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Executive Summary 

On behalf of the Continuous Improvement Fund (CIF), a recycling program assessment was conducted 
for the Town of Bancroft.  The assessment approach was developed by CIF and is used to systematically 
review program status against the Best Practices questions found in the WDO Municipal Datacall. 
Program performance is also reviewed since this too is a factor that influences WDO funding. 

Observations, conclusions and potential opportunities for improvement were developed primarily as a 
result of a one-day interview and site visit, which was conducted on June 3, 2010. The output of the 
process is a high-level analysis: prior to implementing any of the potential opportunities it may be 
necessary to examine their appropriateness and practicality in more detail. Where initiatives call for 
capital investment, a cost/benefit and/or payback analysis is required, as might be a feasibility review. 

A preliminary comparison to municipalities within its WDO municipal grouping was performed, followed by 
a comparison to selected comparator programs. In general recycling performance is measured as cost 
per tonne, and the limited comparison above reveals that Bancroft, based on the most recent verified 
WDO data available for 2008, has a substantially higher gross and net cost per tonne than the 
comparator programs. The performance measure E&E Factor is also high and might result in the Town 
being penalized in a system that will use performance as a relative measure against which funding is 
allocated. Figures reported to the WDO in 2009 show improvement with respect to cost but are not yet 
verified. 

A review against each of the following Best Practices questions was performed. In the case of Bancroft, a 
number of questions are being addressed. Best Practice questions 1 and 2, for instance, are being 
addressed through the development of a Waste Recycling Strategy.     

1. Blue box recycling plan as part of an integrated waste management plan 

2. Established performance measures 

3. Multi-municipal planning approach 

4. Optimization of collection and processing operations 

5. Training of staff in key competencies 

6. Appropriately planned, designed and funded communications program 

7. Established and enforced policies that induce waste diversion 

Questions 3 through 7 represent areas of opportunity for Bancroft. In general it was concluded that 
program operators are aware of potential opportunities as well as issues of related cost. A number of 
recommendations are offered in the report, including general direction to take a more active role in the 
promotion of the program and management of the recycling contracts.  

Recommendations target both the administrative and report requirements that will help Bancroft secure a 
maximum share of the “Best Practice” funding available, but also improve material recovery and cost 
efficiency aspects that are used to measure program performance. These take several forms: annual 
reporting, staff training, enhanced program promotion, potential economies of scale, and more aggressive 
contract management. Specific recommendations include: 

- Complete a Waste Recycling Strategy in 2010 in accordance with WDO Best Practice questions 
1 and 2, including the establishment of recycling targets and monitoring methods. 

- Generate an annual report that addresses WDO review requirements for program monitoring, 
reporting and review including all best practice elements, plan review, blue box targets and 
performance, effectiveness of P&E, and operational reviews.  
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- Over time, as contracts are tendered or renewed, separate processing, collection and 
transfer/haul costs in order to address specific cost issues. It will become easier for Bancroft to 
isolate problem costs and focus on solutions when this is done.  

- Enforce existing policies that induce waste diversion, and review the effectiveness of these 
policies. The user pay allowance of 75 free bags annually, for instance, is generous and Bancroft 
may, over time, wish to review whether a reduction in free bags will boost the performance of 
their recycling program.    

- Develop a recognizable and consistent approach to program promotion by adopting best 
practices in this respect. Create or adopt a strong icon or identifier to “brand” communication 
materials and investigate potential support for doing so through CIF Project #192, Small Program 
P&E Plans. 

- Increase spending on P&E to at least $1 per household annually based on Best Practices. 

- Focus on contract management and public education and take advantage of free training 
sessions in this area.  

By following up with the noted recommendations it is hoped that Bancroft will be in a position to attain the 
goals of the CIF program assessment, namely the implementation of program improvements and 
strategies that improve recycling program effectiveness and efficiency. 

 

 

This Project has been delivered with the assistance of Waste Diversion Ontario‟s Continuous Improvement Fund, 
a fund financed by Ontario municipalities and stewards of blue box waste in Ontario. Notwithstanding this support, 
the views expressed are the views of the author(s), and Waste Diversion Ontario and Stewardship Ontario accept 
no responsibility for these views. 

 

 © 2010 Waste Diversion Ontario and Stewardship Ontario All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be 
reproduced, recorded or transmitted in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical, photographic, sound, 
magnetic or other, without advance written permission from the owner. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Bancroft 

Bancroft operates a full curbside collection system for 1,522 single-family and 392 multi-family 
households in the Town.  All residents receive garbage and blue box recyclables collection through the 
system.  Garbage and recyclables are collected on separate days during the week. Residents also have 
access to a recycling depot at the Dungannon Waste Disposal Site. 

Blue box materials are collected in a two stream system, with containers and fibres (with corrugated 
cardboard as a separate item) collected weekly.  Garbage is also collected weekly in a partial user pay 
system with 75 free bags collected per year and additional bags collected at cost of $2.00 each.  All WDO 
blue box material categories are acceptable for collection in the recycling program.  Curbside blue box 
collection and processing is contracted to WSI.  The Town manages garbage collection and disposal at 
the municipally owned landfill. 

In 2009, Bancroft marketed a total of 364 tonnes of blue box recyclables.  Bancroft is categorized as a 
“Rural Collection – South” municipality by the WDO. According to published WDO Datacall information for 
2008 the Town reported an impressive 39% residential diversion rate, well above the 27% average in 
2008 for the municipal grouping. 

In addition to its residential recycling programs, Bancroft manages a substantial amount of IC&I 
generation through its collection and processing contracts.  There is an IC&I OCC depot run from a public 
yard, and approximately 16% of the 2009 blue box recyclables tonnage managed by the Township in 
2009 was from IC&I generators. 

1.2 Best Practice Questions and the WDO Municipal Datacall 

Starting in 2010 the answers to the “Best Practice” questions in the Waste Diversion Ontario (WDO) 
Municipal Datacall will have a bearing on the amount of funding made available to individual municipal 
programs. Over a three year period the percentage value relative to overall funding will escalate from a 
starting point of 5%, to 15% and finally to 25% in 2012. Under the model being implemented by the WDO, 
funding will be awarded based on a three part formula, with the Best Practice questions forming the first, 
a performance factor (possibly the E&E Factor) forming the second, and program cost making up the final 
portion. 

Given the increasing significance of the Best Practices portion of the funding distribution model, the Town 
of Bancroft asked the Continuous Improvement Fund (CIF) to fund an assessment of their program 
against each of the Best Practice question categories. The objective is to position Bancroft to maximize 
their performance against each question, since each will have a point value and will be tabulated to arrive 
at an overall score that will determine how much of the Best Practice question portion will be made 
available to the municipal program operator. CIF retained GENIVAR to perform the assessment. 

The values for each of the Best Practice sections in the Datacall are as follows: 

1. Blue box recycling plan as part of an integrated waste management plan ............................. 12.5% 

2. Established performance measures ........................................................................................ 25.0% 

3. Multi-municipal planning approach ............................................................................................ 8.3% 

4. Optimization of collection and processing operations .............................................................. 12.5% 

5. Training of staff in key competencies ......................................................................................... 8.3% 
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6. Appropriately planned, designed and funded communications program ................................... 8.3% 

7. Established and enforced policies that induce waste diversion ............................................... 25.0% 

More detail is provided in Appendix A, a PowerPoint presentation made at the October 15, 2009 
Municipal Waste Association Fall Workshop held in Toronto. The questions as published by the WDO 
appear in Appendix B. 

The main WDO Best Practice questions are divided into a series of sub questions, each worth a 
proportionate share of the total question. More specifically, sub-questions that are in bold print count 
against the total. Theoretically, if a question worth 12.5% has five bolded sub questions, the answers to 
those sub questions would count for 2.5% each. 

In practice, however, there are a number of issues with respect to the sub questions that make it difficult 
to advise with accuracy the exact financial impact of each sub question. Inquiries were made of the WDO 
and of the Municipal Support person for municipal MIPC members to try and clarify, but it is evident that 
the application of the questions is still a work in progress (this is the first Datacall in which the questions 
will actually be applied against funding). 

Despite the fact that there may be a few questions for which the financial implications of the sub-
questions is unclear, parties associated with the Best Practice questions and how they are evaluated are 
aware of the concerns and working to develop a fair approach, It is still prudent therefore to work towards 
meeting the Best Practice questions, where appropriate, given their increasing significance within the 
funding allocation formula.    
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2 The Program Assessment and Best Practices Review 

The approach used in this report was developed by CIF and is used to systematically assess program 
status against those best practices, with which the Town is unable to comply as noted in the Town‟s 
Datacall submission.  The exercise is more than a strict assessment of Bancroft practices: question 6 
calls for a program review, making it is necessary also to discuss program performance as well. 

In order to assess both practices and performance, the Continuous Improvement Fund (CIF) program 
assessment model uses the Best Practice questions to examine all areas of program performance. The 
CIF developed a recycling program assessment to provide an objective and thorough assessment of the 
participating program‟s blue box program. This approach is partly based on the site visit and assessment 
process utilized as part of the Blue Box Program Enhancement and Best Practices Assessment Project 
(Best Practices Project). 

There are a number of goals and objectives associated with the CIF approach, including: 

 Recommending, for implementation, recycling program effectiveness and efficiency 
improvements through examination of program components , and 

 Providing municipal recycling programs with timely and objective input to aid decision making 
about program improvements, upgrades, contracts, tenders and any other program 
development issues. 

 
Observations, conclusions and potential opportunities for improvement outlined in this report are 
developed primarily as a result of a one-day interview and site visit, which was conducted on June 3, 
2010. The output of the process is a high-level analysis: prior to implementing any of the potential 
opportunities it may be necessary to examine their appropriateness and practicality in more detail. Where 
initiatives call for capital investment, a cost/benefit and/or payback analysis is required, as might be a 
feasibility review. 



Town of Bancroft 
Blue Box Recycling Program Best Practice Assessment Report 

 

 
 

GENIVAR  4 

 

 

3 Preliminary Review and Analysis 

The overall blue box recycling funding formula employed by the WDO contains two elements other than 
the Best Practice questions. Funding is distributed according to a 3 part model: Best Practice questions, a 
performance factor (possibly the E&E factor or a modified version of same), and program cost. The WDO 
funding allocation model* for 2010 through 2012 is as follows: 

Table 3-1 WDO Funding Allocation Model  

Allocation Method 2010 2011 2012 

Datacall Best Practice Questions 5% 15% 25% 

Program Performance 30% 40% 45% 

Net Cost 65% 45% 30% 
*
 Taken from the Guidebook for Creating a Municipal Waste Recycling Strategy, produced by Trow for CIF in March, 2010. 

 

By 2012 70% of WDO funding eligibility will be dependent on factors other than net cost. The average 
WDO funding amount received by Bancroft for 2009 and 2010 was about $66,000.  By 2012, with the cost 
allocation model above applied to the funding, approximately $16,500 of this amount will be dependent on 
the answers to the Best Practices questions. $29,700 would be the maximum available to the program 
based on program performance, but could be subject to reduction if the program is deemed a poor 
performer.  

Table 3-2 Comparative Analysis: Bancroft within its WDO Municipal Grouping 

  

  

  

  

  Bancroft Bancroft 
Group 

Average* Group Range* 

Year 2009 
(reported) 

2008 2008 2008 

Households 1,914 1,850 4,291  230 – 19,199 

Tonnes Reported or Calculated 364 281  582 3 – 3,017  

R
e
s
id

e
n

ti
a

l Collection Cost / Tonne $ 237 $ 323 $ 224  $ 0 - 453 

Processing Cost / Tonne $ 0 $ 0 $ 40 $ 0 - 381 

Depot-Transfer Cost / Tonne $ 218 $ 336 $ 63 $ 0 - 631 

Promotion and Education Cost / Tonne $ 1.68 $ 4.23 $ 6  $ 0 - 40 

  

  

  

  

  

Calculated Administrative and Interest on 
Municipal Capital / Tonne $ 24 $ 24 $ 23 $ 2 - 263 

Gross cost / Tonne $ 474 $ 687 $ 451 $ 72 - 5,524 

Net Cost / Tonne $ 462 $ 687 $420 $ 72 - 5,524 

% Recovery Unavailable 70 53  7 - 94 

E&E Factor ** Unavailable 9.84 7.98*** $ 0.62 - 34.45  

*  The WDO Municipal Grouping for Bancroft is the “Rural Collection – South” grouping which included 69 
Municipalities in 2008. 

** The Efficiency and Effectiveness Factor (E&E Factor) is expressed by dividing a recycling program‟s 
efficiency (net cost per tonne) with its effectiveness (percent of materials recovered). Better performing 
programs have a relatively low cost per tonne in the numerator combined with a relatively high recovery rate 
in the denominator, resulting in a low E&E Factor.  The figure of record with the WDO at the time of this 
report was prepared was from the previous year. While the E&E Factor is considered to be a reasonable 
measure, it has limitations. For instance, a poor performing program with a very low cost per tonne could 
possess a low E&E factor. 

*** Calculated excluding outliers w/ E&E factors > 100 



Town of Bancroft 
Blue Box Recycling Program Best Practice Assessment Report 

 

 
 

GENIVAR  5 

 

 

It is important for all program operators to assess and improve program cost and performance measures 
in a system where relative position regarding program performance may have a direct bearing on funding. 
This means that the broad assessment undertaken here is much more than an exercise to confirm 
practices; programs will be driven to examine cost and recovery in order to maximize funding eligibility. 

Bancroft has no control of the process or rationale used by WDO to categorize the program within a WDO 
municipal grouping, which in this case is referred to as the Rural Collection – South category. There are 
municipalities in this grouping with widely divergent characteristics in terms of population, geographic 
size, location, and program delivery. Reporting of data also varies depending on contract structures and 
operating relationships. Regardless, the WDO uses municipal groupings as part of a cost containment 
strategy and poor performers within a municipal grouping can lose a portion of their funding.  

To obtain another perspective, a number of other Ontario municipalities were selected for the purpose of 
comparison. The attributes used to make the selection included population and program tonnage of 
roughly the same magnitude as Bancroft.  

 

Table 3-3  Comparative Analysis: Bancroft versus selected Towns and Townships in Ontario (2008) 

Program Name 
Calculated Blue 

Box Tonnes 
Marketed 

Total Gross Costs 
Gross Costs Per 

Tonne 
Total Gross 

Revenue  

Township of 
Bonnechere Valley 289 $ 60,302 $ 209 $ 652 

Township of Mulmur 314 $ 115,813 $ 369 $ 256 

Town of Laurentian Hills 314 $ 55,931 $ 234 $ 0 

Town of Bancroft 281 $ 193,361 $ 687 $ 0 

 
 
 

Program Name 
Material 

Revenue Per 
Tonne 

Other 
Revenue Per 

Tonne 

Total              
Net Cost 

Net Cost Per 
Tonne 

E&E Factor  

Township of 
Bonnechere Valley $ 1.95 $ 0.31 $ 59,650 $ 208 2.58 

Township of Mulmur $ 0 $ 0.82 $ 115,558 $ 368 5.66 

Town of Laurentian Hills $ 0 $ 0 $ 55,931 $ 234 4.01 

Town of Bancroft $ 0 $ 0 $ 193,361 $ 687 9.84 

 

In general recycling performance is measured as cost per tonne, and the limited comparison above (2008 
figures) reveals that Bancroft has a substantially higher gross and net cost per tonne than the comparator 
programs. The performance measure E&E Factor is also high and might result in the Town being 
penalized in a system that will use performance as a relative measure against which funding is allocated. 

While WDO figures for 2009 are not yet posted, the Bancroft submission for 2009 indicates that the net 
cost per tonne has been reduced to $462, which is still high but very much improved.   
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4 Program Analysis using the Best Practice Question 
Review 

The Best Practices questions in final form have been posted on the WDO website and appear here in 
Appendix B. In the following section, a general finding is documented for all WDO headings, with 
additional narrative offered on those questions and specific sub-questions that either require attention by 
Bancroft, or have been identified in the program assessment. 

4.1 Development and implementation of an up-to-date blue box recycling plan as part 
of a Waste Diversion System or Integrated Waste Management System 

1. Does the municipality have a blue box recycling plan that has been prepared or revised 
between the years of 2005 and 2009? 

a) Does the municipality have a blue box recycling plan that has been prepared or revised 
between the years of 2005 to 2009? 

e) Does the plan define and establish Blue Box Program goals and objectives that are in 
line with the overall waste diversion system plan or the overall integrated waste 
management system? 

f) Does the plan set Blue Box diversion targets? 

h) Does the plan require performance monitoring against Blue Box diversion targets? 

j) Is there a review process (e.g. quarterly, annual reviews) to monitor and evaluate 
performance against the Blue Box Program goals and objectives stated in the Waste 
Diversion System Plan or the Integrated Waste Management Plan? 

Bancroft does not have a blue box recycling plan but is proactively addressing this deficiency. 
Representatives have attended a CIF sponsored workshop which offers guidance with respect to the 
development of an appropriate plan. If Bancroft is able to complete the basic elements as outlined in the 
CIF Guidebook for Creating a Municipal Waste Recycling Strategy, and report on same to their Council, 
they should be in a position to answer the Best Practices questions affirmatively. The main planning steps 
to be addressed in 2010 would be to:  

- quantify the current state of the program, for instance the current recovery and cost situation 

- determine a future state including objectives and goals for the program  

- provide a plan on what actions would be taken to get to the future state, and  

- indicate how progress will be measured  

- report publicly (ie to Council) or post the plan on Bancroft‟s website 

Completion of these elements by Bancroft will comply with the WDO Best Practice section.  

A number of the sub-questions above speak to informed decision making based on useful data, 
performance monitoring and regular reporting. Even in cases where most, or all, of the program is 
operated under contract, it is generally assumed and considered desirable that the municipality is the key 
program decision maker and that decisions are made based on solid operating knowledge of the program 
and how it is performing. One way to meet these requirements is to generate an annual report that 
evaluates program performance based on meaningful data and recycling goals and objectives. 
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4.2 Establishing defined performance measures including diversion targets, monitoring 
objectives and a continuous improvement program 

a) Does your program set defined objectives and targets for recycling programs that are 
implemented and evaluated within a defined time period, and part of a defined recycling 
plan? 

b) Does your program collect specific program data to evaluate the effectiveness of 
recycling programs before and after implementation? 

c) Have the results of the monitoring been used to identify and analyze the factors that 
influence your program‟s ability to meet established objectives and targets within the 
years of 2005 to 2009. 

The planning process discussed for the previous question should allow Bancroft to answer affirmatively 
sub-questions a) and b) for Best Practice question #2. Attention should be given to defining objectives 
and targets and solidifying data collection processes in order to address these questions. In the case of 
b), the question is not whether the municipality has actually done an evaluation, but whether data is 
collected to support an evaluation if and when program implementations occur. 

An example of this would be the development of an enhanced Promotions and Education (P&E) program. 
It is helpful at the outset to inventory what sources of information would be used to determine the 
effectiveness of a promotions campaign. This could include invoices that track processing costs, weigh 
slips, participation studies or set out studies. The type of information collected should reflect the 
objectives of the campaign, which could target: 

- participation 

- material recovery (general or a specific item) 

- material contamination 

- how boxes are placed at the curb or what is an acceptable container 

- any combination of the above 

The data collected should first be used to establish a baseline for the objective prior to the 
implementation, and then revisited over time to measure progress. In the case of Bancroft a natural 
starting point might be the measurement of material recovery and data sources might be processing 
invoices, haulage records and Datacall reporting. After initiating a program to increase recovery these 
sources would be reviewed and compared to baseline to determine whether there has been an increase 
that can be attributed to the P&E program. Processing volumes are a natural starting point, but frequency 
of haulage may also provide insight as might a participation study. 

With respect to the latter, a curbside participation study can be done quite easily and inexpensively. 
Participation is a measure over time and measures the percentage of households who put their blue box 
(or equivalent) out for collection. In weekly collection systems a household is considered to participate if 
they place their blue box out once every four weeks.  For each of the four collection days a staff person 
would be asked to drive down a number of streets, based on a representative sample, to record which 
addresses have placed their blue box out for collection. This route would be exactly the same for all four 
collection days. After the fourth survey all homes recorded will have placed the blue box out at least once. 
If there were 150 homes in the sample area (about 10% of the households getting curbside collection in 
Bancroft) and 120 put recyclables at the curb at least once in the four collection period, Bancroft would 
have a curbside blue box participation rate of 80%.  

Bancroft may also want to monitor recycling participation at the depot sites. This may be as simple as 
recording whether users bringing garbage to the site also brought separated recyclables over a fixed 
period of time and repeating the exercise after implementation of the communications plan. 
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Prior to determining the needs of the P&E program, however, Bancroft should discuss program needs 
with their contractors to determine what, if anything, should be targeted by a P&E program: recovery, 
contamination, participation, set out, and any other operational issues or concerns. This will determine not 
only the content of the promotional materials but the strategies required to measure the impact. 

4.3 Multi-municipal planning approach to collection and processing of recyclables 

2. Does your municipality deliver and/or provide recyclable material collection services jointly 
with one more other municipalities through an agreement? 

3. Does your municipality deliver and/or provide Blue Box recyclable material processing 
services jointly with one more other municipalities through an agreement? 

4. Does your municipality deliver and/or provide Blue Box recyclable material transfer/depot 
services jointly with one more other municipalities through an agreement? 

5. Does your municipality deliver and/or provide Blue Box recyclable material marketing 
services jointly with one more other municipalities through an agreement? 

6. Does your municipality deliver and/or provide Blue Box recyclable material public education 
services jointly with one more other municipalities through an agreement? 

7. If none of these services (collection, processing, depot/transfer, marketing, and promotion 
and education) are currently being delivered and/or provided jointly with another municipality, 
has your program synchronized the expiry date of its recycling contract with the recycling 
contracts of neighbouring municipalities? 

8. Has your municipality approached other municipalities about jointly providing recycling 
(collection, processing, depot/transfer, marketing, and promotion and education) services? 

The WDO requirement is intended to place a dollar value on efforts by municipalities to seek opportunities 
to gain economies of scale by partnering with their neighbours. This approach is uncommon in some 
parts of the province, and in fact the notion of pooling resources or services may occasionally meet with 
resistance. On the other hand, some municipalities have banded together in order to develop collective 
systems that pool recyclables and services in an effort to obtain efficiencies.  A number of the municipal 
partnerships have created board or authority structures to manage waste, such as the Bluewater 
Recycling Association, the Essex Windsor Solid Waste Authority, the Ottawa Valley Waste Recovery 
Centre, or Quinte Waste Solutions.  Each has evolved to meet the needs of a collective group and, in 
some cases, beyond just delivery of blue box service.  

Regardless, there are local sensitivities to the approach. Some decision makers worry that consideration 
of co-operative tendering for waste services or recycling may usurp local authority or promote 
amalgamation. There are enough examples to demonstrate that municipalities can easily maintain their 
authority and still work collectively to enhance their recycling programs. The most obvious example is the 
case of the six municipalities in York Region which joined together to issue a collection tender for 
regionalized three stream collection. These participants maintained their autonomy throughout the 
process, structuring a request for proposals that allowed them to stay within the joint project if they 
realized a benefit and opt out if the collective service package for cost and service was not seen as an 
improvement. The “York Region North Six” successfully worked together to secure a garbage collection 
and waste diversion services contract that saved the partners, collectively, about $900,000 annually for 
seven years (an average of $150,000 each annually) while increasing the frequency and number of waste 
diversion programs.  

The development of the “York Region North Six” was funded, in part, by the E&E Fund (predecessor of 
the CIF) under project #214. E&E Fund reports are available for viewing on the Stewardship Ontario 
website http://www.stewardshipontario.ca/stewards/library/ee-fund-approved-projects  
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At the very least the local options should be explored since the WDO questions on multi-municipal 
collection will continue to drive home the point. At 8.3% of the total Best Practice questions, the overall 
value to Bancroft assuming the current funding average (2009 and 2010 average) of approximately 
$66,000 remains relatively steady would be about $1,370 in 2012, when the Best Practice questions 
represent 25% of the WDO funding allocation. The potential loss of $1,370 is not likely to create much 
pressure to act purely for the sake of meeting the WDO Best Practice questions, but an analysis of 
several nearby municipalities based on the current funding allocation rules and a conservative estimate 
that WDO funding will cover 35% of the actual net program cost

1
 indicates that in 2012 Bancroft, Dysart et 

al, Hastings Highlands, Carlow/Mayo, Brundell Lyndoch and Raglan, Madawaska Valley, Killaloe Hagarty 
and Richards, Highlands East, and Addington Highlands, could potentially have their collective funding 
reduced by over $8,000 if they fail to explore multi-municipal options.   

Failure to at least initiate multi-municipal discussions is in effect a failure to investigate possibilities that 
might improve the Town‟s recycling performance in a number of other areas, and in 2012 a considerable 
portion of the funding allocation (45%) will be based on program performance likely measured using the 
E&E Factor.  

Bancroft is currently not working with other municipalities but in discussion on June 3
rd

 recognized some 
advantages of multi-municipal cooperation and is taking steps to initiate the discussions. The nature of 
the WDO question is such that not all requirements can be fulfilled immediately, and not all are 
appropriate for a Town of Bancroft‟s size. A starting point is required, and that starting point is as basic as 
inviting neighbouring municipalities to discuss potential opportunities.  

An inaugural meeting on the matter can focus on developing an inventory of practices and timelines. 
Issues for discussion could include: 

- Contracting versus municipal service for recycling, including who uses municipal capital 

- collection, transfer and processing contracts, including expiration dates and opportunities to 
harmonize contract periods in a manner that at least allows consideration of a collective 
operating approach 

- program particulars: who collects what materials, how often and how much. Are programs 
similar enough, or could they be, to permit collective P&E approaches, such as pooling of 
P&E efforts through the development of common materials?  

- How do service costs compare? Are there any particular cost elements, for instance depot 
and haulage costs, that could be brought forward for a common solution? Is there any way to 
explain cost variations?  

General comparisons between cost and recovery will help each municipality identify operational priorities 
and the general information sharing may lead to program improvements even before coordinated, 
collective actions are taken. 

The process of coordinating contracts and operations takes time, and the first and most immediate step 
for Bancroft and its neighbours is to document their meeting invitations or e-mails, meeting times, related 
resolutions or letters,  and agendas such that the municipality can continue to demonstrate and prove if 
asked that it has approached or worked with others. Cooperative operational arrangements, such as joint 
procurement of services and regional transfer points will follow over time where appropriate and 
workable.   

 

 

                                                      
1
 direct WDO funding left over after ONA/CNA in-kind and CIF deductions are made 
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4.4 Optimization of operations in collections and processing by following generally 
accepted principles (GAP) for effective procurement and contract management 

a) Are any of your collection services municipally operated?  

If so, has your program conducted a comprehensive assessment of collection 
inefficiencies within the past two years? 

 If so, have the recommendations been documented and assessed, or are the 
 recommendations being added to a future collection contract? 

Have you worked with, or applied for funding through the Effectiveness and Efficiency 
Fund or the Continuous Improvement Fund pertaining to collection optimization 
projects? 

Has your municipality undertaken a review of your Blue Box program in relation to the 
Blue Box Program Enhancement and Best Practices Assessment Project Report? 

b) Are any of your processing services municipally operated?  

If so, has your program conducted a comprehensive assessment of MRF 
inefficiencies within the past two years?  

 If so, have the recommendations been documented and assessed, or are the 
 recommendations being added to a future processing contract?  

Have you worked with, or applied for funding through the Effectiveness and Efficiency 
Fund or the Continuous Improvement Fund pertaining to MRF optimization projects?  

Has your municipality undertaken a review of your Blue Box program in relation to the 
Blue Box Program Enhancement and Best Practices Assessment Project Report? 

c) Are any of your collection services provided by a contractor?      

If so, was your last tender/RFP developed using a recycling tender/procurement tool 
such as the Stewardship Ontario Model Tender Tool? 

d) Do you own your own collection capital? 

If so, have you worked with, or applied for funding through the Effectiveness and 
Efficiency Fund or the Continuous Improvement Fund pertaining to collection 
optimization projects? 

e) Are any of your processing services provided by a contractor? 

If so, was your last tender/RFP developed using a recycling tender/procurement tool 
such as the Stewardship Ontario Model Tender Tool? 

 

The Town of Bancroft provides recycling services according to a mixed operating model. While some 
services are provided under contract (curbside collection, materials processing) others are under the 
direct control of the Town (depot operations). The Town issued a Request for Proposals for the provision 
of Residential and Commercial Recycling Collection and Processing in 2006, with a three (3) year 
contract term beginning in January 2007 subject to renewal for an additional two (2) years. The next 
opportunity for changes to the recycling program via contract will be in 2011, when the Town prepares to 
issue the next RFP. 

A recycling collection and/or processing contract, and the contractor, are key elements that contribute to 
performance management. Not only does the structure and management of the contract directly influence 
service, the municipality is reliant on the contractor for the data required to make program decisions. In 
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the case of Bancroft the contractor‟s extension proposal serves as the contract, and contract issues 
appear to be managed cooperatively without the benefit of a formal, signed agreement. The Town 
receives a record of tonnes collected. Loads are weighed inbound to the contractor‟s facility.  

For the purposes of WDO reporting (marketed tonnes), and to accurately measure program performance 
with respect to residues, the Town is at a disadvantage. Bancroft material is combined with that of other 
programs at the MRF. There appears to be little opportunity to understand what is actually marketed 
since figures for processed tonnes and process residues are derived by allocation only, and not by actual 
marketed tonnes. While a lump-sum agreement of this type sometimes provides an opportunity to reduce 
the cost per tonne by increasing recovery, in this case any actual gains in recovery are highly dependent 
on the performance of all other programs contributing to the material mix of the contractor. The collection 
agreement serves neither as a performance management tool, since there is little or no expectation of 
performance or an accurate way to measure it. 

Efforts by the Town to establish a Waste Recycling Strategy, as noted in a previous section, may be a 
useful first step in determining what is required in future contracts. The strategy, among other things, 
requires that performance be managed. 

The RFP issued in 2006 is a simple document that allows the Town to receive proposals from properly 
licensed and insured companies, which otherwise bid without prescriptive direction from the Town about 
what recyclables will be collected. The proponent‟s bid, which is based on their capabilities, in effect 
dictates what is collected. Given the geographic isolation and size of Bancroft this is an acceptable 
approach but may cause issues for the Town if and when contacts and contractors change, particularly if 
some contractors propose to drop materials from the existing basket of goods. Such changes would 
require the Town to re-promote the program to avoid receiving materials no longer wanted. The Town 
may wish to consider establishing the current level of service as the “base” level in future RFPs, 
understanding that in some extreme cases it might be necessary to reconsider what is being collected.   

Contracted services are assumed to account for the majority of the costs reported by Bancroft in the 
comparative analyses noted in Section 3, above. In this case Bancroft reports significant cost per tonne 
impacts on their program from both collection and depot/transfer cost. Collectively these costs are high 
but within reach of group averages. Part of the cost for depot/transfer can be attributed to long distances 
and light loads, but further evaluation is required to address this high cost. In particular, it is clear since 
there is no dedicated processing cost per tonne reported, and that this cost has been hidden into “all-in” 
collection and/or transfer/haul agreements. 

In developing the next series of contracts, Bancroft may wish to review the Best Practices Report section 
entitled “Following Generally Accepted Principles for Effective Procurement and Contract Management”. 
This section includes a number of tips that may be useful to the Town, and the ones deemed most 
pertinent are noted here: 
 
Not managing the contractor due to infrequent communication and performance discussions:  
 
The Town has historically relied on the contractor to manage the recycling program and, for the most part, 
has operated according to a “hands off” approach. This is most evident when reviewing the contract 
documentation, which does not define the service requirements or performance standards expected of 
the contractor related to recycling recovery.  

 
Poorly matching equipment life-cycle and maintenance provision to contract length:  
 
The existing collection agreement was tendered for a three (3) year term with a potential option to extend 
for two (2) more years. Municipalities often tender collection for up to 7 years, allowing for a full 
amortization of the collection vehicles over the length of the contract. Shorter terms mean that bidders are 
placed in a position to recover the capital expense over a shorter period, even though the equipment will 
likely last 7 years or more. While it may be possible that the existing contractor is spreading the capital 
costs over a longer period and several clients, the length of contract issue is worth exploring prior to the 
next tender. 
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Poor procurement planning including insufficient lead time for procurement and insufficient knowledge of 
the marketplace:  
 
Preparation and lead time are required to develop the type of tender and contract advocated by best 
practices. It is not suggested here that Town staff are not familiar with the marketplace, but there is a new 
resource that should be consulted that may help: the CIF Municipal Contracts Database.  
 
CIF developed the searchable database RFP/tender tool with input from Ontario recyclers to assist 
programs who are procuring recycling collection and/or processing services. The use of the database will 
help recycling programs respond to the WDO's Best Practice requirement for the use of a recycling 
tender/procurement tool for the development of a RFP/tender, Best Practice questions 4 c) and 4 e) 
above. The database consists of annotated model collection and processing contracts that programs can 
use for reference. Users can search for specific clauses and options, or can download and use the 
documents as a basis for compiling a collection and/or processing procurement document. The Municipal 
Blue Box Contracts Database is available at Municipal Blue Box Contracts Database. 
 
Another area that may be impacting the cost is the nature of the agreement with the processor who is 
collecting material and/or transporting the material to the MRF. If the agreement stipulates that the 
processor keeps all revenues for the recyclables (Bancroft reports “0” for revenues), then the contractor 
has taken on the risk of marketing recyclables in a volatile commodities market. In this case it is highly 
possible that the collection and/or haulage price has been established to mitigate this risk such that 
losses are minimized. One way to know what the risk premium might be is to ask for two prices: a price 
where the municipality receives the revenues (or most of the revenues) and a price where the contractor 
receives the revenues. The difference between the first, in which the processor is quoting purely on the 
price for providing a service, and the second in which the contractor is actually assuming market risk, will 
be what the municipality is being asked to pay to cover the risk. 

Poorly defined service requirements and performance standards: 
 
As noted before the contractor‟s proposal defines the level of service. It may be helpful for the Town to 
stipulate their requirements and expectations, and the means by which they intend to measure contractor 
performance, in the agreement. 
 
A report prepared with input from the Ontario Waste Management Association, entitled Blue Box 
residential Recycling Best Practices: A Private Sector Perspective, states: 

Risk must reside with the party who has the power and authority to manage that risk. Consultants 
have a tendency to encourage their municipal clients to offload as much risk as possible on their 
contractor. If a contractor accepts risks he cannot control then he will either make provisions in 
his price and the municipality will pay a premium or he will not make such provisions and leave 
himself vulnerable to serious financial loss. Furthermore, it is the smaller, less sophisticated, 
operator who is most vulnerable. This serves nobody’s best interests, not the contractor’s nor the 
municipality’s. 

 
Examples of risks which should not be assigned to the contractor are: fuel price fluctuation, 
changes in law, weather, force majeure, international border closure (residue disposal from a 
MRF), major maintenance of the municipality’s MRF (if caused by normal wear and tear) and 
market risk on sale of products. 

 

For the purpose of cost control it would be in the best interests of the Town of Bancroft to separately 
identify material processing costs, regardless of the decision to receive revenues or have the contractor 
receive revenues. This strategy should be considered for the next contract cycles for both collection and 
depot transfer/haul. Without knowing the precise influence of processing on program cost the there is little 
the Town can do to compare and shop recycling service costs. 

https://geoportal.gartnerlee.com/contractsdb
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The remaining discussion in this section will focus on best practices for recycling depots, a program 
element that is operated and controlled by the Town. Included here are recommendations and 
observations made in both the Best Practices Project (2007) and Quinte (2006, 2008) reports. The June 
3, 2010, visit included the depot at the Dungannon Waste Disposal Site, although it was closed to the 
public and observations about the interaction of site staff with the public unavailable. The following is 
offered to assist the Town in evaluating management of recyclables at depots. 

During the site visit it was immediately clear that the Town employs ample signage, an important tool for 
the management of depots. Based on observations made at the site, however, the quality of the material 
in the large roll off bins is poor.  In particular (see photo below) the mixed container bin included 
numerous items that would not be considered to be “blue box” materials (flower pots, pails). It was 
reported that the processing contractor has not complained about the mix and, in fact, it may be possible 
that the contractor is able to market the non-blue box materials, but the lack of quality control has limits. 
When the limit is reached the Town may find itself in a position where it is responsible for cleaning up the 
load, paying for the clean up, or paying for disposal of the material.  

 

Recycling sign at the Dungannon site: despite the signage 
non-blue box material is thrown into the container 

 

Even with a good attendant, sites can sometimes get busy and people may come in and out while staff 
are attending to other issues. The issue in Bancroft is that the site attendant is also the Town‟s central 
recycling official. Based on his responsibilities it is difficult for him to attend the site at all times, the result 
being an effort to compensate for this absence through the use of signage. Signage, however, does not 
fully compensate for the best practice of having a strong presence at the site. 

 

For blue box recycling the best practice is to use universally recognizable graphics and symbols, 
photos or displays of acceptable / unacceptable materials.  Pilot tests (Quinte) showed that 

graphics, as opposed to text-only signage, reduces sorting errors made by the public 
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The Phase 2 Quinte report provides several recommendations that address deployment issues in P&E for 
rural recycling depots.  The recommendations highlight the importance of making depots accessible and 
easy to use for residents.  Some of these recommendations were pilot tested by Quinte Waste Solutions 
to determine their effectiveness.   

Good signage is very important in a rural recycling depot, where residents are sorting and depositing 
materials themselves.  Best practices for depot signage identified in Best Practices Project report include 
the following:  

 The use of universally recognizable graphics and symbols, photos or displays of acceptable / 
unacceptable materials.  Pilot tests conducted as part of the Quinte report showed that graphics, 
as opposed to text-only signage, resulted in a reduction in sorting errors made by the public.   

 Clear, visible lettering and bright colours. 

 Styles and fonts consistent with the rest of the municipal recycling program. 

 Clear labelling of individual bins to increase ease of use and reduce contamination. 

 Large, visible signs near depot entrance indicating acceptable / unacceptable materials. 

 Signs prohibiting illegal dumping in appropriate locations. 

 Clear directional signs, where depots aren‟t visible from main roads. 

 Weatherproof information area at the site with take-away pamphlets. 

Recycling depot attendants can also play a central role in communicating key messages to residents.  
Attendants, supported with training and dedicated time to interact with residents, are able to make 
recycling depots more accessible, improve understanding of how to use the program, and enforce illegal 
dumping and municipal recycling policies.  The Best Practices Project and Quinte reports further 
recommend that printed P&E materials should be made available to the public at recycling depots, either 
through a weatherproof display area, or to be distributed directly by depot attendants. 

4.5 Training of key program staff in core competencies 

Bancroft staff have proactively met the training requirement for this year by taking the E&E Fund 
supported training program that meets the requirement and which, at least until the end of 2011, is 
offered free of charge to recycling program operators and decision makers in Ontario municipalities.    

All aspects of Best Practice question 5 are addressed in the training. The recycling fundamentals training 
is a 4 day course and the additional specialized courses in data management, promotion and education, 
contract management and material markets are 2 days each. The course has been built to an academic 
standard and would be suitable as part of a certification program, and includes an assessment aspect: a 
2 hour exam for the 4 day course and a post-course assignment for the specialized two-day courses. The 
content, in this case, is 100% blue box recycling and far exceeds the 50% required in the WDO question. 

Having taken the fundamental training Bancroft staff are eligible to enrol in any of the specialized training 
courses for material marketing, contract management, data management and promotion and education. 
By taking these courses Bancroft can continue to receive credit for the training question in the Datacall. 
Other opportunities for training include SWANA courses, and less formal approaches including the 
Ontario Recyclers Workshop (CIF) and MWA workshops, however the latter two workshop approaches do 
not qualify against all Best Practice training questions, most notably 5 b) which requires the completion of 
a course assessment. 

Based on the observations made in Bancroft there are two main factors that appear to shape the 
program: curbside collection and processing are contracted services and there is a need for an education 
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and promotion program (see section 4.6 below). It is recommended that Bancroft staff consider the 
contract management and P&E training as priority training requirements. 

4.6 Appropriately planned, designed, and funded promotion and education program 

a) Does your program currently have a communications plan (either a stand-alone plan or 
as part of a larger plan document) with identified goals and measurable objectives that is 
regularly updated? 

b) Does your plan include a monitoring and evaluation component (an example would be: 
identification of „spikes‟ in recovery or overall annual tonnages coinciding with specific 
P&E efforts)? 

It is generally acknowledged that a promotion and education (P&E) program is a necessary component of 
a healthy recycling system.  P&E can be a very cost effective way to improve program performance by 
increasing participation and recovery, and decreasing contamination of recycling streams. 

On the basis of the observations made during the development of this report, the Town is strongly 
encouraged to engage in the development of a communications plan as noted in 6a), and to coordinate 
communications to address a number of issues. Currently interested residents attempting to consult 
various sources regarding what is collected would get a different answer with every source:  

Bancroft Blue Box Material Profile 

  According to: 

  

WDO Material List Reported to 
WDO 

Town 
Website 

WSI 
Agreement 

Visual 
Evidence  

1 ONP    

2 Glass    

3 Aluminum cans    

4 Steel Cans    

5 PET  plastic   

6 OCC     

7 OBC     

8 Gable top 
polycoat wax coated 

milk & juice 

cartons 



9 Aseptic   

10 Aluminum foil       

11 Empty Aerosol cans        

12 Empty paint cans        

13 HDPE clear     

14 HDPE coloured       

15 Other bottles      

16 LDPE/HDPE film     

17 Tubs and lids      

18 PS crystal      

19 PS foam      

20  Coffee cups, waxed cups 


     
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Of interest is the fact that the Town reports to the WDO that all WDO material categories are eligible for 
collection, yet the agreement with WSI is highly specific about what is accepted by their program. In 
addition, the Town website itself does not support the agreement, and makes no mention of the “third 
stream”, namely separated and bundled “Cardboard” (OCC, OBB egg cartons, brown paper bags and 
OBB tubes) stream defined by the contractor. The result of this “mixed” messaging is evident in the 
following photographs, which were taken on recycling collection day during the week of August 2, 2010. 

 

The material set-out in this picture contains a 
number of items that, according to the contract, 
are not acceptable. It‟s unclear as to whether the 
red pail is being used as a container or being 
recycled, but in either scenario it is not suitable. 
The Town website, however, simply lists “plastic” 
as a material, leaving residents to interpret what 
exactly that means. The identity of the program 
seems to belong to the contractor and not the 
Town: the blue box in this picture is from Quinte 
Waste Solutions, which is not the current 
collector.  

 

A number of items in these bags are generally 
not recyclable, particularly some of the food 
wrappers, the chip bag and the polystyrene 
crystal (plastic forks), but streams are mixed and 
require sorting. The contract calls for the 
placement of two blue boxes, and while most of 
the photos taken are of blue boxes there appears 
to be some confusion between the clear bag 
policy and the recycling program. The contract 
also requires that streams be sorted into fibres, 
containers and OCC, but this photo is typical of 
most where bags are used: everything is thrown 
in together.  

 

A reasonably good set out but containers and 
fibres are still mixed, and whenever that 
happens, given the three stream processing 
contract, someone is required to sort the 
material. This drives up cost and could be easily 
rectified with some targeted public education. In 
the long run, teaching people about proper set 
out should bring collection and processing costs 
down. 



Town of Bancroft 
Blue Box Recycling Program Best Practice Assessment Report 

 

 
 

GENIVAR  17 

 

 

The use of bags that obscure a clear view of the 
contents. It‟s not known if this was accepted for 
collection, and the use of these bags could 
demonstrate a number of things including the 
desire of people to participate but not having the 
blue boxes to do so. Charging $10 for a blue box 
sends out a message that encourages people to 
find alternative means regardless of whether 
these means are actually suited to meet the 
requirements of the program. It would be very 
difficult for the collector to determine what is 
actually in the bag without taking the time to 
inspect it. 

 

Again, clear bags and mixed streams. Depending 
on which source one consults, the material in the 
bag on the left may or may not be acceptable, but 
it is clear that the agreement says no film plastic 
while the website says yes. The bag to the right 
hides a good portion of what is inside. 

 

Based on the pictures of set out in Bancroft, it is apparent that staff could easily do a curbside survey of 
the program and arrive at several key objectives for a communications and education program. It is 
generally accepted that if there is a discrepancy between the contracted service and the enforcement of 
program rules, the impact is (or will be) reflected in the contract price. Such discrepancies include: 

- Materials: if the contract calls for certain materials to be recycled, materials that don‟t fit the 
profile have to be sorted out either at the curb or in the processing facility, and both 
approaches include a cost. If done at the processing facility, the unwanted materials are 
residue and require disposal, which also adds cost. 

- Acceptable containers: the contract calls for the use of standard blue boxes and, in general, 
when a contract stipulates a specific container it is because the system put in place to collect 
recyclables is designed accordingly. The contract does no limit the number of boxes used at 
a resident, yet it appears than many users don‟t have enough blue boxes to meet their 
household demand. 

- Sorting/streaming: The WSI contract stipulates a “Two Stream” collection system although a 
three stream system is actually described (Containers, fibres, OCC). The pictures clearly 
demonstrate that users are largely unaware of the set out requirement and freely mix their 
material streams. As noted above, this adds extra sorting to the program and extra cost, and 
whether the Town sees this as an explicit cost it has to be accommodated in the service 
price, sooner or later. 

All of these issues can be resolved using a well devised and executed communications strategy.   
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Research suggests that the public‟s perception of a recycling program‟s effectiveness is closely tied to the 
program‟s actual effectiveness (Gamba and Oskamp 1994 in SGS 2006).  Effective P&E, along with a 
well-designed program, leads to a perception of increased effectiveness and better program performance.   

There are four key factors to consider in developing an appropriate P&E program (Best Practices Project 
2007):  

 Design – the main idea here is to create a strong icon or identifier, to “brand” communication 
materials so residents instantly recognize the information as relevant to recycling or waste 
management. Based on the material reviewed Bancroft does not practice branding and the use of 
graphic icons to identify municipal and program material.  

 Funding – those municipalities reaching 60% recovery of available blue box material spend in the 
area of $1 per household per year on promotion and education. This amount represents a floor 
spending level and in 2008 the Town, based on the reported P&E cost/tonne spent 64¢ per 
household; in 2009 reported spending dropped to about 32¢ per household. In this respect 
Bancroft P&E spending does not meet best practice. 

 Deployment – it is generally recommended that programs be promoted consistently and 
repeatedly to get and keep public attention. 

 Monitoring and evaluation – an ongoing record of program performance can be reviewed to 
determine whether a promotional approach or campaign has made a difference. Monitoring and 
evaluation is difficult for small programs with limited resources.  However, it is important to have a 
way to assess the effectiveness of P&E strategies.  One suggestion provided in the literature is 
simply to look for spikes in material recovery or reductions in contamination based on material 
tonnages. 

 

 

The Bancroft Website offers minimal recycling program information and no links to graphics or 
other references that would assist program users. Some references (OCC) are missing and other 

(“plastics”) are too non-specific. 
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Best practices in P&E program design boil down to having a well-organized communications plan.  This is 
stated clearly in the Best Practices Project report and echoed in the Quinte reports.  A review of rural 
recycling depot programs revealed that most “promotional work was generally done in bits and pieces by 
various staff members.”  In order to obtain the greatest effect and operate a cost effective P&E program, 
two elements should be in place: a communications plan outlining objectives, target audiences, key 
messages, tactics, timing and a monitoring mechanism, and; a designated person to oversee the 
communications plan.   

In a practical sense it is a challenge for small programs like Bancroft to dedicate the time and resources 
to accomplish all these things, but there are a number of options that would allow the municipality to 
consider upgrading its P&E efforts. Appendix D includes sample communications and communications 
monitoring plans that may be adapted to the Bancroft situation, or might be useful if and when Bancroft 
reviews and possibly implements strategies to increase recovery. A well conceived and targeted P&E 
program may be helpful in attaining local targets, which at the very least, in the case of Bancroft, be 
raised to a more challenging level. 

Bancroft should also inquire about CIF Project #192, Small Program P&E Plans, which is in place to help 
small municipalities develop P&E Plans as well as develop communication materials using templates, 
through on-line resources. In the case of Bancroft, the on-line information includes illustrations of 
materials, but the CIF program may help the Township to synchronize the appearance of their 
promotional materials with other municipalities and increase program profile. 

4.7 Established and enforced policies that induce waste diversion 

a) Does your program provide Blue Boxes (or the equivalent) free of charge, or below cost? 

One of the practices recognized in the Best Practices report is the provision of free blue boxes to 
residents, including replacement boxes. It is generally believed that there is a correlation between 
household recycling capacity and participation in that a lack of capacity – more specifically meaning that 
when the household blue box or boxes are full – will result in recycling materials being placed in the 
garbage. The provision of free replacement blue boxes is seen to both assure that recycling capacity if 
available in the household and act to promote the program.  

To keep blue box costs down for the purposes of providing them free to residents, Bancroft might 
consider partnering with a number of municipalities, or even a large municipality, to obtain volume pricing. 
A number of small municipalities recently teamed up with a large region, adding their blue box orders into 
the tendered purchase amount, and were able to procure blue boxes for less than $5 per unit. 

 

b) Does your program have any of the following policies in place? 

- Bag limits 

- Garbage collection frequency less than recycling collection frequency 

- Recycling incentive program for households that rewards increased recycling, set-out 
and participation 

The Town reports that it has implemented some policies to support diversion but the policies are either 
not very stringent or are enforced in a manner that would make them ineffective. The Pay As You Throw 
(PAYT or user pay) free bag allowance is 75 per year, and the clear bag policy is not actively enforced. 
Regrettably, it was not possible to observe set-out on the day of the visit associated with the development 
of this report, so adherence or lack of same with the clear garbage bag policy was not determined. 

What was learned, however, was that the Town of Bancroft may have been discouraged to enforce the 
clear bag policy based on a negative pubic and media reaction when the strategy was implemented. To 
be fair, and based on published WDO Municipal Datacall figures, Bancroft is shown to have a strong blue 
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box recovery rate of almost 70%. The need for stringent policies and enforcement needs to be weighed 
against the potential return. On the other hand, Bancroft contracts recycling collection services on an 
annual lump-sum basis. The attainment of higher recovery levels (more tonnage) should reduce the cost 
per tonne. Given that the second and most significant element of the funding allocation model is program 
performance, the acquisition of additional tonnes through a relatively low cost policy approach may be a 
viable option.    

Adopting a clear bag for garbage policy was a progressive approach. If it is true that it has not been 
actively enforced there may be some benefit in “re-launching” the policy in order to maximize 
effectiveness and to take advantage of the economics of a lump-sum collection agreement. The following 
points are intended to help decision makers implement policies that are unpopular with some people: 

- It helps to understand that there will be some public and possibly media pressure 
resulting from the implementation of a policy that appears to be stringent. 
Municipalities that have successfully implemented effective policies have done so by 
accepting that there will be controversy, planning for it in advance, and taking the 
time to educate residents, the media and businesses well in advance of the actual 
implementation. 

- It should not be assumed that all residents object to the policy, or even that most do, 
especially when enough advance notice has been provided.  

- Public input early in the policy making process will help. It provides an opportunity for 
the municipality to articulate the need and share what goals it is attempting to 
achieve through the policy. Public input will help identify contingencies and anticipate 
issues before they occur. Direction and support from a steering group or public 
liaison committee that represents the community and understands the issues and 
objectives will benefit policy development and implementation. 

- Successful implementation often takes time and requires promotional and 
educational support. Good policies have been known to fail if introduced with little or 
no warning. To make sure that the public is adequately prepared for a new policy 
some municipalities have taken up to a full year to educate and then remind people 
that a user pay or garbage container limit is on the way. During that time they would 
send a number of reminders to residents and the media about how and when the 
policy will be implemented. They‟ll teach residents how to cope with the new 
directive. In the case of container limits, for example, the municipality would remind 
people about the waste diversion and recycling programs that are available to them, 
and how to use diversion programs more effectively. Advanced notice accelerates 
the debate before implementation, and allows questions and concerns to be aired 
and answered before the implementation occurs. 

- Educate the local media along the way. They may be helpful in supporting a policy as 
long as they know what it is about and what the benefits are to the community.  

- Even with the best preparation, some controversy will occur during implementation. 
Program operators should draft, well in advance, a contingency plan that anticipates 
implementation scenarios. This includes press notices, curbside policies, 
enforcement approaches and follow up. Almost all policy changes and enforcement 
will lead to complaints, but there is generally a pattern: there is a one to two week 
“outcry” from a vocal contingent, through calls, letters to the editor, and so on. In 
most cases the controversy subsides and people learn to accept the policy. 

As an example, the City of Hamilton adopted a one garbage container limit in May of 2010. City staff 
conducted a public education program supporting the change for a full year prior to implementation, 
mailing notices and using local media on a regular basis to prepare and remind households. The one 
container limit was an implementation recommended through the City‟s Waste Management Strategy, 
which was developed by engaging public members as part of an advisory committee.  
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At implementation there was a letter-writing campaign to the editor of the local paper which, to the casual 
observer, would give the appearance that the policy was being strongly rejected by the public. The same 
newspaper, however, was also prepared for the implementation and on the very first garbage collection 
day reporters tracked collections and, in particular, non-compliances with the new one container limit. On 
that collection day there were 25,000 stops and 800 households (.032%) were out of compliance (put out 
more than one garbage container). Within two weeks the controversy was over and, in response to the 
complaints, many letters were subsequently written to support the policy and the City‟s efforts to increase 
diversion. The City of Hamilton employed the tools of implementation and enforcement to successfully 
implement the policy: public engagement, good planning, advanced notice, and contingency planning.   
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5 Conclusions and Recommendations 

5.1 Conclusions 

WDO reporting indicates a recovery level for the Town of Bancroft in the area of 69-70%. Observed 
contamination is high and the reporting of marketed tonnage, which is the tonnage figure used by WDO to 
calculate recovery, is based on assumed percentages of recovery and contamination. Actual figures are 
not available since the contractor pools materials from different sources at the MRF, and the only 
weighed tonnage available to Bancroft is collected tonnes. 

The program, based on this assessment, can be characterized as one in which the municipality 
historically places most of the operating responsibility on the contractor and dedicates very little time and 
attention to the promotion of the program. Materials used as reference – the Town‟s website, the WDO 
submission and the operating information from the contractor - suggest that there is much confusion as to 
what is collected. The Town‟s website, for instance, does not reflect the agreement in terms of material 
collected or set-out. 

Regardless there is a good awareness by the program manager of issues affecting the program and a 
desire to manage progressively, however the individual is assuming responsibility for a historical program 
and a number of past practices that will require time and attention to overcome. 

Given the nature of this program there are two areas of focus that would help, and more background is 
available to Town staff through the training programs currently offered by the E&E Fund and Municipal 

Waste Association on both subjects: Promotion & Education and Contract Management. Both represent 

best practices that will help Bancroft meet the intent of the Best Practices questions, which is to aid and 
support informed decision making that enhances recovery and cost efficiency.  

A third activity has already been undertaken by the Town: initiation of multi-municipal discussions. In 
general it appears that Town staff are making the effort to explore efficiency and effectiveness 
opportunities, and it is hoped that the recommendations below will be helpful to this end.  

In considering the recommendations in this report, it is important to keep in mind that while there may be 
some cost incurred to comply with the WDO Municipal Datacall Best Practice questions, the benefit of 
progressive action is not solely in the value of the funds gained through compliance with the specific 
questions. The intention is to also improve the recovery and performance aspects of the program, an area 
that will represent a much larger piece of the funding allocation formula by 2012 and will therefore present 
the greatest opportunities for financial gain or loss for the Town of Bancroft.   

5.2 Recommendations 

Complete a Waste Recycling Strategy in 2010: In order to qualify for the funding associated with WDO 
Best Practice questions 1 and 2, Bancroft must complete the Waste Recycling Strategy (WRS) by the end 
of 2010. For this reason the development of the strategy, which has been initiated, should be given 
priority. The process used for the strategy will also allow the Town to examine program deficiencies and 
develop approaches to deal with these. 

Generate an annual report that addresses WDO review requirements: There are several instances 
within the Best Practice questions where monitoring, reporting and review are required. Bancroft is 
encouraged to develop an annual reporting regime that includes monitoring program for all best practice 
elements that require monitoring and reporting: plan review, blue box targets and performance, 
effectiveness of P&E, and operational reviews.  
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Separate processing, collection and transfer/haul costs: Currently it is difficult for the Town to 
address cost issues since not all costs are segregated, most notably processing expenses. It will become 
easier for Bancroft to isolate problem costs and focus on solutions when this is done.  

Continue efforts to explore opportunities with neighbouring municipalities: this exercise permits the 
Town not only an opportunity to meet the WDO requirement but also to compare program information that 
might lead to improvements. 

Address inconsistencies in public information and enforce existing policies: Bancroft is currently 
answering “yes” to Question 7 of the Datacall, “Established and enforced policies that induce waste 
diversion”, and while credit is due for enacting these policies the level of enforcement and the rigour of 
the policies are worth review. There may be a positive impact on recycling recovery if the user pay 
allowance of 75 free bags annually is reduced to the equivalent of a single container per week, and more 
active enforcement of the clear garbage bag policy may also help. In order to determine the effectiveness 
of each strategy, however, Bancroft may wish to adopt a staged approach, in the following order, and 
assessing the impact of the approach prior to moving forward with the next: 

- Upgrade the public education program as noted below, in a manner that supports the 
recycling program and the policies that support it 

- Initiate a campaign to enforce the clear bag for garbage policy if, after promoting the 
policy, it appears that there is low compliance, and 

- Reduce the free bag limit if, after the previous steps are undertaken, it appears that 
there is still an opportunity to increase material recovery by doing so    

Following each step the Town is encouraged to work closely with the contractor to monitor the impact on 
both tonnes collected and material contamination, in order to determine if a next step is required. 

Develop a recognizable and consistent approach to program promotion: create or adopt a strong 
icon or identifier to “brand” communication materials. Inquire about CIF Project #192, Small Program P&E 
Plans, which is in place to help small municipalities develop P&E Plans as well as develop 
communication materials using templates, through on-line resources. Based on Best Practices Bancroft 
should increase spending on P&E to at least $1 per household annually. 

Focus on contract management and public education: a good place to start is to take the contract 
management and P&E specialized training courses, which are currently offered free of charge through the 
E&E Fund as organized by the Municipal Waste Association. As staff have already taken the related 
fundamentals in recycling planning course, it may be difficult to take both specialized courses in 2010, but 
even taking one in 2010 and the other in 2011 would help support efforts in this area. 

 

 


