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INTRODUCTION

When students think about ways to further
sustainability at UCLA, graduate housing is not
typically what first comes to mind. Our team is
working to change this and emphasize that

there are ways to make all areas of UCLA more

sustainable.

As a team of undergraduates, working in
UCLA’s graduate housing has already proven
to be a very unique and informative experience
for each of us. Being far removed from UCLA's
on-campus housing, most undergraduate stu-
dents are unaware of the expansive communi-
ty that lives in UCLA’s graduate housing. With
fourteen total buildings across Westwood and
West Los Angeles and with thousands of total
residents, UCLA's graduate housing is naturally
a large producer of waste and has a significant
environmental impact. However, this also means
that there is incredible potential to make UCLA
more sustainable by focusing greater time and
research on this community. Our team believes
that if our campus is to meet its ambitious and
time-sensitive environmental goals, we cannot

afford to disregard graduate housing any longer.
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Our specific focus has been on diverting
organic waste from landfill in UCLA-owned grad-
uate housing apartment complexes. By building
on past student research, we have worked to per-
fect a waste diversion program implemented in ;-
Spring of 2017 at two of UCLA's graduate hous-

ing apartment complexes. We have focused on

improving the infrastructure currently in place
as well as fostering a stronger relationship with
residents of the buildings we are working in. We
i - have collected quantitative and qualitative data
in order to track changes in program usage and

effectiveness as we take steps to improve resi-

- dent understanding of and engagement with the

program. Most importantly, we have worked to
identify the key components of a successful res-
idential composting program and to develop a
comprehensive waste diversion framework that
can be applied to other university- owned hous-
ing to help the campus meet our “Zero Waste by

2020" goal.
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ADDAE JAHDAI-BROWN, stakeholder

Addae serves as Assistant Director for University
Apartments. Addae is a Brooklyn native, a father
of three and a life coach on the side. Addae is both
personally and professionally dedicated to improv-
ing the lives of students and families in University
Apartments, as they are a traditionally underserved
demographic. Addae obtained both his BA in Psy-
chology and his MSW from Stony Brook University
in New York, and has just completed his 15th year
as a Student Affairs professional.

DAISY OLIVER, stakeholder

Daisy Oliver is the Community Director of UCLA,
Residential Life- University Apartments. She re-
cieved her Master’s in Social Work from USC, and
B.A. in Psychology with a minor in Education from
UCLA. Before receiving her MSW, she worked in
UCLA Undergraduate Admissions as an Admissions
Officer, and has served the UCLA students for over
8 years. In her spare time, she enjoys spending
time with her family, reading, going to the beach,
and traveling.




ELIAS PLATTE-BERMEO, /eader

Elias is a third year studying Geography/Environ-
mental Studies with a minor in Public Affairs. He
is interested in environmental policy and the rela-
tionship between environmental issues and social
equity. Elias worked on SAR’s Grad Housing Waste
Diversion team for two years--meaning he’s col-
lectively spent nearly 20 hours digging through
graduate students’ waste. He can be found hiking
in Santa Monica Mountains, soaking up sun in the
Sculpture Garden, or finagling swipes into Bplate.

VANESSA NGUYEN, /eader

Vanessa just finished her third year majoring in En-
vironmental Science with minors in Environmental
Engineering and Atmospheric & Oceanic Sciences.
Her passion lies at the intersection of sustainability
and outreach - so naturally, working to implement
a waste diversion program in a student community
was right up her alley. Outside of composting, she
loves encouraging others to reduce plastic waste
and carbon emissions. Vanessa appreciates swim-
ming, cooking, and traveling.

RILEY COOKE, member

Riley is coming off his third year as an undergrad-
uate at UCLA. He is studying Geography & Environ-
mental Studies and his interests range from water
resources and policies to arts event planning - and,
of course, waste reduction and diversion. He has
enjoyed promoting and learning about compost im-
plementation in SAR and he hopes to explore other
sustainability-related projects in his final year at
UCLA. In his free time, Riley enjoys cycling, walk-
ing dogs, and playing music.
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ZACHARY DEVEREAUX, member

Zach is a third year studying Environmental Science
with a concentration in Conservation Biology. Along
with his work in SAR Zach takes part in various
native habitat restorations and studies wildlife ad-
aptations to an urbanized environment. Due to his
love of the outdoors he often spends his free time
gardening or backpacking.

RYAN HALLMAN, member

Ryan is a third year studying Environmental Sci-
ence with a concentration in Environmental Engi-
neering. As a new member of SAR, Ryan appreciat-
ed the diverse challenges and real world experience
achieved throughout the program. He was once na-
ive to the importance of proper waste sorting, but
his experience provided insight to the integral role
of waste diversion in leading a sustainable future.
In his free time, Ryan enjoys sketching, playing
basketball and stepping out of his comfort zone.

DIANA MARIA NGUYEN, member

Diana is a sophomore majoring in Political Science
while double minoring in Environmental Systems
& Society and Statistics. Having resided in UCLA's
Sustainable Living Learning Community for two
years, she has witnessed the development of the
composting program within her floor and residen-
tial building. She hopes to encourage others in her
community to adopt sustainable practices by pro-
vision and education of accessible resources. Diana
enjoys the beach and cooking with good company.
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This is the second consec-

ity Action Research team has
worked to reduce the environ-
mental impact of UCLA’s gradu-
ate housing apartment complex-
es. In 2017, the first graduate
housing team came in without
a clear direction for a project.
They worked with our team’s
current stakeholders, Daisy Oli-
ver and Addae Jahdai-Brown, to
learn the layout of the commu-
nity, the projects already in mo-
tion, and the university policies
dictating what would or would
not be feasible 1. The team re-
searched past projects that were
attempted in graduate housing
and paid particular attention to
a 2014 SAR team that worked to

improve recycling in Urniversity
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Village, a set of complexes
roughly five miles south of UCLA.
This team researched ways to in-
crease waste diversion from land-
fill and made several recommen-
dations about the importance of
diverting green waste. After sev-
eral weeks of brainstorming, the
team feltit would be useful to gain
the advice of someone direct-
ly involved in sustainability, and
reached out to Emma Sorrell, the
Sustainability Manager of UCLA
Housing & Hospitality Services.
Together they discussed sever-
al ideas of what Emma thought
might be feasible and time-ef-
fective projects for the team to
explore. Chief among these was
the idea to pursue a residential
organics collection program in

one area of graduate housing.




Emma explained that represen-
tatives from Athens Waste Ser-
vices, the company contracted
to collect all of UCLA's waste
and recyclables, had recently
expressed interest in expanding
green waste services to more
of UCLA's housing complexes.
The team was immediately ex-
cited by the prospect of imple-
menting a waste diversion pro-
gram, and quickly got to work
coordinating several meetings
with Jessica Aldridge, the Sus-
tainability Manager for Athens
Waste Services. They recognized
the potential significance of this
project, and felt that it was an
important step towards reduc-
ing campus-wide waste sent to
landfill, especially as they ap-
proached the end date for UC-
LA’s “Zero Waste by 2020” goal.

With the help of Jessica Al-
dridge and Emma Sorrell, the SAR
team developed the concept and
timeline for a pilot food-scrap col-

lection program in two graduate

The 2017 Graduate Housing SAR Team
is seen conducting one of their waste
audits. The team’s efforts pioneered Hil-
gard’s composting program that year.

housing apartment complexes
on Hilgard Avenue, which were
chosen because of their rela-
tively small size and their ability
to accommodate a green waste
bin in their central waste rooms.
The team then got in touch with
Global Green and EcoSafe, two
environmental non-profit organi-
zations with experience facilitat-
ing residential organics collection
programs. They agreed to pro-
vide support and materials for the
pilot program, including kitchen
compost caddies for each unit at
720 Hilgard and 824 Hilgard, and
a compostable bag dispenser for
each building’s waste room. The
infrastructural

team pursued
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change by providing each tenant
with a compost bin and educa-
tional change by sharing printed
and digital descriptions of how
the program was intended to op-
erate. They hoped that this two-
pronged approach would have
a greater impact on the rate
of waste diverted from landfill
than simply adding infrastruc-
ture with the compost caddies.

This year, our team first
became familiar with the past
SAR team’s project, and then
aimed to develop our own plan
for reducing the environmental
impacts of the graduate housing
community. In planning our re-
search, we felt it was important
to analyze similar programs on
other campuses 2, the psychol-
ogy at play in people’s decisions
when sorting waste B!, and uni-
versity policies that might impact
any project we pursued ¥, We
learned the in-depth science be-
hind composting *! and the vari-

ous steps to conduct a successful

y . Bw

survey [, With this knowledge,
we felt confident in our ability
to design a well-rounded plan
of action to achieve our goals.

While our team recogniz-
es that the previous SAR team'’s
project was a monumental step
in the right direction for UCLA, we
focused on rectifying the various
issues we found with this program
and on exploring other avenues
to improve sustainability in the

graduate housing community.

[1] Hunter, Chris, et al. “Diverting Land-
fill Waste in University Apartments”. Insti-
tute of the Environment and Sustainability,
2017, University of California Los Angeles.
<https://www.ioes.ucla.edu/wp-content/
uploads/2017gradhousingReport.pdf>.

[2] Schmidt, Chonsa. “Implementing a
Composting System in the Villa Apartment
Complex: A CSIF

Proposal.” (n.d.): n. pag. Scu.edu. 2015.
Web. 24 Jan. 2017. <https://www.scu.edu/
media/offices/sustainability/programs/in-
vestment-fund-csif/CSIFProposal-(1).pdf>.
[3] Menzer, Lauren, et al. “Behavioral Eco-
nomics of Waste Management: Identifying
Factors That Influence

Personal Waste Sorting Practices.” UCSB
Refuse and Recycling Research Center,
2014, pp. 1-36. <https://www.facilities.
ucsb.edu/files/docs/UCSB_R3C_Behavior-
al_Economics_of Personal_Waste%20Sort-
ing_Practices.pdf>

[4] Nordby, J. Cully, et al. "UCLA Zero
Waste Plan.” UCLA Sustainability, Univer-
sity of California, Los Angeles, July 2012,
<www.sustain.ucla.edu/about-us/publica-
tions-and-reports/.>

[5] Cooperband, Leslie. The Art and Sci-
ence of Composting. University of Wiscon-
sin-Madison, 29 Mar. 2002, <www.cias.
wisc.edu/wp-content/uploads/2008/07/ar-
tofcompost.pdf.>

[6] Thayer-Hart, Nancy, et al. "Survey Fun-
damentals: A Guide to Designing and Im-
plementing Surveys.” University of Wiscon-
sin - Madison, Dec. 2010,
<oqi.wisc.edu/resourcelibrary/uploads/re-
sources/Survey_Guide.pdf>
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QUESTION.

WHAT IS THE POTENTIAL OF DIVERTING ORGANIC WASTE FROM
LANDFILL TO COMPOST AT UCLA’S GRADUATE HOUSING
APARTMENT COMPLEXES? '

1) Increase the proportion of organic waste diverted from landfill

by residents in 720 and 824 Hilgard

2) Develop methods and materials to more effectively educate
residents of 720 and 824 Hilgard about composting in general

and the details of the program in their buildings

3) Foster a shift in attitudes among residents towards waste sort

ing, waste diversion, and sustainability

4) Institutionalize components of a successful composting
program to ensure the longevity of existing programs beyond

the lifespan of our SAR team

5) Compile our quantitative and qualitative findings and create a

realistic proposal for the expansion of pilot compost programs

to other UCLA-owned housing
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In ordertoinform our research and help us achieve our goals, ourteam used a

variety of both quantitative and qualitative methods that gave us a full picture of the

problems to address and allowed us to develop a comprehensive plan for the future.

Hilgard Survey

Our first interaction with
the residents of 720 and 824 Hil-
gard was an informal door to door
survey to understand residents’
knowledge and opinions of the
composting program implement-
ed last year. We received valu-
able feedback regarding specific
problems students faced in the
program which led to the devel-
opment of an online survey to
increase responses. This survey
contained a variety of questions
concerning possible improve-
ments and possible methods to

increase resident participation in

the program. To increase the
amount of responses, team
members tabled in the outdoor
courtyard of the 720 Hilgard to
market the survey and have per-
sonable interactions with resi-

dents.

WHRA Karaoke Survey

In early March, our team
was fortunate to attend a so-
cial karaoke night hosted by the
Weyburn-Hilgard Residents As-
sociation (WHRA). Throughout
the event we collected valuable
insight from graduate students

regarding UCLA’s overall perfor-




regarding UCLA's overallmance
with green services. UCLA's pro-
gressive goal of Zero Waste by
2020 requires unanimous stu-
dent support and asked students
opinions on the feasibility of such

initiatives.

Educational Materials

Using qualitative informa-
tion obtained from the Hilgard
survey and results, our team fig-
ured that the largest obstacle to
tackle was residential awareness
of the compost program, and
how to actually sort waste. Per-
haps the most important variable
in our research, we introduced
different pieces of educational
material to inform Hilgard resi-
dents of the current composting
program in place at the complex-
es, and how to best utilize it.

Our team designed a mag-
net (Fig.1) showing residents
how to sort some typical items
into either the landfill, compost,

or recycling waste streams.

L

HOW TO SORT YOUR WASTE

COMPOST RECYCLE TRASH TO LANDFILL

FOOD WASTE CARD- ALUMINUM STYROFOAM WAX LINED
7 BOARD cups
l; % Q @ “ r ‘
PAPER RECEIPTS
FOOD SOILED PAPER OR
CARDBOARD FOIL- FOOD

SOILED

LINED
fi ; {; PLASTIC GLASS PACKAGING  RECYCLABLES

. . . e the pledge to be Zero Waste & learn more af
Housing QUCLA RESIdentIa| Llfe sustain.ucla.edu/MyLastTrash

(Figure 1) A manget designed for Hilgard
residents to keep on the refrigerator and
encourage proper waste sorting directly
from their apartment unit.

ouilae .

The magnet designs were sent ‘
to UCLA Housing’s media team “
to approve after which they were
ordered in bulk by ResLife.
Concurrent with develop-
ing the magnets, our team also
created an infographic specific to
the Hilgard complexes (Fig.2).
The graphic provided residents
quantitative data from our first

waste audit such as how much

waste could have been diverted
from their landfill containers, and
detailed tips and tricks on how
to compost successfully such as
walking their compost caddies

down to the waste room to avoid




*
HILGARD'S TRASH TO LANDFILL

of Hilgard's trash ONLY
SHOULD have been 3 4 o /
| ' 0

ACTUALLY

TIPS & TRICKS FOR COMPOSTING
SOLUTION

BAGS TOO THIN DOUBLE BAG IT
AND TEARING? to add an extra layer of
protection

DOES YOUR f FREEZE IT N

in your freezer to keep it out
of sight and smell

COMPOST SMELL?

DOES YOUR BAG BRING YOUR CADDY
RIP AND DRIP? when bringing your compost

down to the waste room

.
o G
Take the pledge to be zero waste & learn more at: -‘ g

sustain.ucla.edu/MyLastTrash " ‘

(Fig.2) Infographic designed for distribution within 720 Hilgard and 824 Hilgard
complexes. Along with the Hilgard survey, their questions and concerns about
composting were answered with the following “Tips & Tricks for Composting”.




ripping the compost bag and dri-
page. To ensure the legitimacy of
our educational materials in the
eyes of the residents, we made
sure to include all official UCLA
logos of those who aided in their

development and distribution.

S

Waste Sorting Signage

In order to assist resident
awareness with proper waste
sorting, the previous SAR team
posted diversion signs for com-
post, landfill and recycle in the
(Fig.3).

These signs were originally ad-

Hilgard waste room

hered to the dumpsters, but by
January 2018 when we took over
the project, these sighs were se-
verely damaged. We first con-
sulted Athens disposal services
to confirm that the previous
signs were sufficiently correct,

however our representative from

Athens, Jessica Aldridge recom-

mended that we make changes

to the compost signage. Hand

wipes were illustrated as com-
postable by the previous team,
but many contain plastic which
deems it a landfill item. Unfortu-
nately, approving new changes
was much more difficult than ex-
pected, leading to us to only be
able to recommend sign replace-
ment. But instead of adhering

signs to the dumpster, we recom- ’
‘ mended signsto bevelcroedtothe

4 wall above each respective bin.

Compostable Bags
& Packaging

“¥e|

Hand Wipes

OUR GOAL: ZERO WASTE TO LANDFILL BY 2020
Please do your part fo help reduce landfill waste.

UCLA | i

(Figure 3) Waste Sorting Signage that
was distributed to Hilgard compelxes in
2017. This year, we replaced damaged
signs with velcro to stay on the walls.



PLEASE

DOUBLE BAG
FOR BAG

DURABILITY

(Figure 4) Double Bag stickers placed
onto compost bag dispensers in waste
rooms to remind residents to double bag
their compost to avoid bag leakage and
breakage.

Another issue residents
faced was ripping compost bags
as a result of their thin, biode-
gradable structure. Through
surveys and conversations with
residents, we realized this issue
was very common SO we rec-
ommended residents to use two
bags. Above the bag dispenser i
in the waste room, we designed
and taped a small sign encour-
aging residents to double bag
their compost caddies (Fig.4).
Apart from building specific ed-
ucational materials, waste sort-

ing and bagging signage will

continue to be distributed in

future expansion

. - -

programs.
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Focus Group

To gauge the effectiveness
of the educational materials and
other qualitative variables that
our team implemented, we con-
ducted a focus group at the larg-
er Hilgard complex (720 Hilgard
Ave.) Throughout our research,
one of the major challenges our
team encountered was retaining
direct communication, interac-
tion, and engagement with grad-
uate student residents. Though
we sent out an interest form to
residents providing incentives of
complementary pizza, refresh-
ments, and meal vouchers for
those who participated in the
focus group and received six re-
sponses, only one person was in
attendance. Thus, what we in-
tended to be a collective method
of feedback transformed into an
intimate one-on-one interview.
Still, the lone subject provided
imperative feedback about the
current waste diversion program
and improvements for future

programs.




Waste Audits

In order to evaluate the
success of this program, we con-
ducted two sets of waste audits
within the Hilgard complexes. A
waste audit would consist of...

1) assessing each of the com-
plexes’ three waste bins
(composting,recycling,
landfill),

2) sorting the waste the waste
of each bin (i.e. organic
waste within landfill),

3) weighing each of the sort-
ed waste (i.e. _ pounds of
organic waste within land-
fill).

These waste audits were
conducted for both the 720 Hil-
gard and 824 Hilgard complexes
during two separate times-- one
in February during the beginning
of the program and one in May
to assess any successful diver-

sion rates. The timing of these

two waste audits intended for a

3 o passage of time before and af-

ter program developments. In

preparation for our first waste

"
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audit in February, we invited UC-
LA’s Athens representative Jessi-
ca Aldridge to give us a rundown
of Athens’ services, what waste
they take, and how to properly
sort the waste for Athens’ facil-
ities. She facilitated our audit
and advised the best way to as-
sess the residents’ waste. With
the help of our friend Luis Munos
from UCLA Housing and Hos-
pitality, we were provided the
tools for our waste audit: hazmat
suits, gloves, tables, and weigh-
ing bins. In addition to this list,
we had to purchase a weighing
scale that would carefully and
accurately measure our waste.
At the first waste audit in
724 Hilgard, we meticulously
sorted and weighed the waste—
sorting plastic #6’s from plastic
#7's and corrugated containers
from glass—for almost 2 hours.
During 824 Hilgard’s February
waste audit, we sorted and mea-
sured only half of the landfill and
recycling bins to save time and

effort, later multiplying our calc-




-ulations by two to make up for
the unsorted waste. As the com-
post bin in 824 Hilgard did not
have much waste, we measured
all its contents. Even though this
would affect bin composition
accuracy, we did not have the
man-power or enough hours of
the day to do a fully-precise audit.

At our second waste audit,
we decided it would be best and
more time efficient to broadly
sort within the three categories
of organic waste, recyclables,
and waste to landfill instead of
each categories’ specifics. We
also only evaluated half of the re-
cycling and landfill composition,
later multiplying the weights by
two to accommodate the full
measurement of the compost bin.

After grueling hours in
the dumps, we planned to
evaluate our data in two dif-
ferent ways: landfill bin com-
position and organic waste
diversion. Most of the time, res-
idents do not sort their waste

and throw most of their waste

in their trash cans. By analyzing

landfill bin composition, we can

study whether residents are par-

ticipating in organic and recycla-
ble waste diversion throughout
the program or not. Likewise, by
evaluating organic waste diver-
sion, we can analyze changes in

residents’ participation with the

compost program as to where
they send their organic waste (to
landfill, recycling, or properly to

compost).
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DATA & RESULTS

Issues with Hilgard Composting Program

Hilgard Survey

Following the survey, we
learned only 50% of residents
understood how to sort their
waste while only 36% actively
sorted their waste. Furthermore,
over a quarter of residents were
not provided a compost bin thus o
(Graph 2) A bar graph displaying what

lacked access to the program areas of the composting progam raises
the most concerns.

(Graph 1). . i
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We were also able to iden-

| have been provided a compost bin in my apartment tify several other problems with
and have access to compostable bags.

o Yes flies, odor, and a lack of access
- to compost bags being the most
reported (Graph 2). Many res-
idents suggested that the pro-
gram could improve in three
areas: signage, education, and
outreach. From this data we de-
cided access to program infra-

structure and waste sorting ed-
(Graph 1) A donut graph displaying how g
many out of the 30 residents who filled
outh our Hilgard sdt.érveydwere providec1|:
with a compost caddy and were aware o .
the provided compostable bags. moving forward.

ucation would be key objectives




Are you aware of UCLA's "Zero Waste by 2020" Goal? Would you appreciate greater efforts on behalf of UCLK
administration to reach this goal? L

40 60 \
”
,'G

(Graph 3) UCLA “Zero Waste by 2020” - (Graph 4) Efforts from UCLA Admin

Would you like to see a residential compost program in

T —— that implementing composting

°0 programs in residential apart-
ment complexes were an im-
portant way to do so (Graoh 4
and 5). With these statistics, it
is clear that great potential for

waste diversion resides in our
A——

No
E SRS %
(Graph 5) Possible Compost Program UCLA administration has to take

graduate housing complexes.

initiative to institutionalize these
programs if we are to reach our

WHRA Karaoke Survey
Zero Waste goals.

Results showed that only

67% of students surveyed knew

about UCLA's goal to reach Zero Educational Materials

Waste (Graph 3). However, 98% With the help of ResLife,

UCLA's administration do more to out to all Hilgard residents, taped
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pinned on the central announce- What do you think UCLA ad-

ment board six weeks before ministration could better do

our final waste audit. Shortly to tackle waste diversion in

after, Housing & Hospitality en- residential complexes?

A\Y

tered every unit to redistrib- . It's good that we have

ute compost caddies to those people like you [SAR team]

who did not have one, and stick but it would be more helpful

magnets on every refrigerator. if there was more clarification

We hoped that providing these " and instructions in the begin- o
additional resources weeks be- ning of the year about this in- ’
fore our final audit would help formation.”

change residents’ waste behav- l 4 With regards to education-

iors enough to notice a signif- al materials like this [mag-

icant quantitative difference. nets and infographic], do you
L
? r-' think these alone would be

sufficient and helpful enough

Focus Grou
& < upon move-in? What else

What do you know about the ) g
should we include for infra-

composting program in your .
. - structure and initial informa-

own complex? i
tion about the program?

“So when I moved in, I kept el 1 ]
“Basic info like ‘what is com-

seeing that there was a com- ) i
post?’, ‘where do we bring our

post program but I didn’t
compost?’, ‘where can I get

know what they meant... I saw _ _
compost bags?’ Info like this

that there was compost bins _ )
and the educational materials

[in the waste room]... No one ) ] )
weren’t given in the begin-

ever gave me a little compost : e _
ning of the year so it’s a little

bin so I just stole one from _ i )
confusing. And it seems like it

the trash room.” 3
was forced on people...

oy
.
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Ultimately, the main take- Waste Audit
away from this conversation was 720 Hilgard ‘
that it is imperative for UCLA Figure 5 shows that in 720
administration to introduce the \ Hilgard’s February waste audit,
composting program at the be- we measured 225.2 Ibs of waste.
ginning of the year when res- 53.15% of that weight was made
idents move in, providing all up waste from the recycling bin.
the necessary materials and The remainder 43.43% and

information. Several UCLA de-

3.42% from the landfill and or-
partments must work togeth-

ganic waste bins correspondingly.

er to institutionalize the waste Within the recycling bin, 75.19%

diversion program in order to of the waste was proper'y sort-

ensure and sustain its success ed while the remaining 24.81%

throughout the years to come. should have gone to landfill.

Data & Results from 720 Hllgard February Waste Audit

Weight of Different Wastes send to Different Waste Bins (lbs)

Bin / Dumpster (location of waste)

LR gfgl;;?cs i‘::;:t:?ables Sent to Landfill gﬁtnfg Bin |large: 2.71bs
Organics 6.6 - 512
Recyclables - g0 13.8
Landfill 11 29.7 32.8

Cumulative Total Weight of Waste:

Total Weight of
Dumpster/Bin  |7.7 119.7 97.8 225.2

How much of landfill belonged in the landfill
dumpster? 0.3353783231

How much waste was diverted to
How much of landfill could have been recycled? 0.1411042945 recycling? 0.5315275311

How much waste was diverted to
How much of landfill could have been composted? 0.5235173824 composting? 0.03410182948
» N
¢ i

(Figure 5) Data tables and calculations made assessing 720 Hilgard’s February Waste Au-
dit. Out of the 97.8 Ibs of landfill, 33.54% of it actually belonged in the bin. The remaining
14.11% and 52.35% could have been diverted to recycling and composting respectively.
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In the organics waste bin
(composting bin), 85.71% of
organic waste was properly di-
verted from landfill while the
remaining 14.29% of the or-
ganic waste bin’s weight should
have gone to landfill. The lat-
ter percentage was often food-
soiled recyclables or packag-
ing that could not be recycled.

The landfill bin had a
greater proportion of waste that ‘4
was not properly sorted. The
bin consisted of 33.53% waste
that should be sent to landfill,

14.11% recyclables, and 52.35%

of waste in the landfill bin should

Proportions of Organic Waste Sent to Organic,
Recyclables, or Landfill Bins (720 Hilgard, Feb)

Sent to
Organics

1 1 4% k Sent to
: Landfill

88.6%

(Graph 6) A donut graph displaying organic
waste diversion during 720 Hilgard’s Febru-
ary waste audit.

F

have been sorted into compost.

Overall, addressing the
compost program, this February
waste audit measured an 11.4%
organic waste diversion rate;
88.6% of organic waste was im-
properly sorted and sent to land-
fill (Graph 6).
Fortunately, these num-
bers faced a positive change by
the end of the program. This
time, we measured 325.8 Ibs
of waste for 720 Hilgard’s May

waste audit (Figure 6). 48.0% of

~

this waste came from the recy-
cling bin, 43.03% from landfill,
and the remainder 9.0% from
the organic waste bin.

Within the recycling bin,
91.69% of the waste was prop-
erly sorted, 1.41% should have
gone to landfill, and 6.91%

should have gone to compost.

In the organics waste bin (com-
posting bin), 95.55% of organic
waste was properly diverted from
landfill. Only 1.37% and 3.08%
of the organic waste bin’s weight

should have gone to recycling ~3
=
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Data & Results from 720 Hilgard May Waste Audit ‘k

Weight of Different Wastes send to Different Waste Bins (1bs)

Bin / Dumpster (location of waste)

T Sent to Sent to
DI Organics Recyclables Sent to Landfill small: 1.5 Ibs

Organics 27.9 10.8 24
Recyclables 0.4 143.4 24.2
Landfill 0.9 2.2 92

Cumulative Total Weight of Waste:

Total Wei t
Dnuiupstg-%’h;; 29.2 156.4 325.8

How much of landfill belonged in the landfill
dumpster? 0.6562054208

How much waste was diverted to
How much of landfill could have been recycled? 0.1726105563 recycling? 0.50714036092

How much waste was diverted to
How much of landfill could have been composted? 0.1711840228 composting? 0.004528039011

(Figure 6) Data tables and calculations made assessing 720 Hilgard’s May Waste Audit. Out of
the 140.2 Ibs of landfill, 65.62% of it actually belonged in the bin. The remaining 17.26% and
17.12% could have been diverted to recycling and composting respectively.

¥

and landfill. 65.62% of waste bin. However, in May, this per-
sent to landfill was proper- centage improved to 44.5%.

ly sorted, 17.12% should have
Wil -
been composted, and 17.26%

Proportions of Organic Waste Sent to Organic,
should have been recycled. § Recyclables, or Landfill Bins (720 Hilgard, May)

® Sent to
Comparing the February Organics

Sent to

and May waste audits, the land- HERJHIARIES

Sent to

fill bin composition showed pos- Landil

itive waste diversion trends. The
amount of organic waste sent to
landfill dropped from 52.35% to
17.11% (Graph 7). In February,

only 11.4% of organic waste was

(Graph 7) A donut graph displaying organ- &
properly sorted to the compost ic waste (éliiversion during 720 Hilgard’s May | &
waste audit. '




Based on these num-
bers, we can make the hope-
ful assumption that our efforts
throughout the program encour-
aged residents to divert their or-
ganic waste from landfill and into
compost.

824 Hilgard

Because 824 Hilgard is a
smaller apartment complex with
fewer units than 720 Hilgard, we
only measured 68.1 Ibs of waste
during our February waste audit.
From this total weight, a 3.45%

,

e

Data & Results from 824 Hilgard February Waste Audit

Weight of Different Wastes send to Different Waste Bins (1bs)

F

majority of it was from the landfill

bin, 43.0% from recycling, and
4.55% from the organic waste
bin (Figure 7).

The landfill bin consisted of
17.03% organic waste, 36.36%
of recyclables, and only 46.70%
of waste that was properly sent to
landfill. Within the recycling bin,
68.53% of recyclables was prop-
erly diverted while the remaining
2.80% and 28.67% were organ-
ic waste and waste that should

have gone to landfill. The com-

Bin / Dumpster (location of waste)

T Sent to Sent to Weight of
ok ¥aste Organics Recyclables Sent to Landfill Measuring Bin |large: 2.7 lbs
Organics 1.2 0.8 6.2
Recyclables 0.2 19.6 13.2
Landfill 1.7 8.2 17
Cumulative Total Weight of Waste:
Total Weight of
Dumpster/Bin  |3.1 28.6 36.4 68 1
How much of landfill belonged in the landfill
dumpster? 0.467032067
How much waste was diverted to
How much of landfill could have been recycled? 0.3626373626 recycling? 0.4199706314
. - How much waste was diverted to
3 ~ How much of landfill could have been composted? 0.1703296703 composting? 0.04552129222

(Figure 7) Data tables and calculations made assessing 824 Hilgard’s February Waste Au- ’

dit. Out of the 36.4 Ibs of landfill, 46.70% of it actually belonged in the bin. The remaining

35.26% and 17.03% could have been diverted to recycling and composting respectively. e
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post bin had a meager 3.1 |lbs

0.68% to compost. Within the
landfill bin, 46.94% was proper- ‘
40% actually belonged there. ly sent to landfill while the other

of organic waste, of which only

™

During the May waste audit, 31.63% and 21.43% should have
we measured 89.5 Ibs of waste been recycled or sent to compost,
(Figure 8). 64.80% of the 89.5 respectively. Lastly, 80% of or-
Ibs consisted of waste from the ganic waste was properly sorted
recycling bin, 10.28% from waste and sent to composting facilities.

sent to landfill, and 2.57% to Unlike 720 Hilgard, 824

compost. 86.64% of recyclables Hilgard’s landfill composition

were properly sorted to the recy- did not change much through-

cling bin. Only 12.67% of waste out the program. However, this

have gone to landfill and the last

a successful diversion rate.

Data & Results from 824 Hilgard May Waste Andit

Weight of Different Wastes send to Different Waste Bins (lbs)

Bin / Dumpster (location of waste)

Type of Waste ?)Er;;;?cs i‘:]::;{?ables Sent to Landfill Lv:ﬁtrifgain large: 2.41bs  |small: 1.5 Ibs
Organics 9.2 0.4 4.2
Recyclables 1.1 50.6 6.2
Landfill 1.2 7.4 9.2

Cumulative Total Weight of Waste:

Total Weight of
Dumpstzlr‘?fhmz 11.5 58.4 19.6 895

How much of landfill belonged in the landfill

dumpster? 0.4693877551
How much waste was diverted to

How much of landfill could have been recycled? 0.3163265306 recycling? 0.5315275311
How much waste was diverted to

How much of landfill could have been composted? 0.2142857143 composting? 0.03419182048

¢ re -
(Figure 8) Data tables and calculations made assessing 824 Hilgard’s May Waste Audit. Out of &5

the 19.6 Ibs of landfill, 46.94% of it actually belonged in the bin. The remaining 31.63% and '
21.43% could have been diverted to recycling and composting respectively. AP

-
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By the end of the pro-
gram in May, 66.7% of over-
all organic waste was properly
sent to compost compared to a
14.6% from February (Graph
8 and 9). The May waste audit
revealed that about 30% of or-
ganic waste was sent to land-
fill that could have been better
sorted. Regardless, this 50% or-
ganic waste diversion rate dis-
plays significant improvement in
terms of 824 Hilgard residents’
participation in the compost pro-
gram. Perhaps they had a better
diversion rate than 720 Hilgard

as they were smaller in units.

.

Proportions of Organic Waste Sent to Organic,
Recyclables, or Landfill Bins (824 Hilgard, Feb)

® Sent to
® Sent to

Sent to
Landfill

(Graph 8) A donut graph displaying organic
waste diversion during 824 Hilgard’s Febru- =
ary waste audit.

QOrganics

Recyclables

In both waste audits for
both complexes, most of the
total waste weight came from
waste sent to recycling. Even
though the primary goal of this
program is to educate and en-
courage waste diversion within
Hilgard to properly direct waste
to composting, it is still refresh-
ing to know that residents are
making the effort to recycle—
even if there are a few wrong
proportions of waste that could

have been sent elsewhere.

-

Proportions of Organic Waste Sent to Organic,
Recyclables, or Landfill Bins (824 Hilgard, May)

® Sent to
Organics

®» Sent to

Sent to
Landfill

s W, PR s e, T
~ (Graph 9) A donut graph displaying organ-
~ ic waste diversion during 824 Hilgard’s May
. -y waste audit.

Recyclables



(Figure 9) A double bar graph com-
paring landfill composition within 720
Hilgard during February and May. Be-
tween these two time periods, there
was an almost 30% increase in proper
landfill waste sorting among residents.
By the end of the program, there was
about a 45% organic waste diversion
rate from landfill.

How much of landfill belonged there? How much of landfill could have been How much of landfill could have been
recycled? composted?

Proportions of Landfill Composition in 824 Hilgard February vs. May Waste Audits

05 —
0.469387755

(Figure 10) A double bar graph com-
paring landfill composition within 824
Hilgard during February and May. Be-
tween these two time periods, there
does not seem to be much difference
of landfill composition, except a slight
positive waste diversion rate for recy-
flazlf?ﬁ and organic waste away from
andfill.

How much of landfill belonged there? How much of landfill could have been How much of landfill could have been
recycled? composted?

B

Apartment Assessment

After analyzing the results of our waste audits, we believed that they made
a compelling case for the expansion of similar programs. Our team decided that
our next step should be exploring the feasibility of laying the groundwork for
implementation of compost programs in other university apartments in the near
future. Even though our team had focused exclusively on graduate housing com-
plexes up until this point, we thought that there was value in exploring the waste
collecting systems of UCLA’s undergraduate apartments which also house thou-
sands of students and have a considerable environmental impact.

The first step of this plan required working with Luis Munoz and Silvia Coronel
of UCLA Housing and Hospitality Services to schedule tours of all university-owned

undergraduate apartments. This helped us better understand what waste systems

};/‘.;" ‘o ‘. Fe PR
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were already in place, how they
compared to the Hilgard apart-
ments, and how each building
might realistically accommodate
a third waste stream for organ-
ics.

From our assessment
of these complexes, we found
there are generally two overar-
ching types of waste infrastruc-
ture; some buildings had only a
single trash chute on each floor
that handled waste to be sent
to landfill, requiring residents to
walk recyclables down to a large
dumpster in the ground floor
or underground waste room.
We found that these central-
ized waste rooms had more than
enough room for a compost con-
tainer to be added inside. Since
the residents of these complex-
es are already expected to walk
downstairs to empty their recy-
clables, we believe that it is fea-
sible to add an organics waste
stream to their normal routine.
The infrastructure of these build-

ings closely resembles the waste

/

collection model at 720 and 824
Hilgard where residents are al-
ready expected to walk down their
garbage, recyclables, and organ-
ic waste and then place them in
the corresponding bins. In these
undergraduate apartments, res-
idents would similarly receive
a kitchen compost caddy to be
emptied and re-bagged in their
downstairs central waste room.

Most other undergraduate
apartment complexes had small- .
er trash rooms on each floor with k
two chutes inside: one for recy-
clables and one for landfill. From
our visual assessment and our
discussion with Luis Munoz and
Silvia Coronel, we believed that
a number of the buildings we
visited had floor-by-floor waste

rooms with enough available

space to accommodate a third
waste stream in the form of a
large 50 gallon bin.

Residents of these build-
ings could feasibly each receive
a kitchen compost caddy that
would be emptied in this bin in

e
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their floor’s waste room along
with their recyclables and land-
fill waste which would be emp-
tied in the corresponding waste
chutes. This waste collection
model is similar to the program
recently rolled out on The Hill by
UCLA Housing, in which floor-by-
floor roll-out compost bins now
allow residents to properly sort
waste into three streams with-
out ever having to leave their
floor. These floor-level com-
post bins would then be emp-
tied by Housing and Hospitality
Services custodial staff into a
main compost dumpster that is

stored in each building’s central

trash room on the ground floor.

After this initial assess-
ment, our team felt that there
was true potential to expand
composting to undergraduate
apartments in the near future.
We decided to reach out to Jes-
se Alberti, UCLA Housing Main-
tenance Supervisor, to discuss
our findings and talk through our

initial plans for expansion. After

-
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hearing our preliminary pro-
posal, Jesse was intrigued and
expressed interest in moving
forward and further exploring
possibilities in each building. With
renewed hope, our team worked
to develop a detailed proposal.
We returned to each un-
dergraduate apartment complex
to take measurements of the in-
dividual rooms and created scale
room layout diagrams. From this,
we were able to demonstrate
how and where the compost bins
could be accommodated in each
of these buildings. We then de-
signed two pilot programs, one for
each waste infrastructure type,
to be implemented in the late
summer and early fall of 2018:
1. 510 Landfair Pilot Compost
Program (Figure 11)
(complex with a central
waste room)
2. 625 Landfair Pilot Compost
Program (Figure 12 and 13)
(complex with a central
waste room and floor- lev-

el chute room)




Land failt | Vigitar {510 | Lowd S
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(Figure 12, shown below) Layout of 625
Landfair’s Floor-Level Chute Room. Along

Dumips ter the left side of the sketch can be seen a row
L e of trash chutes. A small compost container
| t § , could easily be placed in the chute room.
| — : B e T N S < i ‘r:.ll.- e --—.'h“ |
gL | 628 Land farr) :T'T‘f‘” Reds)

___1-1. s—ql'll

(Figure 13, shown below) Layout of 625
_ Landfair’'s Central Waste Room. Following
the sketch, there is enough room for a com-
post bin to be placed on the bottom right

(Figure 11, shown above) Layout of 510 57* corner of the room.
Landfair’s Central Waste Room. In the up- .

per right corner, there can be seen a space ey | £ - Yis . L
that would easily fit a compost bin shall a a0 - ;’Jp !
composting program be implemented. h €25 Laﬁdjfm'f‘ Yeeder | 111
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Although our team was able to make a number of noteworthy findings, working in

UCLA's graduate housing forced us to confront several unique challenges over the

past two quarters.

First, the lack of program
upkeep in 720 and 824 Hilgard
immediately presented sever-
al challenges that required our
team to adapt our goals. We
came into Winter quarter hop-
ing to quickly expand compost-
ing programs to other graduate
housing complexes, but quickly
realized this would not be possi-
ble until the problems we found
and that residents noted in each
of the Hilgard complexes were
addressed. This meant that all

of Winter quarter and much of

-
-
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Spring quarter were de-

voted to getting this pro-
gram back on track, to a point
where a student team was not
needed to oversee upkeep.

Next, we quickly learned
that the structure and organi-
zation of UCLA Administration
posed several challenges for our
team. It was difficult at the out-
set of our project to determine
what we needed from various
UCLA administrators. Last year,
Housing Sustainability Manager

Emma Sorrell was able to pro-




/

vide insight and guidance to the different infrastructural and ed-

previous SAR team, and Univer- ucational components, we could
sity Apartments Custodial Super- not accomplish our goals without
visor Javier Ayala had experience this large and diverse team. This
coordinating waste audits and is something that has direct-
resident outreach, which was a ly influenced the course of our

crucial part of the past team’s project and will be important for

success. Turnoverin both of these any student team to recognize
positions this year meant that " moving forward. At times, it was
our team worked with new staff difficult to coordinate between
members in each of these roles So many people across several
who themselves were learning ‘ 4 departments, but with the sup-
the ins and outs of UCLA Admin- | port of our stakeholders we were
istration and graduate housing in | generally able to navigate UCLA
particular along with our team. ' v administration and get the help
We also quickly realized we needed.
that the organization of UCLA < Finally, working with grad-
Administration requires many < uate students was a challenging
> people and departments to be - but informative experience for
involved in the implementation our team. As undergraduates,
and upkeep of any successful we did not necessarily know
waste diversion program. While . what to expect, but quickly found
we primarily worked with our di- out that engaging and commu-
rect stakeholders in Graduate nicating with graduate students
Housing Residential Life, we also is much more difficult than we
worked extensively with UCLA had anticipated. Unlike UCLA’s
.r.‘ Housing and Hospitality Services on-campus housing where thou-
and UCLA Housing Maintenance. sands of undergraduate students .
Because our work has included live in close proximity, the struc-
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ture Of graduate housing means
that students live in low-density
apartments and do not have the
same opportunities to interact
with each other on a consistent
basis. We also found that there is
not necessarily as strong sense
of a sense of community in grad-
uate housing; from our discus-
sions with residents, it seems
that many feel disconnected
from their neighbors and to the
greater community of graduate
students, which, at times, made
it difficult for our team to effec-
tively communicate with them.
After talking with our stake-
holders in Graduate Housing
Residential Life, we learned that
this likely has to do with these
students’ wide array of academ-
ic programs and hectic schooling
and professional schedules, but

that this is an ongoing concern

that their department is working

to address. The combination of

factors--a smaller overall num-
ber of residents and less strong

sense of community--made

it difficult for our team to get re-
spondents and attendants for our
surveys and outreach events at
the Hilgard complexes, which is
something we think would have
been very different if we were

working in undergraduate hous-

ing.




Notwithstanding the bevy
of challenges that our team has
dealt with in the past half-year,
the quantitative and qualitative
results of our educational efforts
have reassured us of Hilgard res-
idents’ ability to sort their waste
and we feel confident going for-
ward that our goals for the imple-
mentation of compost infrastruc-
tures within select undergraduate
apartment buildings and for con-
tinued efforts to maintain proper
waste diversion in the graduate
apartments on Hilgard Avenue
are both feasible and necessary.

The coming weeks and
months will require prompt and
detailed communication be-
tween our team and the key
stakeholders and staff within
UCLA Housing, ReslLife, and Fa-
cilities Management. The ef-

fectiveness of aforementioned

pilot programs will likely de-
pend on when our efforts take
place, and per our meeting with
Housing Maintenance Supervisor
Jesse Alberti, the best time for
these pilots will be in September
when most students move back
into the apartment buildings en
masse. Our team has compiled
a list of materials and their as-
sociated costs that Housing and
Facilities will need to order and
implement in our chosen build-
ings - 510 and 625 Landfair - by
this time (Figure 14 and 15).
Among these items that we have
listed are compost caddies for
each apartment, compost bags
and bag dispensers to be placed

in each building’s central ground

floor waste room, and 50-gallon

green bins to be placed in the
rooms containing the trash and

recycling chutes on each floor in




625 Landfair. While some of these
items may need to be bought us-
ing Housing’s budget, our team,
as well as Housing Sustainability
manager Erin Fabris, have prior
connections to staff members
at EcoSafe, an organization that
donated Hilgard’s caddies free
of charge in 2017. We will ex-
plore these minimal-cost options
with EcoSafe as we want these
programs to come at a mini-
mal financial burden to UCLA.

Additionally, we want the
educational aspect of our efforts
to be solidified and institutional-
ized. We will provide Residential
Life with our remaining mag-

nets and change the informa-

".,'

tion on our infographics to take 3
out Hilgard-specific information,
so that these materials can be
distributed at any select apart-
ment. In order to minimize the
amount of stray magnets casual-
ly discarded by residents, we will
coordinate with ResLife to make
sure the magnets are included

within the mandatory inventory

J:‘/.,:.’w

on the move-in checklists when
students move in at the begin-
ning of next school year.
Secondly, in order to
transfer the burden of educa-
tional work away from this year’s
SAR team, we will work with our
stakeholders in ResLife to add an
aspect of sustainability promo-
tion to the job descriptions of the
incoming Apartment Resident
Assistants (ARAs) who will live
in the buildings we have selected
for pilot programs. Ideally, in ad-
dition to responding to students
more immediate logistical and
emotional needs, ARAs will en-
sure a proper awareness of the
new compost programs and oc-
casionally check on the new bins
in the waste rooms and update
their supervisors in Residential
Life on any recurring problems,
such as flies or odor. Additional-
ly, ARAs will be able to distrib-
ute educational materials if and

when they are needed through-

out the year.
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Detailed Inventory of Necessary Program Materials

Location Size Supplier Cost
Garage Large Athens Included with Contract

Compost Container

Wi R Each
Waste Room Compost asteFl : (?rrriigg ac 50 gallon webstaurantstore.com $105
Bin

Each Apartment Unit Personal EcoSafe $13 (on amazon)
Compost Caddy

Each Floor and Waste $30
Comppst Bags & Room TBD EcoSafe (cheaper in bulk)
Bag Dispenser

“ Kach Apar.tment Umits 4'x6' qualitylogproducts.com $0.91/ magnet
: Refrigerator

Refrigerator Magnets

3 -

(Figure 14) A visual chart displaying a Detailed Inventory of Necessary Program Materials for
program expansion to additional ULCA Aparment complexes. Included are items necessary for
purchase along with the location of implementation as well as source of purchase.

Amount of Necessary Program Materials
For Different University Apartment Complexes

720 Hilgard Ave. 824 Hilgard Ave. 625 Landfair Ave. 510 Landfair Ave,

Compost Container

total number of
Waste Room - - e =
Compost Bin units in complex

Compost Caddy,

Recycling Bin, and ) ) total number of total number of
Trash Can units in complex units in complex
total number of
SO pL g ) ) units in complex )
Bag Dispenser
Refricerat total number of total number of total number of total number of
. clngerator units in complex units in complex units in complex units in complex
- Magnets
—L
(Figure 15) A visual chart displaying the Amount of Necessary Program Materials For Different "
University Apartment Complexes. In order to expand the composting program to 510 and 625 "
Landfair Ave, the following is an inventory of items necessary per complex. o
¥ sl
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In order to maximize the
scope of ongoing waste diversion
efforts within the enormous en-
terprise that is UCLA, we recom-
mend that a future SAR team ex-
plore instituting compost pilots
within  University Apartments
South, as well as within the re-
maining undergraduate build-
ings at University Apartments
North, the latter of which may
require more creative logistical
solutions, as some of the waste
rooms within these buildings may
not immediately accommodate a
green bin or compost receptacle.
Regarding UA South, a future
team may be able to reconnect
with our teams 2017 stakeholder
Javier Ayala, the former Housing
and Hospitality Custodial Super-
visor who was instrumental in

the success of the Hilgard pilots.

A future team, whose
name may need to be changed
in order to reflect the broadened
scope of the project beyond just
Grad Housing, may also want
to explore other ways beyond
door-knocking, surveys, and fo-
cus groups to engage residents
and help raise their awareness
of the importance of reducing

waste. Perhaps a fun but educa-

tional video or more active social
media campaignhing would be ap-
propriate in this endeavor. The
end goal for this team would be
to somehow creatively incentiv-
ize increased use of the compost

pilots and existing compost sys-

tems.
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