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1  INTRODUCTION 
Managing municipal solid waste (MSW) is a growing challenge in cities, primarily in developing 
countries, which are experiencing increasing urban populations and an expanding geographic 
footprint to accommodate this growth. Cities are trying to divert waste from landfills1 as they are 
often operating beyond capacity, and it is both difficult to site new landfills and expensive to 
develop and operate them.  
 
Organic waste consists of food scraps; and garden, landscaping, and land-clearing vegetative 
residuals. This waste makes up a substantial fraction of the waste stream in low- and middle-
income countries, typically accounting for just over half of a country’s waste stream. Figure 1 
shows a breakdown of the waste stream by country income level, based on data from 97 
countries (Wilson et al., 2015). Organic waste diversion thus presents a substantial opportunity 
for countries to reduce the amount of waste disposed in landfills. 
 

Figure 1. Waste composition by country income level. 
Source: Wilson et al. (2015). 
 

                                                
1 Throughout this document, the term “landfill” is used to represent all disposal sites (i.e., a sanitary 
landfill, a controlled dumpsite, or an open dumpsite). See Table 2-1 in the Global Methane Initiative’s 
International Best Practices Guide for Landfill Gas Energy Projects for more information on the different 
types of disposal sites. 

https://www.globalmethane.org/documents/toolsres_lfg_IBPGcomplete.pdf


 

- 4 - 
 

Further, properly segregated, uncontaminated organic waste can be a useful resource as a 
feedstock for energy production through anaerobic digestion (AD) or for enriched soil 
amendments through composting. 
 
While many cities are interested in developing composting or AD projects, they have not yet 
instituted systems to separate their waste streams, a necessary, but sometimes challenging and 
expensive, venture. This document provides information on programs and policies for organic 
waste diversion, and is structured as follows: 

• Section 2 describes the three primary sources of organic waste: residential, fruit and 
vegetable markets, and commercial and industrial (C&I) sectors 

• Section 3 outlines the various ways to separate organic waste: at the source, at the 
curbside, or in a facility post-collection 

• Section 4 describes different policy options for achieving source separation. 
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2  ORG ANIC WASTE STREAMS 
There are three primary streams of MSW that cities typically manage: residential (households), 
market (fruit and vegetable vendors), and C&I (including businesses, restaurants, and 
industries). The composition of the waste and the challenges associated with collecting and 
separating the organic waste differ based on the waste stream.  
 

2.1 Residential Waste 

Organic waste represents between 30 to 60 percent of a household’s waste, and the residential 
sector can be responsible for up to 75 percent of the total food waste disposed of in the MSW 
stream (Bobeck, 2010; Food Wise Hong Kong, 2014; Reynolds et al., 2016). Although the 
residential sector is typically the largest source of organic waste in a city, collecting organic 
waste in this sector can be difficult due to its decentralized nature. In many countries, cities rely 
on primary collection services that transport the waste from households to a transfer station, 
and then secondary collection services that transfer waste from there to the final point of 
disposal. Primary collection vehicles in lower-income countries are often hand pushcarts or 
carts pulled by bicycles or animals. These vehicles are well-suited for navigating the narrow 
roads common to these areas (Wilson et al., 2012).  
 

2.2 Markets 

Food markets produce a significant amount of organic waste, both in volume and as a 
percentage of the waste stream. Organic waste can range from 80 percent to almost 
100 percent of the market waste stream in some countries. For example, a large market in 
Riobamba, Ecuador, produces six tons of waste daily, 95 percent of which is organic. 
Six markets in Morelia, Mexico, have waste streams that are 93 percent organic (Jara-

Samaniego et al., 2017). A food market in 
Calcutta, India, produces a waste stream that 
is 83 percent organic, with the remainder of 
the waste being primarily packaging and food-
serving products (Bonou, 2010). Food market 
organic waste can be easily collected 
separately and typically contains little to no 
impurities (non-compostable fractions, such as 
hazardous or inorganic waste).  
 
The organic content of food market waste 
decomposes and degrades quickly, and 
should be separated and collected within a 
very short timeframe. Uncollected food market 
waste can result in odor and health concerns, 
such as water and soil contamination, and a 
potential increase in disease vectors.  

 

 
Figure 2. Organic waste collected at a food 
market in Dhaka, Bangladesh. 
Source: Abt Associates.  
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2.3 Commercial and Industrial (C&I) 

The organic content of the C&I waste stream can largely vary depending on the types of 
industries most prevalent in the country (e.g., food processing versus manufacturing). For 
example, the commercial sector’s waste stream in Phnom Penh, Cambodia, was just under 
60 percent organic waste, with food waste constituting over 50 percent (Yim et al., 2014). 
 
Even though the organic content of the C&I 
waste stream can be less than that of other 
waste streams, the amount of organic waste 
produced is generally large due to the 
magnitude of waste produced by this sector 
(Figure 3). For example, a study of New 
Zealand’s C&I waste stream found that this 
sector produced over 103,000 tons of food 
waste in 2011, making up approximately one-
third of the country’s total food waste in the 
MSW stream (Reynolds et al., 2016).  
 
Expected impurities in the C&I organic waste 
stream are plastics and metals, usually from 
packaging. Collection of C&I waste is relatively 
easy due to the infrastructure of collection 
companies that charge a fee and have 
dedicated transportation vehicles (Hoornweg and Bhada-Tata, 2012). However, the separation 
of organic waste can be more challenging than it is for other waste streams due to the large 
volume of waste. Sophisticated sorting machinery is required to separate organic waste at the 
scale of the C&I level, if it is contaminated. In addition, its large volume necessitates large 
treatment (e.g., composting or AD) infrastructure. 
 

  

 
 
Figure 3. A five-ton truck used to collect C&I 
organic waste in Vermont, USA. 
Source: Biocycle. 
https://www.biocycle.net/2013/07/18/vermont-districts-closing-
loop-on-food-waste-diversion/  

https://www.biocycle.net/2013/07/18/vermont-districts-closing-loop-on-food-waste-diversion/
https://www.biocycle.net/2013/07/18/vermont-districts-closing-loop-on-food-waste-diversion/
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3  OPTIONS FOR SEPAR ATING ORG ANICS 
The primary places to separate organic waste are at the source, at the curbside, or in a 
centralized facility. This section discusses these options along with the infrastructure 
requirements and costs associated with each one, and the waste stream for which it is most 
appropriate. 
 

3.1 Source Separation 

Source separation programs require that waste generators sort their own waste into organic and 
inorganic fractions.  
 
3.1.1 Infrastructure Requirements and Costs 

The primary infrastructure required for source separation programs are separate collection bins, 
either at the community- or household-level, to facilitate waste sorting by community members, 
and collection vehicles that will allow the organic waste to remain separated. Standardized 
messaging improves the odds of success (e.g., if community organics bins are typically green, 
the organics bins provided to households should also be green). New collection trucks may 
need to be purchased, or old trucks retrofitted. As organic waste is also typically heavier and 
wetter than other types of waste, trucks designed for this type of waste may be necessary. This 
infrastructure is generally not very capital-intensive, and source separation can be one of the 
least-expensive waste separation programs to implement.  
 
If municipalities cannot invest in additional or new collection infrastructure, they may choose to 
increase their collection frequency or adjust the current schedule to accommodate this new 
source of waste. For example, if MSW collection occurs twice weekly, a city may decide to 
collect organic and inorganic waste on different days. Ljubljana, Slovenia, enacted this tactic to 
encourage source separation of waste. By lowering the frequency of residual waste pickup and 
keeping the existing pickup schedule for organic and recyclable waste, the city reached 
separate collection rates of just over 60 percent by 2014 (Oblad, 2018). Municipalities should 
also carry out public education and community outreach programs to change citizens’ behavior 
and waste collection demands. Even with these campaigns, however, cities will still need to 
ensure the new collection schedules meet the needs of their citizens, and compromising MSW 
collection to accommodate organic waste collection could lead to increased open dumping. 
 
3.1.2 Contamination of Separated Waste 

Source separation can result in contamination of organic waste with non-organic waste if the 
waste generators are not properly trained or if the separation requirements are not enforced. To 
ensure high-quality feedstock, organic waste management facilities should include a pre-
processing step to remove any contaminants. 
 
3.1.3 Which Waste Stream Is It Best For? 

These programs work well for all waste streams with proper training, education, and outreach. 
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3.2 Curbside Separation 

Curbside separation programs involve waste collection crews sorting waste as they collect it 
from the waste generators.  
 
3.2.1 Infrastructure and Costs 

Curbside collection programs require either pushcarts or collection trucks with separate 
containers for different types of wastes. Collection schedules will need to be increased or 
adjusted to ensure collection crews have the capacity to separate the waste. Because it is more 
labor- and time-intensive, the costs of these programs are largely dependent on labor costs. 
 
3.2.2 Contamination of Separated Wastes 

Manually sorting organic waste from mixed waste is complicated, so to effectively implement 
these programs, municipalities will need to train waste collection employees. Training is likely to 
reduce contamination levels compared to those seen with source separation programs.  
 
3.2.3 Which Waste Stream Is It Best For? 

Curbside separation programs 
work best for household waste 
collected by hand pushcarts or 
bicycles. These programs do not 
work well in municipalities where 
trucks are used as the collection 
method because the trucks 
would be forced to idle (unless 
crews are required to shut them 
off) while crews sort the waste, 
which can have negative 
environmental and health 
impacts on local communities. 
 
Curbside separation can also be 
used in tandem with household 
source separation programs, providing an extra level of quality control by resorting the waste 
(Box 1); this may also be an option for markets that require source separation, such as the 
Chowrasta Market in Penang, Malaysia. These programs are not well-suited for C&I or markets 
that do not already source separate, given the quantity of waste these sectors produce.  
 

3.3 Centralized Separation 

Mechanical biological treatment (MBT) is a process that combines the mechanical treatment of 
waste (e.g., shredding and sorting) with a subsequent biological treatment (i.e, aerobic 
composting or AD) of the organic fraction. This all occurs at a centralized location, thereby 

Source: Abt Associates. 

Box 1. Curbside Collection and 
Separation in Coimbatore, India. 
City employees in Coimbatore, 
India, work in pairs to collect 
household waste. Although waste 
is mandated to be separated at 
the source, it often is still mixed 
when the crews receive it. The 
collection crews thus do a second 
sort of the waste, separating out 
recyclables and organic waste. 
The employees then sell the 
recyclables to a local 
nongovernmental organization, 
which provides them with extra 
income. 
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allowing the diversion of large amounts of organic waste from landfills. Some MBT plants also 
have the ability to further separate out any remaining dry recyclables in the incoming waste 
stream.  
 
MBT end products include refuse-derived fuel, stabilized organic waste, metals, and scraps that 
are ultimately disposed of in landfills. The quality and quantity of these end products vary from 
plant to plant depending on the characteristics of the inputs, whether or not any source 
separation occurs beforehand, and the types of mechanical and biological treatments applied to 
the waste. End products are often also influenced by legislative and market demands. 
 
3.3.1 Infrastructure and Costs 

Constructing an MBT plant is capital-intensive, but 
its costs are generally lower than those of other 
large facilities designed to divert waste from 
landfills, such as a waste-to-energy plant. MBT 
plants are also more suitable than waste-to-
energy plants for treating mixed waste with high 
organic waste content. Other costs associated 
with the use of an MBT plant include transporting 
the mixed waste to the MBT and the residue to the 
landfill or to external plants that will use the 
residual-derived fuel. 
 
3.3.2 Contamination of Waste Stream and End Products 

If the incoming waste stream has been sorted at 
the source, the separated organic stream should 
have low levels of inorganic or recyclables 
contamination. However, the organic fraction that 
is separated out during the MBT process has 
been in direct contact with the mixed waste, and 
therefore has been exposed to contaminants such 
as heavy metals. The MBT end product (Figure 4) 
is thus not the same product as compost (Figure 
5), and is instead considered a low-grade product 
appropriate for only certain landscapes and 
agriculture, typically “one-off” applications such as 
non-edible crops or in the recovery of degraded 
spaces (Table 1).  

 
Figure 4. "Compost-like” biostabilized end 
product from an MBT plant in India.  
Source: Clean India Journal (2012). 

 
Figure 5. High-quality compost from source-
separated food waste in Coimbatore, India. 
Source: Abt Associates. 

https://www.cleanindiajournal.com/composting_in_swm%E2%80%93a_report/
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3.3.3 Which Waste Stream Is It Best For? 

Centralized separation works for all waste streams, though this process has some challenges, 
including substantial infrastructure costs and higher contamination of the organic waste. It may 
be unnecessarily expensive for market waste, which is predominantly organic.  
 
3.3.4 Additional Considerations 

Because compost and the MBT end product are not the same and cannot be used in the same 
settings, it is important for the municipality to educate stakeholders on the differences between 
high-quality compost produced from source-separated organics, and “low-grade” soil 
amendments (or biostabilized MBT end products). If farmers believe the products are the same 
and are disappointed with the results, municipalities may encounter difficulties promoting the 
use of higher-quality compost that is available when source-separation programs are 
implemented.  
 
By depicting MBT as a simple solution to organic waste management, municipalities may 
inadvertently diminish the importance of source separation by public citizens—and subsequently 
people’s willingness to separate their waste at home or at their place of business—and also 
impact informal sector recyclers. MBT plants can also push the informal sector out of the waste 
management process, resulting in diminished waste pickers’ livelihoods, and potentially higher 
costs to separate out recyclables at the facility. MBT should not be seen as a final solution but 
instead as part of an integrated system and a transitional phase toward more appropriate 
technologies in the long-term that rely on source separation of organics and generation of both 
biogas and high-quality compost that is suitable for agriculture. 
 

Table 1. Appropriate usage of MBT end product and source-separated compost. 

Land Application 
MBT Biostabilized End 

Product 
Compost from Source-

Separated Organic Waste 

Agriculture Xa X 

Final landfill cover X  

Private gardening  X 

Public parks and gardens  X 

Landscape restoration X Xb 

Recovery of degraded spaces X  

Revegetation public works X Xb 

Substrate preparation  X 

Sports fields  X 
aThe MBT end product is only appropriate to use in one-off applications, rather than regular applications. 
bCompost may be used, but given its high market value, it is better used for other land applications that 
require higher-quality compost. 
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3.4 Summary 

Each waste separation program varies in its costs, contamination levels, target audience for 
training, scalability (Table 2), and appropriateness for each waste stream (Table 3). 
 
Table 2. Key characteristics of source, curbside, and facility waste separation programs.  
Waste Separation 
Method 

Costs 
Potential 

Contaminationa Levels 
Target Audience for 

Training 

Source  Low Medium Waste generators 

Curbside  Medium Low Collectors 

Centralized High High MBT operators 
aContamination with other waste streams. 
 
 
Table 3. Compatibility of organic waste separation methods with waste stream. 

Waste Stream Source Separation Curbside Separation Centralized Separation 

Residential  Compatible 
Compatible, depending 

on collection system 
Compatible under certain 

conditionsa 

Market  Compatible Incompatible 
Compatible, but 

unnecessarily expensive 

C&I Compatible Incompatible 
Compatible, but 

unnecessarily expensive 
aConditions include variables such as city size, separated waste collection scheme, quality control 
procedures, and facility design characteristics.  
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4  POLICY OPTIONS 
Policies send clear messages to businesses and the public about what is expected from them 
and why. This section describes various policy options for promoting waste segregation. 
 

4.1 Waste Management Plans 

MSW is, by definition, managed by local authorities. Municipalities that develop and implement 
a waste management plan are better able to effectively manage their waste. National waste 
management plans can help guide local efforts and standardize best practices across the 
country. They can work to replicate the experience of waste management leaders through a 
domino effect of sorts (Figure 6), and also provide cities with a clear vision of waste 
management requirements. 

 
A good national, regional, or local waste management plan could do the following to promote 
organic waste segregation: 

• Set targets and deadlines with appropriate measures for enforcement.  
• Explain how to achieve good results by disseminating best practices.  
• Promote frontrunners by setting up incentive schemes that reward them. 
• Institute flexibility in infrastructure to accommodate intermittent variations in waste 

quantity.  
• Encourage municipalities to avoid constructing large, semi-permanent disposal sites, 

which can hamper the development of recycling and organics management policies. 
 

 
 
Figure 6. The waste management domino effect in Italy. 
Spread of source separation of organics in municipalities of Lombardy, Italy, due to setting of regional and 
national targets. Source: M. Giavini. 
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4.2 Mandate Source Separation 

Cities can establish a legal requirement that waste generators separate their waste. India’s 
comprehensive Solid Waste Management Rules, 2016, for example, require that all waste 
generators, from street vendors to large commercial buildings, separate their waste into 
three categories: biodegradable, non-biodegradable, and household hazardous waste. The 
bottom line is that waste that is not separated will not be collected (Government of India, 
2016a). 2 Cebu City, Philippines, has also instituted this policy applying only to households and 
neighborhoods. In addition, India’s guidelines require that large generators (including the 
commercial sector and large residential buildings and associations) facilitate this segregated 
collection, such as by providing proper collection bins, and, if possible, they must also treat the 
waste—in composting or AD facilities—onsite.  
 
Some cities, such as New York City in the United States, have chosen to gradually phase in 
source separation requirements. In the first phase, only large generators are mandated to 
separate and ensure separation collection or processing of their organic waste, and residential 
separation is rolled out over time and in stages. 
 
A formal policy clearly delineates what is required from waste generators and may include 
penalties for violations. Adequate enforcement, however, will require that waste collectors are 
properly trained and empowered to enforce rules. Municipalities should also empower local 
residents to enforce these laws. For example, in Cebu City, the individual who apprehends the 
guilty party receives 20 percent of the fine imposed on the violator.  
 
To support this mandate, municipalities are encouraged to disseminate adequate information 
about the policy and its benefits, as well as the necessary infrastructure. Providing households 
with separate bins removes the economic burden on residents and facilitates the source 
separation process. A study in Lisbon, Portugal, found that while households experience 
differing levels of willingness to separate their waste, the primary reason a household did or did 
not separate waste was the availability of a separate organic waste container (Vitor et al., 2016). 
 

4.3 Require Source Separation in Development Plans 

Municipalities can couple mandated source separation with a change in their planning laws to 
require that any large development, residential or commercial, will have a demarcated space for 
source segregation, storage, and decentralized processing. This policy is also included in 
India’s Solid Waste Management Rules, 2016. 
 

4.4 Landfill Bans and Taxes 

Organics management facilities generally do not provide a return on their capital investment if 
they do not charge a gate (tipping) fee for organic waste. Sanitary landfills typically have 

                                                
2 India’s new Solid Waste Management Rules, 2016 are quite substantial and provide a good model for 
cities. 
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comparable disposal fees to organics management facilities, but open dumpsites have low—if 
any—gate fees due to their low operating costs (typically about 25 percent of the cost of 
disposal at a composting facility; Wilson et al., 2015). 
 
A common method to internalize these future costs is through landfill taxes imposed on top of 
standard landfill tipping fees. Governments may also choose to ban disposal of either certain 
kinds or all wastes in landfills. India and many countries in Europe have implemented landfill 
bans and taxes to promote organics diversion and, ultimately, reduce organic waste disposal. 
The desired effect of these programs, however, has not always been achieved. In some areas, 
landfill bans have resulted in a push toward incineration. In others, they have promoted shipping 
mixed waste to other countries with more disposal capacity or less strict rules.  
 
Developing an incentive program to 
be implemented alongside a landfill 
tax or ban can encourage 
municipalities to avoid these 
unintended practices while also 
becoming leaders in organic waste 
diversion. In some regions, landfill 
taxes are progressively lowered 
depending on the effectiveness of the 
municipality’s waste management 
scheme (Box 2). Leaders who have 
implemented source separation of 
organics and run composting facilities 
receive monetary incentives; the 
money for these incentives comes 
from higher landfill taxes applied to 
those municipalities unwilling to 
improve their management schemes. 
This kind of program could also be 
adapted for a municipality. 
 

4.5 Implement a Pay-As-You-Throw System 

Pay-As-You-Throw (PAYT) systems charge residents and businesses variable waste disposal 
fees based on how much waste they dispose of. Fees can be assessed on either the number of 
bags or bins of waste they create or by the actual weight of the waste. If implemented along with 
a source separation program, municipalities may charge residents a variable fee on only the 
amount of organic waste disposed; this can help raise awareness among households regarding 
how much organic waste (particularly food waste) they generate and subsequently lead to a 
reduction of this waste. Municipalities should also enforce waste violations so as to discourage 
the illegal dumping of waste. 
 
 
 

Box 2. Promoting source separation of organics in 
Catalonia through a penalty/reward scheme. 
In 2003, the local waste agency of Catalonia, Europe, 
set up a penalty/reward scheme that raises money 
through a tax on landfill and incineration, progressively 
increasing from 10 €/tonne in 2004 to 47.1 €/tonne in 
2020 (Fontanals, n.d.). At least half of the money raised 
through these taxes is earmarked for the biological 
treatment (composting or AD) of organic waste and 
MBT of residual waste. The rest of the money is 
refunded to municipalities according to their organic 
waste separation programs and their urban typology 
(e.g., large city versus rural village); the value is related 
to the quantity and quality of organic waste, the 
separate collection of hazardous waste, the number of 
units of home and community composting systems, and 
a few other factors. The systems is zero-cost for the 
Autonomous Region. As of December 2012, 832 
municipalities (of 947 total) have implemented separate 
organic waste collection schemes, up from 17 in 2003. 
For more information, see Good Practice Catalonia: 
Waste Disposal Tax.  

http://www.regions4recycling.eu/upload/public/Good-Practices/GP_ARC_Disposal-tax.pdf
http://www.regions4recycling.eu/upload/public/Good-Practices/GP_ARC_Disposal-tax.pdf


 

- 15 - 
 

 

4.6 Increase Demand for Compost  

Developing a viable market for compost or digestate is crucial for the success of any waste 
separation program. If there is no market for compost or digestate, these end products will 
either prevent the establishment of an organics separation program or end up in the landfill, 
thereby negating the benefits of a waste separation program.  
 
Typically, the two largest barriers to an economically viable compost market are (1) the 
artificially low costs of chemical fertilizer, due to subsidies; and (2) the lack of demand for the 
product. The lack of demand for compost is primarily due to: 

• Lack of awareness and knowledge on how and when to use compost 
• Misunderstanding about what compost is compared to fertilizer or manure, and the 

differences between quality compost and the biostabilized MBT end product 
• Lack of understanding of the long-term benefits of improving the organic content of soil 

through the use of compost. 
 
One of the best approaches to increase the demand for compost is to clearly highlight both its 
value and its quality. Market demand will increase when compost and digestate are recognized 
as high-quality products that meet established standards. In Europe, a successful policy 
approach has been the creation of Quality Assurance Schemes (QAS) at a national level 
consisting of four pillars:  

1) A list of suitable input materials 
2) Requirements for plant operations 
3) Criteria for product quality of compost and digestate, addressing impurities > 2 mm, 

heavy metal content, weed seeds, and human and plant pathogens 
4) Recommendations on how to use the recycled organics.  

Countries with QAS in place have found that compost markets have grown steadily over time 
upon implementation of the system. This is due to a combination of factors, including 
information campaigns put in place by compost producers, the higher price of mineral fertilizers 
than compost, and some economic incentives for reintegrating the organic matter in poor soils. 

Box 3. Seoul, South Korea’s PAYT System. 
Seoul, South Korea, implemented a nationwide PAYT program in 1995 to cover all wastes; fees were 
charged on a volume basis. In 2013, the municipal government adapted the program to charge 
residents based on how much organic waste they dispose of. Residents have three options for 
disposing of their food waste: 
1) Disposing waste into a special bin accessed through a unique RFID (radio frequency 

identification) card given to each household that charges households on a weight basis 
2) Purchasing pre-paid garbage bags (the price of which have slowly risen over time) 
3) Applying special “paid” barcode stickers to their food waste bins; bins are not picked up without 

these stickers. 
Option 1 is the preferred technique, and the technology is slowly being deployed across the city. As of 
2017, Seoul has decreased its food waste by more than 300 tons per day (approximately 110,000 
tons per year), saving the city USD 600,000 per day (Samson, 2017; Thompson and Rothman, 2017). 
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Providing financial incentives for farmers to use compost can also help promote its adoption and 
may be an easier policy to implement than removing subsidies for chemical fertilizers. Some 
cities and countries are beginning to explore these incentives. For example, the government of 
India has recently enacted a policy to promote the use of compost by subsidizing the cost for 
farmers (Government of India, 2016b).  
 
In addition to selling the end products, municipalities can also require that municipal 
departments, such as urban forestry, use compost or digestate in place of fertilizer. This will 
create a constant market for the product that is not based on farmers’ or the general public’s 
demand for the product. 
 

4.7 Integrate the Informal Sector 

Acknowledging the informal sector’s role in waste management can be an important strategy for 
cities in improving their waste management strategies, while also providing the informal sector 
with dignity and an improved socioeconomic status. Brazil’s Solid Waste Policy, for example, 
established integration of the informal sector as an official goal of the policy, with requirements 
for municipalities such as, “deploy segregated collection with the participation of cooperatives or 
other forms of associations of [waste pickers]…” and “…the holder of public services of urban 
cleaning and solid waste management will prioritize the organisation and functioning of 
cooperatives or other forms of associations of [waste pickers]…as well as their recruitment,” 
(Government of Brazil, 2010). India, Colombia, Peru, and Argentina have also established laws 
to incorporate the informal sector in the waste management process. 
 
Integrating the informal sector in improving recycling rates has generally been successful, but 
organic waste has typically not been of interest to the informal sector, as it has low economic 
value. Cities are coming up with innovative new ways to create this value and encourage further 
source separation of waste. For example, in Pune, India, SWaCH (Solid Waste and Collection 
Handling; for more information on the history of SWaCH, see Box 4) has begun operating 
composting facilities at apartment buildings and institutional campuses around the city 

Box 4. Strategic Public-Private Partnership between the Pune Municipal Corporation (PMC) 
and SWaCH in Pune, India. 
In 2005, the PMC launched a pilot program for door-to-door collection, in which waste pickers from the 
registered union Kagad Kach Patra Kashtakari Panchayat (KKPKP), were trained and paid to provide 
door-to-door collection. The PMC provided the equipment, infrastructure, and management support; 
and households paid a user fee for this collection service. In 2008, the PMC decided to scale up the 
initiative city-wide. At this time, the KKPKP formed the cooperative SWaCH, and entered into a public-
private partnership with the PMC.  
 

Under this partnership, the collection crews receive households’ source-segregated waste (as 
mandated by India’s MSW rules), and further sort the waste into recyclables, which they are allowed 
to sell for their profit. As of April 2018, 3,025 waste pickers were employed by SWaCH and provided 
collection services to 600,000 households in Pune, representing 60 percent of the PMC’s collection 
area and collecting over 50,000 tonnes of recyclables. Waste separation in areas covered by SWaCH 
collectors is 60–70 percent, compared to 45–50 percent in the rest of the city. 
 

For more information, go to https://swachcoop.com/. 

https://swachcoop.com/
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(Tangri, n.d.). SWaCH employees operate the facility, and the resulting compost is owned and 
used by the communities where the facility is based. Bringing composting literally into 
community members’ backyards has made them more aware of the importance of source 
separation—they can see SWaCH members further separate and clean organic waste—and 
has thus improved rates of source separation, leading to higher-quality compost. The apartment 
communities also receive a financial incentive of a 5 percent rebate on their real estate tax, 
which is substantially greater than the cost to employ the SWaCH members.  
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5  CONCLUSION 
Waste separation is an important strategy for achieving municipalities’ waste reduction and 
greenhouse gas emissions goals. Given the large percentage of organic waste in most 
countries, separating organic waste from the rest of the MSW is both logical and beneficial to 
communities. The primary methods for separating out organic waste are source separation, 
curbside separation, and facility separation (i.e., MBT). The different separation programs vary 
in terms of costs, required collection infrastructure, contamination levels, and a necessary 
education and outreach strategy. While source separation is typically the best option for all 
waste streams, municipalities will need to consider their unique conditions to assess which 
scheme is most appropriate for their jurisdiction. Through various policy options that effectively 
separate and manage organic waste, municipalities can take an important step toward turning 
this former waste into a valuable resource. 
  

The Climate and Clean Air Coalition Municipal 
Solid Waste Initiative unites national and local 
governments, international organizations, and 
other partners to reduce emissions of short-lived 
climate pollutants, such as methane and black 
carbon, from the municipal solid waste sector. 

More information:  

www.waste.ccacoalition.org    
ccac_secretariat@unep.org  
@CCACoalition 
facebook.com/ccacoalition 

http://www.waste.ccacoalition.org/
mailto:ccac_secretariat@unep.org
https://twitter.com/ccacoalition?lang=en
https://www.facebook.com/ccacoalition
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