.33 $2.33 $2.33

Scenario 4 $1.63 $1.63 $2.18 $2.18 $2.18

Scenario 5 $1.63 $2.33 $2.33 $2.33 $2.33

Proposed Street Sweeping Rates

The following table shows the forecasted revenue recovery from the proposed rates under Scenarios 1 thru 5.

FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024

Revenue from Proposed Rates $5,276,522 $5,669,274 $5,950,856 $6,038,862 $6,073,351

Revenue Requirement $6,111,767 $5,565,608 $5,796,371 $5,895,116 $5,995,539

Over/(Under) Recovery ($835,244) $103,666 $154,485 $143,746 $77,812

Revenue Recovery f rom Proposed Rates – Scenario 1

FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024

Revenue from Proposed Rates $5,276,522 $5,312,949 $5,691,087 $5,777,795 $5,969,318

Revenue Requirement $6,111,767 $5,215,608 $5,446,371 $5,545,116 $5,828,743

Over/(Under) Recovery ($835,244) $97,341 $244,716 $232,679 $140,574

Revenue Recovery f rom Proposed Rates – Scenario 2

FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024

Revenue from Proposed Rates $5,276,522 $5,312,949 $5,753,012 $6,038,862 $6,340,119

Revenue Requirement $6,111,767 $5,345,633 $5,576,396 $5,933,336 $6,222,901

Over/(Under) Recovery ($835,244) ($32,684) $176,616 $105,527 $117,218

Revenue Recovery f rom Proposed Rates – Scenario 3

R e ve nue Recovery from Proposed Rates
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FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024

Revenue from Proposed Rates $5,276,522 $5,304,487 $5,660,215 $5,692,790 $5,725,549

Revenue Requirement $6,111,767 $5,215,608 $5,446,371 $5,545,116 $5,645,539

Over/(Under) Recovery ($835,244) $88,879 $213,845 $147,674 $80,010

Revenue Recovery f rom Proposed Rates – Scenario 4

FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024

Revenue from Proposed Rates $5,276,522 $6,030,027 $6,064,429 $6,313,783 $6,349,647

Revenue Requirement $6,111,767 $6,015,608 $6,246,371 $6,203,310 $6,309,672

Over/(Under) Recovery ($835,244) $14,419 ($181,941) $110,473 $39,975

Revenue Recovery f rom Proposed Rates – Scenario 5

Consider Charging for Commercial 
Cardboard Roll Off Collection

Change in Roll Off Rate Structure

At present the City does not charge for commercial 
collection of cardboard for either rear load or roll  off 
containers. The City has established cardboard collection 
rates for roll  off  containers which have never been 
implemented. The City should consider implementing some 
modest fee for commercial  cardboard roll  off  collection 
that recovers some revenue from the commercial 
businesses while sti l l  encouraging those businesses 
to continue to divert cardboard from the landfi l l .  The 
City does not have many cardboard rear load dumpster 
customers, so they are not seen as pressing an issue, but 
the City may wish to consider charging a modest fee for 
the rear load commercial  cardboard containers as well. 

The City should consider moving to a roll  off  rate structure 
that has four set components. The City would charge a 
delivery fee for a roll  off  container (regardless of size) 
and then a pull  fee for when the container is full ,  and 
pulled by the City,  and hauled to the landfi l l  to be emptied.  
The pull  fee would be the same regardless of the size of 
the roll  off  container. The client would also be required to 
pay a disposal fee associated with the weight of material 
that is disposed of at the landfi l l ,  at the current per ton 
tipping fee charged by the City.  Finally,  to discourage 
individuals from retaining a roll  off  container for an 
excessive period of t ime, a monthly rental fee would be 
charged for every 30 days the container is kept by the 
owner.  

This roll  off  rate structure is widely used within the 
industry, is simpler than the City’s current bil l ing 
process for roll  offs and would minimize future potential 
bi l l ing errors on the part of the City with the use of a 
more simplif ied bil l ing structure.

P o lic y Is sues
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The full  report with details regarding the Cost of  Service and Rate Design Analysis   is available on the City’s Document Center 
webpage here: http://stil lwater.org/document-center#reports.

The Project Team conducted an initial  review of Chapter 41, Article VI,  t it led “Garbage and Trash Collection and Disposal”, 
generally considering the City’s current solid waste management system. A secondary review focused on suggested edits to 
the ordinance related to the f inal  recommendations for the solid waste management plan. (Note that members of the Project 
Team are not attorneys and are therefore not offering legal advice.) 

Based on the initial  review, it  appears the majority of the subsections in Chapter 41, Article VI  have not been updated 
since the 1970’s and 1980’s,  with a few sections updated in the 1990’s.  There are only two exceptions that were updated 
or added in 2005 and 2008, respectively.  The memo itemizes 
the existing subsections that appear to need revisions to 
better reflect the current solid waste management system 
in the City.  In addition to the existing subsections in need of 
revisions, a l ist of  items and topics that should be detailed 
in new subsections (or additions to existing subsections) 
in Chapter 41, Article VI  were also identif ied. Items in need 
of clarif ication or policy decisions were also itemized in the 
ordinance review memoranda. The memoranda describing 
the ordinance review is available on the City’s Document 
Center webpage here: http://stil lwater.org/document-
center#reports.   

O r d i n a n c e  R e v i e w 
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STRATEGIES R ECOMMEND ED  FOR 
IMPLEMENTAT ION 

The following summarizes the 16 strategies that are recommended for implementation to meet the future solid waste 
management needs of the City in the short-term, mid-term, and long-term. The summary generally follows the full  solid 
waste loop and indicates the areas of opportunity that would benefit  from the respective recommended strategies.

Recommended StrategyArea of Opportunity
Promote waste reduction and recycling Revise existing multi-media (mailers, website, 

social  media) education and outreach 
materials to: 

promote wise consumption and recycling 
correctly; 
target certain audiences (i.e.  college 
students) with specific education 
campaigns; 
promote private sector partnerships

Go beyond promoting waste reduction and 
recycling

Investigate the viabil ity of:
a tax or environmental fee; 
buyback programs
mandatory training when residents turn on 
uti l it ies 

Go beyond promoting waste reduction and 
recycling 

Work with state legislature to advocate for 
more recycling options and end markets in the 
region

GENERATION 
(INCLUDING EDUCATION & OUTREACH



SOLID WASTE M ANAGEM ENT PLAN

52

Recommended StrategyArea of Opportunity
For collection services provided by the City Consider implementing the use of routing 

software and appropriate technology on 
vehicles that would allow any driver to 
efficiently drive any route

Residential  recyclables Reinstitute “2 Strikes Rule” to pull  carts from 
customers that have too much contamination

Residential  yard waste Continue to provide yard waste collection 
service using the current manual rear load 
system that allows all  residents to set out 
bags, bundles, and cans of yard waste for 
collection as part of their monthly solid waste 
user fee

Commercial  waste Implement a phased approach (over 12 
to 18 months) of switching to front load 
vehicles, al lowing time to provide appropriate 
dumpsters to customers over time.   
Incorporate “right-sizing ” of service for 
customers that habitually have overflowing 
dumpsters throughout the phased approach.

Commercial  recycling Increase promotion of commercial  recycling 
collection services, which could be enhanced 
with front load collection capabil it ies 

Residential  waste and recyclables Further investigate changing to dedicated 
routes for residential  waste and recycling 
collection for a modest operational savings 
(low priority)

COLLECTION
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Recommended StrategyArea of Opportunity
Viable transfer and processing of recyclable 
materials 

Construct a recycling staging facil ity that 
includes:  

a convenience collection center
a baling area that would allow for the baling 
of OCC

Processing of yard waste Continue with current yard waste processor 

Processing of organics (yard waste and food 
scraps)  

Continue to investigate the viabil ity and 
desirabil ity of  separate food scraps collection 
and processing to increase diversion from 
landfi l l ing (could be done with yard waste, 
depending on processing technology) 

Recommended StrategyArea of Opportunity
Landfil l  options Continue with current landfi l l  disposal 

Recommended StrategyArea of Opportunity
Attract end users to the region (create jobs) Continue to investigate the potential  for 

regional cooperation for attracting end 
markets 

PROCESSING

DISPOSAL

END MARKET



SOLID WASTE M ANAGEM ENT PLAN

54

Recommended StrategyArea of Opportunity
Maintain f inancial  health of Waste Management 
Department

Adjust rates to ensure the overall  f inancial 
integrity of the Waste Management 
Department:

Residential 
Commercial
Street Sweeping

Recommended StrategyArea of Opportunity
Ordinance Chapter 41, Article VI:  Garbage and 
Trash Collection and Disposal

Update ordinance language to reflect current 
practices and further modify to reflect 
recommended strategies concurrent with 
strategy implementation, as necessary 

Because the specific year in which a strategy may be implemented could vary, implementation timing has been characterized 
in general terms as the short-term (through 2024), mid-term (2025 through 2033) or long-term (2034 through 2040). In 
some cases, a strategy is an ongoing effort and spans across multiple terms. The following figure depicts the anticipated 
timing of the recommended strategies. 

P o t e n t i a l  T i m i n g  o f  S t r a t e g i e s

FINANCIAL

REGULATORY
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Revise existing multi-media (mailers, 
website, social media) education and 
outreach materials

Investigate the viability of specific 
fees, buyback programs, mandatory 
training

Work with state legislature to 
advocate for more recycling options 
and end markets

Recommended  
Strategy

Short-Term 
(through 2024)

Mid-Term 
(2025 - 2033)

Long-Term 
(2034 - 2040)

GENERATION
(Education & 

Outreach)

Consider implementing the use of 
routing software and appropriate 
technology on vehicles that would 
allow any driver to efficiently drive the 
route

Reinstitute “2 Strikes Rule” to pull 
carts from customers that have too 
much contamination

Continue to provide yard waste 
collection service using the current 
manual rear load system

Implement a phased approach (over 
12 to 18 months) of switching to front 
load vehicles

Increase promotion of commercial 
recycling collection services

Further investigate changing to 
dedicated routes for residential solid 
waste and recycling collection for a 
modest operational savings

COLLECTION

Construct a recycling staging facility

Continue with current yard waste 
processor

Continue to investigate the viability 
and desirability of separate food 
scraps collection and processing 
to increase diversion from 
landfilling (could be done with yard 
waste, depending on processing 
technology)

PROCESSING

Initial  
Revisions

Ongoing 
Updates

Ongoing 
Investigations

Ongoing 
Advocacy

Implement 
Routing Software

Reinstitute Enforce

Ongoing 
Collection

Switch to  
Front Load

Ongoing 
Promotion

Investigate

Construct

Unless Change 
Required

Add Food Scraps 
Processing, if 

possible
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Continue with current landfill disposal

Recommended  
Strategy

Short-Term 
(through 2024)

Mid-Term 
(2025 - 2033)

Long-Term 
(2034 - 2040)

DISPOSAL

Continue to investigate the potential 
for regional cooperation for attracting 
end markets

END MARKET

Adjust rates to ensure the overall 
financial integrity of the Waste 
Management Department

FINANCIAL

Update ordinance language to 
reflect current practices and further 
modify to reflect recommended 
strategies concurrent with strategy 
implementation

REGULATORY

Ongoing

Ongoing 
Cooperation

Adjust 
Rates

Ongoing  
Evaluation of Rates

Update  
Ordinance
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The following summarizes the steps that would need to be taken to implement each of the recommended strategies and notes 
the timing and responsible party(ies) that would be involved in implementation. 

Revise ex i s t i ng  mul t i -m edia (mailers,  website,  social  media) education and outreach materials

While this strategy is not necessarily t ime-sensitive, efforts could begin immediately and be initial ly completed in the 
short-term. Updates to the education and outreach materials could be conducted periodically throughout the planning 
period.

Generation 

Steps Responsible Party(ies) Timing

Evaluate current materials to 
determine what can/should be 
added

Waste Management Department, 
Public Information Office Fourth quarter 2020

Research information to be added 
(i.e. promoting wise consumptions)

Waste Management Department, 
Public Information Office 

First quarter 2021 through second 
quarter 2021

Revise education and outreach 
materials as determined appropriate 

Waste Management Department, 
Public Information Office Third quarter 2021

Disseminate updated education 
and outreach materials Public Information Office First quarter 2022 

Periodically review materials for 
additional updates 

Waste Management Department, 
Public Information Office 

Annually, beginning in first quarter 
2023 

Investiga t e  t he  v i a bi l i ty of  specific fees,  bu yback programs, mandatory training

This strategy is not necessarily t ime-sensitive; efforts would be ongoing as directed by the City Council.

Steps Responsible Party(ies) Timing

Gauge citizen interest through 
customer surveys 

City Manager’s Office, Waste 
Management Department As the City Council directs

Determine which approach, if any, 
to initiate 

City Council, City Manager’s Office, 
Waste Management Department As the City Council directs

Determine steps to implement the 
desired approach (i.e. fees, buyback 
programs, or training)

City Council, City Manager’s Office, 
Waste Management Department As the City Council directs

I m p l e m e n t a t i o n  S t e p s  b y  S t r a t e g y
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Work wi t h s ta te  l e g i s l a ture to advocate for more recycling options and end markets

This strategy is not necessarily t ime-sensitive; efforts would be ongoing as directed by the City Manager. 

Steps Responsible Party(ies) Timing

Appoint City personnel to monitor 
state legislative actions 

City Manager’s Office, City 
Attorney’s Office As City Manager directs

Identify regional partners (other 
cities, counties) with interest Appointed City personnel As City Manager directs

Work with regional partners to 
advocate with state legislature

Appointed City personnel, regional 
partners (as applicable), Waste 
Management Department  

As City Manager directs

Consider  i mpl e me nt i ng th e use of  routin g software and appropriate technology on vehicles that would allow any driver to 
efficientl y  d r i v e  t he  r o u te

Efforts for this strategy could begin immediately and should be completed in the short-term. 

C ollection

Steps Responsible Party(ies) Timing

Research routing software packages 
(i.e. RouteSmart, OptimoRoute, 
FleetRoute, FleetMind with C2Logix, 
etc.)

Waste Management Department First quarter 2021 through third 
quarter 2021

Seek approval for preferred software Waste Management Department, 
City Manager’s Office, City Council Fourth quarter 2021

Implement routing software Waste Management Department Begin in 2022, ongoing

Reinstitut e  “ 2  S t r i k e s  Rule” to pull  carts from cu stomers that have too much contamination

Efforts for this strategy could begin immediately and should be completed in the short-term. Enforcement would be ongoing.

Steps Responsible Party(ies) Timing

Clearly define “2 strikes rule” (i.e. 2 
“oops” tags in one quarter) Waste Management Department Third quarter 2020

Seek approval to reinstitute “2 
strikes rule”

Waste Management Department, 
City Manager’s Office, City Council Fourth quarter 2020 

Advertise the “2 strikes rule” Waste Management Department, 
Public Information Office First quarter 2021

Begin pulling carts from customers 
that meet the criteria Waste Management Department Second quarter 2021 
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Continue  t o  pr o v i de  y a rd waste collection service using the current manual  rear load system

This strategy does not require implementation steps, as the Waste Management Department wil l  continue to collect yard 
waste in the current manner for the foreseeable future. 

Implement  a  pha s e d a pproach  (over 12 to 18 month s) of  switching to front load vehicles

Efforts for this strategy could begin immediately and should be completed in the short-term. 

Steps Responsible Party(ies) Timing

Determine number and timing of 
vehicle and dumpster purchases Waste Management Department First quarter 2022

Determine how to fund purchases, 
and include in budget request 

Waste Management Department, 
City Manager’s Office Second quarter 2022

Seek approval to begin purchases Waste Management Department, 
City Manager’s Office, City Council Third quarter 2022

Coordinate switching rear load 
dumpsters for front load dumpsters 
as front load vehicles are purchased 
(phased in over 12 to 18 months) 

Waste Management Department Fourth quarter 2022 through 
second quarter 2024

Increase  pr o mo t i o n o f  commercial  recyclin g collection services

Efforts for this strategy could begin immediately but switching to front load collection (completed in 2024) may allow the City 
to appeal to a greater number of potential  customers. An increase in promotion of commercial  recycling services could be 
tied to completion of conversion to front load collection for dumpsters. 13

Steps Responsible Party(ies) Timing

Develop promotional materials Waste Management Department, 
Public Information Office Second quarter 2024

Disseminate promotional materials Waste Management Department, 
Public Information Office Third quarter 2024

Conduct in-person visits with 
commercial waste collection 
customers to discuss adding 
recycling collection 

Waste Management Department, 
Public Information Office 

Begin in fourth quarter 2024, 
ongoing 

13 The timing for this strategy could be advanced depending on when the front load trucks are acquired
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Further i nv e s t i g a te  c hangin g to dedicated routes for residential  solid waste and recycling collection for a modest operational 
savings

Efforts for this strategy are a low priority,  as the potential  annual operating cost savings are minimal.  The impacts on 
personnel should be considered. If  the City determines to dedicate routes, efforts should be completed in the short-term, 
and could be tied to implementing routing software. 

Steps Responsible Party(ies) Timing

Conduct interviews with collection 
crew personnel to gauge opinions 
on the potential change to 
dedicated routes

Waste Management Department Fourth quarter 2021

Determine whether to dedicate 
routes Waste Management Department First quarter 2022

Adjust routing software as 
necessary Waste Management Department Second quarter 2022

Begin dedicated routes (if chosen) Waste Management Department Fourth quarter 2022 

Construc t  a  r e c y c l i ng  stagin g facil ity

Efforts for this strategy should begin immediately,  as the current processing agreement expires June 2022. 

Processing 

Steps Responsible Party(ies) Timing

Identify land suitable for the facility Waste management Department, 
City Manager’s Office, City Council By July 31,2020

Procurement for design of the 
facility 

Waste Management Department, 
Engineering Consultant, City 
Manager’s Office, City Procurement 

By August 31, 2020

Design of facility complete  Engineering Consultant By December 1, 2020

Obtain the required permit(s) and 
approvals 

Waste Management Department, 
Engineering Consultant, City 
Manager’s Office, ODEQ, FAA 

By March 1, 2021

Procurement for construction of the 
facility 

Waste Management Department, 
Engineering Consultant, City 
Procurement 

By June 1, 2021

Construct the facility Waste Management Department, 
Contractor, Engineering Consultant By March 31, 2022 

Facility operational Waste Management Department By April 1, 2022
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Continue  wi th c ur r e nt yard waste processor

This strategy does not require implementation steps, as the Waste Management Department wil l  continue to deliver yard 
waste to the current processor unless or until  alternative processing options becomes available that make sense from a 
policy,  operational and fiscal perspective, as indicated in the next strategy. 

Continue  t o  i nv e s ti g a t e the viabil ity an d desirability of  separate food scraps collection and processing to increase diversion 
from land f i l l i ng  ( c o ul d  be don e with yard waste,  depending on processing technology)

While initial  research for this strategy could begin immediately,  it  is assumed a change in what types of organics are 
collected and where they are processed would not be developed until  the mid-term, as there are other higher priority 
strategies to implement in the short-term.  

Steps Responsible Party(ies) Timing

Gauge residents’ interest in 
diverting food scraps through 
customer surveys 

City Manager’s Office, Waste 
Management Department, Public 
Information Office  

First quarter 2025

Gauge business interest in diverting 
food scraps through one-on-one 
discussions with commercial 
recycling customers and/or 
stakeholder meetings

City Manager’s Office, Waste 
Management Department, Public 
Information Office

Second quarter 2025 through fourth 
quarter 2025

Research viability of food scraps 
processed with biosolids potentially 
coordinating with wastewater 
treatment plant (i.e. anaerobic 
digester) 

Waste Management Department, 
Water Utilities Department First quarter 2026

Research viability of private sector 
composting operation that accepts 
food scraps and yard waste 
(potentially release a Request for 
Letters of Interest)

Waste Management Department, 
Purchasing Department 

Second quarter 2026 through fourth 
quarter 2026

Research viability of the City 
developing either anaerobic 
digester or compost site to process 
food scraps with or without yard 
waste 

Waste Management Department, 
Water Utilities Department 

First quarter 2027 through fourth 
quarter 2027 

Implement collection and 
processing of food scraps (with or 
without yard waste) depending on 
outcome of previous steps

Waste Management Department TBD 

Continue  wi th c ur r e nt landfil l  disposal

This strategy does not require implementation steps, as the Waste Management Department wil l  continue to deliver waste 
to the current landfi l l  for the foreseeable future. However, the Waste Management Department wil l  need to renew or extend 
the current disposal agreement,  which expires June 2022. 

Dis posal 
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Continue to  i nv e s ti g a t e  the potential  for region al  cooperation for attracting end markets

Similar to the strategy to work with the state legislature, efforts for this strategy could begin at any time, and would be 
ongoing.

End Markets 

Steps Responsible Party(ies) Timing

Identify regional partners (i.e. other 
cities, counties, private sector) with 
interest 

Appointed City personnel As City Manager directs

Work with regional partners to 
attract end markets

Appointed City personnel, regional 
partners (as applicable), Waste 
Management Department, 
Stillwater Chamber of Commerce, 
other private sector partners    

As City Manager directs

Adjust ra t e s  to  e ns ur e  th e overall  f in ancial  integrity of  the Waste Management Department

As indicated in the Cost of Service and Rate Design Analysis,  rate increases for residential  collection, commercial  collection, 
and street sweeping services are necessary to maintain the f inancial  integrity of the Waste management Department.  The 
recommended rate adjustments for revenue sufficiency in the current solid waste management system are phased in over 
a four-year period. 

The Waste Management Department should review annually the current solid waste budget for revenue sufficiency. Based on 
the review of the budget,  the City Manager’s Office may need to provide the City Council  with recommended rate adjustments. 
The City Council  wil l  then need to act upon those recommendations. It  is envisioned that the Cost of Service and Rate Design 
Analysis (forecast through FY 2024) should assist with this decision making process. In FY 2024 the City may wish to consider 
updating the Cost of Service and Rate Design Analysis.

Financial 

Update o r di na nc e  l a ng uage to reflect  current practices and further modify to reflect  recommended strategies concurrent with 
strategy  i mp l e me nta ti on

Efforts to implement this strategy can begin immediately and should be completed in the short-term. 

Regulatory 

Steps Responsible Party(ies) Timing

Draft ordinance language revisions Waste Management Department, 
City Attorney’s Office Fourth quarter 2020

Public hearings, as required Waste Management Department, 
City Attorney’s Office, City Council  First quarter 2021 

Adopt revised ordinance language City Council Second quarter 2021 
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POTENTIA L IMPACTS OF  
RECOMMEN D ED  ST RAT EGIES

Th e t rip le b ot t om  lin e ap p roach  t o m easuri ng 
p ot en t ial  im p act s of  recom m en d ed  st rate g i e s 

prov id es an  ov erv iew of  f in an cial,  en v ironme ntal , 
and  social  cost s an d  b en efit s an t icip at ed  w he n the 

st rat egies are im p lem en t ed .

Strategies (1) Financial Environmental Social

Generation Strategies No additional cost to the City Increase and improve tons 
recycled

Decrease tons landfilled

Improve consumption habits

Improve recycling habits

Collection Strategies Cost of new collection 
equipment

Cost savings in efficiencies

Potential revenue from 
expanded collection service

More efficient routes mean:

-  less miles traveled;

-  less fuel used;

-  reduced GHG emissions

Continued and improved 
high-level of quality service

More recycling opportunities 
for businesses

Processing Strategies  
(Recyclables)

Cost to design, build, and 
operate a staging facility

Better revenue potential

Improved quality of recyclables 
sold to commodity markets

Increased miles to transfer to 
recycling processor

Provides additional drop-off 
opportunity for residents

Processing Strategies  
(Organics in the long-term)

Cost of collection and 
processing

Potential revenue from end 
product

More diversion from landfilling Residents and businesses 
could begin to divert food 
scraps

Disposal Strategy No impact No impact No impact

End Markets Strategy Could create jobs and tax 
revenue

Not specifically measurable Could create jobs

Financial Strategy Maintain financial health for 
current and expanded services

None Increased rates

Regulatory Strategy No impact No impact No impact

Triple Bottom Line

(1) For detailed strategies, please refer to the Strategies Recommended for Implementation section of the Plan. 
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If Stillwater residents increase the tons recycled by 2% and 
decrease waste tons landfilled by 0.5%, over the planning 
period:

it  could reduce nearly 2,400 metric tons of 
greenhouse gas emissions (1)

it  could save over 11,000 BTUs (2) in energy use  (1)

it  could create over 4,800 labor hours in the form 
of green jobs (1)

If the City could begin to collect and process food scraps in 
the long term, assuming businesses divert 1% of their waste 
stream and residents divert 0.5% of their waste stream into 
food scraps collection, over the planning period:

it  could reduce nearly 1,300 tons of greenhouse 
gas emissions (1)

it  could save over 500 BTUs (2) in energy

(1) As measured by the U.S EPA Waste Reduction Model (WARM) using tonnage estimates throughout the planning period.  
(2) BTU is an acronym for British Thermal Unit.

The City of  Sti l lwater Waste  M a nage m e nt De partm e nt re m ains 
dedicated to providing high-qua l i ty  so l i d waste  m a nage m ent 
services to all  of  its  reside nts,  busi ne sse s,  and v i si to rs.  B y 
implementing the strategi e s re c o m m e nde d i n thi s Pl a n,  th e 

City can improve efficienci e s wi th re gard to  c urre nt se rv i ces , 
investigate and implemen t po te nti al  a l te rnati v e s f o r the  solid 

w aste management system, and ul ti m a te l y  pre pa re  the  C i ty ’ s Was te 
Management Depa rtm e nt f o r the  f uture .


