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1.0 Executive summary 

The Town of Whitby  implemented an indoor public space waste minimization 

program in July of 2011 .  The  primary goals of this project  were to (1) 

increase waste diversion at Town facilities, (2) educate and promote public 

space waste minimization and (3) reinforce the residential curbside 

integrated waste diversion program in the community.  

This project was made possible  through the financial assistance of Waste 

Diversion Ontario ôs Continuous Improvement Fund (WDO ï CIF) .  Strategic 

communication c onsulting  services  were provided by  Barb McConnell from 

McConnell Weaver Communications Management , Helen St. Jaques from 

INFORMA Market Research Co. Ltd.  and Creighton Hooper from Munic ipal 

Media Inc.  Facility waste audits were conducted by AET Consultants .  

This project introduc ed 31  standardized multi -port waste receptacles in  nine 

(9) town facilities  and tested  published best practices for public space 

recycling 1.  Performance of this program was measured through monthly 

facility weigh scale data and six (6) facility waste audits.  

 The total cost to complete the project was budget ed for $ 144,000 .  The CIF 

provided $50,000  to fund the recycling component of this project amounting 

to 35% of the total project cost.   

The results of this project found that the new multi -port units were well 

utilized and achieved an average waste diversion level of 42.67% relative to 

overall facility waste diversion measured to be 13.85% waste diversion . 

Overall the project revealed that facilities were benefiting from the 

                                                           
1
 Stantec (2009). Best Practice Review ς Best Practices for  open space recycling. Waste Diversion Ontario, 

Continuous Improvement Fund Office.  
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introduction of the multi -port waste receptacles , however greater efforts are 

needed to expand the programôs successes to micro locations within 

facilities.  As well, attention is requ ired for tracking  and preventing illegal 

dumping.     

Concluding this project, a number of suggestions have been made for next 

steps to the overall public space waste minimization program.  These 

include, developing a recommendation for expansion of the p rogram, better 

review of waste handling and storage at facilities, conduct ongoing 

performance measures through annual waste audits, and finally, provide 

continual education and promotion at facilities. 
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2.0 Introduction  

The Town of Whitby is home to more th an 125,000 residents and is located 

in the heart of Durham Region.  The Town has a wide variety of public 

facilities ranging from recreational centres, rental halls and cultural/  

administrative centres. These indoor public spaces attract between 2.4 

million to 4 million visitors annually as a result of sporting event, festivals 

and regular community services.  With the high number of visitors using 

town facilities on a regular basi s, waste diversion opportunities were found 

to be undercapitalized.   

In 2010, it was estimated that Town facilities generated more then 300 

metric tonnes waste with an average waste diversion level ranging from 0% -

50% depending on the facility.  For most facilities, waste diversion levels 

were considered to be poor in public space areas.  This was a large contrast 

when compared to Whitby ôs residential curbside program which achieved 

60% waste diversion consecutively since 2006.  

Prior to the introduction o f the ñSort it Rightò Public Space Waste 

Minimization Program, staff identified a large disconnect between waste 

diversion available at home verses what is offered in town facilities.  The 

public space ñSort it Rightò program was developed to improve waste 

diversion at Town facilities mirroring elements of the curbside program such 

as; two -stream recycling, colour coordination, as well as effective promotion 

and education.  

 

 

 



 
 

7 

The primary goals of this project were to:   

1.  I ncrease waste diversion at Town faci lities,  

2.  Educate and promote public space waste minimization and  

3.  Reinforce the residential curbside integrated waste diversion 

program in the community.  

The project was planned out in three phases,  Phase 1  ï Pre Project 

Implementation, Phase 2  ï Program Im plementation and Phase 3  ï Program 

Close Out.  

 

3.0 Background:  

Centralized public locations such as town arenas, libraries and community 

centres offer an excellent opportunity to educate and promote social 

behaviour changes to the public in an interactive and effective way.  With a 

growing public interest for sustaina bility, p ublic space recycling  offers 

municipalities greater diversion opportunities, as well as a way to further 

promote waste minimization in the community.  In 2009, the CIF contracted 

Stantec Consulting to complete a report on Public Space Best Practic es.  In 

Stantecôs report to CIF, four (4) key areas were highlighted:  

1.  Clear and Consistent Signage  

2.  Placement of the Recycling Bins  

3.  Design of bins (multi -port)  

4.  Communication with Facility Staff and Collection Crew  

The Town of Whitby Council passed a resolution in the fall of 2008 direct ing 

staff to;  ñ(1) Ensure that blue and green bins are available for public use at 
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all Town of Whitby events and functions and are required in all rental 

agreements between the Town and external groups for the use of To wn 

facilities; and,  (2) T hat an overall waste management policy be created 

involving updated environmental standards that minimize garbage ò.  This 

project was initiated primarily to address waste minimization in town 

facilities.  

There are a total of 26 tow n operated facilities which include fire halls, office 

space, and space for recreational use.  Only facilities with  public traffic were 

asked to participate in this project and as a result, a total of nine (9) 

locations were identified.  These facilities were classified into one of three 

categories based on their function.  Facility were categorized as either: 1) 

cultural/a dm inistrative,  2) recreational, or 3) rental/seasonal f acilit ies.    

Table 3.1 lists the facility groupings, the estimated public traf fic and the 

average monthly (residual garbage) waste generation for each facility.    

Table 3.1: Town of Whitby Facility average daily public traffic and  average monthly residual waste 

generation.  

Facility Type Facility 
Average Daily 

Traffic 

Average 
Monthly 
Garbage 

Weights (kg) 

Cultural/Admin 
Facility 

 

Brooklin Community Centre & 
Library 

400 307 

Whitby Central Library  1200 820 
Whitby Seniors Activity Centre 300 303 

Recreation 
Facility 

 

Civic Recreation Centre  1000 852 

Iroquois Park Sports Complex  5,500 7,173 
McKinney Centre   500 1,019 

Luther Vipond Memorial Arena  200 580 

Rental Facility 
Centennial Building 100 422 

Port Whitby Marina* 100* 3,410 

TOTAL 
kg/month 

14,886 

 

* Port Whitby Marina is a seas onal facility from April -November.  
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Prior to implementing the public space waste minimization program, 

recycling and waste diversion options were inconsistently provided at town 

facilities.  Some facilities offered recycling, whereas others did not and the re 

was very little instructional signage and messaging used.  This resulted in a 

range of knowledge about what could be recycled and what could not be 

recycled. Figure 3.1 demonstrates some of the variances in different 

facilities.  

Figure 3.1: Photos of waste containers at different facilities: A: McKinney Arena food canteen waste 
receptacle, no diversion options. B: Iroquois Park Sports Complex shows both recycling and garbage 
containers but no messaging. C: Whitby Seniors Centre shows both recycling and green bin options but 
no instructional messaging.   

 

 

Waste diversion options have been in place for staff use in town facilities for 

many years, however availability to the public has been limited depending 

on the location.  Prior to this project, only a few facilities were offering 

integrated waste services to the public.  Table 3.2 lists the number of 

facilities that offered waste diversion services in public areas.  

 



 
 

10 

 

Table 3.2:  Number of facilities with waste diversion options available before project 

Facility type  

# of facilities 
offering waste 

diversion - before 
project  

Goal  

After project  
 

Cultural/Admin Facility  2/3  All  

Recreation Facility  1/4  All  

Rental/Seasonal Facility  0/2  All  

4.0 The project scope: 

The scope of this project was to:  (1) increase waste diversion at Town 

facilities, (2) educate and promote public space waste minimization and (3) 

reinforce the residential curbside integrated waste diversion program .  This 

project was broken down into (3) three phases , phase 1  ï pre project 

implementation, phase 2  ï program implementation  and  phase 3  ï 

program close -out.  Table 4.0 outlines the project time line.   
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Table 4.0  Project time line and  phases  

Project Phase  Details  Time frame  

PHASE 1 - Pre project implementation  

Baseline waste audit Samples taken from different facility types of Town Fall 2010 

Market research 
Mini focus groups Nov 2010 

Develop sample branding and Messaging Dec 2010 

 On-Line Survey Jan 2011 

Communications 
strategy 

-Finalize branding based on results of waste audits, 
focus group and online survey results                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

-Develop action plan for communications 

Mar 2011 

Container design Develop RFP for multi-port waste container Dec 2010- Feb2011 

PHASE 2 - Program implementation  

Purchasing of new 
containers 

RFP evaluation and award for the purchasing of multi-
port containers 

Apr 2011 

Monitoring 
waste audits 

Monitoring Waste Audit (1) Aug 2011 

Monitoring Waste Audit (2) Sep 2011 

Monitoring Waste Audit (3) Oct 2011 

Monitoring Waste Audit (4) Nov 2011 

PHASE 3 - Program close out  
Customer survey Second online customer survey for the Town's website Nov 11 

Post program waste audit Samples taken from different facility types of Town Dec 11 

 

4.1 Phase 1:  Pre project implementation 

4.1.1 Benchmarking 

Benchmarking is an important step in establishing a starting point and 

gaining a better understanding of the systemôs present performance. 

Interviews with key staff and baseline waste audits were done in the fall of 

2010 to assess the level o f diversion occurring in facilities prior to the 

program implementation.    

In early November of 2010, the Town contracted AET Consulting , to conduct 

a series of baseline waste audits on a sub -sample of town facility locations.  

Baseline waste audit with r esults listed in Table 4.1.   
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Table 4.1 Baseline waste audit results  

Facility Name 
Facility 
Type 

Available % 
of Blue Box   
Recyclables 

Available % of 
Green bin 

Waste 

% Residual 
Waste 

Actual  % of 
Waste Being  

Diverted  

Iroquois Park Sports 
Complex 

Recreation 
Facility 

24% 34% 42% 0% 

Port Whitby Marina**  Rental Facility NA NA NA NA 

Whitby Library - Main 
Branch 

Cultural/Admi
n Facility 

53% 17% 30% 44% 

Whitby Seniors Activity 
Centre 

Cultural/Admi
n Facility 

54% 23% 23% 57% 

**Baseline data for Port Whitby Marina could not be used due to an error in sampling.  

Baseline waste audits measured the amount of diversion occurring at town 

facilities prior to project implementation and revealed that  there was a 

range of waste diversi on occurring at different facilities.  The baseline audit 

results also identified commonly discarded (divertible)  items that were later 

targeted in the programôs communication strategy and marketing tools.  

4.1.2 Developing a communication strategy 

One of the p ublished best practices for public space recycling is providing 

clear  and consistent signage . This is important because there is such a wide 

spectrum of demographics that use town facilities, which include óout of 

townô visitors not familiar with the program, various age groups, different 

literacy levels,  an increasing ESL (English as a second l anguage) population 

as well as users with accessibility needs.      

Developing a communication strategy was a key step in addressing how this 

program would reach our target audience.  Expertise in communications was 

provided by McConnell Weaver Communicati ons Management  who 

assembled a team of expertise comprised of  INFORMA Market Research and 

Municipal Media Inc.  Part of the communications strategy development 

included preliminary interviews with key staff to identify operational barriers 

that have imped ed public space waste diversion up until now.  Other 
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elements of the strategy included identifying what communication tools were 

needed to help make this program successful.  This was done through mini -

focus groups held at facilities as well as an online pu blic survey.  

Mini-Focus Group Results:  

Five mini - focus groups were held in late November of 2010 in an effort  to  

identify knowledge, perception and barriers to public space recycling and 

waste diversion. Each of the mini - focus groups consisted of 4 to 6 

participants discussing recycling and their community. The 30 minute 

sessions were held at the Whitby Central Library, Iroquois Park Sports 

Complex 2 (IPSC), Civic Recreation Centre (CRC)  and  the  Whitby Seniorsô 

Centre.  The qualitative information gained f rom the mini - focus groups was 

extremely helpful in understanding customer needs. The overall feedback 

received from the mini - focus groups is summarized below:   

¶ Most facility users felt well versed in their residential r ecycling 

program.  

¶ Facility visitors felt confused about what could be recycled at town 

facilities.  

¶ Recyclers have come to expect that the opportunity to separate waste 

at all venues including indoor public venues and outdoor public spaces.  

                                                           
2
 Two mini-focus groups were held at IPSC on two separate dates 
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Figure 4.1.2 Mini-Focus Groups: A: INFORMA staff with participant for mini-focus group at CRC. B: 
INFORMA conducting a mini-focus group the Whitby Seniors Centre. 

On Line Survey Results:  

Following the mini - focus groups, Municipal Media Inc. created a series of 

promotional tools (including branding, posters and label options).  A n online 

survey was conducted in January of 2011, soliciting feedback from residents 

on their preferred communication tools.  The survey was sent by e -mail to 

more than 481 participants  acquired through the Townôs Call Centre. A total 

of 238 people took part in the online survey, yielding a completion rate of 

49%.  As a way to 

solicit participation, the 

Town advertised for a 

raffle of two (donated) 

Lee Valley stainless 

steel countertop 

composter pails.  Draw 

was held in Februa ry 

2010.  

Figure 4.1.2  C: Advertisement for online survey.  
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Results of the online survey yielded the preferred branding slogan of 

ñSort it Rightò. As well, container labels and posters were voted on, giving 

staff clear direction on public preference for other communication tools.  

To see all communication tools developed for this program, please see 

table 4.2.1.   

4.1.3 Container design 

Another pu blic space  best practice is container design . Elements of this best 

practice include: container colour, durability, size and shape of opening, 

location of openings and  compartment sizes. Staff  developed a Request For 

Proposal (RFP) for a standardized  mul ti -port waste receptacle that 

incorporates these best practices.  Some of the RFP requirements included:  

¶ Four - in - one :    All containers were to have four completely separate 

compartments to align with the curbside collection program that offers 

green bin, garbage, fibre recycling and container recycling.  

¶ Colour coordination and labelling :   Container compartments  were 

to be  distinguished by specified pantone colours  and clear labelling 

th at aligned with the curbside program. Compartment opening were to 

be a r estricted size  and shape to mitigate cross contamination . 

¶ Serviceability of units :   Although the best practice for open space 

recycling prescribes front opening, facility staff clearly  preferred a top 

loading -  front servicing container.  Smooth sides were preferred for 

easy cleaning as well as lockable casters, magnetic doors on durable 

piano hinges that open fully to 180° radius.    

¶ Accessibility :  The containers were to meet the Townôs Accessibility 

Standards 3 for: height, visibility and ease of use. Tactile printing and 

                                                           
3
 The Town of ²ƘƛǘōȅΩǎ !ŎŎŜǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ published in 2005 can be accessed through www.Whitby.ca or 

http://www2.whitby.ca/asset/pw-guideline_accessibilitystandards.pdf 

http://www.whitby.ca/
http://www2.whitby.ca/asset/pw-guideline_accessibilitystandards.pdf
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brail as well as l arge font sizes ba cking onto a contrasting colours were 

suggested for better visibility  (please see APPENDIX A  for detailed 

specifications for accessibility).   

¶ Recycled content :  To further demonstrate the importance of waste 

diversion, it was important that t he container s themselves be made 

from at least 80% recycled content  and fully recyclable at the end of 

their use . 

Figure 4.1.3 : Rendering of 
Container Design  
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4.2 Phase 2:  Program Implementation 

4.2.1 Communication strategy, promotion and education  

A Communication St rategy  was created using the quantitative and 

qualitative information collected in phase 1 of this project.  The Strategy 

highlights the k ey  message  of the initiatives as well as outlines how the 

program will be promoted to the public.   

Key message and media:  

The  key m essage  of the communication strategy is listed below :  

ñThe Town of Whitby is introducing the óSort it 

Rightô public space waste minimization program in 
public facilities to make it easier and more 

convenient for people to manage waste away from 
home. ò  

Throughout various stages of the project, local media was provided a 

series of press releases.  Prior to the launch of the program, the local 

media was invited to cover the event.  The ñSort it Rightò launch event 

was highlighted in a front page st ory in the local paper and received 

additional exposure on the editorial page.  

Promotion and Education Tools: 

¶ A number of instructional and promotional tools were developed for 

this project.  Included in table 4.2.1 is a complete list of the 

promotional tools developed for this program.  
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Material Description 

ñSort it Rightò 

Branding

all P&E materials bear the 

branding which helps to build 

brand recognition over time so 

users learn to look for the 

containers when they see the 

ñSort it Rightò logo elsewhere 

in the facility. 

Container Signage 

clear, bright signage placed 

over each bin compartment 

provides visual instruction 

concerning which materials 

belong in each bin. 

Branding

Example

The bin ñfurnitureò themselves 

are attractive, stand out and 

draw attention on their own.28 

medium sized containers and 3 

large sized containers 

distributed at 9 town facilities 

Containers  

Medium Size Container

Large Container

Table 4.2.1:  Promotion & Education Tools for the ñSort it Rightò Program 
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Material Description 

Posters

 these are placed strategically 

throughout each facility were 

permitted and also near bins 

themselves. 

Window/Door 

Clings, Stickers 

and Ads

Vinyl stickers with program 

branding is affixed to doors or 

windows at entrances of 

facilities to act as a visual 

reminder of the presence of 

the bins.  Magazine and 

newsletter ads with simple 

branding and messaging are 

placed in seasonal recreation 

guide and other Town 

publication to also promote this 

program. Door Cling Stickers Stickers for bathrooms 

Magazine Ad - 

For Rec Guide Stickers

Hockey Board Ad 

& Arena 

Commercial 

large hockey board banners 

with branding and reminders to 

use the bin are placed 

throughout all of the arenas.

TV monitors at the arenaôs 

repeat the ñSORT  it Rightò 15 

second commercial as a 

reminder to use the containers. Banners up in 10 

Hockey Arenas

3 different sizes

 of posters ordered

14"X 22" 

24"X 36"

36"X24"

Example

Table 4.2.1:  Promotion & Education Tools for the ñSort it Rightò Program 
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4.2.2 Containers 

An RFP was developed by staff and put out for bid in February of 2011.  

Of the bids received, Clean River ï (formerly Midpoint International) was 

selected as the preferred vendor.  A total of 31 standardized multi -port 

waste containers were purchased for nine (9 ) town facilities.  Throughout 

the acquisition process there was ongoing dialogue with the vendor on 

how customization would be achieved to meet best practices for public 

space recycling.  Best practices for container design are detailed in 

section 4.1.3.   

Some additional features that were added to the unit, including an 

adjustable floor in the green bin compartment of the unit.  This addressed 

the operational issue of organics  being typically heavier but lower in 

volume.  The smaller  compartment size 

optimized on space also providing a location for 

storage of garbage bags.  The smaller 

compartment size for the green bin also 

economized on bag usage and prompted frequent 

bag changing to reduce fruit flies and odour.   A 

lidded opening was designed with accessibility in 

mind (where it could be opened with a closed fist) 

and helped to minimize odour.   

 

Figure 4.2.2 A : Green bin compartment  

It was recognized that the footprint of the container was a concern for 

both small and large facilities.  For the smaller facilities, it was important 

to find a smaller container that did not take up valuable space. On the 

same token, larger facilities with greater public traffic and waste required 
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larger containers to hold greater volumes. To address these concerns, 

two different sizes of containers were selected for this program which are 

illustrated in Figure 4.2.2B an C.  

 

Figure 4.2.2 B: Medium sized container  C: Large Sized container 

 

Prior to the delivery of the new containers , individual site visits were 

conducted to select preferred locations for placement of new containers 

and determine the number of old containers that were to be removed.    

Table 4.2.2   lists the total number of containers delivered to each 

location.  
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Table 4.2.2 : Distribution list for multi-port containers 

 

 

 

 

 

 

On the delivery day, containers were placed in agreed upon location 

identified during the site visits.  Posters, door stickers and other 

promotional tools were also delivered and put up at this time.  

4.2.3 Program Launch Event:  

On June 30 2011, The Town held a  media event to launch the óSort it 

Rightô program and unveiled the new multi -port units . The event provided 

an opportunity to focus  attention on the new program and help galvanize 

interest in this new initiative.  The event took place at one of the Townôs 

are nas and provided a óhook ô for media to cover the program. Front page 

coverage was given to the program as well as a half page editorial on the 

new program.  

 

4.3 Phase 3 ï Program Performance  

4.3.1 Waste Audit Data: 

To measure the performance of the program, a series of monitoring 

audits were conducted at different facility locations during the fall of 

Town Location 
Number of 
Containers 
Delivered 

Brooklin Community Centre (NEW) 2 

Centennial Building 1 

Civic Recreation Centre  3 

Iroquois Park Sports Complex  13 

Luther Vipond Memorial Arena  1 

McKinney Centre   5 

Port Whitby Marina 1 

Whitby Library - Main Branch   3 

Whitby Seniors Activity Centre 2 

Total Number of Containers  31 
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2011. In total, five monitoring waste audits were conducted by AET 

consulting.   

Initially it was postulated that cer tain facilities would behave similarly, 

(i.e. all recreation facilities would have the same waste generation 

patterns) and for this reason waste audits were done based on facility 

types.  Not all facilities were audited for each round of waste audits.  It 

was realized after the first few audits that each facility had unique waste 

generation patterns. Table 4.3.1A illustrates the variance of diversion 

measured from facilities through monthly waste audits.   

Table 4.3.1 A: Waste Audit Results for Town Facilities Post Implementation  

Waste Audit Date Facility Name Facility Type  Waste Diversion % 

22-Aug-11 
 

Brooklin Community Centre  Cultural/Admin Facility 19% 

Civic Recreation Centre  Recreation Facility  14% 

Iroquois Park Sports Complex  Recreation Facility  21% 

Port Whitby Marina Rental Facility    7% 

12-Sep-11 
 

Brooklin Community Centre Cultural/Admin Facility 21% 

Whitby Central Library  Cultural/Admin Facility 18% 

McKinney Centre   Recreation Facility  47% 

Centennial Building Rental Facility    10% 

03-Oct-11 

Whitby Seniors Activity Centre Cultural/Admin Facility 63% 

Civic Recreation Centre  Recreation Facility  19% 

Luther Vipond Memorial Arena  Recreation Facility  0% 

Centennial Building Rental Facility    9% 

07-Nov-11 
 

Iroquois Park Sports Complex  Recreation Facility  6% 

Whitby Central Library  Cultural/Admin Facility 37% 

Whitby Seniors Activity Centre Cultural/Admin Facility 66% 

McKinney Centre   Recreation Facility  11% 

It is clear from this data that facilities fluctuated from having either poor 

diversion to better diversion or vice -versa over the duration of this 

project.  For majority of the waste audits, samples were collected from 

facility dumpsters, which were comprised of both public space waste and 

other wastes.  In particular, it was discovered that some facilities had 

evidence of residential and commercial waste, which was suspected to be 
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illegally dumped.  These instances of illegal dumping explain some of the 

low waste diversion levels.   

Although the waste audits gave a good impress ion of facility public and 

administrative waste diversion performance, it did not provide a clear 

verdict on how well the multi -port receptacles were performing on  their 

own.  I t was evident from the results of the audits that individual 

performance of facilities was required.   

The final waste audit methodology was modified to examine waste 

coming only from th e multi -port waste receptacles.  This audit reveal ed 

that the new bins  were being well utilized and achieving a strong 

diversion level of 42.67% in comparison to general waste from facility 

dumpsters averaging 13.85% waste diversion.  Table 4.3.1.B illustrates 

this difference.    

Table 4.3.1 B ï Final Waste Audit Nov 28 2011 -  Facility regular waste diversion vs. Multi-port diversion   

 Diversion Rate  

Building Regular Waste Stream Multi -Port Units  Difference 

Brooklin Community Centre 16.11% 30.85% 14.74% 

Centennial Building 16.45% 62.19% 45.74% 

Mckinney Centre 2.22% 14.88% 12.66% 

Port Whitby Marina 21.42% 54.17% 32.74% 

Civic Recreational Centre 13.04% 51.27% 38.23% 

Average 13.85% 42.67% 28.82% 

The recycling capture rate from the multi -port units were found to be 

considerably higher than that of the recycling capture rate for the entire 

facility.   Table 4.3.1 C demonstrates the combined recycling capture 

rates  for the  multi -port units relative to the entire facility.  
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Table 4.3.1 C ï Recycling Capture RatesïMulti-Port Units v.s. Regular Facility Waste Stream 

  

Overall the waste audit results identified that the multi -port units were 

contributing to waste diversion in facilities and program expansion may 

be required in micro locations (i.e. change rooms and meeting rooms).  

The waste audit data also reinforces the idea that ongoing performance 

measures are needed to gauge annual progress of the program.  

   

4.3.2 Monthly Weights for (Residual Garbage) Waste:    

One of the other ways that performance was measured for this program 

was through ongoing monitoring of monthly weigh scale data from waste 

collection services.  Table 4.3.2 and figure 4.3.2 illustrate the total 

weight s of (residual garbage) waste disposed of at each facility for 2011.  

 Capture Rate Combined Recycling  

Building Regular Waste Stream Multi -Port Units Difference 

Brooklin Community Centre 52.00% 65.14% 13.13% 

Centennial Building 62.67% 97.25% 34.57% 

Mckinney Centre 4.05% 33.51% 29.46% 

Port Whitby Marina 32.24% 83.66% 51.42% 

Civic Recreational Centre 38.18% 99.06% 60.88% 

Average 37.83% 75.72% 37.89% 
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Table 4.3.2 : Monthly Total Weights (Kg) of Residual Waste from Facilities 2011  

Although it was anticipated that overall (residual garbage) waste would 

decrease after the implementation of the program, the opposite occurred.  

This was due to unanticipated timing of our program launch occurring at 

the same time as a large sporting fest ival attracting more than two 

million visitors to Whitbyôs recreation facilities.  This annual event 

resulted in a surge of residual waste generated at the sport arenas.   

This result reinforced  the need for annual monitoring to better address 

seasonal va riance such as annual tournaments and festivals.     

Figure 4.3.2 : Monthly weights (Kg) for (residual garbage) waste from facilities  

Facility   Location                       
2011 

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct 

ISPC 6,275 6,585 9,780 6,375 6,655 8,010 7,955 13,645 8,610 7,460 

McKinney Arena 1255 1140 1465 725 675 855 560 740 1115 1320 

Whitby Central Library  920 745 1190 840 645 825 790 1130 980 905 

Port Whitby Marina** 885 NA 1130 2205 3155 3665 3685 4990 3665 3030 

CRC 810 555 1,110 585 1,200 530 765 725 720 890 

Centennial Building 425 305 490 485 330 600 430 695 470 560 

Seniors Centre  290 265 410 200 340 315 200 225 315 125 

Luther Vipond Arena 235 440 750 545 585 360 505 970 375 870 

Brooklin Community Centre& Library  200 255 380 440 395 195 265 420 440 385 
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4.3.3 Monthly Recycling Weights 

Program performance was also monitored by tracking monthly recycling 

weights from Townôs facilities.  These values were extrapolated based on 

the number of auto -carts collected by the recycling contractor.    Both 

Figure s 4.3.3 A and 4.3.3 B  illustrate that each facility is very different.  

Some facilities, like th e larger arenas, show great fluctuation throughout 

the year in recycling, where as other facilities like the Library and Seniors 

Centre show fairly consistent recycling weights from month to month.   

 

Figure 4.3.3 A: Monthly extrapolated recycling weight from Town facilities based on average weights for 

the different container sizes  
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Figure 4.3.3 B: Monthly extrapolated cardboard recycling weight from Town facilities 

 

Although it is recognized that recycling weights used in this report are 

extrapolated values, this data still provides a basic assessment of 

recycling performance occurring at facilities.  Overall, the observations 

made from recycling weights indicate that  there may be seasonal 

influences and a longer ongoing monitoring period is required.  
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5.0 Budget 

Table 5.0 lists the total budget for the ñSort if Rightò project.   

 

Description  Project Budget CIF Contribution 

PHASE 1 : Pre Program Implementation Costs    

 Baseline Waste Audits   $1,600 $1,600 

 Market Research (mini-focus groups and online survey) $6,000 $6,000 

 Graphic Design  
(brand, labels, posters etc.) 

$7,500 $4,000 

 Communications Strategy  $3,500 $3,500 

PHASE 2: Program Implementation Costs at Town Facilities    

Capital Costs   

 Four Stream Multi-Sort Waste Containers (X 31) $75,970 $21,900 

 Totes (96 gallon) for Green Bin Collection   $860 NA 

 96 Gallon Totes Containers  for Recycling Collection 
(Included in Contract - No Charge )  

NA NA 

Promotion & Education Production Costs   

 Posters, door cling stickers, hockey boards, newspaper 
ad, arena commercial 

$6,500 $4,000 

 Start up supply of compostable bags recycling bags and 
garbage bags for new units  

$1,000 NA 

 Program Launch $500 NA 

Monitoring Waste Audits   

 4 Waste Audits throughout the year  $6,400 $6,400 

Staff 
Time  

   

 Staff project management time, data analysis, and 
supervision  of implementation (estimated 350hrs) 

$10,500 IN KIND 

PHASE 3: Project Close Out Costs    

 Monitoring Waste Audits $1,600 $1,600 

 Customer Survey / Staff Survey  $1,000 $1,000 

Total Value of project  $122,930 $50,000 
CIF contribution   41% 
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6.0 Lessons learned  

Throughout this project there were a number of learned lessons that will 

be considered for future projects of a similar nature.   

¶ Timing is everything:  

This project had a number of timing obstacles, from budget approvals 

to on time production and delivery of the multi -port bin. A key lesson 

learned was that ample buffer time should be allocated for program 

implementation.    

¶ Attention to audits:  

Facility waste  audits can be tricky and need to be planned with careful 

attention so that data reflects both the programs performance and the 

facilitiesô overall waste diversion performance.   

For this project, an assumption was made that introducing new 

containers and messaging into the facility alone would bolster greater 

diversion overall.  What was learned was waste diversion was best 

achieved where multi -port bins were made available.   

In some facilities, specific rooms and locations could not offer a multi -

port re ceptacle as it was not practical (i.e. hockey dressing rooms or 

office meeting rooms).  Waste from facility operations and illegal 

dumping were also encountered in the waste audits, making it difficult 

to assess the program performance.  
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It was also learne d that each facility should be measured individually 

on an ongoing basis rather than assuming that facility types behave 

the same.  

¶ Support is ongoing:   

Since the program has started, ongoing support and engagement with 

facility staff has been found to be  very rewarding.  Teamwork,  problem 

solving and staff support should be considered as ongoing and will be  

beneficial in the overall success of the program. 
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7.0 Concluding comments   

The ñSort it Rightò waste minimization program for Town facilities 

introdu ced standardized multi -port waste receptacles in  nine (9) town 

facilities .  Utilization of best practices was employed throughout this 

project and effectiveness was measured through a series of facility waste 

audits.   

The results of this project found that the new multi -port units were well 

utilized and achieved an average waste diversion level of 42.67% relative 

to overall facility waste diversion measured to be 13.85% waste 

diversion. Overall the project revealed that  facilities were benefiting from 

the introduction of the multi -port waste receptacles , however greater 

efforts are needed to expand the programôs successes to micro locations 

within facilities.  As well, attention is required for tracking  and preventing 

illegal dumping.     

The next steps to the overall public space waste minimization program 

include; developing a recommendation for expansion of the program, 

better review of waste handling and storage at facilities, conduct ongoing 

performance measures thr ough annual waste audits, and finally, provide 

continual education and promotion to facilities.  
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8.0 Appendices  

 Appendix A: Accessibility Requirements  

Container Labels   
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Appendix A: Accessibility Requirements 

Space and Reach Requirements  

 

 

 

 


