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November	  26,	  2014	  
ORW	  begins	  at	  9:30	  a.m.	  ET	  

Ontario	  Recycler	  Workshop	  
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Mike	  BireA	  
CIF	  

Ontario	  Recycler	  Workshop	  
November	  26,	  2014	  
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Intro	  &	  Welcome	  

§  Good	  morning	  &	  welcome	  to	  Fall	  2014	  ORW	  
§  ~120	  people	  registered	  to	  parMcipate	  	  

–  online	  &	  in	  person	  	  
§  Thank	  you	  for	  joining	  us!	  
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Housekeeping	  -‐	  Webcast	  

§  Full	  day	  −	  to	  ~4:30	  pm	  
§  For	  webcast	  	  

–  usound	  slider	  	  
(hover	  on	  black	  bar)	  

–  v‘submit	  a	  quesMon’	  for	  
speakers	  

•  not	  visible	  on	  other	  
screens	  

–  wlinks	  to	  agenda,	  
speaker	  list,	  technical	  
assistance	  

–  �expand	  to	  full	  screen;	  
‘esc’	  to	  go	  back	  
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v

� 

u 



    n n n 5 

Housekeeping	  Items:	  In-‐house	  

§  Please	  check	  in	  at	  registraMon	  desk	  
–  Confirm	  aAendance	  	  

•  Datacall	  training	  credit	  for	  municipal	  staff	  who	  aAend	  

–  Confirm	  use	  of	  photos	  
•  let	  us	  know	  if	  we	  cannot	  use	  your	  photo:	  online/print	  

–  Confirm	  interest	  to	  stay	  on	  CIF	  mailing	  list	  
•  ConnecMons,	  REOI,	  tenders	  etc.	  
•  Check-‐off	  at	  reg	  desk	  or	  go	  online	  
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Snapshot…Today’s	  Program	  

Morning	  Session	  
§ CIF	  &	  Partner	  Updates	  	  
§ Morning	  Break	  
§ OperaMng	  EffecMve	  Depots	  
to	  Increase	  Recovery	  	  

§ Monitoring	  &	  Measuring	  
Program	  Impacts	  

§  Lunch	  

Agernoon	  Session	  
§ P&E	  MaAers	  
§  Insights	  from	  the	  MRF	  
§ A1ernoon	  Break	  
§ Procurement,	  ContracMng	  &	  
Management:	  Working	  
Toward	  BeAer	  PracMces	  
Factors	  AffecMng	  CollecMon	  

§  Summary	  &	  Concluding	  
Remarks	  
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A	  Sincere	  Thank	  You	  to	  Today’s	  Speakers!	  

§ Amanda	  Hopkins	  
§ Angela	  Porteous	  
§ April	  Stockfish	  
§ Barbara	  McConnell	  
§ Charles-‐ÉMenne	  Simard	  
§ Chris	  Fast	  
§ David	  Miles	  
§ David	  Yousif	  
§ Gayle	  Short	  

§ Maria	  Kelleher	  	  
§ MaA	  Risko	  	  
§ Monika	  Turner	  	  
§ Neil	  Menezes	  	  
§ Rick	  Vandersluis	  	  
§ Rob	  Cook	  	  
§ Ryan	  Frew	  	  
§  Sherry	  Arcaro	  	  
§ Wesley	  AbboA	  	  
§ Will	  Mueller	  	  
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Mike	  BireA	  
Managing	  Director,	  CIF	  

CIF	  Update	  
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2014	  REOI	  Update	  

§  5th	  REOI	  to	  date	  	  
§  Closed	  May	  23rd	  	  
§  Budget:	  $5.425	  M	  
§  37	  applicaMons	  received	  
§  $6.7	  M	  total	  value	  
§  Funding	  requested:	  	  
$3.4	  M	  
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Funding	  AcMvity:	  	  2013	  vs	  2014	  

0.0	  

2.0	  

4.0	  

6.0	  

8.0	  

Cost	  Savings	  &	  
Infrastructure	  

Centre	  of	  
Excellence	  

System	  
RaMonalizaMon	  

Blue	  Box	  
HarmonizaMon	  

ProblemaMc	  
Materials	  

2014	  Budgeted	   1.750	   0.825	   1.750	   0.300	   0.800	  
2014	  Requested	   2.123	   0.698	   0.060	   0.140	   0.400	  
2013	  Budgeted	   6.000	   0.975	   3.000	   1.550	  
2013	  Requested	   7.800	   0.265	   5.300	   0.253	  

$	  
M
ill
io
ns
	  

2014	  Apps	  	   11	   15	   2	   5	   4	  
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Project	  Value	  by	  Priority	  Areas	  

Total	  Project	  Value	  	  
$	  6,665,822	  

Total	  Requested	  	  
$	  3,420,512	  

Total	  Approved	  
$	  2,459,702	  
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2014	  in	  Review	  (1)	  

§  Funds	  provided	  to:	  
–  Several	  projects	  that	  will	  test	  new	  technologies	  for	  
improving	  fibre	  &	  glass	  quality	  

–  10	  cost	  savings	  iniMaMves	  generaMng	  over	  $600,000/yr	  in	  
savings	  (ROI	  under	  4	  yrs)	  

§  Completed	  4	  year	  opMmizaMon	  of	  NW	  Ontario	  waste	  
shed	  
– Work	  conMnuing	  in	  5	  other	  parts	  of	  Province	  
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2014	  in	  Review	  (2)	  

§  Audited	  56	  closed	  projects	  (est.	  $10	  M	  value)	  
–  Savings	  were	  within	  5%	  of	  iniMal	  projecMons	  

§  Completed	  analysis	  of	  cost	  implicaMons	  of	  packaging	  
design	  on	  diversion	  

§  Conferences,	  training	  &	  outreach	  sessions	  we	  hope	  
are	  of	  value	  
–  Best	  PracMces	  scores	  conMnue	  to	  rise	  

§  ~1,000	  e-‐newsleAer	  subscribers	  
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Projected	  AdministraMon	  
Costs	  (B)	  

Paid	  Out	  to	  Date	  (C)	  

Outstanding	  CommiAed	  
Funds	  (D)	  

Funding	  Remaining	  

CIF	  Current	  Financial	  Status	  

15%	   13%	  

46%	  

26%	  

Revenue	  to	  
Date:	  

$64,292,096	  
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Looking	  Ahead	  (1)	  

§  DirecMves	  remain	  unchanged	  
– MIPC	  2011	  

•  allocate	  funds	  based	  on	  merits	  of	  regionalizaMon	  
projects	  

•  develop	  &	  operate	  a	  Centre	  of	  Excellence	  
– MIPC	  2012	  

•  3-‐year	  extension	  to	  year	  end	  2016	  
§  PoliMcal	  future	  remains	  cloudy	  

–  Budget	  assumes	  no	  new	  funding	  in	  2015	  
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Looking	  Ahead	  (2)	  

§  CIF	  CommiAee	  &	  MIPC	  support	  release	  of	  interim	  
budget	  

§  Approximately	  $9.8M	  uncommiAed	  in	  reserves	  
–  2015	  drag	  budget	  will	  disburse	  over	  half	  

§  Municipal	  feedback	  suggests	  we’re	  pointed	  in	  the	  
right	  direcMon	  
–  No	  major	  change	  in	  direcMon	  proposed	  
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Proposed	  2015	  Open	  Grants	  

Item	   Proposed	  2015	  
Budget	  

Cost	  Saving	  IniMaMves	  	   $2,500,000	  

System	  RaMonalizaMon	   $1,200,000	  

Addressing	  ProblemaMc	  Materials	   $500,000	  

Blue	  Box	  HarmonizaMon	   $300,000	  

Total	   $4,500,000	  
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Proposed	  Centre	  of	  Excellence	  Budget	  

Item	   Proposed	  2015	  Budget	  

Best	  PracSces	  Compliance	  &	  Data	  Call	  Support	   Incl.	  in	  Admin	  Budget	  

Development	  of	  BeWer	  PracSces	  &	  Tool	  Kits	   $200,000	  

Research	  into	  Materials	  Management	   $100,000	  

Support	  for	  RFP	  &	  Tender	  Development	   $75,000	  

Training	  IniSaSves	   $200,000	  

Outreach	  Services	   $140,000	  

Performance	  AudiSng	   $250,000	  

Total	   $965,000	  
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Fund	  AdministraMon	  

§  Approval	  leAers	  &	  drag	  grants	  have	  gone	  out	  
–  Contact	  your	  project	  manager	  for	  status	  

§  Check	  our	  website	  for	  info	  on	  project	  management	  
–  cif.wdo.ca/funding	  

§  Closure	  of	  2011	  projects	  
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Centre	  of	  Excellence	  PrioriMes	  

§  New	  training	  opportuniMes	  
§  RFPs	  &	  contracts	  
§  Depot	  operaMons	  
§  AcMvity-‐based	  cosMng	  



    n n n 21 

Top	  of	  Mind	  Issues	  

§  ImplicaMons	  of	  latest	  Provincial	  EPR	  discussions	  
§  2015	  budget	  will	  be	  reviewed	  in	  Q1	  
§  Mixed	  broken	  glass	  
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For	  More	  InformaMon	  

Website:	  hAp://cif.wdo.ca	  
	  

Mike	  BireW	  –	  Director,	  CIF	  	  
	  mbireA@wdo.ca	  	  	  	  	  (905)	  936-‐5661	  

	  

Carrie	  Nash	  –	  Project	  Manager,	  CIF	  	  
CarrieNash@wdo.ca	  	  	  	  	  (519)	  858-‐239	  

	  

Gary	  EvereW	  –	  Project	  Manager,	  CIF	  	  
Gary@Egroup1.com	  	  	  	  	  (519)	  533-‐1939	  

	  

Alec	  ScoW	  –	  Project	  Manager,	  CIF	  	  
archenv@sympaMco.ca	  	  	  	  	  (705)	  722-‐0225	  
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Sherry	  Arcaro	  
Director	  of	  Field	  Services	  

	  
Change	  Management	  &	  	  
the	  Blue	  Box	  System	  
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Current	  System	  Challenges	  

§  Mixed	  broken	  glass	  

§  Polycoat	  cups	  &	  containers	  

§  Single-‐use	  beverage	  capsules	  	  
–  K-‐Cups	  -‐	  EcoCupTM	  

§  PlasMc	  laminates	  

§  Packaging	  Life	  Cycle	  Analysis	  (LCA)	  
vs.	  End-‐of-‐Life	  Management	  
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DiluMon	  Was	  The	  SoluMon!	  

§  Mixed	  broken	  glass	  
–  No	  magic	  bullet	  
–  No	  imminent	  change	  in	  legislaMon	  
– More	  capacity	  or	  alternaMves	  on	  the	  horizon?	  
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Composite	  Paper	  Packaging	  Project	  Update	  

§  Phase	  1	  &	  2	  complete	  –	  October	  webinar	  
§  Hot	  beverage	  cup	  work	  
§  Phase	  3	  

–  IdenMfy	  soluMons	  to	  issues	  	  
found	  in	  Phase	  1	  &	  2	  

–  OpMcal	  sorter	  opportuniMes	  
–  AddiMonal	  mill	  tesMng	  
–  Pilot	  project	  in	  Ontario	  	  
municipality	  
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Consumer	  Demand	  vs.	  MRF	  Technology	  

§  Single-‐serve	  packaging	  on	  the	  rise	  
§  Consumers	  demanding	  less	  food	  waste	  	  
&	  convenience	  

§  Working	  with	  Mother	  Parker’s	  on	  	  
capture	  of	  EcoCupTM	  	  &	  other	  K-‐cups	  at	  MRF	  

§  Partnered	  with	  “Green	  by	  Nature”	  in	  BC	  on	  2	  MRF	  
trials	  

§  Worked	  with	  City	  of	  London	  &	  Peel	  Region	  in	  Ontario	  
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Ontario	  MRF	  EcoCupTM	  Trial	  Results	  
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PlasMc	  Laminates…the	  New	  Packaging	  FronMer	  

§  Consumer	  demand	  for	  longer	  shelf	  	  
	  life/lower	  prices	  =	  innovaMve	  packaging	  

§  Producer	  LCAs	  vs.	  end-‐of-‐life	  management	  

§  A	  North	  American	  challenge	  to	  problem-‐solve	  
–  EFW	  &	  pyrolysis	  only	  current	  end	  of	  life	  soluMons	  

§  TesMng	  on	  the	  horizon	  
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2015	  Study	  OpportuniMes	  

§  New	  series	  of	  curbside	  studies	  begin	  in	  spring	  2015	  
–  Cost	  of	  study	  shared	  with	  municipality	  
–  Raw	  data	  &	  summary	  provided	  to	  programs	  

§  Spring	  &	  Fall	  MRF	  material	  composiMon	  studies	  on-‐
going	  in	  2015	  
–  Funded	  100%	  by	  SO	  
–  Data	  provided	  to	  program	  

§  ParMcipaMon	  is	  limited,	  	  
sign	  up	  now!	  
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Thank-‐you	  to	  Our	  Partners	  in	  Progress!	  
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Thank-‐you…QuesSons?	  

Sherry	  Arcaro	  
Director	  of	  Field	  Services	  
Email:	  	  sarcaro@stewardshipontario.ca	  
Phone:	  	  1-‐416-‐725-‐3156	  
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Will	  Mueller	  
WDO	  

WDO	  Update	  
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Overview	  

§  Updates	  
–  ISPs	  (Industry	  Stewardship	  Plans)	  
–  Ontario	  Electronic	  Stewardship	  &	  Ontario	  Tire	  Stewardship	  
(OES	  &	  OTS)	  

–  Blue	  Box	  (BB)	  funding	  &	  arbitraMon	  
–  2013	  Datacall	  results	  

§  Looking	  Ahead	  
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ISPs	  

§  Call2Recycle	  (single-‐use	  baAeries)	  &	  Product	  Care	  
AssociaMon	  (PCA)	  (paint)	  
–  AddiMonal	  consultaMons	  as	  directed	  by	  Minister	  unMl	  	  
Nov.	  21	  

– WDO	  to	  report	  to	  the	  Minister	  on	  these	  consultaMons	  

§  PCA	  (pesMcides,	  solvents	  &	  ferMlizers)	  
–  To	  date,	  PCA	  has	  not	  yet	  submiAed	  final	  ISP	  for	  Board	  
consideraMon	  

h;p://wdo.ca/programs/industry-‐stewardship-‐plans/	  
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OES	  &	  OTS	  

OES	  
§  In	  late	  2013,	  OES	  entered	  into	  services	  agreement	  with	  

Electronic	  Products	  Recycling	  AssociaMon	  (EPRA)	  
§  OES	  has	  been	  meeMng	  with	  municipal	  associaMons	  to	  

discuss	  potenMal	  WEEE	  Program	  improvements	  
	  
OTS	  
§  WDO	  finalizing	  its	  review	  of	  Off-‐the-‐Road	  Mres	  

component	  of	  Used	  Tires	  Program	  
§  A	  report	  due	  to	  Minister	  on	  December	  12	  
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BB	  ArbitraMon	  

§  ArbitraMon	  hearings	  for	  2014	  steward	  
obligaMon	  ended	  in	  summer	  
	  

§  WDO	  has	  worked	  with	  AMO/Toronto	  &	  SO	  to	  
conMnue	  flow	  of	  2014	  BB	  funding	  to	  
municipaliMes	  while	  awaiMng	  arbitrator’s	  
decision,	  which	  is	  sMll	  pending	  
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2013	  Datacall	  Highlights	  

§  Marketed	  Tonnes:	  900,135	  (+0.8%	  vs.	  2012)	  
–  Recycling	  Rate	  (Stewardship	  Ontario):	  65.8%	  (+3%)	  	  
	  

§  Gross	  Costs:	  $329.0M	  (+0.8%)	  
	  

§  Gross	  Revenue:	  $87.7M	  (-‐1.6%)	  
	  

§  Net	  Costs:	  $241.3M	  (+1.7%)	  
	  

§  Net	  Cost/Tonne:	  $268	  (+0.9%)	  	  	  	  	  	  



    n n n 39 

2013	  Datacall	  Results	  −	  Tonnes	  

2008-‐2013	  Total	  Blue	  Box	  &	  Fibre	  Tonnes	  
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2013	  Datacall	  Results	  −	  Tonnes	  

2008-‐2013	  Container	  &	  Mixed	  Fibres	  Tonnes	  
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2013	  Datacall	  Results	  −	  Financial	  

2008-‐2013	  BB	  Gross	  &	  Net	  Costs	  
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Looking	  Ahead	  

§  Encourage	  conMnued	  feedback	  on	  the	  Datacall	  
§  2013	  Datacall	  audits	  are	  under	  way	  
§  Working	  on	  2013	  residenMal	  diversion	  rate	  
calculaMons	  

§  WDO	  will	  conMnue	  to	  work	  with	  municipaliMes	  to	  
improve	  how	  we	  measure	  residenMal	  waste	  diversion	  
in	  Ontario	  
–  SMll	  seeking	  feedback	  from	  all	  stakeholders	  on	  data	  
collecMon	  &	  measurement	  	  	  
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www.wdo.ca	  
LinkedIn:	  WasteDiversionOntario	  

TwiWer:	  @WDOntario	  
	  

williammueller@wdo.ca	  
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Monika	  Turner	  
AMO	  Director	  of	  Policy	  

AMO	  Update	  
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What	  is	  Happening	  at	  the	  Provincial	  Level	  …	  Today	  

Blue	  Box	  &	  new	  waste	  legislaSon	  –	  likely	  next	  steps	  
§  Lots	  of	  swirl	  with	  direcMon	  emerging	  
§  Minister’s	  comments	  at	  OMWA	  on	  November	  20th	  
§  Proposed	  approach	  to	  likely	  Blue	  Box	  table	  +	  
legislaMon	  

Blue	  Box	  arbitraSon	  update	  
§  MIPC	  approach	  on	  interim	  municipal	  BB	  payments	  
§  Current	  expenditures	  to	  November	  30th	  
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Enjoy	  Your	  Break	  
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Gary	  EvereA,	  CIF	  

OperaSng	  EffecSve	  Depots	  	  
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Depots	  In	  Ontario	  

§  Over	  300,000	  t/y	  diverted	  
	  
§  Over	  150	  depots	  operaMng	  
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From	  Huge	  
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To	  Tiny	  
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Love	  Depots	  	  
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Hate	  Depots	  
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Speakers	  

Almost	  all	  of	  us	  have	  a	  depot!	  
§  Small	  Municipal	  Depot	  Guidebook	  

–  Amanda	  Hopkins,	  Stantec	  ConsulMng	  Ltd.	  

§  Small	  Depot	  Program	  Case	  Studies:	  	  
–  April	  Stockfish,	  McMurrich/Monteith	  
–  Gayle	  Short,	  Township	  of	  Algonquin	  Highlands	  

§  OperaMng	  Efficient	  Depot	  Programs	  
–  Rick	  Vandersluis,	  Try	  Recycling	  
–  Density	  Study	  update	  –	  Gary	  EvereA,	  CIF	  
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Amanda	  Hopkins	  
Stantec	  ConsulMng	  Ltd.	  

Small	  Municipal	  Depot	  Guidebook	  
CIF	  Project	  #	  738	  
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Project	  Highlights	  

§  Goals:	  	  
1.  Provide	  small	  municipaliMes	  with	  pracMcal	  informaMon	  &	  

cosMng	  model	  
2.  Help	  idenMfy	  &	  accurately	  allocate	  acMvity	  based	  capital	  &	  

operaMng	  costs	  for	  esMmaMng	  full	  cost	  of	  current/planned	  
depot	  diversion	  acMviMes	  

§  Impacts:	  More	  cost	  effecMve	  design	  &	  operaMons	  
through	  use	  of	  cosMng	  tool	  &	  incorporaMon	  of	  beAer	  
pracMces	  

§  More	  informaMon:	  	  
–  Amanda.hopkins@stantec.com	  
–  www.stantec.ca	  
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Outline	  

IntroducMon	  &	  Purpose	  

Target	  Audience	  

The	  Guidebook	  Overview	  

The	  Depot	  Model	  

QuesMon	  Period	  
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IntroducMon	  

§  Drop	  off	  depots	  play	  a	  vital	  role	  
in	  waste	  management	  systems	  

§  EffecMve	  alternaMve	  to	  waste	  
collecMon	  

§  Commonly	  used	  in	  rural,	  small	  
volume	  se}ngs	  

§  Balancing	  materials	  managed	  
with	  depot	  costs	  

§  Safety	  &	  efficiency	  are	  tops	  in	  
depot	  design	  &	  operaMons	  
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Project	  Purpose	  

§  InformaMon	  &	  strategies	  for	  those	  planning	  &	  
operaMng	  depots	  

§  Present	  industry	  best	  pracMces	  on	  depot	  
development	  &	  operaMon	  

§  Answer	  the	  ‘who,	  what,	  why,	  how	  &	  where’	  
§  Emphasis	  on	  the	  ‘what’	  &	  ‘how’	  
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Target	  Audience	  

§  Intended	  for	  
municipaliMes	  with	  <500	  
tpy	  of	  recyclable	  materials	  

§  MunicipaliMes	  who:	  
–  currently	  operate	  depots	  or	  	  
–  are	  looking	  to	  develop	  new	  
faciliMes	  

§  ExisMng	  faciliMes	  –	  
determine	  financial	  &	  
operaMonal	  impacts	  of	  
expanding	  programs	  
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The	  Guidebook	  

§  Guidebook	  divided	  into	  3	  secMons:	  
1.  Planning,	  siMng,	  design	  &	  approvals	  
2.  OperaMons	  &	  beAer/best	  pracMces	  
3.  CosMng	  Model	  

§  Allows	  users	  to	  easily	  access	  specific	  parts	  of	  
Guidebook	  
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Guidebook	  SecMons	  (1)	  

§  Planning	  a	  Depot	  
§  Depot	  Design	  

–  Design	  for	  materials	  handling	  
–  Vehicle	  &	  traffic	  management	  
–  Designing	  for	  materials	  

movement	  off-‐site	  
–  Other	  Site	  Design	  ConsideraMons	  

§  SiMng	  a	  Depot	  
§  Depot	  OperaMons	  
§  Approvals	  Required	  
§  Costs	  
§  PromoMon	  &	  EducaMon	  
§  Resources	  
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Guidebook	  SecMons	  (2)	  

Costs	  
§  OperaMng	  &	  capital	  costs	  can	  vary	  between	  depots	  
§  Dependent	  on	  a	  number	  of	  factors:	  

–  ExisMng	  site	  condiMons	  
–  ConfiguraMon	  
–  Staffing	  requirements	  
–  QuanMty	  &	  types	  of	  materials	  managed	  

Depot Costing Model is designed to help determine 
potential capital & operating costs for new depot 
development or existing depot program modifications 
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Depot	  CosMng	  Model	  

§  Allows	  user	  specific	  input	  including:	  
–  Tonnages	  &	  material	  types	  
–  SorMng	  configuraMons	  (single,	  dual,	  	  
mulM	  stream)	  

–  CollecMon	  &	  haul	  vehicle	  configuraMons	  
–  Known	  &	  unknown	  program	  costs	  

§  The	  model	  has	  defaults	  where	  informaMon	  is	  unavailable	  
§  Enables	  users	  to	  compare	  costs	  
§  Compare	  mulMple	  scenarios	  
§  Not	  intended	  as	  replacement	  	  

for	  procurement	  process	  or	  	  
obtaining	  quotes	  
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Depot	  CosSng	  Model	  
Highlights	  
	  



    n n n 67 

Depot	  CosMng	  Model	  
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Depot	  CosMng	  Model	  
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Depot	  CosMng	  Model	  
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Depot	  CosMng	  Model	  
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Depot	  CosMng	  Model	  
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Depot	  CosMng	  Model	  
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Depot	  CosMng	  Model	  
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Depot	  CosMng	  Model	  
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Depot	  CosMng	  Model	  
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Depot	  CosMng	  Model	  
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Depot	  CosMng	  Model	  
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April	  Stockfish	  
Township	  of	  McMurrich-‐Monteith	  

Small	  Depot	  Program	  Success:	  
A	  Case	  Study	  from	  the	  Township	  of	  

McMurrich-‐Monteith	  
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Project	  Highlights	  

§  Project	  goal:	  Improve	  customer	  service	  &	  
communicaMon	  to	  achieve	  full	  parMcipaMon	  &	  
maximize	  diversion	  

§  Impacts:	  BB	  tonnes	  are	  increasing,	  costs	  are	  under	  
control,	  &	  residents	  are	  saMsfied	  

§  More	  informaMon:	  	  
–  astockfish@Hotmail.com	  
–  www.mcmurrichmonteith.com	  
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Township	  of	  McMurrich-‐Monteith	  

Orillia 

Peterborough 

Huntsville 

Barrie 

Parry 
Sound 

Kawartha 
Lakes 

Bracebridge 
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Make	  Changes	  that	  Make	  Sense	  

§  2011	  –	  assessment	  of	  operaMons	  
–  Good	  policy	  
–  Underachieving	  results	  

§  Fall,	  2011	  –	  idenMfy	  opportunity	  
§  June,	  2012	  –	  clear	  bags	  launch	  
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Strategy:	  Customer	  Service	  Model	  

Step	  1:	  
Communicate	  
expectaMons	  

Step	  2:	  
Demonstrate	  

Step	  3:	  
Reinforce	  message	  

Next Visit 
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Step	  1:	  Communicate	  ExpectaMons	  



    n n n 84 

Step	  2:	  	  Demonstrate	  SorMng	  &	  Build	  RelaMonships	  

§  First	  Mme	  offenders	  
–  Get	  dirty	  
–  Demonstrate	  how/what	  to	  sort	  

§  Explain	  infracMons	  
–  This	  is	  the	  bylaw	  
–  These	  are	  your	  resources	  

§  Develop	  the	  relaMonship	  	  
–  Always	  here	  for	  quesMons	  
–  P&E	  for	  home	  
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Step	  3:	  Reinforce	  the	  Message	  at	  Home	  –	  P&E	  

§  PromoMonal	  packages	  
–  Clear	  bag	  
–  InformaMon	  on	  sorMng	  	  
– Magnet	  
–  Pen	  
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Our	  Customer	  Service	  Model	  Works…	  

§  More	  material	  is	  being	  
diverted	  

§  Program	  costs	  have	  
remained	  constant,	  &	  

§  RelaMve	  costs	  are	  
improving	  

§  Why	  else	  is	  April	  happy?	  
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Key	  Learnings	  

§  Plan	  to	  have	  addiMonal	  staff	  for	  transiMon	  
–  Permanent	  residents:	  3-‐4	  months	  noMce	  
–  This	  was	  really	  big	  change	  for	  community	  
–  Needed	  the	  summer	  assistant	  (as	  backup)	  

§  ImplementaMon	  
–  Create	  comprehensive	  plan	  
–  Plan	  for	  enforcement	  

§  P&E	  –	  repeaMng	  the	  message	  
–  At	  depot	  
–  At	  homestead	  
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6	  Things	  that	  Make	  our	  Program	  Successful	  

1.  Control	  of	  waste	  disposal	  site	  
2.  Strong	  bylaws	  allow	  

enforcement	  
3.  Clear	  bags	  work	  
4.  Signage	  reinforces	  expectaMons	  
5.  P&E	  reinforces	  messaging	  at	  

home	  
6.  Professional	  staff	  dedicated	  to	  

A.  Customer	  service	  
B.  MeeMng	  recycling	  objecMves	  
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Gayle	  Short	  	  
Township	  of	  Algonquin	  Highlands	  	  

OpportuniSes	  for	  Depot	  Improvements	  	  
CIF	  Project	  #	  739	  
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Project	  Highlights	  

§  Project	  goal:	  Improve	  depot	  service	  &	  procurement	  
pracMces	  

§  Impacts:	  AnMcipated	  improved	  diversion	  &	  
decreased	  operaMng	  cost	  

§  More	  informaMon:	  	  
–  gshort@algonquinhighlands.ca	  
–  www.algonquinhighlands.ca	  
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Township	  of	  Algonquin	  Highlands	  

§  HH	  4,439	  
–  992	  HH	  permanent	  
–  3447	  HH	  seasonal	  

§  Depot	  based	  program	  
–  5	  sites	  
–  Staffed	  
–  2-‐stream	  system	  	  
–  Clear	  bag	  policy	  
–  ~400	  tpy	  	  
–  6,200	  hours	  of	  depot	  
service	  

Orillia 

Kawartha 
Lakes Peterborough 

Bracebridge 

Huntsville 

Haliburton 
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5-‐Step	  Review	  	  

Contract	  
Service	  Review	  

BB	  Program	  Analysis	  
1.  OperaMons	  
2.  Haul	  &	  processing	  
3.  Municipal	  

Material	  Audit	  

Tender	  
Development	  

ConMnuous	  Improvement	  
OpportuniMes	  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 
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Step	  1:	  Contract	  Service	  Level	  Review	  

§ OperaMon	  (Staffing)	  
–  InteracMon	  with	  residents	  
–  Enforcement	  of	  clear	  bag	  policy	  

§ Haul	  &	  processing	  
–  Set	  lig	  rate/	  bin	  	  

•  Includes	  a	  residual	  fee	  
–  Weight	  of	  each	  lig	  	  

§ Township	  
–  Contractor	  oversight	  
–  Site	  maintenance	  &	  uMliMes	  
–  Provides	  roll-‐off	  bins	  
–  P&E	  for	  residents	  

1 
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Step	  2:	  Current	  Costs	  &	  Diversion	  Rate	  Review	  

§ Cost/Tonne	  $369.13	  	  
1.  ~	  30%	  staffing	  	  
2.  ~	  40%	  hauling	  	  &	  processing	  
3.  ~	  30%	  township	  

	  

Hauling	  &	  Processing	  Structure	  
–  11.08%	  residual	  fee	  built	  in	  
–  4%	  of	  our	  overall	  budget	  

Hauling	  &	  
Processing	  

40%	  

Staffing	  
30%	  

Township	  
30%	  

2 
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Step	  3:	  Material	  Audit	  (1)	  

§ Material	  composiMon	  	  
–  62.38%	  fibres	  
–  30.74%	  containers	  
–  6.87%	  residue	  

§ Residue	  rate	  is	  lower	  than	  
contract	  rate	  4.28%	  	  

§  Improper	  sorMng	  is	  an	  issue	  
§ Recyclables	  have	  a	  annual	  
value	  of	  roughly	  $37,700	  

3 
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Step	  3:	  Material	  Audit	  (2)	  

ContaminaFon	  

§  Fibre	  stream	  
–  Great	  performance	  
–  LiAle	  to	  no	  
contaminaMon	  

§  Container	  stream	  
–  ContaminaMon	  =	  ~17.2%	  
–  Performance	  differs	  
between	  depot	  sites,	  
why?	  

95.6%	   97.8%	   97.6%	   99.3%	  

0.5%	   0.4%	   1.0%	   0.0%	  
3.9%	   1.8%	   1.4%	   0.7%	  

0%	  

20%	  

40%	  

60%	  

80%	  

100%	  

Hawk	  Lake	   Maple	  Lake	   Dorset	   Oxtongue	  

Fibre	  Stream	  

recyclable	  fibres	  	   recyclable	  containers	  	   all	  other	  non-‐recyclable	  materials.	  

77.8%	   78.3%	   82.9%	  
92.4%	  

3.8%	   4.5%	   4.3%	   0.5%	  

18.7%	   17.1%	   12.8%	  
7.1%	  

0%	  

20%	  

40%	  

60%	  

80%	  

100%	  

Hawk	  Lake	   Maple	  Lake	   Dorset	   Oxtongue	  

Containers	  Stream	  

recyclable	  containers:	  	   recyclable	  fibres	  :	  	   all	  other	  non-‐recyclable	  materials:	  	  

3 
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Step	  4:	  Ensure	  CompeMMve	  Pricing	  	  

§  Developed	  Tender	  that	  
incorporated	  best	  pracMces	  
–  Separate	  hauling	  &	  
processing	  rates	  	  

–  Liquidated	  damages	  

§  Circulated	  Tender	  widely	  
§  Tender	  –	  7	  weeks	  

–  Release	  date:	  Nov.	  3,	  2014	  
–  Bidders	  quesMons:	  Dec.	  5,	  
2014	  

–  Closing	  date:	  Dec.	  19,	  2014	  

4 
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What’s	  Next	  for	  Algonquin	  Highlands?	  

Using	  the	  5-‐step	  framework,	  we’ll	  consider:	  

§  P&E	  efforts	  to	  address	  the	  contaminaMon	  issues	  
–  Staff	  training	  
–  Signage	  &	  sorMng	  guides	  

§  Improved	  clear	  bag	  policy	  enforcement	  

5 
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Rick	  Vandersluis	  
TRY	  Recycling	  	  

	  

OperaSng	  Efficient	  Depot	  Programs	  
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About	  TRY	  Recycling	  	  

§  Depot	  Operator	  	  
–  RenovaMon	  waste,	  
household	  rubbish,	  yard	  
&	  garden	  materials	  

	  

§  Product	  Development	  
–  Compost,	  garden	  mulch,	  
TRYpave,	  aggregate	  
products	  

	  

§  Contractor	  
–  Municipal	  depot	  
operaMon	  

–  20	  locaMons,	  London,	  
Strathroy	  &	  others	  	  
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Overarching	  Principles	  of	  Efficient	  Depot	  OperaMon	  	  	  

§  Site	  design	  
§  Site	  operaMon	  
§  Signage	  
§  Safety	  
§  Customer	  Service	  
§  AdverMsement	  
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Site	  Design	  ConsideraMons	  

§  Traffic	  Flow	  
–  Entrance,	  exit	  

§  Container	  selecMon	  
–  Roll	  off,	  carts	  

§  	  Container	  placement	  	  
–  Saw	  tooth	  

§  Signage	  
–  DirecMonal;	  instrucMonal	  	  
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Site	  OperaMon	  ConsideraMons	  

§  Minimize	  material	  handling	  
§  Use	  largest	  haulage	  vehicle	  possible	  
§  Maximize	  payload	  
§  Know	  your	  costs!	  
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Signage	  ConsideraMon	  	  

§  Size	  
–  Large,	  must	  be	  visible	  to	  the	  driver	  	  
who	  will	  be	  several	  feet	  away	  

§  Wording	  	  
–  Keep	  it	  simple	  –	  few	  words	  

§  Placement	  	  
–  On	  the	  container	  	  
or	  a	  post	  

§  QuanMty	  	  
–  Don’t	  post	  too	  	  
many	  signs	  
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Safety	  ConsideraMons	  

§  How	  to	  idenMfy	  
§  How	  to	  prevent	  
§  How	  to	  avoid	  	  
§  How	  to	  minimize	  harm	  
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Customer	  Service	  

Ensuring	  the	  resident	  has	  a	  
good	  experience	  is	  criMcal:	  

–  Ensures	  on-‐going	  
parMcipaMon	  	  

–  Promotes	  proper	  sorMng	  
Aspects	  of	  good	  customer	  
service	  	  

–  Easy	  to	  idenMfy	  	  
–  Knowledgeable	  
–  Friendly	  	  
–  PrioriMzes	  customer	  
interacMons	  
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AdverMsing	  	  

KISS	  Rule	  
§  LocaMon	  
§  Hours	  
§  Accepted	  
materials	  
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Top	  five	  things	  we	  focus	  on?	  

1.  Tracking	  
2.  Issue	  resoluMon	  
3.  Site	  cleanliness	  
4.  Staffing	  
5.  Service	  
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Gary	  EvereA,	  CIF	  

CIF	  Center	  of	  Excellence	  
Density	  Study	  

CIF	  Project	  #	  737	  
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Project	  Highlights	  

Purpose:	  
§  Update	  density	  info	  by	  (8)	  material	  types	  
§  Allow	  comparison	  local	  density	  with	  mulM-‐municipal	  
avg.	  

§  Compare	  bin/truck	  sizes	  with	  density/payload	  
§  Compare	  bin/truck	  sizes	  with/without	  compacMon	  	  
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Thank	  You	  to	  17	  Munis	  that	  Provided	  IniMal	  Info!	  

Admaston	  Bromley	  
Algonquin	  Highlands	  

Bancrom	  
Brannord	  
Chatham	  
EWSWA	  	  
Goderich	  

Grey	  Highlands	  
Kingston	  

	  	  

London	  
Muskoka	  

North	  Grenville	  
Oliver	  Paipoonge	  

Orillia	  
Peel	  

Peterborough	  (City)	  
Wellington	  

	  	  



    n n n 112 

Spreadsheet	  Format	  
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Pop	  Up	  Notes	  
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How	  it	  Works	  
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What’s	  it	  For?	  	  

§  Planning	  
§  Efficiency	  	  
§  Training,	  P&E,	  policy	  	  
§  Monitoring	  &	  measurement	  	  
§  JusMficaMon	  to	  get	  some	  help	  
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Next	  Steps	  (1)	  

§  Check	  for	  anomalies	  
§  Send	  it	  out	  for	  peer	  review	  
§  Verify,	  repair	  &	  improve	  results	  
§  Release	  –	  Winter	  2015	  
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Next	  Steps	  (2)	  

§  We	  need	  your	  help!	  
§  Send	  us	  your	  comments	  &	  wish	  list	  
§  Let	  us	  know	  if	  you	  want	  to	  peer	  review	  
§  Send	  us	  more	  data:	  	  

–  Avg.	  bin/truck	  weights	  over	  1	  yr.	  	  
–  Type	  of	  material	  collected	  	  
–  Size	  of	  bin/truck,	  open	  or	  closed,	  compacted	  or	  not	  
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QuesMons	  

Contact:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Gary	  EvereA,	  CIF	  

519-‐533-‐1939	  	  
Gary@Egroup1.com	  
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119 
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120 

Alec	  ScoA,	  CIF	  

Monitoring	  &	  Measuring	  Program	  Impacts	  



    n n n 121 

Why	  Measure	  &	  Monitor?	  

Why?	  

§ Measure	  actual	  performance	  
§  IdenMfy	  problems	  &	  their	  
causes	  

§ Assess	  compliance	  
§ Rethink	  the	  “obvious”	  

How?	  
§  IdenMfy	  key	  characterisMcs	  or	  
indicators	  

§ Develop	  a	  baseline	  
§  IdenMfy	  goals	  &	  objecMves	  
§ Track	  performance	  against	  
baseline	  &	  goals	  

§ Check	  your	  technique	  –	  are	  
you	  actually	  measuring	  what	  
you	  think	  you’re	  measuring?	  
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Re-‐Thinking	  Old	  Ideas	  

§  New	  Technology	  
§  New	  Materials	  
§  New	  Ideas	  

§  Are	  we	  ge}ng	  more	  
–  Revenue	  per	  tonne?	  
–  Efficiency	  in	  CollecMon?	  
–  Efficient	  Recovery?	  

Benefits	  

Costs	  
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Speakers	  

§  What’s	  new	  with	  the	  RSE	  Ontario	  Price	  Sheet	  
–  Neil	  Menezes,	  Reclay	  StewardEdge	  Inc.	  

§  Monitoring	  Curbside	  ParMcipaMon	  Rates	  with	  a	  
GoPro	  Video	  Camera	  
–  Chris	  Fast,	  Dufferin	  County	  

§  Diversion	  vs.	  Net	  Cost	  Analysis	  for	  Ontario	  BB	  System	  
– Maria	  Kelleher,	  Kelleher	  Environmental	  
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124 

Neil	  Menezes	  
Reclay	  StewardEdge	  Inc.	  

What’s	  New	  With	  the	  RSE	  Ontario	  Price	  Sheet	  
CIF	  #868	  &	  #869	  
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Project	  Highlights	  

§  Project	  goal:	  	  
–  Update	  Price	  Sheet	  to	  reflect	  current	  municipal	  needs	  &	  
commodity	  markets	  

–  Provide	  addiMonal	  resources	  for	  municipaliMes	  

§  AnMcipated	  Impacts:	  	  
–  Enable	  municipaliMes	  to	  obtain	  beAer	  commodity	  pricing	  	  
– More	  informaMon:	  	  
–  nmenezes@reclaystewardedge.ca	  
–  www.reclaystewardedge.com	  
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RSE	  Ontario	  Price	  Sheet	  
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RSE	  Price	  Sheet	  
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How	  We	  Create	  the	  Price	  Sheet	  

§ Monthly	  reminders	  sent	  on	  3rd	  
Monday	  each	  month	  

§ 17	  municipal	  contacts	  +	  5	  other	  
sources	  	  
– brokers/end	  markets/news	  arMcles,	  etc.	  

§ Data	  reported	  consistently	  as	  $/MT	  
&	  as	  picked-‐up	  price	  

§ Use	  trim	  mean	  	  
– removes	  highest	  &	  lowest	  price	  
– no	  weighMng	  of	  the	  price	  

§ Posted	  on	  RSE	  website	  &	  sent	  to	  
~200	  email	  recipients	  
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Who	  (Can)	  Benefit?	  

§  MunicipaliMes	  
–  Provides	  local	  data	  to	  municipaliMes	  that	  don’t	  have	  the	  
ability	  to	  market	  their	  own	  material	  

–  Enables	  municipaliMes	  to	  benchmark	  performance	  
internally	  &	  anonymously	  against	  peers	  

–  BeAer	  pricing	  for	  municipaliMes	  means	  lower	  system	  costs	  	  
§  Stewardship	  Ontario/Stewards	  

– MunicipaliMes	  that	  achieve	  higher	  price	  revenue	  over	  Mme	  
help	  reduce	  system	  costs	  

§  Markets/Brokers	  
–  Feedback	  service	  on	  what	  “market”	  is	  doing	  
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Issues	  &	  Challenges	  

§  Varying	  composiMon	  of	  commodiMes	  
§  How	  to	  increase	  sample	  size?	  
§  Adding	  other	  commodiMes/removing	  old	  
commodiMes	  

§  WeighMng	  of	  average	  price	  
§  Reflect	  current	  market	  condiMons	  
§  How	  to	  improve	  pricing?	  
§  Consistent	  market	  terminology	  
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Newspaper	  CommodiMes	  

§ ONP#8	  
–  Sorted	  newspapers,	  not	  

sunburned,	  &	  other	  acceptable	  
papers.	  This	  grade	  is	  to	  be	  
relaSvely	  free	  from	  magazines	  
&	  contain	  not	  more	  than	  the	  
normal	  percentage	  of	  
rotogravure	  &	  colored	  secMons.	  

–  ProhibiMve	  Materials	  may	  not	  
exceed	  1%	  

–  OuAhrows	  plus	  prohibiMves	  
may	  not	  exceed	  2%	  

–  Other	  acceptable	  papers	  may	  
not	  exceed	  10%	  

§ ONP#6	  
– Sorted	  newspapers	  &	  other	  
acceptable	  papers	  as	  typically	  
generated	  by	  voluntary	  
collecMon	  &	  curbside	  collecMon	  
programs.	  

– ProhibiMve	  Materials	  may	  not	  
exceed	  2%	  

– OuAhrows	  plus	  prohibiMves	  
may	  not	  exceed	  4%	  

– Other	  acceptable	  papers	  may	  
not	  exceed	  30%	  
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CIF	  Project	  #869:	  RSE	  Ontario	  Price	  Sheet	  
ConMnuaMon	  (1)	  

§  Project	  ObjecMves	  
–  ConMnuaMon	  of	  Price	  Sheet	  
–  Update	  the	  Price	  Sheet	  to	  reflect	  the	  needs	  of	  municipaliMes	  
–  Provide	  addiMonal	  metrics	  (composite	  index	  for	  commingled	  
fibres,	  composite	  index	  for	  commingled	  containers,	  etc.)	  
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CIF	  Project	  #869:	  RSE	  Ontario	  Price	  Sheet	  
ConMnuaMon	  (2)	  

§  Project	  Status	  &	  Next	  Steps	  
–  CIF	  established	  a	  municipal	  steering	  commiAee	  including	  
several	  municipal	  representaMves	  &	  RSE	  

–  Proposing	  changes	  to	  current	  Price	  Sheet	  including:	  
•  AddiMonal	  metrics	  
•  Updated	  list	  of	  commodiMes	  

–  QuesMonnaire	  to	  be	  released	  to	  all	  recipients	  of	  the	  Price	  
Sheet	  to	  provide	  feedback	  

–  Goal	  to	  implement	  changes	  by	  January	  1,	  2015	  
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CIF	  Project	  #868:	  Online	  Markets	  Directory	  

§  Project	  ObjecMves	  
–  Online	  database	  of	  brokers	  &	  end	  markets	  	  

§  Project	  Status	  &	  Next	  Steps	  
–  CIF	  looking	  to	  establish	  a	  similar	  steering	  commiAee	  
–  Need	  to	  determine	  if	  municipaliMes	  see	  a	  need	  for	  a	  
database	  

•  RSE	  to	  contact	  municipaliMes	  for	  suggesMons/feedback	  
•  RSE	  to	  contact	  brokers	  &	  end	  markets	  to	  gauge	  interest	  

–  A	  recommendaMon	  will	  be	  made	  to	  the	  CIF	  whether	  or	  not	  
to	  develop	  the	  database	  
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What	  we	  Need?	  

§  Increase	  municipal	  parMcipaMon	  for	  	  
Price	  Sheet	  

§  We	  are	  looking	  for	  feedback	  &	  	  
suggesMons	  from	  all	  stakeholders	  

§  What	  do	  you	  want	  to	  see?	  
	    

RSE Contact: 
Neil Menezes 
416-644-8349 
nmenezes@reclaystewardedge.ca 

 
CIF Contact: 
Alec Scott 
705-722-0225 
archenv@sympatico.ca  
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137 

Chris	  Fast	  
Dufferin	  County	  

Monitoring	  Curbside	  ParScipaSon	  Rates	  	  	  	  
with	  a	  GoPro	  Video	  Camera	  

CIF	  #809.5	  
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Project	  Highlights	  

§  Goals	  	  
–  Evaluate	  bag	  limits	  &	  program	  
parMcipaMon	  rates	  

–  Evaluate	  GoPro	  video	  camera	  as	  a	  
monitoring	  tool	  

§  Impacts	  
–  Assisted	  Council	  in	  bag	  limit	  review	  
–  Bag	  limits	  streamlined	  

§  More	  informaMon:	  	  
–  cfast@dufferincounty.ca	  	  
–  hAp://www.dufferincounty.ca/waste	  	  	  	  
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New	  Curbside	  Program	  

§  New	  program	  2013	  –	  County-‐wide	  
–  New	  bylaw	  –	  clear	  bags	  –	  different	  bag	  limits	  
–  County	  provided	  new	  BB	  (CIF	  #809.5)	  

§  How	  can	  we	  easily	  measure:	  	  
–  Set	  out	  rates/	  
parMcipaMon	  

–  Bag	  limits	  
–  Compliance	  	  
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OpMons	  for	  Assessing	  Set-‐out	  &	  ParMcipaMon	  Rates	  

OpSons	   Pros	   Cons	  

GPS/RFID	   Automated	  sogware	  
collects/consolidates	  data	   High	  cost	  upfront	  for	  capital	  

Contractor	   CollecMon	  staff	  already	  on	  
road,	  knowledge	  of	  routes	  

Lower	  data	  quality,	  
potenMal	  bias,	  disrupMon	  in	  

service	  

Ride	  Along	   Low	  bias	  &	  capital	  costs	   High	  staffing	  costs,	  errors	  in	  
data	  recording	  

GoPro	  
Low	  cost,	  less	  staff	  

resources,	  video	  storage	  
capability	  

Unused	  previously	  
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ParMcipaMon/Set-‐out	  Study	  Details	  (1)	  

§  Pilot	  &	  camera	  troubleshooMng	  
–  PosiMoned	  on	  front	  –	  center	  of	  truck	  
–  Easy	  installaMons/adjustments	  

§  Paralleled	  previous	  ride	  	  
along	  routes	  –	  comparison	  
–  Urban	  vs.	  rural	  	  
–  High	  vs.	  low	  density	  

§  Parameters	  
–  1,542	  homes	  
–  12	  collecMon	  routes	  
–  Video	  transfer	  &	  storage	  
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ParMcipaMon/Set-‐out	  Study	  Details	  (2)	  

Address	   #	  Garbage	  
Bins	  

#	  Garbage	  
Bags	  

#	  Recycling	  
Bins	  

#	  Recycling	  
Bags	  

#	  Green	  
Bins	  

Yard	  Waste	  
(Y/N)	  

Garbage	  Box	  
(Y/N)	  

232135	   1	   0	   1	   0	   1	   N	   N	  

232167	   1	   0	   2	   0	   0	   Y	   N	  

232227	   0	   1	   1	   1	   1	   N	   N	  

232250	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   N	   N	  

232135	   0	   0	   1	   0	   0	   Y	   N	  
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GoPro	  EvaluaMon	  

Metric	   Ride	  Along	   GoPro	  

#	  Homes	  	   1,356	   1,356	  
#	  Staff	   2	   1	  
Staff	  –	  hourly	  wage	   $25	   $25	  
Hours	  of	  staff	  Mme	   65	   35	  

Total	  Cost	   $1,625	   $875	  

§  Advantages	  
–  Driving	  speed	  limit	  while	  capturing	  data	  
–  Storage	  of	  video	  for	  later	  review	  
–  Cost-‐savings	  versus	  previous	  method	  

GoPro	  Capital	  Cost	  
$550/unit	  
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ParMcipaMon/Set	  Out	  Study	  Results	  (1)	  

Metric	   Set	  Out	  /	  Week	   ParScipaSon	  Rate	  

Garbage	  (Overall)	   0.968	  bags/containers	   N/A	  

Garbage	  (Rural	  Areas)	   0.678	  bags/containers	   N/A	  

Garbage	  (Urban	  Areas)	   1.01	  bags/containers	   N/A	  

Blue	  Box	   1.344	  blue	  boxes	   94.80%	  

Green	  Bin	   N/A	   79.27%	  

§  Challenges	  
–  Parked	  cars	  à	  use	  audio	  component	  to	  describe	  
– MulMple	  setouts	  at	  one	  locaMon	  
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ParMcipaMon/Set	  Out	  Study	  Results	  (2)	  

§  Council	  approved	  single	  bag	  limit	  –	  June	  1,	  2014	  
§  GoPro	  is	  now	  a	  current	  monitoring	  tool	  

–  Expand	  data	  collecMon	  for	  P&E,	  other	  Public	  Works’	  funcMons	  

Garbage	  
Weekly	  limit	   MunicipaliSes	   Avg	  set	  out	  /	  hh	  

One	   Mulmur,	  Orangeville	   0.830	  

Two	   Amaranth,	  Grand	  Valley,	  Melancthon,	  
Mono,	  Shelburne	   1.036	  

Three	   East	  Garafraxa	   1.091	  
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Key	  Takeaways	  

§  GoPro:	  an	  effecMve	  &	  mulM-‐purpose	  tool	  
–  Easy	  installaMon	  &	  adjustments	  
– Minimal	  logisMcs	  management	  
–  Video	  storage	  for	  later	  review	  is	  great	  
–  Demonstrated	  cost/Mme	  –	  savings	  

•  Will	  cost	  $500	  upfront	  –	  payback	  in	  one	  study	  

–  You	  can	  go	  back	  &	  add	  parameters	  to	  your	  study	  
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147 

Maria	  Kelleher	  
Kelleher	  Environmental	  

Diversion	  vs.	  Net	  Cost	  Analysis	  	  
for	  Ontario	  Blue	  Box	  System	  

CIF	  Project	  #722	  
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Project	  Highlights	  

§  Project	  goal:	  Carry	  out	  high	  level	  analysis	  of	  most	  
cost	  efficient	  way	  to	  add	  materials	  &	  increase	  BB	  
system	  diversion	  performance	  

§  Impacts:	  	  
–  EsMmated	  impacts	  of	  adding	  or	  removing	  materials	  from	  
Provincial	  BB	  system	  	  

–  Assessed	  impacts	  of	  changing	  BB	  material	  composiMon	  on	  
costs	  &	  diversion	  levels	  in	  future	  

§  More	  informaMon:	  	  
–  maria@kellenv.com	  
–  www.kelleherenvironmental.com	  



    n n n 149 

149 

Blue	  Box	  System	  Diversion	  	  
&	  Cost	  StaSsScs	  (2012)	  
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2012	  Ontario	  BB	  System	  Performance	  &	  Net	  Cost	  

§  BB	  diverted	  almost	  893,000	  tonnes	  of	  residenMal	  
printed	  paper	  &	  packaging	  in	  2012	  
–  62.8%	  diversion	  rate	  

§  Net	  system	  cost	  $198M	  
–  Gross	  cost	  $313M	  
–  Revenues	  $115M	  
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Most	  of	  BB	  Diversion	  is	  Paper	  Based	  Material	  

Of	  the	  893,000	  tonnes	  diverted:	  
§  77.5%	  is	  paper	  based	  materials	  

–  52.7%	  was	  printed	  paper	  (newspapers,	  magazines,	  
catalogues,	  flyers,	  junk	  mail,	  etc.)	  

–  24.8%	  was	  paper	  packaging	  (OCC,	  boxboard,	  etc.)	  
§  9.8%	  was	  glass	  packaging	  
§  8.0%	  was	  plasMc	  packaging	  
§  4.8%	  was	  metal	  packaging	  (steel	  &	  aluminum	  cans,	  
pie	  plates,	  etc.)	  
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ContribuMon	  of	  Different	  Materials	  To	  BB	  Diversion	  	  
(%	  in	  2012)	  
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Recycling	  Rate	  By	  Material	  (2012)	  
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Cost	  vs.	  Diversion	  Analysis	  Approach	  	  
&	  Key	  AssumpSons	  



    n n n 155 

Approach	  To	  Developing	  Cost	  vs.	  Diversion	  Analysis	  

§  Start	  from	  today’s	  (2012)	  BB	  mix	  &	  cost/tonne	  by	  
material	  (from	  2014	  PIM*)	  

§  Each	  1%	  increase/decrease	  in	  diversion	  –	  add/
subtract	  14,000	  tonnes	  to	  BB	  

§  Remove	  most	  expensive	  materials	  first	  to	  reach	  
lower	  diversion	  	  

§  Add	  least	  expensive	  materials	  first	  to	  increase	  
diversion	  

§  Each	  material	  had	  an	  upper	  limit	  recycling	  rate	  

*Pay In Model available at www.stewardshipontario.ca/stewards-bluebox/fees-and-
payments/fee-setting-flow-chart/the-pay-in-model/ 



    n n n 156 

2012	  BB	  –	  Net	  Costs	  By	  Material	  –	  Printed	  Paper	  &	  
Paper	  Packaging	  

BB	  Material	   Gross	  Cost	  
($/tonne)	  

Revenue	  
($/tonne)	  

Net	  Cost	  	  
($/tonne)	  

Newspapers,	  magazines,	  catalogues	   $173	   $88	   $85	  
Other	  printed	  paper	   $185	   $89	   $96	  
Telephone	  books	   $211	   $92	   $119	  
Boxboard	   $288	   $89	   $199	  
Old	  corrugated	  containers	  (OCC)	   $483	   $118	   $365	  
AsepMc	  containers	   $960	   $96	   $865	  
Paper	  laminates	   $960	   -‐	   $960	  
Gabletop	   $1,171	   $98	   $1,073	  
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2012	  BB	  -‐	  Net	  Costs	  By	  Material	  -‐	  Packaging	  

BB	  Material	   Gross	  Cost	  
($/tonne)	  

Revenue	  
($/tonne)	  

Net	  Cost	  ($/
tonne)	  

Aluminum	   $1,114	   $1,400	   -‐$286	  
Steel	  cans	   $352	   $263	   $89	  
Coloured	  glass	   $125	   $21	   $105	  
Clear	  glass	   $136	   $26	   $110	  
HDPE	   $1,196	   $474	   $723	  
PET	   $1,281	   $425	   $855	  
Other	  plasMcs	   $1,388	   $146	   $1,242	  
PlasMc	  film	   $1,895	   $33	   $1,862	  
PlasMc	  laminates	   $1,895	   -‐	   $1,895	  
Polystyrene	  (PS)	   $2,292	   $37	   $2,255	  
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Cost	  To	  Recycle	  14,000	  Tonnes	  (1%	  AddiMonal	  
Diversion)	  By	  Material	  
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Current	  Recycling	  Rate	  &	  Max	  PotenMal	  Recycling	  
Rate	  –	  Printed	  Paper	  &	  Paper	  Packaging	  

BB	  Material	   Current	  Recycling	  
Rate	  (%)	  

Max	  Recycling	  
Rate	  (%)	  

Newspapers,	  magazines,	  catalogues	   93.7%	   95%	  
Other	  printed	  paper	   45.2%	   75%	  
Telephone	  books	   95.7%	   No	  increase	  
Boxboard	   41.5%	   85%	  
Old	  corrugated	  containers	  (OCC)	   85.3%	   90%	  
AsepMc	  containers	   16.4%	   85%	  
Paper	  laminates	   3.2%	   25%	  
Gabletop	   48%	   85%	  
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Current	  Recycling	  Rate	  &	  Max	  PotenMal	  Recycling	  
Rate	  –	  Packaging	  

BB	  Material	   Current	  Recycling	  Rate	  (%)	   Max	  Recycling	  Rate	  (%)	  

Aluminum	   48.2%	  f&b*	  
7.7%	  other	  

80%	  f&b	  
60%	  other	  

Steel	  cans	   64.5%	  f&b	  
23.1%	  aerosols	   85%	  

Coloured	  glass	   68.1%	   80%	  
Clear	  glass	   94%	   94%	  
HDPE	   59.5%	   85%	  
PET	   57.5%	   90%	  

Other	  plasMcs	   22.8%	   75%	  

PlasMc	  film	   9.1%	   60%	  
PlasMc	  laminates	   0%	   25%	  
Polystyrene	  (PS)	   6.8%	   25%	  
*	  Food	  &	  Beverage	  
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Cost	  vs.	  Diversion	  Analysis	  Results	  
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Scenario	  1:	  StarMng	  From	  Today	  –	  62.8%	  Diversion	  
&	  $198	  M/Year…	  Remove	  Most	  Expensive	  Materials	  

BB	  Material	  No	  
Longer	  Collected	  
in	  BB	  System 

Net	  Cost	  
ReducSon	  
($M/year) 

ReducSon	  
in	  Diversion	  	  

(%) 

TheoreScal	  BB	  
Annual	  System	  Net	  
Cost	  ($M/year) 

Tonnes	  
(tonnes) 

BB	  
Diversion	  
Rate	  (%) 

Polystyrene	   $2.24	   1.51%	   $194.76	   1,018	   62.7%	  

PlasSc	  Laminates $0.01	   0.00%	   $194.75	   7	   62.7%	  

PlasSc	  Film	   $9.16	   0.35%	   $185.59	   4,923	   62.4%	  

Other	  PlasSc	   $20.05	   1.14%	   $165.54	   16,146	   61.2%	  

Gabletop	   $5.77 0.74% $159.77 6,833 60.4% 

Paper	  Laminates $1.21 0.09% $158.56 1,264 60.4% 

AsepScs $0.83 0.07% $157.73 955 60.3% 

	  PET	   $29.53 3.52% $128.20 32,701 56.8% 
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Scenario	  1:	  	  StarMng	  From	  Today	  –	  62.8%	  Diversion	  &	  
$198	  M/Year…	  60.3%	  Diversion	  Costs	  $158	  M/Year	  

56%	  

57%	  

58%	  

59%	  

60%	  

61%	  

62%	  

63%	  

64%	  

	  $120	  	   	  $140	  	   	  $160	  	   	  $180	  	   	  $200	  	  

Millions	  
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Scenario	  2:	  Increase	  Recovery	  of	  ExisMng	  BB	  
Materials	  To	  Increase	  Diversion	  

Strategy 
AddiSonal	  
Tonnes	  
Recycled	  

AddiSonal	  $	  to	  
2012	  BB	  System	  

Cost	  ($/y) 

AddiSonal	  
Diversion	  

(%) 

BB	  
System	  
Cost	  ($) 

Total	  BB	  
Diversion	  (%) 

2012	  –	  Base	  Case 	   	   	   $	  198 62.8% 

A	  –	  Increase	  recovery	  of	  
Printed	  Paper	  to	  95%	  &	  
Steel	  Food	  &	  Beverage	  Cans	  
&	  Steel	  Aerosols	  to	  85%,	  &	  
Steel	  Paint	  Cans	  to	  60% 

32,100 $	  2.8 2.3% $	  201 65.1% 

B	  –	  increase	  Recovery	  of	  
Other	  Printed	  Paper	  &	  
Coloured	  Glass	  to	  80% 

44,650 $	  4 3.1% $	  205 68.2% 

C	  –	  Increase	  Boxboard	  
recovery	  to	  60% 33,400 $	  6 2.4% $	  211 70.6% 

D	  –	  Increase	  Boxboard	  
recovery	  to	  80% 32,800 $	  7 2.3% $	  218 72.9% 
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Scenario	  2:	  Increase	  Recovery	  of	  Least	  Cost	  
Materials	  –	  73%	  Diversion	  Would	  Cost	  $218	  M/Year	  

	  $218	  	  

	  $211	  	  

	  $205	  	  

	  $201	  	  

	  $198	  	  
62%	  

64%	  

66%	  

68%	  

70%	  

72%	  

74%	  

	  $195	  	   	  $200	  	   	  $205	  	   	  $210	  	   	  $215	  	   	  $220	  	  
Millions	  
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Scenario	  3:	  Maximum	  PotenMal	  Diversion	  Through	  
ExisMng	  BB	  System	  

§  Increase	  recovery	  of	  exisMng	  materials	  to	  maximum	  
potenMal	  

§  82%	  Diversion	  
§  BB	  System	  Cost	  $382	  M	  

–  $198	  M	  for	  62.8%	  Diversion	  (2012)	  

§  “Break	  Point:”	  at	  about	  72%	  diversion	  
–  each	  addiMonal	  1%	  costs	  a	  lot	  
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Scenario	  3:	  Maximum	  Possible	  Diversion	  –	  	  
83%	  at	  $430	  M/Year	  

64%	  

66%	  

68%	  

70%	  

72%	  

74%	  

76%	  

78%	  

80%	  

82%	  

	  $190	  	   	  $240	  	   	  $290	  	   	  $340	  	   	  $390	  	  
Millions	  
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Scenario	  4:	  	  Blank	  Slate	  …	  If	  We	  Were	  StarMng	  From	  
Scratch	  Today	  …	  &	  Wanted	  to	  Reach	  60%	  ...	  

§  BB	  could	  achieve	  60%	  diversion	  for	  $99	  M/year	  (2012	  
costs	  &	  composiMon)	  
–  Half	  the	  current	  cost	  

§  Materials	  in	  BB:	  
–  Newsprint,	  magazines	  &	  catalogues,	  printed	  paper,	  telephone	  
books	  

–  Steel	  cans,	  aluminum	  
–  Clear	  &	  coloured	  glass	  
–  Boxboard	  &	  OCC	  

§  No	  PET	  or	  HDPE	  
–  Ontario	  Reg	  101/94	  mandates	  collecMon	  of	  PET	  
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Scenario	  4:	  	  Blank	  Slate	  –	  If	  We	  Were	  StarMng	  Today	  ...	  
60%	  Could	  Cost	  $99	  M/Year	  
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Scenario	  5:	  ImplicaMons	  of	  Future	  BB	  ComposiMon	  –	  
The	  “Evolving	  Tonne”	  

§  BB	  composiMon	  is	  
changing	  with	  less	  
newsprint	  &	  
printed	  paper	  &	  
more	  lightweight	  
materials	  (plasMcs)	  

§  Costs	  will	  increase	  
as	  density	  of	  BB	  
material	  mix	  
decreases	  

BB	  
System	  
Diversion	  

EsSmated	  BB	  
System	  Costs	  
Based	  on	  2012	  

Cost	  Data	  
($M/year) 

EsSmated	  BB	  
System	  Costs	  
With	  Future	  
ComposiSon	  
($M/year) 

60% $158 $218 

65% $201 $224 

70% $211 $252 

75% $242 $321 

80% $325 $433 
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Scenario	  5:	  Impacts	  of	  Future	  BB	  ComposiMon	  on	  
System	  Costs	  
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Conclusions	  (1)	  

§  Adding	  new	  materials	  is	  not	  cheapest	  way	  to	  
increase	  diversion	  	  	  

§  Increasing	  recovery	  of	  exisMng	  low	  cost	  materials	  is	  
best	  way	  to	  get	  higher	  diversion	  

§  Maximizing	  “other	  printed	  paper”	  recovery	  
(currently	  45.2%)	  to	  80%	  is	  the	  most	  cost	  efficient	  
way	  to	  increase	  diversion	  
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Conclusions	  (2)	  

§  No	  new	  materials	  should	  be	  added	  to	  a	  BB	  program	  
unMl	  cost	  &	  diversion	  implicaMons	  are	  fully	  
understood	  

§  PracMcality	  of	  collecMng	  materials	  with	  a	  net	  cost	  of	  	  
>$1,000/tonne	  by	  a	  comprehensive	  depot	  system	  in	  
Ontario	  rather	  than	  curbside	  should	  be	  explored	  

§  Future	  BB	  composiMon	  (more	  plasMcs,	  less	  paper)	  
will	  increase	  system	  costs	  
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In	  Summary…	  
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Enjoy	  Your	  Lunch	  
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Ready	  to	  Start-‐Up	  Again…	  
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Welcome	  Back!	  
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This	  Agernoon’s	  Agenda	  

§  P&E	  MaAers	  
§  Insights	  from	  the	  MRF	  
§  A1ernoon	  Break	  
§  Procurement,	  ContracMng	  &	  Management:	  Working	  
Toward	  BeAer	  PracMces	  Factors	  AffecMng	  CollecMon	  

§  Summary	  &	  Concluding	  Remarks	  
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180 

Barbara	  McConnell,	  
	  McConnell	  Weaver	  Strategic	  

CommunicaMons	  

P&E	  MaWers	  
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P&E	  Requires	  Us	  To	  …	  	  

§  Consider	  our	  programs	  
businesses	  

§  Monitor	  behaviour	  &	  be	  
proacMve	  to	  capture	  
opportuniMes	  &	  address	  
issues	  

§  Reach	  wide	  audiences	  	  
§  Compete	  for	  resident	  
aAenMon	  

§  Show	  results	  
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P&E	  ROI	  Accountability	  

Increasingly	  we	  need	  to	  
demonstrate	  :	  
§  Strategic	  approaches	  to	  	  
conMnuous	  quality	  
	  improvement	  	  

§  Impact	  on	  a}tudes,	  	  
knowledge	  &	  behaviour	  

§  Improved	  results	  
§  Return	  on	  Investment	  	  



    n n n 183 

Speakers	  

§  Measuring	  &	  Monitoring	  P&E	  Impacts	  in	  a	  Small	  
Program	  
–  Ryan	  Frew,	  Township	  of	  McNab/Braeside	  

§  Paper	  is	  In	  
–  Angela	  Porteous,	  City	  of	  Kawartha	  Lakes	  

§  A	  Consolidated	  look	  at	  CIF’s	  P&E	  Projects:	  Lessons	  
Learned	  &	  Next	  Steps	  
–  Carrie	  Nash,	  CIF	  
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Ryan	  Frew	  
Township	  of	  McNab/Braeside	  

Measuring	  &	  Monitoring	  P&E	  Impacts	  	  
in	  a	  Small	  Program	  

CIF	  #	  816.6	  
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Project	  Highlights	  

§  Project	  goal:	  Implement	  P&E	  to	  help	  manage	  
contaminaMon	  at	  curbside	  &	  depot	  

§  Impacts:	  Fewer	  BB	  leg	  uncollected	  curbside,	  
eliminaMon	  of	  fines	  on	  material	  from	  depot,	  &	  an	  
improved	  monitoring	  system	  

§  More	  informaMon:	  	  
–  rfrew@mcnabbraeside.com	  
–  www.mcnabbraeside.com	  
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Community	  DescripMon	  

§  2-‐stream	  recycling	  
§  Curbside	  collecMon	  

–  3300	  HH	  biweekly	  
§  Staff	  depot	  

–  1,800	  users	  annually	  
– Material	  collected:	  

•  ~35	  MT	  OCC	  +	  1.4	  MT	  PS	  annually	  
•  Unknown	  amount	  of	  containers	  &	  other	  fibres	  

Arnprior 

Mississippi 
Mills 

Carleton 
Place 

Renfrew Ottawa 
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P&E	  Planning	  

Measures	  

ObjecMve	  

Goal	  

Planning	   P&E	  Plan	  

Reduce	  
ContaminaMon	  

Curbside	  

Blue	  Boxes	  
Uncollected	  

Depot	  

Fines	  

Increase	  
Diversion	  

Tonnage	  
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P&E	  Plan	  –	  ContaminaMon	  Focused	  for	  2014	  

§  2013	  
–  $1200	  in	  fines	  
–  Avg	  16.5	  BB/wk	  leg	  behind	  

§  ObjecMves	  
–  Depot	  

•  Reduce	  fines	  to	  $0	  
•  Limit	  staff	  Mme	  to	  sort	  

–  Curbside	  
•  Reduce	  BB	  leg	  behind	  at	  curb	  

Fines	  for	  
ContaminaMon	  

Staff	  Mme	  
sorMng	  

$$ 

$$ 
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Signage	  at	  the	  Depot	  

New signage 
August 2014 
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Interim	  Depot	  Results	  	  

§  Increase	  staff	  involvement	  
–  Training	  on	  proper	  sorMng	  &	  monitoring	  

§  Signage	  to	  assist	  residents	  
–  Support	  proper	  sorMng	  &	  minimize	  staff	  Mme	  sorMng	  

2013	   2014	  
Fines	   $1,200	   $0	  
Staff	  Mme	  sorMng*	   $0	   $588	  
AmorMzed	  signage	   −	   $69	  
Total	   $1,200	   $657	  
Savings	   $543	  

Costs	  of	  Signage	  
Signs	   $435	  
Labour	   $250	  
Total	   $685	  
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Monitoring	  –	  Depot	  	  

§  Tracking	  staffing	  resources	  
–  IdenMfy	  monthly	  trends	  
– Monitor	  for	  issues	  

0.0	  
1.0	  
2.0	  
3.0	  
4.0	  
5.0	  
6.0	  
7.0	  
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Curbside	  	  

§  Recycling	  guides	  –	  SorMng	  
– Mail	  delivery	  
– March	  2014	  

§  Impact	  –	  missed	  collecMons	  
–  Pre	  –	  16.5	  HH/collecMon	  
–  Post	  –	  12.4	  	  HH/collecMon	  

§  Next	  steps	  for	  Curbside	  
–  Provide	  feedback	  on	  missed	  
collecMons	  

•  OOPS	  SMckers	  



    n n n 193 

Key	  Learnings	  

§  Depot:	  staff	  training	  &	  signage	  	  
–  Use	  an	  iteraMve	  process	  towards	  conMnuous	  improvement	  
–  Long	  term	  

•  Transfer	  responsibility	  to	  residents	  
•  Where	  is	  the	  barrier?	  	  

–  Signage:	  Design	  required	  more	  resources	  than	  anMcipated	  

§  Curbside:	  sorMng	  guides	  are	  effecMve	  
–  Long	  term	  

•  Provide	  residents	  feedback	  for	  missed	  collecMons	  
•  IdenMfy	  &	  achieve	  minimum	  level	  of	  missed	  collecMons	  
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194 

Angela	  Porteous	  
City	  of	  Kawartha	  Lakes	  

‘Paper	  Is	  In’	  Campaign	  
CIF	  Project	  #812.6	  



    n n n 195 

Project	  Highlights	  

§  Project	  goals:	  	  
–  Create	  a	  consistent	  harmonized	  
message	  

§  Impacts:	  	  
–  Changes	  in	  behavior	  led	  to	  increased	  
capture	  rates	  of	  paper	  recycling	  

§  More	  informaMon:	  	  
–  aporteous@city.kawarthalakes.on.ca	  
–  705-‐324-‐9411,	  Ext.	  1158	  
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About	  ‘Paper	  Is	  In’…	  

§  Joint	  campaign	  
–  5	  municipal	  partners	  
–  2	  funding	  agencies	  

§  One	  campaign	  lead	  
–  Budget	  preparaMon	  
–  CoordinaMng	  materials	  
–  Data	  tracking	  &	  reporMng	  

§  Main	  Message	  
–  Paper	  Is	  In!	  
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Developing	  the	  Campaign	  	  

§  Keys	  to	  the	  campaign	  
–  Outcomes	  &	  results	  
– Messaging	  &	  target	  audience	  

§  Tricky	  in	  5	  municipaliMes	  
– What	  are	  the	  similariMes?	  

§  Focuses	  
– Message	  	  
–  Format	  
–  Design	  
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Campaign	  Details	  

§  Budget	  of	  $221,000	  
–  $75,000	  –	  CIF,	  SO,	  &	  MunicipaliMes	  
–  $50,000	  –	  Radio	  ads	  by	  SO	  
–  $96,000	  –	  Audits	  by	  SO	  

§  P&E	  -‐	  12	  week	  campaign	  
–  Radio	  ads	  
–  Newspaper	  ads,	  brochure	  
– Website,	  social	  media	  
–  Contest	  
–  Billboards,	  bus	  shelters	  &	  mall	  displays	  
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P&E	  Materials	  Budget	  

Campaign	  Materials	   Exposure	   Cost	  

Brochures	   70,000	   $	  29,868	  
Contest	   33	  entries	   $	  2,700	  
Billboards,	  bus	  shelters,	  &	  mall	  
displays	  (42	  faces)	   15,516,149	   $	  33,279	  

Newspaper	  ads	  (34)	   4,615,330	   	  $	  9,206	  
Radio	  ads	  (2	  developed;	  staMons)	   $50,000	  
Total	   $125,000	  

§  Campaign	  Lead	  –	  Staff	  Mme	  
–  2-‐3	  days	  per	  week	  pre-‐campaign	  
–  1	  day	  per	  week	  during	  campaign	  
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Paper	  Is	  In!	  

§  Tonnage	  is	  up	  1370	  MT	  from	  previous	  period	  
–  ~15%	  increase	  in	  capture	  of	  paper	  products!...?	  

Results	  (1)	  
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Results	  (2)	  

Boxboard	   Newspaper	   Office	   Mixed	  fibres	  -‐	  
Poly/Tetra	   OCC	  

County	  of	  Peterborough	   456.1	   -‐554.5	   62.3	   68.7	   806.0	  
City	  of	  Peterborough	   563.0	   -‐577.4	   62.2	   0.9	   706.8	  
Quinte	   13.6	   41.1	   2.7	   0.0	   17.7	  
Northumberland	   22.0	   61.5	   0.0	   1.3	   1.8	  
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Waste	  Audit	  Data	  –	  What’s	  in	  the	  Garbage?	  

Material	  Category	   Pre	  	   Post	  	  

Newsprint	   1.06%	   0.28%	  
Magazines	  &	  
Catalogues	   0.64%	   0.26%	  

Other	  Printed	  
Paper	   1.80%	   1.83%	  

Gable	  Top	  Cartons	   0.16%	   0.08%	  
Corrugated	  
Cardboard	   0.91%	   0.57%	  

Boxboard	   2.05%	   1.68%	  
“Papers”	  in	  the	  
garbage	   7.68%	   4.98%	  

Garbage	  =	  78%	  

Garbage	  =	  86%	  

Recycling	  =	  14%	  

Recycling	  =	  22%	  

Fall	  

Summer	  
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Key	  Learnings	  

§  Marketed	  Tonnes	  
–  A	  good	  measure	  	  
of	  success?	  

§  Sharing	  Costs	  
– What	  would	  we	  do	  differently?	  

§  Campaign	  Materials	  
– What	  worked?	  
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RecommendaSons	  

§  Thinking	  about	  a	  mulM-‐municipal	  campaign??	  
–  Be	  clear	  what	  the	  objecMves	  are	  
–  How	  do	  you	  iniMate?	  	  
–  Does	  there	  need	  to	  be	  a	  leader?	  
– What	  P&E	  should	  you	  use?	  
–  How	  do	  you	  share	  costs?	  
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205 

Carrie	  Nash	  
ConMnuous	  Improvement	  Fund	  

A	  Consolidated	  look	  at	  CIF’s	  P&E	  Projects	  
Lessons	  Learned	  &	  Next	  Steps	  
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Project	  Performance	  

§  Goal	  of	  Por�olio:	  	  Develop	  communicaMon	  plans	  to	  
meet	  BP	  compliance	  

§  Impacts:	  	  BP	  compliance	  &	  program	  performance	  
§  More	  informaMon	  

–  carrienash@wdo.ca	  
–  hAp://cif.wdo.ca	  
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Small	  Program	  P&E	  Funding	  Por�olio	  

§  $5,000	  	  for	  municipaliMes	  <5,000	  
households	  

§  57	  grants	  totalling	  $285,000	  
–  34	  complete	  
–  23	  very	  near	  compleMon	  
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Effects	  on	  the	  Ontario	  BB	  Program	  

§  BP	  Compliance	  	  
§  Measurable	  
results	  11,339	  

12,826	  

0	  

2,000	  

4,000	  

6,000	  

8,000	  

10,000	  

12,000	  

14,000	  

To
nn

es
	  o
f	  M

at
er
ia
l	  M

ar
ke
te
d	  
(M

T)
	  

14.8%	  

10.5%	  

0.0%	  

5.0%	  

10.0%	  

15.0%	  

20.0%	  

Co
nt
am

in
aS

on
	  



    n n n 209 

Key	  Learning:	  Address	  the	  Basics	  First	  

§  FoundaMonal	  (basics)	  
–  Focused	  on	  what,	  
where,	  &	  how	  

–  Small	  investment	  
–  Big	  returns	  

§  Improved	  
performance	  
–  Good	  return	  when	  
objecMve	  clearly	  
defined	  

Foundational 

Improved 
Performance 
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FoundaMonal	  Ads	  

Residents	  need	  to	  know	  when	  their	  
material	  will	  be	  collected	  
§  Large	  single	  faced	  calendar	  magnet	  
works	  well	  
–  Sables-‐Spanish	  distributed	  calendar	  
magnets	  &	  flyers	  @	  

•  $0.93/magnet	  	  
–  North	  Frontenac	  distributed	  calendars	  &	  
created	  signage	  specific	  for	  seasonal	  
residents	  	  

•  $0.60/magnet	  
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P&E	  Spending	  &	  Ad	  Frequency	  	  

§  Key	  components	  
–  Keep	  it	  simple	  
–  Repeat,	  repeat,	  repeat	  

§  Dollars	  to	  diversion	  
–  Fort	  Frances	  	  

•  $0.18/hh	  à	  $0.60/hh	  
•  404	  à	  528	  MT	  

–  Horton	  Township	  
•  $0.77/hh	  à	  $3.85/hh	  
•  178	  à	  200	  MT	  
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In-‐person	  InteracMons	  with	  Residents	  	  

§  Community	  Based	  Social	  MarkeMng	  works	  
–  A	  flyer	  in	  hand	  is	  worth	  2	  in	  the	  mail	  
–  McMurrich	  Monteith	  increased	  
	  	  	  	  	  tonnage	  significantly	  (62%)	  
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Teamwork!	  

§  Work	  together	  
–  Share	  costs,	  designs,	  &	  ideas	  
–  Promotes	  harmonizaMon	  	  
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Branding	  &	  Consistent	  Messaging	  

§  It	  works!	  

Magnets Depot Signage 

Pens 
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Where	  Have	  People	  Struggled	  

§  Many	  projects	  funded	  in	  2010-‐2012	  finishing	  in	  2015	  
§  Required	  support	  for	  development	  of	  plan	  &	  
especially	  in	  selecMng	  meaningful	  objecMves	  

§  Feedback	  from	  municipal	  proponents	  	  
–  They	  wear	  many	  hats,	  other	  issues	  take	  priority	  	  
–  Designing	  P&E	  takes	  a	  lot	  of	  Mme	  &	  effort	  since	  it’s	  a	  hat	  
they	  don’t	  regularly	  wear	  
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CIF	  Support	  

§  CommunicaMon	  template	  development	  &	  sharing	  
–  Templates	  to	  target	  foundaMonal	  needs	  
–  Create	  a	  hub	  to	  image	  sources	  &	  databanks	  
–  Provide	  examples,	  prices,	  and	  contact	  informaMon	  

§  Catered	  our	  training	  addressing	  this	  next	  step	  
–  New	  need	  to	  focus	  on	  how	  to	  actually	  implement	  
–  Accountability	  
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Carrie	  Nash,	  CIF	  

Insights	  from	  the	  MRF	  
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Current	  Challenges	  

§ Material	  composiMon	  &	  
volumes	  	  
–  Mixed	  plasMc,	  film	  plasMc,	  

paper	  laminates	  
–  Pieces	  per	  tonne	  

§ Resident	  influence	  	  
–  Confusion	  
–  Desire	  for	  an	  all	  inclusive	  

program	  

§ Available	  SoluMons	  	  
–  Expensive	  
–  Untested	  

C
os

t (
$$

) 

Resident Confusion/Tonnes/Volume/Material 

High tech / automation 

D1 = Decision 

D2 
D3 
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SoluMons?	  We’ve	  got	  a	  few	  to	  share…	  	  

§ Careful	  analysis	  before	  
investment	  	  
–  Business	  case	  &	  payback	  

§  Shared	  risk	  	  
–  Municipal	  &	  MRF	  operator	  

partnership	  
–  Share	  in	  the	  cost	  &	  share	  in	  the	  

benefits	  	  

§ Technology	  	  
–  Cost	  savings	  to	  be	  achieved	  	  

Obstacle	  

•  INEFFICIENT	  MRF	  
• What	  is	  lost?	  	  
• What	  would	  investment	  provide	  

Obstacle	  

• CONTRACT	  LIMITATIONS	  
• What	  is	  lost?	  	  
• What	  would	  investment	  provide	  

Obstacle	  

• CAPITAL	  UPGRADE	  	  
• What	  is	  lost?	  	  
• What	  would	  investment	  provide	  



    n n n 221 

Speakers	  

§  Container	  Line	  Performance	  Audit	  &	  Development	  of	  
Improvement	  OpMons	  
–  David	  Faris	  Yousif,	  City	  of	  Hamilton	  

§  Expanded	  Blue	  Box	  Program	  
–  David	  Miles,	  Halton	  Region	  	  

§  The	  EvoluMon	  of	  OpMcal	  Sort	  Machinery	  
– MaA	  Risko	  &	  Charles-‐ÉMenne	  Simard,	  Machinex	  Recycling	  
Services	  Inc.	  
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222 

Dave	  Faris	  Yousif	  
City	  of	  Hamilton	  

Container	  Line	  Performance	  Audits	  &	  
Development	  of	  Improvement	  OpSons	  

CIF	  Project	  #816.3	  
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Project	  Highlights	  

§  Project	  goal:	  Evaluate	  performance	  of	  container	  line	  
&	  assess	  efficiency	  of	  new	  glass	  clean	  up	  system	  
installed	  in	  2013	  

§  Impacts:	  Development	  of	  improvement	  opMons	  to	  
increase	  recovery	  rates	  
&	  decrease	  costs	  

§  More	  informaMon:	  	  
–  David.Yousif@Hamilton.ca	  
–  www.hamilton.ca	  	  
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Why	  the	  Container	  Line	  Audit?	  

§  Ensure	  glass	  clean-‐up	  system	  is	  working	  
§  IdenMfy	  post	  front-‐end	  improvement	  opportuniMes	  

–  Measure	  current	  sorMng	  efficiency	  &	  effecMveness	  
–  Provide	  improvement	  opMons	  
–  Develop	  cost	  models	  to	  incorporate	  recommendaMons	  
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The	  Glass	  Clean	  up	  System	  

§  Why	  the	  glass	  clean-‐up	  system?	  
–  ContaminaMon	  in	  glass	  stream	  ~50%	  (included	  high-‐value	  
recyclables)	  

–  Difficult	  &	  costly	  to	  market	  
§  Summer	  2013	  installaMon	  
§  Comprised	  of	  drum	  feeder,	  fines	  screen,	  ORSE	  screen,	  

eddy	  current,	  &	  bag	  breaker	  
§  Results	  indicate:	  

–  ContaminaMon	  reduced	  to	  8-‐10%	  NGR	  
–  Easier	  access	  to	  glass	  market	  
–  Capture	  of	  recyclables	  previously	  lost	  in	  glass	  stream	  
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Old	  Trommel	  

Old	  Glass	  

New	  Equipment	  

New	  Glass	  
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Looking	  for	  Next	  Improvement	  OpportuniMes	  
Step	  1:	  Container	  Line	  Audit	  	  
§  ObjecMve:	  Represent	  regular	  operaMons	  as	  closely	  as	  

possible	  
–  Run	  full	  scale	  tests	  
–  Empty	  all	  lines	  &	  bunkers	  on	  container	  side	  

§  Test:	  Ran	  ~2	  tonnes	  of	  material	  through	  container	  line	  
–  Once	  clear	  of	  lines,	  collect	  material	  from	  all	  bunkers/staMons	  
–  Audit	  bunker/staMon	  material	  to	  24	  material	  categories	  

§  Analysis:	  Process	  flow	  &	  mass	  balance	  models	  
–  Track	  material	  through	  facility	  &	  develop	  recommendaMons	  
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Current	  Container	  Line	  Process	  Flow	  
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Paper	  Packaging	  
4%	  

PlasScs	  
48%	  

Metals	  
14%	  

Glass	  
22%	  

Other	  
12%	  

Key	  Findings	  –	  Tip	  Floor	  ComposiMon	  (%)	  
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Key	  Findings	  –	  Equipment	  Performance	  

Equipment	   Target	  Material	   Expected	  
Efficiency	  

Measured	  
Efficiency	  

Fine	  Screen	   Glass	   -‐-‐	   98%	  

ORSE	  Screen	   Glass	   98%	   100%	  

Film	  Grabber	   PlasMc	  film	   30%	   0%	  

Magnet	  
Food	  &	  beverage	  

98%	  
98%	  

Aerosols	   100%	  

Eddy	  Current	  
Food	  &	  beverage	   98%	   86%	  

Foil,	  trays	  &	  aerosols	   68%	  

OpScal	  Sorter	  

PET	  boAles,	  jugs,	  jars	  

90-‐98%	  

77%	  

PET	  thermoforms	   84%	  

Gable	  top	  cartons	   89%	  

AsepMc	  cartons	   85%	  

Ice	  cream	  containers	   79%	  

Mixed	  plasMcs	  #4-‐7	   63%	  
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Key	  Findings	  –	  Material	  Capture	  Rates	  

§  Lower	  than	  expected	  
capture	  rates	  for	  high	  
value	  recyclables	  

§  HDPE	  currently	  sorted	  
manually	  at	  first	  2	  manual	  
sort	  staMons	  

§  High	  rates	  of	  PET	  &	  HDPE	  
in	  Mixed	  PlasMcs	  

Target	  Material	   Capture	  
Rate	  (%)	  

Aluminum	  food	  &	  
beverage	  cans	  

84%	  

Aluminum	  foil,	  trays	  &	  
aerosols	  

63%	  

PET	   73%	  

HDPE	   81%	  

Mixed	  PlasScs	   43%	  

Film	   55%	  

Cartons	   74%	  

Steel	  	   94%	  

Glass	   98%	  

mixed plastics 

PET  
Bottles 
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Key	  Findings	  –	  Revenue	  PotenMal	  

Materials	   Avail.	  
Tonnes	  

Capture	  
Rates	  (%)	  

Captured	  
(tonnes)	  

Expected	  
Revenue	  ($)	  

Actual	  
Revenue	  ($)	   Net	  Diff.	  ($)	  

Aluminum	  
Prime	  

626	   84%	   528	   $1,095,678	   $923,375	   ($172,302)	  

Aluminum	  
B-‐Grade	  

87	   63%	   54	   $98,489	   $61,683	   ($36,807)	  

PET	   2,842	   73%	   2,078	   $1,124,653	   $822,126	   ($302,527)	  

HDPE	   993	   81%	   806	   $606,551	   $492,733	   ($113,819)	  

Mixed	  
PlasMcs	  

1,406	   43%	   606	   $76,519	   $33,002	   ($43,517)	  

Film	   1,116	   55%	   615	   $0	   $0	   $0	  

Cartons	   376	   74%	   277	   $40,478	   $29,806	   ($10,671)	  

Steel	   1,372	   94%	   1,288	   $423,337	   $397,414	   ($25,924)	  

Glass	   3,100	   98%	   3,034	   ($85,396)	   ($83,579)	   $1,817	  

TOTAL	   11,917	   78%	   9,286	   $3,380,309	   $2,676,558	   ($703,751)	  
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Key	  Findings	  –	  Post-‐OpMcal	  Residue	  

Commodity	   Max.	  Revenue	  ($/
tonne)	  

Capture	  
Rates	  (%)	  

Reasonable	  
Revenue	  ($)	  

Aluminum	   $77,363	   74%	   $61,991	  

PET	   $88,660	   73%	   $64,811	  

HDPE	   $16,426	   81%	   $13,344	  
Mixed	  
PlasMcs	   $11,545	   43%	   $4,979	  

Cartons	   $2,366	   74%	   $1,742	  

Steel	  	   $1,672	   94%	   $1,570	  

Glass	   -‐$869	   98%	   -‐$850	  

Residue	   -‐$13,674	   64%	   -‐$8,758	  

TOTAL	   $183,489	   	  	   $138,829	  

§  Modest	  
recapture	  of	  
high	  value	  
recyclables	  in	  
opMcal	  sorter	  
residue	  would	  
yield	  ~
$140,000/	  
annually	  
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Main	  RecommendaMon	  

§  1a:	  Collect	  film	  through	  
alternaMve	  programs	  
–  Depots,	  return-‐to-‐retail,	  etc.	  

§  1b:	  Reconfigure	  film	  grabber	  
&	  install	  second	  opMcal	  sorter	  
–  Reconfigure	  film	  grabber	  
–  OpMcally	  sort	  HDPE	  containers	  
–  Repurpose	  exisMng	  staff	  to	  
reduce	  residue	  through	  

Optical Sorters 
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AlternaMve	  RecommendaMons	  

§  RecommendaMon	  2:	  Install	  residue	  return	  re-‐process	  
line	  
–  Reasonable	  revenue	  of	  ~$140,000	  can	  be	  generated	  from	  
reprocessing	  opMcal	  sorter	  residue	  

–  Based	  on	  conservaMve	  capture	  rates	  
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Next	  Steps	  

§  Develop	  price	  esMmate	  for	  implemenMng	  
recommendaMons	  

§  EsMmates	  will	  be	  used	  to	  set	  aside	  funds	  for	  2015	  
§  RFP/Tender	  	  
§  Ager	  chosen	  retrofit,	  carry	  out	  a	  post-‐mass	  balance	  
audit	  
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David	  Miles	  
Halton	  Region	  

	  

Expanded	  Blue	  Box	  Program	  
CIF	  Project	  Number	  #631.2	  
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Project	  Highlights:	  CIF	  Project	  #	  631.2	  

§  Project	  goal:	  	  
–  Expand	  BB	  program	  to	  include	  mixed	  plasMcs	  

§  AnMcipated	  impacts:	  	  
–  Increase	  tonnes/volume	  of	  BB	  material	  	  
–  Decrease	  residual	  material	  

§  More	  informaMon:	  	  
–  david.miles@halton.ca	  
–  www.halton.ca	  	  
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Why	  this	  Project?	  

§  November	  2011	  -‐	  Halton	  Regional	  Council	  approved	  
the	  2012-‐2016	  Solid	  Waste	  Management	  Strategy	  

§  6	  key	  components	  to	  increase	  waste	  diversion	  to	  65%	  
1.  Expand	  Blue	  Box	  Materials	  &	  Enhance	  Blue	  Box	  Capacity	  
2.  Enhance	  PromoMon,	  EducaMon	  &	  Outreach	  
3.  Enhance	  MulM-‐ResidenMal	  Waste	  Diversion	  
4.  Decrease	  Garbage	  Bag	  Limit	  &	  Introduce	  Bag	  Tags	  
5.  Enhance	  TexMle	  CommunicaMons	  
6.  Expand	  Special	  Waste	  Drop-‐Off	  Day	  Events	  
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Focus	  on	  First	  Key	  Component	  of	  SWMS	  

1.  Expand	  Blue	  Box	  Materials	  &	  Enhance	  BB	  Capacity	  

§  Allows	  Halton	  to:	  
–  Achieve	  diversion	  goal	  sooner	  
–  Implement	  changes	  at	  the	  same	  Mme	  
–  Create	  effecMve	  P&E	  campaign	  
–  Address	  confusion	  around	  what	  is	  &	  is	  not	  acceptable	  in	  
BB	  (e.g.	  Plant	  Pots	  &	  Trays)	  

–  Decrease	  amount	  of	  residual	  material	  
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Steps	  to	  ImplementaMon	  

1.  NegoMate	  with	  MRF	  Contractor	  
–  Change	  to	  unit	  price	  &	  contract	  term	  
–  AddiMon	  of	  new	  materials	  
–  Purchase,	  install	  &	  commission	  OpMcal	  Sort	  Line	  

2.  OperaMons	  
–  Establish	  plan	  to	  conMnue	  processing	  during	  installaMon	  

3.  Receive	  Council	  approval	  
4.  Develop	  &	  execute	  communicaMon	  strategy	   	   	  	  
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NegoMate	  with	  Contractor	  

§  SituaMon	  
–  Halton	  has	  an	  agreement	  to	  receive,	  market	  &	  process	  BB	  
material	  at	  privately	  owned	  &	  operated	  MRF	  	  	  

–  Desire	  to	  expand;	  add	  new	  BB	  materials	  

§  OpMons	  
1.  NegoMate	  contract	  amendment	  OR	  
2.  Wait	  Mll	  next	  contract	  
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AcMon	  Selected	  

§  SoluMon	  –	  amend	  current	  contract	  
–  Contract	  extension	  to	  2018;	  8	  à	  10	  years	  
–  Infrastructure	  upgrades	  for	  mixed	  plasMcs	  
–  AddiMon	  of	  paint	  cans	  &	  spiral	  wound	  containers	  

§  What	  made	  this	  possible?	  
1.  Council	  support	  –	  Approval	  2012	  –	  2016	  SWMS	  
2.  Strong	  business	  case	  –	  Reasonable	  payback	  period	  &	  

increased	  potenMal	  for	  revenue	  
3.  Willingness	  of	  MRF	  Contractor	  to	  incorporate	  new	  

opportuniMes,	  market	  material,	  &	  negoMate	  fairly	  
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Infrastructure	  upgrade	  OpMons	  

§  2	  opMons	  for	  upgrades	  
1.  Contractor	  purchase	  &	  install	  

•  New	  processing	  rate	  for	  municipality	  	  

2.  Cost	  sharing	  between	  Halton	  &	  contractor	  
•  Discounted	  processing	  rate	  for	  municipality	  relaMve	  to	  opMon	  1	  

§  Select	  opMon	  2	  –	  Key	  benefits	  
1.  Cheaper	  processing	  rate	  –	  $175,000	  /	  yr	  
2.  Funding	  from	  CIF	  for	  infrastructure	  &	  P&E	  
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Cost	  Share	  Between	  Halton	  &	  Contractor	  

§  Titech	  OpMcal	  Sort	  System	  
–  EffecMve	  capture	  of	  mixed	  plasMcs	  
–  Efficient	  sorMng	  for	  markets	  

§  Costs	  for	  equipment	  purchase	  &	  install	  
–  Budget	  –	  $1,060,000	  
–  Actual	  –	  $925,000	  	  

§  CIF	  funding	  
–  Equipment	  –	  $500,000	  
–  P&E	  –	  $80,000	  	  	  
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Picture	  of	  the	  opMcal	  sort	  equipment	  
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CommunicaMons	  Strategy	  
P&E	  CommunicaSon	  Tool	   Cost	  
Billboards	  &	  transit	  ads	   $80,994	  
Blue	  Box	  giveaway	  events	   $38,814	  
InformaMon	  Kits	   $54,287	  
Public	  Service	  Announcements	   $0.00	  
Total	   $174,095	  
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P&E	  –	  Look	  What’s	  NEW	  in	  Blue	  

Cineplex 
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Results	  

BB	  material	  (tonnes)	   2012	   AnScipated	  	   Actual	   2013	  

Mixed	  PlasMcs	  	   283	   100%	   223%	   915	  
Polycoat	  	   186	   0%	   56%	   290	  
Curbside	  BB	  	   41,943	   3%	   3.6%	   43,451	  
MulM-‐Res	  BB	   4,793	   2%	   2.7%	   4,922	  
Curbside	  GreenCart	   26,388	   5%	   6.5%	   28,116	  
Curbside	  Garbage	   64,323	   -‐3%	   -‐3.9%	   61,791	  
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Summary	  

§  Compliance	  with	  best	  pracMce	  –	  expansion	  of	  BB	  
acceptable	  materials	  &	  provision	  larger	  BBs	  	  

§  ConMnuous	  Improvement	  achieved	  by	  opMmizing	  
MRF	  &	  how	  material	  is	  collected	  curbside	  

§  Performance	  on	  Contract	  
–  Increased	  service	  
–  Increased	  revenue	  
–  No	  Net	  change	  in	  operaMng	  costs	  
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MaA	  Risko	  &	  Charles-‐ÉMenne	  Simard	  
Machinex	  

OpScal	  Sort	  Equipment	  for	  MRFs	  of	  Today	  
and	  Tomorrow	  
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Overview	  

§  The	  Business	  Case	  
§  EvoluMon	  of	  OpMcal	  SorMng	  –	  Hyperspectral	  Imaging	  
§  5	  Key	  Things	  to	  Understand	  About	  OpMcal	  Sorters	  
§  Conclusion:	  The	  Future	  of	  OpMcal	  SorMng	  
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§ Does	  it	  promote	  cost	  savings?	  
§  Is	  it	  less	  expensive	  than	  manual	  labour?	  	  	  
§ Does	  it	  increase	  diversion?	  

– Increases	  efficiency	  
– Increases	  diversion	  rates	  
– Increases	  quality	  of	  end	  product	  

– Reduces	  labour	  costs	  
– Reduces	  residue	  rates	  

The	  Business	  Case	  (1)	  
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– A	  person,	  over	  an	  8	  hour	  shig,	  
can	  average	  between	  100	  to	  
200	  kg/hour	  

Ø An	  opMcal	  sorMng	  unit	  can	  
process	  7000	  kg/hour	  of	  plasMc	  
and	  eject	  an	  average	  of	  3500	  
kg/hour	  

– 3%	  PET	  @	  25	  tonnes/hour	  
means	  750	  kg/hour,	  therefore	  5	  
sorters	  are	  required.	  

Ø An	  opMcal	  sorMng	  unit	  can	  
process	  750	  kg/hour	  &	  be	  	  
>90%	  efficient	  

The	  Business	  Case	  (2)	  
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EvoluSon	  of	  OpScal	  SorSng	  
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§  ConvenMonal	   Vis/NIR	   spectroscopy	   only	   provides	   point	  
or	   area	   measurements,	   and	   therefore	   cannot	   quanMfy	  
the	   spaMal	   variaMon	   or	   distribuMon	   of	   properMes	   and	  
aAributes	  in	  the	  product	  item.	  

§  Moreover,	   the	   technique	   is	   largely	   empirical,	   relying	  on	  
the	  development	  of	   calibraMon	  models	   relaMng	   spectral	  
informaMon	   to	   reference	   measurements	   that	   are	   ogen	  
destrucMve	  (Lu,	  2007).	  

§  Hyperspectral	  imaging	  is	  used	  to	  overcome	  these	  
limitaMons	  

Hyperspectral	  Imaging	  
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The	  HD	  (high-‐definiMon)	  version	  of	  Spectroscopy	  

ConvenSonal	  	  
Spectroscopy	  

Hyperspectral	  	  
Imaging	  

Hyperspectral	  Imaging	  
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5	  Key	  Things	  To	  Understand	  About	  	  
OpScal	  Sorters	  
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Your	  Input	  Affects	  Your	  Output	  

§  Mass	  feed	  systems	  require	  the	  waste	  stream	  to	  be	  
spread	  out	  in	  a	  single-‐layer	  over	  the	  width	  of	  a	  wide	  belt	  

§  2D	  is	  beAer	  than	  3D	  –	  Perforator/FlaAener	  

§  Constant	  and	  Regular	  Input	  Stream	  

§  Remove	  bulky	  objects	  &	  glass	  before	  OpMcs	  

§  The	  cleaner	  the	  material	  going	  in,	  the	  higher	  the	  purity	  
coming	  out	  



    n n n 260 

Efficiency	  VS	  Purity	  

Efficiency	  is	  how	  many	  pieces	  of	  a	  certain	  material	  visible	  on	  the	  
belt,	  are	  ejected	  by	  the	  opMcal	  sorter.	  	  
	  
Most	  manufacturers	  will	  guarantee	  anywhere	  from	  90-‐95%	  
efficiency,	  because	  the	  opMcal	  sorter	  is	  very	  good	  at	  seeing	  
something	  if	  it	  is	  visible	  on	  the	  belt.	  	  
	  
Purity	  is	  what	  the	  actual	  material	  stream	  looks	  like	  when	  it	  
comes	  out	  of	  the	  other	  side.	  	  
	  
The	  actual	  purity	  of	  the	  output	  is	  harder	  to	  guarantee	  as	  there	  
are	  a	  lot	  of	  variables	  in	  play	  that	  determines	  the	  final	  output	  	  
(ex:	  bi-‐products).	  	  
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What	  You	  See	  is	  What	  You	  Get	  

§  The	  OpMcal	  will	  only	  eject	  what	  it	  can	  see	  
§  At	  least	  25%	  of	  the	  object	  surface	  to	  be	  ejected	  must	  
be	  visible	  

§  Black	  or	  dark	  objects	  on	  black	  belt	  
§  Product	  with	  liquid/ice	  inside	  
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We	  SSll	  Need	  Manual	  Labour	  	  

§  Humans	  are	  safe	  for	  now!	  
§  QC	  staMons	  are	  required	  (ex:	  thermoform	  PET)	  
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It’s	  a	  Million	  Dollar	  Investment	  	  

§  OpMcal	  Unit	  
§  Speed	  Belt	  
§  Compressor	  
§  Transfer	  Conveyors	  
§  Structure,	  pla�orms,	  maintenance	  access	  
§  Civil	  work,	  building	  permits,	  enclosures	  
§  Delivery	  &	  installaMon	  
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§  Hyperspectral	  imaging	  equals:	  
– Wood	  classificaMon	  (C&D,	  MSW,…)	  
–  Boxboard	  classificaMon	  from	  paper	  stream.	  
– Much	  more	  to	  come…but	  it	  is	  a	  secret	  	  

Future	  of	  OpScal	  SorSng	  
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More	  informaMon:	  	  
mrisko@machinexrt.ca	  

www.machinextechnologies.com	  
	  

Thank	  You!	  
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Enjoy	  Your	  Break	  
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Mike	  BireA,	  CIF	  (Moderator)	  
Wesley	  AbboA,	  City	  of	  London	  

Rob	  Cook,	  Ontario	  Waste	  Management	  AssociaMon	  
Gary	  EvereA,	  CIF	  

Procurement,	  ContracSng	  &	  Management:	  
Working	  Toward	  BeWer	  PracSces	  
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Working	  Towards	  BeAer	  PracMces	  

Why	  are	  procurement	  &	  contract	  management	  
important?	  
	  
§  It’s	  where	  we	  spend	  the	  most	  $	  for	  contracted	  
services	  
–  ~44%	  curbside	  &	  depot	  collecMon	  
–  ~22%	  processing	  
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Municipal	  ConsideraMons	  

§  Cost=compeMMve	  rates	  
§  Predictability	  in	  pricing	  
§  Consistent	  service	  delivery	  	  
standard	  

§  ConMngency	  
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Contractor	  ConsideraMons	  

§  Capital	  allocaMon	  
§  Flexibility	  to	  package	  	  
up	  service	  cost-‐	  
effecMvely	  

§  Balance	  of	  risk	  	  
§  Fair	  compeMMon	  
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Steward	  ConsideraMons	  

§  OpMmizaMon	  
§  Capture	  rates	  
§  Expansion	  of	  targeted	  	  
material	  lists	  	  

§  Program	  harmonizaMon	  	  
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Where	  Are	  We	  at	  Odds?	  –	  Performance	  SecuriMes	  	  

§  Purpose:	  	  Provide	  insurance	  for	  the	  municipality	  
should	  a	  service	  contract	  be	  breached	  or	  terminated	  
	  

§  Problem:	  	  	  
–  So	  many	  different	  opMons	  –	  which	  one	  do	  you	  choose?	  
– What	  is	  the	  correct	  $	  amount	  to	  set?	  
	  

§  SoluMon:	  	  
–  Bond	  minimum	  carrying	  amount	  to	  reflect	  replacement	  
contract	  unMl	  new	  RFP	  issued	  &	  awarded	  
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Where	  are	  we	  at	  Odds?	  –	  Statement	  of	  Work	  
(SOW)	  

§  Purpose:	  Defines	  performance	  standards	  &	  shapes	  
service	  delivery	  model	  
	  

§  Problem:	  	  
–  PrescripMve	  statements	  limit	  innovaMon	  
–  Insufficient	  detail	  inflates	  contractor	  risk	  
	  

§  SoluMon:	  Provide	  informaMon	  re:	  historical	  
composiMon	  &	  volume	  incl.	  residuals	  
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Where	  Are	  We	  at	  Odds?	  –	  RFP	  CirculaMon	  Timeline	  

§  Purpose:	  Provide	  adequate	  Mme	  for	  bidder	  to	  develop	  
business	  case	  	  
	  

§  Problem:	  	  
–  Contract	  requires	  significant	  capital	  investment	  (e.g.	  trucks)	  	  
–  Insufficient	  Mme	  for	  contractors	  to	  allocate	  capital	  for	  best	  
business	  case	  
	  

§  SoluMon:	  	  
–  Extend	  Mmelines	  or	  change	  capital	  requirements	  for	  service	  
contract	  

–  Allow	  older	  vehicles,	  cheaper	  alternaMves	  
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Where	  Are	  We	  at	  Odds?	  –	  EvaluaMon	  	  

§  Purpose:	  Provide	  for	  fair	  assessment	  of	  technical	  
(nonfinancial)	  &	  financial	  components	  of	  prospecMve	  
bids	  
	  

§  Problem:	  CompeMMon	  skewed	  when	  compliance	  with	  
technical	  components	  misrepresented	  &	  pricing	  set	  
unrealisMcally	  low	  
	  

§  SoluMon:	  Increased	  accountability	  to	  demonstrate	  past	  
successful	  performance	  	  
–  Must	  verify	  contractor	  was	  not	  assessed	  liquidated	  damages	  &	  
did	  not	  seek	  contract	  amendment	  because	  they	  underbid	  &	  
couldn’t	  cover	  costs	  
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Where	  Are	  We	  at	  Odds?	  –	  Shared	  Risks	  

§  Purpose:	  Provide	  for	  balance	  of	  risk	  between	  
Municipality	  &	  Contractor	  in	  face	  of	  changing	  
economic	  circumstances	  over	  contract	  	  
	  

§  Problem:	  Without	  mechanism	  to	  share	  escalaMng	  
operaMng	  costs,	  expense	  falls	  on	  1	  party	  
–  usually	  the	  municipality	  
	  

§  SoluMon:	  Establish	  operaMng	  reserve	  fund	  
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Where	  Are	  We	  at	  Odds?	  –	  Performance	  	  

§  Purpose:	  	  
–  Provide	  recourse	  for	  breach	  of	  service	  delivery	  standard	  
–  IncenMvize	  acMon	  that	  exceeds	  established	  standards	  
	  

§  Problem:	  	  
–  Adherence	  to	  established	  service	  delivery	  standards	  
–  Focus	  on	  negaMve	  i.e.,	  managing	  breach	  vs.	  incenMvizing	  
performance	  	  	  
	  

§  SoluMon:	  	  Establish	  incenMves	  
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Where	  Do	  We	  Go	  From	  Here?	  

§  Establish	  BeAer	  PracMces	  
– What’s	  to	  be	  gained	  from	  BeAer	  PracMces?	  	  

§  How	  to	  establish	  them	  
–  Should	  CIF	  facilitate	  process	  to	  review	  the	  model	  RFPs	  	  
with	  OWMA,	  MunicipaliMes,	  &	  Stewards?	  

§  Municipal	  ‘Buy	  –In’	  
–  Are	  there	  concerns?	  
– What	  are	  the	  obstacles	  to	  compliance?	  
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Closing	  Remarks	  
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Thank	  you	  to	  our	  speakers	  &	  all	  aWendees!	  
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Don’t	  forget	  to	  sign	  up	  for	  P&E	  Training	  
WaiMng	  List	  

Slides	  &	  Archive	  at	  ORW	  webpage	  
Please	  complete	  next	  week’s	  ORW	  Survey	  
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See	  You	  in	  the	  Spring!	  


