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Executive Summary 
 

The purpose of this project was to test a number of communication and engagement tactics in 
a group of multi-residential buildings with objectives to improve diversion, reduce 
contamination and establish a best practice in communicating about waste management to 
residents living in multi-residential buildings. 
 
There were four main findings: 

1. None of the communication tactics made a measurable difference to improve waste 
diversion in the pilot buildings 

2. Communication tactics, in this case, did not overcome challenges resulting from lack of 
convenience or poor access to waste diversion programs and services  

3. Chute room posters work better as a promotion and education tactic than direct mail  
4. Some buildings, due to their infrastructure, with low diversion rates and persistent 

contamination rates, may provide a future business case for mixed waste processing 
program for some sites 
 

It is very difficult to make measurable improvements in diversion programs in multi-
residential buildings.  The results of this project have re-affirmed this fact.  The lack of 
convenience or ease of access to recycling compared to ease of access to garbage disposal is 
a barrier and challenge to improving participation in diversion programs.  Recollection of 
recycling program communication material is poor and the impact of communication 
materials decreases quickly after the tactic has been deployed.  However, findings from this 
pilot indicates that there is a need for sustained and targeted education efforts to help 
address waste diversion in the multi-residential sector. 

  

1. Introduction 
 

Toronto is the largest city in Canada with a diverse population of more than 2.9 million people. 
Toronto is unique among large North American municipalities in that multi-residential buildings 
(apartments and condominiums) make up approximately 55% of the dwelling units in the city.  
Like all programs across the province, low diversion rates and high contamination levels 
challenge multi-residential Blue Box program performance. 
 
Given that over half of Toronto residents live in apartments and condominiums and the multi-
residential sector keeps growing rapidly, there is a significant need to continue increasing the 
multi-residential diversion rate.  Toronto currently offers comprehensive promotion and  
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education resources and tools specifically for multi-residential customers including:  
 

 Calendars, posters, stickers, sorting guides       
(in up to 18 different languages)                         

 Multi-residential workshops for property 
owners and superintendents 

 3Rs Ambassador Program 

 Customer Service Group outreach 

 Advertising and direct mail campaigns 

 Waste Wizard Promotion 

 Comprehensive website 
(toronto.ca/recycle) 

 
       
 
Although the City provides a comprehensive level of education and support services to help 
multi-residential buildings improve waste diversion, the efficacy of each individual tactic is 
unmeasured. This project developed and measured the efficacy of multiple communication and 
engagement tactics in an effort to improve diversion, reduce contamination and to establish 
better practices in communicating to the multi-residential sector. 
 

2. Background 
 

2.1 Community Profile 
 

The City of Toronto is Canada's largest city, the fourth largest in North America and home to a 
diverse population of about 2.9 million people.  Toronto is a focal point of development and 
expansion, and the heart of the Greater Toronto Area (GTA).  For many years now Toronto has 
experienced a surge in residential growth.  
 
According to "Profile Toronto - How does the City Grow?"(April 2017), Toronto continues to be 
an exceptionally attractive location for residential development in the GTA, especially for high-
density condominium apartments. The Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) 
recorded a total of 84,343 residential units completed in Toronto between 2012 and 2016 and 
83% of these units were condominium apartments, an all-time high in Toronto's development 
history.  In the GTA outside of Toronto, condominium apartments only comprise of 21% of the 
units completed in the last 5 years. 
 
In Toronto, multi-residential households (apartments and condominiums) account for 
approximately 55% of dwelling units in the city. This number is forecasted to increase over time 
as the population grows. Solid Waste Management Services currently provides services to 
approximately 4,300 multi-residential buildings or 406,000 units. In 2017, residents living in 
single-family homes had a diversion rate of 66%, while multi-residential building residents 
achieved a rate of 28% - for a combined residential diversion rate of 53%.  A review of the 
amount and composition of waste that is generated by multi-residential buildings through 
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waste audits and tonnage reports indicate that there is a great opportunity to reduce and divert 
more waste from this housing sector.  
 

In July of 2016, City Council approved Toronto's new Long Term Waste Management Strategy 
("Waste Strategy"), which provides a road map for the way waste will be managed over the 
next 30 to 50 years. The Waste Strategy was developed over two years and was supported by 
extensive research, guidance from key stakeholders and a comprehensive public consultation 
and engagement program. Opportunities to improve the multi-residential waste diversion rate 
accounted for much of the dialogue throughout consultation on the development of the Waste 
Strategy. As a result, a significant element of the Waste Strategy's recommendations includes 
extensive promotion and education to residents as well as property managers and 
superintendents to ensure participation in the City's waste management programs.   
 
2.2 Waste Management System 
  
The City provides solid waste management services (collection of Blue Bin recycling, Green Bin 
organics, garbage, oversized items, yard waste, electronics, and HHW) to single family dwellings 
and to multi-residential units throughout the City. The Toronto Municipal Code defines multi-
residential to include: 
 

 buildings with nine or more units, and generally include apartments,  
condominiums and some types of townhouses 

 small multi-residential buildings that receive curbside waste collection using wheeled 
curbside bins 

 large multi-residential buildings that use front-end containers for waste collection 
 
The majority of multi-residential buildings are eligible for City services; however, some have 
opted out of receiving this service and have elected to retain a private contractor. Of the 
660,000 multi-residential units in the City of Toronto, approximately 406,000, or just less than 
two-thirds, receive City service.  
 
Toronto’s waste collection program is an "all-or-nothing" service. Eligible services include 
garbage, recyclables, organics, yard waste, electronic waste, household hazardous waste and 
oversized and metal items. A building on City collection service must participate in the diversion 
programs as per the Toronto Municipal Code, Chapter 844, Waste Collection, Residential 
Properties.  If a building opts out of City garbage collection, it will not be eligible for City 
collection of any of the other materials, all of which are collected at no additional cost from 
buildings receiving City collection.  
 
Toronto operates a waste utility program (user pay). Property owners of multi-residential 
buildings pay a fee based on the overall volume of garbage the building generated during a 
billing period and the number of units in the building, with different rates applicable for 
compacted versus un-compacted garbage. Compacted collection requirements apply to 
locations with a chute system and are mandatory for buildings with 31 units and above. Thus 
buildings larger than 31 units are collected using a front-end collection system, and buildings 
less than 31 units are collected using 95 gallon curbside containers.  There are approximately 
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2,500 buildings on front-end collection service and approximately 1,800 buildings on curbside 
bin collection. 
 
Front-end bulk collection routes are made up of predominantly multi-residential customers, but 
also include schools, small commercial businesses, and other non-residential customers such as 
religious organizations.  Front-end collection services are delivered by a contractor that is 
contracted to the City.  The multi-residential buildings on curbside collection are picked up on 
single family curbside routes which also include some non-residential customers such as small 
commercial businesses, and some other City departments. The curbside locations are collected 
by a mix of contractors (west of Yonge) and municipal staff (east of Yonge). 
 
While it is not an uncommon municipal practice to service a variety of customers on a collection 
route, it makes it challenging to use collection tonnage to monitor program or policy changes 
intended to improve multi-residential waste diversion performance. 
 
2.3 Current Waste Management Performance 
 

In 2017, Toronto reached a combined residential diversion rate of 53% from both single-family 
homes and multi-residential units (apartment and condominium buildings with nine or more 
units).  While single-family homes have a high participation rate in diversion programs and 
achieved a 66% diversion rate, the multi-residential rate was only 28%, affecting the overall 
average. 
 
Figure 1: Percent Diversion Rate in Multi-residential Buildings 

 
 

The City of Toronto has been providing extensive diversion collection programs to its multi-
residential building customers including the Green Bin Organics Program for many years now.  
The Green Bin Program was implemented in most city serviced buildings by the end of 2014, 
and has been the main factor improving multi-residential diversion over the past four years. To 
support enhanced multi-residential waste diversion, including the Green Bin Organics program, 
a Customer Service and Waste Diversion Implementation Unit was established in 2013.  This 
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group provides site inspections, recommends collection set up, provides promotional material 
and presentations to building managers and residents and undertakes monitoring. 
 

In recent years, the City of Toronto has been experiencing increasing levels of contamination in 
the recycling stream.  The amount of food waste improperly placed in the Blue Bins is growing 
and other materials such as textiles, black bags, and other non-recyclable items has also 
increased.  Multi-residential waste composition studies verify that contamination has been 
increasing over the years.  In 2018, many of the inbound loads that have been flagged as 
excessively contaminated have been identified as coming from multi-residential collection 
routes.  
 
2.4 Program Challenges 
 
People who live in multi-residential buildings experience barriers to recycling not found in 
single family houses.  Some of the main challenges are a lack of convenience, a sense of 
anonymity, lack of financial incentive and a lack of accountability which is especially obvious in 
the waste management set up of the older stock of buildings in the City.  Changing behaviour is 
also a challenge because the City has limited ability to communicate directly with residents and 
as a result rely on the willingness of property management/building staff to help convey the 
City's waste diversion information to their tenants.  Other factors including language barriers 
and high turnover rates of both residents and building staff also add to the challenge of 
effectively educating and communicating with this sector. 
 
The City is limited in its capacity to improve convenience and reduce anonymity, which is 
resultant from the physical set up of high rise buildings, thus the approach has been to 
undertake communication campaigns directed at multi-residential building dwellers.  This falls 
in line with the focus recommended in the City's Waste Strategy, which includes a goal of 70% 
diversion by 2026.  The first five years of the Waste Strategy focus on enhancing the current 
integrated waste management system.  For the multi-residential program this means extensive 
promotion, education and enforcement to residents, property managers and superintendents. 
 
The goal of this multi-residential pilot project is to address the two main challenges of 
improving diversion and reducing contamination by testing various promotion and education 
strategies to determine better practices. 
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3. Approach 
 

3.1 Set Up and Implementation 
 

There were several components to this project including focus group research, qualitative 

surveys, waste composition studies, development of new communication materials and a 

tenant engagement guide.  

Figure 2: Timeline Chart 

 

3.1.1 Focus Group Research 
 

As mentioned previously, the presence of food waste in recycling bins, along with other items, 
has increased over time.  There has been some anecdotal evidence in the past that multi-
residential residents refer to their participation in the Green Bin Program as "recycling" rather 
than referring to this action as "composting". To verify this, focus group research was 
undertaken to explore residents' understanding of common waste terminology.  Additionally, 
Solid Waste Management Services was interested in hearing feedback on which promotion 
tactics were preferred by high rise dwellers, and where they sought out their information on 
waste management to inform how to better communicate with residents from this sector. 
 
A third-party research firm was retained to conduct qualitative research with residents of multi-
residential buildings that receive City waste collection service.  Three focus groups were 
conducted with the following audiences: 
 

 residents who own or rent a condo unit 

 newcomer residents who own or rent a condo or apartment unit 

 residents who rent an apartment unit 
 

Newcomers were defined as those who moved to Canada within the last ten years and who did 
not use English as the main language at home.  In addition to screening the participants to 
ensure that only those who lived in buildings serviced by the City participated in the study, 
other screening criteria used included the number of storeys in the participants' buildings, sex, 
age, total household income level and educational attainment.  The aim was to obtain a broad 
section of residents living in multi-residential buildings. 
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3.1.2 Focus Group Findings 
 

The focus group research revealed that there was a high level of awareness of the recycling 
program and almost all participants claimed to do at least some recycling.  Participants are 
driven by environmental reasons to recycle as well as a sense of social responsibility. The 
research also confirmed that participation in recycling is driven by access and convenience.  
Residents would be more willing to participate if they had chutes for recyclables. 
 
Participants understanding of the term "Green Bin" and "composting" was tested and it was 
found that there was a good understanding of the term and awareness of the City's Green Bin 
organics program.  Participants noted their awareness having seen green coloured bins given to 
single family households for collection of food and organic waste.  Even though residents in 
multi-residential buildings are not provided with a Green Bin (they are provided with a beige 
kitchen catcher), they felt that a change in the program name would be confusing and 
understood the Green Bin program to be for managing food and organic waste or composting 
program.  
 
The participants' understanding of the term "contamination" was not as clear.  When asked to 
explain their understanding or definition of "contamination", participants perceived this term 
to refer to hazardous waste such as paint, solvents, batteries and syringes.  Instead participants 
indicated that they preferred terms like "garbage" or "non-recyclable materials" when 
referencing items that are not accepted in the recycling stream. 
 
Participants also provided feedback on engagement activities.  They were most receptive to 
posters and stickers, and having something to put on their fridges, like a magnet.  They strongly 
preferred communication materials to contain less text and more images, and were interested 
in additional information such as the impact of recycling or what happens to recyclables 
portrayed in a graphic format. Lastly, participants were questioned on their preferred sources 
of information and for the most part indicated that they expect to receive information from the 
City, or from their property management group or superintendent. Please see Appendix A, Solid 
Waste Management Services Qualitative Research with Residents in Multi-residential Buildings, 
February 2017, for more details. 
 
3.1.3 Selection of Buildings  
 
The City selected twenty (20) buildings to participate in the project, which is in line with the 
City's multi-residential waste audit protocol. The twenty (20) buildings were divided into the 
following four (4) study categories: a control group (monitoring only), a lobby display and 
outreach group, an enhanced promotion and education (P&E) group, and a community 
engagement group.  Within each communication tactic subcategory, buildings were also 
selected to fit the following five categories: 

 building with a closed chute* 

 condominium with a tri-sorter 

 condominium with a single chute 

 large rental building with a single chute 

 small rental building with a single chute 
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*The City of Toronto has a chute closure policy which allows building owners and property 
managers to close their chutes as part of a diversion improvement program, if they are eligible 
and meet certain criteria. Garbage disposal then becomes as inconvenient as recycling and 
thereby provides a level playing field for diversion. 
 
Fifteen of the study buildings were selected with the assistance of Customer Service and Waste 
Diversion Implementation Unit staff, as they are work closely with individual multi-residential 
properties and have a good familiarity with the diversity of multi-residential customers.  The 
remaining five (5) buildings (within the community engagement group tactic) were selected 
with assistance from the Social Development, Finance and Administration Division (our project 
partner responsible for engaging community agencies to deliver waste diversion education) and 
resided in Neighbourhood Improvement Areas. 
 
To confirm the building's participation in the project, property managers were approached to 
obtain an agreement to participate in the project.  Once a verbal agreement was successfully 
obtained, a letter of agreement was e-mailed to the property manager, outlining the high-level 
details and participation requirements of the project which included the following: 

 permission to have staff from a third-party market research opinion polling firm survey 
the residents on waste diversion programs 

 permission to have the same research firm complete a follow-up survey upon 
conclusion of the project 

 potentially request permission/assistance to post new communication materials in the 
building 

 potentially request permission to have a local community group come to the building to 
undertake outreach  
 

Please refer to Appendix B, Agreement Letters, for a sample of the agreement letters that were 
sent to the property managers. Residents of the buildings were not informed by the City that 
they were part of a study, nor that they were being monitored. 
 
3.1.4 Develop Communication Materials 
 

New Communication Materials for the Enhanced Promotion & Education Group 
 

Based on the information learned in the focus group research, a new chute room poster was 
developed.  The chute room poster was created with a tear-away pad component with key 
messaging that the residents could take back to their units with them, thereby addressing the 
desire of residents to have something to post in their units.  The tear-away pad contained key 
messaging on non-recyclable materials (black plastic bags, clothes and shoes, black plastic, and 
containers with food).  The new chute room poster also incorporated the feedback from 
residents which indicated that they wanted to know what happened to recycled materials. The 
poster provided some examples of new articles made from items collected in the Blue Bin, 
under the tag line Recycle. Give items a new life.  See Appendix C, Chute Room Poster/Tear 
Away Pad, for samples of the chute room poster and tear-away pad. 
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During the planning and development phase of the project, City staff were approached by 
McConnell Weaver Strategic Communication on behalf of Municipal Media Inc. to investigate 
an opportunity to partner in the testing of a new online multi-residential education tool, the 
Recycle Coach Academy.  The Recycle Coach Academy is an online educational tool designed 
specifically for residents of multi-residential buildings.  The Recycle Coach Academy uses 
gaming techniques, quizzes and social media to motivate people to interact with the application 
and learn about recycling and diversion. 
 
It was determined that a collaboration would benefit both parties in that it would allow the City 
to add a digital educational element to the enhanced P&E component of the project, while at 
the same time allowing Municipal Media Inc. the opportunity for field testing of the Recycle 
Coach Academy in a pilot situation. The partnership with Municipal Media Inc. allowed the City 
to test two methods of communication with residents in the enhanced P&E group.  In addition 
to the chute room poster, a direct mail piece, mirroring information on the tear-away card on 
the poster, was developed.  The information on the tear-away card directed participants to the 
Recycle Coach Academy using the recycleTO.ca URL, while the direct mail post card directed 
residents to the recycleTO.ca/DM URL.  This allowed the City to monitor the efficacy of the 
chute room poster compared to a postcard delivered into residents' mailboxes by Canada Post.   
 
Tenant Engagement Guide 
 

Concurrently to the development of the new promotion and education material to be tested in 
the enhanced P&E group, the findings of the focus group research were also used to develop a 
Tenant Engagement Guide.  Dillon Consulting was retained to develop a facilitator's guide for 
resident/tenant engagement that could be used by the City of Toronto's 3Rs Ambassadors, 
building superintendents and property managers to engage multi-residential residents in waste 
diversion activities.  The final guide includes information on education related to waste 
diversion using community-based social marketing principles to encourage community support 
for waste diversion programs.  It includes resources for engagement activities as well as various 
templates and tools to assist users with developing and then measuring and monitoring 
education campaign activities. The Tenant Engagement Guide was used by the community 
engagement group. The Tenant Engagement Guide can be found on the City website at: 
https://www.toronto.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/9364-Tenant-Engagement-Guide.pdf 
 
3.1.5 Partner: Develop Relationships with Community Groups 
 

Solid Waste Management Services' partnered with Social Development and Finance 
Administration (SDFA) Division to pilot a community-based approach to connecting Toronto 
residents to waste diversion programs and resources. SDFA is the City's community liaison 
division with well-established relationships and connections to local community organizations, 
tenant groups and property managers of multi-residential buildings.  
 
SDFA helped to identify and broker relationships with key community agencies to help deliver 
community-based waste diversion programming in multi-residential buildings using the Tenant 

https://www.toronto.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/9364-Tenant-Engagement-Guide.pdf
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Engagement Guide to develop program ideas. SDFA developed and administered a 
Memorandum of Understanding with community agencies to utilize the Tenant Engagement 
Guide to facilitate and mobilize a group of engaged tenants to deliver waste programming 
within their buildings.  
 
The objective of this partnership was to pilot an alternate service delivery model, where waste 
diversion education and information is disseminated through community groups and tenant 
associations, rather than City staff.   
 
Please refer to Appendix D, Memorandum of Understanding, to review a copy of the 
Memorandum of Understanding. 
 
3.2 Monitoring and Measurement Methodology  
 

Prior to the implementation of any of the communication tactics, waste composition studies 
(also referred to as audits) and surveys were undertaken at the buildings to measure waste 
diversion performance and contamination levels to establish a baseline.  A final survey as well 
as a further set of three audits (audits were undertaken every 3 months) were completed 
during the course of the project to monitor project results. 
 
3.2.1 Waste Audits (including scheduling, sampling process, sorting process) 
 

The City retained a contractor to undertake a waste composition study of the twenty (20) 
buildings. The audits were scheduled to begin before any communication tactics were 
delivered, during the delivery of the communication tactics and after the completion of the 
tactics. Four (4) separate waste audits of the recyclable, organic and residual waste materials 
streams were undertaken for a period of three weeks.  Each audit focussed on ten (10) 
buildings for the first week of each audit, and ten (10) different buildings the second week.  The 
third week was reserved as a contingency to complete any buildings that were missed.  
 
Dedicated front-end trucks were dispatched to the multi-residential buildings to be studied 
during the audit period.  Collections were conducted on regular service days in order to capture 
the full breadth of materials generated from each building.  Materials were collected in empty, 
dedicated trucks by stream which were then delivered to the Scarborough Transfer Station 
where the sorting took place.  A total of 400 kg of waste, 200 kg of recycling and 200 kg of 
organics from each building was audited per week. Material was sorted into 60 plus categories.  
See Appendix E, Waste Sort Worksheets, for a sample of the waste sort worksheets used in the 
audit. 
 
3.2.2 Surveys  
 
Prior to the implementation of any of the communication and engagement strategies, door to 
door surveys, as well as lobby intercept surveys were conducted by the third-party research 
firm in all twenty (20) buildings in the early fall of 2017 to gather information on the following:  
residents' participation in recycling, recycling frequency, knowledge of the recycling program, 
sources of information on the recycling program, satisfaction with the recycling program, 
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familiarity with the City's communication materials, and preferential source of information on 
recycling collection.  A post-survey was conducted at the end of the project in the spring of 
2018 to track any differences that may have arisen due to the provision of the communication 
and engagement tactics.  The pre-survey and post-survey questions can be found in Appendix F, 
Pre-project and Post Project Resident Survey Questions. 
 
For both the pre-survey and post-survey, property managers of the twenty (20) pilot project 
buildings were contacted to make them aware that the third-party research firm would be 
contacting them to arrange access to the buildings.  City staff provided the property managers 
with notices for posting around the building to alert residents that representatives from a third-
party research firm would be conducting surveys about waste diversion.  Research firm staff 
were also provided with letters to carry with them in the event they were questioned by 
residents.  Please see Appendix G, Notice of Survey, Letter for Residents Regarding Survey, for 
sample notice and letter. 
 
The schedule for the surveys was developed to coincide with the completion of the scheduled 
pre and post waste audits so as not to change resident behaviour and interfere with audit 
results.  In total, 400 interviews were conducted, with twenty (20) interviews conducted in each 
of the twenty (20) buildings.  Interviews were completed both on weekdays and weekends at 
various times through the day.  A combination of door to door as well as lobby intercept 
interviews were undertaken (where permission for door to door surveying was denied).  
Additionally, one building required a translator (Chinese). For more details on the methodology, 
please see the final research firm report in Appendix H, City of Toronto SWM Multi-residential 
Pilot Post-Wave Survey, May 2018. 
 
 
3.3 Initiation of Project: 
 

Control 
 

The control group of buildings were monitored during the course of the project through waste 
audits and the qualitative surveys undertaken at the beginning and end of 
the project.  The control buildings did not receive any new or existing 
communication or engagement tactics.  They represented the status quo 
for buildings on City collection services. 
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Lobby Displays 
 

Project Lead staff from our Customer Service and Waste Diversion Implementation Unit were 
assigned to each of the five (5) buildings in the lobby display group of buildings.  Project Leads 

were responsible for contacting the property manager 
to set up monthly lobby displays and provided a notice 
to be posted by building staff to alert residents that 
City staff would be on-site to provide outreach and 
information materials on waste diversion and the 
City's Blue Bin Recycling Program.  They were also 
responsible for tracking the number of visitors to their 
display and noting questions and comments made by 
the residents.   
 
The City's standard promotion and education materials 
were provided as part of the displays, such as: the 
Toronto Recycling Guide, Put Waste in Its Place 
posters, What Goes in the Green Bin pamphlets, as 

well as information on home health care waste and household hazardous waste. 
 
The lobby displays were visited by 6 to 16 residents.  A superintendent attended one of the 
lobby displays at one of the buildings and remarked that many tenants used black plastic 
garbage bags to dispose of recyclables in the recycling bins.  A recurrent issue raised by 
residents was the challenge in participating in waste diversion programs when recycling and 
organic bins are located outside.  One resident stated they "would not participate unless 
organic and recycling bins are located on every floor." It is interesting to note that some 
residents were asking why the City was visiting with lobby displays so frequently, citing that 
they felt that their recycling skills were being criticized. 
 
Enhanced P&E 
 

As described in Section 3.1.4 Develop Communication Materials, a new chute room poster with 
a tear-away pad component with key messaging on 
contamination was created for testing in the enhanced P&E group 
of buildings.  Along with the new chute room posters, a direct 
mail piece mirroring the information on the tear away card was 
sent to all the residents through Canada Post. A partnership with 
Municipal Media Inc. testing the Recycle Coach Academy – an 
online educational tool specifically for multi-residential residents 
– allowed the City to add a digital education element to the 
enhanced P&E, while allowing Municipal Media Inc. the 
opportunity to field test their Recycle Coach tool.  Since the two 
promotion elements, poster and postcard, drove participants to 
the Recycle Coach Academy using different URLs, it was possible 
to measure the efficacy of these two communication methods. 
The findings were indisputably in favour of the chute room 
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poster.  Of the 489 participants driven to the Recycle Coach Academy, 463 arrived by way of the 
URL listed on the chute room poster, whereas only 26 arrived via the direct mail piece. 
 
Municipal Media Inc. had some key learnings about their product design and marketing. Use of 
the Recycle Coach Academy dropped off significantly after the initial communication strategy.  
Of the users that completed the initial assessment, 44% signed up for the Academy.  Those that 
joined the Academy completed 50% of the content.   Municipal Media determined that a 
mobile strategy would have driven higher usage and that more incentives are required to get 
users to complete the content and complete more lessons. Municipal Media is in the process of 
developing version 2 of the Recycle Coach Academy software based on learnings from this 
project. 
 
Community Engagement Group 
 

As described in section 3.1.5 Partner: Develop relationships 
(MOUs) with community groups, the City partnered with 
another Division (SDFA), who was responsible for engaging 
community agencies to deliver waste diversion education and 
programming in five (5) pilot buildings. Lead community 
organizations were engaged through a MOU to facilitate a 
resident/tenant group to promote waste reduction and 
diversion education initiatives.  The groups used the City's newly 
developed Tenant Engagement Guide and Solid Waste 
Management Services staff trained the lead community 
organizations.  Resident groups undertook monthly 
activities/events and were instructed that they could use the 

ideas in the Tenant Engagement Guide, but could also come up with their own ideas for  
activities.  Below are some of the events that were undertaken by the resident/tenant groups: 
 

 Holiday recycling sorting activity 

 Composting interactive activity 

 Children's event with colouring and bingo 

 Waste diversion guessing game 

 HHW awareness workshop 

 Recycling arts & crafts workshop 

 Movie night followed by trivia 
 

The events were attended by anywhere from 27 to 43 participants and generally received 
positive feedback. 
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3.4 Project Challenges and Solutions 
 

Personality Conflicts 
 
Several challenges arose during the course of the pilot such as managing personality conflicts 
between community group volunteers and condominium boards. The condo board was 
reluctant to proceed with the pilot until the resident volunteers' roles and responsibilities were 
re-assigned, which required City staff intervention to make this change, thereby delaying 
project initiation at this site. This however, was an isolated incident at one of the five pilot 
buildings.  
 
Non-Waste Related Issues in Buildings 
 
The five buildings in the community engagement group were all selected from Neighbourhood 
Improvement Areas.  Neighbourhood Improvement Areas are areas in which initiatives are 
undertaken by the City to encourage community engagement and learning opportunities 
through supporting employment skills and reinvestment.  This can take place in the form of 
various initiatives such as community gardens and youth engagement to foster thriving 
apartment communities.   
 
In some buildings, interactions between residents and property managers are strained due to 
other non-waste related issues such as rent increases or building maintenance.  During the 
administration of post-surveys in these buildings, several residents called Solid Waste 
Management Services staff to complain about their property management.  For example, one 
resident shared an analogy to express their thought about this project noting that improving 
recycling was like putting a Band-Aid on a paper cut while there was internal hemorrhaging 
occurring on other higher priority items including several maintenance and security issues that 
required attention. 
 
These issues fall outside of Solid Waste Management Services' jurisdiction, however it does 
highlight that in some buildings where recycling is low on the list of priorities, the performance 
and participation in waste diversion programs can be impacted.  The goal of this project was to 
test communication and engagement strategies in a broad range of buildings and not only well-
performing that are more willing to participate in such projects. This experience is likely 
common in other multi-residential buildings so it is important to be mindful of other challenges 
in the buildings when developing an engagement strategy to improve waste diversion. It may 
have been useful to circle back to contacts in other city divisions, such as the SFDA that have 
broader relationships with property managers and community organizations and thus could 
have tackled some of these larger non-waste related issues. 
 
Building Commitment 
 
Another challenge came when it was time for the third-party research firm to undertake the 
post- surveys after the communication and engagement tactics had been implemented.  Some 
property managers questioned the City's authority to send representatives from the research 
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firm to their buildings.  However when property managers were reminded of the signed 
agreement that was obtained at the initiation of the project, the research firm was permitted 
onsite to complete the post-survey. A possible improvement to the delivery of the qualitative 
surveys would be to have mid-project updates for the participating property managers, 
providing them with some high level interim results and reminding them of the impending post-
surveys. 
 
Working through a Partner 
 
Working through another partner Division to relay and receive information from the volunteer 
community groups in the pilot buildings was challenging and resulted in additional 
administrative burden on Solid Waste Management Services staff. In retrospect, it would have 
been helpful to have a Memorandum of Understanding between the Divisions on partnership 
expectations, similar to the Memorandum of Understanding between the City and the 
partnering community groups.  
 
 

4. Project Results and Analysis  
 

4.1 Audit data1 results 
 

The data from the audits was reviewed for changes to diversion rate (Blue Bin and Green Bin 
materials appropriately captured) and for changes in the Blue Bin contamination rate (incorrect 
materials placed in the Blue Bin) by Control, Lobby Display, Enhanced P&E and Community 
Engagement Group categories. The analysis by communication tactic was undertaken by Solid 
Waste Management staff. 
 
Table 1: Blue Bin Diversion Rate* by Communication Tactic Group 

Communication 
Tactic Group 

Summer 2017 Fall 2017 Winter 2018 Spring 2018 

Control 21.6% 19.4% 14.5% 9.9% 

Lobby Display 17.0% 17.8% 14.2% 6.7% 

Enhanced P&E 25.5% 13.6% 14.2% 11.1% 

Community 
Engagement 

14.3% 9.8% 6.9% 9.7% 

*Where Blue Bin Diversion Rate is calculated by the weight of appropriate Blue Bin materials found in the Blue Bin 

divided by the total weight of all materials collected. 

 
 
 

                                                                 
1 Due to several performance deficiencies, the quality of the audit data provided by the contracted waste auditor is 
a limitation to the study. 
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Table 2: Blue Bin Contamination Rate* by Communication Tactic Group 

Communication 
Tactic Group 

Summer 2017 Fall 2017 Winter 2018 Spring 2018 

Control 19.6% 28.3% 48.9% 51.4% 

Lobby Display 28.6% 31.3% 33.3% 51.1% 

Enhanced P&E 25.5% 32.4% 44.0% 47.7% 

Community 
Engagement 

20.6% 30.7% 55.4% 48.3% 

*Where contamination rate is calculated by the weight of contaminants found in the blue bin divided by the total 

weight of blue bin materials collected. 

 
 
The data appears to show a trend of decreasing diversion and increasing contamination across 
all categories including the control group.  The top three contaminants overall were found to be 
food waste, plastics not accepted in our program (such as certain plastic film items and durable 
plastic products), and textiles.  
 
The auditors also provided data by building type:  
 

 building with a closed chute 

 condominium with a tri-sorter 

 condominium with a single chute 

 large rental building with a single chute 

 small rental building with a single chute 
 
Table 3: Blue Bin Diversion Rate by Building Type 

Building Type Summer 2017 Fall 2017 Winter 2018 Spring 2018 

Closed/No Chute 20.4% 20.1% 12.9% 13% 

Condo Tri-sorter 21.3% 12.7% 15.8% 9.9% 

Condo Single Chute 20.6% 17.7% 10.1% 9.4% 

Rental Large 19.2% 16.7% 10.6% 7.5% 

Rental Small 12.1% 13.1% 10.5% 7.7% 

 
Table 4: Blue Bin Contamination Rate by Building Type 

Building Type Summer 2017 Fall 2017 Winter 2018 Spring 2018 

Closed/No Chute 21.4% 36.0% 37.6% 39.4% 

Condo Tri-sorter 16.6% 30.3% 36.6% 37.8% 

Condo Single Chute 20.0% 29.3% 53.7% 56.2% 

Rental Large 30.9% 29.3% 52.0% 55.3% 

Rental Small 16.0% 25.7% 50.6% 57% 

 
 
The data shows that diversion rates are higher for buildings in the no chute/closed chute 
category (where waste disposal and recycling is equally inconvenient) and for condos in 
general, with rental buildings being amongst the worst performing. 
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While it is plausible that the audits could have measured little improvement or worsening of 
diversion and contamination rates over the course of pilot, it seems somewhat unlikely that 
performance would decrease to this extent. One possible explanation may be that the 
overarching trend of the City of Toronto's Blue Bin program during the pilot period was towards 
increasing contamination rates in materials collected from all City customers, as even the 
control group showed a decrease in diversion and increased contamination.  The overall 
increasing trend of the contamination may unfortunately be larger than any small 
improvements gained from the communication and engagement tactics undertaken during this 
project. 
 
 
4.2 Qualitative Survey Results 
 

The key high level findings are presented below.  For more details, refer to Appendix H, City of 
Toronto SWM Multi-residential Pilot Post-Wave Survey, May 2018. Residents on the whole say 
they are both recycling and disposing of organic waste separately from their garbage more 
frequently than they did previously, with the greatest shifts seen in the community engagement 
group. Recycling frequency by demographics was also tested by the survey questions and it was 
found that young adults (18-34) recycle all items less frequently, and women are more likely to 
always recycle all items, save for expanded polystyrene and stretchy plastics. Homeowners 
(people who own their units) are more likely to always recycle cans, cardboard, and glass, while 
single-member households are more likely to recycle cans and glass. Residents living on the 
lower floors (0-9) are more likely to recycle paper, compared to those residing on higher floors. 
 
A significant number of residents indicated that they are now (at the end of the project) 
recycling more (with the greatest increase in the community engagement group). One quarter 
of the residents feel that information about recycling has improved (see Figure 2) but despite 
seeing improvement in information, fewer residents recall seeing information about recycling in 
the post-survey compared to the pre-survey. Residents indicated that posters are the most 
commonly seen communication tactics of recycling information, with flyers and calendars from 
the City coming in together almost tied in second place. It was found that owners of apartment 
units are more likely to be satisfied than renters with their building facilities.  This may 
contribute to the fact that the diversion rates seem to be higher in the condominium group 
than the rental group of buildings. 
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Figure 3 Recycling Information in the Building 

                                           
Lastly, the surveys showed that residents look most to their building management or the City of 
Toronto as their preferred source of information.  This finding substantiates the results of the 
focus group research undertaken at the start of the project, where we heard that residents 
expect information from the City, or from their property management group or superintendent. 
 
Figure 4 Preferred Source of Information – post P&E engagement survey 

 
 
 
4.3 Analysis of Results 
 

As discussed previously in section 3.1.4 Develop Communication Materials, new chute room 
posters were developed based on the focus group findings along with a supporting direct mail 
piece.  Collaboration with Municipal Media Inc. to test the Recycle Coach Academy allowed us 
to determine the effectiveness of using a chute room poster versus a direct mail piece.  The 
poster was found to be overwhelmingly more effective than the direct mail.  Additionally, 
Municipal Media Inc. was able to provide information that the use of the Recycle Coach 
dropped significantly after the initial communication strategy was put in place. 
 
The lobby displays provided monthly by City staff did not see much traffic with 6 to 16 residents 
stopping to speak with outreach staff and pick up information.  It was noted several times that 
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residents brought up challenges to participation when recycling bins are stored outside.  This 
supports one of the key themes raised in the focus group research that was undertaken at 
project initiation; that improving the convenience and easier access to recycling programs 
would improve participation in diversion programs. 
 
The community engagement group of buildings had local community groups utilize the Tenant 
Engagement Guide to facilitate and organize building residents to undertake a variety of 
engagement activities monthly.  These activities were well attended from over 20 to over 40 
people per event with generally very positive feedback. (Please see section 3.3 Initiation of 
Project for more details on the types of activities undertaken). This would seem to indicate that 
residents are more likely to be drawn into participating when they see their neighbours or 
community groups that are familiar within the community, rather than City staff that may be 
seen as criticizing their participation in waste diversion programs. 
 
The waste audits showed little to no improvement in any of the communication and 
engagement tactic groups, but seemed to indicate that building with closed chutes/no chutes 
and condos performed better than rental buildings when it came to diversion.  This finding is 
also supported by the qualitative surveys undertaken by third-party research firm, which 
indicated that owners (condo) are generally more satisfied with their building facilities than 
renters, and it seems logical that this satisfaction would impact diversion performance.  Both 
the focus group research as well as information gathered during lobby displays indicate that 
residents want convenience when it comes to recycling.  Often recycling is more convenient in 
condominiums because of building set-up or staffing resources. 
 
The qualitative surveys indicated that residents felt they were recycling more at the end of the 
project, with the greatest shift seen in the community engagement groups, although this 
finding was not supported with the waste audits.  Even though residents felt they were 
recycling more, fewer residents recalled seeing information on recycling in the post-survey than 
the pre-survey.  This in a way substantiates the findings of Municipal Media Inc., that impact of 
communications drops significantly after it is put in place.  People's memories of the 
communication tactics is short and the impact is not long lasting. 
 
Lastly, both the focus group research and the qualitative surveys indicate that residents do 
seem to look to their building management and/or to the City of Toronto as their preferred 
source of information on waste management. 
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5. Project Budget 
 

5.1 Project Budget 
 

Item 
Total Proposed 

Cost  
Total Actual 

Cost 
% Change CIF Contribution 

50% of Actual Costs 
Pre & post waste 
audits 

$140,000 $142,600 2% $71,300 

Qualitative 
Surveys* 

 $55,000 +100% $27,500 

Focus Groups $45,000 $16,500 -63% $8,250 

P&E campaign 
design 

$45,000 $21,000 (TEG) -53% $10,500 

P&E materials $25,000 $3,300 -87% $1,650 

P&E Engagement 
Support Staff 

$200,000 $10,000 -95% $5,000 

Non-profit 
engagement 

$45,000 $29,500 -34% $14,750 

Total Project Cost $500,000 $277,900 -44% 
$138,950** 

 

*not originally part of budget submitted, but added at the request of CIF 
**250,000 (upset limit) 
 

The pre- and post-waste audits came in very closely with the cost budgeted for the project.  
Survey work was not originally included as part of the project proposal, however CIF staff and 
members of the CIF Multi-Residential Working Group felt that it would be beneficial to the 
monitoring component of the project and it was included in the project scope. The cost of the 
focus groups was less than budgeted, as were P&E design and materials costs.  Savings were 
realized by using City design resources.  City staffing resources were used to undertake the 
lobby displays and outreach, which also resulted in lower costs than budgeted amounts.  The 
cost of the community groups for the non-profit engagement was also lower than originally 
budgeted.  Overall, project costs were significantly lower than originally estimated. 
 

6. Conclusions 
 

Four main conclusions may be drawn from the efforts undertaken during the course of this 
project.   
 
1) The piloted communication and engagement tactics made a little to no measurable impact.   
 
We were unable to determine that any of the communication tactics tested could be called a 
best practice.  It may be the case that audits are not sensitive enough or not undertaken in a 
tight enough time frame to be able to measure an improvement, or that improvements gained 
are not lasting ones. The recall of communication tactics was poor.  The poor recall may have 
been a function of low message frequency.  Given that research shows that humans must be 
exposed to a message anywhere from 7 to 20 times before they will take action, it is 
recommended that if further studies of this type are undertaken, messaging communicated via  
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posters is refreshed more often, placed in multiple high-visible areas, and paired with other 
non-print tactics. 2 
 
2)  Convenience drives diversion  
 
Buildings with closed chutes/no chutes and condominiums performed better than rental 
buildings. This is certainly validated by residents' requests for convenience when it comes to 
their recycling programs.  It seems that good communication tactics cannot outperform a lack 
of convenience and if diversion programs are less convenient than garbage, the diversion 
programs will perform poorly. 
 
3) Chute room posters were more successful than direct mail 
 
Although this tactic seemed to outperform the direct mail tactic, it does not come without 
challenges for implementation. As was the experience throughout this project, building 
management cannot be relied upon to maintain or refresh posters in public spaces and there 
are limitations in City staff to gain access to private property to put up posters. It is 
recommended that municipalities explore changes to waste service agreements that would 
require building owners and operators to engage in/ ensure the delivery of P&E materials. 
 
4) Physical constraints and other non-waste related priorities impacts performance. 
 
Other building issues that are not within the Solid Waste Management scope will impact 
resident participation in waste diversion programs. Waste management and diversion planning 
cannot be implemented without consideration for other factors, such as rent increases or faulty 
building amenities. Recognizing that such barriers are prevalent in multi-residential buildings 
may provide a future business case for a mixed waste processing facility to manage waste from 
this sector. 
 
In summary: 
 
It is very difficult to make measurable improvements in diversion programs in multi-residential 
buildings without changes to service over waste management standards and practices 
including: 
 
Equal Access 
The lack of convenience for recycling as compared to garbage disposal is a big barrier. 
If garbage is made to be more convenient than recycling, it reduces the incentive to recycle.  
This project demonstrated that in buildings where ease of access to waste programs was 
equitable, recycling program performance was better.  
 
 
_____________________ 
2 Saxon, J. (n.d.). Why Your Customers' Attention is the Scarcest Resource in 2017. Retrieved from American 

Marketing Association: https://www.ama.org/partners/content/Pages/why-customers-attention-scarcest-
resources-2017.aspx 

https://www.ama.org/partners/content/Pages/why-customers-attention-scarcest-resources-2017.aspx
https://www.ama.org/partners/content/Pages/why-customers-attention-scarcest-resources-2017.aspx
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Convenience/ Quality of User Experience 
Survey results reflected a general sentiment from residents that placing recycling bins outside 
or in unwelcoming environments are a deterrent to participation. Cold and poorly lit recycling 
areas discourage residents from participating in programs.  
 
Frequency and using multiple tactics to delivery Messaging 
Recall of recycling program communication material is poor and the impact of communication 
materials drops off quickly after the tactic has been deployed.  However, it is felt that this is all 
the more reason to target education material to the multi-residential sector.  There is little Solid 
Waste Management Staff can do to improve convenience in the older stock of buildings, so it 
even more important in this case to work to maintain a high level of awareness through 
ongoing promotion and education. 
 
As noted, before investing in the more frequent distribution of P&E materials, efforts should be 
explored to increase the level of accountability of building owners and operators to circulate 
the materials, ensuring posters and the like are placed in highly visible areas and refreshed 
when they get ripped or torn. As well, the community engagement group showed that active 
engagement tactics (i.e. waste games, events, etc.) compared to passive engagement tactics 
(i.e. putting up information posters) are more likely to draw residents to participate in diversion 
programs. The qualitative analysis also showed that the greatest increase in the number of 
residents that indicated that they are recycling more at the end of the pilot occurred in the 
community engagement group.   
 
It is the wish of the Toronto team that the key learnings from this project can be expanded 
upon in the future projects of other municipalities, so that further findings can be gleaned for 
the very challenging multi-residential sector. 
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1 Introduction 

The City of Toronto Solid Waste Management Services (SWMS) has identified improving the 

diversion rate of multi-residential buildings as a key priority in the City's overall waste 

diversion performance. 

In 2015, the combined residential diversion rate was 52%. Analysis by type of dwelling 

showed a significant difference: residents living in single family homes had a diversion rate of 

65% whereas those living in multi-residential buildings achieved a rate of 27%. The lower 

diversion rate of the multi-residential sector is compounded by a number of factors such as a 

lack of infrastructure to facilitate convenient recycling, high turnover rate in tenants and high 

turnover in building staff leads which leads to loss of continuity in staff knowledge. 

One of the various ways in which SWMS looks to achieve its objective is by creating a tenant 

engagement guide to assist building superintendents, property management groups or 

engaged persons like a 3Rs Ambassador Volunteer or Green Team in undertaking "in-

building" education on waste diversion with their residents. 

SWWS commissioned Ipsos to conduct qualitative research with residents of multi-residential 

buildings that receive service from the City, to inform the development of the tenant 

engagement guide.  

1.1 Methodology 

Three focus groups were conducted with the following audiences: 

 

Residents who own or rent a condo unit (N=8) 

 

Newcomer residents who own or rent a condo or apartment unit (N=8) 

 

Residents who rent an apartment unit (N=8) 

Newcomers were defined as those who moved to Canada within the last ten years and who 

did not use English as the main language at home.  

During the recruitment stage, all participants were screened to ensure that only those who 

live in multi-residential buildings serviced by SWMS took part. Other criteria monitored during 
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the recruitment phase included: number of storeys in participants’ buildings, sex, age, total 

household income level and educational attainment. The aim was to obtain a broad section 

of residents in multi-residential buildings. 

Each focus group lasted 1 hour and they were all conducted on January 30th, 2017.  

1.2 Interpretation of the findings 

The findings presented in this report are qualitative in nature. The value of qualitative 

research is exploring in depth the factors that shape public attitudes and behaviours on 

certain issues. At no point is the intention to produce results that are statistically 

representative of the population at large.  
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2 Detailed Findings

2.1 Green Bin Program 

All participants who took part in the 

research had heard of the City’s Green Bin 

Program and correctly associated it with 

the composing of “organic”, “food” or 

“kitchen” waste.  

Participants became aware of the Program 

through a variety of methods. Some had 

been informed by their property managers 

when they moved into their units or when 

the program was introduced in their 

buildings. Others had seen posters about 

the program in their buildings or on the 

subway. Others still were aware of the 

program from living in single family houses 

in the past.  

Given the high levels of awareness of the 

program, participants did not feel that 

there is a need for a name change. 

Indeed, it was noted that such move would 

create confusion. ‘Green Bin’ made sense 

to participants because they had seen the 

green-coloured bins given to houses by 

the City or they associated “plants” and 

“earth” with the colour green. That said, in 

one focus group it was acknowledged that 

replacing “Green Bin” with “Organic 

Waste” or “Composting” would make more 

intuitive sense since the bins given to units 

in multi-residential buildings are grey.  

I associated ‘green’ with the earth, the 
ground, plants or food stuff. So it 

makes sense to call it ‘Green Bin 
Program’. 

It would just confuse people if they 
changed the name. 

If you are not familiar with the program 
it has no meaning. If you called it 
organic waste or compost program it 
would describe what it actually is. This 
just describes the colour of the bin.   

The research found that there are some 

barriers that could be addressed in the 

future to encourage more residents to 

compost: 

 Availability of in-unit compost bins. 

Some participants claimed to not have 

received these while others had to 

purchase their own ones or admitted to 

taking bins from their previous home.  

 Cost of compostable bags. 

Participants in one group were under 

the impression that compostable bags 

were essential and were deterred from 

buying them because of cost. This in 

turn led to calls to providing these for 

free. 

 Messiness of having a compost bin. 

Some were put off by the smell of and 

the small flies that are attracted to 

compost bins. Tips on how to mitigate 

this would be welcomed. For example, 

one participant commented that his 

household keeps their food waste in 

the freezer.  
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2.2 Attitudes to Recycling 

Almost all participants claimed to do at 

least some recycling and were mainly 

driven by environmental reasons and a 

sense of social responsibility. Recycling is 

seen as something that has been “pushed” 

to Canadians over the years; this was 

discussed in broad terms but also in 

relation to learning this in school.  

For newcomers, recycling is something 

they have had to adapt to since moving to 

Canada.  

I just want to leave a better place for 
other people.  

There’s a stigma attached if you don’t 
recycle. Got to think of the 
environment 

I’m a child of the eighties. It was really 
pushed on us in schools. It was a 
prized volunteer position to be part of 
the recycling club. 

For Canadians recycling is normal. 
For people who didn’t grow up here it 
is not normal. Back home you throw 
everything in one waste basket.  

The findings were fairly mixed on providing 

a financial motive to encourage recycling. 

Financial incentives – in the form of a tax 

break for recycling or offering money back 

as with the bottle & beer can scheme at 

the Beer store – were brought up as 

suggestions for encouraging more 

residents to recycle in the future. That 

said, reactions to this suggestion were 

fairly lukewarm with some admitting that 

they wouldn’t bother with this type of 

incentive.  

One participant who owned a condo had 

received a letter from her property 

management company about potential fee 

increases if recycling rates in the building 

did not improve. This had no impact on her 

behaviour even though she admitted that 

she could recycle more. She felt that any 

increase would be very small once divided 

among all the owners in the building. 

When other condo owners were asked 

how they would feel with an increase, they 

agreed that it would not likely change their 

behaviour for the same reasons and the 

fact that they take fee increases as a 

given. On the other hand, one participant 

who rented a unit in a housing co-

operative commented that he was 

motivated to recycle more because of 

similar communication from his co-op.  

Our condo board told us that they will 
be charged more for garbage and if 
we don’t recycle more, they will pass 
that cost onto us. It doesn’t really have 
an impact on me because the cost will 
be quite negligible once you spread it 
across the whole building. 

I don’t think it would work. Condo fees 
go up all the time! 

We were told that even if we didn’t use 
the new green bins, our building still 
gets charged. We are a co-op and 
conscious of money. It made people 
separate their trash because we didn’t 
want to pay for something we weren’t 
using.  

Beyond the obvious items – cans, plastic 

bottles and paper – there was some 

uncertainty around what can and what 

cannot be recycled. In cases of 

uncertainty, a number of ‘strategies’ were 

used to determine whether an item is 
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recyclable. Some looked for the recycling 

sign on the packaging. Others made a 

best guess based on how similar the item 

in question is to other things they knew for 

certain could or could not be recycled. A 

few participants in the newcomers group 

would consider if the item could be reused 

in order to determine whether it is 

recyclable.  

I look for the three arrow triangle. If it 
is a complex item, like a kid’s toy 
made of plastic and metal I would put 
it in the trash.   

There’s always tricky ones like coffee 
cups. You think they could be reused 
because they look like paper. I make 
my best guess based on what the item 
looks like.  

When I’m not sure, I ask myself: ‘Can 
it be used again?’. Plastics and paper 
can be recycled. If it’s something 
that’s disgusting, you really want to 
put it in the garbage. 

Part of the confusion stemmed from a 

belief that what can be recycled has 

changed over time while at the same time, 

many admitted to not have kept up-to-date 

with these changes. 

Things are always evolving. The black 
plastic take-out containers never used 
to be recyclable but I think they are 
now. Grocery bags too weren’t 
recyclable but they might be now. I’m 
not sure, I should really read about it.  

There were some differences in what the 

default was when there was doubt around 

whether something is recyclable. Some 

adopted a position of better to include it 

with the recycling and it can be sorted at 

the facility. For others, throwing it with the 

garbage was the default because of they 

had heard in the media that throwing 

garbage with the recycling can result in 

increased cost for the city and potentially 

cause contamination to the recyclable 

items.  

I put it in the recycling if I’m in doubt. I 
think it is better than putting it in the 
garbage. 

I have heard that if you erroneously 
throw something with the recycling it 
can cost a lot for the factory to sort it so 
it defeats the purpose of recycling. 

“Garbage”, “non-recyclables” and “trash” 

were the words suggested to describe 

items that have been wrongly included 

with the recycling. When asked if the word 

‘contamination’ meant anything to them in 

the context of recycling, some participants 

guessed that it referred to certain types of 

hazardous waste such as paint, solvents, 

cooking oil, batteries and syringes.   

Two key themes emerged throughout the 

discussions on what would encourage 

participants to sort their garbage and 

recycle more: 

 Improve convenience of recycling.  

Specifically, chutes for recyclables and 

compost waste would be welcomed by 

participants who did not currently have 

access to those.  

 More clarity around what can be 

recycled. As discussed more fully 

below, there were preferences around 

how this information should be 

provided.  
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2.3 Reactions to different 
types of engagement activities 

Participants were shown pictures and 

provided with brief descriptions of different 

types of information / activities that could 

be offered in their buildings to encourage 

better sorting and more recycling. These 

examples were based on current activities. 

On the whole, reactions to all the items 

were fairly lukewarm but participants were 

able to provide constructive feedback on 

each.  

Lobby displays 

Most participants would not stop at a lobby 

display, even if this was staffed by a 

representative from the City or their 

building. They are often in a rush to get 

home or would not pass by the lobby in 

any case as they take the elevator from 

the parking lot to their unit floor.  

A minority felt that they may be enticed to 

stop if there was a freebie to take home – 

for example, a compost bin, compostable 

bags or a fridge magnet. 

I would pass it but I’m always in a 
hurry. When I finish work, I’m tired and 
I just want to go home. I don’t want to 
stop and talk to people or read things. 

This is a big distraction if you have 
kids and you are trying to get home.  

A lot of people drive and go up the 
elevator. They would miss this. 

I would never stop at this unless they 
were giving away something like bins 
or bags. 

It is a good idea if you had little 
pamphlets for people to put on the 
fridge.  

Posters or stickers 

Of all the suggestions tested, participants 

appeared to be most receptive to posters 

and stickers. 

Posters are already provided in the 

garbage rooms or by the garbage chutes 

of some buildings. This has a limited effect 

since participants would not re-sort their 

garbage or recycling once they reach 

these areas.  

If you made the trek, you’ve probably 
tied up all your bags. What are the 
chances you’re going to sort it now 
that the poster is there? 

They have them in our recycling room. 
By the time you’re there you have all 
your stuff, the information is moot. Too 
late now. It’s going to end up in the 
same spot. 

Hence, stickers that could be stuck directly 

onto participants’ in-unit recycling or waste 

bins were seen as much more effective. 

Fridge magnets or leaflets that could be 

stuck on fridges were also seen as helpful. 

Elevators and laundry rooms were seen as 

more appropriate areas to put posters up 

in because participants are more likely to 

read them while they are waiting.  

If they were in the elevator, I’d look at 
the posters. I would learn something. 
What else do I have to do in there? 

The discussion found some clear direction 

on the design of posters, stickers or 

leaflets: 
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 Less text, more images.  Participants 

were put off from reading anything that 

is too text heavy. They would instead 

prefer images showing types of waste 

that can and cannot be recycled. This 

view was also shared by newcomers 

who preferred images to translating 

materials into many languages. The 

latter option would create wordy 

posters and risks offending those 

whose language has been excluded.  

Translating all the text will take up 
so much space. If you make it 
pictorial, people of any language 
can understand, 

 Up-to-date information.  There was a 

perception that what can and cannot 

be recycled has changed over the 

years, while participants admitted that 

they have not kept up with changes. 

Posters that provide the most up-to-

date information were seen as helpful. 

 Clean, modern and professional 

look & feel. Some participants, 

particularly younger ones, were put off 

by the look and feel of the examples of 

posters, information boards and 

bulletin boards they were shown. They 

pointed out that the examples looked 

like “grade school projects” which 

would not catch their attention and 

would come across as 

“condescending”. 

Probably has to be eye catching 
but sophisticated enough that you 
don’t feel like it’s condescending 
or grade school. Don’t want to talk 
down to people. 

 Information on impact provided in 

infographic format. There was a 

strong appetite for presenting 

information in infographics. These 

were seen as attractive ways to 

present complex information. 

Suggestions included presenting 

information on the impact of recycling 

has had to date or what happens once 

items are recycled. Or, showing 

information on the impact of not 

recycling. 

I would be more likely to read it if 
it’s an impact story or an 
infographic. Like we put the 
compost waste on 50 city gardens 
to plant carrots or something. 

The best medium for me when I’m 
trying to digest a complex topic: a 
well-designed infographic – easy 
to look at, condensed information. 
No random things, elementary 
school style in Comic Sans. 

If it talked about the difference 
that you’re making. This is how 
much was recycled last year, or 
how much was put in the garbage. 
City has a goal & we meet the 
goal. This message may motivate 
people in a more concrete way. 

Bulletin or information boards 

These are already in place in mailrooms or 

laundry rooms of buildings. Again, 

participants felt that these should be 

placed in areas where participants have 

idle time (laundry room for example) and 

information included should mirror the 

suggestions provided for posters & 

stickers (discussed above).  
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Activities or events 

Activities or events were seen as more 

appropriate for families with children. 

Those without children admitted that they 

would not attend such events. A minority 

could be persuaded to attend if free 

compost bins were given or if there was a 

useful purpose – for example, one 

participant commented that his co-op 

organises an Environment Day where 

residents can take their batteries for safe 

disposal.  

 I couldn’t see activities and events 
being a big hit. No one would show 
up. 

 I would only be interested if I had kids 
or a little brother or sister. It’s a free 
event and I would learn something. I 
don’t think I would go out of my way to 
go to an event like that in my 
circumstances. 

 If you can take things like batteries 
and paint and aerosols, that would be 
nice. If it was just a random activity, 
then I would avoid it like the plague. I 
don’t think kids are the demographic 
either. It’s taught so much in school. 
They’re the ones that are telling their 
parents what to recycle. 

 We have an Environment Day. There 
is a park beside us. They dump a 
huge pile of compost, and you can 
take out all the things you can’t 
recycle – paint, batteries. They take 
out bins to trade in. 

The Calendar 

Copies of the SWMS' 2017 Apartment & 

Condo Recycling Calendar were 

distributed during the focus groups to elicit 

participants’ reactions. 

Some recognised it and have used it as a 

calendar in the past or kept it for the 

information contained within it. 

 I use it already. I really like it. It’s 
actually quite useful. I have it up on 
my fridge.  

Others remembered picking it up from 

their mailboxes but recycled it 

immediately. Others had never seen it and 

felt that they would have also recycled it 

because they receive a lot of calendars 

and / or they don’t use calendars. 

 I feel calendars are going towards 
being obsolete. I would recycle this. I 
keep my schedule in my phone. 

Regardless of past behaviour, once 

participants were asked to browse through 

the calendar, they found the information 

useful. They particularly liked the centre-

fold page on the Blue Bin recycling guide 

that explains how waste should be sorted. 

Some went further to suggest that this 

should be provided in a more condensed 

format for safe-keeping. The lack of space 

in condo and apartment units was brought 

up several times in terms of why 

participants do not recycle or why they do 

not keep leaflets, calendars etc. 

 They should take the information and 
make it smaller so I can put it next to 
where I do my recycling. I don’t know 
if I’d put this calendar up on my fridge. 

The Waste Wizard 

A few participants recalled seeing 

advertisements on the TTC about the 

Waste Wizard and one had used it in the 

past. Participants generally felt that it was 
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a useful tool, although there was mixed 

reaction on whether they would personally 

use it. Some would be more inclined to do 

so if it was an app; there was a perception 

that apps are easier to access than 

websites on smartphones.  

 I think the concept of the Waste 
Wizard is really useful. Maybe an app 
might be easier to access vs. the URL. 

2.4 Preferences on the 
source of information 

For the most part, participants expected 

information on recycling to come from the 

City – with some commenting that this is a 

municipal issue – or from their property 

management group or superintendent. 

There was a view that information from 

property management groups or 

superintendents would show that they care 

about the building and the environment. 

This in turn can lead to more positive 

views of them among building tenants. 

 This seems like a municipal issue, so 
City of Toronto.  

 If the superintendent sent this to you, 
it makes you feel good about the 
building. The super cares about the 
building and the environment.  

Views were fairly divided on outreach from 

other building tenants: some were open to 

this while others would be hesitant about 

answering their doors to strangers. 

 If you are watching TV and you are in 
your pjs, you do not want to answer 
the door to a stranger to talk. 

 I put peers. I think people tend to 
listen to their peers and respect their 
opinions 

Participants would be sceptical or pay less 

attention if the information came from 

another organisation, particularly a private 

company.  
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3 Conclusions 

As SWMS moves forward with creating a tenant engagement guide to assist building 

superintendents or property management groups in undertaking "in-building" tenant 

education, the research highlighted a number of issues to consider: 

 Recycling is seen as the social norm. Almost all participants recognised that 

recycling is a positive behaviour to engage in and most were motivated by 

environmental and social responsibility concerns. They tended to use the term 

recycling primarily in relation to Blue Bin recycling but also other types such as the 

Green Bin program. 

 Opportunity to change the perceived inconvenience of recycling (whether Blue 

or Green Bin programs). While some of the barriers identified in the research may 

require structural changes to a building (e.g. installing new garbage chutes), the study 

suggests that there is an opportunity to give residents tips on how to improve the 

convenience of recycling within existing structures. For example, keeping compost 

waste in the freezer can mean less trips to the garbage room and no issues with 

smell or flies.  

 New information to help with sorting. The research found that beyond obvious 

items (cans, bottles & paper), there was a lot of confusion around what can and 

cannot be recycled and most rely on their gut feeling based on past knowledge. 

There were calls for more information to be provided using images instead of text. 

Posters in elevators and laundry rooms were seen as effective, although their 

effectiveness diminishes if they are posted for too long. Taken together, the findings 

suggest that there is scope to build a campaign where posters are designed to focus 

on one or two items that can or cannot be recycled and posters with new items are 

put up on a monthly basis.  

 Information on impact. The research suggests that there is appetite for education 

on the impact of individual’s actions in terms of: the impact of not recycling on the city 

or the environment more broadly; the impact of recycling and what difference it has 

made for the building or the city; the impact of not properly sorting waste. On the last 

point, the research suggests that individuals who had heard of the problems caused 

by contamination were more likely to think more carefully about what to put with their 
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recycling.  Using infographics to present this information is more likely to capture 

residents’ attention.  

  



 

 

 

  
 

 
 
 
 

 
March 22, 2017 
 
 
Dear Property Manager,  
 
Re:  Improving Waste Diversion Programs in Multi-Residential Buildings 
 
The City of Toronto (the City) is researching and exploring new ways to inform and educate residents to 
improve waste diversion at multi-residential buildings. We are seeking cooperation in surveying residents from 
twenty (20) multi-residential buildings that receive waste collection services from the City.  Your building has 
been identified as a potential candidate to participate in administering a survey to residents.  
 
Participation in the project would require minimal commitment on your part and would be undertaken at no 
cost to you. As a part of the project, we would require permission to have staff from a third-party market 
research and public opinion polling firm, commissioned by the City, come to the building to conduct brief 
surveys with residents to gauge their knowledge of the City's waste diversion programs and current awareness 
of promotional materials. We anticipate that the first survey will take place in May 2017 and the second and 
last survey will occur in late November to December 2017. 
 
The results obtained from this survey will help inform the City's plan for waste diversion programs in multi-
residential buildings and may be shared publicly, however, no identifying information will be included without 
prior consent. We appreciate your interest in participating in this project and look forward to a cooperative 
partnership to gather information from program users to continuously improve the services that we provide to 
multi-residential buildings to help them divert more waste from landfill and reduce solid waste fees. 
 
To confirm your agreement to participate in the project and provide access to your building as 
outlined above, please sign below and scan the signed document to Emily.Marmoreo@toronto.ca. If 
you have any questions regarding this project, please contact Emily Marmoreo, Project Lead, Waste 
Management Planning by email at Emily.Marmoreo@toronto.ca or by telephone at 416-397-9569. 
 
Yours truly, 
        
 
  

 
________________________________ 

Vincent Sferrazza      Property Manager Name (please print) 
Director                   
Policy, Planning & Support I agree to provide City staff or 
Solid Waste Management Services           representatives  
  access to _____________________ 
                 (building address) 

 for the duration of the project. 
 

VS/rd  
  
Copy to: Charlotte Ueta, Acting Manager, Waste Management Planning, Solid Waste Management Services 

 

 

 
Solid Waste Management Services 
City Hall 
100 Queen Street West 
25th Floor, East Tower 
Toronto, ON M5H 2N2 

Vincent Sferrazza 
Director  

Policy, Planning & Support 

Jim McKay  
General Manager 
 
 
 
 
  

Refer to: Emily Marmoreo 
Tel:  416-397-9569 
Fax: 416-392-4754  
Email: Emily.Marmoreo@toronto.ca 

www.toronto.ca 
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Memorandum of Understanding 
 
 
Project Description 
 
The City of Toronto (the City) is researching new ways to educate residents to improve waste diversion at 
multi-residential buildings. As part of this research, the City is testing the effectiveness of having a Lead 
Community Organization in select multi-residential buildings facilitate the work of a Resident/Tenant 
Group to promote waste reduction and diversion. Lead Community Organizations will work with a 
Resident/Tenant Group in the building to plan, organize, and deliver engagement initiatives using the 
City's newly developed Tenant Engagement Guide.  
 

Objectives 
 
The City and Lead Community Organizations agree to work together to achieve the following objectives of 
the Project: 

 To advance the goals of the City's Long Term Waste Management Strategy which, 
among other things, seeks to improve waste diversion in multi-residential buildings 

 To promote waste reduction and participation in the City's waste diversion programs 

 To assess a community-based approach to improving waste diversion in multi-residential 
buildings  

 
Roles & Responsibilities 
 
City of Toronto  
 

 Provide training to the Lead Community Organization about the project and project requirements 
and introduce the Tenant Engagement Guide on July 12, 2017 (Solid Waste Management 
Services – SWMS)  

 While the Lead Community Organization is facilitating development of Resident/Tenant Groups in 
each of the buildings, provide the Lead Community Organization with various education materials 
to post publicly or make publicly available or distribute to residents.  Such materials include 
posters, the Tenant Engagement Guide, and related handouts (SWMS) 

 Following establishment of viable Resident/Tenant Groups, provide funding of $5,000 per building 
plus 20% administrative fee for the Lead Community Organization (SWMS) 

 Provide approval for projected expenditures submitted by the Lead Community Organization 
(Social Development, Finance and Administration (SDFA) and SWMS) 

 Provide support to the Lead Community Organization in resident/tenant engagement strategies 
(SDFA) 

 
Lead Community Organization  
 

 Attend training about the project, project requirements and the Tenant Engagement Guide on July 
12, 2017 (attendance is required)  

 Facilitate establishment of a volunteer-based Resident/Tenant Group 

 Continuously provide information about this project to each of the established Resident/Tenant 
Groups 

 Provide support to Resident/Tenant Group in utilizing Tenant Engagement Guide and provide 
feedback on list of possible initiatives and budget for projected expenditures 

 Support Resident/Tenant Group to ensure consistent gathering and reporting of program metrics 
indicated below in this document 

 Monitor and track project budget 

 Collect and document Performance Metrics outlined below 
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Resident/Tenant Group 
 

 Undertake three to six activities/events to educate residents/tenants on waste reduction and 
promote participation in waste diversion programs, in a manner consistent with the materials and 
explanations provided by the Lead Community Organization based on the City's training  

 Have attendees fill out feedback surveys following each activity  

 Utilize Tenant Engagement Guide to assess, develop and plan initiatives for engagement  

 Work with Lead Community Organization to prepare a budget for projected expenditures to be 
approved by the City 

 

Funding  
 Funding to be provided by SWMS and administered by SDFA  

 $5,000 per building plus 20% administrative fee 

 Funds can be spent on items such as: staffing, food purchase, props for recycling games, movie 
rentals, etc. as part of undertaking the tenant engagement events 

 Funding in the amount of $6,000 will be provided in the form of two installment payments. Initial 
funds will be provided in the amount of $5,000. The remaining $1,000 will be provided upon 
completion of the project and approval of the final report. 

 
Meetings and Reporting  
 
To accomplish its objectives, the City and the Lead Community Organization will meet monthly, or more 
often if required, by phone or in person. 
 
Reporting Requirements 
 
Budget  

 Report once a month on budgeted, projected and actual expenditures  
 

Performance Metrics  

 The number and types of outreach and promotion activities used to engage residents/tenants  

 The number and types of resident/tenant-led waste diversion tactics and activities implemented 

 The number of participants at each event 

 The number of hours/day for each event (including planning and delivery) 

 The number of residents participating in each event (including demographic information: age, 
gender, length of tenancy in the building) 

 
Final Report 

 The report at a minimum should include an introduction, a description of the Lead Community 
Organization, initiatives selected, budget spent, suggestions for improvement, and a conclusion.  

 The report should also include a summary of results/performance metrics: 
o A list of questions raised by residents/tenants 
o A description of the factors the residents/tenants feel contributed to the success of the 

project 
o A list of ideas on how the project could have been done differently to make it more 

successful 
o Summarized feedback from resident/tenant surveys 

 

Project Timeline (subject to change by the City) 
 
June/July 2017 Confirm and award contract to Lead Community Organization in each 

identified community; Lead Community Organization confirms staff 
assigned to the project 
 

July 12, 2017 City provides training to Lead Community Organization 
2 pm to 4 pm, North York Civic Centre, 5100 Yonge St, Committee 
Room 4 
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September 2017 – 
February 2018 

Outreach and Recruitment for Resident/Tenant Groups 
Identify Resident/Tenant Group 
Develop a list of possible initiatives and projected budget 
Host events and activities 
Provide monthly reports to the City, including surveys  
Wrap-up and Evaluation  

March 2018 Final Report due to the City 

Term 

This Memorandum of Understanding becomes effective on the date that the Lead Community 
Organization signs and will remain in effect until May 31, 2018. 

Modification 

The agreement may be modified with the mutual consent of the City and Lead Community Organization 
representatives. 

Commitment to partnership 

I have read and agree to perform the requirements in this Memorandum of Understanding. 

Name________________________________________  

Organization________________________________________ 

Title________________________________________  

Date________________________________________  

For more information contact: 

Michael Skaljin  Emily Marmoreo 
Community Development Officer Project Lead 
Tower and Neighbourhood Revitalization Unit Waste Management Planning  
Social Development, Finance and Administration  Solid Waste Management Services 
City of Toronto  City of Toronto 

Email: Michael.Skaljin@toronto.ca Email: Emily.Marmoreo@toronto.ca 
Phone: 416-993-9590  Phone: 416-397-9569 

mailto:Michael.Skaljin@toronto.ca
mailto:Emily.Marmoreo@toronto.ca
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Multi-Res Pilot Survey 
Post-Implementation Questionnaire 

Hello, my name is ______________ from Ipsos which is a public opinion research organization. I am 
conducting a survey of residents about how they dispose of their garbage, recycling and organic waste in 
this building on behalf of the City of Toronto. You might have seen a poster in your building about this 
survey we are conducting.  The survey will take no longer than 5 minutes and all your responses will be 
kept confidential. If you participate in this short survey you will receive a $5 gift card from Tim Horton’s. 

Interviewer to Record: 

A. Building address:

B. Date:

C. Interview Location:

Floor #_____ 
Lobby 

D. Group Type

Control 
Standard Existing P&E materials 
New P&E Materials 
Tenant Engagement Strategy    

Recycling 

1. Do you recycle items? (Read if necessary: By this I mean separating and disposing of recyclable items
separately from your garbage)?

Yes 
No 

[If recycle ask Q2 to Q4] 

2. How often do you recycle the following items? Please respond by saying always, sometimes, rarely,
or never. How about…? (Read list)

Glass 
Plastics (but not including stretchy plastics) 
Stretchy plastics 
Cans  
Paper 
Cardboard 
Styrofoam 
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Always 
Sometimes 
Rarely 
Never 

3. Where do you take your recyclable materials for disposal? (Read list)

Recycling chute on your floor
Recycling container in the basement of your building 
Recycling container outside your building 
Somewhere else (record) 

4. Would you say that you recycle more, less, or about the same compared to three months ago?

More 
Less 
The same 

Organics 

5. Do you separate and dispose of your food waste or organic waste separately from your garbage?
(Read if necessary: By this I mean separating and disposing of food and compostable organic
material separately from your garbage).

Yes 
No 

[If yes ask Q6 and Q7] 

6. Where do you take your food waste or organics for disposal? (Read list)

Organics chute on your floor 
Organics or green bin in the basement of your building 
Organics or green bin outside your building 
Somewhere else (specify) 

7. Would you say that you separate and dispose of your food waste and organic waste separately from
your garbage more, less, or about the same compared to three months ago?

More 
Less 
The same 

Satisfaction with Collection 

8. How satisfied would you say that you are with the following in your building using a scale from 1 to
5 where 1 means very dissatisfied and 5 means very satisfied:
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Recycling facilities/collection area  
Food waste and organics facilities/collection area 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

9. Have you received any of the following from your building? (Read list)

Recycling bag 
Kitchen container for organics 
Information about how to recycle items 
Information about how to dispose of food waste or organics separately 
None of the above (Do not read) 

Information 

10. Where do you go for any information about recycling or disposing of food waste? If you do not look
for information please say so.  (Do not read, select all that apply)

Building manager 
Recycling calendar 
City of Toronto 
Online 
Waste Wizard 
Neighbor / other people in your building 
Other (specify) 
Do not look for information 

10a. Over the past three months, would you say that information about recycling and food waste 
disposal in your building has… (read list) 

Improved 
Stayed the same 
Worsened  
Or you are not sure or don’t know 

11. Have you seen any of the following types of information about recycling or food waste disposal in
your building? (read list) Select all that apply

Lobby display  
Posters 
Flyers or mail from the City of Toronto 
Letter from property management 
Calendar from the City of Toronto about recycling 
Anything else (specify) 



4 

None of the above   

[If mention lobby display] 

12. Did you stop and get some information about recycling and food waste collection from the display in
the lobby?

Yes 
No 

13. Have you recently read, seen, or heard anything called Recycle Coach Academy? This is an online
tool to help building residents recycle.

Yes 
No 

14. From whom would you prefer most to receive information about recycling and food waste
collection? Including how to and the benefits of doing these things? (Pick one)

Building management or superintendent 
City of Toronto 
Community/tenant group 
Other (specify) 
Doesn’t matter 

15. Finally, how could waste collection, recycling, and food waste collection be improved in your
building?

[Record response] 

Demographics 

We are almost done the interview. I only have a couple more questions to classify you as a respondent. 
All the information you provide will be kept confidential.  

16. How many people, including yourself, live in your home?
1
2
3
4
5+
Prefer not to answer (Do not read)

[If more than 1 ask] 

17. Do you have any children that live with you who are under the age of 18?

Yes 
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No 
Prefer not to answer (Do not read) 

18. Do you own or rent your unit?

Own 
Rent 
Prefer not to answer (Do not read) 

19. Which of the following age groups do you fall into?

18 to 34 
35 to 54 
55 or older 
Prefer not to answer (Do not read) 

20. What language do you most often speak at home?

English 
Other (specify) 
Prefer not to answer (Do not read) 

21. Record gender:

Male 
Female 

Thank you for taking the time to participate in this survey. 



March 2018 

Dear Resident, 

Re:   Public Opinion Research on Waste Diversion Programs in Multi-Residential 
Buildings 

The City of Toronto is researching and exploring new ways to inform and educate residents 
to improve waste diversion at multi-residential buildings such as apartment buildings and 
condominiums.  As part of this research, staff from a third-party polling company Ipsos Reid, 
on behalf of the City, will be conducting brief surveys with residents to gauge their 
knowledge of the City's waste diversion programs and current awareness of educational 
materials and initiatives. 

Your time and feedback is greatly appreciated and will help us to improve our 
communication to better inform residents on how to reduce and divert waste.  If you have 
any questions regarding the survey, please contact Renee Dello, Acting Project Lead, 
Waste Management Planning, Policy, Planning & Support, Solid Waste Management 
Services by email at Renee.Dello@toronto.ca or by telephone at 416-392-5806. 

Yours truly, 

Vincent Sferrazza  
Director Policy, Planning & Support 
Solid Waste Management Services 

VS/rd 

 

Solid Waste Management Services 
City Hall 
100 Queen Street West 
25th Floor, East Tower 
Toronto, ON M5H 2N2 

Vincent Sferrazza 
Director  

Policy, Planning & Support 

Jim McKay  
General Manager 

Refer to: Renee Dello 
Tel:  416-392-5806 
Fax: 416-392-4754  
Email: Renee.Dello@toronto.ca 

www.toronto.ca 

mailto:Renee.Dello@toronto.ca


NOTICE 

Representatives from the research firm 

Ipsos will be in our building  

Friday, March 9th and Saturday, March 10th 

to conduct surveys on behalf of the City of 

Toronto. Your participation in the survey is 

greatly appreciated. 

If you need more information, please contact 

Renee Dello at 416-392-5806. 
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 With a population approaching 3 million, the City of Toronto is by far the largest city in Canada. Not surprisingly, almost half of
Toronto’s residents live in multi-unit dwellings and yet collectively this group only recycled or composted 28 percent of their
waste in 2016.1 The good news is that this figure (28%) represents a seven percent increase over 2011, but it also highlights the
opportunity to help these residents divert more waste from landfill. As such, the City is exploring new ways to improve waste
diversion at multi-residential buildings. As part of this strategy, the City has retained Ipsos to conduct research to measure the
impact of various pilot programs designed to help residents reduce the amount of waste that is sent to the landfill and increase
knowledge about recycling and organics separation among residents.

 The research was conducted in two phases (a pre- and post-; before and after the implementation of the pilot) and consisted of
three variations and one control group, with a focus on measuring the effectiveness of each pilot program in comparison to the
control group, as well as the lasting effect of each program on recycling and organic waste disposal behaviours in the post-wave.
The topics covered in this report include:

 Recycling and food waste behaviours; including motivations and barriers to recycling and separating food waste;

 Satisfaction with collection facilities

 Knowledge about recycling & food waste disposal;

 Sources of information about recycling & food waste disposal;

BACKGROUND & OBJECTIVES

1. City of Toronto Diversion Rate and Reports  https://www.toronto.ca/services-payments/recycling-organics-garbage/solid-waste-reports/

© 2018 Ipsos 4

METHODOLOGY
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 The methodological approach taken in this study is related to an experimental design, whereby participants are randomly assigned to either
an experimental or control group, in which only members of the experimental groups receive exposure to a variable that is being tested. In
this case, that variable is education about various recycling and organic waste materials. A more detailed description of the control group and
each of the three experimental groups is provided below:

 Control Group: This group will not be exposed to any additional information about food/ organics waste collection or recycling.

 Existing P&E Materials Group: This group will be exposed to existing P&E materials, via monthly lobby displays.

 New P&E Materials Group: This group will be exposed to new P&E materials, a poster with a tear off pad and a direct mail
piece.

 Tenant Engagement Strategy Group: This group will be exposed to a tenant engagement strategy undertaken by community
groups.

 In total, n=400 interviews were conducted in both the pre- and post-waves, with approximately n=100 conducted for each variation of the
pilot program and n=100 for the control group. Approximately 20 interviews were conducted in 20 different apartment buildings in various
locations across the City.

 Interviewing took place on both weekdays and weekends at various times throughout the day between August and November 2017 in the
pre-wave, and during March 2018 for the post-wave. Survey participants were offered a $5 Tim Hortons gift card for their participation.

 Significant differences between key groups have been identified with shaded boxes – green boxes are used to identify when one
demographic group is statistically higher than the other and red boxes when it is statistically lower.

 Data from the post-wave survey is tracked against data from the pre-wave survey. Statistically significant increases are identified graphically
by green circles, while statistically significant declines are identified graphically by red circles.

METHODOLOGY

© 2018 Ipsos 6

KEY FINDINGS
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PRE VS. POST-WAVE

 Compared to the pre-wave, residents on the whole say that they are both recycling and disposing of organic waste separately from their
garbage more frequently than they did three months ago, with the greatest shifts occurring among the Tenant Engagement Strategy group.

 Regarding recycling, in the post wave significantly more residents indicate that they are recycling more compared to three months ago (18%,
compared to 10% in the pre-wave). As mentioned, the greatest increase in occurs among the Tenant Engagement Group, where one in five
(22%) residents mention recycling more in the post-wave, compared to 9% of residents in the pre-wave.

 Overall, residents are less likely to say that they ‘always’ recycle styrofoam or stretchy plastics than in the pre-wave. There appears to be
more ambiguity regarding whether or not it is appropriate to always recycle these items, and there is little variation across the key groups.

 Regarding food waste, significantly more residents mention separating food waste more often in the post-wave (18%), compared to in the
pre-wave (12%). The greatest increase in mentions of separating food waste more often also occurs among residents in the Tenant
Engagement Strategy, where one quarter of residents in this group mention separating food waste more often in the post wave (compared
to only 5% in the pre-wave).

 This would suggest that the Tenant Engagement Strategy has had a lasting effect on residents in particular, as residents have become more
cognizant of separating waste in the post-wave compared to the pre-wave.

 However, when looking at the proportion of residents who are currently separate food waste, significantly more residents in the Existing P&E
Materials group are more likely to do so in the post-wave (85%), compared to the pre-wave (73%), while the increase in separating food
waste among residents in the Tenant Engagement Strategy are less pronounced (77% in the post-wave, compared to 73% in the pre-wave).

KEY FINDINGS (1)

© 2018 Ipsos 8

RECYCLING & FOOD WASTE DISPOSAL INFORMATION

 One quarter (25%) of residents feel that the amount of information about recycling and food waste disposal in their building has improved
over the past three months. Two thirds (64%) of residents say that this information in their building has ‘stayed the same’. Most residents
(62%) claim to have seen posters, while around four in ten saw flyers or mail from the City of Toronto (43%) or the City of Toronto recycling
calendar (40%).

 Three quarters (74%) of residents claim to have stopped to get information about recycling and food waste collection from the lobby display.

 Despite seeing an improvement in information, fewer residents recall seeing information about recycling and food waste disposal in the post-
wave compared to the pre-wave through posters (62%, compared to 76%) and by a letter from property management (33%, compared to
45%).

 Only about one in ten (9%) have read, seen, or heard anything about the Recycle Coach Academy, with those in the Tenant Engagement
Strategy group being significantly more likely than any other group to be aware of the online tool (20%).

 In the post-wave the most commonly cited sources for information about recycling and food disposal are building managers (36%), online
(27%), the City of Toronto (25%), and recycling calendars (19%). Preferences are consistent with reality, as the highest proportion (45%)
indicate that they would prefer to receive this information from their building manager, followed by one in three (32%) who mention the City
of Toronto.

KEY FINDINGS (2)
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RECYCLING BEHAVIOURS

© 2018 Ipsos 10Q1.Do you recycle items? (Read if necessary: By this I mean separating and disposing of recyclable items separately from your garbage)?
Base: All Respondents Pre (n=400); Post (n=400)

98%

99%

99%

97%

97%

Total

Existing P&E Materials

Control

New P&E Materials

Tenant Engagement Strategy

Total Control
Existing P&E 

Materials
New P&E 
Materials

Tenant 
Engagement 

Strategy% Yes
Base: All Post Wave Respondents n=400 n=99 n=101 n=100 n=100

Post Wave 98% 99% 99% 97% 97%

RECYCLING
Nearly all residents claim to recycle (98%), consistent with the pre-wave (97%). Across the sample groups, recycling behaviours are mostly
unchanged since the pre-wave, with the exception of the Control group where residents are significantly more likely to indicate that they
recycle compared to the pre-wave (at 99% versus 94%).

% Yes 

*small base size **very small base size. Interpret with caution.

Pre Wave

97%

100%

94%

98%

97%

Data shaded green denotes data is significantly higher within each wave
Data shaded red denotes data is significantly lower within each wave
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RECYCLING FREQUENCY BY DEMOGRAPHICS
Young adults (18-34) recycle all items less frequently, and women are more likely to always recycle all items, save for styrofoam and stretchy
plastics. Homeowners are more likely to always recycle cans, cardboard, and glass, while single-member households are more likely to
recycle cans and glass. Residents living on the lower floors (0-9) are more likely to recycle paper, compared to those residing on higher
floors (85%).

Q2.How often do you recycle the following items? Please respond by saying always, sometimes, rarely, or never. How about…? (Read list)
Base: Recycle Post (n=392)

~ (but not including stretchy plastics)

*small base size **very small base size. Interpret with caution.

AGE GENDER # in HHOLD
CHILDREN IN 

HHOLD HOME OWNERSHIP FLOOR

18-34 35-54 55+ Male Female 1 2+ Yes No Own Rent Floors 0-9 Floors 10+

Base: Recycle n=116 n=122 n=150 n=173 n=219 n=147 n=244 n=92* n=152 n=109 n=280 n=280 n=91*

Cans 83% 94% 94% 87% 94% 95% 89% 84% 91% 95% 89% 92% 89%

Paper 83% 93% 96% 88% 94% 93% 91% 86% 93% 93% 90% 94% 85%

Cardboard 82% 93% 93% 84% 94% 93% 88% 87% 88% 94% 88% 91% 85%

Plastics~ 78% 91% 93% 84% 91% 89% 88% 84% 90% 90% 87% 89% 87%

Glass 67% 82% 85% 73% 84% 86% 75% 67% 79% 87% 75% 78% 84%

Styrofoam 37% 60% 66% 53% 58% 57% 55% 53% 56% 57% 55% 58% 51%

Stretchy Plastics 37% 53% 55% 46% 52% 48% 51% 51% 50% 47% 50% 51% 48%

% Always Post Wave

© 2018 Ipsos 12

18%
10%

16%
12%

22%
9%

16%
9%

17%
9%

79%
88%

83%
88%
69%

89%
83%

89%
81%

86%

4%
2%

9%
2%
2%
2%
2%

6%

Post

Pre

Post

Pre

Post

Pre

Post

Pre

Post

Pre

More The same Less

RECYCLING VS. THREE MONTHS AGO
Overall, significantly more residents indicate that they are recycling more in the post-wave compared to the pre-wave (18% vs. 10%). Among
the different sample groups, residents in the Tenant Engagement Strategy are significantly more likely to mention that they are recycling
more in the post-wave, compared to the pre-wave (22% vs. 9%). Residents in all other sample groups also mention recycling more in the
post-wave compared to the pre-wave, however these differences are not statistically significant.

Q4. Would you say that you recycle more, less, or about the same compared to three months ago?
Base: Recycle Pre (n=389); Post (n=392)

Total

Control

Tenant Engagement 
Strategy

New P&E Materials

Existing P&E Materials

Data <2% not labelled

Total Control Existing P&E 
Materials New P&E Materials Tenant Engagement 

Strategy
Base: All Post Wave Respondents n=400 n=98* n=100 n=97* n=97*

Post Wave 18% 16% 17% 16% 22%

% More, Post-Wave

*small base size **very small base size. Interpret with caution.
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FREQUENCY RECYCLING
Overall, residents are less likely to indicate that they are ‘always’ recycling styrofoam or stretchy plastics in the post-wave compared to the
pre-wave. Consistent with the pre-wave, the vast majority say that they ‘always’ recycle all other items (cans, paper, cardboard, plastics, and
glass).

Q2.How often do you recycle the following items? Please respond by saying always, sometimes, rarely, or never. How about…? (Read list)
Base: Recycle Pre (n=389); Post (n=392)

~ (but not including stretchy plastics)

*small base size **very small base size. Interpret with caution.

91%

91%

90%

88%

79%

56%

50%

93%

89%

92%

87%

84%

68%

64%

Cans

Paper

Cardboard

Plastics

Glass

Styrofoam

Stretchy Plastics

Post

Pre

% Always

© 2018 Ipsos 14

19%
16%

12%
7%

4%
2%
2%
2%
2%

1%
1%
1%
1%

4%
19%

8%

Current set-up/process is good/OK/adequate
More information/education

Better/Separate bins/containers
Encourage recycling/stricter enforcement/compliance

Better signage
Better chutes/tri-sorters

More frequent/scheduled collection
Control odour/smell/cleaner

Put bins/ containers in each floors of building
Better access/convenience

Have someone pick-up waste/ recycling from residents
Give (coloured) bags

Provide information in different languages
Other

Don't Know
Nothing

IMPROVING WASTE COLLECTION
When asked what can be done to improve waste collection in their building, a variety of responses are provided. One in five residents say
that they ‘don’t know’ enough to provide an opinion, while the same proportion of residents say that their current set-up is good (19%)
Among those residents who can mention an improvement, 16% mention more information/education, 12% mention separate
bins/containers, and 7% mention stricter enforcement / compliance.

*small base size **very small base size. Interpret with caution.

Q15. Finally, how could waste collection, recycling, and food waste collection be improved in your building?
Base: All Respondents Pre (n=400); Post (n=400)

Overall Post Wave
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43%

55%

51%

60%

48%

62%

42%

53%

32%

45%

32%

21%

30%

21%

28%

16%

33%

27%

38%

21%

17%

14%

13%

14%

14%

15%

19%

6%

22%

21%

3%

5%

3%

3%

3%

3%

6%

5%

8%

3%

3%

4%

5%

4%

3%

7%

Post

Pre

Post

Pre

Post

Pre

Post

Pre

Post

Pre

5 Very satisfied 4 3 2 1 Very dissatisfied Don't know

Q8. How satisfied would you say that you are with the following in your building using a scale from 1 to 5 where 1 means very dissatisfied and 5 means very satisfied.
Base: All Respondents Pre (n=400); Post (n=400)

SATISFACTION WITH RECYCLING FACILITIES & COLLECTION AREA
Overall, residents are less likely to feel ‘very satisfied’ (score of 5, on a 5-pt scale) with the recycling facilities and collection area in their
building in the post-wave compared to the pre-wave (43% vs. 55%), with the biggest declines occurring among the Tenant Engagement
Strategy group (62% vs. 48%). Homeowners are more likely to be satisfied with their recycling facilities compared to renters (84% vs. 72%).

Data <3% not labelled

Total

Existing P&E Materials

Tenant Engagement Strategy

Control

New P&E Materials

% 
Satisfied

75%

76%

81%

81%

76%

78%

75%

80%

70%

66%

© 2018 Ipsos 16

FOOD WASTE 
BEHAVIOURS



9

© 2018 Ipsos 17Q5. Do you separate and dispose of your food waste or organic waste separately from your garbage? (Read if necessary: By this I mean separating and disposing of food and compostable organic 
material separately from your garbage) Base: All Respondents Pre (n=400); Post (n=400)

78%

85%

82%

73%

73%

Total

Existing P&E Materials

Control

Tenant Engagement Strategy

New P&E Materials

SEPARATE FOOD & ORGANIC WASTE FROM GARBAGE
At close to eight in ten (78%), the percentage of residents who dispose of their food and organic waste separately from their garbage is
directionally higher than in the pre-wave (74%). Residents in the Existing P&E Materials group specifically are significantly more likely to
dispose of their food & organic waste separately from their garbage in the post wave compared to the pre-wave (85% vs. 73%).

% Yes 

*small base size **very small base size. Interpret with caution.

Pre Wave

74%

73%

75%

77%

69%

Total Control
Existing P&E 

Materials
New P&E 
Materials

Tenant 
Engagement 

Strategy
Base: All Post Wave Respondents n=400 n=99* n=101 n=100 n=100

Post Wave 78% 82% 85% 73% 73%

© 2018 Ipsos 18Q5. Do you separate and dispose of your food waste or organic waste separately from your garbage? (Read if necessary: By this I mean separating and disposing of food and compostable organic 
material separately from your garbage) Base: All Respondents Post (n=400)

SEPARATE FOOD & ORGANIC WASTE FROM GARBAGE BY KEY GROUPS
Young adults (18-34) are less likely to separate food & organic waste from their garbage than other age groups. Also, those living on lower
floors (0-9) are considerably more likely to do this, though the difference is not statistically significant.

*small base size **very small base size. Interpret with caution.

AGE GENDER # in HHOLD
CHILDREN IN 

HHOLD
HOME 

OWNERSHIP FLOOR

Total 18-34 35-54 55+ Male Female 1 2+ Yes No Own Rent Floors 0-9 Floors 10+

Base: All Post Wave Respondents n=400 n=121 n=123 n=152 n=176 n=224 n=149 n=250 n=93* n=157 n=109 n=288 n=284 n=95*

% Yes 78% 70% 82% 82% 78% 79% 82% 76% 74% 78% 83% 76% 81% 71%
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18%
12%

25%
5%

21%
19%

16%
12%
11%

14%

79%
85%

71%
88%

78%
80%

79%
88%

88%
84%

3%
3%
4%

6%

5%

3%

Post

Pre

Post

Pre

Post

Pre

Post

Pre

Post

Pre

More The same Less

Q7. Would you say that you separate and dispose of your food waste and organic waste separately from your garbage more, less, or about the same compared to three months ago? 
Base: Dispose of food/ organic waste separately from garbage Pre (n=294); Post (n=313)

FOOD & ORGANIC WASTE VS. THREE MONTHS AGO
In the post-wave of research, a significantly higher proportion of residents compared to the pre-wave (18% versus 12%) are disposing of
food and organic waste separately from their garbage more often than they did three months ago, with much of the increase being driven
by those in the Tenant Engagement Strategy group (25% is the post-wave vs. 5% in the pre-wave).

Data <3% not labelled

Total

Tenant Engagement Strategy

New P&E Materials

Existing P&E Materials

Control

Total Control Existing P&E 
Materials New P&E Materials Tenant Engagement 

Strategy
Base: All Post Wave Respondents n=313 n=81* n=86* n=73* n=73*

Post Wave 18% 11% 16% 21% 25%

% More, Post-Wave

© 2018 Ipsos 20Q7. Would you say that you separate and dispose of your food waste and organic waste separately from your garbage more, less, or about the same compared to three months ago? 
Base: Dispose of food/ organic waste separately from garbage Post (n=313)

FOOD & ORGANIC WASTE VS. THREE MONTHS AGO BY KEY GROUPS
Younger residents between the ages of 18 and 34 are the most likely to mention disposing of organic waste more over the past three
months. This is also the age group that is the least likely to dispose of organics separately. Also, households with children are more likely to
indicate that they are disposing of their food and organic waste separately from their garbage more frequently than they did three months
ago.

AGE GENDER # in HHOLD
CHILDREN IN 

HHOLD
HOME 

OWNERSHIP FLOOR

TOTAL 18-34 35-54 55+ Male Female 1 2+ Yes No Own Rent Floors 0-9 Floors 10+

Base: Post Wave; dispose of food/ 
organic waste separately n=313 n=85* n=101 n=124 n=137 n=176 n=122 n=190 n=69* n=122 n=90* n=220 n=229 n=67*

% More 18% 25% 20% 12% 18% 18% 16% 20% 28% 15% 13% 20% 18% 19%
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SATISFACTION WITH FOOD WASTE & ORGANICS FACILITIES & COLLECTION AREA
Satisfaction (score of 4 or higher on a 5-pt scale) with food waste and organics facilities is directionally higher in the post-wave than in the
pre-wave across all groups, save for the Existing P&E Materials. Homeowners are more likely to be satisfied than renters with their facilities
(81% vs. 65%), as are those residents 55 years of age and older (78%) compared to younger residents between the ages of 18 and 34 (61%).

Q8. How satisfied would you say that you are with the following in your building using a scale from 1 to 5 where 1 means very dissatisfied and 5 means very satisfied.
Base: All Respondents Pre (n=400); Post (n=400) Data <3% not labelled

42%

47%

47%

55%

45%

51%

41%

49%

34%

31%

27%

17%

27%

15%

26%

13%

28%

21%

28%

20%

16%

13%

11%

9%

13%

15%

19%

11%

20%

16%

7%

8%

6%

7%

5%

6%

5%

5%

11%

14%

4%

5%

4%

4%

5%

3%

4%

11%

4%

11%

4%

10%

6%

12%

3%

12%

3%

8%

Post

Pre

Post

Pre

Post

Pre

Post

Pre

Post

Pre

5 Very satisfied 4 3 2 1 Very dissatisfied Don't know

Total

New P&E Materials

Control

Existing P&E Materials

Tenant Engagement 
Strategy

% 
Satisfied

69%

64%

74%

70%

71%

64%

69%

70%

62%

51%

© 2018 Ipsos 22

COMMUNICATIONS
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RECYCLING & FOOD WASTE DISPOSAL INFORMATION IN BUILDING
One quarter (25%) of residents say that the amount of information about recycling and food waste disposal in their building has improved
over the past three months.

Q10a. Over the past three months, would you say that information about recycling and food waste disposal in your building has…
Base: All Respondents Post (n=400) Data <3% not labelled

Total Control Existing P&E 
Materials New P&E Materials Tenant Engagement 

Strategy

Base: All Post Wave Respondents n=400 n=99* n=101 n=100 n=100

Improved 25% 24% 21% 25% 31%
Stayed the Same 64% 65% 70% 60% 59%
Worsened 3% 4% 0% 5% 1%
Don’t Know 9% 7% 9% 10% 9%

© 2018 Ipsos 24

62%

43%

40%

33%

30%

1%

1%

7%

Posters

Flyers or mail from the City of Toronto

City of Toronto Recycling Calendar

Letter from property management

Lobby display

Online source

Anything else

None of the above

RECYCLING & FOOD WASTE DISPOSAL INFORMATION SEEN
Despite more residents saying that recycling and food waste material has improved, recall of certain materials has declined in the post
wave. At six in ten (62%), posters continue to be the most commonly seen types of recycling and food waste disposal information, though
significantly less mention seeing posters compared to the pre-wave (76%), with the greatest drops occurring among the Existing P&E
Materials and Tenant Engagement Strategy groups. The Tenant Engagement Strategy group is also less likely to mention letters from
property management.

Q11. Have you seen any of the following types of information about recycling or food waste disposal in your building? (read list) Select all that apply. 
Base: All Respondents Pre (n=400); Post (n=400)

*small base size **very small base size. Interpret with caution.

Control
Existing P&E 

Materials
New P&E 
Materials

Tenant 
Engagement 

Strategy

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
n=99* n=99* n=101 n=101 n=100 n=100 n=100 n=100

78% 70% 78% 59% 72% 63% 75% 59%

44% 42% 39% 40% 38% 49% 44% 40%

46% 46% 39% 38% 37% 38% 44% 39%

57% 44% 36% 29% 40% 29% 48% 29%

28% 15% 22% 38% 14% 22% 32% 43%

0% 2% 1% 0% 1% 0% 1% 0%

0% 0% 3% 0% 0% 1% 3% 4%

6% 8% 3% 6% 10% 6% 3% 7%

Overall Pre 
Wave

76%

41%

42%

45%

24%

1%

2%

6%

Overall Post Wave
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RECYCLING & FOOD WASTE DISPOSAL INFORMATION SEEN BY KEY GROUPS

The Tenant Engagement Strategy and Existing P&E Materials groups are more likely to have seen recycling and food waste disposal
information in lobby displays, whereas the Control group is more likely to have received a letter from property management containing this
information.

Q11. Have you seen any of the following types of information about recycling or food waste disposal in your building? (read list) Select all that apply. 
Base: All Respondents Post (n=400)

*small base size **very small base size. Interpret with caution.

Total Control Existing P&E Materials New P&E Materials Tenant Engagement 
Strategy

Base: All Post-Wave Respondents n=400 n=99* n=101 n=100 n=100

Posters 62% 70% 59% 63% 59%
Flyers or mail from 
the City of Toronto 43% 42% 40% 49% 40%

City of Toronto 
Recycling Calendar 40% 46% 38% 38% 39%

Letter from property 
management 33% 44% 29% 29% 29%

Lobby display 30% 15% 38% 22% 43%

Online source 1% 2% 0% 0% 0%

Anything else 1% 0% 0% 1% 4%

None of the Above 7% 8% 6% 6% 7%

© 2018 Ipsos 26Q12. Did you stop and get some information about recycling and food waste collection from the display in the lobby?
Base: Mention lobby display Pre (n=96*); Post (n=118)

TOOK INFORMATION FROM LOBBY DISPLAY
Across all groups, a considerable majority claim to have stopped and got information about recycling and food waste collection. There is
limited variation between waves and across the sample groups in terms of their propensity to take information from the lobby display.

74%

84%

80%

68%

63%

Total

Tenant Engagement Strategy

Control

New P&E Materials

Standard Existing P&E materials

% Yes 

*small base size **very small base size. Interpret with caution.

% Yes 
Pre Wave

69%

66%

71%

71%

68%

Total Control
Existing P&E 

Materials
New P&E 
Materials

Tenant 
Engagement 

Strategy
Base: Mention lobby display Post Wave n=118 n=15** n=38* n=22** n=43*

Post Wave 74% 80% 63% 68% 84%
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© 2018 Ipsos 27Q13. Have you recently read, seen, or heard anything called Recycle Coach Academy? This is an online tool to help building residents recycle.
Base: Recycle Post (n=400)

RECYCLE COACH ACADEMY
Only about one in ten (9%) residents have read, seen, or heard anything about the Recycle Coach Academy. However, those in the Tenant
Engagement Strategy group are statistically the most likely to have read anything about it.

9%

91%

Yes No

Total Control
Existing P&E 

Materials
New P&E 
Materials

Tenant 
Engagement 

Strategy
Base: All Respondents, Post N=400 n=99* n=101 n=100 n=100

Post Wave 9% 5% 7% 5% 20%

*small base size **very small base size. Interpret with caution.

% Yes

© 2018 Ipsos 28

79%

71%

55%

20%

9%

Information about how to recycle items

Information about how to dispose of food
waste or organics separately

Kitchen container for organics

Recycling Bag

None of the above

ITEMS & INFORMATION RECEIVED FROM BUILDING
Compared to the pre-wave, residents are less likely to have received information about how to recycle (79% vs. 86%), but are more likely to
have heard about how to dispose of food waste or organics separately (71% vs. 62%).

Q9. Have you received any of the following from your building? (Read list)
Base: All Respondents Pre (n=400); Post (n=400)

*small base size **very small base size. Interpret with caution.

Overall Pre 
Wave

86%

62%

57%

26%

2%

Overall Post Wave
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36%
27%

25%
19%

4%
2%
2%

1%
1%
1%

7%
10%

Building manager

Online

City of Toronto

Recycling calendar

Posters/Charts/Diagrams/Condo Board

Waste Wizard

Neighbour/others in your building

Family or friends

Newspapers or Flyers

School or Work

Other

Did not look for information

SOURCE OF RECYCLING & FOOD DISPOSAL INFORMATION 
Around one third of residents cite their building manager (36%), followed by one quarter who mention the Internet (27%) or the City of
Toronto (25%) as their sources of recycling & food disposal information. Those in the New P&E Materials group are more likely to have
looked for this information compared to the pre-wave. The New P&E and Tenant Engagement Strategy groups are both more likely to cite
the City of Toronto, while the Control group is less likely to cite the Waste Wizard and those in the Existing P&E Materials group are less
likely to list posters as information sources.

Q10. Where do you go for any information about recycling or disposing of food waste? If you do not look for information please say so.  (Do not read, select all that apply)
Base: All Respondents Pre (n=400); Post (n=400)

*small base size **very small base size. Interpret with caution.

Control
Existing P&E 

Materials
New P&E 
Materials

Tenant 
Engagement 

Strategy

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
n=99* n=99* n=101 n=101 n=100 n=100 n=100 n=100

39% 40% 21% 31% 27% 31% 38% 42%
28% 28% 41% 28% 32% 36% 27% 17%
24% 15% 27% 31% 13% 27% 14% 26%
20% 20% 26% 20% 21% 19% 27% 17%
4% 4% 8% 2% 4% 5% 5% 5%
7% 1% 1% 2% 4% 5% 2% 1%
1% 1% 7% 3% 1% 0% 1% 5%
1% 2% 1% 0% 1% 1% 3% 0%
3% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0%
0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 3% 1%
0% 1% 4% 1% 1% 1% 0% 2%

14% 13% 9% 14% 24% 5% 8% 7%

Overall
Pre Wave

31%
32%
20%
24%
4%
3%
5%
2%
2%
1%
1%

14%

Overall Post Wave

© 2018 Ipsos 30

45%

32%

1%

1%

20%

Building Management or Superintendent

City of Toronto

Community/ Tenant Group

Online

Family or Friends

Other

Doesn't Matter

PREFERRED SOURCE OF INFORMATION
At over four in ten (45%), the highest proportion cite building management or their superintendent as their preferred source of information,
followed by three in ten (32%) who select the City of Toronto. The Control group is more likely to mention their building manager whereas
the Tenant Engagement Strategy group is more likely to list the City of Toronto compared to the pre-wave.

*small base size **very small base size. Interpret with caution.

Q14. From whom would you prefer most to receive information about recycling and food waste collection? Including how to and the benefits of doing these things? (Pick one)
Base: All Respondents Pre (n=400); Post (n=400)

Control Existing P&E 
Materials

New P&E 
Materials

Tenant 
Engagement 

Strategy

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
n=99* n=99* n=101 n=101 n=100 n=100 n=100 n=100

41% 56% 43% 41% 38% 40% 52% 43%

29% 21% 34% 35% 32% 34% 23% 39%

0% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 0% 1%

1% 1% 2% 1% 0% 2% 0% 1%

0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 2% 1%

0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0%

28% 21% 19% 21% 29% 23% 22% 15%

Overall 
Pre Wave

44%

30%

1%

1%

1%

1%

25%

Overall Post Wave
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DEMOGRAPHICS

© 2018 Ipsos

44%

56%

Male

Female

37%

31%

15%

10%

5%

1%

1

2

3

4

5

6

GENDER

HOUSEHOLD SIZE

AGE

30%

31%

38%

18-34

35-54

55+

HOME OWNERSHIP

27%

72%

Own

Rent

37%

63%

Yes
No

CHILDREN UNDER THE AGE OF 18

LANGUAGE

80%

20%

English

Other

DEMOGRAPHICS FOR POST WAVE




