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The University welcomes the comments and critiques put forward in response to its study examining factors 

contributing to increases in Blue box program costs and does not principally oppose the objections raised by the 

authors. As noted, the definition of “non-core” materials is largely based on a qualitative interpretation that 

takes into consideration a material’s net cost and current recycling rates (as reported by the Stewardship 

Ontario Pay in Model). 

While it is certainly an interesting point regarding the lower relative cost of managing cartons in Quebec, the 

university’s analysis is based on Ontario data, seemingly reflecting Ontario conditions. The discrepancy in cost 

(as reported by the PIM, and those reported in other jurisdictions) highlights the need for data transparency, 

and the University supports a review of costing methodologies to better allocate costs to various materials. The 

disagreement regarding the cost of material management appears to be largely rooted in a lack of data 

transparency among stakeholders. Any movement towards better data and how new information impacts costs 

should be seen as a good thing.  

At this juncture, it is difficult for independent agencies to evaluate the veracity of the activity based costing 

approach, or the impact of common cost redistribution in the event of removing non-core materials. The 

University encourages transparency of the ABC methodology and results as a better practice.  

It is also recommended that others who do have access to the data undertake their own analysis to specifically 

quantify the impacts of common cost reallocation. Until that time, it is impossible to quantify the magnitude of 

doing so. With that being said, the University stands by its original findings, as many of the infrastructural 

investments that have been made to both the collection and processing system are specifically in response to 

how the packaging mix has changed.  

Tangent to the above, the analysis undertaken in the original study under represents the impact of non-core 

materials on overall costs, as it does not take into account the "endogeneity issue" (i.e., where the cost of one 

product is dependent on the presence of other materials being managed in the system). The mere presence of 

plastic film in the system increases the cost to sort all other materials - As a crude example, a hypothetical 

material mix of just newsprint and cardboard may take minutes to sort one tonne, but a mix of newsprint, 

cardboard and film would takes substantially longer to process the same amount. There is a collinearity in the 

impact on costs that materials have on one another that could not factored into the original analysis 

With respect to comments on negotiated costs, those are independent of the original analysis, and are a 

separate issue from the impact of light weight packaging. As an example, if stewards somehow managed to 

negotiate the cost down by millions of dollars, it's not as though these costs disappear. It just means that 

municipalities are paying an inordinate share of costs relative to producers. If anything, this highlights some of 

the issues surrounding the negotiation process and obscures the real picture of rising costs.  

Current landfill costs (excluding future siting and approvals) are generally much lower than the University’s 

estimates of the cost to divert non-core materials (a result that can be readily modeled using the cost model 

posted to the Waste Wiki website). Even when the cost to dispose of this material is factored in, the savings 

from eliminating non-core materials form the Blue Box is potentially quite significant. However, any decision to 

dispose of materials in a landfill should be approached with caution, with other diversion options being 

considered a preferable alternative.  
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