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Introduction

On average, the world produces 1.3 billion tons of waste pe(lyesiAngeles Times 20)6

The US is a leading contributor of wagteoducing254 million tons ofwvaste in 2013 alone. The
US is followed by China, wibh has a population four times the sa®dprodu@d 190 million

tons that yearl(os Angeles Time2016). So why is it thahe US is producing so much waste?
While there are many factorssponsiblepne of them is the low percentage of waste being
recycled. In 2006, out of the 251 million tons of trash produced in the US, 55% of it was buried
in landfills, 33% of it was recycled, and 12.5% was incineratidignal Geographi2017). In

order to reducéhe massive amounts of waste being produced each year, recycling helps reuse
materials, takes less energgidgoroduces less greenhouseegahan a landfill. At Emory
University, recycling has been one of its earliest sustainabdiited endeavors. Bipoking at

the wiversity as a microcosm for the world, recycling can have profound impacts t&n was
diversion, culture, and community

The beginning of recycling at Emory started with a single white paper recyclimgfioiduced

in the Woodruff libraryin 1989,andthe recycling program at Emory has since spread across
campusand now incorporate®mixed paper, aluminum, pktic, cardboard, metal, glass

construction waste, batteries, light bulasgd composting for food wast/hat started as a

single modest white paper recycling gdwds transformed into a University commitment

initiated by theSustainability Committee in 20@6divetE mor y6s t ot al waste st
by 2015 and revised in 2016 to divert 95% of twonstruction waste (including foadaste)

from landfills by 2025Emory now has its own Recycling Center that not only colliets

Uni v e resyclédynéateria but also materials from nearplacesn Atlantasuch aoffice

buildings atGrady Hospital, Executive Park, Downtown Decatie, Carter Center, and Oxford

College Wastereductionand recycling at Emorlgas become amigr ai ned parst of th
sustainableommitment and identity.

Methods

This Report was written in Sprigf 2017, as part of the course,
History (ANT 385W) taughby Dr. Peggy Barlettit builds on four eports completed in 2008:

The Sparks of Sustainable Energy: Sustainable History at Emory (Mona Patel)

Constucting a Movement, One Building at a Time: The History of Green Buildings at

Emory University (Micah Hahn)

Alternative Transportation (Andrew M. Foote)

ARGoing I nto a Place of Beautyo: Hastanest Pr

Our 2017 class chose eight sectors of action for research and interviews, to contribute to the oral
and written history of sustainability efforts at Emoiijhe seven other topics are:
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l nstitutionalizati on oUfficec@hSastamability IAtiathess t or vy

(Kristen Kaufman)
Teaching the Future: Thecademic Infusion of Sustainabiligt Emory(Meggie
Stewart)

Carbon, ClimateandG6ener ati on: A History of Emorybo:

Commitments (Katelyn Boisvert)

Greenspace at Emory: Finding the Balance (Orli Hendler)

Sustainability in Campus Life: The Changing of Behavior (Jamie Nadler)

Sustainable Healthcare at Emory University (Lauren Balotin)

Stormwater Management and Water Conservation at Emory University (Kelly Endres)

This report was based on written materials, available quantitative and qualitative data, and
interviews. Background information was obtained fromEh®ory Reportthe Emory Office of
Sustainability website, the Emory archives, the Emory Recycles Scrapbook and collections of
various papers, photographs, and articles possessed by the interviewees. Interviews were
scheduled via email, and in the revision processrvigwees were given the chance to review
the document and provide feedbatke are especially grateful to interviewees for sharing their
time and insights with us, and also to Ciannat Howett and other members of the Office of
Sustainability for their gearous help in constructing these histori@ge individuals interviewed
for this Report are listed below, with the date of interview

Lloyd Busch (Reference Specialist at Library Service Desk; Former member of LEAF)
02/23/17

Charles Forrest(Retired: Fomer Directorof Library Facilities); 02/09/17

Dawn Francisi Chewning (Educational Analyst Ill at LITS: Student Digital Ljf62/14/17
Rex Hardaway (Director/ Contract Administratiom Finance; 03/24/17

Henry Henderson(Document Shredding Specialist, Staff Campus Services); 02/23/17
Deena Keeler(Assistant Director of Auxiliary Services)2/10/17,03/17/17 04/13/17
Joshua Majors (Supervisor with Recycling/Waste/Document Management); 04/10/17
Lora McDonald (Academic partment Admin in Anthropology); 03/24/17

Taylor Spicer (Programs Coordinator for Office of Sustainability Initiatives); 03/23/17
Chad Sunstein(Assistant Director Emory Dining); 03/23/17

Claire Wall (Administrative Coordiator for Facilities Managemen2/22/17

Mirian Willis (Custodian in Anthropology Department); 03/30/17

Tynia Wooten (Custodian in Anthropology Department); 03/30/17

Theunfolding story of waste diversion at Emory can best be understaoo imajor sections:
Campus Buildings and DiningVhile both Campus Buildings andriing contribute together to
reduce Emoryds tot al waste, the separation
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are more general and available across campus and ones that are specific to campitsglining.

also important to note that Emdryslealthcardacilities havealso made féorts to divertwaste

but will not be included in this report due to a more compreheasim@untof the sustainability

of Emory Healthcarevr i t t en i n Laur en aeile atEmonydJeiverSity st ai n atk
report.



Timeline: Waste Diversion in Campus Buildings

1985-1989

1 198506 Start of Surplus Propert

T 19890 Start of Library
Environmental Action Force
(LEAF) + beginning of white pt
recycling

1990-1994

9 199006 Start of Emory Recycles

1 19928Recycling aluminum, colored
paper, and glass with BOBO collector

1995-1999

T 1990199306 White paper recycling in
1 199830pening of Recycling approx. 50 buildings on campus

Center

1 Expansion of awareness and
recycling bins

2005-2009

1 20056 Sustainability Vision Report
released
Goal : Reduce Emor’
5596 by 2015 2010 z present

1 200906 Start of composting stream
9 201506 Sustainability Vision Report Il

Goal : Reduce Emoryds
by 2025

20170 Materials Management Master Plan is
written for Emory University



Surplus Property + Reselling of Used Furniture

While recycling bins were not introduced at Emory until 1989, the concept of rguswigusly
ownedgoodswas introduced @mory in 1985with the formation of the group Surplus Property
(Emory Repor2016. This group was originally housed in the 178#tGn Building and created

by the Procurement Division under the direction of Rex Hardaway, who now works as the
director of contract administration in the financial division at Emory. The original purpose was
to place back into circulation piexef equpmentsuch asised furniture and laboratory
equipmenthatwere being thrown away or underutilized by other departmefsisiaway?2017).
The business model of the group at the time wasSthgdlus Property would collect used but

still functioning furniture and equipmeritom different staff, faculty, or departmentsi&nory

and therhold the objects for a certain number of diysell to other departmenrds a discounted
rate(Hardaway2017) After that timethe products would be available to the langeilic for
purchase. Surplus Property would keep 15% of the paiit thedepartmentwho donated the
material would keep 85%ventually Surplus Property mergedwCanmpus Srvices.Although

the concept remains the same, the donors are no longer éithaneivarded for sending in their
products, which according to Hardaway (2017) may no longer provide departments an incentive
to transfer their property to Surplus Propértyiey mayelect instead to sell their used furniture
and equipment themselva&hile originally the group worked as a grassroots group of
volunteers, it now works as part of the university and has contracted workers.

Oneconcern that emerged more recentith Surplus Propertyas that it needed a way to
ensure that used electronwesuld besanitizedand data would be erasprbperly toguarantee

the privacy of the donand provide security for any confidential material on the de@ugplus
Properties oversaw electronics repurposing at Emory until 2016. At that time, thesalmateri
were moved to Library and Information Technology Services (LITS) where they are currently
managed through a thighrty vendor.

Surplus Property was able to divert 385.48 tons of surplus furniture from local landfills in 2015
alone.According to a 206 Emory News Reporthe programthat yeamwas headedby Milton
Thomasvhowast he supervisor of staging and surplus
Management divisiofnow retired andJames Harpeadministrative assistant for Facilities
Management Aukary Services which include®cycling and surplugsmory Repor2016.

Library Environmental Action Force and Start of White Paper Recycling

Following the success of Surplus Property, the introduction of recyclindgpbgen in 1989
when \arious staff members in the Woodruff Library created the Library Environmé&ctiah
Force(LEAF). The members of the force were Brandon Scott, Ann Martin, Jeanne Buss,
Cathryn Carlson, Christi Craig, Tim Cravens, Mary Elberhart, Ken Scott, Elaine W&go#r,
White, Sue Reed, Carolyn Brown, addyd Busch Emory Recycles 2012Z). When discussing
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the team witlBBusch(2017) a former member of LEAF who now works at the Library Service
Desk,hedid not feel as though the group had a leader rather it was just a committed group of
individuals who wanted to see change.

According toHardaway(2017), a letter from members of the libraeguesting a recycling bin
circulatedat a staff meeting of theVice President foBusiness. At the timdHardawaywas part

of the staff. As the letter circulated the meetimghody was interested in the task padsed it

on until itlanded in front oHardaway Sincehe had a history of interest in recycling, he agreed
to work with the library members.

While Busch(2017)does not remember exactly, LEAF was formed either because the University
approached them or because they had heard the University wanted to doaywéiteecycling.
According to a General Libraries Emory General News article in 1B80ibrary wa selected

to be the test site for white paper recycliggnory Recycles 2017). Hardawayacknowledges

that some students had been collecting recycling materials in different departmesebiagd

them for extra caspreviously but LEAF was the fst initial group and the drivdor the

presence of recycling at Emoifardawaywanted to crate a recycling group that did not rely

on staff, so it became a grassroots proggtsisting ofvolunteers in the library and himself.
According to Buscltf2017) while themajority of the LEAF members have attretired or

passed away, hie confident that if | asked the other remaining member about it she would also
say, Al donotboruemeinb e rb unt uodMhblemagylofde details of the d i t
initiation havebeen lost in time, theverdl point remains that this teamasthefirst step

towardsa soorto-be campus wide initiativihatb e came an | mport ant part
sustainability efforts

The pride among the members can be sedina October 8,990, issue of the Campus Repart
which members of the LEAF team wefieatured in a photograph for their efforts for the white
paper recycling in the librafEmory Recycles 20138). While the reporter wanted to take a
photo of just the recycling bin for tlaticle Busch tried to think of a way to make the photo as
interesting as he could. Busch decided to jump in the bin while other LEAF members posed
around him to create the followimgnage used in the report

(
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Cleamng up theu' act: Ever since they began a pilot program for re cw.lmg white paper in ]nnuarv, 2
nental Action Force (LEAF) has taken its ole as Emory’s premiere recycler quite sevious h Dl he st
University approved a campuswide white paper recycling program in September called Emory }\ LEAF
wise from bottom left, Ken Scott, Kelly Kautc, Cindy Runyon, Scott White, Elaine Wagner, Bra indy Scott, Sue Reed

Figure 1. LEAF story from 1990 Campus Report

According to Buscli2017)twomont hs after LEAFOGsalady t i al me et
recycling.LEAF had monthly meetirgwith Hardawayand once they achieved their goal of

recycling in the Librarythe group disbandg@usch2017). Although shoHived, their efforts
inspired others to conti nue WhiteErmowisstllesing ecycl i
the acronym LEAFit is no longer affiliated with the Library Environmental Action Foasds

now used for the Library Employees Advocacy Forum

Perhaps the itiation of white paper recycling was so successful because it was greatly needed.
According to Buschbefore the initiation of LEARhe library was throwing out-I0 bags of

white paper a dgymainly from copier discard2017). In an Emory Report articieom
September of 1990, it said AEach year, Emory
Estimates indicate that 30 percéns highg r a d e  w h iTHeenivgrsétygantinues to
consumdarge amountsf white paperand itcurrently purchase47 million sheets of copy paper

per year Hardaway2017).

Both Charles Forrest, the former director for Library Facilitées] Busch stated that there was

no pushbaclagainst recyclingrom the institutioras far as they knevAmong the staff in the
library,theyregarded theecyclingbin with no questions as to whether it was something they

wanted to doKorrest2017). Buschbelievedthat Emory supported this movement as part of their

val ue t o A s upAltbough thig statechend bnoagmars intérviewees used similar
expressions when discussifmg tinterest from the institutiok.or r est di scussed t he
desire to ask fAcan we do that in a thaetter way
influenced the spread of recyclibgns andDawn Francs-Chewning the educational analysist

for Student Digital Lifeexpressed prideinh e Uni ver si tydoq9206dupport for
Perhaps Emory isnique in that it doesot view sustainability as a busss (Majos 2017).

Certain recyclable materials@uas construction debrsd compostingre disposed adt a cost

to the University, yet theollection isstill supported by the institution (Majors 2010Qverall,
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the sentiments from tkeintervieweeexpressa leliefthatE mor yds i nt er est i
reflective of overall goals to be progressiaad support sustainable change

In addition tothis supportthe system was also simfte the librariando adapt to. The workers

in the library were given a folder on their desir white paperand once a week they would
dump that into the largeecycling bin (Buscl2017). Even nowBusch keeps two bins under his
desk (white paper and colored paper) &ieks them to the larger recycling once a month. Busch
emphasied his amazement at how problémee and easy it was and currently still is to recycle

in the library. The availability and simplicity of recycling in the library undoubtedly garnered
major suport for this new initiative at Emory.

However,Hardaway(2017) who worked on the more logistical side of recycling did note that
therewere challenges associated wiitle implementation of recyclingHe stated that

operationally it was a mess. White papecycling became victims of the marketplatten the
white paper market had a higkturn value, the company that would pick up the paper would
come. But, if the market did not have a high return, nobody would come to pick it up because
nobody had anuse for it(Hardaway2017) Forrest(2017)noted that théighreturn on
investmenfrom white paper recyclinggasone of thancentives for the University to agree
supportrecycling Forrest similarly mentioned that one of the challerafeésmplementing

recycling was making sure that the white paper recycling would end up paying for itself.

Another challengé¢hat came with implementing recyclimgas influencing behaviobeena

Keeler, the assistant director for auxiliary servicegntioned that in th@980svery few people
were recycling on campy2017a) Similarly, Forrest discussed his surprisgpabple who

always just thre things awaywithout considering recycling. The challenge then became to
educate people about recycliagd this new direction that Emory was taking with waste
diversion However, this challenge is not necessarily isolated to white paper recyatimey it
relates to broader issues regarding recycling at Emory which will be discussed further below.
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The Formation of Emory Recycles + the Expansion of Recycling at Emory

TRIM TOROR WADSTE

Do your part to keep our environment in shape—help
trim the mountains of waste paper we throw away every day.
Every ton of paper we recycle saves twenty-nine trees, 410
gallons of fuel, and eight cubic yards of landfill. Recycling
also saves energy and reduces pollution. Look for recycling
collection centers in libraries and other campus locations.

If you're not sure your building is recycling with Emory
Recycles, call Rex Hardaway at 7-4332. Get involved!

EMdsRY

R U L E &

6 This poster was printed on recycled paper.

Figure2. Original (1990) poster for Emory Redgs (courtesy olRex Hardaway)

The Emory Recyclegrogramwas an extension of LEA&dannounced to the whole campns

an open letter from President James T. Lan&eiptember of 199EMmory Recycles 2013).

The program wasniversityfundedandi d edi cat ed t o recyecdradeng t he 3
white paper produced annuaHmoryRetygles 2007D). Itsmash o o | a
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recorded that by removing this one material from the landfill, Emory blast@ eliminate over
20%of theentire volume of solid waste i single year. That translatiedover $31,000 saved in
landfill costs Emory Recycles 20170).

Emory Recycles was a program comprised of faculty and staff, yet there was ialstitutional
governance structuia the form of the Emory Recycles Steering Committee. This committee
was formed the same year as Emory Recycles in order to oversee the new pEogoayn (
Recycles 20176). The Emory Recycles Steering Committee was headed bii&eaway He
asked eachapartment to appoint a building representative that would attend monthly meetings
with him to discuss how each department was doing with waste divékedaway2017)

After these meetings, the Steering Committee would report to the rest of campus ¢tfow mu
recycling was picked ufhis Committedater mergeavith Emory Recycles.

At the timeof its conceptionClaire Wal| theadministrative coordinator for Facilities
Managemenbelieves the goal of Emory Recycles was to recycle white paper. She also stated
that she always likes to tell people it was to do the right thirsgves money and it educates the
studentgWall 2017. Although Wall laughed at her statement, its sinigyliand focus on doing
something because one knows it is the right thing reflects the aforementioned sentiments of
many other interviewees.

However, theSs e n aGomnaitseeon the Environment evaliedthe proposal for Emory

Recycles in 1990and itwas not as comphentary. The evaluation criticized that the overall

goal of Emory Recycles was unclear. The report claimed that the exclusion of students in the
residence halls fromotheapmoggamhwast hdi &8farb
include students (living in dorms) in the ER program is intellectually, educationally and morally
untenable at an institutiavstensiblyd e v ot ed t o hEmgrhwRecyclds eespondedtog . 0
this claim by stating thamdisthademnthehavegmawme
one and invites participation by everyoneo si
volunteer support. Howeverphonly was the committee disappointed in the lack of student

inclusion, it was also skeptical of the pntial for campus participation in recycling citing that in

1990 only 22 building out of 174 buildings on campus (12.6%) were recyclingvaftenonths

of t he pr oginaespdrse to theseeclaims, Brmory Recycles noted that the 22

buildings wee considered an accomplishment after countless hours of volunteer effort.

Nonetheless, Emory Recycles was approved and continued to spread recycling across campus.

In November of 1990, 22 more buildings in addition to the library added white paperngcycli
(Emory Recycles 2012). These buildings included office buildings, administrative buildings,

and computer centers. According to an article in the Emory Recycles scrapbook discussing the
start of colored paper recycling, Myra Coker (recycling coordimatth the waste corporation

BFI) reported that in October of that year, Emory recycled 11.1 tons of white papers, which save
189 trees, $550 in landfill charges and 16 cubic yards of landfill sgacery Recycles 2018).
Although this article does nbiave a date, it most likely took place between 1990 and 1991. In
another article in the Emory Recycles scrapbook, it states that white paper recycling nearly
doubled to 45 buildings in Novembétrfory Recycles 2017). While this article is also not

dated,it most likely also took place in 1990
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The next year in 1991, white paper recycling started in residence halls in addition to all
fraternities Emory Recycles 201B). In 1992, six recycling containers known as BOBOs were
placed outdoors across cammear different popular buildingEBriory Recycle2017:5).

[oaar

= Sl o 22 - ¥
Employees and students alike were delighted to see uropean-designe yeling on campus las . The
containers are used to recycle aluminum cans as well as brown, green and clear glass. Hailing the armival of the BOBOs in early Septem-
ber were (standing) Tom Pruett, director of waste disposal in Facilities Management; Kim Dicus, co-chair of the Emory Recycles Steering
Committee; (kneeling) Hillary Sheiowitz, president of SIRE (Students Involved in Resources and the Environment); and vErEc de Groot,
owner of Exclusively European, the Ardanta company that sold the BOBOs to Emory. Funding for the BOBOs was provided by the
Student Government Association. Twelve of the containers eventually will be placed on campus.

The BOBO recycling containers were used to recycle aluminum cans and brown, green, and
Figure 3. Student and Staff Celebrate Arrival of BOBOs (Emory Recycles Scrapbook

clear glassThe firstof these containemsas funded by the student governmdittese were

popular because nobody could see their waste ifidi@aelaway2017) The BOBO containers

were in place for 15 yeark addition thesame yeaas thg wereintroduced it was also

repored that 72 aluminum recycling containers ordered from the-Cota Co and shaped like
large Coke camwereplaced near campus vending areas that offer aluminum canned beverages
(Emory Recycles 2013).

Recycling Center

Within just three years from the initial start of recycling, white paper recyclingavaiblein

around 50 different buildings on campus. The Univemsityked with the company BFI to pick
UpEmor y ds EmocyRecicien20)7Emory no longer workwith BFI, rather the

current companiesaout hern Gr een | ndus tandPRATT Emoorrydss
recyclerfor paper and cardboarti¢nderson 20)7Emory Recycles also works with other
recyclers in the Atlanta market for glass, metal, qotion debris, aluminum, and mixed paper.
Vendorsof our waste have not always been thaseentcompaniesrather they change

depending omvhoevercansortour waste at the best pritemaximize savings from recyclables
(Hardaway2017) However, as afementioned, if there was not a marketplace for the waste
product then the companies would not come to pick up the containers. In addition, the more the
marketplace went down, the more companies chargeddterialpickup. According to
Hardaway(2017) the marketplace was so volatile that it led to the group hiring staff as part of
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Campus Services. This decision wabuabt only ensure that the materiaisuld be jicked up but
also that the materiatould be held on campus and later sold when the nsankese higher.

This need for recycling to be itisitionalizedled to theon-campusRecycling Cente(Hardaway
2017)

The Recycling Center was built i998. In arEmory Reportrticle highlighting the opening o
the new Recycling Center,statedthatt ey no | onger had to ship
expense to off campus processing cen(ensory Reportl998) The new center allowed for

more recytables to be held and allowed tbaiversity to geneitta income from processing

them In 1997, Emory recycled nearly 440 tons of materials including 188 tons of white ledger
paper. At the time, baled whipapessold for $155 a ton, newspaper for $20Da ton, and
cardboard for $65'5 a ton(Emory Reportl998) Thesedata demonstrate the revenue Eyno
would be gainingvith thestart of the neveenter

r

ecC

Thegoalofthecentewas not just t o rbacgchndgneed, buthls thekofi ver si t

surrounding neighborhood$§he Emory recycling coordinator at the time, Elaine Gasset
contactedlifferent neighborhood organizations to inform them that the center was available to
them to drop off recyclables 24 hours a @@snory ReportL998) The desire to include

neighbors in recycling programs extended to the drop off site located at the EX®in

Village. According to Joshua Majors, the supervisor of recycling, waste, and document

management, Emory used to have community drop off sites at a nearby Whole Foods and Shell

Stationin addition to the CVSThese locations no longer exast drop dfsites after Emory
Recycleshad to reduce staff after the 2008 recession.

Wall (2017)referred to the initiation of the Recycling Cerdisia huge step for thaniversity.
Currently,rolling cartsfrom buildingsget taken to the Recyoly Center weeklpr bi-weekly.

The staff is around elevgreople. According to Wall, there is one supervisor, three people in the

shredding shop, four people in the recyclingghand three are designated to pick up and sort
recyclablegWall 2017) However, the staff ofin moves in and out of these different roles.

While the Recycling Center originally only collected glass, white paper, newspaper, tin cans, and

aluminum, it now collects plastic, cardboard, mataked paperand composting for food waste
in addition to he original itemsWhen s$aff membenf the Recycling CenteHenry Henderson
gave me a tour of the Centdrasked him how does Emory Recycles andsta# at the
Recycling Center coordinate togethdele, he
emphasized that there was not a separation bet#erent staff membersatherall the

t

o |

members of Emory Recycles and staffiet Recycling Center collaborate wélle nd er son 6 s

sentiments encouraged the idea thaigibeds of the campus was to wddgether as one to

divert Emoryds waste stream from the | andfi

While the Recycling Center offers many benefitsg atallenge of theenteris thedifficulty of
recycling glassThere are markets for colored-nungled glass, but when it is contantiea it is
sent to the landfill (Keeler 2017a)hile the Recycling Center was designed in order to sell
products at a time when the market wyasdin orde to generate higher reventleatwas not
always possible with glasslowever, while there are challenges associated with this one
commodity, that does not mean other commodiaesthe same. This example demonstrates the
importance of source sorting

Source sorting is the process that Emory uses where it asks the canguswet as much of

d

their waste upfront as opposed to using single stream bins. Single stream bins do exist on campus
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in mostlyoutdoorareas but inside the buildings there armstlyindividual bins for each
commodity. While single streasystems areasier and some people may desire this system
instead, Wall2017)states that Emody program is quite comprehensise they are able to
collect high value and high qualityaterial. In addition,hte recyclables are able to bddazhand
sold by hemselvesvithout contamination. These llea. can be sold at a higher price. It is when
the materials are mixatiatit reduces the profifHardaway2017). In addition,he cost of
separatinghe material@xceeds the benefit of sellitige uncontaminated recyclablg$ardaway
2017) Theco-mingled stream is separated at PRATT #Hrabe materials that cannot be recycled
are incinerated to power PRATTO6s plant.

Sustainability Vision Reports andCurrent Waste Diversion Data

Althoughthe Recycling Center has effectively institutionalinegterialssorting,Hardaway
(2017)also mationedthe problenmwith recyclingbecomingso institutionalized thgteople do

not think about wastthe waythey used toln other words, & does not thinkhat Emory has

adopted the reduepgour-waste goal as much as they have adopted recydlimg.that bins are
everywhere, people do not have to think about their waste, they just have to think about sorting
it. Hardawaywonders when the conversationwilchge fr om waste diversi on
wa st e Hardawayak notthe only interviewebdt mentioned this concept of waste.
Forrest(2017)also mentionedomething someone had once told hirth& you cannot throw
anything away because it isvays there somewhere. It may be out of your life, but it is there
somewheréWhen the interviewees are referencing the institutionalization of waste diversion,
they are in part referencing the Sustainability Vision Reports.

The first Sustainability VisiofReportwasreleased in 2005 by the Sustainability Commitéen

it states fAWe seek to be a gl obal model throu
efficiency in the use of resources and the reduction of waste, and restorative actidyuit the
environment. o The first Vision Report initiat

stream, recycling 100% of electronics waste and road construction materials, and composting,
recycling, or reusing at least 95% of food waste, animalibgddnd building construction
materials. This goal was quite impressive considering that less than 10 years prior in 1998,
Emory had only been diverting 10% of its total waste strélamrdzas 1998In order to meet

this new goalpne of theeecommendations in the report inclddexpanding awareness of and
participation in recycling and waste reduction.

While Emory was not able to achieigfirst strategic plamgoal of reducing the total waste
streamby 65%by 2015 Emory was able to dive®5% of construction waste from landfills and
diverted over 40% of nenonstruction and nehazardous wast&ustainability Visioning
Committee 2016)The revised goals for 2622025 are the following:

1 All university events will be zero municipal landfillaste by 2020
91 Divert 95% of norconstruction waste from municipal waste landfills (except regulated
lab and medical waste).

1 Compost, recycle, or reuse at least 95% of food wastehanardous animal bedding,
and construction materials.
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1 Strengthen adminisdtive mandates for recycling and composting throughout the

university, healthcare, and related enterprises; eliminate allsigskrashcans on

campuses by 2020.

All university functions will be plastic bottle free to the extent possible.

Meet or exceetkading healthcare industry rates of waste reduction/reuse/recycling to

37%.

Divert 20% of norhazardous medical waste from municipal landfills

Support culture change towards fireduce, r
to cradledo purchasing.

= =4

= =

Following the goals of the Sustainability Vision Reportilthe fiscal year of 2016, the campus
wide waste stream had 4,300 tons of recycling and 3,500 tons of solid waste which is equivalent
to a diversion rate of 55%. The following chart demonstrtte percentage ebchmaterial
divertedthat year

Percentage of Material

Reuse H
- Diverted

Figure 4 Percentage of Material Diverteg2D16 Fiscal YeanSource: Campus Servicégste Tonnage
andDiversion Data)

Compared to 2015, 2016 has an overall higher rate of waste diversion. The differences between
the diversion rates per month for fiscal year 2015 and 2016 can be observed in the graph below:
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Figure5. Waste diversion rates per month 2015 and 22066 Fscal Year (Source: Campus Services
Waste Tonnage ardiversion Data)

While waste diversion rates vary by month, it is clear from this graph that in geheralwere
higher waste diversion ratesrpaonth in 2016 compared to 2015

Department, Staff, andStudent Participation and Problems wth Bins

While for the most partEmory supporteavaste diversionthe movement was met wisome
disinterest from different departments. This problem is evideminirarticle in the Emory
Recycl es Sarmerng supportkirom stores of departments with vastly different
interests and organizational cultures has been a challenge for Bowen and the other Emory
Recycles Steering Committee members. Nevertheless, Bowen feels that Emary & good
job with its CapySénices@0l@) Singeritaefa@ncds the steering
committee, this article most likely took place in the 1990s. However, in my interview with Lora
McDonald,Administrative Assistanfor the AnthropologyDepartmentshe mentioned

differences between departments that demonstrates some were more willing to incorporate waste
diversion than others$.chose to focus on the Anthropology department because it is one of the
c a mpsleadérs in terms of pushing feustainability (McDonald 2017).

In 2013, there was a cohort of guatdestudentsnterested in sustainability that kiskarted the
presence oustainable initiatives in the Anthropologgpartment. Their names were loulia
Fenton, Christina, Rogers, and Sarah Whitaker. Tigglly worked withfaculty and staffand

in their second year theydluded undergraduate students as pati@f teamWaste was one of
the biggest components of their initiativienis teamaskedguestions on how to expand recycling
and composting andow tomake the anthropology department as zero waste as possible.

The zero waste initiativie this departmergtarted withcoffee.As a staple in mangepartment
lounges coffee can often involve many unsustainable elements such as paper cups, plastic
stirrers, paper sugar packets, and individual plastic creamers. The first action of the zero waste
initiative was to do a drive to collect reusabkramic mugs. Eventuallthe Anthropology
Department replaced the plastic stirrers with bamboo and bought containers to hold sugar and
creamer as opposed to individual packBtsDonald 2017)While these actions can appear

small, it was just the start of many different zero wasitiatives in the department. For events,

the departmentow uses all compostable dining ware and no lomgexds to bringhe recycling

bin to eventdecause they just need a compost brash cans have ée removed from the
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kitchen and replaced witlecycling and composting bins. While the department is trying to get
all of the offices to remove their trash cans, there has been pushbadofraiaculty who

want to keep theirs. According to McDon#R017) the desire to remove trashcans is unlikely
succeed as the department gets new people who are not accustomed to the system.

Similarly, Majors (2017) noted that there has also been pushback in the attempt to remove trash
cans from other buildings. He states that people are afraid that chargingstinbins to

recycling bins will be smaller in volume and they will not have adequate bins to dispose of their
waste. While Myjors has assured them that it will be possibleuccessfully remove trash bins

it still remains a challenge to overcome the perception thaedyelingbins will be overflowing
(2017).

Another difficulty within the Anthropology Department is thmount of foot traffic they get

from different people coming in and out of the binlgl This traffic is a problem for the waste

bins because the bins look different in almost every building on campus. According to
McDonald(2017) it is hard to communicate which bins are for composting and which are for
recycling when they look differemtl over campus. The reason for this change in aesthetic is
becausas new departmentiecided theyvanted to start recycling, they wanted the newest and
latest recycling bins (Wall 201 AVhile Emory Recycles hdded to get a standard bin

throughout tle campus, not all departments can afford the stan@seadl 2017) Emory Recycles
will direct departments to the s/twhchcbhs$0d S| i m
This price may be too much for some departments or they are not interested in the aesthetics of
this model. For example, in the Rose Librarghe Woodruff librarythath ol ds Emor y 6 s
archives and various formal everttsey searched specifically fordii end recycling bins

(Forrest 2017).

While Emory has tried to associate the colors blue with recycling and green with composting
(Willis 2017), the whole campuhas yet to completely addpis colorcoded system.

Nonetheless, McDonal@017)would liketo see a uniform bin in order to help people
understandnto which bins to throw their wastgvall (2017)also notes that it is not just

students, faculty, and staff who occupy this campus. Many people come on and off this campus
because of the hospitaldnther activities. The lack of standardized bins and the complexity of
source sorting make it hard for people who are just visiting campus. For example, below are the
photos of the same compost bin takeraddaturday where there was thack Emory

compettion (a coding competitiomwith outside teams as well as Emory teaassyvell as a trdc

ard field meeton campusHigure g and the following Wednekay,an average school dayth

no large events as far asas awargFigure 7.
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Figure 6.Food wastdin on Saturday March 25th, the Figure 7. Compodtin with only compostable
day of Hack Emory and a track and field meet food containers on Wednesday March 29th,
average day with no large events.

The materials tossed in Figurafelargelyplastic whereas the aterials disposed of in Figure 7
aremainly compostable dining ware and foMhile this example is not a complete sureéwll
the waste bins on campus and it is possible that this example occurred just byitkaese,

highlight Wal | 6s point that there is an extra chal

items in because Emofgequentlyhosts a lot of visitors.

Similarly, custodial workex Mirian Willis and Tynia Wooten in the Anthropology Department
also expressed thmportance of educatiah opportunitiesor everyone in ordetio reduce waste
contamination imecycling and composting bing/ooten(2017)suggested that everyone should
have to go through a training on what to recycle and compost. This training would help people
who do not care which bin their waste goes iAtccording to Willis(2017) while some people

did not caremajority of the peog were excited by getting recycling and composting stalrted

response to people not caring Wooten stated,

we engage as a team, it would be great. To[reeyclingli s mor e wor k, lisut
foll owed up this statement by saying, 0iWe

t
Cca

their part. o These sent i men thatthaonly way iopachdna nt

overall waste diversion goal is to work together. W{{i817) will even sometimes separate
contaminats in the recycling and composting bins herself before taking them to the loading
dock to be picked up for the Recycling Center.

Wooten(2017)says that just by hearing from fellow employé®st work in ecycling,people
can learn what trash does not belong there. In their opinion, the department can impvasteits
diversion system is not only by offeriag educationaraining program for everyone but also by
offering a drainage option near the receptaclagesconvenience is a huge factor in
determining whether people will recycle or not, Wooten and Willis wish theraway to have
a placeto drain beverages next to the recycling bin because people are often unlikely to drain
liquids in the bathroom andme back and toss the cg@617) If the cans are not drained, the
weight of the liquid can burst the trash begnetheless, Willis, who has worked at Emory since
1984 says there has been improvement in terms of recycling in the appropriate bins. One
chdlenge when the department first put in the bins was that people used to just throw away
17
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everything anywhere. Now there is a little more education regarding recycling and composting,
yet there is still room for improvemerih continuing this improvemeniajors (2017) thinks

that more education regarding yeting is essential. He believes tl&anhory cannot push

recycling initiatives enough untiecyclingbecomes instinctual as opposed to just throwing trash
away.

The evolution in education surrounding waste diversion in terms of recycling can be seenin a
student response section in t@ory Reporin 1995compared to nowln a comparison from a

1995 article in th&mory Reportound in the Emory Recycles scrapkasking students what
materials they recycle and an imitation of the same study in 2017, it demonstrates there has been
some improvement in student education, interest, and participation regarding recycling. The
following figures are the picture printed iheEmory Reportrticle, andive pictures of

randomly selected studeritem the Woodruff Library, the Chemistry Building, and Cox Dining

Hall that | asked as part of this report. These examples are not reflexive of the entire student
body and this stly was not scientifically conducted. Nonetheless, it does demonstrate an

increase in recycling participation and knowledge among students:

Figure 8 Student Reponsésm 1995 Emory Repont

18



