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| . Overvi ew

Backgr ound

For the past 10 years, the Seattle Solid Waste Utility (SWJ) has been
a national |eader in home organics waste nmanagenent. Since 1986, when
the first group of Master Conposters were trained to provide residents
with information and education on the benefits of backyard yard waste
composting, the SWJ has supported comunity educati on and bin
distribution prograns to make backyard conposting practices sinple and
successful for residents.

Al t hough the program has evol ved over the years, core elenents of the
program still include:
e Master Conposter volunteer programwhich educates residents to
educat e ot hers,
e Conpost Hotline which answers conposting questions throughout the
year,
* Denonstration sites which show vari ous types of conposting
techni ques in action, and
e Bin distribution and educati on which provides residents with
education and tools for conposting.

The conpost bin distribution and education conponent has shifted
during the course of the program from focusing on hone delivery and
hone consultations (to at |east 30% of participants) to centralized
wor kshop/ pi ck-up | ocati ons and education for all participants. From
1990 until 1994, the SWJ offered residents yard waste conposting bin
delivery and educational services at no charge, and in 1993, added
food waste conposting bins to the program |In 1994, the SWJ began
charging a subsidized fee for both yard and food waste conposters. By
the end of 1995, approxinmately 23% of Seattle househol ds (35,300) had
received a yard waste conpost bin and 4% (6, 600) had received a food
wast e conpost bin fromthe Gty.

In addition to yard and food waste backyard conposting infornation

the SWJ has expanded the scope of its education to include informtion
on grasscycling and green gardening. In 1994 and 1995, mul ching | awn
mower performance trials were conducted and grasscycling education
began. This education has gradually beconme nore aggressive and in
1995 wor kshops on grasscycling and green gardening were included in

t he backyard conposting bin distribution events.

Consistent with its mssion to provide a nmenu of waste prevention and
recycling service to its residents, the SWJ s backyard conposti ng
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program conpl enents ot her organi cs waste managenent prograns. In
1989, SWUJ began the curbside yard waste coll ection program and
participation quickly rose to over 60% of househol ds-where it has
remai ned since then. Residents can participate in both the curbside
col l ection and backyard conposting prograns. The SWJ has al so begun
exam ning the possibility of inplenmenting a curbside food waste
collection program |In 1994, the SWJ conducted a curbside food waste
collection pilot programon four garbage routes with 900 partici pants
and the SWJ continues to explore feasible options for city-w de food
wast e col | ection.

City of Seattle waste conposition studies suggest that the SWJ s

mul ti - pronged approach to organi c waste nanagenent is justified. A
1988/ 89 report indicated that yard waste (Il eaves, grass and prunings)
conprised 19.2% of Seattle's single famly residential waste stream
By 1990, that nunber dropped signhificantly to 2.2% (due to a disposa
ban on yard waste and the introduction of curbside yard waste

col l ection services).

Currently, yard waste nakes up about 3.6% of Seattle's single famly
waste stream Food, on the other hand, now accounts for al nost 24% of
the single famly waste stream

Organi cs Survey

The SWJ s aggressive and nmulti-faceted approach to organics waste
managenent was the subject of a survey conducted in 1995.

Specifically, the SW conm ssioned a survey to determ ne current
organi c waste nanagenent practices of Seattle city residents. The
purpose of this survey was to identify ways for the SWJ to inprove the
services it currently offers and to research ways the SWJ m ght
enhance both yard and food waste reduction and recycling. Another

goal was to explore the overall market potential for increasing or
expandi ng organi ¢ managenent prograns.

The survey sanpled 610 residents in single famly dwellings within
Seattle providing a 95% confidence | evel and a 4% nargi n of error

The majority of those surveyed (95% have a yard and thus the
opportunity to conpost yard waste. The mgjority also have | awns (85%
and thus the ability to grasscycle. For the purpose of this study, it
is assunmed that all househol ds have the opportunity to conpost food
waste since all househol ds generate food scraps at hone.

The detailed results fromthis survey appear in the follow ng sections
of this report. The remminder of this section highlights
opportunities for expanding current prograns and the potential for
diverting organic naterials.
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Current and Future Cpportunities

The sumary table, Seattle Residents’ O ganic Waste Managenent,
conbi nes data collected fromthis organics survey with informtion
gl eaned from ot her SWJ sponsored research on organics. The table
separates information on yard and food waste to exam ne the market
condi tions and market potential for each waste stream

The “ Existing Market Conditions” portion of the table conpares
specific activities to the total nunber of eligible Seattle
househol ds. The “ Market Potential” section synthesizes information
fromthe survey with projections regarding the inpact on organic

wast es diverted.

Yard Waste

Current yard waste activities conpared to the total nunber of eligible
single fam |y households within the City and the correspondi ng tonnage
of yard waste diverted or disposed are summarized in the “ Existing
Mar ket Conditions” section of the table. The eligible single famly
househol d market for conposting and curbside collection of yard waste
is defined as households with yards (or 95% as indicated fromthis
survey). The eligible single famly household market for grasscycling
i ncludes only those households with a | awn (85% as indicated fromthis
survey).

According to the 1995 Organics Survey, 41% of residents in single

fam |y househol ds participate in backyard conmposting. This activity
di verts approximately 8,000 tons per year. SW yard waste report data
i ndicates that nearly 87,000 single fam |y househol ds participate in
Seattle’s curbside yard waste collection program Together, these
househol ds produce approxi mately 43,000 tons of yard waste per year

“ Cean Geen” drop off activities generate an additional 12,000 tons
per year. Finally, the 1995 waste characterization study indicates
that yard waste conprises approximately 3,000 tons of the single

fam ly residential garbage.

The potential market for furthering yard waste conposting activity is
derived fromanswers to the 1995 Organics Survey and is sumarized in
the “ Market Potential” section of the table. Survey respondents who
do not currently conpost yard waste were queried on whether they had

t hought about yard waste conposting and their willingness to do so if
one (or nore) of their perceived barriers were renoved. Eighteen
percent (18% or approximtely 27,000 househol ds, of the non yard
wast e conposter market indicated that they had t hought about
conmposting and would be likely to consider conposting if one or nore
of their perceived barriers were renoved. This group is identified as
the “ Likely Market.” Twenty one percent (21% fell into the

“ Questionabl e Market” category, those respondents who said they had
not thought about yard waste conposting (no further questions were
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asked to probe reasons for or against the activity). The “ Unlikely
Mar ket” conprised 8% or approxinately 12,000 househol ds who reported
that they had heard about conposting but were unwilling to consider
conposting even if one (or nore) of their perceived barriers were
renoved.

Results fromthe 1995 Organics Survey indicate that 46% of single
fami |y households with | awns ever grasscycle (that is, have ever |eft

grass clippings on the lawn to feed the soil). Included within this
group are the 15% who stated that they left grass clippings on their
lawn “ nost of the tine.” Fifty four percent (54% or 70,000

househol ds currently do not participate in grasscycling activities.
The survey did not query respondents further on their |ikelihood of
participating in grasscycling activities, consequently projections on
mar ket potential are not possible.

Food Waste

Exi sting market conditions for food waste conposting tell a different
story: nost food waste goes in the garbage. For food waste, all
househol ds are consi dered eligi bl e because all househol ds generate
food scraps. Thus, according to survey results, “ Existing Market
Conditions” for food waste nanagenent conprise 25% or 39,000 single
fam |y househol ds who currently conpost food waste. These househol ds
di vert approxinately 3,300 tons of food waste per year. Forty-three
percent (43% of single famly househol ds use the grinder and divert
an additional 3,800 tons of food waste per year. The remai ning 20, 000
tons are di sposed of as garbage.

According to this survey, the market for food waste conposting is not
saturated. As indicated in the “ Market Potential” section of the
tabl e bel ow, non food waste conposters account for 75% of the total
single famly households in Seattle. O these, 37% i ndi cated that
they had heard of food waste composting and would be likely to
participate in the activity if one (or nore) of their barriers were
renoved. This group of “ Likely Market” households is substantial,

and as the table illustrates if this market alone were targeted, the
SWJ could potentially divert approximately 7,700 tons of food waste
per year. |n addition, the “ Questionable Market,” those respondents

who reported that they had not heard of food waste conposting,
conprise 11% of the potential market and coul d possibly divert another
2,300 tons of food waste per year. Another 27%fall into the

“ Unlikely Market,” those who have heard of food waste conposting but
woul d be unwilling to consider conposting even if one (or nore) of
their perceived barriers were renoved.

Seattle Solid Waste Utility 6 1995 Home Organics Survey



The following table presents a summary of Seattle residents'
and food waste,

current behavior for managi ng yard
and a summary of the market potential.

Seattl e Residents’ Organic Waste Managenent: YARD WASTE
Existing Market Conditions Market Potential
Eligible Participating
HHs in HH in Eligible HHs Likely Potential Questionable Potential Unlikely
Seattle Seattle Waste/Year Not Market Diversion Market Diversion Market
Market* Market? (Tons) Participating (HHs) (Tons) (HHs) (Tons) (HHs)
Composting 147,000 60,000 8,000 T° 87,000 26,000" 3,400 T° 31,000° 4,000 T’ 12,000°
(41%) (59%)
Grasscycling 130,000 20,000° 1,400 T || 111,000" ©
(15%) (85%)
Curbside 147,000 87,000 43,000 T 60,000 u
(59%) (41%)
Clean Green Drop Off 12,100 T*
Disposed of as Garbage 3,000 T*

Sour ce:

Sour ce:

wast e per year.

‘ Defined
° Assuned
° Defined
" Assuned
° Defined

renmoved.

Def i ned

generation is assumed at the mid-point, or 495 |bs./year.

Seattle Solid Waste Utility 7

Conposting and grasscycling figures based on survey results; curbside figures based on Cct.

1990 Census which reported that 62% of all Seattle household are in buildings with four or fewer units.
1995 SWJ Yard Waste Report.

SWJ anal ysis that assunes peopl e who conpost with a city-provided yard waste bin, conpost 370 | bs. yard waste per year; those without a city bin conpost 200 |bs. yard
Survey results indicate 38% use city-provided bin; 62% conpost in sone other type of system

by the survey as those who have thought about yard waste conposting and would be willing to consider conposting if one (or nore) perceived barriers were renoved.
that the “ Likely Market”
by the survey as those who have not thought about yard waste conposting.

that the “ Questionable Market” would use a city-provided yard waste bin and divert 260 |bs. yard waste per bin distributed each year.

by the survey as those who have thought about yard waste conposting but would not be willing to consider conposting even if one (or nore) of their perceived barriers were

woul d use a city-provided yard waste bin and divert 260 | bs. yard waste per bin distributed each year.

by the survey as those who responded that they |eave grass clippings on the |awn “ nost of the time.”

SWJ Internal Analysis--1,500 square foot |awn generates 345-645 | bs. of grass clippings per year (depending on watering practices). For this analysis,
SWJ al so assunes that residents who grasscycle “ nost of the tinme” divert 67%of their waste (332 | bs. per year).

Sour ce:

Defined by the survey as those who did not report |eaving grass clippings on the [awn “ nost of the time.”

No questions were asked of respondents that can be used to support predictions regarding grasscycling or curbside pick-up service.
Cct ober 1995 SWJ Yard Waste Report: 87,246 accounts, of these 82.2 |bs.
No questions were asked of respondents that can be used to support predictions regarding grasscycling or curbside pick-up service.
Cct ober 1995 SWJ Yard Waste Report: 12,109 tons generated Jan-Dec ' 94.

1994/ 95 Waste Conposition Analysis; 1994 tons disposed by single fanmily househol ds.

Sour ce: per month per account.

Sour ce:
Sour ce:

1995 Honme Organics Survey



Seattl e Residents’

Organi ¢ Wast e Managenent :

Foob WASTE

Existing Market Conditions

Market Potential

Eligible Participating
HHs in HHs in Eligible HHs Likely Potential Questionable Potential Unlikely
Seattle Seattle Waste/Year Not Market Diversion Market Diversion Market
Market"’ Market (Tons) Participating (HHs) (Tons) (HHs) (Tons) (HHs)
Composting 155,000 39,000 3,300 T*® 116,000 57,000 7,700 T 17,000™ 2,300 T# 42,0005
(25%) (75%)
Grinder 155,000 67,000% 3,900 T
43%
Disposed of as Garbage 20,000 T

For food waste,

Sour ce:

househol ds are considered eligible because all

SWJ anal ysis which estinmates that the average househol d generates about 370 |bs.
a 90% efficiency for Green Cone users and a 50% efficiency for non Green Cone conposters.

househol ds have food scraps.

food waste per year and that 81% (300 |bs.)
SWJ records indicated that approximately 6,600 G een Cones have been distributed.

i s conpostabl e.

SWJ al so estinates

Defined by the survey as those who are aware that food waste can be conposted and would be willing to consider conposting if one (or nore) of their perceived barriers

were renoved.

Assunmed that the “

Li kely Market” would use a Green Cone and divert 270 |bs.

Defined by the survey as those who are not aware that food waste can be conposted.

Assuned that the “ Questionable Market”

Defined by the survey as those who are aware that food waste can be conposted but woul d not
barriers were renoved.

Based on the survey results that 43% of househol ds have a food grinder.
1995 Metro study:
1994/ 95 Waste Conposition Analysis;

Sour ce:
Sour ce:

Seattle Solid Waste Utility

woul d use a Green Cone and divert 270 |bs.

per year.

per year.

1994 tons di sposed by single fam |y househol ds.

be willing to consider conposting even if one (or nore) of their perceived

Food Waste Discharge to the Wastewater Collection System which reports that about 31.5% of food waste di sposed through grinder.

1995 Honme Organics Survey



Concl usi ons

The follow ng section highlights opportunities for diverting home
organi c wastes. Pronoting these activities is consistent with the
City' s overall objectives for pursuing waste managenent strategies,
nanely that the Gty bal ance several goals to achieve its objectives.
These goal s i ncl ude:

e Maximzing diversion fromthe landfill;
e Inplenmenting cost-effective prograns;

* Focusing on custoner conveni ence; and
* Mintaining public health.

Grasscycling offers greatest potential for waste reduction.

O those surveyed, 54%indicated that they did not engage in
grasscycling activities. [Increasing grasscycling activities can help
reduce yard wastes collected at the curb. Although this survey

nei ther sought to investigate the primary reasons for not grasscycling
nor the primary notivations behind grasscycling behavior, the results
suggest that lack of awareness is the primary obstacle to engaging in
this activity. Increasing awareness to notivate residents to change
their behavior has the potential to divert substantial tonnage away
fromthe curb.

Food waste offers greatest potential for waste diversion.

The survey indicated that approximately 116,000 (75% of Seattle’s
single fam |y househol ds do not participate in food waste conposti ng.
In addition, a substantial anmount of food waste (approximtely 20,000
tons) is currently disposed in waste stream Wthin this potenti al

mar ket, survey results indicate that about 48% of respondents aligned
thensel ves either within the “ Likely Market” or “ Questionable

Mar ket” categories. By targeting these two groups, the Cty has the
potential to divert an additional 10,000 tons of food waste per year
fromthe single fanmily residential waste stream Presumably, the Gty
can work to further identify specific barriers and design an education
programthat increases both awareness of food waste conposting and
overconmes perceived barriers about the activity.

Yard waste continues to offer waste diversion opportunities.

Qur anal ysis indicates that 59% of households with yards do not
participate in yard waste conposting. O these, 18% are defined as
peopl e who had t hought about yard waste conposting and woul d be
willing to consider conmposting if one (or nore) of their perceived
barriers were renoved. Twenty-one percent (21% indicated that they
had not thought about yard waste conposting. Providing education to
renove perceived barriers and pronoting yard waste conposting has the
potential to divert 7,500 tons yard waste per year. However, curbside

Seattle Solid Waste Utility 9 1995 Home Organics Survey



yard waste coll ection services may inpact that estimate. For although
t he survey queried non-conposters about whether they “ ever” use yard
wast e curbside collection services, it did not further probe the
frequency of use of these services, the types of materials di sposed
and whet her curbside collection best net their yard waste nanagenent
needs.

1. Research Design

Cbj ecti ves

The Seattle Solid Waste Utility has comm ssioned this quantitative
research to deternmine the level at which Seattle city residents are
currently participating in organic waste nmanagenent activities--that
is, yard waste conposting, food waste conposting, and grasscycling.

In addition, this research seeks to exam ne attitudes and perceptions
toward waste managenent activities for two reasons: (1) to explore
the potential for expanding the organic waste managenent behavi or of
those currently participating; and (2) to explore the potential for

i ncreasing organi c waste managenent activities by converting those who
do not currently participate.

The specific research objectives addressed are as foll ows:

* To examine the attitudes and behaviors of Seattleites who are
currently involved in organic waste managenent activities,
i ncl udi ng:

e The types of activities in which they currently engage;

* Awareness and usage of city-sponsored prograns;

e Primary reasons for conposting; and,

* Interest in increased participation of organic waste
managenent activities.

* To examine the attitudes and behaviors of Seattleites who are not
currently involved in organic waste managenent activities,
i ncl udi ng:

e Awareness of conposting and its benefits;

e Awareness of and interest in city-sponsored prograns;
e Primary reasons for not conposting or grasscycling;

* Likelihood of conmposting in the future.

Seattle Solid Waste Utility 10 1995 Home Organics Survey



Met hodol ogy

Tar get Popul ati on:

Techni que:

Field Dates

Questi onnai re:

Sanpl e:

To qualify for inclusion in this study al
respondents were screened to be 18 years of age or
older and living within the city limts of Seattle.
Only those living in buildings with four or fewer
units were considered eligible; thus, the universe
was defined as being 62% of all Seattle
househol ds. *

Quotas for ethnic groups were established and
tracked throughout the interview ng to ensure that
the sanple accurately represented the target
popul ati on.

610 tel ephone interviews were conducted by
Nor t hwest Research Group of Bell evue, Washi ngton.
Al'l tel ephone interviews were conducted by trained,
prof essi onal survey-takers under the gui dance of
experienced supervisors. Interviewers were
thoroughly briefed on the goals and objectives of
the study and they were coached and nonitored

t hroughout data coll ection.

Tel ephone interviews were conducted between January
10 and January 20, 1995. Tel ephone calls were
placed from4:00 p.m to 9:00 p.m on weekdays, and
from12:00 p.m to 8:00 p.m on weekends.

The questionnaire was designed by Pacific R m
Resources in conjunction with Seattle Solid Waste
Uility. The instrunent was pilot tested on
January 4, 1995 to ensure that the questions

i ncl uded woul d provide valid and reliable results.
The survey instrument averaged 11 minutes. (See
Appendi x for a copy of the survey instrunent.)

The sanple was randomy sel ected using all working
resi dential exchanges within the City of Seattle,
recent to wthin the previous six nonths. The
sanpl e was selected in proportion to the popul ation
within each Seattle zip code area. (See Appendix B
for the disposition of the sanple.)

“ According to the 1990 Census, 62% of all Seattle households are in buildings with four or fewer units.
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Sanple Profile

In interpreting the findings of this survey it

is inportant to keep in

m nd the characteristics of the people actually interviewed. The
follow ng table presents a profile of the 610 Seattleites living in

buildings with four or fewer
Here, as well as throughout this report,
100 because of rounding error or

units who were included in the survey.
percentages nmay not sumto
because of the acceptance of nultiple

responses.
Sanpl e of
610
Gender: Mal e 39%
Feral e 61%
Age: 18 to 24 years 8%
25 to 34 years 24%
35 to 44 years 23%
45 to 54 years 16%
55 to 64 years 9%
65 years or ol der 17%
Ethnicity: Caucasi an 71%
Bl ack/ Afri can- 6%
Ameri can
Asi an 10%
Hi spani c/ Latino 3%
Native American 3%
O her 2%
Don't know Ref used 6%
Dnel Ii ng Type: Si ngl e-uni t 84%
Mul ti-unit 16%
Owner shi p: Oown 71%
Rent 28%
Nunber in One 17%
Househol d:
Two 36%
Thr ee 21%
Four 15%
Five or nore 10%
Educati on: H gh school graduate 19%
or |ess
Sone col | ege/ AA 26%
degr ee
4- Year coll ege degree 28%

Seattle Solid Waste Utility
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G aduat e wor k/ degr ee 23%

| ncone: Under $40, 000 39%
$40, 000 or over 52%
Don't know Ref used 9%

Househol d Characteristics

Yard waste conposting necessitates having a yard-either a |lawn, a
garden, or both. Respondents in this research were asked to provide

i nformati on about their househol ds and yards to determ ne the extent
to which they had the need to conpost yard waste. The follow ng table
provides this information.

Total Sanpl e

Base (610)
Yar ds: Yes 95%

No 5%
Lawns®: Yes 85%

No 15%
Ever Care for | Yes 79%
Yar d:

No 21%
Have a Garden®: Yes 57%

No 43%
Gar den Type: Vegetable Only 5%

Fl oner Only 21%

Bot h Veget abl e & 30%

Fl ower

O her 1%

Nei t her 43%

The majority of one to four unit households (95% have a yard and thus
the opportunity to conpost yard waste. The majority al so have | awns
(85% and thus the ability to grasscycle.

For the purpose of this study, it is assuned that all househol ds have
the opportunity to conpost food waste, as all househol ds generate food
scraps at hone.

This question was asked of 517 respondents--the question was added after the first evening of interview ng.

This question was asked only of those with a yard assuning that a yard was necessary in order to have a garden.

Seattle Solid Waste Utility 14 1995 Home Organics Survey



Survey Limtations

A sanple size of 610 is sufficient to provide 95% confi dence that the
resulting data will be within £ 4.0% of what it would be if al
Seattleites living in one to four unit buildings were interviewed.
That is, in theory, had all people in the target popul ati on been
interviewed, there is a 95% chance the results would be within = 4. 0%
of the results obtained fromthis sanple. This error range is
cal cul ated at the 50% 50% response rate to any two-part question
(e.g., 50% "yes" and 50% "no") and is therefore the maxi mum error
range that can be expected froma sanple of this size.

This report addresses results fromseveral specific subgroups. The
following table presents sonme of these subgroups, the nunber of
i nterviews conducted, and the associated error range.

Nurber of Associ at ed
Subgr oup I nterviews Error Range
Total sanple 610 + 4.0%
Yard Waste Conposters 248 + 6.3%
Food Waste Conposters 150 + 8.2%
Yard Waste Only Conposters 114 + 9.4%
Food Waste Only Conposters® 16 + 25. 0%
Conpost Neither Yard nor Food 346 + 5.4%
Wast e

This sanpl e woul d excl ude any household in which there is no

tel ephone. This sanple would al so exclude any household with a

t el ephone exchange that was issued within six nmonths prior to sanple
sel ection and data coll ection.

The data presented in this report provides a very reliable and valid
picture of Seattleites’ attitudes and behaviors with regard to organic
wast e managenment activities. This data is very useful when assessing
the size of the current market and the future potential for program
enhancenent and expansi on. However, it must be kept in mnd that this
survey cannot predict the future. Wile great care and the nost
advanced nethods avail able were enployed in the design, execution and
anal ysis of this study, these results should be interpreted only as
representing the view of these respondents at the time they were

i ntervi ewned.

This sanple size is too small fromwhich to draw statistically significant conclusions.
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|11. Current Market: Detail ed
Fi ndi ngs

Characteristics of the Mrket

Four of Ten Seattleites are Currently Conposting

Among the 610 Seattle residents interviewed, four out of ten (43%
are currently conposting either yard and/or food waste, and 57% are
doi ng nei ther.

e 114 (19% currently conmpost yard waste but not food waste
(referred to as "yard waste only conposters” in this report);

e 16 (3% currently conpost food waste but not yard waste (referred
to as "food waste only conposters” in this report);

e 134 (229% currently conpost both yard and food waste (referred to
as "yard and food waste conposters” in this report); and,

» 346 (57% currently do not conpost either yard or food waste
(referred to as "neither" yard nor food waste conposters in this
report).

Toget her,

e 248 (41% currently conpost yard waste (and may or may not
compost food waste); and,

e 150 (25% currently conmpost food waste (and may or nmay not
conmpost yard waste).

The followi ng table provides information about the denographic
characteristics of those who currently conpost yard waste, those who
currently conpost food waste, and those who conpost neither yard nor
food waste. For conparison purposes, the percentages for the tota
sanpl e are repeated here.

While not statistically significant, the follow ng denographic trends
emner ge:

» Conposters live in single-unit dwellings (90% of yard waste
conmposters, 86% of food waste conposters, and only 80% of non-
conposters live in single units);

e Yard waste conposters own their hone (75% of yard waste
composters, and only 67% of food waste conposters and 68% of
non- conposters);

* Yard and food waste conposters live in households with nore
peopl e (on average, there are 2.86 nmenbers in yard waste
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househol ds, 2.92 nenbers in food waste households, and only 2.57
nmenbers in non-conposting househol ds).
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Tot al Yar d Food Non-
Sample Waste Wast e Conposters
Base™ (610) (248) (150) (346)
(Percent of (100% (41% (25% (57%
Sanpl e)
Gender: Mal e 39% 40% 43% 37%
Femal e 61% 60% 57% 63%
Age: 18 to 24 years 8% 4% 5% 10%
25 to 34 years 24% 22% 24% 24%
35 to 44 years 23% 29% 30% 19%
45 to 54 years 16% 15% 17% 17%
55 to 64 years 9% 9% 8% 9%
65 years or ol der 17% 17% 13% 18%
Ethnicity: Caucasi an 71% 74% 72% 70%
Bl ack/ Afri can- 6% 3% 5% 8%
Ameri can
Asi an 10% 8% 9% 11%
H spani c/ Lati no 3% 2% 1% 3%
Native Anmerican 3% 1% 1% 4%
O her 2% 3% 3% 1%
Don't know Ref used 6% 9% 8% 4%
Dwel I'i ng: Si ngl e-uni t 84% 90% 86% 80%
Mul ti-unit 16% 10% 14% 20%
Omner shi p: Oomn 71% 75% 67% 68%
Rent 28% 22% 30% 32%
# In HH One 17% 15% 13% 18%
Two 36% 34% 33% 38%
Thr ee 21% 20% 25% 21%
Four 15% 17% 17% 13%
Five or nore 10% 12% 12% 8%
Educati on: Hi gh school or 19% 12% 11% 23%
| ess
Some col | ege/ AA 26% 28% 30% 25%
degr ee
4- Year coll ege 28% 30% 33% 27%
degr ee
G aduat e 23% 25% 22% 21%
wor k/ degr ee
| ncone: Under $40, 000 39% 36% 41% 40%
$40, 000 or over 52% 54% 51% 51%
Don't know Ref used 9% 10% 7% 9%

134 respondents were conposting both yard and food waste; thus, these 134 respondents are included in both categories.
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The Majority are Aware of the Term " Conposti ng”

Ni nety-six percent (96% of the 610 respondents interviewed report
they have heard the term "conpost." Caucasians are nore likely than
those from non- Caucasi an et hni ¢ backgrounds to report having heard
this term (100% versus 83% respectively).

The followi ng table presents information about how those who have
heard the term "conpost"” woul d define or describe its neaning.
Information is presented separately for those who currently conpost
yard waste only, those who conpost food waste only, those who conpost
both yard and food waste, and those who conpost neither.

Descri ption of Conposti ng:

Yard Waste Food Waste Both Yard Non-
Only Only & Food Compost er
Wast e S

Base: (114) (16) (134) (346)
G ass clippings,
Pl ant, Lawn, Garden 46% 8% 20% 37%
wast e
Deconpose/ 38% 42% 40% 29%
Bi odegr adabl e
Pl ant/ Veget abl e/
Organic matter 23% 33% 23% 11%
Bin/ Pilel Container 16% 17% 20% 22%
Fertilizer/ Soil 13% 8% 17% 17%
enri cher
Lawn and Food waste 13% 8% 17% 16%
Recycl e/ Protect 9% 25% 9% 10%
envi r onnment

In general, Seattleites equate conmposting with yard waste. Conposters
seem nore know edgeabl e t han non-conposters about the types of waste
that can be conposted and about the primary benefits of conposting.

Seattle Solid Waste Utility 19 1995 Home Organics Survey



Current Yard WAste Behavi or

The pie chart to the right

sunmari zes the yard waste behavi or
of the total sanple of 610
respondents. As depicted, 5% of the
househol ds do not have a yard and 8%
of the househol ds do not care for
their own yard. Thirty-three
percent (33% of Seattleites
currently use curbside collection
services for their yard waste (and
do not conpost), and 26% both
conpost and use curbside servi ces.
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The Eligible Yard Waste Conposting Market

The eligible market for yard waste conposting is defined as Seattle
househol ds with yards in one to four unit buildings in which a
househol d nenber is responsible for yard care. The follow ng chart
presents a summary of the eligible yard waste conposting narket.

Just considering those househol ds

with yards in which one or nore

househol d nenbers are responsi bl e

for caring for the yard, 38%

reported using curbside services

but did not report conposting their Compost
yard waste. Thirty percent (30% 17%
reported that they conpost their

yard waste and use curbside

services and 17% reported that they
conmpost their yard waste but do not

use curbside services. Fifteen

percent (15% neither comnpost nor

use curbside services.

Neither
15%

Curbside
38%

Both
30%

Anong the 248 residents who are currently conposting yard wast e:

e 134 (549% are currently conposting both yard and food waste; and,
e 114 (46% are currently conposting yard waste only.

Cur bsi de Servi ce Usage

Fifty-nine percent (59% of all Seattle households in one to four unit
buil dings are currently using curbside services. The eligible narket
for curbside services is snaller than all househol ds because sone
househol ds do not have yards and sonme househol ds do not care for their
own yard:

* 14%of all Seattle households either do not have a yard or do not
care for the yard they have.

The followi ng table presents this infornmation, conparing those who do
and do not conpost yard waste

Yar d Non- YW
Tot al Wast e Compost ers
Conpost er
S
Tot al Househol ds (610) (248) (362)
Base = Care for Yards 527 248 279
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(eligible market, percent of ( 86% ( 100% ( 77%

total market)

Use Curbsi de Services 68% 63% 72%
Do Not Use Curbside 32% 37% 29%
Ser vi ces

It is interesting to note that a significant percentage of those who
do currently conpost yard waste are still using curbside yard waste
services. Because these respondents were asked if they "ever" use
yard waste curbside services, it may be true that current yard waste
conposters are using curbside services for materials that cannot be
conposted or are using curbside services |less frequently than are
those who do not conpost yard waste. No data is available to exani ne
either the materials disposed of through curbside services nor the
frequency with which curbside services are used; however, this may be
worthy of exploration in the future.

Conmpost Used For Fertilizer

Ei ght out of ten yard waste conposters (82% of the 248 households with
yards that are currently conposting yard waste) use their conpost.

For the nost part, they use their conpost for fertilizer and because
it is good for yards and gardens. The follow ng table provides

i nformati on about the prinmary reasons for using conposted material s.
Percent ages are based on the 248 househol ds currently conposting yard
wast e.

Base--All Yard Waste Conposters: (248)
To fertilize/lt is good for the soil/To 63%
use in the garden or | awn

Because it is good to recycle/ 27%
Envi ronment al concerns

Reduce trash/ Landfill concerns 17%
Because it saves ne noney 14%

Use of City-Provided Bin

In total, 71%of all yard waste conposters are aware that the city
provides a yard waste conposting bin. Anobng the total of all yard
wast e conposters:

e 38%have a city-provided conpost bin;

» 28%use an open pile or pit; and,
» 22%use a hone-nade bin.
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Co- Conposti ng Behavi or
Si xty-three percent (63% of the 134 respondents who currently conpost
both yard and food waste are comingling the two material s.

Lawn Care Activities and Behavi ors

Grasscycling

494 (81% of the 610 respondents interviewed |ive in households with
| awns and take personal responsibility for lawn care. These 494
respondents were asked to describe their yard care activities and
behavi ors.

Grasscycle

The chart to the right presents the Both soc

percent of the eligible 23%
grasscycling market that is
grasscycling but not conposting;
the percent that are conposting but
not grasscycling; the percent that
are doi ng both; and the percent
that are doing neither. As
depicted, a plurality are doing

neither (31% neither grasscycle nor s
compost) .

Neither
31%

When asked if they were aware that

| eaving small amounts of grass clippings on the | awm can be good for
the I awn because it acts as a conpost, 75% of the 494 residents stated
t hey knew this.

Respondents were asked to report what they did with their grass
clippings nost of the time, and those who did not report grasscycling
wer e asked whet her they ever left grass clippings on the | awn. *

e Just under one-half of these 494 respondents (46% ever
grasscycl e; and,

e About one third of these respondents, or 15% of househol ds,
grasscycle nost of the tine.

The follow ng table presents information about the grasscycling
behavi ors of those who take personal responsibility for the care of
their lawm. Information in presented for those who do and do not
currently conpost their yard waste. Awareness and grasscycling

The question “ Do you ever |eave grass clippings on the lawn?” did not query people very rigorously regarding their
grasscycling practices, thus the survey nay overestimate the nunber of people who grasscycle.
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behavi or

percent ages are based on the percentage of the eligible

mar ket — those who have | awns and care for them
Yard Waste Non- YW
Tot al Conposters Conposters
Total Househol ds (610) (248) (362)
Base = Care for Lawns 494 232 262
(Eligible market, percent of (81% (94% (72%
total market)
Aware of the benefits 75% 79% 72%
Grasscycl i ng behavi or:
Most of the tine 15% 21% 9%
Ever 31% 29% 32%
Tot al 46% 50% 41%

Those who conpost their yard waste tend to be nore likely than those
who do not conpost their yard waste to regularly grasscycle.

This research did not seek to investigate the primary reasons for not

grasscycling.
grasscycl i ng behaviors.

However ,

Nor did it seek to investigate the notivations behind
it does not appear as if awareness

is the primary obstacle to engaging in this activity.

Lawn Watering and Fertilizing Behaviors

O those who have | awns and care for them nore people water their
[ awmns than those who fertilize them

e 73% of these househol ds water their

fertilize them

| awns ver sus 49% who

The follow ng table presents the frequency with which these househol ds

water and fertilize their

Seattle Solid Waste Utility
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Yard Waste Non- YW
Tot al Compost ers Compost ers
Total Househol ds (610) (248) (362)
Base = Care for Lawns 494 232 262
(eligible nmarket, percent of ( 81% ( 94% ( 72%
total market)
Wat eri ng Frequency:
Every day or two 16% 11% 17%
1-2 tines/ week 45% 46% 44%
Less often 12% 16% 9%
Never 23% 20% 26%
Total Househol ds (610) (248) (362)
4+ times/years 4% 5% 4%
3 tines/year 5% 5% 5%
2 tinmes/year 20% 20% 19%
1 tine/year 20% 25% 16%
Never 47% 41% 52%

The majority of residents who have | awns water them at |east once a
week (61%. A plurality of residents do not fertilize their |lawn at
all (47%; however, if they do so, they tend to do it either one or
two tinmes a year (40%.

Current Food Waste Behavi ors

The Eligi ble Food Waste Conposti ng Market

The eligible market for nmanagi ng food waste is considered to be 100%
of the sanple since all househol ds generate food scraps. The
following chart presents a summary of the total market of 610
residents.

Forty-three percent (43% of all Compost
residents neither use a disposal 14%
nor conpost their food waste, and

33% use a disposal but do not

conpost their food waste. Both
Fourteen percent (14% conpost 11%
only (they do not use a disposal)

and 11% bot h use a di sposal and

conpost their food waste.

Neither
42%

In total, 25%of the total sanple

of 610 respondents are conposting Disposal
food waste. Anong these 150 33%
respondent s:
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e 134 (89% are currently conposting both yard and food waste; and,
e 16 (11% are currently conposting only food waste.

D sposal Usage
Anong the 265 residents who have a garbage di sposal

e 25%currently conpost their food waste; and,
e 75%do not compost their food waste.

Li kewi se, anmpong the 345 residents who do not have a garbage di sposal

e 25%currently conpost their food waste; and,
e 75%do not conpost their food waste.

Most Food Waste Conposters Use Their Conpost

Ei ght out of ten food waste conposters (81% of 150) report they use
their "conpost.” A ngjority of these 150 respondents (89% are
composting both yard and food waste and were not directly asked

whet her they use their food waste specifically. However it is
reasonabl e to assune that since eight in ten are using their conpost
(in general), they are using their food waste conpost.

Awar eness and Usage of City-Provided Food Waste Bins
Only 13% of food waste conmposters currently use a city-provided bin®.

The following table illustrates this information.
Food Yard & Food
Base: Food Waste Tot al Wast e Wast e
Compost ers (150) Only (134)
(16)
Awar e of and using a
city-provided bin 13% 31% 10%
Awar e of but not
using a city- 18% 31% 16%
provi ded bin
Not awar e/ Don't know 69% 38% 73%

VWhile a sanple size of 16 is too small fromwhich to draw
statistically valid conclusions, the data on awareness and usage of
city-provided food waste bins seens to indicate a difference between
those who are only conposting food waste and those who are conposti ng
both food and yard waste. Food waste only conposters may be nore

* Only those who directly reported using a Green Cone or said they used a city-provided food waste bin were included in these
percentages. Those respondents who reported using a worm bin were excluded because no information was avail able regarding city-
provided wormbins. This is a conservative approach to take and thus the percentages reported here may under-represent the
total market.
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likely to use city bin prograns because they are aware of the program
and find it a convenient alternative.

The prinmary reason for not using a city-provided bin is [ack of

awar eness (69% are not aware or don't know if they are aware).
those who are aware that the city provides a bin,
is that they already have a different one.

for not using it

Rel ative Use of Garbage Di sposal s

Forty-three percent (43% of the total

gar bage di sposal,

Anmong

the prinary reason

sanpl e of 610 residents have a
and this percentage holds true both for those who

currently conpost food waste and those who do not conpost food waste.

The followi ng table depicts the frequency with which garbage disposal s

are used.
f ood waste as wel |

Information is presented for those who currently conpost
as those who currently do not conpost food waste.

Food Waste Non- Food Waste

Tot al Conposters Conposters
Base: (610) (150) (460)
Have a garbage 265 65 200
di sposal

(43% (43% (43%
Frequency of Use:
Base: 265 65 200
Several tinmes a 31% 20% 35%
day
Once a day 28% 17% 31%
A few tinmes a week 22% 35% 18%
Once a week 10% 9% 11%
Less often 8% 18% 5%

Food waste conposters with a garbage di sposal
| ess frequently than non-food waste conposters with a garbage

di sposal
di sposal :

e 37%of food waste conposters use their garbage di sposal at

are using their garbage

| east

once a day conpared to 66% of non-food waste conposters.

Awar eness and Usage of City Prograns

Conpost Hotl i ne

Awar eness and usage of the City's Conpost Hotline is noderate:

Seattle Solid Waste Utility
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e 18% of the 610 residents have heard of this program and,
e 5% have ever called the hotline.

Thirty percent (30% of all househol ds are aware of the conpost
hotline. Considering just househol ds that conpost, 38% of themare
aware of the hotline and one-quarter of those have called. Those who
are not currently conposting either yard or food waste are slightly
less likely than those who are conposting to be aware of and to have
call ed Seattle's conpost hotline.

Non-
Conposters Conposters
Bot h YW
Tot al Y/ 'W F'w & FW
Only Only
Base: (610) (114) (16) (134) (346)
Awar eness:
Yes 30% 44% 25% 35% 23%
No 70% 56% 75% 65% 75%
Ever call ed:
(based on those who are
awar e)
Yes 18% 26% 25% 26% 9%
No 82% 74% 75% 72% 91%

Conpost Denpnstration Site

Awar eness and usage of the City's conpost denonstration sites is
noder at e:

e 22% of the 610 residents have heard of this program and,
* 8% have visited a conpost denonstration site.

Anong those who are aware but have never visited a denonstration site,
roughly one-half (48% are interested in |learning about them The
vehi cl e through which they are nost interested in learning is direct
mail (77%.

Those who conpost their yard waste are nore likely than others to have
heard of and visited a conpost denonstration site.
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Non-
Conposters Conposters
Bot h YW
Tot al YWOnly | FWOnly & FW
Base: (610) (114) (16) (134) (346)
Awar eness:
Yes 22% 26% 19% 37% 15%
No 7% 73% 81% 63% 84%
Ever visited:
(based on those who are
awar e)
Yes 35% 40% 0% 42% 27%
No 65% 60% 100% 58% 73%
Interest in |earning
nor e:
(based on aware, but never
been)
Yes 48% 48% 75% 56% 44%
No 49% 49% 19% 42% 53%
Medi um for | earning
nor e:
(based on aware, but never
been)
Direct mail T7% 78% 58% 79% 77%
Bill inserts 46% 61% 50% 51% 40%
News paper 42% 47% 75% 37% 40%
| nfornation 40% 41% 42% 40% 39%
t el ephone line
Fl yer 35% 35% 58% 22% 37%
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|V. Potential Market: Detail ed
Fi ndi ngs

Potential yard waste narket

Fifty-six percent (56% of Seattle households with yards are not
currently conposting yard waste.

e About seven in ten of these households (71% are using yard waste
cur bsi de servi ces.

The top five reasons for not conmposting yard waste are presented
bel ow.

Per cent
Base = Those that care for yards and
not conposting yard waste (279)
Never thought about it 44%
Have thought about it, but: 56%
Don't have the space to place a 12%
yard waste bin
Too rmuch of a hassle to do it 8%
Don't have the tinme to do it 6%
Haven't gotten around to it 4%
Don't know how 4%

The 56% who have t hought about conposting but have sone real or
perceived barrier to engaging in this behavior were asked if they
m ght consi der conposting their yard waste if that barrier were
renoved.

+ 69%" of these 155 respondents mi ght consider conposting yard
waste if the barrier(s) were renoved; and

e 31% of these 155 respondents woul d not consider conposting yard
waste if the barrier(s) were renoved.

The greatest potential for increasing the extent to which Seattleites
conmpost yard waste is likely to be anmong those who woul d consi der
conmposting yard waste if their perceived barrier(s) were renpved.
Renovi ng these barriers may best be acconplished through an

educati onal program designed to communi cate two ideas: 1) vyard waste
conposting is environmental |y and ecol ogically consci entious; and, 2)

This frequency includes those who said "yes" they might consider it as well as those who said they would "maybe"
consider it or who said they "didn't know' if they would consider it.
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yard waste conposting requires very little space and takes no nore
effort than carrying your yard waste to the curb

Whi |l e perhaps not as easy to penetrate, another market with potential
for conversion is anong those who have never thought about yard waste
conmposting. Again, an educational program designhed to conmunicate the
benefits of yard waste conposting may create the needed awareness to
nmotivate this group toward conposting behavi or

A third market, and one that would be nore difficult to penetrate, are
t hose who report that they would not conpost even if their perceived
barrier was renoved. These people seemto have deci ded agai nst
engaging in yard waste conposting for one reason or another and
prograns desi gned to change their behavi or woul d probably need to be
substantial and costly.

Bin Distribution Attractive to Non-Conposters of Yard Waste

Those who care for their |Iawns and who were not conposting yard waste
(279) were asked to report whether they would consider purchasing a
conmposting bin at various price points. These respondents were asked
to report whether they woul d consider purchasing a bin froma centra
distribution point as well as whether they would consider purchasing a
binif it were delivered to them 35

» At |east one-quarter would purchase a bin for $25.00 whether they
had to pick it up or it was delivered; and,

* Roughly two-thirds would "purchase" a bin for free whether they
had to pick it up or it was delivered.

The followi ng table presents the percentage of those not conposting
yard waste who woul d purchase a bin at each price point.

Centr al Delivered to
D stribution Horme
Pur chase
Price:
$25. 00 25% 32%
$10. 00 49% 53%
Free 63% 66%

Potenti al food waste market

Three out of every four Seattleites (75% are not currently conposting
their food waste.

Those who were conposting food waste but not yard waste were asked if they would consider purchasing a "yard waste bin"
and those who were conposting neither were asked if they would consider purchasing a "conpost bin."
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e Forty-three percent (43% of these non-conposters have a garbage
di sposal , and 66% of those with a garbage disposal are using it
at | east once a day.

The top six reasons for not conposting food waste are presented bel ow.

Per cent
Base = Those not conposting food waste (460)
Didn't know you coul d conpost food waste 15%
Knew you coul d conpost food waste, but: 85%
Concern about attracting rodents 13%
Don't have the space to do it 11%
Too nuch of a hassle to do it 10%
Don't have enough food waste to worry 9%
about
Don't have the tine to do it 8%
Don't know how 3%

The 85% who know that food waste can be conposted but have sone rea
or perceived barrier to engaging in this behavior were asked if they
m ght consi der conposting their food waste if that barrier were
renoved.

+ 58%° of these 389 respondents ni ght consider conposting food
waste if the barrier(s) were renoved; and

» 42% of these 389 respondents woul d not consider conposting food
waste if the barrier(s) were renoved.

The greatest potential for increasing the extent to which Seattleites
conpost food waste is likely to be anong those who woul d consi der
conposting food waste if their perceived barrier(s) were renpved.
Renovi ng these barriers may best be acconplished through an

educati onal program designed to communi cate two ideas: 1) food waste
conposting containers are available fromthe Gty that are designed to
di scourage rodents fromforaging; and, 2) food waste conposting
requires very little space and takes no nore effort than separating
your recycl abl es.

Whi |l e perhaps not as easy to penetrate, another market with potential
for conversion is anong those who do not know that food waste can be
conmposted. A pronotional program designed to create awareness of food
wast e conposting and its benefits mght create the wllingness and
desire to conpost food waste anmong those who are not currently aware.

This frequency includes those who said "yes" they might consider it as well as those who said they would "maybe"
consider it or who said they "didn't know' if they would consider it.
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A third market, and again one that would be nore difficult to
penetrate, are those who report that they would not conpost food waste
even if their perceived barrier was renoved.

Food Waste Bin Distribution Attractive to Those Conposting only
Yard Waste

The 114 respondents who were conposting yard waste but not food waste
were asked to report whether they woul d consi der purchasing a food
wast e conposting bin at various price points. These respondents were
asked to report whether they would consider purchasing a food waste
bin froma central distribution point as well as whether they would
consi der purchasing a food waste bin if it were delivered to them

* Roughly one in four would purchase a bin for $25.00 if it was
del i vered; and,

* Roughly one-half would "purchase" a bin for free whether it was
pi cked up or delivered.

The follow ng table presents the percentage of those conposting yard
wast e but not food waste who woul d purchase a bin at each price point.

Centr al Delivered to
Di stribution Home
Pur chase
Price:
$25. 00 21% 25%
$10. 00 44% 43%
Free 54% 58%

Moderately H gh Interest in Curbside Collection of Food Waste

The 460 respondents who were not currently conposting food waste were
asked to report whether they night be interested in separating their
food waste and bringing it to the curb or alley. Overall:

e 26% of the 460 respondents are very interested in separating
their food waste and bring it to the curb or alley.

Those who were |less than very interested were asked to assune that

t hey coul d save noney by doing so and asked again to report their

I evel of interest in such a program Those who reported that they
were either "very," "sonmewhat," or "not very" interested in this
program were asked to report the dollar anmount they woul d have to save
per nmonth in order to separate their food waste and bring it to the
curb. They were then asked to report if, in doing so, they felt they
could use a snaller, |ess expensive garbage can. The follow ng table
presents this information
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Yard Waste Non-

Tot al Conposters Conposters
Base: (460) (114) (346)
Interest in separating food
waste and bringing it to the
curb or alley:
Very Interested 26% 28% 25%
Somewhat | nterested 33% 24% 36%
Not Very Interested 14% 21% 12%
Not At All Interested 25% 26% 24%
Yard Waste Non-
Tot al Conposters Conposters
Base: Those |less than "very" (340) (82) (258)
i nterested
Interest in separating food
waste and bringing it to the
curb if you coul d save noney:
Very Interested 15% 17% 14%
Somewhat | nterested 45% 40% 47%
Not Very Interested 13% 17% 12%
Not At All Interested 24% 24% 24%
Amount you woul d have to save
per nonth:
Base: Those "very," "sonmewhat" or "not (248) (61) (187)
very" interested
$5.00 or |ess 13% 5% 16%
$5.01 to $10.00 23% 28% 21%
$10.01 to $15.00 7% 8% 7%
$15.01 to $20.00 9% 11% 9%
$20.01 or nore 9% 10% 9%
Don't know 38% 38% 38%
Medi an Dol | ar Anount : $10. 00 $10. 00 $10. 00
Do you think you could use a
snal l er, | ess expensive
gar bage can?
Base: Total (460) (114) (346)
Yes/ Maybe 47% 42% 48%
No 51% 55% 49%

Significantly nore non-conposters of food waste becone interested in
curbside collection of food waste when they knew they coul d save

money. Overall,
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 59%are at | east sonewhat interested in the program before
| earni ng about the noney savings; and,

* 60% of those who are less than "very" interested (w thout nention
of a nonetary savi ngs) becone interested when told they could
save noney.

Roughly one-half of those who are either "very," "somewhat," or "not
very" interested in the curbside collection of food waste woul d want
to save a sumunder $10.00 per nonth on their garbage service and
roughly one-half would want to save a sum of $10.00 per nonth or nore
on their garbage service.

* Roughly one-half (47% believe they m ght save noney on garbage
servi ce by conposting food waste; and,

e One-half (51% do not believe they would save noney on gar bage
servi ce.

Those who were currently conposting food waste were asked if they
woul d continue to conpost food waste if the City offered a program of
collecting food waste at curbside. A curbside food waste coll ection
programis not likely to divert a significant amount of food waste
from conposti ng:

* 71%said they would continue to conpost food waste;
e 11% said they "maybe" woul d continue to conpost food waste; and,
e 13%said they would not continue to conpost food waste.

Seattle Solid Waste Utility 35 1995 Home Organics Survey



V. Conposting Behaviors and Diversity
| ssues

While the sanple sizes are too small to draw significant concl usions,
the data shows a trend indicating that Caucasians may be nore likely
than those from et hni ¢ backgrounds ot her than Caucasian to conpost.

Afri can- Asi an-

Caucasi an Aneri can Aneri can O her
Base: (433) (37) (61) (34)
Yard wast e 19% 8% 18% 15%
only
Yard wast e 44% 30% 39% 29%
& or food
wast e

African-Aneri cans show a tendency to be nore interested than others in
| earni ng nore about food waste conposti ng:

e 66% of African-Anericans would like to |learn nore about food
wast e conposti ng;

e 50% of Caucasians would like to |learn nore; and,

e 48% of Asian-Anericans would |ike to | earn nore.

African- Aneri cans show a tendency to be less likely to conpost their
grass clippings and nore likely to rake, bag, and bring their grass
clippings to the curb.

Afri can- Asi an-
Caucasia Anerican Anerican O her
n

Base®': (433) (37) (61) (34)
Rake, bag, bring 41% 58% 43% 42%
to curb
Conpost them 37% 19% 38% 21%
Leave on | awn 14% 12% 23% 25%
Landscaper 10% 8% 8% 0%

The base of respondents include those who reported an answer to the ethnicity question (565 respondents answered and
45 refused).
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Appendi x: Survey Questionnaire
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