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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Town of Cochrane (Town) and communities along HWY 11 north situated in the northeastern region
of Ontario are confronted with unique waste management challenges such as small population bases over
which to share-out program costs and high transportation expenses due to the long distance to haul
recyclable material to recovery facilities (MRFs) and markets. The Town had a long standing service
arrangement with the Cochrane Temiskaming Waste Management Board (CTWMB) which provided
residents with depot recycling services. Town residents and staff were dissatisfied with the level of service
this provided as diversion performance was poor, residents were limited with what they could recycle,
and garbage services were more convenient which encouraged landfilling behaviors. Following
recommendations from a study conducted by the Continuous Improvement Fund (CIF# 170), the Town
ended the arrangement with the CTWMB and implemented an automated collection program. The
primary goals of this project work were to: increase diversion of Blue Box materials from landfill by
providing Town residents with a single stream curbside recycling program and construction of a local
transfer station to allow for cost efficient shipping of materials to distant MRFs.
Implementation of this work included:





Automated side loading arm (ASL) install on collection vehicle
Recycling cart purchase and distribution (3,000 - 96 gallon carts)
Transfer station (TS) design and construction
Promotion and Education (P&E) campaign for the new program rollout

The actual total costs to implement the new program were approximately $325,000. The TS represents a
cost effective solution for implementation of the new program, achieved by innovations in the TS wall
structure (5 intermodal shipping containers) roof (a semi-transparent membrane cover), and loading
platform (which allowed for loading of 53’ shipping containers). The ASL install, cart distribution, and TS
construction were all completed on time and the new program began August 20 2012.
Town staff overcame several obstacles in the rollout of the new program, including: not all addresses had
been accounted for in preparation of cart distribution, staff had to develop new routes and schedules for
vehicle operators, the tracking system for the RFID enabled carts worked ineffectively, issues with rolling
stock breakdown (collection vehicle and TS loader tire flats), hauling inefficiencies, and the shutdown of
the contracted recyclables processor (MRF).
Staff deem the project a success, as diversion has increased remarkably: from 108 metric tonnes (2010)
to 502 metric tonnes (2014). The new program provides residents with a level of service that encourages
participation and staff are able to report that the efficiency of the Blue Box program (in terms of cost per
tonne) is as efficient as the previous depot service. In 2010 the cost per tonne for Blue Box service was
$452.41 and in 2014 was $472.28. To continue this success, the Town is exploring opportunities to partner
with surrounding municipalities and act as a hub for the transfer of recyclable material to distant MRFs.
For more information on this project, please contact:
Shane Skinner│ Director of Operations and Infrastructure│ Town of Cochrane
o: 705-272-5064│ e: shane.skinner@cochraneontario.com
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1

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

1.1

Municipal demographics

The Town of Cochrane (Town) is located in Northern Ontario at the junction of Hwy 11 North and Hwy 11
West. The town has a population of 5, 073 with a total of 2, 677 households; 2, 577 of which are
considered single family. The total land area of the municipality is 539.2 km2
Figure 1: Map of Northeastern Ontario

1.2

Previous recycling program: Cochrane Temiskaming Waste Management Board

Recycling services for the Town, prior to the implementation of this project, were provided by the
Cochrane Temiskaming Waste Management Board (CTWMB). The CTWMB established in 1995 by 16
member municipalities along the Northeastern Highway 11 corridor. The CTWMB managed all aspects of
Blue Box recycling in the area and provided services to municipalities through a depot collection system.
The on-site recycling bins at the Recycling Depot were collected on a regular schedule with each on-site
container being manually dumped into a larger segregated chamber of a collection vehicle and
transported to a CTWMB Material Recovery Facility in Kapuskasing, ON (figure 2 below).
The Town’s Depot system included 6 bins that were contained on site. Residents could drop off materials
including: old corrugated cardboard (OCC), old boxboard (OBB), aluminum and steel cans and PETE &
HDPE plastic containers (pictured in Figure 2). The cost of services provided by the CTWMB were shared
equitably among municipalities on a per household basis. In 2012, the cost per household for this service
was $21.00 per household and the Town’s share amounted to $51,744 (2,464 households).

2

Figure 2: Interior of Kapuskasing MRF
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While the CTWMB operated Blue Box services, the Town operated a weekly curbside garbage collection
service for residential and commercial properties, with a rear packing vehicle which was complemented
by smaller 5 and half tonne vehicles during peak times. The Town of Cochrane allowed residents to put
out 4 bags of garbage to the curb. There is a one dollar charge for “bag tags” which could be purchased
at Town Hall if a resident was in need of extra pick-up. There was also an assortment of tipping fees that
were allocated at the town Landfill site for residents, non-residents or businesses who chose to haul their
own garbage to the landfill site.
In 2010, the Continuous Improvement Fund (CIF), at the request of the Town of Cochrane, conducted a
review of operations to increase the effectiveness of their depot based program (CIF #170). Using 2009
data from the CTWMB, the study identified the Town’s share of recyclable materials diverted from landfill
at 108 metric tonnes. The levy paid by the Town in 2009 was $47,580 or a net cost of $441 per tonne.
The results of this study indicated:
1
2
3

A curbside recycling program would be cost effective
Diversion of recyclable material from landfill would improve significantly
Ability to expand the list of targeted recyclable materials to include Glass, Aseptic and
Polycoat containers, Empty and dry paint cans, Metal, Aerosol containers and Aluminum
foils, plates and trays

This conclusion was predicated on purchase of a new 60/40 split collection vehicle which Town staff would
operate to collect Blue Box recycling and garbage using an automated cart system. The Town applied for
funding from the CIF to implement the automated curbside collection program and build a transfer station
for managing the Blue Box materials (CIF #616.8).

Figure 3: Previous Town depot program under CTWMB
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1.3

Project Description

1.3.1

Collection vehicle

The proposed waste management system consists of weekly curbside collection of both garbage and
recyclable materials. Collection is offered to single and multi-family households. The Town made the
decision to purchase a side loading collection vehicle rather than a rear packing vehicle. An Automated
Side Loading (ASL) collection vehicle would facilitate pick-up, reduce the amount of town employees
working collection each day and help prevent injuries to employees. The collection vehicle was a 2012
Labrie Expert 2000T Helping Handle Comingle from Joe Johnson Equipment.
Recycling and Garbage was to be collected on the same day by side loading fully automated collection
vehicles. 60% of the load is dedicated to garbage and 40% to recycling. This allocation is optimal to the
Town as the distance to the town landfill site is significantly further than the distance to the recycling
transfer station. The allocation minimizes time spent on the road hauling material to drop off locations
and maximizes time spent actually collecting.
1.3.2

Collection containers

Under a cart collection program, each household would receive their own 360 L Recycling bin with Multi
Family residences receiving an amount of carts based on the needs of the location. The municipality chose
to select a bin that was roughly twice the size of the waste carts available to residents. Residents are
permitted to place one 180 L garbage cart at curbside on their collection day with the recycling cart. The
belief was that the larger sized carts would further encourage residents to participate in the recycling
program, at the same time they allow for bulkier items like cardboard and polystyrene foam to easily be
included in the load.
The size of the recycling carts also made it possible for the largest families to participate as they have
enough space to place all of their recycling. At the same time people living in smaller households or
seniors can fill their cans over time and only place them to the curb when full. Any resident who has extra
garbage bags that will not fit into the green waste cart may still purchase “bag-tags” at the Town Hall,
which identifies to the Operator that he must leave the vehicle in order to collect the garbage.
1.3.3

List of targeted materials

As an advantage of the new system, the Town expanded the list of acceptable recyclable materials
Whereas the depot system only allowed for the collection of OCC, OBB, aluminum and steel cans, and
PETE & HDPE, the new system would accept Glass, Aseptic and Polycoat containers, Empty and dry paint
cans, Metal, Aerosol containers and Aluminum foils, plates and trays.
1.3.4

Transfer Station upgrades

The decision was made to build a transfer station to store the recyclable materials prior to shipping to
SANITRI in Rouyn-Noranda Quebec. Excavation of entire site which was built on municipally owned land
was completed by Ray & Sons Excavating. The Transfer Station was built by ADUVO STUDIOS Inc.; whom
installed 5 used 40 foot shipping containers that became the wall structure. Also installed was a 20 ft.
wide by 16 ft. steel roll up door where the collection vehicle enters to empty recycling. Finally installed is
a BMEC certified 12.1 ounce poly weave XL membrane for structure on top and ends. Concrete walls
surround the drive up ramp which was built to facilitate loading of 53’ trailer. A drive up ramp was
constructed of fine grading prep and asphalt pavement supplied by Miller Paving Northern. The Site was
built in the summer of 2012 and took roughly one month to complete.
The facility is unlike a traditional transfer station as there are no utilities on site and is exempt from costly
reporting requirements. The Town consulted with the local Ministry of the Environment District Office
5

with respect to approvals required for the facility and, specifically, to determine if the site required an
Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA) under the Ontario Environmental Protection Act; Appendix A
contains the decision flow diagram for Waste Disposal Site exemption from Regulation 101/94. In
accordance with Ontario Regulation 101/94 (O. Reg. 101/94), Recycling and Composting of Municipal
Waste, this site was exempt from requiring an ECA. With exemption, the Town was able to save costs on
application and reporting work for the build and thereafter.

Figure 4: Town of Cochrane recyclables transfer station

The construction of the transfer station was completed in July, 2012 and has been in operation since that
time. The transfer station only accepts source separated recyclables from the Town’s curbside collection
fleet and the occasional load of source separated recyclables from the commercial sector (i.e. cardboard).
The site does not have a weigh scale and tonnages are reported to the Town by their contracted Material
Recovery Facility (MRF) following shipment from the transfer station.
1.3.5

Transfer of recyclables

The recycling generated curbside is deposited at the transfer station where a loader can pack the materials
while they are being stored in anticipation of hauling. On a by-weekly basis a 53’ foot trailer arrives at the
Cochrane Public works department which is then filled by loader. The recyclable materials are then hauled
from Cochrane to the MRF for processing.
1.3.6

Selection of a MRF for Recyclables Processing

The Town made the decision to end their contract with the Cochrane Temiskaming Waste Management
Board depot system and begin a curbside program run by the municipality and initially recycling was sent
to SANITRI in Rouyn-Noranda, Quebec.
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1.3.7

Promotion & Education to support new program roll out

The Town created a communication plan for Blue Box P&E to support the new program rollout. The P&E
plan included:




setting up booths at public events in order to discuss the program directly to residents
newspaper and radio advertisements to give further information on the impending program
information packages delivered with each bin

The program’s start date was August 20th 2013. The results of this project were are contained in the report
for CIF project #616.12 and samples of this material are contained in Appendix B – F.

1.3.8

Staff Training

Employees were trained on the ASL vehicle prior to the program’s beginning. Carts were placed in the
back of the public works yard and employees drove to each bin in preparation of the beginning of the
program. Ample training time for the employees was scheduled; on average each operator had 3 shifts to
learn to properly operate the vehicle. A total of approximately 80 hours of training on the new recycling
program, system operations and equipment was given to each employee involved in the program.

Figure 6: Municipal collection vehicle. Driver training day
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2

IMPLEMENTATION

2.1

Project Budget

Table 1: Project budget, actual expenditures, and differences between budget and actual

Item
Automation of collection vehicle
Recycling carts – 3,000 carts @ $50.90 / cart
Transfer station upgrades
Compactor unit at Transfer Station
Promotion & Education
Contingency
Total project costs

Budget
$46,000
$156,200
$152,700
$105,000
$10,000
$25,000
$494,900

2.2

Discussion of Variations from Budget

2.2.1

Why was automation of truck cheaper than expected?

Actual
$20,360
$152,700
$147,203
0
$4,765
0
325,028

Variation
-$25,640
-$3,500
-$5,497
-$105,000
-$5,235
-$25,000
-$169,872

The automation of the truck was less than expected since the municipality applied for the funding
anticipating adding the automation to our existing rear packer truck. The Town budgeted for a new dual
stream automated truck with the cart tipping automation added to the RFP. As this was then included in
the building of the truck versus a retrofit the cost was less.
2.2.2

Why were recycling carts cheaper than expected?

The carts cost was more than expected but the number required were less as we went with the 95gallon
recycling bin size due to the automated arm being added to the dual stream truck. This allowed to handle
the material with automation and not manually.
2.2.3

Why didn’t a compactor get put in? Why it was not needed?

The cost of the compactor and the annual maintenance was a deterrent. A review was conducted with
the City of Timmins and in our discussions they informed us they were averaging 14 tonnes with a
compaction trailer. When we started the project it was more cost effective to hire a transport with an
open walking floor trailer to haul the material. Town staff are able to compact the recycling, by driving
the loader over the material repeatedly, and then load the material in to the trailer and achieve an average
of 18+tonnes compacted per load; see Table 2 for 2014 average transfer haul load weight statistics.

2.3

Implementation Challenges

2.3.1

Cart rollout

The list of addresses given before the delivery of the carts was not complete and therefore there has been
a lot of adjusting and adding of carts to certain locations. This has been accomplished mostly by residents
who call into the public works department and request that carts be delivered to them.
2.3.1.1 How many addresses were missed?
The amount of addresses that missed were not registered as multi-residential dwellings approximately
25.
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2.3.1.2 How did you get carts out to these addresses?
Once the rate payer changed the assessment to multi-residence. The tax department sent notification of
the change and we assigned the carts to the tenants. The route driven by the operator has therefore also
been altered and also expanded upon as the weeks go on and the program progresses.
2.3.2

Scheduling vehicle operators

There have been deviations from the original work schedules for employees. Under the former program
the work week would consist of Monday-Friday from 7am-3pm for 3 employees. Cochrane has a long
rural route, prior to the implantation of the new waste management system the rural route would be
completed by not only the rear packing vehicle but also with a half-tonne for the more secluded residents
(adding a 4th employee to Mondays and Tuesdays).
Due to the greater distances being travelled by a single vehicle and to ensure proper maintenance of the
equipment, the shifts on Monday-Thursday had to be extended to a 10 hour shift with Friday remaining
an 8 hour shift. Shift and route alterations have been a constant work in progress since the
implementation of the program.
2.3.3

RFID monitoring issues

It has been more difficult to monitor the output of residential and commercial properties. The Town of
Cochrane purchased a computer software program from Lateral Innovations which was intended to be
the main source of monitoring for the new cart system. The carts delivered to each address have been
fitted with a RFID tag which gives out an account number and GPS location attributed to each address and
bin. These tags were scanned and added to a program when the carts were delivered. With this new
program the operator of the collection vehicle should be able to view (via the camera on the truck) what
is collected in the recycling bin at each address. If the driver notices an issue of contamination, poor bin
placement, or damaged bin, he/she should be able to simply use the touch screen computer mounted in
the vehicle to select the address and identify the issue. This message should then be immediately
transferred to the Public Works office where a notice can be delivered to the resident explaining the issue.
Unfortunately, throughout the first year of the program the software has worked sporadically at best and
therefore the operators have had to rely on visual inspections of the carts and manual record
noncompliance issues. Then staff can deliver notifications as per attached Appendix H. This computer
system has not yet worked properly and the tags have not been continually read which has forced the
municipality to use manual inspections by employees to properly monitor the effectiveness of the
recycling program.
2.3.4

Compaction and hauling inefficiencies

Loader Operators were not loading enough recycling into 53’ trailer at beginning of program. The weights
per loads at the start of the program was approximately 14 tonnes. To better the compaction efforts
when the collection vehicle dumps a load of recycling, the loader operator now compacts the materials
prior to pushing the material into the holding area. This has increased the compaction 18 to 20 tonnes per
load. This has significantly improved the amount of material, per haul, that the Town is able to ship for
processing as indicated in Table 2 on the next page.
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Table 2: Transfer hauls of blue box recyclables during 2014 operations

DATE

Material Recovery Facility

January 13/14
Northern Environmental Solutions, Timmins ON
January 22/14
Northern Environmental Solutions, Timmins ON
February 2/14
Northern Environmental Solutions, Timmins ON
February 14/14
Northern Environmental Solutions, Timmins ON
February 26/14
Northern Environmental Solutions, Timmins ON
March 18/14
Northern Environmental Solutions, Timmins ON
March 18/14
City of Guelph, Guelph ON
April 8/14
Northern Environmental Solutions, Timmins ON
April 28/14
City of Guelph, Guelph ON
May 12/14
City of Guelph, Guelph ON
May 27/14
City of Guelph, Guelph ON
June 13/14
City of Guelph, Guelph ON
June 26/14
City of Guelph, Guelph ON
July 9/14
City of Guelph, Guelph ON
July 17/14
City of Guelph, Guelph ON
July 30/14
City of Guelph, Guelph ON
August 13/14
City of Guelph, Guelph ON
August 19/14
City of Guelph, Guelph ON
September 11/14
City of Guelph, Guelph ON
September 18/14
City of Guelph, Guelph ON
September 25/14
City of Guelph, Guelph ON
October 8/14
City of Guelph, Guelph ON
October 22/14
City of Guelph, Guelph ON
November 05/14
City of Guelph, Guelph ON
November 20/14
City of Guelph, Guelph ON
December 4/14
City of Guelph, Guelph ON
December 18/14
City of Guelph, Guelph ON
December 23/14
City of Guelph, Guelph ON
Total number of transfer hauls for 2014
Total tonnes of recyclables hauled for processing
Average transfer haul load weight (Tonnes)

2.3.5

Tonnes
20.36
17.77
18.44
17.31
17.96
20.67
18.00
20.66
17.90
20.24
17.66
17.80
18.12
17.89
21.14
18.82
17.39
19.53
22.95
19.75
21.89
19.58
22.73
21.79
18.82
20.35
21.50
18.44
28
545.46
19.48

Collection vehicle breakdowns

The collection vehicle has experienced several separate break downs. The total cost for 2012 for the
International truck was $12,800 over and above the warranty. This was primarily due to the new emissions
and environmental systems on the truck. The alternative to the dual stream truck was the use of 5 tons
trucks and loaders to collect carts. This is not a satisfactory fix, another truck would be more effective not
only for the cost but for the liability of workers possibly getting injured.
10

2.3.6

Loader tires

Tires on the loader were being punctured by broken glass while managing materials in the transfer station.
Staff purchased wingfill tires in order to prevent punctures at a cost of approximately $11,000. The new
tires have an estimated useful life 10 years given the low amount of use and the tires have been
performing as expected.
2.3.7

P&E opportunities

There are a lack of viable opportunities to complete adequate promotion and education to the general
public in Cochrane. Newspaper, radio and television advertisements do not reach all residents.
P&E efforts for the Corporation of the Town of Cochrane were a multi- tiered effort to create awareness
of the new curbside recycling program. The awareness and excitement generated by The Town’s public
awareness blitz was supported by tangible information that was easy to understand for all of Cochrane’s
residents. The information given to the public can be separated as direct and indirect tactics.
Direct information included:







Information packages included with each
set of bins during household delivery.
These packages included a brochure with
a materials list and tips.
A more detailed package which included
more information on tips, frequently
asked questions regarding the new
curbside program and bin set up.
A fridge magnet (4 x 6 inches) which could
be placed in each household
A list of the accepted plastics based on
their recycling numbers and a list of
examples for each number

Indirect information included:






Newspaper and Radio advertising that
included information on important dates
(start date, holidays) as well as tips to
proper recycling.
Display booth at local events (trade show,
fall fair) for public outreach. Staff could
field answers for questions and possible
concerns.
Presentations at local schools, pictured on
next page

The majority of the information packages were read and understood by residents but not all. In order to
combat any misunderstand or other barriers to recycling, the municipality has had to continue to promote
he proper way to recycle, as well as act vigilantly in inspecting carts and materials at the transfer station
to try and remove any unacceptable material before it is sent away to be processed.
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Figure 5: Staff presenting to children at local area school

2.3.8

Ongoing monitoring activities

In terms of monitoring the recycling program during collection, drivers look for:




a lack of recyclables and more waste
no recycling bins out for several weeks
waste and recycling bins used for materials other than household waste

An example of the visual inspections completed by drivers are photographed in Figure 6 below. Note, the
photograph on the left contains plastic bags which are not accepted in the Town’s recycling program. As
such, this resident would receive a notice from Town Staff noting the materials that are not accepted in
the recycling program and providing additional resources to remove barriers to proper recycling.

Figure 6: Visual inspection of recycling carts
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3

RESULTS

To evaluate the effectiveness of the new Blue Box program, the Town monitored the following activities





Recyclable materials diverted from landfill
Collection program operations
Transfer Station operations
Haul and processing of recyclables

The program was fully implemented, and began operation, August 20th 2012.

3.1

Recyclable materials diverted from landfill

Under the former recycling depot system with the Cochrane Temiskaming Waste Management Board,
108 tonnes of recyclable materials were collected in 2011. This is a calculated amount based on an
allocation of materials diverted from the entire northern node of the CTWMB on a per household basis.
Following implementation of this project, the Town was able to recycle 477 tonnes of material in the first
twelve months of operation. A monthly breakdown of the first twelve months tonnes diverted is
presented in Figure 7 below. In 2014, the Town continued this trend and diverted 502 tonnes of
recyclables.
70
60

Weight in Tonnes

50
40
11-'12
12-'13

30
20
10
0
Aug

Sep

Oct

Nov

Dec

Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

Jul

Average

Figure 7: Recyclable materials collected Pre (CTWMB allocation) and Post (Town curbside service)

3.2

Collection Program Operations

Under the new curbside program 1 employee is needed to operate the collection vehicle with the
automated arm. Due to the length of rural concession roads and lack of space in some downtown
laneways, a 2nd employee is needed to assist the operator. The total costs to operate the collections
component of the Town’s Blue Box program was $124,959 for 2014. A full cost breakdown is presented
in Table 2, below.
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Table 3: Costs to operate cart collection program

Waste Management
(2014)

Item
Staffing requirements
Supervisor
Collection vehicle operator
Collection vehicle assistant
Administration staff
Maintenance staff
Equipment and Fuel
Collection vehicle - Fuel
Equipment repairs
Amortization
Collection vehicle amortization
Collection carts amortization
Total collection costs

$
$

71,014.09
71,014.09

Blue Box Recycling
(2014)
$
$
$
$
$

35,507.05
35,507.05
-

$
$
$
$

38,900.40
25,933.60

$
$
$

19,450.20
12,966.80
103,431.09

In order to monitor if residents are following the bylaw the Town purchased the aforementioned
monitoring system from Lateral Innovations. The monitoring system has not worked properly since being
introduced. Therefore, rather than having set-out information collected electronically, the Town must
continue to rely solely on the visual examinations of the operators. Following the rollout of the new
program, staff completed a set-out study to determine program use in the Town (Table 2). Staff observed
residents to have set out recycling for collection at over 90% of households in the Town’s service area.
Total recycling per days is 9 hours and 1 hours for fleet maintenance.

Table 4: Set out and participation study

Day/Route Area

Time/ Shift

# of
Addresses

# of Carts

Participation

Full
Loads

Monday

Glackmeyer (rural)

7am- 5pm

352

412

85%

3

Tuesday

Organize (rural) + 6 Multi Family Units

7am- 5pm

220

252

87%

2

Wednesday

West Annex- 7th Avenue

7am- 5pm

405

435

93%

3

Thursday

8th Avenue- 14th Avenue

7am-5pm

496

515

96%

4

Friday

15th Avenue- Hillcrest

7am-3pm

458

516

89%

3

3.3

Transfer Station Operations

The new facility was constructed and operational as of August 2012. The facility is different than a
traditional transfer station in terms of the materials used in construction and that there are no
hydro/electrical services on site. The facility was constructed to be cost effective and meet the needs of
a program that manages a relatively small amount of material. A picture of the collection vehicle dropping
recyclable materials into the TS is presented on the next page.
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Figure 8: Collection vehicle dropping a load of recyclable material at the Town TS

Traditional transfer station costs are in the range of $1-2M for a 2,500 tonne per year facility, instead the
Town’s transfer station cost approximately $150,000 to design and construct to manage the 500 tonnes
per year generated by our residents.
Table 5: Annual Transfer Station costs

Item
Staffing requirements
Site Supervisor
Loader Operator
Labour
Maintenance Staff
Administration Staff
Equipment, Utilities, and Fuel
Front End Loader - Lease
Front End Loader - Fuel
Utilities (water, electricity, natural gas)
Maintenance and other costs
Building, road, site work
Administration, legal, accounting costs
Total TS operating costs
Annual capital amortization
Total TS annual costs
Tonnes of recyclables
Cost per tonne

Forecasted

Actual (2014)

$
$
$
$

7,752.00
7,655.45
1,040.00
5,103.63

$ 10,564.40
$ 6,142.70
-

$

1,360.97

$

1,278.44

$
$

4,374.54
2,373.84
-

$

3,114.69
-

$
$
$
$

748.25
2,430.30
32,839.00
7,450.00

$ 21,100.23
$ 7,360.15

$

40,289.00

$ 28,460.38

500

502

$

80.58

$

56.69
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The strategy to construct what was needed, to service cost efficiency, is translated into the operation of
the Transfer Station. The Town is committed to operating as cost effectively as possible and reportedly
manages materials at approximately $30 / tonne. The full breakdown for costs to operate the transfer
station on an annual basis, providing 2014 reported costs, is presented in Table 5 above.

3.4

Haul and Processing Arrangements

3.4.1

Sanitri – Rouyn, QC.

Initially, materials were hauled on a bi-weekly basis to SANITRI in Rouyn. This is a 3 year backhaul contract
set at $835 per haul (year 1), $860.05 per haul (year 2), and $885.85 per haul (year 3). The cost to ship
recycling to SANITRI was $75 per ton = $35, 764.52. In the first year under Cochrane’s curbside program
the cost was $40,413.93 for shipping and processing of materials at SANITRI in Rouyn.
3.4.2

City of Guelph MRF

Following the shutdown of the MRF in Rouyn, staff elected to ship materials to the City owned MRF in
Guelph, ON. Due to market conditions, Town staff were able to secure revenue of $30 per tonne of
material shipped to the Guelph MRF (2014 revenues totaled $23,657), which offset the cost of hauling
such a long distance. Alternatively, staff would have shipped material to MRFs in either Timmins or North
Bay, which would offer cheaper shipping costs but would result in paying operators between $60 – 100
per tonne of material. In 2014, it cost the Town $83,519 to ship materials to the City.
3.4.3

Northern Environmental Solutions (NES) – Timmins, ON

In 2014, the Town did ship some materials to Northern Environmental Solutions (NES) in Timmins, Ontario.
The Town sent the recycling to Northern Environmental Solutions temporally as Sanitri closed. Once we
requested quotations from various depots, the town proceeded in sending the recycling to Guelph due to
cost savings (Why did you do this?) Processing costs, Timmins and Sudbury were both charging from $95
per ton to process whereas Guelph was paying $30 per ton to process. This offset any increase costs in
the transportation that we incurred due to shipping.

3.5

Total Blue Box program costs

In 2010, the management fees from the Cochrane Temiskaming Waste Management Board were $48,
860. The Northern node of the CTWMB allocated 108 metric tonnes of recyclables to the Town through
aper household calculation. In 2014, the Town incurred total costs of $260,742 to provide Blue Box
recycling to residents using the automated cart collection program. This cost was offset somewhat by
processing revenues in the amount of $23,657 for a program net cost of $237,085.
Table 6: Blue Box program comparison: depot vs curbside

Net Cost
Tonnes
Net Cost / Tonne
Households serviced
Cost per household

2010
48,860
108
$
452.41
2,677
$
18.25
$

2014
$ 237,085
502
$ 472.28
2,677
$
88.56
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4

CONCLUSIONS

4.1

Summary

Key improvements to the Town of Cochrane’s recycling program include:




Improved accessibility and reduced sorting barriers
More material is diverted from landfill
Cost efficiency

These improvements encourage residents to participate more fully in the program. The previous depot
program presented a service level that was not on par with garbage collection (which was then, and is
now, offered through curbside weekly collection). This represented a barrier to recycling behaviors, as it
was less convenient for residents to drive to the depot to recycle materials. Further, the depot required
residents to sort their recyclables into multiple streams for drop off. The single stream curbside service
matches the garbage service provided to residents and the expanded list of materials allows for recycling
of most consumer packaged goods. This results in the elimination of the barriers present in the previous
system and encourages engagement and participation in the cart program.

Figure 9: Proper curbside setout of recycling and garbage carts

We can see the effect of our resident’s engagement and participation just by the incredible increase in
recyclable material collected. In 2010 the Town of Cochrane collected roughly 108 tonnes of recycling
through the depot program and in 2014 collected over 500 tonnes through the cart program. The goal of
20% diversion of recyclable materials have been met, as the Town estimates diversion to be approximately
25% of materials generated by residents. The diversion of these materials from landfill is a major
environmental success and also means the Town landfill will have a significantly longer lifespan.
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The cost for the Town to provide recycling services has increased in comparison to the previous depot
system. However, this cost is offset by two important factors: one, the increase in diversion and two, cost
efficiencies for the Town’s waste management program overall. Net costs for recycling have increased
over 300% from baseline, but the actual increase in cost per tonne (a key efficiency measure) to manage
Blue Box materials have increased an insignificant 4%. Staff interpret this statistic to mean that the new
expanded recycling service has been implemented in a cost efficient manner. The cost savings for the
waste management program overall have created a savings in landfill space by diverting the recycling and
a savings in WSIB claims as no injuries related to performing work duties in the waste and recycling
operations have occurred. Further, automation has allowed the Town to reduce staff costs for the waste
management program by one third.
Of high importance for us staff, customer satisfaction has been positive. The Town does track themes
from calls received regarding the recycling program to ensure this success continues. The municipal clerk
receives on average 10 calls a week with regards to the recycling program. Of the 10 calls received, roughly
7 are concerned with where to properly place household items. A large portion of these calls come from
senior citizens as Cochrane has a large senior population. The remaining calls from customers were
generally related their address being missed on collection day, questions concerning holiday pick-up and
the need for more carts at new locations/duplexes.

4.2

Lessons Learned

The Town of Cochrane would deem this project as a success, Challenges with some of the hardware during
bin delivery and with the RFID system in the truck itself have presented minor setbacks at times but the
participation rates and the increased diversion, as well as the cost savings going forward on an annual
basis from an operational perspective and in landfill space being saved far out way the challenges.
The implementation of a program shift of this magnitude requires a lot of planning, from the delivery of
the carts, public education of the program (changing from depot to curbside, from sorted to single stream)
to scheduling. The key to a successful program is a successful
start as the level of confidence in the system from the public is
key to maintaining the programs buy in and momentum. A
more thorough engagement program should have been
created to get residents addresses for cart delivery and better
prepare the community for the new program.
The
recommendation to also evaluate the carts based off of climate
and durability and warranty were also a critical step in the
project development. Given the harsh winter condition the
carts are exposed to the durability in extreme cold was
considered. Damaged cart pictured right.
Program monitoring continues through visual inspection at the
transfer station and on the truck with the hopper camera. The
hopper camera can identify the resident that is contaminating
the recyclable materials. When the driver notices a
contamination issue, a notice to the resident is attached to the
recycling bin. The incident is then recorded by the driver. The
second time the bins remains full and another notification to
remove non-recyclable material and to contact the office for
pick up and clarification of recycling material allowed. Should the ratepayer refuse to comply the address
is red flag for the driver to view the bins and leave the bin if it’s contaminated. These materials have to be
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removed at the transfer station prior to shipping or the load may be regarded as contaminated. The most
common types of contaminations found in the transfer station are clothing, house hold wood such as
frames, and small house hold electronics.
Waste management operational efficiencies have improved through automation of the collection
program. Of key importance, the department has not had a loss time injury since changing to the
automated collection vehicle. This result is consistent with other municipalities in the province who
operate automated collection programs and will help the Town keep our collection staff healthy and injury
free as the workforce ages.

4.3

Future Directions

The Town is looking to offer opportunities to partner with other local municipalities. The Town would be
able to offer cost effective consolidation and shipping of materials for single stream recyclers, using the
existing TS operation. The partnering municipalities would be allowed to drop off their single stream
materials at the Town’s TS for a per tonne fee that would allow for recovery of administration,
consolidation, shipping, and processing costs.
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APPENDIX A: Decision flow diagram for Waste Disposal Site exemption from Regulation 101/94
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APPENDIX B: P& E Materials - Promotional information flyer
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APPENDIX C: P&E Materials – Newspaper notice
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APPENDIX D: P&E Materials – Magnet
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APPENDIX E: P&E Materials – Recycling brochure 1
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APPENDIX F: P&E Materials – Recycling brochure 2
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APPENDIX G: P&E Materials – Accepted materials list
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APPENDIX H: Notice to Resident
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