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Based on the terrific results achieved in SAYT programs across the US, specifically waste reduction, 

increased diversion, equitable rates, and cost savings, the Subcommittee was initially very enthusiastic 

about the possibility of implementing a SAYT program in Los Alamos County. However, after much 

consideration and very thorough research and analysis, it was found that the SAYT program is not 

beneficial for Los Alamos County at this time for several reasons:  

1) The implementation costs are high relative to the cost savings.

2) Additional diversion strategies, including food waste prevention efforts as well as food composting,

should be further explored and implemented to achieve the greatest amount of waste reduction. 

Operating food compost programs locally will result in waste reduction and cost savings by avoiding 

hauling and disposal fees, while implementing a food waste education campaign will educate residents 

about food waste and will result in food waste prevention.  

3) At present, an economic dis-incentive exists to expand the volume of recycling.  As a result of the

China Ban, and the increased recycle processing fees that began in September 2019, overall costs 

increase rather than decrease with additional recycling volume.  

Recommendations: 

For a SAYT program to be successful in Los Alamos County at a future time, a food waste 

composting program and food waste prevention campaign should first be explored to 

maximize waste diversion from the landfill. Moreover, recycle market conditions need 

to return to a state where reduced processing costs provide a positive fiscal incentive 

for communities to further promote recycling.  
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Why Save As You Throw (SAYT)? 

SAYT is a well-established, widely used program shown to: 

• Increase equity/fairness in fees charged for waste disposal

• Reduce waste sent to the landfill

• Increase diversion to recycling, yard trimmings, etc.

• Reduce greenhouse gas emissions

SAYT Research Subcommittee Establishment and Purpose 

The Subcommittee was appointed by the Environmental Sustainability Board and 

approved by County Council on April 2, 2019.  

 Purpose: 

• Research tiered rate structures for Los Alamos County (LAC) residential solid

waste services

• Gather public input regarding a tiered rate structure

• Provide a recommendation to the Environmental Sustainability Board
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BACKGROUND 

Why Save As You Throw? 

The Environmental Sustainability Board (ESB) voted to 

research SAYT for Los Alamos County (LAC) as a way of 

achieving waste diversion, prevention and economic goals. 

Several national and state entities (US EPA, Institute for Local 

Self-Reliance, state environment departments, etc.) strongly 

endorse SAYT programs for their ability to reduce waste, 

increase diversion, help the environment, and save money. 

For LAC, we felt the relevant goals were: 

Equity Goals:  Increase equity/fairness in fees charged for residential waste disposal 

• Increase personal responsibility for covering cost of waste services, based on level of use
(reduce/eliminate subsidy of residents who generate more waste by residents who dispose of
less)

• Give residents more control over monthly solid waste disposal costs

• Provide residents with an opportunity to reduce solid waste fees by reducing the amount of trash
generated

• Provide consistency across rate approaches (same rate approach as other services [Utilities],
commercial Environmental Services customers, and goods [milk, fuel, food])

• Follow-up on Environmental Sustainability Plan: unit-based pricing for waste disposal was favored
by residents as next-step to increase recycling (72/100 pts) in 2016 survey

• Provide support for essential waste disposal services to low-income individuals and families

Environmental Goals:  Be good stewards of our environment by reducing waste while 
continuing to manage waste responsibly 

• Reduce the amount of solid waste generated

o reduce wasted resources used to produce disposed material

o reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions including methane (LAC Environmental
Sustainability Plan goal) from landfill

o preservation of landfill space

o reduce fossil fuel use and GHGs from transportation

“The EPA promotes the unit-based 

pricing approach to solid waste 

management, as it has proven to be 

the single most measurably 

effective way to reduce residential 

solid waste, increase recycling, and 

decrease waste-related greenhouse 

gas emissions.”  --US EPA 
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• Increase recycling/diversion rates (LAC Environmental Sustainability Plan goal = 40% diversion), 
while maintaining quality of diverted materials 

• Increase recovery of reusable materials (metal, plastics, glass, paper, brush, etc.) 

o reduce virgin resource use, GHG emissions, labor, land, etc. 

• Increase understanding among residents of solid waste and environmental issues 

• Encourage choices that help maintain our natural environment 

• Align with community values/goals of being a leader in sustainability programs and protecting our 
local environment. 

    

Economic Goals:  Maintain a stable revenue source, balance budget for existing 
residential solid waste programs, and cover costs to provide service while minimizing 
future costs and rate increases 

• Continue to provide all existing solid waste diversion programs (recycling, yard trimming, bulk, 
household hazardous waste, etc.)  

o avoid reduction of services to balance budget 

• Eliminate need to cover deficits from Environmental Gross Receipts Taxes (EGRT) 

o reserve EGRT to buffer emergencies, unexpected costs, mandated projects, new 
opportunities 

•  Reduce the total cost of solid waste management (by reducing the amount of waste handled) to 
reduce spending and minimize future rate increases for residents 

o reduce transportation, landfill, overhead and labor costs 

o future avoided costs when contracts are negotiated, less trucks to maintain, longer landfill 
life, etc. 
 
 
 

 

Save As You Throw Research Subcommittee Establishment and Goals 

Initial research for SAYT began in early 2017, with a team of ESB members, Environmental Services 

staff, and interested members of the public. Although some progress was made, a greater priority for 

Staff and Board at that time was implementation of the newly approved yard trimmings roll cart 

program. It was decided, therefore, to delay research into SAYT until the new program was well 

underway. The team voted to shift focus to the more general issue of waste reduction and became the 

Zero Waste Los Alamos Team (ZWLA), which continues today. 
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SAYT was revisited in early 2019 by the ESB, which voted to establish a research subcommittee to fully 

investigate the program. Formation of the Save As You Throw Research Subcommittee (“the 

Subcommittee”) was approved by County Council (7-0) on April 2, 2019, with the mandate to: 

• research tiered rate structures for Los Alamos County residential solid waste services

• gather public input regarding a tiered rate structure, and

• provide a recommendation to the Environmental Sustainability Board

Council members requested that the Subcommittee also obtain information on other communities’ 

experiences with SAYT, costs and benefits, ability of SAYT to meet desired goals, and appropriateness 

to meet LAC goals of infrastructure investment, environmental stewardship, sustainability, quality of 

life, and appropriate levels of county services. The Subcommittee was scheduled to sunset on April 2, 

2020. 



P a g e  | 7 

 
 

SAVE AS YOU THROW FINAL REPORT  

Extensive research on all aspects of SAYT programs included: 

• Collection of internet resources and information 
• Interview of waste management officials overseeing SAYT programs in other 

communities.  

Education and Outreach 

Numerous public events and outreach materials were designed to educate residents 

about SAYT and collect feedback including: 

• Booths and tables at events 

• Open House meeting 

• Environmental Sustainability Board meetings 

• Advertisement in all major local media 

• Ongoing collection of comments and questions  

• Meetings with businesses, civic groups, affected LAC Boards 
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RESEARCH AND OUTREACH APPROACH 

The SAYT Research Subcommittee focused on:  

• Gathering information about SAYT programs already in place around the U.S. 

• Presenting this information to the ESB and the community 

• Addressing questions and feedback from stakeholders 

• Estimating costs and savings to the County and residents under varying SAYT 

scenarios 

• Exploring best approaches and outcomes for implementation, considering 

local conditions, economics and preferences expressed by our community 

 

Approach 

Beginning in early March 2019, the Subcommittee met every other week on Friday mornings until 

August, with additional meetings scheduled as needed. Members of the public were always 

welcome at these meetings. Subcommittee members also met with County staff, including Philo 

Shelton (former Public Works Director), Julie Habiger (Public Information Officer), Jon Bulthuis 

(Deputy Public Works Director), and Antonio Maggiore (County Council liaison to the ESB), to 

further inform the process. Updates from the Subcommittee were given at every ESB monthly 

meeting, and included presentations on recent research findings, plans for upcoming efforts and 

events, and summary of public comments. The development of informational handouts and posters 

was conducted via email and at meetings. 

 

Research 

Save As You Throw programs (also known as “Pay As You Throw” [PAYT], “Save Money and Reduce 

Trash” [SMART], and other names) have been implemented in over 7,000 U.S. communities for 

more than 30 years. As such, considerable information is available about every aspect of such 

programs, including best practices, considerations, public perception, and impacts. Step-by-step 

guides on researching and implementing SAYT programs are available from the U.S. EPA, various 

state and city agencies, consultants and other entities, and were utilized in planning the approach 

taken for this research. The Subcommittee availed itself of the numerous studies, reports, 

webinars, conference documentation, and articles available online (see References in Appendix for 

major sources) and contacted other SAYT communities to learn about their experiences. The 

wealth of information available on SAYT was extremely helpful in answering community questions 
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and concerns.  In the process of researching the SAYT program, the subcommittee addressed 

desired and undesired consequences. The areas of research included:  

• SAYT planning and implementation

• Academic, governmental and consultant research

• Rate setting

• Issues and Resolutions

• Results, Advantages and Disadvantages

• Public perception/resident satisfaction

• Stakeholder input

In order to learn from the experiences of other communities, and to respond to a request from 

several Council members, the Subcommittee also contacted waste management officials involved 

in SAYT programs around the U.S. Communities were selected based on proximity and 

socioeconomic similarities to LAC, as well as other criteria. First, information was collected from 

available web resources. A list of SAYT program questions was developed by the Subcommittee, 

and then used in phone interviews and emails with solid waste staff from ten communities. Results 

from our SAYT Research can be seen in Section IV: Research Findings. 

Education and Outreach 

Considerable effort was made to inform and include interested members of our community in 

discussion of SAYT through a variety of mechanisms. A Public Information and Involvement Plan (PIIP) 

was formulated (see Appendix) with the assistance of Julie Habiger and adjusted during 2019 as 

additional opportunities arose. Education and outreach efforts included: 

• Advertisement of every meeting and event date, using social media, County website, and

local media

• Monthly email “blasts” with upcoming meeting and event dates, and other announcements

(sent to residents who signed up at outreach events)

• Social media announcements

• Presentation of Subcommittee updates at every monthly meeting of the ESB

• Development of SAYT web pages with posters, handouts, FAQs, references and outreach

schedule (see Appendix)

• SAYT Open House informational presentation and real-time poll
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• Presentations to community groups (Voices of Los Alamos and League of Women Voters)

and LAC Boards (CDAB)

• Articles in local newspapers

• Informational booths, staffed by Subcommittee members and County staff with posters,

handouts and comment logs, at several public events, including:

o PEEC Earth Day Festival

o Chamber Fest

o Science Fest

o Farmers' Markets (2)

• Ongoing collection of community questions and comments at meetings, events and by

email

• Meetings with potentially affected members of the business community (thrift stores and

other retailers), and collection of comments from Environmental Services staff.

Results from our SAYT outreach can be seen in Section V: Outreach and Community Involvement 

Findings. 

Originally, an Open Forum poll for the community was planned, and scheduled for July-August. 

However, cost/rate calculations could not be finalized until the contract with Friedman Recycling was 

approved by Council on September 10. The outcome of those estimates, together with other 

considerations, caused the ESB to change direction on SAYT and table any further action until market 

conditions improve and all diversion programs are in place such as composting. 
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The Subcommittee focused on two SAYT options:  

• Cart-based:  rates would be determined by size of cart chosen
o More convenient for residents
o Most expensive to implement
o Less effective at reducing waste

• Bag-based:  residents purchase official bags to dispose of waste in roll carts
o Less convenient for residents
o Less expensive to implement
o Most effective at reducing waste

Impacts of SAYT: 
• Positive impacts include:

o Reduction of waste, increase in recycling and reuse
o Reduction of solid waste hauling and disposal costs
o Reduction of greenhouse gas emissions
o Perception of greater equity

• Negative impacts include:
o Potential for transient increase in recycling contamination and illegal dumping
o Inconvenience to residents to purchase specially marked bags or change roll

cart size
o Increased cost to recycle program as current recycle processing fees have

increased due to a decline in the recycle commodity prices
o Potential for revenue instability for bag option
o Increase cost to the program to verify proper use at each household and

enforce if necessary

• The Subcommittee interviewed waste management officials from several SAYT
communities about their programs
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RESEARCH FINDINGS 

The Subcommittee worked diligently to collect and analyze information on potential methods for 

implementation, as well as anticipated positive and negative outcomes of a SAYT program in LAC. We 

felt it was important to be knowledgeable about the types of SAYT programs in use, as well as to 

thoroughly explore the impacts that such a program might have on our residents, municipal services 

and environment. In general, we focused on the following areas: 

• SAYT implementation approaches 

o Methods 

o Pros and cons of methods  

• Potential positive impacts 

o Public perception 

o County services 

o Environmental quality 

• Potential negative impacts 

o Public perception 

o County services 

o Environmental quality 

• SAYT in other communities 

The major online resources used for this research are listed in the Appendix. 

 

SAYT Implementation Approaches 

In the U.S. and around the world, SAYT has been implemented in thousands of communities. As might 

be expected, there is considerable diversity in the specific approaches used to achieve a Save As You 

Throw trash collection system. The system selected depends on local history, available services and 

facilities, stakeholder preferences and desired outcomes. This information allowed the Subcommittee 

to choose the program with the best potential fit for our goals, as well as understand the costs and 

benefits of each approach.  

Two SAYT programs are most widely used in the U.S.: Cart-based SAYT and Bag-based SAYT. (A third 

approach, based on weight, is utilized in Europe, but very uncommon in the U.S. Preliminary analysis of 

the feasibility of a weight-based system for LAC indicated that it would likely be too expensive to 

retrofit each collection unit with a scale device as well as upgrade each cart with an RFID tag. This 
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technology is prone to mechanical failure, and difficult to implement in the current billing system. It 

also did not appear to offer substantial benefits over the more common cart- and bag-based 

approaches.) The main features of these systems are: 

Cart-based SAYT   

• Each homeowner is charged a monthly base rate 

to cover fixed costs, plus an additional fee based 

on the size of the roll cart selected. 

• Residents would be given information on how to select appropriate cart size for their needs. 

Cart exchanges (if needed) would be provided. 

• Any trash bag can be used in the trash roll carts. 

 

Bag-based SAYT  

• Each household is charged a monthly base rate on utility bill 

to cover fixed costs.  

• Residents are required to purchase official trash bags (with distinct color and LAC logo) from 

participating retailers (Smith’s, etc.) or County offices. The cost of each bag varies depending on 

the size of the bag. The revenue collected would be credited to Environmental Services.  

• Official bags must be used in roll carts for trash collection. Truck drivers will verify correct bag 

usage with cameras on trash trucks. 

• Any size of roll cart can be used to contain the bags. The size of the roll cart does not affect the 

cost of service.  

 

Review of the available literature resources, and consideration of impacts on Los Alamos residents and 

County, revealed the anticipated benefits and difficulties of implementing each approach. These can be 

explored in detail in the “Frequently Asked Questions” list and other resources provided in the 

Appendix. In general, the main pros and cons particular to each of the two systems can be summarized 

as follows: 
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Cart-based SAYT  

Pros Cons 

• Minimal change in program procedures for 
residents 

 

• Requires additional time for drivers to 
verify level of subscription (cart size) 
 

• Revenue remains stable 
 

• Provides opportunity to have control over 
monthly expenses. 

 

• Implementation costs are high (staff 
and equipment for roll cart inventory 
and swapping, billing changes) 

• Any trash bag can be used 
 
 

• Less effective than bag-based 
programs at reducing waste 

 
• Billing slightly more complex (different 

monthly charges based on size of roll 
cart selected) 

 
 
 
 

 

Bag-based SAYT 

Pros     Cons 

• More effective at reducing waste than cart-
based programs 

 
• More accurately “meters” trash; residents pay 

only for the volume they need 
 

• Operators must verify each household 
is using official trash bags 
 

• Residents must purchase required 
bags at local retailers or County offices 
 

• Lower implementation costs than cart- based 
program 
 

• Potential for revenue instability  
 

 
 
 

 

Potential Positive Impacts of SAYT 

In addition to evaluating the pros vs. cons of the two SAYT programs, the subcommittee looked at 

anticipated outcomes of switching from a flat fee structure to a SAYT program. It was evident that 

changing to a SAYT program would entail considerable education and outreach to address the change 
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in programs. The main anticipated non-economic benefits of SAYT for LAC, based on local conditions 

and experiences in other U.S. communities which have implemented such programs, are as follows: 

• More equitable rate system, which would give residents greater control over monthly costs 

• Likely to be preferred by citizens (once implemented) over current flat rate system 

o U.S. community surveys show that more than 90% of customers are pleased with SAYT 
systems, and don’t want to return to previous systems. 

• Would align solid waste rate structure to be more like other utilities (electricity, gas, etc.), and 
like County commercial solid waste fees, where charge is based on level of use 

• Addresses LAC Strategic Goals for environmental stewardship, sustainability, quality of life, and 
appropriate levels of county services 

• Opportunity to educate and exemplify sustainability, fairness and respect for environment to 
residents, our children, new residents/LANL hires, other NM communities (regional and 
statewide) 

 
 

Environmental benefits 

• Would reduce waste to landfill by 16-50% 

o It is difficult to predict the amount of waste reduction precisely. Within that range, 
outcomes were calculated for 17%, 25%, 35% and 40% reduction. 

o One company with which we consulted, WasteZero, estimated using a bag-based 
system could result in a reduction of 35-45% in trash (based on LAC data of March 
2018). However, analysis of LAC residential waste sort data indicated that that level of 
reduction was unlikely because recycling and yard trimming diversion account for 
approximately 20% of residential waste. There is additional opportunity for waste 
reduction through food waste prevention education and food waste composting, as well 
as decreases in waste generation due to reuse, repair and resale of materials by 
residents.  

o Based on this information, 25% reduction was determined to be a reasonable 
percentage for waste reduction for LAC (1215 tons, from FY19 data). 

 

• Increases diversion 

o By implementing SAYT, mixed recycling would increase by 5-8 % or 304 additional tons 
of recycle.  

o Yard trimmings diversion typically increases 4-5 % or an additional 304 tons. 
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o Reuse and resale of materials, and reduction of disposed materials overall, could 
account for an estimated decrease of 304 tons. 

• Reduces greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) and other environmental impacts 

o Thought to be the easiest, quickest and cheapest way to reduce a municipality’s carbon 

footprint from solid waste 

o Potential to decrease GHGs from LAC solid waste by 15% (2025 tons of CO2 equivalent 

per year, based on FY 2019 solid waste generation of 13,073 tons) 

• Conserves many other resources (fuel, water, raw materials) 

• Helps to achieve LAC Sustainability Plan Goals: 

o Solid waste reduction goal 

o Diversion goal: 40% by 2020 

o Greenhouse gas reduction goal 

 

 

 

Potential Negative Impacts of SAYT 

Several potential issues with implementing a SAYT program were identified in the literature and 

brought up by residents in public comments. Most of these concerns were easily addressed (see 

“Frequently Asked Questions” in Appendix for details), but a few remain as likely negative impacts. 

These include: 

CO2e without SAYT [FY19]
(13,073.40 tons)

CO2e with SAYT
(11048.29 tons)

0.00 2000.00 4000.00 6000.00 8000.00 10000.00 12000.00 14000.00

Projected reduction in residential solid waste-
related greenhouse gas emissions for

Los Alamos County under SAYT

projected 
15% decrease 
in CO2e under 
SAYT 
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• Some one-time investments would be needed to implement either bag-based or cart-based 

programs. 

• Temporary increase in workload for Environmental Services staff to initiate program (see 

section VI for details). Some ongoing costs, depending on system chosen. 

• Fear of change 

• Increase in use of 12 Free Loads, which increases fixed costs 

• Potential increase in illegal dumping of trash into recycling (increased contamination), and 

illegal use of commercial trash dumpsters. 

o This is seen in <30% of communities implementing SAYT programs, and typically 
resolves with education/enforcement within 3 months. 

• Necessity for extensive education on new system 

• Necessity for enforcement of new ordinances 

• Difficult to implement in multi-family residences (apartments) 

• Inconvenience to residents 

• Perception of unfairness/undue burden to large generators of trash such as large families 

• Increased burden on thrift stores 

• Potential for greater revenue instability, if using bag-based program 

• Need for changes to billing, especially if cart-based program is implemented (Note: discussion 

with County staff found that new billing software could easily accommodate proposed billing 

changes, if required.) 

 

 

SAYT in Other Communities 

The Subcommittee felt it was also important to gather the experiences of other communities which 

had implemented SAYT programs, in order to better understand the details of implementation and 

outcomes. A questionnaire was developed by the Subcommittee, and used to obtain information from 

websites, phone interviews and email exchanges with waste management staff from these 

communities: 

• Silver City, NM 

• Santa Fe, NM 

• Golden, CO 

• Longmont, CO 
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• Seattle, WA 

• Ashland, MA 

• Bloomington, IN 

• Cranberry Township, PA 

• S. Kingston, RI 

• Hermitage, PA 

 

We found that experiences of individual communities varied greatly in how SAYT was implemented 

and the results achieved. Overall findings across most of the communities include: 

• Immediate and sustained reduction in trash sent to the landfill 

• Immediate and sustained increase in recycling 

• Strong educational support is critical for transition to the new system.  Some enforcement of 
new ordinances is usually required; however, active monitoring and ongoing education resolves 
most issues of non-compliance. 

• Flexibility in working with residents to make the system work for them is important.  

• Resistance to SAYT before implementation can be substantial, but subsides with time, and most 
residents prefer the change due to impressions of fairness and waste reduction. 

• Many communities add additional small size roll carts (17 and 35 gal), and/or go to every other 
week trash pickup, as residents dramatically minimize trash output. 

• Charging a flat, monthly “base fee” to cover essential services (recycling, yard trimmings, Eco 
Station services) is a good idea, to ensure revenue stability and prevent budget shortfalls. 

• Many communities provide subsidies/reduced rates on trash fees for seniors and low-income 
households. 
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Extensive outreach to our residents yielded many comments and provided 

considerable insight into their questions and concerns. Across our public 

events/outreach, thematically what Subcommittee members heard most frequently 

was: 

• Support for changing to a SAYT system (>75% of expressed opinions) 

• Concern about recycling contamination and inappropriate/illegal dumping of trash  

• Desire for a food composting program and return to weekly recycling to further reduce waste 

• Need for education and enforcement 

• Slight preference for bag-based SAYT system  

• Some desire to be able to choose type of bag used for trash 

• Some concern about impact to large families 

  

Word cloud response to real-time poll at Open House, when asked 

“In one word, describe how you feel about Save As You Throw” “Word cloud” results of “Poll Everywhere” electronic poll used at SAYT Open 

House 

Outreach to local businesses and County staff provided additional insights: 

• Grocers are willing to sell County-approved SAYT bags 

• Thrift stores are concerned about impacts of SAYT 

• Environmental Services staff have concerns regarding non-compliance such as over stuffing 

carts, not using official bags, and illegal dumping in other trash carts or dumpsters. Other 

concerns included potential revenue instability of the bag-based system and initial cost 

investment required to implement program. 
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OUTREACH AND COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT FINDINGS 

As outlined in Section III (“Research and Outreach: Overview and Plan”), feedback from the community 

regarding SAYT was collected through numerous mechanisms during April to November 2019. As of 

December 2019, the total comments received by venue were: 

• Face-to-Face discussions at outreach events (booths, Open House, etc.):  125 

• Public comments made at ESB meetings: 7 

• Real-time electronic poll at Open House: 19 

• Paper survey at Open House: 11 

• Emails sent to ESB: 19 

These comments are available in the Appendix. 

 

Public Comment Findings 

As can be seen in the comments received, many of our residents took the time to give us their 

thoughts and concerns, often in considerable detail. Although we attempted to precisely quantify 

opinions provided in comments, it was difficult to do so. However, it was clear that the majority of 

comments (>75%) provided were in favor of changing to a SAYT system. Of the comments received 

with an expressed opinion, 9-20% prefer staying with our current, flat fee system. 

Other than that, across our public events/outreach, thematically what Subcommittee members heard 

most frequently was: 

• Concern about recycling contamination and inappropriate/illegal dumping of trash in 

dumpsters, roadsides, roll carts 

• Slight preference for bag-based SAYT system vs. cart-based pricing (note: These comments 
were collected prior to rate estimates being made available.) 

 

After that, but to a lesser degree, SAYT team members heard concern about… 

• Education and enforcement 

• Desire to choose bags 

• Cost to large families 

• Interest in returning to weekly collection of recycle, as well as establishment of municipal 

composting program 
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In addition to tallying these comments, we attempted to research and address all concerns and 

questions and provide answers to most in the “Frequently Asked Questions” page of the 

Environmental Services website (see Appendix.) Our research showed that nearly all of these were 

common in communities across the U.S. before implementation of SAYT programs. In most cases, we 

were able to find answers and resolutions to concerns that would likely work well for Los Alamos. None 

of the issues raised appeared to be intractable “deal-breakers” for implementing a SAYT program in 

our community. In addition, although such issues are commonly raised before SAYT programs start, 

public approval of SAYT after implementation is high in other communities, and virtually no programs 

have been cancelled due to any of the concerns. 

 

 

Outreach to Retail and Municipal Services 

The Subcommittee also engaged businesses and municipal services potentially impacted by a SAYT 

program, to inform them about the program, collect comments and proactively address concerns. This 

outreach included discussions with: 

Los Alamos Thrift Stores:  In U.S. communities with SAYT programs, thrift stores commonly experience 

increases in donations of saleable items, as well as dumping of unwanted/unusable materials. A 

Subcommittee member interviewed volunteers from each of the three LAC non-profit thrift stores, 

informed them of the program, and asked them for comments, concerns and ideas on mitigation of 

impacts. Overall, there was concern about problems arising from SAYT, as thrift stores are already 

struggling to keep up with donations (especially with the closure of the Jemez House Thrift store in 

White Rock.) Suggestions included: 

• Increasing “12 free load” donations-- advertise this more to the public and allow any person to 
donate as many of their individual free loads to any of the thrift stores as desired 

• Adding a cardboard recycling dumpster on the property where each thrift store is located 

• Encouraging the public to utilize the Reuse area at the Eco Station provided for the free exchange 
of usable items that might otherwise be brought to thrift stores 

Since these ideas were actionable and beneficial without implementation of SAYT, Environmental 

Services staff worked to facilitate some of these changes immediately. 

Los Alamos Co-operative Market and Smith’s:  Under a bag-based SAYT program, local retailers (along 

with County offices such as the Municipal Building and the Eco Station) would sell the official SAYT 

trash bags required for waste pickup. General Managers of the Co-op and White Rock Smith’s were 
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informed of the program, how it would work, and how they would be impacted. Both were willing to 

participate, which was expected from research showing that most businesses welcome the increased 

foot-traffic that selling SAYT official bags brings into stores. Nationally, many communities with SAYT 

programs have groceries in the Krogers family, and so have experience with the program. 

Environmental Services Staff:   Since Eco Station employees would be crucial in making SAYT work in 

the community, staff were informed of the program and comments were collected and included in the 

“Frequently Asked Questions” analysis.  
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Analysis of costs and economic outcomes for LAC Environmental Services as 
well as residents under SAYT revealed several key findings: 
 
• The majority of costs (~87%) are related to services other than trash transport and disposal, i.e. 

collection, recycling, yard trimmings, electronic waste, household hazardous waste, and overhead 

costs. These fixed costs would need to be covered regardless of trash reduction. 

• The lesser portion of costs (~13%) are for transport and disposal of trash. This cost will change 

based on trash reduction so was used to determine costs/savings to Los Alamos County and 

residents. 

• Cost/Savings for Los Alamos County – Estimated trash reduction of 25% or 1,215 tons was used as a 

baseline for these calculations. 75% of this reduction in trash was captured by other services 

(recycling, yard trimmings, “12 free loads”) thereby increasing the base cost. The remaining 25% 

(~304 tons) is estimated due to residents reducing waste altogether. 

• Cost/Savings for Residents – For the cart based system, base costs of $20.55 and having to assume 

each resident would fill their cart each week, there would be an increase in the refuse rate 

(>$25/month) because roll carts smaller than 32 gallons are not feasible with the current collection 

system. There could be a small cost savings for residents using the bag-based system. 

  

- Assumptions: Each household will use 4 - 6 bags per month. 
- Bag charge includes est. $0.30/bag for printing, stocking, admin, etc. 
- Base Rate: $20.55 

SAYT Projected Total Monthly Cost (Estimated) 
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COSTS AND ECONOMIC IMPACTS 

General information 

• In fiscal year 2019 the total cost for all residential services was $1,883,465. This amount 

included a base cost (also referred to as fixed costs) for services of $1,640,465, which is ~87% of 

total costs. The remaining 13% of cost, $243,000, is allocated for transport and disposal of trash 

to Rio Rancho landfill. 

• At the time of calculation, the County was providing curbside collection services to approximately 

6,850 residential households. The cost per household was $274.96 per year or $22.91 per month 

for all services. This annual and monthly cost was calculated by dividing the total cost for all 

residential services by the number of residential households and then dividing that number by 

12 months per year ([$1,883,465 cost per year for residential services/6,850 residences]/12 

months.) 

• In order to be fiscally responsible, ensure the cost for all residential services was covered, and 

to maintain a steady revenue source, the choice was made to set a base cost/fixed cost for all 

residential services excluding transport and disposal fees. It was estimated that trash would 

reduce by 25%. Transport and disposal costs were used to calculate the tiered rates. 

Method of Determining Costs   

• To determine costs, the first step was to calculate the cost to dispose of 1 gallon of trash. Based 

on EPA estimates, one gallon of uncompacted trash weighs 1.48 pounds. Therefore one ton of 

uncompacted trash is equal to 1,351 gallons. In fiscal year 2019 it cost LAC $46.28 to transfer 

and dispose one ton of trash. With this information we were able to calculate that it costs 3.4 

cents to transfer and dispose of one gallon of trash ([$46.28 per ton /2000 pounds] x 1.48 

pounds per gallon= $0.034 per gallon.) This helped us determine the cost per gallon of each cart 

or bag used. 

Example: a 64 gallon roll cart would cost $2.18/week (64 gallon x $0.034 cents/gallon = $2.18 

per cart per week).   

• To calculate the monthly cost to residents for transport and disposal of trash for the roll cart 

option the calculation used was to multiply the size of roll cart by $0.034. This calculation gave 

us the cost to transfer and dispose each size of roll cart each week, assuming the cart was full. 

Then we multiplied that cost by 4.33 weeks per month to get the monthly cost (52 weeks per 

year/12 months per year = 4.33 weeks per month.) 

Example: (64gal x $0.034) x 4.33weeks = $9.42 per month 
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• To calculate the cost per bag we multiplied 3.4 cents per gallon with the size of commonly used 

bags of 15 or 30 gallons. Therefore, the cost to transport and dispose of a 15 gallon bag would 

be $0.51 and a 30 gallon bag would be $1.02. However, if the bags were produced and 

managed by an outside company it was estimated that there would be an additional cost of 

$0.30 per bag bringing the cost of 15 gallon bag to $0.81 and a 30 gallon bag to $1.32 

Example: (15gal x $0.32) + $0.30 = $0.81 per bag 

 

Cost Change Estimates for Los Alamos County 

• In order to estimate the change in base costs some assumptions had to be made including how 

much trash generation would be reduced and where that reduction would come from. The 

below assumptions are based on research and knowledge of the current Los Alamos County 

Environmental Services Program. 
o Trash reduction: 25% ~ 1,216 tons decrease split between four areas: 

▪ Recycling: 29% ~304 tons increase 

▪ Yard Trimming: 21% ~304 tons increase 

▪ Use of 12 free loads: 18% ~304 tons increase 

▪ Reduction: 6% ~304 tons no longer in waste stream (due to change in residents’ 

behavior) 

• With the above assumptions the cost to transport and dispose trash would decrease by $60,750 

annually and there would be an increase in base cost to cover services of $48,937 annually for 

additional recycling, yard trimmings and 12 free loads. This results in a saving of $11,821.84 

annually. 

Material 
Estimated Tons Before and After 

SAYT 
Difference in 

Tons 
Total Cost 

Change 
Total % 
Change 

Trash 4860 3645 -1215 -$60,750.00 -25% 

Recycling 1062 1366 304 $30,375.00 29% 

Yard Trimmings 1428 1732 304 $3,374.66 21% 

12 Free Loads 1720 2024 304 $15,187.50 18% 

Total       -$11,812.84   
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Cost / Savings Estimates for Residents 

• To determine the monthly base rate for residents we used FY2019 base cost for services and 

added $48,937 for increased recycling, yard trimmings and 12 free loads. This brought the 

annual base cost to $1,689,402.16. By dividing that by 6,850 customers then by 12 months we 

have the base rate per month. ($1,689,402.16/6850)/12 = $20.55 per month base rate.) 

• In order to calculate the rate for roll carts we used the base rate and added the cost do dispose 

of a full roll cart once per week/per month. 

 

Example: $20.55+($0.032 x 32 x 4.33) = $25.26 per month for a 32 gallon roll cart 

 
Estimated Costs for Cart-based SAYT for Residents 

Base Cost Transfer & Disposal (Trash) Total 

$1,689,402.16 $182,250.00 $1,871,652.16 

Average Cost Per Household Per Year 

$246.63 $26.61 $273.23 

Average Cost Per Household Per Month 

$20.55 $2.22 $22.77 

Base Cost Per Month 

$20.55 

Transfer and Disposal Cost Per Gallon (Trash) 

$0.034 

Transfer and Disposal Per Month 

32 48 64 96 

$4.71 $7.07 $9.42 $14.13 

Total Monthly Cost 

32 48 64 96 

$25.26 $27.62 $29.97 $34.69 

 

• The rate for bags would be the base cost of $20.55 per month for residents, then the residents 

would purchase the bags from local retailers as needed. Based on current waste generation it is 

estimated that each household would use six 15 gallon bags or three 30 gallon bags per month. 

Therefore, the average cost for residents would be $25.41 ($20.55 + $4.86 = $25.41) if using 15 

gallon bags and $24.51 (20.55 + $3.96 = $24.51) per month if using 30 gallon bags.   
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Average Cost of Bag-based SAYT for Residents 

  

Average gallons per household per month = 83.15 Cost for Residents Total Cost per Month 

  At $0.81 per Bag At $0.81 per Bag 

15gal Bags needed per household per month $4.86 $25.41 

  At $1.32 per Bag At $1.32 per Bag 

30gal Bags needed per household per month $3.96 $24.51 
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a. References/Resources 

 

US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
https://archive.epa.gov/wastes/conserve/tools/payt/web/html/index.html 

Econservation Institute http://www.paytnow.org/ 

Pay-As-You-Throw/Variable Rates for Trash Collection: 2014 EPA Region 9 Grant 
Report http://www.paytnow.org/PAYT_EI_R9_v25_Vol1 

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
https://www.ct.gov/deep/cwp/view.asp?q=324920 

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection   
https://www.mass.gov/lists/pay-as-you-throw-paytsave-money-and-reduce-trash-smart 

Northeast Waste Management Officials' Association (NEWMOA) 
http://www.newmoa.org/solidwaste/projects/smart/ 

PAYT Paves Way to Zero Waste  (BioCycle, Oct. 2018)  
https://www.biocycle.net/2018/10/11/payt-paves-way-zero-waste/ 

Analysis of PAYT Impact in Southern Maine  (WasteZero, June 2018) 
http://wastezero.com/resources/analysis-of-payt-impact-in-southern-maine-ecomaine/ 

Community Support for Recycling Pays Off (Scientific American, Oct. 2018) 
https://blogs.scientificamerican.com/observations/community-support-for-recycling-pays-
off/ 

Community Spotlight: Economic incentive brings high diversion for Colorado city 
https://resource-recycling.com/recycling/2018/06/25/community-spotlight-economic-
incentive-brings-high-diversion-for-colorado-city/ 

UNH Research Finds Pay-As-You-Throw Trash Policies Cut Solid Waste Disposal 
https://www.unh.edu/unhtoday/news/release/2018/11/05/unh-research-finds-pay-you-
throw-trash-policies-cut-solid-waste-disposal 

 

  

https://archive.epa.gov/wastes/conserve/tools/payt/web/html/index.html
http://www.paytnow.org/
http://www.paytnow.org/PAYT_EI_R9_v25_Vol1
https://www.ct.gov/deep/cwp/view.asp?q=324920
https://www.mass.gov/lists/pay-as-you-throw-paytsave-money-and-reduce-trash-smart
http://www.newmoa.org/solidwaste/projects/smart/
https://www.biocycle.net/2018/10/11/payt-paves-way-zero-waste/
http://wastezero.com/resources/analysis-of-payt-impact-in-southern-maine-ecomaine/
https://blogs.scientificamerican.com/observations/community-support-for-recycling-pays-off/
https://blogs.scientificamerican.com/observations/community-support-for-recycling-pays-off/
https://resource-recycling.com/recycling/2018/06/25/community-spotlight-economic-incentive-brings-high-diver
https://resource-recycling.com/recycling/2018/06/25/community-spotlight-economic-incentive-brings-high-diver
https://www.unh.edu/unhtoday/news/release/2018/11/05/unh-research-finds-pay-you-throw-trash-policies-cut-solid-waste-disposal
https://www.unh.edu/unhtoday/news/release/2018/11/05/unh-research-finds-pay-you-throw-trash-policies-cut-solid-waste-disposal
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b. Public Comments and Questions 

Comments at Earth Day Festival 2019 

1. I live in an apartment 

2. Nice- good idea 

3. More fair because some people go way over and some people go under 

4. Sweden does a bag based system where different colors mean different types of material, we 
should look into it. 

5. Good idea. Small carts best (easier to move and store) 

6. We should look into reducing waste streams like food and compost first. 

7. The smallest bin is still way too big for two people for a week. A bag-based system would be 
great. 

8. I prefer the 3 sizes of trash cans. 
 

Other Comments 

1. Need weekly recycling 

2. One time a month brush pickup – easier to remember 

 

SAYT Comments from Chamber Fest 

1. Weekly recycling please! 

2. How would it work based on weight? 

3. We are a family of 5 and we put out one 13 gallon bag of trash a week. We support a tiered or 
bag-based system. We’d love every week recycling! 

4. Do brown bin once a month 

5. Renters need more opportunities to recycle – can’t get rid of lightbulbs. 

6. Concerned about thrift stores being overwhelmed 

7. Concerned with what will happen as the result of the China ban. 

8. Leave it the way it is, it works, people are not dumping trash, you don’t have people dumping in 
canyons/ clean community now. Ok with rates going up more… 

9. Yes, I’d be interested. 

10. As a single senior I really appreciate this. I produce very little trash. I prefer whichever will cost 
me less. 

11. Will bags break down? 
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12. If drivers are distracted, won’t see bags. 

13. Already reuses bag – doesn’t want more plastic. Against bag system. Carts might be okay. 

14. Would go to 48 gallon. 

15. With kids – cost burden. 

16. Concerned with contamination in recycling. 

17. 48 gallons too big, bags might help. 

18. Bags would make more sense. 

19. Would we go back to weekly recycling? 

20. If I use more I should pay more. If I have six kids, I should pay for six kids. 

21. A real issue with bags – gives county monopoly. 

 

SAYT Comments from Science Fest 

1. How will this help reducing trash for people who don’t make a lot in the first place? 

2. Maybe motivate more recycling 

3. Like the bags idea, it accommodates the going out of town. 

4. Live in Tokyo for 2 months and they have 8 categories of waste – pay for bags. 

5. Likes the bag idea better monito, proportional to volume. 

6. Pay more for the products that generate waste. 

7. What would work from incentives on the supply side? 

8. Will people hoard trash? As a fixed income group it would be a health and fire issue. 

9. Likes the bag, he’s seen this work in Tokyo. 

10. Concerned will illegal dumping. 

11. What all the challenges this program of us as we age education and options for people. 

12. Part of being a responsible citizen. 

13. Worried for people with limited mobility. 

14. Thinks it’s a great idea. Works for a person in single household. Fantastic  it’s a great idea. 

15. We are doing a great job getting the community out. 

16. I think that would work. Between composting, food waste reduction, recycling we only put out 
one bin a month. 

17. I don’t like the idea. 
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18. If you haven’t answered all my questions already it’s because you haven’t presented info 
correctly. 

19. I think this would be good. I have a huge bin that I never fill, but my neighbors are overflowing. 
This makes sense. What should I do? 

20. Yes! That’s fantastic. 

21. I think we definitely should do this. 

22. This is a town that could do it. 

23. Most people can afford this.  

24. If we can’t pass this kind of thing what are we teaching these kids. 

25. I am all for that. 

26. If they have 6 kids they should pay for that. 

27. I like the bags! 

28. I think that would be good, there’s just the 2 of us. 

29. Makes sense…. If there any discussion about weekly recycling. 
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Comments from Public Comment section of ESB meetings 

(Note: Email and physical addresses have been removed for privacy reasons but are available on 
request.) 

Aaron Walker - commented about how it would affect families if the rates 
were to change. 

Nancy Bliss -  commented that this program will lessen the County's 
carbon footprint and is for that concept. She also commented her 
concern of which option would be the best option for people who 
produce little trash but when family visits will produce much more in 
that time frame. 

Lisa Shin -  commented about infringement of personal freedom to choose which trash 
bags to buy. As well as commented about businesses having dumpsters and trying to figure 
out who is using the correct trash bags. 

Kathy Taylor - commented her concerns of the type of bags that will be used and was 
concerned that light duty bags would tear on the curb. 

Carrie Walker - commented her concerns about that someone's trash could be subject to 
IPRA. 

Stephanie Haaser - commented about cleanup activities that boy scouts do, not in 
conjunction with Clean Up Los Alamos Day. She commented about the negative effect the 
program would have on the incentives to pick up trash on the roads or trails. As well as the 
effect it would have on larger families, families who open their house to students and single-
family homes. 

Stephanie Haaser -  commented that she is excited for composting. 
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Comments from SAYT Open House 

Notebooks: 

1. I like it.  Illegal dumping is more likely to happen off the Hill.   

2. I’m with Casa Mesita and we really want to retain the ability of people to donate one of their 12 
free loads to thrift stores. 

3. I know from my experience at Casa Mesita that people don’t learn.  

4. The Casa Mesita dumpsters are a great help.   

5. Large families won’t be happy. 

6. I’m worried that people will start contaminating recycle with garbage. 

7. Go to the cart over the bags because it’s cheaper and then there will be less stuff in the recycle. 

8. If we go by weight, what if a neighbor drops their bag in my cart? 

9. I’m currently using my own recycled bags that I get from Smiths or other places. If you make us 
buy bags, you increase trash with plastic bags. 

10. If you don’t put your cart out, can you get a refund from the County? 

11. Cart preferred 

12. Bag preferred 

13. If this program really does reduce waste then it could be a good thing. 

14. We can’t turn off our trash fee without turning off water etc. 

15. So would that be really complicated to do… workers would have to come around and see how 
much trash you have? 

16. Yes, good idea, I’ve already sent comments. 

17. I wouldn’t mind going to every other week pickup. 

18. I think it would be a great idea, I put out very little trash. 

19. Great! Cool. 

20. I think a lot of people would use that. 

21. It’s great that you’re looking at that. 

22. That’s a good thing… we asked if could pay less for the smaller bin. 

23. Customers like to use reuse old bags for trash. 

24. Would go from 64 to 48 

25. Large families would need larger carts 

26. What would contamination rate be after SAYT? 

27. Would want a smaller cart 
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28. We want compost 

29. Carts are simpler – 48 now – uses very little 

30. From California Bar area, and it worked well in that area 

31. Are we going to contaminate recycle or yard waste? 

32. Implement a fine for contaminated diverted stream. 

33. Success will be the hardest part 

34. Bag system isn’t equitable because it would be based on how much you can carry in a bag. For 
example: a family can make one bag stretch and have the strength to carry it to the trash cart 
but an old lady can only can so much and will use more bags with not much trash in them. 

35. Clearer instruction for recycle. More information to recycle. 

36. If we explain what can be recycled and what can’t, it would help (During the SAYT program) 
keep the contamination down in the recycle stream. 

37. Could do with a smaller trash bin. 

38. Will the other services change? i.e. 12 loads, refrigerators, etc. 

39. Is there a fixed rate even when someone is away and not putting trash out? 

40. What about people who only put out trash every other week? 

41. Start early for advertising on the media for the poll 

42. Would it be mandatory? 

43. Bag system is the best. 

44. Confusion regarding bag vs. bin charging 

45. How can I show my support? 

46. Flat rate carts didn’t make sense at the time, tiered provides incentive to reduce. 

47. Great idea! 

48. Misleading to say that a benefit of SAYT is reduced tipping fee because it’s really same for 
recycling 

49. Tell people to take cardboard to Sullivan Field. 

50. Charts are not done well – small print is unreadable – fix that 

51. Boulder bins are bear proof but open by truck. 

52. Want to see costs to decide 

53. Admin costs are greater than tipping. Don’t add admin costs to negate any benefit. Be cost 
conscious. 

54. We need required field trips to Friedman’s to educate 
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Paper Survey 

1. Maybe phasing in methods to implement SAYT – start with roll cart size. 

2. Give some thought to elderly in multiple unit facilities (e.g.: Aspen ridge) 

3. I want a larger recycle bin and smaller garbage bin. Maybe swap existing ones so no extra 
purchase. 

4. My vote is for the bags. 

5. Would love recycling to be collected more often to help encourage everyone to love this idea.  

6. Definitely a fan of the bag option. Less keen on bin option, but would still be happy enough. 

7. Data as to savings a very soft.  

8. I am ONLY in favor of “Pay as you throw” IF the extra cost of disposal is “channeled” through 
the purchase of specially – sanctioned TRASH BAGS. 

9. Do lots of education – on how to do it, reduce costs (household), proper wat to separate, bag, 
etc. 

10. I like the bag plan – the smallest bin is still way more than 1-2 people need. 

11. Need education on composting. 
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Results from “Poll Everywhere” electronic poll from SAYT Open House 
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SAYT Comments Sent by Email to the ESB 

February-November, 2019 

(Note: Email and physical addresses have been removed for privacy reasons but are available on 
request.) 

 

Aaron Walker  
 

Thu, Feb 21, 
2019, 8:38 AM 

 
 

 
 

Board Members, 

I noticed in the discussion for the tiered trash collection there were NO cons to the tiered 
system addressed. I would have an issue with the tiered system as it punishes citizens for 
having families. Yes, I have more trash than a single person living in an apartment. However, 
this won't incentivize me to reduce my trash production. I already try to reduce our trash 
output as much as possible, but we still fill our 96 gal can every week. With 2 growing boys and 
two adults in the house, there isn't much more we can do. This will simply lead to people 
finding other ways to dispose of their trash without having to pay for it. I have included a 
summary of some of the cons to this system below. I understand no action will be taken on it 
tonight, but a fair and balanced approach should be taken to any potential changes, with pros 
and cons discussed. 

 

PAYT= Pay as you throw 

PAYT may increase the amount of illegal dumping (fly tipping), since users may try to get rid of 
garbage for free. 

A flat tax provides a stable source of revenue for a municipality, whereas PAYT is variable and 
may be with a private company instead of a municipal government. 

Some implementations of PAYT can add complexity in the form of tag purchases and other 
arrangements, which can be burdensome to citizens. 

Some implementations of PAYT (e.g., weight fees) involve significant capital and administrative 
costs. 

Implementation in multifamily housing with common waste disposal facilities is often 
problematic. 

PAYT makes it difficult for cities to maintain public trashcans, e.g., in parks, because it creates 
an incentive for abuse. 

Thank You, 
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Aaron Walker 

 

Dean Decker 
 

Sun, Apr 28, 
2019, 5:38 PM 

 
 

 
 

I am in favor of  SAYT pricing, using the existing three sizes of cans. 

I am NOT in favor of the bagged method. However, if you eventually implement a collection 
program for composting food waste, then the bag method would be appropriate (to keep 
cans clean). 

dean decker 

 

 

Aaron Walker  
 

Thu, May 16, 
2019, 11:27 AM 

 
 

 
 

Board Members, 
I keep hearing the SAYT program getting promoted more and more. I feel the need to re-iterate 
why I feel this is a bad idea. The important thing to look at here is who benefits from this 
program, and who loses out. 
 
Who benefits? Single member/people with no children. The fewer number of people in the 
household, the less trash produced. Smaller households are generally less financially 
challenged, which is important to keep in mind in this community. 
 
Who loses out? Families with multiple children. More people, more trash generally. This family 
dynamic also tends to be the most financially challenged, especially in this community. 
 
This plan forces larger families to subsidize the trash removal for the whole county by bearing a 
larger burden of the cost. You will be placing a larger financial burden on the most financially 
vulnerable people within the county. 
 
You MUST find a better solution. If you want people to generate less waste, don’t force it 
through legislation. That is only going to upset the people on the losing end and burden them 
unnecessarily. If you need to raise rates, do it for EVERYONE. Forcing the most financially 
vulnerable people within the county to subsidize the trash removal program through higher 
rates for them is a horrible idea. 
 
Thank You, 
Aaron Walker 
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Jenni Gaffney  
 

Mon, May 20, 
2019, 8:36 PM 

 
 

 
 
 

I love this Idea! We got a bigger recycle bin a few months ago because it often didn't fit. And we 
only put our trash on the curbside about every second week. 

Though the bag method might be more accurate, knowing Los Alamos residents, my instinct 
says they would have a hacer time making such s big change in their habits. The cart method 
would be more welcomed and less complained about.  

We could use the extra money right now too. 

Thank you!  

 

 

Cecile Hemez  
 

Tue, Jun 18, 
2019, 12:34 PM 

 
 

 
 

Hello, 

I enthusiastically support the "cart option" of the Save-As-You-Throw program. 

Thank you for your effort putting together the proposal. 

 

 

Megan Fox  
 

Thu, Jun 20, 
2019, 2:52 PM 

 
 

 
 

Dear ESB, 
I will not be able to attend the open house this evening. While I commend efforts to make 
systems more efficient and fair, here are my concerns about the SAYT proposal: 
 
1. Waste needs vary from time to time throughout the year. My waste disposal needs are not 
always stable week to week or month to month. I may be able to get by with the smaller roll 
cart mostly, but not always. Conversely, I wouldn’t want to pay extra all year if I don’t need the 
space most of the time. I also don’t feel like it’s my job to haul extra trash to the eco station on 
my own time when I pay for curbside pick up. We utilize the eco station for large “dump runs” 
when cleaning out the yard usually, but to ask me to do this regularly throughout the year is 
unreasonable. We all have busy lives and busy schedules. Now, if quarterly curb pick ups could 
resume, this might be a great compromise. I’d be more than happy to have a tiny roll cart for 
trash, if 4-6 times a year I could put “surplus” items on the curb. 
 
2. Ideally, I think residents would pay by weight. So, there would be a smart tag on the bin, and 
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a scanner and sensor on the trash arm on the truck. As the bin is lifted, it’s weighed and 
scanned. Then, that resident is charged based on actual trash sent to the eco station. I just 
made this up, so I don’t know that it exists and I can see some issues with this plan too 
(disputes, technical errors etc), but this seems most fair! 
 
3. I vehemently oppose the pay per trash bag option for two reasons, I believe enforcement of 
this will be nearly impossible. Many people will follow the rules, only to have neighbors ignore 
it. That would be very frustrating and unfair. More importantly, I want to be able to chose my 
own garbage bag. I’ve been searching for the perfect eco friendly (as possible) trash bag for 
years, literally,  and I’ve recently found it. I do not want to be forced to buy whatever bag the 
county decides is best. 
 
4.  I’ve seen others mention that this SAYT system might make their bear carts that the county 
requested residents purchase, obsolete. While this doesn’t affect me, this is a valid concern. 
The frequency of these changes is exhausting. Trash pick up, while important, is one teeny tiny 
piece of my life, and I feel that all these changes are requesting a lot more of my time than 
deserved. Please, whatever you do, ensure that the solution is a great solution for the long 
haul. If a great plan is not found, please leave the current system in place until a great solution 
is found. 
 
5. Offering alternative routes for trash would be helpful too. I know compost bins are available 
at the eco center, but advertise those? lower the price? A lot of our [nation’s] waste is food 
waste. Further, I’d like to see actual recycle bins in public places. Downtown LA used to have 
separate recycle and trash bins, but the recycle bins have not been kept up and have become 
obsolete. Everything is a trash can- please look to other cities for inspiration! Recently on a trip 
to Colorado, we admired their trash/recyle/compost bins out in public places with helpful 
signage to remind and direct people. Please implement reduction of waste efforts throughout 
town as well. Have LA County set an example for citizens to follow. It’s frustrating when I am 
asked by the county to recycle and reduce etc (which I want to do anyway), but the county is 
not supporting that initiative in public spaces. 
 
Thank you for your time, Megan Fox 

 

 

Barbara Blind 
 

Tue, Jun 25, 
2019, 1:48 PM 

 
 

 
 

To the ESB: 

I saw your article in the Los Alamos Daily Post, and I want to make a few counter arguments to 
the idea of enticing people to switch to smaller roll carts in order to reduce the amount of 
waste generated (or whatever the main motivator might be). 
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Having a roll cart of a given size does not mean that the cart is full when at the curb, or that the 
cart goes to the curb every week. Below are two concrete examples of households where this is 
the case. 

A smaller roll cart makes it more likely that it gets filled beyond capacity. This allows ravens and 
crows to get at the content and make a mess, resulting in trash spread all over the 
neighborhood. 

A larger roll cart helps in occasions when one has an item that would not fit in a smaller cart 
without some work of dismantling it, or requiring a trip to the dump. 

In my opinion the only "fair" way to assess each household's weekly garbage production is to 
weigh the garbage. This sounds complex but is apparently possible. I seem to remember a 
suggestion by one of the county councilors a few years back of weighing households' recycled 
materials and "punishing" those who produce less. Rather unfair, in my opinion, but besides the 
point for the topic at hand - I will gladly elaborate if asked to do so. 

Example 1 in support of item 1) above: 

I kept the 64-gallon roll cart that was delivered by default. In any given week I typically produce 
one to two produce bags (from the grocery-store produce section) of waste. In summer 
my cart goes to the curb every other week, in winter I sometimes wait three to four weeks. 
Either way, the cart is usually not full. 

Example 2 in support of item 1) above: 

My friend lives alone as well. For reasons he can't explain he has the 96-gallon roll cart. He 
dumps one bag of garbage (the kind we used to get for free from the county) every other week. 

In conclusion, charging proportional to the amount of waste generated makes sense, the 
question simply is how to determine that quantity. I don't think rolls-cart size is the answer. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Blind 

 

 

Lisa Shin 
 

Sat, Jul 6, 
2019, 4:29 PM 

 
 

 
 

 

Dear members of the Environmental Sustainability Board:   I have several questions and 
concerns regarding your "Save As You Throw" program.   

1. From your info graphic, it appears that the current 96 gallon  = $$,  SAYT 96 gallon = 
$$$.   Does that mean an increase in costs for the 96 gallon, which every resident has now?   

2.  If a household with a 96 gallon, wants a 48 gallon, will the larger gallon cart be exchanged 
for a smaller one?   What are the County costs for the "substantial start-up costs for cart 
inventory, cart purchases, and changes to billing.  Ongoing audits and car changes will be 
necessary."    
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3.  With the 3 different cart sizes, how will you enforce this?   Someone could pay for a smaller 
48 gallon, but borrow their neighbor's 96 gallon, when they have more trash than usual.  Also, 
people will pay for a 48 gallon & dump their trash in the big dumpster near the old Smith's 
building.  How do you prevent that?   

Special trash bags:   

What are costs, to the County and to the citizens?   

Will citizens be forced to buy them?  

What if citizens refuse to buy special bags, & continue buying them at Smith's, Office Depot, 
Amazon, and Wal-Mart?   

Will there be a penalty for not purchasing special trash bags?   

How will you enforce this?   Will you be checking all the trash bins for the correct bags?   

 

Respectfully, 

Lisa Shin 

 

 

James Hunter 
 

Wed, Jul 10, 
2019, 12:37 PM 

 
 

 
 

Hi, 

Just providing feedback on this initiative: 

-As a household that composts, recycles and takes glass to the dropoff I am in favor of this idea. 

-Maybe too late but I wonder if someone sells an addition to the garbage pickup trucks that 
would just weigh the garbage as it is picked up.  This would mitigate most of the issues 
associated with the other two ideas and would also encourage proper disposal of heavier items 
like concrete. 

-One issue not mentioned is that this could seriously increase the amount of non-recyclable 
material put into recycle bins.  I would seriously consider this and what will be required to 
mitigate it.  Unfortunately I feel like the ability to refuse to pickup badly sorted recycle might be 
necessary. 

Thanks for the time and work on this.  I honestly believe this is a very good way to make LAC 
more environmentally friendly. 
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Brendan Krueger 
 

Thu, Jul 18, 
2019, 11:17 AM 

 
 

 
 

Hello, 

 

I am writing, because I have concerns about the newly-proposed Save-As-You-Throw (SAYT) 
plan for Los Alamos County waste collection.  In short, I do not like this plan. 

Right now I have large containers, because that's what was there when I bought my 
house.  With large containers, I generally put trash out once every 2 to 3 weeks, recycling either 
every 2 or 4 weeks, and yard waste out only occasionally depending on what yard work is 
needed (which is, of course, seasonal). 

With your cart-based system, I will get charged every single week, regardless of whether or not 
I put my carts out for collection.  The recommendation appears to be to get a smaller cart, but 
no one throws things out in a nice, continuous amount every week.  Some weeks I have more 
trash or recycling or yard waste, and some weeks I have less.  Sometimes I have a large 
cardboard box to recycle that would not fit in a smaller container, and other times I just have 
small items for months at a time and don't need to put out recycling very often. 

But your bag-based system seems even worse: your frequently asked questions suggests that 
the county-approved bags will cost between $1 and $3 each.  This is INSANE.  I buy trash bags 
from Costco in bulk for VASTLY less than that, and even if I were to buy at Smith's it would still 
cost far less than $1 per bag.  Yard waste I generally don't bag, unless I've got lots of small 
things like leaves and then I buy the bags from Metzger's -- which is expensive, which is why I 
only use them as needed.  Recycling I don't bag at all, because that has been the 
recommendation.  I have a very small recycling container in my house, so now I would need to 
find a place for a large recycling bag in my house to be filled and then thrown out. 

In addition, I have concerns regarding larger families.  My household is only two people, so I 
realize that this does not impact me.  But I also know families in town with several children who 
are already having difficulty making ends meet, and this program would further punish them for 
their decision to have children -- which is NOT a function that the County should be engaging in. 

Your frequently-asked questions regularly reference our free 12 loads to the Eco Station.  That 
involves time (in short supply for many), and the ability to carry a lot of waste for it to be 
valuable.  My household has only one small car, because the carbon footprint and cost of a 
large truck is a waste for us.  That means we can't bring more than a few bags on a single load 
unless we rent a truck (suddenly that free trip isn't free) or pester a friend or neighbor to help 
(not always feasible).  And even if we do bring things, we're jamming trash into our car, which 
just sounds like a great way to end up with leaks or little bits of trash falling out, and the car 
smelling awful and being stained.  So these 12 loads are not the magical solution to all problems 
that your frequently-asked questions seem to think that they are. 

I would potentially be interested in such a plan if you could address some of these flaws in your 
current plan: 
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a bag-based system that does not require absurdly over-priced bags 

a cart-based system that allows us to keep a large cart for when we need it and only get 
charged when the cart is actually put out (which actually reflects the concept of save-as-you-
throw that you are espousing) 

consideration of large families, such as reducing the cost based on the number of children or 
some such 

But even then, as they say, the devil is in the details -- even if you address these issues, I would 
have to review your new proposal to see if it is worth my support. 

Finally, the resources provided on the County website suggest that the goals are to decrease 
waste and increase recycling.  My household already tries to avoid excessive waste.  Many 
products available in the county include unnecessary waste.  When we lived in France for a few 
years FAR more of the grocery store packaging was recyclable, but Smith's simply does not 
stock enough products with recyclable packaging (and such packaging may be uncommon or 
unavailable in the United States).  Our trash waste would not go down under this place, nor 
would we recycle more or compost more.  We already try to minimize waste, recycle as best we 
can, and compost when possible. 

Overall, I am opposed to the SAYT proposal that is being put forward.  I think it will increase 
costs in unreasonable ways, and overcomplicate our system.  For my household, this would not 
change our habits to decrease waste or increase composting or recycling. 

Thank you for your time. 

 

 

Aaron Walker 
 

Wed, Jul 17, 
2019, 8:08 PM 

 
 

 
 

ESB, 
 
I have a couple of quick comments/questions about the SAYT update that 
will happen at tomorrow nights (7/18) meeting. I will be unable to 
attend unfortunately. I saw in the slide show a need to work up a rate 
structure for carts and bags. I believe this is where you will begin 
to see the most resistance. Once you can show me (and the public) how 
much I will be spending a month (approximately) on trash pickup 
compared to what I am spending now, the reactions to these proposed 
plans MAY be different. I believe it is imperative to get these 
numbers drawn up now, so that more public comment can be gathered in 
order to get a real idea of what people want. Showing me symbols 
instead of a real dollar amount separates me from understanding the 
true financial impact of what I may or may not be supporting. I simply 
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cannot support a system that I do not know the true cost of ahead of 
time. The bag system may help reduce garbage output, but if it costs 
me $20/bag, I can't support that financially. (I understand the bags 
will not be that expensive, but it's an exaggeration to show effect.) 
I did see the time line at the end, and am curious if there is enough 
time after the rates are determined to allow for enough information 
gathering from the public? Will there be another open house? 
 
The other question I had was under the Bags/Cans slides, it has the 
statement "implementation will require education and enforcement". The 
word "enforcement" is extremely harsh and has a very negative 
connotation to it. What is meant by this phrase? What does 
"enforcement" mean in this phrase"? It comes across as very hostile, 
hence my concern with its use in this situation. 
 
I understand these are a lot of questions and a fair amount of 
criticisms. Understand that my goal in this is not to keep things the 
way they are, but ensure we (the public) have enough time to 
understand the true financial impact of these potential changes before 
a recommendation is made to council. I'm not for one path or the other 
right now, as I don't know the numbers, but will need some time to 
digest and fully understand that impact before making an informed 
decision. I am in NO way trying to put down the work you are doing, as 
it is extremely important. Keep up the hard work.        
Aaron Walker 

 

Stephanie Haaser 
 

Sun, Jun 16, 
2019, 12:13 AM 

 
 

 

 

LAC Environmental Sustainability Board, 

I have a lot of questions about the proposed Save-As-You-Throw system and will not be in town 
to attend the meeting this Thursday. 

My comments are below: 

The proposed rate schedule is based on bin size, however, this differs significantly from other 
communities that use this type of system to reduce waste. Their system requires residents to 
purchase waste collection bags, and thus more accurately associates the cost with their weekly 
waste. The proposed schedule, however, would trap a resident into a payment plan based on 
the size of their bin. This doesn’t account for variability and a resident successfully minimizing 
their weekly waste. 

Other communities also have weekly recycling pick up. Would this change for our area? 
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I’m curious if there would be enough residents with a 96 gal bin to offset the waste costs for 
those with a 48 gal bin. How long would the system be self-sustaining if homes with a 96 gal bin 
reduced their waste to a 48 gal bin? 

How would this work for apartment complexes and multiplexes (like along the eastern end of 
Urban Park) where there are dumpsters?  Do other regions see local dumpsters filling up? How 
would this work for businesses, like Smiths? 

Are there unintended consequences of having more homes with compost piles? Particularly 
with respect to bears, rodents, and improperly maintained piles? 

Would this impact households willingness to open their homes to summer students?, 
particularly if the variability in their waste rate was not accounted for in this system? 

How would this impact our community, in general? For instance, our neighbors have used our 
bins when theirs are full. My daughter’s Girl Scout troop has done cleanup projects along 
Diamond, around Mountain school, and along N Rd and Arkansas Ave. I know others who pick 
up trash along trails when hiking. Would individuals/groups be willing to cleanup Los Alamos, or 
share bins, if they had to pay for others waste? 

 

 

Barbara Pigott  
 

Thu, Jul 25, 
2019, 3:28 PM 

 
 

 
 

I would like to keep the roll cart pick up program as it is, with recycling weekly or every other 
week, and WITHOUT switching to special bags that must be purchased. Also I would like to 
AVOID BANNING PLASTIC BAGS in the county. Thanks 

 

From: Coleen Meyer  
Sent: Saturday, July 20, 2019 11:14 AM 
To: ~County Council <~CountyCouncil@lacnm.us> 
Subject: Change to waste disposal pricing 

 

I wanted to let the County Council know my opinion on the discussion to change the way waste 
disposal is priced.  

While my first choice is to not change the current pricing, if it does change, please go to the 
pricing by cart size option. I am in no way in favor of purchasing bags (more waste!) upon which 
charges would be applied.  

Also, whatever the option, I believe the 'green' (brown) waste cart (for lawn & garden waste) 
should be free. I do not participate now for 2 reasons. 1) I compost and follow sustainable 
garden practices, so generate little waste; 2) I feel I already pay for waste disposal and am not 
going to pay extra for this service.  

 
 
 

 

mailto:~CountyCouncil@lacnm.us
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Right now I do put out about 5 carts' worth of green waste per year. Almost all of this is from 
neighbors' pine trees. If this type of waste stays in the county to be composted (saving 
transportation fees), it should be picked up included in the county's normal waste disposal fees. 

 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Coleen Meyer 

 

 

Aaron Walker 
 

 

 
 

ESB, 
I was able to read the rate structure in the agenda for the meeting tonight, and I have some 
severe concerns. Has there been any estimation on what it will cost larger families that utilize 
the 96 gal trash can and fill it on a weekly basis? I have one of those families, and when I 
estimated my cost my bill will go up ~%40 if using the cart program and by ~%60 using the bag 
program. This is a massive increase for a family of 4. Yes, I understand it’s $15-20/month,  but 
couple that with yearly water, sewer and other utility increases and you are rapidly pricing 
families like mine out of the county (not your board specifically, but cost of living increases in 
general). I’ve stopped watering my grass and let it die because of my budget. I liked having a 
lawn my kids could play on. I mention this because while a $15-20 increase may not seem like 
much on the surface, it can have much farther reaching implications, especially if this price 
estimate is off and prices have to go even higher. 
 
What I didn’t see in the presentation was a possible rate increase if the current system is stayed 
with, and more opportunities were utilized to encourage waste reduction. What would things 
look like if we stay with the current structure? 
 
I also believe the assumption of %25 waste reduction is quite high. Could there be additional 
data gathered and presented based on worst case scenario of %0 waste reduction, and a 
moderate ~%10 reduction? 
 
I know this is a lot to ask, but I want to make sure that it’s understood that this will negatively 
impact some people in this county. Can the same solution be attained without %40-60 (or 
possibly higher) increases for some families? 
 
I want a solution that will work for everyone, and not punish families like mine. I know this was 
long winded and full of criticism, but thank you for reading. 
 
Respectfully, 
Aaron Walker 
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Aaron Walker 
 

Thu, Sep 19, 
2019, 9:48 PM 

 
 

 
 

 

ESB, 

I listened to this evenings meeting and had a request. I heard several mentions of code 
enforcement when it comes to save as you throw. Would it be possible to have a board 
member come to a future CDAB meeting to describe what kinds of expectations would be 
needed from code enforcement in the event SAYT gets implemented? For example, would a 
section need to be added to the nuisance code regarding SAYT, and what kind of things are you 
looking to be in the code? What would be the enforcement method? Also, what can CDAB do to 
help the process? Should we have a recommendation ready in the event it gets sent to council?  

 

Thank you, 

Aaron Walker 

Chair, CDAB 

 

 

Dean Decker 
 

 

 

Sat, Nov 9, 
2019, 11:14 PM 

 
 

 

 

 

Please file this email and save until you are thinking of a rate increase. 
No one really expects our waste disposal cost to decrease. 
So, Next time you NEED a rate increase, consider implementing the SAYT pricing. 
For small carts, leave the price the same. 
For medium carts, raise the price by $1. 
For large carts, raise the price by $2 (or whatever you need). 
 

Just a thought. Dean Decker 

 

 

Donald Machen  
 

Mon, Nov 18, 
2019, 5:41 PM 

 
 

 
 
 

Dear All, 
In regards to the recent resolution to table the "Save as you Throw" initiative … it was on my 
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first term on the ESB, now nearly 9 years ago, that the then head of Environmental Services 
(Tom Nagawicki) proposed the initiative. It looked ok then and still does to me. Perhaps we 
need to build a small fire under the process and find the best proposal to just do it, or at least 
let the County Council argue about the proposal. Such a scheme has been implemented in cities 
and municipalities across the US. 
Don Machen 
Former P&Z, ESB and TB member 

 

 

Barbara Calef 
 

 

Wed, Nov 20, 
2019, 8:23 PM 

 
 

 

 

 

Dear ES Board Members, 

I am writing to express my strong support for implementing Save as You Throw as an approach 
to reducing the amount of trash generated by the residents of Los Alamos County.  I prefer the 
program that does not require the purchase of plastic bags, but would support either one. 

 

Sincerely,  Barbara Calef    
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c. SAVE AS YOU THROW (SAYT)   

FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS   

 (Note: This page was posted in July, 2019, and so does not reflect some comments/questions submitted 

after that time.) 

Questions have been drawn from public outreach events (booths, meetings and Open House) and 

emails sent to the Environmental Sustainability Board (ESB@lacnm.us).  Sources for answers and 

additional information on SAYT can be found on our Resources web page.    

  

GENERAL PROGRAM QUESTIONS  

Q: Why is the County considering changing the flat monthly refuse fee to a unit‐based, SAYT system? 

A: A SAYT system supports Los Alamos County goals of environmental stewardship, sustainability, 

quality of life, and appropriate levels of county services.  

  

Unit‐based rate systems, such as SAYT, charge based on the amount of trash thrown away. Such systems 

are in use in more than 7,000 communities in the U.S. and offer a number of benefits including:  

1. Charge for trash based on use, like other utilities (electricity, water, etc.) and commodities (milk, 

gasoline).  

2. Allow ratepayers to control spending, by controlling the amount of trash they generate.  

3. Can reduce trash generation significantly (17‐60%), lowering County costs, greenhouse gas 

generation, and air and water pollution, while preserving landfill space.  

4. Can increase recycling and composting significantly, which lowers costs and offers many 

environmental benefits.  

  

Q: Who would be affected by SAYT?  

A:  Residents who currently pay a monthly refuse fee on their utility bills. Apartment dwellers, 

businesses, etc. would not be affected. (Note: these entities already pay a unit‐based rate.)  

  

Q: Would the SAYT program be mandatory?  

 A: Yes. The County Council will have final approval on the solid waste rate structure. If SAYT is adopted 

by County Council, the program would be implemented county‐wide.   

  

Q: How does SAYT work?  

A: There are two main approaches available, bags or carts. In either case a flat refuse fee would remain 

on your monthly bill to cover fixed costs. In addition, residents would pay a unit based cost for the size 

of roll cart or for the number of bags purchased. Rates have not been determined.  

  

Q: Will SAYT cause more problems with the new Utilities billing system?   

A: No. If SAYT were adopted, the new Utilities billing system will be able to accommodate the change.  
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Q: Are you considering using a weight‐based SAYT system here?  

A: No, not at this time. Weight‐based systems are rare in the U.S., and require expensive equipment 

upgrades for collection.  

  

Q: What about people who only put out their trash every other week/once a month etc.?  

A: As is currently the case, a fixed monthly fee will be charged. Under a cart‐based SAYT program, 

residents will be charged the same rate every month (based on cart size), regardless of collection 

frequency. Under a bag‐based SAYT system, residents pay per bag used, regardless of when it is 

collected.  

  

Q: If you don’t put your trash cart out, can you get a refund from the County?  A: No.  

  

Q: If you are away for several months, would you still have to pay the fixed fee? A: 

Yes, just as you do now.  

  

Q: How will SAYT impact students and other seasonal residents?  

A: Hosts for summer students should be prepared for variability in their trash stream. Seasonal residents 

would be charged year‐round, as they are now.  

  

Q: Will the County be able to raise the costs of roll carts or bags whenever it wants to under SAYT? A: 

No. All changes in rates will go through the public meeting and ordinance procedures currently used 

for rate changes. Solid waste rates are set/adjusted to cover the cost to provide service to the 

community.   

  

ROLL CART BASED SAYT  

Q: If the roll cart system were chosen, what sizes of roll carts are available?  

A: The County currently offers three different trash cart sizes, 48, 64, or 96 gallon. Additional sizes may 

be added in the future. The County also offers Bear Tough carts in 64 and 96 gallon sizes. Guidelines will 

be provided to help in selecting the right cart size.  

  

Q: What if I have the smallest cart size and need to upgrade the cart for a temporary period of time? 

A: The County can provide cart upgrades or downgrades; a service fee will be assessed after the initial 

program implementation.   

  

Q: Will a roll cart‐based SAYT system cause more people to overstuff their carts, leading to more 

problems with animals/wind etc. scattering trash?  

A: Overstuffing is prohibited by ordinance, and monitored by Environmental Services staff for 

compliance.  

  

Q: Will a roll cart‐based SAYT system result in people putting their trash in their neighbors’ bins? A: 

This has not been an issue in other communities. 

   



P a g e  | 55 

 

SAVE AS YOU THROW FINAL REPORT 

  

Q: If most residents switch to the smallest cart size (and lowest refuse rate), how would the program 

cover costs?  

A: Differences in rates will be determined by cost to transport and dispose of trash at the landfill. If a 

smaller cart is used, there is less cost to transport and tip. A flat fee will remain on the monthly bill to 

cover all other residential services such as 12 loads at the Eco Station, recycle and yard trimming 

collection.   

  

  

BAG BASED SAYT  

Q: If the bag system was chosen, how does it work?  

 A: The County would collaborate with local businesses to sell County‐approved trash bags to residents. 

The trash bag would be filled up with garbage and then set in the regular trash roll cart. Cameras on 

collection trucks (already in use) would allow drivers to ensure that only approved bags are collected.  

  

Q: What would the cost/size of the bags be?  

A: Bags are usually offered in 15 and 30 gal. sizes. Although costs haven’t been determined, the U.S. 

average cost per bag is $1 to $3 per bag.  

  

Q: What if residents use the wrong trash bag?  

 A: The County would work diligently to educate residents about the bag program and how to use the 

program correctly. If the issue is ongoing, the County would work with Code Enforcement to achieve 

compliance.  

  

  

OTHER REFUSE SERVICES  

Q: Will the County resume weekly collection of recycling under SAYT?  

A: Returning to weekly recycling collection will require additional budgetary funding.  The need for this 

schedule will be reviewed by the Environmental Sustainability Board.  

  

Q: Will other services (12 loads, household hazardous waste and electronic disposal, yard trimmings 

collection) change under SAYT?  

A: No.  

  

Q: Will residents maintain 12 loads to the Eco Station each year?   

A: Yes, residents will still be able to bring 12 loads of trash to the Eco Station each year as part of their 

residential refuse service fee.    

  

Q: Will residents still be allowed to donate a load to non‐profit thrift shops?  

A: Yes, residents will be allowed to donate one load each year to a non‐profit thrift shop.  
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ILLEGAL DUMPING, CONTAMINATION, ETC.  

Q: Does illegal dumping increase as a result of SAYT?  

A: In most (75%) communities that have adopted a SAYT program, illegal dumping did NOT increase. If 

illegal dumping does increase, it usually is for a limited and short‐term (1‐3 months), and subsided with 

education and enforcement. In addition, residents will retain their 12 loads to the Eco Station. This will 

help alleviate any additional waste generation.  

  

Q: Will more use of the “12 loads” program lead to more trash along roadways?  

A: Current transport of trash etc. to the Eco Station does not produce any detectable amount of litter 

along roads. It is unlikely that additional use of the program will cause a significant problem.  

  

Q: How can commercial business and apartment complexes avoid the possibility of illegal dumping? A: 

The County can provide a locking mechanism on dumpsters to prevent unwanted/illegal dumping at 

their dumpsters. This service is currently utilized by numerous commercial customers.  

  

Q: Will SAYT cause increased contamination of recycle and/or yard trimming roll carts?  

A: It’s hard to say. Monitoring, education and enforcement will be used to minimize this problem if it 

occurs.  

  

  

MISCELLANEOUS ISSUES  

Q: Will residents who voluntarily pick up trash on trails, Scouts who do clean‐up projects, etc. have a 

way to dispose of it for free?  

A: In addition to 12 loads per year for each household, the County also hosts an annual clean up event 

and provides free waste disposal for residents.   

  

Q: Some residents share space in their roll carts with their neighbors. How would SAYT impact them? 

A: Under a bag‐based system, anyone could use any cart they want, including bear carts, neighbor carts, 

etc.  

  

Q: I like to use no bag/a particular type of trash bag/reused bags for my trash. Can I keep doing that? 

A: By ordinance, all trash must be bagged in roll carts. Under the cart‐based SAYT system, any type of 

bag would be permissible. Under a bag‐based system, specific bags would be required.  

  

Q: Is SAYT fair to 1) large families? 2) senior citizens/residents with disabilities?  3) low‐income 

households?  

A: All residents have the opportunity to reduce their trash. 12 loads will remain available to all 

household who pay for curbside collection of trash and recycle. In addition:  1) SAYT rates are based on 

trash generation, not family size. Currently, households that generate less trash are subsidizing services 

for households that generate more.  2) & 3) senior citizens and low‐income residents typically produce 

less trash than larger/more affluent households, and may see their rates reduced under SAYT. Senior 
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rates and financial assistance may be available to those in need. Assisted refuse service will continue 

free of charge.  

  

Q: Can the County reduce trash collection frequency to every other week?  

A: No. The County is required by New Mexico Solid Waste Rules to provide solid waste collection 

services at least once weekly.   

  

Q: What can residents do to reduce their solid waste?  

A: Recycling and composting at home can help reduce waste. Preventing waste by buying durable 

products with less packaging also helps. Please see the Environmental Services website 

(losalamosnm.us/gogreen) for many other ideas on how to reduce waste.  

  

Q: Do we really want more people composting at home, what with bears and wildlife?  

A: Yes! Composting correctly at home does not increase bear issues and can significantly reduce the 

amount of waste a household generates.   

  

Q: What is the process planned for having SAYT approved and implemented in Los Alamos?  

A: The SAYT Research Subcommittee will bring their draft proposal for SAYT to the Environmental  

Sustainability Board in September 2019, and the ESB will finalize the recommendation in October 2019. 

Presentation of the recommendation will be made to County Council in November 2019 (all dates are 

tentative.) The final approval on whether to adopt any of the recommendations for SAYT will be made 

by the County Council.  

  

Q: I have additional questions/comments, where should I send them?  

A: Please email the Environmental Sustainability Board at ESB@lacnm.us  

 

 

  



P a g e  | 58 

 

SAVE AS YOU THROW FINAL REPORT 

d. Handouts and Posters 
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e. Public Information and Involvement Plan (PIIP) 

SAYT Research Subcommittee Proposed Guidelines  

Title: Save As You Throw (SAYT) Research Subcommittee  

Purpose: The purpose of the SAYT Research Subcommittee is to research tiered rate structures 

for Los Alamos County residential solid waste services, gather public input regarding a tiered 

rate structure and provide a recommendation to the Environmental Sustainability Board.   

Deliverable: Upon completion of research (within six (6) months), the SAYT Research 

Subcommittee will provide a final report of findings and a recommendation to the 

Environmental Sustainability Board.  

Sunset Clause: The SAYT Research Subcommittee shall sunset on April 2, 2020.   

Members: There shall be three (3) Environmental Sustainability Board members appointed to 

this subcommittee.   

Overseeing Board: The SAYT Research Subcommittee shall report to the Environmental 

Sustainability Board.  

Staff Support and Resources: The Environmental Services manager, senior office specialist, and 

office specialist shall provide support for this subcommittee. Resources shall include printing of 

materials, reserving meeting rooms, taking meeting notes, managing Facebook content, 

develop sub- webpage, develop posters, develop an Open Forum poll, and develop and 

disseminate educational materials.   

PIIP Outline:  

They SAYT Research Subcommittee will utilize various means to engage and include the 

residents of Los Alamos.   

  

• An ad announcing the special meetings related to SAYT will be placed in the local media, (LA 

Daily Post) and Environmental Services Facebook page.   

• SAYT Research status will be provided at each regularly scheduled ESB meeting.   

• The Environmental Services website will be updated to include a page dedicated to SAYT 

Research to keep citizens informed of progress and to share future meeting dates and or calls 

for public input.  

• Open Forum poll will be utilized to gather public input about SAYT.  

• SAYT Research team will attend local events to educate residents about SAYT Research and 

gather public input. Events may include but are not limited to Earth Day, Science Fest, Farmers 

Market, Summer Concert Series, Chamber Fest and the County Fair.   
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Tentative Timeline for SAYT Research and Outreach:  

• Apr. 02, 2019 – Creation of SAYT (County Council)  

• Apr. 15, 2019 – Creation of web page  

• Apr. 27, 2019 – Booth at Earth Day  

• May 16, 2019 – Farmers Market booth   

• May 16, 2019 – ESB SAYT presentation   

• Jun. 20, 2019 – Farmers Market booth  

• Jun. 20, 2019 – Open House (snacks) 5:30pm – 6:30pm  

• Jun. 20, 2019 – ESB SAYT presentation  

• Jul. 1, 2019 – Open Forum starts  

• Jul. 18, 2019 – ESB SAYT Presentation  

• Aug. 15, 2019 – Present and review Open Forum results to ESB  

• Sep. 2019 – Initial recommendation  

• Oct. 2019 – ESB approval of recommendation  

• Nov. 2019 – Presentation to County Council  

  

 


