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Abstract
This project aims to recommend a waste hauling system to the town of Amherst with the
goals of improving affordability, sustainability, and transparency. Currently, the majority of
Amherst residents contract individually with a USA Hauling and Recycling, a large corporation,
for their solid waste hauling services. USA Hauling is expensive and residents are unhappy with
the company’s lack of transparency and lack of sustainability incentives, including
comprehensive recycling or compost collection services. At the request of local advocacy group
Zero Waste Amherst, this project intended to evaluate and recommend an alternative method of
waste hauling to the Town of Amherst. The options evaluated included: remaining with the
Status Quo; remaining with the Status Quo but campaigning to inform residents of the options
available to them within USA Hauling’s service options; remaining with the Status Quo but
mandating that residents compost, either in their backyard, by contracting with USA, or by
driving it to the transfer station; or entering a Town Contract between the Town of Amherst and a
private hauler through a Request for Proposal (RFP) process. Each of these options were
evaluated against four criteria, as established by residents’ and advocates’ priorities:
affordability, sustainability, transparency, and feasibility of implementation. Analysis and
evaluation methods included literature reviews, case studies, interviews with stakeholders,
interviews with relevant contacts in other municipalities, cost calculations, and point systems to
assess options. The analysis showed that a Town Contract is the best option of the four and will
greatly improve waste hauling affordability to residents and to the town, will allow for
sustainable practices to be prioritized, and will allow residents easy access to information about
their service. For these reasons, this project recommends that the Town of Amherst contract with
a hauling company for waste services.
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Party in the USA (Waste): Evaluating Solid Waste Hauling in Amherst, MA
Background
i. Literature Review
Every year, Massachusetts residents throw out over 5.6 million tons of solid waste. In the
United States in 2018, the average resident produced 4.9 pounds of solid waste per day, adding
up to a total of 292.4 million tons for the year (US EPA, 2017). Disposing of waste is expensive,
extremely hazardous to human health, releases greenhouse gases, and is completely reducible.
Efforts across the state to reduce waste have fallen short of their goals, leaving us feeling the
effects of incinerators and landfills on our lungs and on our atmosphere (Domenitz & Perluss,
2020). There are few incentives to correctly recycle or compost, both actions that would
tremendously reduce trash volume and would benefit the environment.
Waste disposal sustainability is impacted by the state of the waste hauling industry. In the
late twentieth and early twenty-first century, the waste hauling industry drastically transformed.
In the mid twentieth century, thousands of small companies competed for waste hauling contracts
with businesses, and it was common for municipalities to collect their own residential waste
(Seldman & Morris, 2020). In the decades since, companies have rapidly consolidated, leaving
only four very large companies controlling an overwhelming percentage of the waste hauling
industry (Seldman & Morris, 2020). The two largest are Waste Management, Inc. and Republic
Services, Inc., which made revenues of over 15 and 10 billion dollars respectively in 2019
(Redling, 2020).
The town of Amherst, Massachusetts has a population of 39,924, 9,162 households, and a
median household income of $56,905, with 27.5% of the population in poverty (U.S. Census
Bureau QuickFacts, 2019). These statistics are heavily impacted by the high student population;
there are a total of 33,944 students enrolled at the three colleges in the town combined, most of
whom live in Amherst (Fast Facts & FAQs, n.d.; Hampshire At A Glance, n.d.; University of
Massachusetts Amherst, n.d.). The political leaning of the town is strongly liberal, with residents
voting Democrat in every presidential election since 2000 (Amherst, Massachusetts Politics &
Voting, n.d.).
This project was motivated by the work of Zero Waste Amherst, a local community group
that alerted us to the issue of solid waste hauling in Amherst. Zero Waste Amherst has noticed
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that in the two years since a large trash hauling firm bought out their local one, Amherst
residents are now paying 1.5 to 2 times more for trash collection than they did before (Zero
Waste Amherst, personal communication, 2021). This is part of a larger trend; over the past
several decades, large corporations have taken over the waste and recycling industry, and these
corporations have few incentives to encourage solid waste reduction (Kelloway, 2020). Since
these corporations own both the landfills and the recycling facilities, it matters little to them
where they actually send the waste, and recycling facilities are expensive to run and maintain.
Today, just 9% of plastic waste is recycled and 5% of food waste is composted (Kelloway, 2020).
USA Hauling & Recycling, Amherst’s primary waste hauler, is a part of this problem.
The hauler that most Amherst residents currently contract with, USA Hauling &
Recycling, ranked 17th on the 2019 list of top waste haulers and made about $335,000,000 in
revenue in 2019 (Redling, 2020). Between 2017 and 2019, Amherst residents produced between
1,501 and 1,750 pounds of solid waste per household per year (Recycling & Solid Waste Data,
2019). This is near the average for non-pay-as-you-throw municipalities in Massachusetts for
2017-2019 (Recycling & Solid Waste Data, 2019).
ii. The Problem
Residents in Amherst currently have two primary options for waste services. The
majority of residents individually contract with a private hauler for their solid waste and
recycling, and in some cases, their compost collection. The two waste haulers that operate in
Amherst are USA Hauling & Recycling and Republic Inc., but the majority of single-family
residences contract with USA Hauling & Recycling. Residents also have the option to purchase a
transfer station permit and drive their own solid waste to the station, which includes food scrap
and yard waste drop off. However, only 19.5% of residents have purchased a sticker (Recycling
& Solid Waste Data, 2019).
In the two years that USA Hauling & Recycling has been Amherst’s primary waste
hauler, residents have noticed an increase in price and a decrease in quality of service. In
addition, there is a notorious lack of transparency by USA Hauling & Recycling, specifically
regarding price and residents’ service options. An individual contract with USA Hauling &
Recycling also provides little incentive to reduce waste production through options such as
composting. Zero Waste Amherst believes that residents’ contracts should reflect the amount of
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trash they actually produce and that there should be more flexibility in choosing a plan that
incentivizes producing less waste.
This project aims to analyze several different waste hauling models that the town of
Amherst may choose to adopt. The primary criteria that will be used to evaluate different waste
service models include affordability, sustainability, transparency, and feasibility. The ultimate
goal of this project is to recommend a waste hauling system to the town of Amherst that will
improve upon the current system by reducing waste and costs and increasing transparency.
iii. Options
We identified four options for waste hauling in the town of Amherst that we believed may
address the problem and be feasible to implement in the near future. The options are as follows.
Status Quo
No change to the current situation. Individual residents will continue to contract with the waste
hauler of their choice, USA Hauling or Republic Inc, or use the transfer station.
Information Outreach
This option would remain with the Status Quo but would prioritize sharing up-to-date
information about waste hauling services with residents. Zero Waste Amherst would create and
share graphics with information detailing different USA Hauling & Recycling subscription
options.
Information Outreach & Compost Mandate
This option is the same as the above option except it includes a mandate for food scrap
collection. This mandate already exists but is not well enforced (Merzbach, 2017), so this option
will include an enforcement plan. Under this option, residents will have the option of backyard
composting, composting at the transfer station, or contracting with USA Hauling & Recycling
for food scrap collection, but they will need to pick one.
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Town Contract
The town of Amherst enters into a contract with a local hauler, which provides every resident
curbside solid waste collection. To form this contract, the town of Amherst sends out a Request
for Proposal (RFP) to all local haulers, stipulating the sustainability efforts we examine in our
analysis, and awards the contract to the lowest bidder. The town will specify in the RFP that the
contract will include waste, recycling, and food scrap pickup services for a lower rate than what
the average Amherst consumer is currently paying. Residents will pay for waste hauling services
through their taxes.
These options are not an exhaustive list of the available options that a municipality may
choose to employ for waste hauling services. However, these were the options that this project
believed to be viable based on the current political climate in Amherst. Other notable options not
included in our analysis for feasibility reasons include a town-run system in which the town’s
Department of Public Works becomes responsible for waste hauling services or a
Pay-As-You-Throw system in which residents pay for trash disposal by the bag, often facilitated
by the town transfer station. The latter system already exists in Amherst at the transfer station,
but as previously mentioned, only 19.5% of Amherst residents currently use it. Given how much
of a top-down overhaul these options would require, they were deemed unachievable on any
relevant time scale. However, we recommend that the town of Amherst and Zero Waste Amherst
continue to look into these options as time permits.
iv. Definitions
Below are the official definitions of the terms affordability, sustainability, transparency,
and feasibility for the sake of this project. From here on out, when these terms are used in this
paper, they shall reflect the official definitions listed here.
Affordability
We define “affordability” as a minimization of costs to residents and the town of Amherst for
trash disposal. We will define an option as affordable if it reduces cost to Amherst residents by at
least 25% based on our analysis of pricing options in the Western Massachusetts region.

8
Sustainability
We define “sustainability” as a system reducing its greenhouse gas emissions and pollution. The
major environmental impacts trash has on the environment in the United States are the pollutants
and greenhouse gases produced by the two most common trash disposal facilities: landfills and
incinerators. A waste hauling option will be defined as sustainable if it is working to reduce its
environmental impact.
Transparency
We define “transparency” as the ability of customers to easily access information about the
service they receive. We will designate something as transparent if customers can easily locate
information about their service, if the company does not put barriers between customers and their
pricing options, and if customers can change their service at will.
Feasibility
We define “feasibility” as the likelihood that a given change would succeed in the town of
Amherst. The necessary conditions we identify for a change to be feasible are: the change being
politically viable or popular, ease of implementation of said change, and willingness of relevant
actors in the town to do the work of implementation. Relevant actors include town council
members and town employees.
Methods
To assess our four options and arrive at a recommendation, we used the evaluative
criteria affordability, sustainability, and transparency, and the practical criterion feasibility.
i. Affordability
To measure the affordability of each option, we found the cost per household per year for
solid waste collection under each option. We found these costs by contacting the haulers that
service Amherst, Republic Inc. and USA Hauling & Recycling by looking on their websites and
calling them. USA Hauling & Recycling informed us that there were three possible plans
residents could purchase, and we averaged the cost of the two most popular plans to use in our
analysis. For Town Contract, the cost per household per year of four nearby municipalities who
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have a town contract, one with each of the four major local haulers, was gathered by emailing
relevant town employees in each town. These towns were: Longmeadow (Waste Management),
Pittsfield (Casella), Shutesbury (USA Hauling & Recycling), and South Hadley (Republic Inc.).
These figures were then averaged to estimate the cost for Amherst under a town contract (see
Figure 2).
We also created a cost-benefit analysis to help us compare the costs of all four options.
However, most benefit values such as “increased awareness” and “more sustainable options” do
not have dollar values commonly associated with them, and they had to be arbitrarily assigned
based on our own opinions. Therefore, we ultimately decided it would be imprudent to base our
affordability evaluation on our cost-benefit analysis.
ii. Sustainability
To measure the sustainability of each option, we focus on reducing the amount of solid
waste sent to landfills and incinerators. The strategies we identify to reduce the volume of trash
sent to these facilities include: diverting recyclables away from landfills and incinerators by
offering recycling collection; diverting food scraps and yard waste away from landfills and
incinerators by offering food scrap and yard waste collection; and reducing the amount of
non-recyclable, non-compostable waste produced by residents. Therefore, we endeavored to
estimate the pounds of recyclables and food scraps and yard waste that would be diverted under
each option, as well as how changes such as toter size options might influence the amount of
non-recyclable, non-compostable solid waste produced.
Recycling
We estimated changes in the amount of recyclables diverted by focusing on single versus dual
stream recycling systems; USA Hauling & Recycling currently uses single stream. Single stream
recycling involves all recyclables (paper, plastic, glass, and metal) being mixed at the hauling
stage and separated in the recycling facility. Dual stream separates paper from plastic, glass, and
metal. There are varying statistics on the amount of recyclables collected and the amount of
residuals (materials in recycling bins that must be sent to landfills or incinerators instead of being
recycled) resulting from single vs dual stream systems (An Assessment of Single and Dual
Stream Recycling, 2012; Single-Stream Recycling, 2013; Morawski et al., 2009; Streur &
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Kapiloff, 2019). These numbers depend on the facility and vary too widely across different
studies for us to comfortably estimate the specific impact of switching to dual stream. However,
it seems clear that single stream systems produce more residuals than dual stream systems,
whether by a narrow or a wide margin. An additional claim single stream proponents often make
to argue against dual stream is that single stream increases the total amount of recyclables
collected (Morawski et al., 2009). However, this is not supported by concrete evidence proving
such increases are not due to other factors associated with the studied systems (Morawski et al.,
2009). Based on this information, we used a point system to assess sustainability of recycling
systems under each option: zero points for no recycling collection, one point for single stream,
and two points for dual stream.
Composting
To estimate changes in the amount of food scraps and yard waste diverted, we first attempted to
estimate the number of households currently composting in Amherst, either in their backyards, at
the transfer station, or through a curbside collection plan, to calculate the change from baseline
under a compost mandate. It would be imprudent to assume that national data on the number of
households that compost is proportional to Amherst, so we asked our contacts for
Amherst-specific information. Town employees and other contacts did not have an estimate for
the number of households engaging in backyard composting when asked, and USA Hauling &
Recycling would not disclose the number of households using their compost collection service
when asked on the phone. A transfer station employee estimated that ⅓ to ½ of people who use
the transfer station compost there, but since such a small percentage of Amherst residents use the
transfer station, this information was insufficient to estimate the number of households in
Amherst that compost. Therefore, since we did not have a baseline number of households
composting in Amherst, we instead use a point system to evaluate the amount of food scraps and
yard waste diverted under each option: zero points for no compost collection options, one point
for opt-in compost collection, and two points for mandatory compost collection. It should be
noted that we do not consider which composting facilities might be used, which may have
varying emissions and impacts on the environment.
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Other Waste
To estimate possible changes in the amount of non-recyclable, non-compostable solid waste
produced under each option we examine, we conducted a literature review on the impact of toter
size on trash production, which is a variable that could change under each option. We found no
evidence that toter size had an impact on trash production; therefore, non-recyclable,
non-compostable solid waste reduction is left out of our sustainability analysis.
iii. Transparency
To evaluate the transparency of each option, we used a point system for where the
information on available hauling plans is located as well as how easy it is for residents to change
their hauling plans if there are different plans available. Options were assigned zero points if
information was available nowhere, one point if it was available over the phone, and two points
if it was available over the phone and on their website. Options were assigned zero points if
residents were not allowed to change their plans, one point if it was possible but difficult, and
two points if it was easy based on our experiences gathering information. In order to learn how
information was available under the Status Quo, we conducted an internet search of the two
haulers serving Amherst, Republic Inc. and USA Hauling & Recycling, and called them to find
their hauling plans available to Amherst residents. In the option Information Outreach and
Information Outreach & Compost Mandate, we assume infographics detailing all available
hauling options and how to purchase or change plans would be distributed to all Amherst
households. In the option Town Contract, we assume all residents would have the same plan as
part of the town contract, and that information on the hauling system would be available on the
town website as well as over the phone.
iv. Feasibility
To evaluate the feasibility of each option, we collected anecdotal evidence from town
actors we were able to contact, since we did not have the bandwidth to do a comprehensive
survey of the opinions of all relevant actors such as town council members and relevant
administrators. We spoke with a town council member, Darcy DuMont, about the town council’s
priorities in order to estimate the political will to adopt each option, as well as an influential town
employee about the administrative structure of solid waste management in order to estimate the
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ease of implementation of each option. We also spoke with Gary Bernard, Recycling Coordinator
for Shutesbury; Arlene Miller, Volunteer to Department of Public Works of Longmeadow and
previous Municipal Assistance Coordinator for the Massachusetts Department of Environmental
P; Ricardo Morales, Commissioner of Public Utilities for Pittsfield; and Mike Sullivan, Town
Administrator for South Hadley, about these towns’ process of switching to a town contract and
who oversees the system now. We used our findings from these conversations to individually
rank each option poor, medium, or good.
Other contacts who we interviewed also informed our analysis in various ways. These
contacts are: Ashley Muspratt, Director of Innovation at the Center for Ecotechnology; Laura
Drauker, Senior Manager of Corporate Greenhouse Gas Emissions at CERES and someone
familiar with Amherst politics; Veronique Blanchard Municipal Assistance Coordinator and
member of Zero Waste Amherst; and Christina Platt, member of Zero Waste Amherst.
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Results
i. Affordability

Figure 1
Comparing current individual contract costs in Amherst to local town contract costs
Note. Two alternative individual contracts available to Amherst residents from Republic, Inc. are shown in red, the
current average Amherst USA Hauling & Recycling contract is shown in white, and four values for local town
contracts are shown in blue.

There is a decrease of approximately 55% when comparing individual contract prices in
Amherst to that of local town contract prices. Arlene Miller, a previous employee of the
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection who specialized in assisting
municipalities to improve their methods of waste management, agreed that it’s typical for
residents to see a price reduction of 50% or more when a town moves to a town contract from
individual contracts through an RFP process. Miller also noted that the switch to a town contract
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would also add an additional edge of competition between the haulers from year to year, likely
reducing cost in the long run.

Figure 2
Average Amherst contract compared to average town contract
Note. Average Amherst individual contract was calculated by averaging the two Republic options and the average
USA Hauling & Recycling package. The average price of a town contract was calculated from the four towns we
surveyed.

ii. Sustainability
Our sustainability matrix (Figure 3) uses a point system to evaluate recycling collection
and food scrap collection across the four options. USA Hauling & Recycling and Republic Inc.
both currently use single stream recycling, so the Status Quo, Information Outreach, and
Information Outreach & Compost Mandate options all are assigned one point. Town Contract is
assigned two points because the town could specify dual stream as a condition of their RFP. USA
Hauling & Recycling currently offers compost collection as an opt-in service, so Status Quo and
Information Outreach are each awarded one point. Information Outreach & Compost Mandate
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would make composting mandatory, and Town Contract could also include automatic compost
collection for all residents as a condition of the RFP, so these options both are awarded two
points. This results in Status Quo and Information Outreach each receiving two points total,
Information Outreach & Compost Mandate receiving three, and Town Contract receiving four.

Figure 3
Sustainability matrix.
iii. Transparency
All options except for Status Quo would provide easily accessible information. Under
Information Outreach and Information Outreach & Compost Mandate, pricing information from
local haulers and explanation of how to change plans would be available on the town website
and/or Zero Waste Amherst’s website as well as by calling the haulers. Having this information
available would also make it easier for residents to change their waste hauling plans. Under
Town Contract, the contract with the hauler would be public record, and information would be
accessible on the town website, as it currently is for the transfer station (Amherst, MA - Official
Website, n.d.). See Appendix A for the full transparency point matrix.
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Figure 4
Transparency Matrix.
iv. Feasibility
The affordability of each option was found to be the most important indicator of whether
or not it will be politically viable in Amherst. All contacts we spoke with said affordability of
each option is the most important factor to residents, and therefore it is also important to the
Amherst town council.
Status Quo
Status Quo feasibility was rated as good because it would involve no change to the system.
Information Outreach
Information Outreach feasibility was rated as good. In this situation, pricing information would
be readily available online, including on the Town of Amherst website and the Zero Waste
Amherst website. Residents would also be given a print version of this information. This would
require very little effort on the part of the Town Council, as Zero Waste Amherst would carry the
burden of creating the infographics and visualizing the information.
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Information Outreach & Compost Mandate
Information Outreach & Compost Mandate feasibility was rated as poor. We found it unwise to
mandate an option that carries an increase of cost, whether by adding that contract with USA
Hauling, purchasing a transfer station sticker, or requiring residents to set up their own backyard
compost. Based on our conversation with a town council member, we understand that the Town
Council would be highly unlikely to vote in favor of any option that will increase costs.
Town Contract
Town Contract feasibility was rated as medium. Since the affordability results proved a town
contract would significantly cut residents’ costs, we assume this change would be popular among
residents. Additionally, from a conversation with a relevant town employee, we learned that a
town contract would likely save the town money due to the large ongoing problem of illegal
dumping in Amherst. Due to the high student population who do not wish to incur large fees at
the end of the year to properly dispose of their leftover belongings, there is a large amount of
dorm room items that are illegally dumped. These items then have to be hauled at the expense of
the town. If curbside collection were automatic for all residents, this would cut these costs.
Because of this, we assume this option would be popular among the town council as a
cost-saving measure. From our conversation with a relevant town employee, we also learned that
the structure of the town administration could be shifted around relatively simply to allow for a
town contract to be implemented. Despite these positive factors, we rated this option as medium
instead of good because it involves significant action in the town, and we did not feel we had all
the information necessary about the political situation in Amherst to determine that such a
significant change would be totally feasible.
v. Combined Matrix
The combined matrix is a summary of all of our findings. This combined outcomes
matrix was created in order to visualize the results of all of the analyses and to facilitate a final
comparison. The matrix ranks each of our options against each criteria from good to poor.
Affordability was ranked medium for Status Quo and medium for Information Outreach because
that would involve no change from Status Quo. Information Outreach & Compost Mandate was
ranked poor because it involves an additional cost on top of the Status Quo, and Town Contract
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was ranked good because it involves a cost decrease compared to Status Quo. Sustainability was
ranked poor for options with fewer than three points, medium for options with three points, and
good for options with four points. Transparency was ranked poor for options with fewer than
four points and good for options with four points. Feasibility was ranked based on our
perceptions from interviews and other information we gathered.

Figure 5
Combined Matrix.
Discussion & Recommendation
i. Discussion
From the fact that the Status Quo and Information Outreach & Compost Mandate options
show the most amount of red in the combined matrix, we conclude that these options are the least
realistic. We see that the Outreach option is more ideal, ranking good for both transparency and
feasibility but continues to lack in the sustainability and affordability criteria. The best option,
showing the most amount of green, is the Town Contract option.
Status Quo
The Status Quo option is lacking in sustainability since it does not have widely available or
accessible dual stream recycling systems and food scrap collection. Transparency is also lacking
since calls with haulers proved to vary in truth and type of information provided during each call.
Additionally, the information provided over the phone on options and pricing was not widely
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available online. Affordability ranked medium for this option; although the costs are high, they
could be higher with other options that are available in the area. Feasibility of this option is good
because it requires no change from the current system.
Information Outreach
The Information Outreach option is slightly better, since it improves on transparency by making
information available to all residents on websites as well as over the phone. This option involves
no added cost compared to Status Quo. It also receives no additional sustainability points under
our point system because it does not make recycling collection dual stream or composting
mandatory. However, when citizens learn there are different alternatives that they can opt into,
we hope that they choose a composting contract, and therefore sustainability may become a
byproduct of the option.
Information Outreach & Compost Mandate
The Information Outreach & Compost Mandate option includes the same transparency
improvements as Information Outreach, while improving on sustainability by making
composting mandatory. This mandate would entail a significant added cost to residents, which
makes it not feasible in Amherst.
Town Contract
The best option is clearly Town Contract. This is the only option that improves affordability, and
it does so significantly, cutting costs to residents by 55% compared to Status Quo (Figure 2). It is
also the only option that would be able to achieve both dual stream recycling and a compost
mandate, making it the most sustainable. Additionally, transparency is good under this option
because the town’s contract with a hauler is public record and all information will be available on
the town website. Feasibility of this option is ranked medium because it will require various
town players to coordinate to help aid the transition to this new system. In addition, residents
may be wary of an option that will increase their taxes, even if they are paying less overall for
waste hauling services. However, we believe that this could happen based on our conversations
with an influential town employee and a town council member who were both in favor of this
option.
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Caveats
One caveat to note in the affordability analysis is the use of the transfer station. A reduction in
price for residents with curbside contracts under a town contract may be an increase in price for
those who use the transfer station only. In 2019, only 19.5% of residents used the transfer station
(Recycling & Solid Waste Data, 2019). To use the transfer station, residents pay $100 per year
and must purchase 33 gallon bags, only sold in rolls of 10 for $30, to dispose of their trash
(Amherst, MA - Official Website, n.d.).
Amherst transfer station data does not separate residential solid waste production from
commercial and municipal; therefore, we must rely on approximations to estimate the amount of
solid waste produced by transfer station users. According to data from MassDEP, Amherst
households produced an average of approximately 1,625 pounds of solid waste per year
(Recycling & Solid Waste Data, 2019), and residential solid waste weighs an average of
approximately 1.36 pounds per gallon, indicating residents produce an average of approximately
1,194.85 gallons of solid waste per year. Due to research that shows Pay-As-You-Throw systems
like Amherst’s transfer station reduces the amount of solid waste produced by residents (and the
fact that we assume the amount of trash produced by Amherst residents according to MassDEP
includes residents who use curbside collection as well), this number is a conservative estimate.
Using this estimate, it can be assumed that residents who use the transfer station use 36.2
bags each year, costing $120 for a total of 4 rolls of bags. This brings the total cost for transfer
station users to $220 per household per year, not including the cost of driving to the transfer
station. Compared to our average town contract cost of $234.6 (Figure 2), this constitutes a slight
increase. We assume this increase is small enough, and occurs for a small enough population of
residents, that the Town Contract would not face significant resident opposition and would
therefore still be feasible.
Another related consideration is the popularity of the transfer station as a social gathering
location. Residents of Amherst we spoke with were aware that residents who used the transfer
station valued their time there for social reasons, and a town employee also brought this up.
However, as with the slight cost increase, we again assume that this population is small enough
and a town contract would introduce enough benefits to a majority of Amherst residents that this
would not inhibit Amherst moving to a town contract.
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ii. Recommendation
The final recommendation to the town of Amherst to improve upon their current waste
hauling practices is to switch to a Town Contract. Our analysis proved that the switch to a Town
Contract from the Status Quo would almost definitely reduce cost to both the residents and the
town of Amherst and allow for dual stream recycling, universal composting, and greater
transparency. This option also holds the additional benefit not considered in our analysis of
giving the town control to add on additional sustainability measures or other provisions desired
by residents in future RFPs. A town contract will allow the town to have much more control over
the services provided by the hauler, as the town as a political entity will have much more
leverage than individuals.
For the purpose of this assessment, we assume that the town will be able to request dual
stream recycling in their Request for Proposal in the town contract process. Through calling
USA Hauling & Recycling, Republic, Waste Management, and Casella, we learned that they all
currently use single stream because it is less expensive for them, but we assume that they may
still bid on a Request for Proposal that specifies dual stream.
USA Hauling & Recycling does currently have an option for curbside food scrap and
yard waste pickup. However, it is very pricey and not advertised on their website, so it is rarely
used. Compost should be highlighted as an especially influential piece of our analysis. According
to the EPA, food scraps and yard waste make up about 30% of the waste stream in the United
States (US EPA, 2013). A simple way to reduce waste overall would be to encourage more
people to compost. With the implementation of a town wide compost mandate or composting
required in a town contract, the town of Amherst would be well on their way to reducing overall
waste.
Since a town contract would require significant action by the town council and
administration, likely taking a significant amount of time, Information Outreach is a solid short
term alternative while this change takes place since it would improve transparency compared to
the Status Quo.
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iii. Additional Findings
Alongside the general findings, we observed two additional important findings as we
conducted our analysis and interviews. First, it was observed that there is a high level of
sensitivity among important Amherst stakeholders in discussing some critical issues. The
Amherst Town Council, Zero Waste Amherst, and the residents had very little communication
between one another, and therefore were missing potentially important relationships, alliances,
and information. To this end, we found that Zero Waste Amherst, a Town Councillor, and a
relevant town employee do agree on the need for a Town Contract, but all for different reasons. If
more open lines of communication can begin to form between these stakeholder groups, there
can be a strong alignment on this specific issue. Despite differing interests, this issue seems to
form a common thread between groups. Forming a united representation when tackling issues
such as sustainability and affordability in town politics is key for advocates moving forward.
Similarly, we noticed that many of these important stakeholders did not have a high level
of understanding of the current waste hauling system in Amherst. For example, some residents
who have done personal research on solid waste hauling in Amherst were unaware that Republic
Inc. also operated in Amherst, and a town employee familiar with the issue of solid waste
hauling believed that USA Hauling & Recycling does not offer curbside compost collection, both
of which are false assumptions. Moving forward, a crucial first step will be to get all of these
important town actors on the same page. Without this, the process of amending the current
system will be significantly more difficult. This situation also highlights the lack of transparency
under the status quo. If those in power or with significant knowledge of the Amherst waste
hauling system don’t know what the current system is, how can residents be expected to?
Conclusion & Next Steps
i. Conclusion
This project sought to evaluate and recommend an alternative system of solid waste
hauling for the town of Amherst, MA. After the corporation USA Hauling & Recycling bought
the three local haulers that once serviced Amherst, residents and advocates noticed an increase in
cost and a decrease in quality of service, communications from their hauler, and environmental
incentives to compost or recycle effectively. We aimed to evaluate how solid waste hauling can
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be improved upon in Amherst keeping in mind affordability, sustainability, transparency, and
feasibility.
The analysis proved that a switch to a town contract between the town of Amherst and a
private hauling company was the best option out of the four we analyzed given our criteria. A
town contract would almost certainly reduce consumer costs significantly and would likely
reduce town costs as well, given the pervasive problem of illegal dumping in Amherst. The
Status Quo and Information Outreach & Compost Mandate options would not address all
consumer complaints and would remain expensive. The Information Outreach option would not
fully remedy the problems at hand, but would certainly be a solid short-term alternative while the
town contract gets put into place. For these reasons, we recommend that Zero Waste Amherst
and the Amherst Town Council advocate for a town contract to reduce costs to residents and the
town, prioritize sustainability in waste collection, and provide more transparent service to
residents.
ii. Next Steps
In addition to our recommendation of a town contract, we recommend that advocates and
town officials take a few other steps going forward. First, we believe that a cost-benefit analysis
is needed to weigh some of the options suggested here. In the future, a cost benefit analysis using
real opinion data to both create and itemize benefits could help to lay out a more effective
outcome to the switch over to any of the options mentioned. It would provide the town council,
Zero Waste Amherst, and the residents a more comprehensive understanding of where this
switch may take the future of solid waste and sustainability in the town.
Second, we recommend that further research is needed on different ways to incentivize
household trash reduction. We had initially believed that toter size could have an influence on
how much waste residents produce and that mandating that haulers make their smallest toter
option the default could decrease the volume of residential waste. We found little evidence to
support this claim, leading us to focus more on diverting recyclables and organics from the waste
stream as our primary method of waste reduction. However, we did find evidence that a
Pay-As-You-Throw system can lead to a serious reduction in solid waste. The Massachusetts
Solid Waste Master Plan even suggests that municipalities that have enacted Pay-As-You-Throw
programs have seen up to a 40% decrease in residential waste (Solid Waste Master Plan, n.d.).
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The Amherst Transfer Station does operate under this model, but less than 20% of residents
currently use that option. We suggest that advocates and officials alike look into this option and
explore why it is so underutilized in Amherst and continue to inform themselves of best practices
of sustainable waste management.
Finally, the last question we recommend that advocates explore is whether residential
waste is the best point of intervention to reduce solid waste. Given that we found little
information or literature supporting the assumption that residential waste can be reduced by
using smaller trash toters or other strategies, we wonder whether it would make more sense to
explore different points of the consumption and waste cycle. Individuals generally only have so
much choice as to how much stuff they throw out, while the production end of consumption is
responsible for most of the waste we generate. Similarly, the waste hauling end is where many
recyclables and organics get lost into the solid waste stream. For these reasons, we believe it may
be worthwhile to advocate for changes at the corporate level as well.
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Appendix A

Figure 6 Expanded transparency matrix.

