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On November 2, 2004, with the help of the University custodians and labor crew, approximately 35 people—including 26 students in Environmental Studies 100—participated in Illinois Wesleyan’s fifth annual dumpster dive.  As with past dumpster dives, the main goals were to:

1. measure the rate of recycling on campus;

2. assess the degree to which recycled materials met standards acceptable to the Town of Normal’s recycling program, or would instead have been thrown away with the garbage due to “contamination;” 

3. determine what proportion of materials thrown away in the trash could actually have been recycled; and,
4. identify specific buildings and areas on campus where the recycling effort could be improved.  
To achieve these goals, one day’s wastes—garbage and recycled materials—were collected from each university building and tagged according to a color-coded system identifying the building from which the waste came.  All waste was weighed and recorded by building.  Each building’s garbage was then sorted to determine what materials thrown away as garbage could have been recycled.  This recyclable material was then weighed, and the weights recorded.  Similarly, bags containing each building’s recycled materials were opened, those which were contaminated were weighed and disposed of as garbage, and this weight was then subtracted from the measurement of the building’s recycled materials.  Following the sorting and disposal process, the total weight of campus wastes, trash, and recycling, and the adjusted weights of “recyclable materials” were calculated.  The findings are analyzed and discussed below under five separate headings—Academic and Administrative Buildings, Residential Halls, Sodexho Dining Services, the University as a Whole—and our recommendations provided at the end.
Academic/Administrative Buildings(
In total, 90 lbs. of containers, 426.3 lbs. of paper, and 24.5 lbs. of cardboard were collected for recycling in the academic/administrative buildings—or a total of 536.8 lbs. of recyclable material.  We were extremely pleased that virtually all of the materials collected as recyclables (99%) were able to be recycled, as only an insignificant amount (4 lbs.) of material designated as recyclable was contaminated.((  
In addition to the 536.8 lbs. of materials to be recycled, 690 lbs of garbage was collected from the Academic and Administrative building, amounting to 1,230.8 lbs. of waste in total.  The rate of recycling (recycled materials compared to the total waste stream) within the Academic/Administrative Buildings was therefore 44%.  
When we sorted through the garbage and assessed the proportion that could have been recycled but was instead thrown away as trash, we found that 18% of the garbage (139 lbs, over 60% of which was paper) could have been recycled.   Much of this material came from two buildings, the Shirk Center and Holmes Hall, and thus improvements in the recycling practices in these buildings would notably improve the recycling rate for the Academic and Administrative Buildings as a whole.  

Adding the amount of recyclable material collected as “recyclables” to the amount of material that could have been recycled from the garbage and dividing this number by the total waste stream, we found that in total 54% of the waste stream coming from academic and administrative buildings could have been recycled—10% more than was actually recycled.  

While more can still be done (in certain buildings in particular), the data collected from the Academic and Administrative buildings clearly suggests improvement from past years.  In 2002, the rate of recycling in these buildings was 30%, in 2003 38%, compared to 44% today.    In 2002, 32% of the garbage could have been recycled, and in 2003 23%, compared to only 18% today.  Moreover, the gap between what was recycled and what could have been recycled has also narrowed considerably, from 22.4% in 2002 to only 10% today.  We are clearly moving toward closing the gap!
Residence Halls(((
In total, 125.5 lbs. of containers, 116.5 lbs of paper, and 24.75 lbs. of cardboard were collected for recycling in the residence halls—or 266.75 lbs. of recyclables.  Of this, 87 lbs. of materials collected as recyclable (33%) were unable to be recycled due to contamination in the bags, leaving 179.75 lbs of actual recyclables or 2/3 of all recyclables collected.  The lion’s share of the problem with contamination was attributable to Dodds Hall, where all 78 lbs. of containers and paper salvaged for recycling were dumped together, rather than being disposed of separately, thus contaminating the recycling process.
In total, 683 lbs. of garbage were collected from the residence halls, which, added to the 266.75 lbs. of materials collected for recycling, resulted in 949.75 lbs. of waste in total for the Residence Halls that day.  Taking into account the actual amount of successfully recycling (179.75 lbs.), the rate of recycling (recycled materials compared to the total waste stream) within the residence halls was therefore 19%.  
When we sorted through the garbage and assessed the proportion that could have been recycled but was instead thrown away as trash, we found that 16.5% of the garbage (113 lbs.) could have been recycled.   The problem was greatest in Munsell Hall, where over three times as much recyclable material was thrown away as garbage as was actually recycled.  
Adding the amount of recycled materials to the amount of material that could have additionally been recycled from the garbage and dividing this number by the total waste stream, we found that in total 40% of the waste stream from the residence halls could have been recycled—21% more than was actually recycled.  

Though a 19% rate of successful recycling in the dorms is considerably better than the 0% rate of two years ago, it is slightly short of last year’s achievement of 20%, and pales in comparison to the fact that more than twice as much could have been recycled than actually was.  Attention to the problems with recycling in Dodds and Munsell Halls should help to significantly address this situation. 
Sodexho Dining Services  

In both the Memorial Student Center and the Hansen Student Center, Sodexho Dining Services disposes of its garbage independently from the university at large.  Nevertheless, the Physical Plant has accepted responsibility for collecting recyclables from Sodexho.  While we have no way of assessing what proportion of Sodexho’s waste is recycled, we are able to assess Sodexho’s participation in the recycling program by looking at the types of recyclables collected and the degree of contamination.  Sodexho Dining Services continues to be an active participant in the campus recycling effort and measures up well with regard to contamination.  Of the 210 lbs of recyclable material collected from Sodexho kitchens (including 67 lbs. of containers, 15 lbs. of paper and 128 lbs. of cardboard), all recyclables were correctly sorted, cleaned or folded, and no contamination was evident.  It was noted, however, that no containers were included in recycling in the Hansen Student Center, nor was paper (including cereal boxes and the like) picked up from the Memorial Student Center.  It is worth investigating whether this is an anomaly or if more materials could be recycled than presently are at both of the Sodexho facilities.  
The University as a Whole 
Based on the above analysis, we were able to draw several general conclusions.  First, on November 2, 2004, of the total waste stream (2,181 lbs of garbage and recycling) collected on campus (exclusive of the Art Building and Sodexho Dining Services), 33% was actually recycled.  This figure is very similar to last year’s figure of 32%.  Second, the rate of recycling in the Administrative Buildings continues to increase and contamination is no longer a problem here.  Third, 48% of the total waste stream for the campus could actually have been recycled, or approximately 50% more than was.  A few of the residence halls bare a large share of the responsibility for this shortfall in recycling.  Fourth, even so, the gap between the actual recycling rate this year and the potential recycling rate is smaller than in any previous year.  Finally, the fact that “poor performance” in recycling and contamination rates is clearly linked to just a few places on campus suggests that with a little bit of effort, our campus can stand as a model of environmental stewardship for recycling.  
Recommendations

Based on the above analysis, and on our observations over several years of conducting dumpster dives, we recommend that:

1. More recycling bins be provided to Dodds Hall and the Shirk Center, both of which apparently lack sufficient bins.
2. Immediate educational efforts be undertaken in Dodds, Munsell and Holmes Halls to assure that all “residents” of these buildings are informed both of how the recycling program works and why recycling is a desirable practice.

3. Further efforts be taken to institutionalize environmental education for all new members of our campus community—students, faculty and staff—on a routine basis.
( The Academic and Administrative buildings included in this study are: Ames Library, Buck Hall, CLA, CNS, English House, Evelyn Chapel, Holmes Hall, Information Technology, Mail and Printing Services, McPherson Hall, Physical Plant, Presser Hall, Security, Shaw, Shirk Center, Stevenson, and Wilder/Multicultural Center.  Although waste was picked up and analyzed for the Art Building, measurements for the Art Building’s waste was not included in our results, for the reason explained below.  On the days before the Dumpster Dive, the Art Building undertook a massive “house cleaning” effort, quite atypical of the normal waste stream for this building.  Included in its waste were 510.5 pounds of ceramic and other such waste.  Since the waste was extremely heavy and atypical of a “normal” day, it would skew the results against the recycling effort and therefore this building’s wastes were excluded from our study.





(( “Contamination” occurs either by placing paper, containers, and cardboard into the same bag, or by placing non-recyclable materials such as deli containers or food waste in the bag as recyclables.  The labor crew simply does not have time to sort through recyclables and remove contaminants.  As a result, a large bag of recyclables contaminated with a small amount of food waste will be disposed of with the garbage.





((( The Residence Hall Buildings included in this study are: Dodds, Dolan, Ferguson, Gulick, Harriet, Magill, Munsell, Pfeiffer, Troyer, and the Small Halls (Adams, Beadles, Blackstock, DeMotte, Kemp, and Park Place).  Madill Hall and Gulick Hall have mixed residential and administrative uses (Magill—Health & Counselling Services and Gulick—the Career Center), but as the administrative functions are proportionately very small, all wastes from these buildings were categorized as Residence Hall wastes.   
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