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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Over the course of this year, First Step Oskaloosa, a group of graduate students from the University 

ÏÆ )Ï×ÁȭÓ 3ÃÈÏÏÌ ÏÆ 5ÒÂÁÎ ÁÎÄ 2ÅÇÉÏÎÁÌ 0ÌÁÎÎÉÎÇȟ ÈÁÓ ÃÏÎÄÕÃÔÅÄ ÔÈÒÅÅ ÍÁÉÎ ÓÔÕÄÉÅÓȡ the Residential 

Solid Waste Collection Survey, the Community Comparison Analysis, and the Impact Analysis. The 

conclusions from this research, in addition to conversations with local stakeholders and 

appropriate regional professionals, have led to a two-part recommendation by our group. 

The first part of the recommendation addresses identified aesthetic and public health concerns. 

This recommendation is to review, clarify, and enforce the current Oskaloosa Code as it pertains to 

solid waste hauling. The first revision will require all single-family dwellings to enroll in solid waste 

hauling services from a licensed hauler. The Residential Solid Waste Collection Survey shows that 

eighty percent of respondents had curbside garbage pick-up. This indicates an opportunity for the 

other twenty percent to enroll and would require pick-up on a weekly basis. It is anticipated that 

there will be no negative impact on local jobs if this first part of the recommendation is 

implemented. 

The second ordinance revision is to require residential use of garbage containers. If a dwelling has 

solid waste hauling, the code is specific about how often and to what degree solid waste is required 

to be picked up. The addition of mandating garbage container use would have positive implications 

for public health and the aesthetics in Oskaloosa by removing loose garbage bags from the curbs 

and long-term garbage storage on premises. Increasing licensing fees should also be investigated to 

offset ordinance enforcement efforts. 

After a period of no more than two years, the ordinance enforcement phase should be reviewed to 

ensure efficacy. The best way to monitor this is for an ordinance enforcement officer to record any 

potential ordinance violations. Residential noncompliance with the ordinance revisions would 

indicate continued public health and aesthetic issues. Additionally, a survey should be conducted 

with questions similar to those asked in the Residential Solid Waste Collection Survey. The survey 

should measure perceptions of key concerns such as those involving public health, aesthetics, 

safety, environmental, consumer cost and road damage. If an identified positive change in those 

concerns is not realized, or levels of those concerns that do not have a baseline from the survey are 

unacceptable, the first part of the recommendation can be said to have failed. 

In this event, a second recommendation is that the City of Oskaloosa pursue a single hauler contract 

system, to be determined by a bidding process on an as needed basis. A single hauler system would 

simplify ordinance enforcement by making it more difficult for residences to slip through the 

cracks. The Residential Solid Waste Collection Survey shows that 62 percent of respondents strongly 

or somewhat supported having a single hauler provide waste disposal services if fees were reduced. 

In addition to curbside garbage collection, it is also recommended that the city mandate curbside 

recycling; the survey reported that 57 percent of respondents stated availability of curbside 

recycling or being able to recycle was very or somewhat important. Additional services should be 

considered by the City at no extra charge. Services such as walk-up assistance for the elderly and 

disabled, yard waste collection, bulky item pick-up, and appliance disposal are all community 

indicated preferences. 
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While the survey concluded that people were satisfied with their current solid waste hauler and the 

majority of respondents were unconcerned with many issues facing the community regarding 

refuse trucks, a majority agreed that inexpensive and quality solid waste hauling is important. Most 

respondents supported either a single hauler contract or a municipal hauler given a reduction in 

costs. For more information regarding the survey see the Residential Solid Waste Collection Survey 

section in the Final Recommendations document. 

Each of the following studies was a component utilized in determining the recommendation for the 

City of Oskaloosa. After surveying the perceptions regarding solid waste hauling practices, a 

number of additional questions were raised; mostly surrounding costs. Potential reduction of fees 

was studied to determine if this could be accomplished after the ordinance review and enforcement 

period. 

State data utilized in the Community Comparison Analysis shows that most Iowa cities use city 

contracted models. However, after narrowing the data to communities similar to Oskaloosa, it was 

determined that of the three prevalent hauling systems (municipal, single contract, and multiple 

licenses), none were dominant. The expanded analysis showed that two similar communities 

switched hauler systems in the past four years. Both switched from multiple licensed haulers to a 

single hauler and reported residential waste hauling fee savings of approximately 25 to 50 percent. 

Finally, the Impact Analysis concluded that garbage trucks contribute a disproportionate amount of 

wear and tear on roads and infrastructure as compared to personal automobiles. Reducing the 

number of trucks on the roads in Oskaloosa will produce a cost savings to the city of approximately 

$700 per truck per year. Additionally, decreasing the number of trucks or limiting the time they 

spend on the streets will also reduce emissions and increase safety in the community. The dollar 

amounts indicated in this analysis are insufficient to suggest that an immediate change of waste 

hauler systems is necessary, but do point to externalities that should be a part of future waste 

hauling considerations. 

Waste hauling is a public service that is meant to support the health, safety and well-being of a 

communiÔÙȢ $ÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ÍÏÄÅÌÓ ÏÆ ×ÁÓÔÅ ÈÁÕÌÉÎÇ ÁÇÒÅÅÍÅÎÔÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ÁÄÖÁÎÔÁÇÅÓȢ /ÓËÁÌÏÏÓÁȭÓ 

current model appears to generally satisfy its citizens. However, issues involving public health and 

aesthetics must be addressed. Ambiguities in the ordinance language allow residents to get 

overlooked and hinder enforcement efforts. If implementation of the first part of the 

recommendation fails to properly remedy the situation, the community should seriously consider 

implementing the second part of the recommendation: changing to a single hauler system.  
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PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The Oskaloosa City Manager and administration have been concerned about the lack of a uniform solid 
waste removal service. They were interested in reducing the amount of solid waste being produced. In 
addition, they wanted to explore alternatives with regard to solid waste services that may be provided 
under a single contract. The project also directed First Step Oskaloosa to speak to many residents. One 
of their main concerns was the aesthetics of the community. The use of a multiple hauler system has 
created undesirable  curbside pick-up practices such as assorted trash receptacles and repetitive daily 
pick-up on the same streets. Additionally, concerns were voiced that because of the multitude of 
haulers, residents could slip through the cracks and not comply with City ordinance requiring curbside 
pick-up. The needs of the client and the assessed needs of the community directed the project to 
research, analyze, engage, and finally propose a strategy to explore options in dealing with solid waste 
in Oskaloosa. All the steps are present throughout this document.  
  
Due to the structure of the current system it is difficult to accurately assess the true costs to the 
community or investigate potential diversion methods. This waste management research project was a 
necessary step in evaluating solid waste in Oskaloosa. 

 Throughout the past eight months, the current structure was evaluated: 

1) To identify the needs of the Oskaloosa residents 

2) Investigate available alterative options in surrounding communities 

3) Recommend policy options for Oskaloosa 
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COLLABORATION 
While the project client is the City Manager of Oskaloosa, the team has worked closely with a 

variety of groups within  the community. Groups such as the Oskaloosa Area Development Group 

(OADG) have a significant presence throughout the business community and have facilitated 

attempts to reach a large portion of the population. Also, the Clean and Green Committee is active in 

addressing the deficiencies in the current waste management system and are excited to develop 

solutions.  

In addition to the City, the team has worked with County divisions; Mahaska County GIS assisted 

with data collection and Environmental Services provided insight to the techniques used to manage 

solid waste. Attempts were made to collect information from current solid waste haulers and the 

landfill to understand the services.  

The ÔÅÁÍ ÈÁÓ ÁÌÓÏ ×ÏÒËÅÄ ÃÌÏÓÅÌÙ ×ÉÔÈ ÍÁÎÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ #ÉÔÙȭÓ ÐÒÉÖÁÔÅ ÅÎÔÉÔÉÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎÓ 

including the Communication Research Institute, the Oskaloosa Herald, the Rotary Club, Mahaska 

Communication Group, and Musco Lighting. 

We would like to specifically thank a few groups and individuals that assisted with our research 

throughout this process. Karen Hafner, an employee of OADG and a member of the Clean and Green 

Committee, was instrumental in assisting us with our survey. The Iowa City Solid Waste Division 

advised us about current trends and possible options for our project. Also, the Iowa Department of 

Natural Resources provided us with a vast amount of data and information without which our 

project and studies would not be complete. 
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BACKGROUND 
4ÈÅ ÆÏÌÌÏ×ÉÎÇ ÓÅÃÔÉÏÎ ÄÅÔÁÉÌÓ /ÓËÁÌÏÏÓÁȭÓ ÈÉÓÔÏÒÙȟ ÄÅÍÏÇÒÁÐÈÉÃÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÆÁÃÔÏÒÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÍÁÙ ÉÍÐÁÃÔ 

decisions about the communitÙȭÓ solid waste hauling industry. 

HISTORY 
Oskaloosa was permanently settled in the early 1ψτπȭÓ ÁÓ Á ÔÒÁÄÉÎÇ ÐÏÓÔ ÂÙ *ÁÍÅÓ #ÁÎÅÆÉÅÌÄȟ ÂÅÆÏÒÅ 

Iowa became a state. An 1844 act of the territorial legislature organized Mahaska County and 

selected this site as the county seat. The County Commissioners chose the name Oskaloosa, a Creek 

Princess whose ÎÁÍÅ ÍÅÁÎÓ ȰÌÁÓÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÂÅÁÕÔÉÆÕÌȟȱ ÏÖÅÒ -ÁÈÁÓËÁȟ Á ÓÕÇÇÅÓÔÅÄ ÁÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅȢ 7ÉÔÈÉÎ Á 

year, contracts were issued to build a county courthouse, jail and other administrative structuresi. 

From its platting to incorporation in 1853, the population increased from less than fifty to almost a 

thousandii. Several newspapers, including the Oskaloosa Herald, founded in 1850, as well as 

wholesale establishments, churches and public schools sprung up in town. Oskaloosa continued to 

ÇÒÏ× ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ ρψππȭÓȢ 

The town became known as a center of education. State funds issued in 1852 established a Normal 

School to train teachers for the region, one of only a few in the stateiii . Oskaloosa College was 

established in 1861 with affiliations to the Disciples of Christ Churchiv. It was financially unstable 

and went deeper in debt until 1880 when the Church opened a new college in Des Moines. Taking 

ÁÌÌ ÂÕÔ ÏÎÅ ÏÆ /ÓËÁÌÏÏÓÁȭÓ ÐÒÏÆÅÓÓÏÒÓȟ ÔÈÁÔ ÃÏÌÌÅÇÅ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÌÁÔÅÒ ÂÅÃÏÍÅ $ÒÁËÅ 5ÎÉÖÅÒÓÉÔÙȢ /ÓËÁÌÏÏÓÁ 

and Mahaska County rallied to raisÅ ÅÎÏÕÇÈ ÍÏÎÅÙ ÔÏ ÐÁÙ ÄÏ×Î ÔÈÅ ÃÏÌÌÅÇÅȭÓ ÄÅÂÔÓ ÁÎÄ ÈÉÒÅ ÎÅ× 

teachers, but, 18 years later, the last class graduatedv. Additionally, Penn College opened its doors in 

1872 after the merger of two Quaker groups, the Spring Creek Union College Association of Friends 

and the Iowa Yearly Meetingvi. Now called William Penn University, there were over 1,600 students 

in 2010vii. 

Coal played a large part in /ÓËÁÌÏÏÓÁȭÓ ÅÁÒÌÙ ÇÒÏ×ÔÈȢ -ÁÊÏÒ ÃÏÁÌ ÍÉÎÉÎÇ ÂÅÇÁÎ ÉÎ ÅÁÒÎÅÓÔ ÉÎ ρψχσ 

when Iowa Central Coal Company absorbed the Hardin and Mahaska Coal Company. This was also 

around the time that Central Iowa Railroad built a depot in town. By 1885, there were 38 mines 

extracting more coal from Mahaska County than any other two Iowa counties combinedviii . 

Later years saw growth in agricultural, retail and manufacturing sectors, especially in the brick and 

tile industry ix. 

Oskaloosa undertook many civic projects during the City Beautiful movement that lasted from the 

ÌÁÔÅ ρψππȭÓ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ρωςπȭÓȢ 3ÅÖÅÒÁÌ ÍÕÎÉÃÉÐÁÌ ÂÕÉÌÄÉÎÇÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÃÏÎÓÔÒÕcted including the 

Mahaska County Court House (1886), the Carnegie Foundation funded Public Library (1903) and 

the original Community Stadium (1929). Teddy Roosevelt even dedicated the YMCA (1912) during 

a campaign stopx. 

More recent events include the cessation of bus service in 1952xi, the opening of Penn Central Mall 

in 1985 and a visit by then candidate Barack Obama in 2007.  
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DEMOGRAPHICS 
Year Population  

2010  11,463 

2000  10,938 

1990  10,600 

1980  10,989 

1970  11,224 

Table 4.1: Oskaloosa population since 1970 ; Source: US Census Bureau 

Table 4.1 shows US Census Bureau figures for the population of Oskaloosa since 1970. It indicates 

that the population has remained at around 11,000 people. However, the 2010 population is the 

highest since before 1970 and has trended up over the past 20 years. Many smaller Iowa 

communities have seen population stagnation or shrinkage. 

The rest of the data comes from the 2000 census because full data from the 2010 census is not yet 

available on the city level. 

The 2000 Census counted 10,938 citizens in Oskaloosa, 95.5% of them white. The largest minority 

population was Asian, at 1.3 % followed by African-American at 1.2%. The state population was 

93.9% white and counted African Americans as the largest minority group with 2.1% of the 

population. Asians made up 1.3% of the population. 

The median household income was $34,490 in 1999 dollars compared with $39,469 for Iowa. 

10.6% of families and 13.7% of individuals fell below the poverty line compared with 6.0% and 

9.1% for the state, respectively. 4ÈÉÓ ÓÕÇÇÅÓÔÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÎ ςπππȟ /ÓËÁÌÏÏÓÁȭÓ ÃÉÔÉÚÅÎÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÓÏÍÅ×ÈÁÔ 

less affluent than the average Iowan. 

48.7% of the population was male and 51.3% female. The median age was 36.4 years compared to 

36.6 years for the state. However, a breakdown of age cohorts shows that Oskaloosa had higher 

percentages of people 18-24 and 25-29 years than the State, but a larger percent of its population 

70 years or older. This suggests that Oskaloosa was an older community with a bulge of young 

adults which brought down the median age. The higher percentage of 18-24 year olds is expected in 

community with a college. A more detailed breakdown of cohorts can be found in Appendix A. 
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Figure 4.1: Age of individuals in single -unit dwellings; Source: US Census Bureau 

In 2000, there were 3,619 single-unit detached or attached dwellings in Oskaloosa, 3,454 occupied. 
Figure 4.1 indicates that householders over 75 years made up more than 15% of the total, behind 
only 35-44 year olds and 45-54 year olds. However, people 75 years or older, made up only 10.81% 
of the population. This means that they were over represented as householders in these dwelling 
types.  
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ROAD NETWORK 

In 2007, the road network in Oskaloosa was 72.7 milesxii in length. 20.72 milesxiii  was chip seal and 
the rest was rigid pavement. 

 The Public Works Department estimates that they average $40,000 to $50,000 annually in 
maintenance on rigid pavement compared to $130,000 - $150,000 for chip seal maintenance. Chip 
seal road surfaces incur more damaged by heavy trucks and require more frequent maintenance 
events compared to rigid pavements.  

SOLID WASTE AND RECYCLING FACILITIES 

Solid waste is hauled to the Mahaska County Sanitation Landfill located 5.4 miles from the 
Oskaloosa City Square Park. The landfill is operated by the Mahaska County Solid Waste 
Management Commission. As of 2008, the landfill  was at 45% capacity which forecasts remaining 
use until approximately 2040xiv. The landfill accepts solid waste and yard waste but not household 
hazardous waste. The landfill also reported a $16.25 tipping fee per ton in a 2007; this was the 
lowest in a survey of 57 Iowa landfillsxv. 

)Î ςππψȟ +!, 3ÅÒÖÉÃÅÓ ÏÐÅÎÅÄ ÔÈÅ 2ÅÃÙÃÌÅ -ÉÄ×ÅÓÔȭÓ /ÓËÁÌÏÏÓÁ 2ÅÃÙÃÌÉÎÇ #ÅÎÔÅÒȢ 4ÈÅ ρχȟπππ 
square foot distribution center collects recyclable material from Oskaloosa, Knoxville and Pella. A 
paper-fiber baler and compaction machine helps the center divert up to 3,600 tons of metals, 
plastics and fibers to processing centers a yearxvi. 

CURRENT SOLID WASTE HAULING PRACTICES 

Solid waste removal is regulated by Oskaloosa City Code 8.12.i-iii . 

Residential garbage must be hauled by a licensed hauler at least once a week, from an easily 
accessible place. Residents are responsible for negotiating a contract for services with the licensed 
haulers. Garbage containers must be removed from the street by the resident within 24 hours of 
pick up. Residential recycling can be picked up by a licensed hauler from the curb, per an agreement 
between the resident and the hauler.  

Waste hauling in Oskaloosa is currently by contract with private haulers for both residential and 
industrial/commercial/institutional (ICI). There were seven licensed waste haulers approved in FY 
2009. These include:  

¶ Cathy Fenton  
¶ Kal Services, Inc  
¶ Local Disposal, Inc  
¶ Red Rock Rubbish  
¶ Thomas Sanitation  
¶ Van Egmond Sanitation  
¶ Waste Management  
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Two of those (Kathy Fenton, Van Egmond) are located within Oskaloosa, while the rest are located in 
Pella, Des Moines, New Sharon and Beacon. Four haulers offer residential service; residential prices 
range from $13 to $18.80 a month. Four services offer residential curbside recycling pick-up. Two 
companies bundle garbage and recycling at no extra cost, while the others provide the service at 
additional cost. The haulers were contacted and asked about customers served, number of employees 
and routes, but not all chose to disclose this informationxvii.  

Licensing fees are set by ordinance at $100 and shall be resubmitted with each licensing renewal. 

The fee has not been altered since 1993.  

ORDINANCE REVIEW 
As defined by 8.12.090, waste storage containers are required by the City of Oskaloosa for all single 

family residences. These containers should be between 20 and 35 gallons with fly tight lids, leak-

ÐÒÏÏÆȟ ×ÉÔÈ ÈÁÎÄÌÅÓ ÓÕÉÔÁÂÌÅ ÆÏÒ ÌÉÆÔÉÎÇȢ 4ÈÅÙ ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÓÔÏÒÅÄ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÅÒÓÏÎȭÓ ÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÙ ÁÎÄ ÔÁËÅÎ ÔÏ 

the curb for a period of no more than 24 hours when the waste is to be picked-up.  

Section 8.12.140 states that a license is required by any individual wishing to collect solid waste 

materials. 8.12.150 goes on to say those who are licensed must maintain collection vehicles which 

are leak-proof, easily cleaned, and in good repair. Nothing should be spilled while transferring the 

waste from the curb to the truck.  

3ÅÃÔÉÏÎ ψȢρςȢρχπ ÓÔÁÔÅÓ ȰÁÌÌ ÓÏÌÉÄ ×ÁÓÔÅÓ ÓÈÁÌÌ ÂÅ ÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÅÄ ÆÒÏÍ ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÐÒÅÍÉÓÅÓ ÁÔ ÌÅÁÓÔ ÏÎÃÅ 

per week. Recyclable materials shall be collected from residential premises at least semi-ÍÏÎÔÈÌÙȢȱ 

A full version of the Oskaloosa Code, as it pertains to solid waste, can be viewed at the following 

website: http://library.municode.com/HTML/16543/level2/TIT8HESA_CH8.12SOWACO.html. 

  

http://library.municode.com/HTML/16543/level2/TIT8HESA_CH8.12SOWACO.html
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Different waste hauling systems impose different costs to the community. External costs are those 

that community members share. These include the cost of maintaining the road network due to the 

wear and tear caused by waste hauling trucks; the environmental and health costs associated with 

smog and greenhouse gas emissions from truck tailpipes; and the costs associated with the dangers 

of having large, collision prone trucks on the road network. Costs to the consumers are those 

charges that accrue directly to residents who use waste hauling services. A responsible waste 

hauling policy should be one that promotes efficiency and minimizes costs. 

INFRASTRUCTURE 
The City of Oskaloosa spends, on average, almost $200,000 in materials and labor on road 

maintenance. Much of this maintenance budget directly results from vehicular road use. As such, 

additional traffic will cause added wear and tearxviii .  

Road wear is difficult to determine because most roadways consist of mixed traffic. By 

standardizing vehicle types to a single unit, aggregate damage can be calculated and vehicles and 

load types can be meaningfully compared. Most commonly in the US, axle/loads are standardized to 

the damaged caused by one axle with an 18,000 pound load. This is called an Equivalent Single Axle 

,ÏÁÄ ɉ%3!,ɊȢ !ÄÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌÌÙȟ ÐÁÖÅÍÅÎÔ ×ÅÁÒ ÉÓ ÎÏÔ Á ÌÉÎÅÁÒ ÆÕÎÃÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÖÅÈÉÃÌÅȭÓ ×ÅÉÇÈÔȢ -ÏÓÔ ÏÆ 

the literature suggests that there is a factor-of-four relationship between load and wear. This means 

that the same vehicle with twice the load weight will cause 16 times more damagexix. 

Garbage trucks are particularly harmful on pavement. This is due to their axle configuration, 

vehicular weight, load weight and operational behavior. ESALs for residential curbside solid waste 

hauling trucks have been estimated as high as 4.71 with a full load. Considering the average car has 

an ESAL of .0004, this means that one trip of a fully loaded garbage truck does the same amount of 

damage as 11,800 carsxx. A  University of Michigan Transportation Research Institute study 

suggests that frequent starting and stopping of garbage trucks could increase road wear by 50% to 

100%xxi. 

The Minnesota Department of Transportation uses more conservative figures, stating that a 

garbage truck has an ESAL of 1.0, equal to 1,000 automobile trips xxii. Assuming that a garbage truck 

drives the entire road network once a week, the annual equivalent of 52,000 automobile trips is 

attributable to that truck.  

Unfortunately, translating the additional trips into a yearly dollar figure is extremely difficult to 

precisely determine. Road segments are designed to different specifications, including sub-grade, 

surface materials and thicknesses. These design specifications correspond to current and forecast 

loads over the intended life of the pavement. 

Using a 2000 Federal Highway Administration report on road impacts associated with truck wear 

and tear, a ballpark cost estimate can be calculated. It is estimated that each additional solid waste 

hauling truck contributes $723.32 worth of damage to the Oskaloosa road system every year. This 

estimate may be conservative due to the fact that a large percentage of the road network that 
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Oskaloosa maintains is chip seal, not rigid pavement. Chip seal is particularly susceptible to heavy 

truck load damage. Calculation details and assumptions are located in Appendix 2. 

Examples from other cities suggest that removing excessive waste hauling vehicles from the road 

network can have significant cost savings. The Public Works Department of the City of Roseville, 

MN conducted a study in 2002 which suggested that switching from a multiple licensed hauler 

system to a single contracted hauler could save as much as $40 per citizen per year in road 

maintenance costsxxiii. 

4ÈÅ #ÉÔÙ ÏÆ ,ÅÅȭÓ 3ÕÍÍÉÔȟ -/ȟ Á ÓÕÂÕÒÂ ÏÆ +ÁÎÓÁÓ #ÉÔÙȟ ÉÓ in the process of evaluating its solid waste 

hauling policies as well. Their Department of the Environmental Services has estimated that by 

cutting the number of residential curbside haulers from five to one, they will save $400,000xxiv 

yearly. 

Both cities are larger than Oskaloosa (34,000 and 84,000, respectively) and the road systems are 

different, but the fact remains that limiting the number of garbage trucks on the road limits the 

amount of damage.  

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
CO2, particulate matter and other gasses emitted from internal combustion engines are known 

contributors to global warming. They also affect local and regional air quality which is not only 

aesthetically displeasing but can cause and exacerbate respiratory and cardiac ailments. Garbage 

tru cks are substantial emitters because of the constant stopping and starting, idling time and heavy 

loads. 

Refuse Truck Emission  Grams/Mile  Automobile Emission Type  Grams/Mile  

HCxxv 0.700 HCxxvi 0.083 

NOXxxvii  12.700 NOXxxviii  0.274 

COxxix  3.200 COxxx 3.560 

PMxxxi  0.650 PMxxxii 0.010 

CO2xxxiii  1,544.479 CO2xxxiv 320.000 

Total  1,561.729 Total 323.927 

Table 5.1: Emissions by Vehicle Type 

Table 5.1 indicates that refuse trucks emit almost five times the amount of pollutants as an 

automobile. Assuming that a truck drives the entire roadway once a week, every week for a year, 

total emissions are the same as driving a car 18,226 miles. This is equivalent to driving from New 

York to Los Angeles more than seven times. Further discussion of emission estimates are discussed 

in Appendix 2. 

Monetizing emissions is difficult because of the complexity with which pollutants interact with the 

environment. Because of the relatively rural setting of Oskaloosa and the character of its topology 

and meteorology, it is unlikely that emissions will build up locally. However, the marginal damage 

for carbon emissions is estimated at between $16.75 and $55.83 per short ton in 2010 dollarsxxxv. 

This would suggest that each additional solid waste truck causes between $108 and $360 in annual 

global environmental damage. 
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SAFETY 

 

Figure 5.1: Garbage truck collision s in Iowa; Source: Iowa Department of Transportation  

Garbage trucks also pose a safety risk to the community. As large vehicles on residential roads that 

frequently start and stop, there is the potential for collisions with pedestrians, property or other 

vehicles.   

Figure 5.1 indicates that there were 1,263 collisions involving garbage trucks in Iowa from 2001 to 

2010. That averages to 126 collisions per year. Those collisions resulted in 357 injuries, 15 deaths 

and approximately $7.5 million in property damage. In November of 2008, a collision involving a 

garbage truck occurred in Oskaloosa, resulting in $3,000 worth of damage to the car but no injuries. 

The cause of the crash was a refuse truck backing into a parked motor vehicle.  

Table 5.2 shows state level property damage resulting from crashes involving garbage/refuse 

trucks from 2001 to 2010. The amounts are adjusted to current values using the Consumer Price 

Index Calculator available on the Bureau of Labor Statistics website.  

Year Damage Adjusted to 2010 Dollars  

2001  $804,291 
2002  $928,815 
2003  $1,029,746 
2004  $768,513 
2005  $724,819 
2006  $916,572 
2007  $719,634 
2008  $515,538 
2009  $717,148 
2010  $534,522 

Average Annual Property 
Damage 

$765,960 

Table 5.2: Statewide crash related damage ; Source: Iowa Department of Transportation  
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Using statewide data from 2005-2008, a mathmatical model was constructed to estimate the 

number of crashes and damage attributable to the waste hauling type. The model indicates that 

communities with city-contract hauling systems have slightly fewer garbage truck related collisions 

when controlling for tested variables. Additionally, the cost of damage associated with garbage 

truck related crashes is lower in cities with city-contract systems than individual contracts 

controlling for the same variables. A further discussion of the mathmatical model and its 

components can be found in Appendix 3. 

Solid waste hauling trucks pose a safety risk to road network users and their property. While 

collisions involving garbage trucks are likely unavoidable, additional garbage trucks create 

additional risk of collision. Ensuring that only the necessary number of trucks is on the roads 

minimizes the possibility of a collision. 

COST TO THE CONSUMER 
Non-external costs are those that are directly charged to the service user. In the case of solid waste 

hauling, this consists of the amount charged for trash and recycling pick-up. 

It is expected that moving from multiple licensed haulers to a single contracted hauler using a 

competitive bid process will lower consumer costs of waste hauling. This is due to the fact that the 

hauler has guaranteed income, can maximize pick-up efficiency and can take advantage of 

economies of scale associated with a larger consumer base. 

A 1978 study of waste hauling practices supports this expectation; it was found that contract 

hauling is 26% to 48% cheaper than multiple, licensed haulers with  the same level of servicexxxvi. 

Two Iowa communities have recently switched from multiple licensed haulers to a single contract. 

The City of Winterset saw estimated monthly average costs drop from $22 for trash and recycling 

curbside pick-up to a contract mandated $11.50. This change also saw an increase in provided 

services that included yard waste pick-up and limited bulky item removalxxxvii. 

The City of Johnston also switched from multiple haulers to a single contract. Costs dropped from 

$12-$14 a month to $7. This includes garbage,  recycling and bulk item removalxxxviii. 

  Before After 

  Licensing Price Tipping 
($/ton) 

Licensing Price Tipping 
($/ton) 

Johnston $10  $12-$14 $31.00 $0  $7   $32.00* 
Winterset $50  $22  $22.50 $0  $11.50  $22.50 

Table 5.3: Hauling fees of comparable cities ; *$5 rebate for contract haulers that have 50% waste of last year ; 
Source: Cities of Johnston and Winterset City managers 

CONCLUSION 
Garbage trucks are a necessary part of urban life. Refuse hauling will always be needed. However, 

since garbage trucks disproportionately contribute to infrastructure wear and tailpipe emissions 

and are a real safety concern, they should be limited to only the number needed to provide service. 

Additionally, a contracted, single hauler has been proven to reduce direct costs to the consumer by 

taking advantage of guaranteed income, efficient routes and economies of scale. 
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LOCAL BUSINESS CONCERNS 
Waste hauling system change, by definition, will have an economic impact. It is difficult  to identify 

every affected stakeholder, as well as estimate the magnitude of impacts on those parties. However, 

certain levels of effects and broad categories of stakeholders can be identified based upon the type 

of recommendations adopted. There are three emphasized parties within Oskaloosa; customers, 

solid waste haulers, and the City of Oskaloosa.  

EXPECTED IMPACTS WITH ORDINANCE ENFORCEMENT 
Changing and enforcing the current ordinance that requires everyone in the community to have a 

solid waste hauler is estimated to have the lowest level of impacts on stakeholders. Those that do 

not have service would be required purchase it; haulers could see an increase in revenues. In this 

scenario it would be expected that local jobs would be negatively affected. 

EXPECTED IMPACTS WITH SINGLE HAULER 
Moving to a single contracted hauler would have a larger impact on stakeholders than required 

curbside garbage pick-up and an ordinance change. The impacts on the city would be relatively 

minor, other than the associated costs for issuing, accepting, and managing a RFP (Request for 

Proposal). Consumers may see a reduction in prices; however the amount of this reduction is 

uncertain. The number of solid waste haulers would decrease to one and the solid waste hauling 

revenues from those companies that did not win the RFP would decrease. The company that won 

the RFP would likely  see an increase in revenues. Each company would have an equal opportunity 

to win the bid. 

A municipal hauler system would change how solid waste is currently collected the most. Impacts 

to the consumers would be the same as a single contracted hauler; however, all companies 

operating in Oskaloosa would see a decrease in revenue as they could no longer perform residential 

hauling. The City would have the responsibility of managing residential garbage collection.  

CONCLUSION 
The only way to ensure that there will be no impacts on consumers, businesses, and the city is to 

maintain the current system. If any of the recommendations are adopted, there will be impacts on 

stakeholders. A single hauler, especially a municipal hauler, would have greater effects on the 

community than changing the garbage collection ordinance.  These impacts are important and 

should be recognized. The City may at some point deem it necessary to try and estimate potential 

impacts. 
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RESIDENTIAL SOLID WASTE COLLECTION SURVEY 
Information related to individual residential solid waste practices and the perceptions of the 

community about that system is a necessary component of this recommendation report. Therefore, 

a community-based survey was administered to the community.  The following section presents the 

methods, findings, and conclusions from this survey. 

SURVEY METHODS 
The residential solid waste survey was administered from January 27, 2011 to January 31, 2011 in 

locations throughout Oskaloosa. Paper copies of the survey, one of which can be found in Appendix 

4, were left at the following locations: the Oskaloosa Public Library, Oskaloosa City Hall, the 

Oskaloosa SÅÎÉÏÒ #ÅÎÔÅÒȟ 4ÁÓÏÓȭÓ 3ÔÅÁËÈÏÕÓÅȟ ÔÈÅ -ÁÈÁÓËÁ #ÏÕÎÔÙ 9-#!ȟ #ÏÍÍÕÎÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ 2ÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ 

)ÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÅ ɉ#2)Ɋȟ $ÒȢ 3ÁÌÁÍÉȭÓ "ÁÒ ÁÎÄ 'ÒÉÌÌȟ -ÅÁls on Wheels delivery locations, and the Oskaloosa 

Area Chamber and Development Group offices. In addition to the paper version, a survey was 

available online at FirstStepOskaloosa.wordpress.com. Announcement of the survey was included 

in the Oskaloosa Herald on January 24, 2011, various community websites, and through mass emails 

with local employers such as Mahaska Communication Group, Clow Valve Company, and Musco 

Lighting.  

A total of 195 responses (178 of which were from Oskaloosa residents; 119 from online sources) 

were returned for analysis. It is important to note that all findings are for respondents only. 

Oskaloosa residents who took the time to complete the survey may be those most likely to voice 

their opinions on this issue, thus it is believed that this sample could represent the vocal population 

within the community.  

SURVEY RESULTS 

GARBAGE COLLECTION 
80% of respondents indicated that they had curbside garbage collection. Of those that have garbage 

collection, 13% also have curbside recycling collection. The low percentage of curbside recycling is 

due to the fact that 37% of respondents stated that their hauler did not offer that service and 37% 

stated that they take it on their own to a drop off site. No other reason received more than 10%of 

the responses. Survey takers were able to give multiple answers. 
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WASTE HAULER SATISFACTION 
Survey respondents were asked to evaluate their current solid waste provider in seven different 

areas. Generally, people were satisfied with their current solid waste providers. 89% of people 

were ÁÔ ÌÅÁÓÔ ȰÓÏÍÅ×ÈÁÔȱ ÓÁÔÉÓÆÉÅÄ with their waste service:  

Satisfaction of Respondents Current Solid Waste Hauler  

 Percent of Responses (Respondents)  

 Very Satisfied  Somewhat 

Satisfied  

Somewhat 

Unsatisfied  

Very Unsatisfied  $ÏÎȭÔ +ÎÏ× 

Prices (147)  59% 30% 4% 2% 5% 

Quality of 

Service (149)  

76% 21% 1% 1% 1% 

Pick-up Times 

(150)  

77% 20% 3% 0% 0% 

Pick-up 

Frequency 

(149)  

81% 16% 1% 1% 1% 

Customer 

Service (150)  

71% 20% 5% 1% 3% 

Convenience 

(148)  

76% 22% 1% 1% 1% 

Overall (151)  72% 27% 0% 1% 0% 

Table 7.1: Waste hauler satisfaction; Source: Residential Solid Waste Collection Survey 

Comparing overall satisfaction to the number of times a person has changed waste haulers 

indicates that residents were currently satisfied with their providers, even if they had changed 

haulers multiple times.  

Overall satisfaction vs. Number of times people changed 

waste haulers in the last 24 months  

 

Overall Satisfaction (Number of People)  
 

Number of times changed waste haulers  Very Satisfied  Somewhat 
Satisfied  

Total (151 

Respondents)  

0 96 33 129 

1 3 3 6 

2 2 1 3 

Total (144 Respondents)  101 37 138 

Table 7.2: Satisfaction and hauler changes; Source: Residential Solid Waste Collection Survey  
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IMPORTANCE OF GARBAGE COLLECTION 
People were asked to rate the level of importance for several aspects of garbage collection. Every 

category was rated as at ÌÅÁÓÔ ȰÓÏÍÅ×ÈÁÔȱ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔ ÂÙ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ υπϷ ÏÆ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÄÅÎÔÓȢ 4ÈÅ ÍÏÓÔ 

important features of garbage collection according to respondents were quality of service and 

inexpensive garbage collection. The least important features were being able to choose from 

several haulers and having the cost of recycling built into the base fee for garbage collection. 

The most important issues (quality of service and inexpensive garbage collection) also received the 

ÈÉÇÈÅÓÔ ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔÁÇÅ ÏÆ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÅÓ ÆÏÒ ȰÖÅÒÙȱ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔȢ !ÎÏÔÈÅÒ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÄÅÎÔÓ ÆÅÌÔ 

strongly about was supporting small waste hauling businesses. 65% reported that they felt this 

ÉÓÓÕÅ ×ÁÓ ȰÖÅÒÙȱ ÏÒ ȰÓÏÍÅ×ÈÁÔȱ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔȢ 

The catÅÇÏÒÉÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÒÅÃÅÉÖÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÈÉÇÈÅÓÔ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÅÓ ÆÏÒ ȰÖÅÒÙȱ ÕÎÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔ were being able to 

choose from several garbage haulers and having the cost of recycling built into the bill for garbage 

collection. 

Importance of Garbage Collection  

 Very 

Important  

Somewhat 

Important  

Somewhat 

Unimportant  

Very 

Unimportant  

 Don't Know  

Quality of service in 

garbage collection (171)  

48% 40% 11% 1% 1% 

Inexpensive garbage 

collection (166)  

46% 36% 16% 1% 1% 

Being able to recycle / 

availability of curbside 

recycling (163)  

28% 29% 23% 17% 3.% 

Being able to choose 

from several garbage 

haulers for service (167)  

22% 27% 26% 23% 2.% 

Having the cost of 

recycling built into the 

base fee you pay for 

garbage collection (164)  

22% 26% 22% 21% 10% 

Having many materials 

collected for recycling 

(166)  

29% 29% 22% 14% 5% 

Supporting free 

enterprise in garbage 

collection (165)  

33% 26% 19% 16% 5% 

Supporting small hauling 

businesses (169)  

38% 27% 19% 12% 3% 

Table 7.3: Importance of garbage collection; Source: Residential Solid Waste Collection Survey  
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CONCERNS ABOUT GARBAGE COLLECTION 
When asked to rank garbage collection concerns, the most important were damage to streets 

caused by trucks and the safety surrounding refuse collection trucks. However, no category was 

ÒÁÔÅÄ ÁÓ ȰÖÅÒÙȱ ÏÒ ȰÓÏÍÅ×ÈÁÔȱ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔ ÂÙ ÍÏÒÅ ÔÈÁÎ υπϷ ÏÆ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÄÅÎÔÓȢ 

4ÈÅ ÉÓÓÕÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÒÅÃÅÉÖÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÈÉÇÈÅÓÔ ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔÁÇÅ ÏÆ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÅÓ ÆÏÒ ȰÖÅÒÙȱ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔ ×ÁÓ ÄÁÍÁÇÅ ÔÏ 

streets caused by refuse trucks. The issues that received the highest percentage of responses for 

ȰÖÅÒÙȱ Õnimportant was noise from garbage trucks. 

Concerns about Garbage Collection  

 Percent of Responses (Number of Respondents)  

 Very 

Important  

Somewhat 

Important  

Somewhat 

Unimportant  

Very 

Unimportant  

$ÏÎȭÔ 

Know  

Too many trucks on the 

street collecting garbage 

(172)  

12% 19% 24% 42% 2% 

Noise from trucks 

collecting garbage (172)  

3% 13% 32% 49% 2% 

Air pollution from trucks 

collecting garbage (169)  

8% 15% 33% 42% 2% 

 Very 

Important  

Somewhat 

Important  

Somewhat 

Unimportant  

Very 

Unimportant  

 Don't 

Know  

Safety of trucks collecting 

garbage (171)  

15% 27% 29% 27% 2% 

Garbage cans on streets 

on multiple days of the 

week (171)  

18% 16% 32% 33% 2% 

Damage to streets caused 

by trucks collecting 

garbage (171)  

19% 26% 27% 22% 5% 

Other (6)  0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 

Table 7.4: Concerns about garbage collection; Source: Residential Solid Waste Collection Survey  

POTENTIAL SOLID WASTE HAULING SYSTEMS 
Survey takers were asked whether they would support or oppose several waste hauling scenarios. 

Three scenarios were supported by at least 55% of the respondents. These were for multiple 

haulers, a single contract provider if it reduced fees or a municipal system if it reduced fees. The 

three scenarios that were opposed by more than half of the respondents were no collection policy, 

municipal hauling if it did not reduce fees and single contract provider if it did not reduce fees. 
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The single contract provider and municipal hauling scenarios, provided that they reduced fees, 

ÒÅÃÅÉÖÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÓÔ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÅÓ ÆÏÒ ȰÓÔÒÏÎÇÌÙȱ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔȢ 4ÈÅ ÓÁÍe scenarios, if they did not reduce fees, 

ÒÅÃÅÉÖÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÓÔ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÅÓ ÆÏÒ ȰÓÔÒÏÎÇÌÙȱ ÏÐÐÏÓÅȢ 

Potential Solid Waste Hauling Systems  

 Percent of Responses (Number of Respondents)  

 Strongly 

Support  

Somewhat 

Support  

Somewhat 

Oppose 

Strongly 

Oppose 

$ÏÎȭÔ 

Know  

Single contract provider if it 

reduced fees (166)  

26% 36% 10% 23% 5% 

Single contract provider if it 

did not reduce fees (165)  

7% 16% 29% 38% 10% 

Municipal hauling if it reduced 

fees (164)  

26% 31% 12% 24% 7% 

Municipal hauling if it did not 

reduce fees(164)  

5% 18% 27% 39% 10% 

Keep individual contract 

multiple haulers (166)  

25% 42% 11% 8% 14% 

No required collection policy 

(164)  

17% 18% 21% 26% 18% 

Other (3)  0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 

Table 7.5: Potential hauling systems; Source: Residential Solid Waste Collection Survey  

POTENTIAL SOLID WASTE COST OPTIONS 
Residents were asked whether they would support or oppose several garbage and recycling cost 

options. The option that received the most support was having the cost of recycling built into the 

base fee paid for garbage collection. The majority of respondentÓ ÏÐÐÏÓÅÄ Á ȰÐÁÙ ÁÓ ÙÏÕ ÔÈÒÏ×ȱ 

scenario. Pay as you throw is a hauling system where instead of a flat fee, the user is charged based 

upon the amount of garbage hauled away. Using the current licensing system to address concerns 

regarding refuse trucks was ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔÅÄ ÍÏÒÅ ÔÈÁÎ ÏÐÐÏÓÅÄȢ (Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÕÓÉÎÇ /ÓËÁÌÏÏÓÁȭÓ ÇÁÒÂÁÇÅ 

hauler licensing system to address problems with  refuse trucks received a response rate of around 

ςπϷ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ȰÄÏÎȭÔ ËÎÏ×ȱ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÙȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÍÁÙ ÂÅ ÄÕÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÕÎÆÁÍÉÌÉÁÒÉÔÙ ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ 

current Oskaloosa hauler licensing system. 
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Support for or Opposition to Service Changes  

 Percent of Responses (Number of Respondents)  

 Strongly 

Support  

Somewhat 

Support  

Somewhat 

Oppose 

Strongly 

Oppose 

$ÏÎȭÔ 

Know  

Having the cost of recycling built into the 

base fee you pay for garbage collection 

(all households pay) (169)  

30% 32% 13% 19% 7% 

A garbage fee structure where the first 

container of garbage set out for pick -up is 

part of the base fee and additional 

containers, if any, cost extra (Pay as you 

throw) (167)  

11% 31% 22% 31% 5% 

5ÓÉÎÇ /ÓËÁÌÏÏÓÁȭÓ ÇÁÒÂÁÇÅ ÈÁÕÌÅÒ 

licensing system to address concerns 

created by the number of trucks on the 

street (170)  

16% 28% 17% 19% 19% 

Table 7.6: Service Charges; Source: Residential Solid Waste Collection Survey  

REGRESSION ANALYSIS 
The regression analysis used a mathematical model to determine relationships between key 

variables within the data. These relationships can provide valuable insights. For this analysis, five 

regressions were run. The variables were selected based on relevance to explaining the current 

waste hauling system. 

From the analysis, specific groups of respondents can be identified as either supporting or not 

supporting different systems if all the other variables are held constant. Generally, female 

respondents were more likely to support moving to a single hauler system than men. Respondents 

younger than 34 years old and respondents between 45 and 54 were also more likely to support a 

change than those over the age of 65. Those that find inexpensive garbage and damage to streets 

caused by refuse trucks important would support a change to a single hauler more than those who 

found those issues unimportant. Additionally, people with curbside recycling collection are more 

likely to support a change than those that do not have that service. 

Although there are groups that would tend to support a change more than others, there are also 

groups that are more likely to support keeping the current system. Respondents living in single 

family homes were more likely than those who do not to prefer the status quo as were respondents 

that had curbside pick-up compared with those that did not. Also, respondents living in households 

making $60,000 or less were more likely than those in households making $100,000 or more to 

oppose a change in hauling systems. Again, these comparisons are valid when holding all other 

variables constant. 

The regression model tables are located in Appendix 5. 
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CONCLUSIONS 
In general, people who completed the survey were satisfied with their current solid waste hauler. 

The majority of respondents were unconcerned with many issues facing the community regarding 

refuse trucks. However, almost everyone agreed that inexpensive and quality solid waste hauling 

was important. Keeping the current solid waste system in place was the most supported solid waste 

scenario. The majority of respondents also supported either a single contract or municipal hauler 

given reduced fees. 

Additionally, those who though that issues relating to garbage trucks are important , inexpensive 

garbage collection is important, and those that had recycling were more likely to support a single 

hauler that reduces fees when compared to those that find issues and inexpensive garbage 

collection unimportant and did not have recycling. Respondents who would be more likely to 

support keeping the current system were those that value having multiple haulers, those with 

garbage collection, and those in households making less than $60,000 a year. While this does not 

represent the majority, it does identify the leanings of certain groups. 

SURVEY LIMITATIONS 
4ÈÉÓ ÓÕÒÖÅÙ ÉÓ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÅÄ Á ÐÅÒÃÅÐÔÉÏÎÓ ÓÕÒÖÅÙ ÁÎÄ ÃÁÐÔÕÒÅÓ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÎÔȭÓ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÌ ÁÔÔÉÔÕÄÅ ÔÏ×ÁÒÄ 

waste hauling practices within Oskaloosa. While we werÅ ÕÎÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÃÁÐÔÕÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÅÎÔÉÒÅ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙȭÓ 

preferences, it is believed that survey respondents are those that may voice their opinions most 

vocally.  

Many of the surveys were taken online, which could have increased the number of individuals 

responding from a segment of the population with internet access. Having a greater number of 

paper survey responses would have been ideal but the online responses were more cost effective 

and were promoted most successfully. The only concern is that those individuals without internet 

access may have been under-represented. 

Additional graphical representation of the data is contained in Appendix 4. 
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COMMUNITY COMPARISON ANALYSIS 
A Community Comparison Analysis was found to be a key component of this study to determine the 

common practices of other communities. The purpose of this analysis is to compare solid waste and 

recycling practices for single family residences in Iowa communities.  By using a comparison 

matrix, any patterns or trends in regional practices became evident and directed future, more 

detailed research opportunities. Conclusions can be used to help analyze and advise current waste 

and recycling hauling policy in Oskaloosa, Iowa. 

In an effort to inform decision makers, it was determined that a variety of similar communities and 

hauling practices should be conducted. This provided a list of possible options, as well as 

established if any common practices existed. The study also identified communities whose waste 

and recycling collection provision should be studied more in-depth. 
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GARBAGE COLLECTION AND PROCESSING  
All communities have some type of garbage collection and recycling services. Figure 8.1 shows the 

different waste hauling practices a community can have. Waste hauling is either done by licensed 

haulers who contract with individuals, single haulers that contract with the city or municipal crews. 

 

Figure 8.1: Available waste hauling options  

In a municipal waste hauling system the city, instead of contracting with a hauler, provides the 

garbage collection and recycling services for the community. Iowa City has a municipal waste 

hauling system where residential garbage collection and recycling is provided by city crews; 

however, commercial waste hauling and recycling is contracted with City Carton.  

In a contract/bid system the city receives bids from different haulers and, based upon the bid 

received and services desired, the city enters into an agreement with a single hauler to provide 

solid waste collection and recycling services. The City of Pella has a single private contract with 

Midwest Sanitation (Kal Services) for solid waste management and recycling.  

In a permit/ license system the city  licenses private haulers to contract privately with individual 

households to provide garbage collection and recycling services. This is the system Oskaloosa is 

currently using.  

Every three years, the Iowa Department of Natural Resources issues a survey to municipalities 

regarding waste and recycling hauling practices. The most recent round of surveys is ongoing. 

Using the data collected from 450 cities, a basic profile was established. 
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Figure 8.ςȡ 2ÅÓÐÏÎÄÉÎÇ #ÉÔÉÅÓȭ 7ÁÓÔÅ (ÁÕÌÉÎÇ 0ÒÁÃÔÉÃÅÓ; Source: Iowa Department of Natural Resources  

Figure 8.2 suggests that residential curbside pick-up terms and fees are negotiated through the city 

for almost two thirds of the responding cities. Individually negotiated contracts with private 

haulers make up more than a fourth of the respondents. Municipal hauling makes up the smallest 

percentage of cities that responded. 

 

Figure 8.σȡ 2ÅÓÐÏÎÄÉÎÇ #ÉÔÉÅÓȭ #ÕÒÂÓÉÄÅ (ÁÕÌÉÎÇ 0ÒÁÃÔÉÃÅÓ; Sources: Iowa Department of Natural Resources  

Figure 8.3 suggests that, similar to waste hauling figures, two thirds of the responding communities 

negotiate directly with private haulers for curbside recycling pick-up. Eight percent have individual 

contracts and nine percent have municipal crews. Sixteen percent of responding communities have 

no legal arrangement. This means that there is no legal requirement for individuals to have 

curbside pick-up or there are not requirements of recycling haulers. In these communities it is 

likely that either recycling curbside pick-up is unavailable or that curbside service is negotiated 

through the individual.  

65% 9% 

26% 

Garbage Hauling Systems 
(Round 6) 

City Contract Hauling

Municipal Hauling

Individual Contracts

67% 
9% 

8% 

16% 

Recycling Hauling Systems 
(Round 6) 

City Contract Hauling

Municipal Hauling

Individual Contracts

No Legal Arrangement



 

33 
 

 

Figure 8.4: Comparison of Garbage and Recycling Hauling Policies ; Source: Iowa Department of Natural 

Resources 

Figure 8.4 suggests that more than two thirds of the responding cities have different garbage and 

recycling pick-up policies. This trend implies that one policy does not necessarily inform the other. 

SELECTING COMMUNITIES FOR CASE STUDY 
Using Table 8.1, three cities were selected for a case study analysis of qualitative data. Each city 

represents one of the waste hauling types. The cities selected were Ames for multiple contr acted 

haulers, Pella for city contracted hauler and Perry for municipal crews. 

A good representation of single private hauler is Pella. The City of Pella has a single private contract 

with Midwest Sanitation (Kal Services) for solid waste management and recycling. The rate is $9.62. 

All the recycling material for Pella goes to Pella Corporation. Pella Corporation presently recycles 

sawdust, scrap lumber, aluminum, steel, glass, cardboard, office paper, plastic films, rigid plastics, 

newspapers, magazines, electronics, batteries, shop rags, paints, solvents, oil, coolant, steel and 

plastic drums. Pella Corporation also incinerates a portion of its solid waste for energy recovery. 

South Central Iowa Solid Waste Agency handles electronics recycling. Pella was also one of five 

midwest communities that planned electronic recycling drives in honor of Earth Day in 2010. This 

event was hosted by Pella Corporation, the City of Pella Public Works, Mahaska Communication 

Group, Vermeer Corporation, Precision Pulley and Idler, Van Gorp Corporation, Wal-Mart and 

Midwest Sanitation (Kal Services). This annual event encourages area residents and participating 

communities to safely recycle obsolete electronics, keeping them out of landfills.  

A representative city with municipal hauling is Perry. The garbage rate is $12. The city has garbage 

collection (both residential and commercial), curbside yard waste collection, annual tire collection, 

annual hazardous waste collection and bulky waste pick-up. Commercial and residential recycling 

is done at the City of Perry recycling center.  

 The City of Ames uses multiple licensed haulers. Ames does not provide garbage collection service; 

rather, it licenses independent haulers for the collection and disposal of garbage and refuse within 

31% 

69% 
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the city. It has 13 licensed haulers out of which two provide recycling services. The average garbage 

pick-up rate is $21.50.  

SELECTED COMMUNITY STUDY METHODOLOGY 
ESRI ArcMap GIS software was used to select cities within 75 miles of Mahaska County, within 

)Ï×ÁȭÓ ÂÏÒÄÅÒÓ ÁÎÄ ×ÈÏÓÅ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ φȟπππ ÁÎÄ ρφȟπππȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÒÅÓÕÌÔÅÄ ÉÎ Á ÌÉÓÔ ÏÆ 

cities that were similar in region and size. Those cities in Linn, Johnson and Polk Counties as well as 

the City of Norwalk in Warren County were excluded because their proximity to large urban areas 

was thought to potentially affect waste disposal options. This gave a list of 14 cities out of which 

five had multiple licensed haulers, five had municipal hauling and four had single private contracts.  

Pertinent information for this study was identified by examining existing literature. A comparison 

matrix was constructed showing waste hauling arrangements, recycling arrangements, recycling 

facility ownership and recycling cost-share agreements, where applicable. All data was collected by 

calling city clerks and city managers. 
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ANALYSIS 
As Table 8.1 indicates, the comparison cities have three types of waste hauling practices. For 

communities with multiple haulers that provided information , the number of haulers range from 

four to seven. Five out of the fourteen selected cities use multiple licensed haulers. Four 

communities use single, licensed haulers and five have municipal garbage collection. This matrix 

suggests that communities similar in size and geographic region to Oskaloosa do not show a 

particular inclination for any one type of waste hauling policy. 

  

Solid Waste 
Collection Service 
Provider 

Recycling 
Collection 
Service Provider 

Recycling 
Process 
Arrangement 

Revenue Share 
Arrangement 

Independence 
Multiple licensed 
haulers 

Single private 
contract No information None 

Boone 4 licensed haulers 
Multiple licensed 
haulers 

County owned 
facility None 

Nevada 5 licensed haulers 
Multiple licensed 
haulers 

Privately 
through haulers None 

Perry Municipal Municipal 
City owned 
facility  Participating cities share 

Grinnell Municipal Municipal 
City owned 
facility Participating cities share 

Newton 
Single licensed 
contract 

Single licensed 
contract 

Privately owned 
facility None 

Pella 
Single licensed 
contract 

Single licensed 
contract 

Privately owned 
facility None 

Indianola 4 licensed haulers 1 licensed hauler No information None 

Oskaloosa 7 licensed haulers 
3 licensed 
haulers 

Privately owned 
bailing facility None 

Washington 
Single licensed 
contract 

Single licensed 
contract 

City/County 
owned facility City/County share 

Fairfield 
Single licensed 
contract 

Single licensed 
contract 

Privately owned 
bailing facility 

City/County subsidy for 
single stream pick-up 

Mount 
Pleasant Municipal Municipal 

Facility owned 
by solid waste 
commission 

Revenues generated by 
solid waste commission 
used for facility O/M 

Fort Madison Municipal Municipal 

Facility owned 
by solid waste 
commission 

Revenues generated by 
solid waste commission 
used for facility O/M 

Keokuk Municipal Municipal 

Facility owned 
by solid waste 
commission 

Revenues generated by 
solid waste commission 
used for facility O/M 

 

Table 8.1 Comparison City Matrix  
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RECYCLING COLLECTION AND PROCESSING 
All communities that were analyzed have some form of curbside recycling pick-up. However, like 

waste hauling, there is variation in how pick-up occurs. Unlike the statewide data, recycling 

collection service is usually in the same manner as solid waste pick-up. This means, for example, 

that cities with single, contracted haulers for garbage collection will also have single, contracted 

haulers for recycling pick-up.  

The only difference is in communities that use multiple garbage haulers. Independence has 

multiple, licensed garbage haulers, but a single, contracted recycling collector. Also, in many cities, 

not all licensed trash haulers collect recycling, meaning that the number of recycling collection 

operations is less than the number of trash haulers. Finally, Boone and Nevada do not keep track of 

the number recycling collection service providers. 

Half of the communities send recyclables to municipally owned and operated recycling centers. 

Most of the communities that allow multiple, licensed recycling collection service providers either 

do not keep track of where the recycling is processed, or it is processed at private facilities. All five 

of the communities that use city crews to collect recycling take it to a municipally owned processing 

center. One out of the five cities that use single, contracted recycling collectors takes it to a 

municipal center. 

Seven out of the fourteen communities have a cost share agreement of some kind with the recycling 

center or collector to which its recycling goes. None of the multiple hauler cities receive recycling 

revenue and only one of the four single, licensed contracted recycling collector cities has such an 

agreement. All of the cities with municipally collected recycling service receive a share of the 

recycling revenue, even if that comes in the form of lower operation and maintenance costs for the 

local solid waste authority. 

CONCLUSION 
Waste hauling and recycling collection can be one of three types: multiple, licensed haulers; single, 

contracted haulers; or municipal. While there are state level trends for curbside pick-up, no type is 

dominant among selected communities. Of these communities, those that do not use municipal 

recycling collectors are more likely to have recycling go to privately owned facilities and are less 

likely to have a revenue sharing agreement. 

/ÓËÁÌÏÏÓÁȭÓ ÓÏÌÉÄ ×ÁÓÔÅ ÈÁÕÌÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÃÙÃÌÉÎÇ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÃÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÕÎÕÓÕÁÌ ×ÈÅÎ ÃÏÍÐÁÒÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ 

other, similar communities. Additionally, their use of a private facility for recycling processing and 

the lack of a revenue sharing agreement are typical. 
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WASTE HAULING PRACTICE CHANGES 
Using Iowa DNR community survey data from 2005 to 2010, communities that have changed their 

hauling practices were selected for more in depth study.  

The municipal survey results show that only five communities changed their solid waste 

management system over the past five years. Three of these communities (Doon, Winterset and 

Johnston) changed from a license to single contract/bid system.  The other two communities, Swea 

City and Centralia, changed from a contract to a license system.  

CITY OF WINTERSET 
The City of Winterset is the county seat of Madison County and has a population of 4,768. They 

entered into contract with McCoy Sanitation Corp on January 21, 2008 which expires on March 31, 

2013 for the collection and disposal of residential waste. The contract provided an initial monthly 

customer fee of $10.65 per occupied residential unit through March 31, 2009. Table 8.2 below 

shows a tabulation of the bids submitted by the different haulers. 

 

Table 8.2: City of Winterset garbage contract bid ; Source: City of Winterset  

The contract was adjusted beginning April 1, 2009 because McCoy Sanitation determined the diesel 

fuel price would exceed $2.75 per gallon making the CPI-U (Consumer Price Index for Urban 

Earners) adjustment for the year 3.84 percent (0.41 cents) per occupied residential unit higher 

than anticipated, for a total billing amount of $11.06. This charge includes costs for garbage 

collection, curbside recycling, one bulky item per week, and yard waste collection twice a month. 

Some additional services that the contractor provides include services to elderly/disabled 

(collecting the waste from near the residents dwelling during the regular scheduled pick-up at no 

additional charge), Christmas tree pick-up in January, and appliance pick-up from all residential 

units with in the City limits.  




























































