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1. Welcome and Introductions

2. Notification of Conflicts of Interest
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Action Items

3. Meeting Summary . The October 30, 2019 
meeting summary will be presented for 

approval.
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Action Items

4. FY2020-2021 Materials Management Call for Projects.  Kathy 

Fonville, City of Mesquite and chair of the Grant Selection 

Subcommittee, will present the subcommitteeõs funding 

recommendations for the FY2020 -2021 Call for Projects.  A 

motion to recommend to the NCTCOG Executive Board will 

be sought.
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FY2020-2021 Materials Management Call for Projects

FY 2020-2021 Materials Management Call For Projects 

Number of Applications Received 36

Total Requested Funding Amount $3,338,380.17

Projects Recommended for Funding 16

Total Recommended Amount for Funding $1,141,698.80

Total Projects Recommended for Partial Funding 2
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FY2020-2021 Materials Management Call for Projects
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Rank Entity Project Title
Recommended 
Award

1 City of Garland City of Garland Recycling and Waste Minimization Technical Study $        70,000.00 

2 City of Frisco Enhancing Source Separated Cardboard Recycling $        87,533.00 

3 City of Plano
Reducing Recycling Contamination - Education at the Cart Pilot 
Study $      118,593.00 

4 Hood County Hood County Recycling Improvement Project $        58,070.00 

5 City of Dallas Dallas Parks Treecycling Program $      200,000.00 

6 City of Mesquite Expansion of City of Mesquite Compost Operation $      148,289.00 

7 City of Mansfield HHW Hauling Trailer $        15,000.00 

8 City of Fort Worth Special Events Collection Program Expansion $        39,900.00 



FY2020-2021 Materials Management Call for Projects
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Rank Entity Project Title
Recommended 
Award

9 City of Princeton Litter Reduction and Education Project $        18,192.80 

10 City of Heath
City of Heath Household Hazardous Waste Collection Program -
Public Education Program and Tote Purchase $        18,052.21 

11 City of Rowlett Solid Waste and Recycling Education Vehicle $        48,172.00 

12 City of Lewisville Solar Powered Illegal Dumping Cameras $        22,950.00 

13 City of Southlake City of Southlake Disaster Debris Management Plan $        49,528.00 

14 City of Fort Worth Environmental Investigation Unit Camera Grant 2020 $        79,200.79 

15 City of Euless Multi -City Disaster Debris Management Plan $      125,000.00 

16 City of Burleson City of Burleson Debris Management Plan $        43,218.00 



Action Items

5. Re-TRAC Connect Contract.  NCTCOG will present the 

Regional Management Plan Subcommitteeõs informal 

recommendation regarding whether to continue the Re -

TRAC Connect contract with Emerge Knowledge, and if so, 

which option.
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Presentations

6. Second Waste Characterization Assessment Results .  Burns 

and McDonnell, Inc. will present the results of the November 

2019 waste characterization assessment conducted in 

association with the Regional Recycling Survey and 

Educational Campaign.

7. Weatherford Technical Study .  Burns and McDonnell, Inc. will 

provide a presentation covering the City of Weatherfordõs Solid 

Waste Technical Study performed during the FY2018 -2019 

biennium.
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Waste and Recycling 
Characterization Results

February 13, 2020

Resource Conservation 
Council

Scott Pasternak



Study methodology changes between 2018 and 2019

ÅTwo cities unable to participate in 2019

ÅIncluded hand-sorting of recycling in 2019

ÅAdded e-commerce OCC, pizza boxes, and polypropylene (#5 

plastic) categories to provide additional perspective 
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Waste Characterization Study Methodologies

2018 2019

Participating Cities 10 8

Trash Samples 50 49

Recycling Samples
None; used MRF 

audit data
44

Material Categories 31 34
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Participating Cities Involvement

Cities

Dallas

Fort Worth

Arlington

Garland

Grand Prairie

Irving*

Frisco

Mesquite

Allen*

Weatherford

*unavailable to participate in 2019 sorting event

Collected samples and tracked pickups

Transported and delivered samples 

Represented a range of solid waste collection 

programs varying by

ÅSize of program

ÅSet out type (e.g. cart, bags)

ÅCollection frequency (e.g. weekly, every 

other week)
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Waste Delivery
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Hand-Sorting Material
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Fines Screens
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Weight Data Collection
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Sorting Bins From Participating Cities



Regional analysis replicated 2018 study plus hand-

sorted recycling to provide

ÅWaste and recycling composition

ÅContamination rate

ÅCapture rate

ÅValue of material disposed

Hand-sorting recycling allowed additional analysis 

on participating cities including

ÅIndividual waste and recycling composition 

ÅParticipating citiesô capture rate
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Waste and Recycling Characterization Data Analysis
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Data Analysis Limitations

Year over Year 
Comparison

Å2018 recycling 
data based on 
MRF audits

Å2019 recycling 
data based on 
hand-sort

ÅCannot directly 
compare region-
wide and 
participating cities 
capture rates 

Extrapolating 
Data 

ÅIndividual city 
composition / 
capture rate 
cannot be 
extrapolated due 
to small sample 
size

ÅHand-sorted 
recycling 
contamination 
higher than MRF 
audits

Effectiveness of 
Regional 

Campaign 

ÅBehavior change 
requires 
sustained 
campaign

ÅIndividual cities 
adopting 
campaign critical

ÅBehavior change 
occurs at the 
source of 
recycling
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2019 Regional Garbage Composition

Paper 
19%

Plastic
16%

Metal
3%

Glass
5%

Organics
50%

C&D
1%

Problem Materials
2%

Other
4%

Note: see handout 
for detailed waste 
composition profile
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2019 Regional Recycling Composition

Paper 
50%

Plastic
17%

Metal
4%

Glass
16%

Organics
10%

C&D
1%

Problem Materials
1% Other

1%

Regional contamination rate 
estimated at 24%. Included 
material categories

ÅNon-recyclable OCC
ÅOther non-recyclable paper
ÅNon-recyclable plastic*
ÅNon-recyclable glass
ÅOrganics*
ÅC&D
ÅProblem material
ÅFines and other organics

*higher percentage than typical MRF 
audit due to material category 
differences and handling

Note: see handout for detailed 
waste composition profile
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Overall Capture Rates

Capture Rate 

Methodology
Recycling Garbage

Capture 

Rate

Participating 

Cities
3,526 lbs. 1,604 lbs. 69%

Regional 411,223 tons 967,176 tons 30%

Weight of recyclables in recycling and garbage streams 

used to calculate overall capture rate

ÅParticipating cities capture rate sums material segregated during sorting 

event

ÅRegional capture rate extrapolates garbage and recycling composition 

profiles across all material disposed/processed in North Central Texas

Following slides present capture rate by material category 

for each methodology
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2019 Participating Cities Capture Rate

Recyclable Material
2019 Participating Cities 

Capture Rate

Recyclable OCC 86%

Mixed Paper 65%

PET Containers 56%

HDPE Containers - Natural 65%

HDPE Containers - Colored 61%

#3-#7 Containers 35%

Aluminum Used Beverage 

Containers
63%

Ferrous Metal Food Containers 44%

Recyclable Glass 68%

Note: figures calculated by compiling total weight of material segregated at the sorting 
event ςdoes not represent region-wide capture rate
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Regional Capture Rate Comparison

Recyclable Material

2018 

Regional 

Capture Rate

2019 

Regional 

Capture Rate

Year-over-

Year 

Change

Recyclable OCC 60% 59% -1%

Mixed Paper 41% 34% -7%

PET Containers 22% 25% 3%

HDPE Containers - Natural 28% 28% 0%

HDPE Containers - Colored 30% 26% -4%

#3-#7 Containers 14% 11% -3%

Aluminum Used Beverage 

Containers
19% 26% 7%

Ferrous Metal Food 

Containers
18% 14% -4%

Recyclable Glass 25% 34% 10%

Note: figures calculated by extrapolating composition for garbage and recycling over total 
disposed and processed in region. Different analysis than sample-based capture rate



Regional composition indicates

ÅHigh levels of e-commerce packaging and clean pizza boxes in refuse 

stream

Å#5 polypropylene (clamshell containers) significant portion of #3-#7 

plastic

ÅHigh volume of organics present in refuse (50%) and recycling (10.5%) 

Regional capture rate comparison shows 

ÅImproved capture of PET and aluminum between 2019 and 2019

ÅIncrease focus on capture of HDPE and steel cans

ÅHand-sorting recyclables provides more granular capture rate analysis

Continued regional campaign and integration of content 

into individual city outreach will provide

ÅImproved capture rates of key materials over time

ÅDecreased contamination rates entering MRFs

Conclusions
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Questions?

Scott Pasternak

Burns & McDonnell

512-872-7141

spasternak@burnsmcd.com

Eric Weiss

Burns & McDonnell

512-975-7873

ebweiss@burnsmcd.com
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City of Weatherford

Regional Waste 
Minimization Evaluation

February 13, 2020

NCTCOG

Scott Pasternak
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Regional Waste Minimization Evaluation

Project Background

ÅThe City of Weatherford, nearby communities, Parker County, and regional entities face 

current and future factors and challenges that will impact solid waste management:

Significant projected local and regional growth

Anticipated increases in material generation quantities

Limited regional landfill capacity

Increasing costs of disposal

Project Purpose

ÅEvaluate interest in and feasibility of future regional options to increase waste minimization, 

recycling, and diversion, focused within Parker County
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Regional Cities & Community Stakeholders

Cities

Weatherford

Aledo

Annetta

Annetta North

Annetta South

Hudson Oaks

Springtown

Willow Park

Community Stakeholders

Weatherford ISD

Aledo ISD

Weatherford College

Weatherford Downtown Business Alliance

Medical City Weatherford

Walsh (neighborhood)
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Content of Evaluation Report

Section 1

Executive Summary

Section 2

Overview of Regional 

Characteristics

Section 3

Summary of Current 

Programs and Services

Section 4

Stakeholder Workshop 

Summary

Section 5

Regional Options

Section 6

Implementation Plan
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Overview of Regional Characteristics

Demographics Diversion & 

Disposal

Regional MSW 

Facilities
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Provided an overview of residential and commercial solid 

waste and recycling services currently provided by and for 

the following entities

Developed through series of interviews with entities and 

public information searches

Summary of Current Programs 

and Services
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Stakeholder Workshop

Intent of Workshop

ÅBring regional stakeholders together to obtain input regarding 

potential program options through facilitated discussion

Content

ÅReviewed state of regional solid waste and recycling industry, 

current programs, and need for enhanced waste minimization, 

reduction, and diversion efforts

ÅPresented regional waste minimization options and gathered 

feedback from stakeholders regarding interest and priority

Outcome

ÅStakeholder feedback was utilized to further evaluate and prioritize 

final waste minimization options recommendations (Sections 5 & 6)
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Evaluated multiple strategies

Regional Options

Commercial waste 

reduction & recycling

Citizensô Collection 

Station (CCS)

Brush and yard 

trimmings processing

Household Hazardous 

Waste (HHW)

Regional 

collaboration

For each option, the following is presented:

ÅProgram description

ÅImplementation considerations

ÅKey findings and recommendations
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Implementation Plan

Implementation Plan

Strategy Target Strategy ID Strategy Timeline

Estimated 
Financial 
Impact

Waste Diversion/ 
Minimization Impact

Commercial 
Waste Reduction 
& Recycling

1-1 Develop business recognition program and WRAP Near-term Low Moderate

2-1 Explore expansion of existing collection programs Mid-term Low Moderate

3-1 Develop commercial waste generation study Mid-term Moderate Low

Citizens' 
Collection 
Station

1-2 Develop a CCS Mid-term High High

2-2 Explore grant funding through NCTCOG Near-term Moderate N/A

Brush & Yard 
Trimmings 
Processing

1-3 Co-locate brush and yard trimmings facility with CCS Mid-term Low Moderate

2-3 Coordinate education and outreach efforts Mid-term Moderate Moderate

3-3 Procure private-sector operator Mid-term Low Moderate

Household 
Hazardous 
Waste

1-4 Continue existing voucher program with the Fort Worth ECC Near-term Low Moderate

2-4
Consider program options to increase local, convenient access to 
HHW service

Near-term Variable Moderate/High

3-4
Explore opportunities for intergovernmental collaboration for 
mobile collection

Near-term Variable Moderate/High

4-4 Explore opportunities for contracted at-your-door service options Near-term High Moderate/High

5-4 Explore grant funding through NCTCOG
Near-term/ 
Ongoing

Moderate N/A

Regional 
Collaboration

1-5 Continue collaborative contracting Near-term Low Low

2-5 Participate in NCTCOG Regional Recycling Survey and CampaignNear-term Low Moderate

3-5 Consider long-term strategic relationships among municipal entitiesLong-term Low Moderate



Questions?

Scott Pasternak

Burns & McDonnell

512-872-7141

spasternak@burnsmcd.com
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Discussion Topics

8. Analysis of Know What To Throw Promotional Activities .  
NCTCOG will discuss the results of the analysis conducted to 

determine the most cost -effective promotional activities for the 

Know What To Throw campaign.
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Cost/Benefit Analysis for Paid Advertising

Brian Geck

North Central Texas Council of Governments

February 13, 2019



Not pictured:
Dallas Bus Routes
Fort Worth Bus Routes
Dallas Morning News Newspaper
Fort Worth Star-Telegram Newspaper



Not pictured:
Dallas Bus Routes
Fort Worth Bus Routes/Benches
Dallas Morning News Newspaper
Fort Worth Star-Telegram Newspaper
Radio


