MANAGING RECYCLABLES IN THE CITY OF BROCKVILLE

Title: How the City of Brockville Should Proceed With Its Recyclable Materials Under the

New Waste Free Ontario Act

Student ID: 205265
March 2018

Table of Contents

1. Executive Summary …………………………………………………… Page 1

2. Scope and Methodology ……………………………………………. Page 1

3. Introduction ……………………………………………………………... Page 2

4. Current City of Brockville Programs ……………………………… Page 4

5. Options for the City of Brockville ………………………….…….. Page 5

6. Comparable Programs- British Columbia …….………..……… Page 8

7. Comparable Programs- European Union ………………………. Page 10

8. Best Option for the City of Brockville …………………………... Page 12

9. Conclusion …………………………………………………….………… Page 13

10. Bibliography …………………………………………………………… Page 15

11. List of Frequently Used Acronyms ………………………………. Page 16

12. Appendix 1 ….......................................................................... Page 17

13. Appendix 2 ….......................................................................... Page 19

1. Executive Summary
Ontario municipalities will soon be facing a big decision on whether or not to remain
involved in the management of their residential recyclable blue box materials, and if so, how
they choose to be involved. The new ‘Waste Free Ontario Act’ (WFOA) aims to shift the
responsibility of managing recyclable materials from 100% by municipalities to 100% by the
producers and stewards of the materials and products they contain. The process in which a
producer’s physical and/or financial responsibility for their product is extended to the postconsumer stage of its lifecycle is also known as ‘extended producer responsibility’ or EPR
(Canadian Council of Ministers of the Environment, October 2009). This impending change is in
support of a Canada-wide Action Plan, agreed to in 2009 by the Canadian Council of Ministers
of the Environment, calling for all jurisdictions to implement an extended producer
responsibility program for packaging and printed paper (Canadian Council of Ministers of the
Environment, October 2009). Municipalities are faced with the choice to continue to be service
providers (manage collection and processing in-house), be the point of contact between the
stewards and contracted collectors, not transition and remain under the current funding model,
or withdraw from the recycling programs completely, as they are no longer obligated to be
involved under the new legislation (Stewardship Ontario, 2017). These options present immense
changes and challenges for Ontario municipalities.
At this time, the details and overall effects on municipalities as a result of the new
legislation are still unknown, but the goal is to move toward a circular economy via full producer
responsibility. A circular economy aims to go beyond recycling by minimizing the use of raw
materials, eliminating waste by maintaining the value of a product for as long as possible, and
minimizing the waste generated at the end-of-life of products and packaging (Ministry of the
Environment and Climate Change, 2017). This will have major effects on municipalities now as
current stakeholders, and in the future whether they choose to continue to be involved, or
choose to allow the stewards to manage the entire system. This report focuses on which option
is most feasible for the City of Brockville and what the anticipated benefits and risks may be, as
well as they have the potential to affect municipal operations.
2. Scope and Methodology
The research done as part of this report will present the options and facts available to help
guide council members and senior staff of the City of Brockville through the new Ontario
legislation put forward for managing blue box materials. The options and accompanying pros
and cons will be examined. The majority of the information on the options has come from the
content of the Draft Blue Box Program Plan which was put out by Stewardship Ontario for
consultation in December 2017. In what manner the options apply to the City will be based on
the current programs and how they are anticipated to change from a municipal staff person’s
perspective.
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Similar programs have been launched in British Columbia and the European Union. An
overview of these programs and their successes have also been researched and included in this
report for comparison. Looking to other jurisdictions has helped strengthen the case for a
circular economy and stewardship programs. Information on the programs in the European
Union is widely available online at an international level. Information about the program in
British Columbia was also easily accessible and interpreted, at both the municipal and
residential levels.

“What is a Circular Economy?” Figure is from the ‘Strategy for a Waste-Free Ontario: Building the Circular Economy’ document,
Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change, February 2017.

3. Introduction
The purpose of this report is to examine and review the best course of action for the City
of Brockville under the new Waste Free Ontario Act. In November 2015, the Ministry of the
Environment and Climate Change introduced a new legislative framework for managing waste in
Ontario under Bill 151, the Waste Free Ontario Act (WFOA). The legislation is comprised of two
Acts, the Resource Recovery and Circular Economy Act (RRCEA), and the Waste Diversion
Transition Act (WDTA) (Legislative Assembly of Ontario, 2016). Accompanying the proposed
legislation was a document titled, Strategy for a Waste Free Ontario: Building the Circular
Economy. The WFOA aims for full producer responsibility for designated waste materials,
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meaning the producers of these materials would need to manage the recycling or end-of-life
processes, or cover 100% of the costs associated with managing the waste. This would be
payable to municipalities who opt to remain as a service provider via their own or contracted
services. Bill 151 received Royal Assent in June 2016 and was later proclaimed in November
2016, and subsequently, the final version of the Strategy was released on February 28, 2017
(Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change, 2017).
Currently, the Province is now operating under the Waste Diversion Transition Act that
includes a stipulation which essentially states that all waste diversion programs will continue as
they were under the previous Waste Diversion Act, 2002 until the WDTA ultimately “winds-up”
(terminates) the existing waste diversion programs and the industry funding organizations
(IFOs) that operate them, and the RRCEA comes into effect (Legislative Assembly of Ontario,
2016). The programs to be wound-up include the tire stewardship program (estimated wind-up
was for 2017), waste electronics and electrical equipment (estimated wind-up in 2018),
municipal hazardous and special waste (estimated wind-up by 2020), and lastly, the Blue Box
Program (Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change, 2017). Currently, all these programs
fund a portion of the costs to manage the recycling or end-of-life processes for the associated
materials. The Blue Box Program is estimated to be wound-up by 2022, however, there is a push
from municipal organizations to have that program wound up quicker in order to incrementally
work towards the 100% coverage of costs (see details on timelines in Appendix 1).
It is the hope of these municipal organizations that the Act should aim to include
Industrial, Commercial and Institutional (IC&I) wastes into the scope of producer responsibility,
as the current programs focus mainly on residential wastes. IC&I establishments should be
included as their procedures produce substantial quantities of waste which would have
significant impacts on waste diversion and reduction. Some municipalities also collect
recyclables from IC&I sectors along with their residential programs.
As part of the legislation, the Province will prescribe diversion targets to producers of
specified materials or products, but will not dictate how they are to meet the diversion targets
(Legislative Assembly of Ontario, 2016). This leaves a number of options for the producers. For
example: they can create their own depots to capture materials; they can operate their own
curbside collection programs; or they can continue to rely on municipal collection systems and
pay the municipalities a set rate of 100% of the reasonable and customary collection and
processing costs. Producers can manage their own materials individually, or join with other
producers and pay into a collective model. The new Acts do not legally obligate municipalities
to manage any designated materials, but there is an option to participate and be compensated
fully for reasonable costs if the municipality chooses to do so.
In December 2017, Stewardship Ontario, the non-profit organization that collectively
represents stewards/producers and manages their obligation to fulfill legislative requirements in
terms of material management, released a draft amended Blue Box Program Plan (BBPP) that
outlines the collection and post-collection features for blue box materials and addresses the
3

transition to full producer responsibility. The draft plan included options for transitioning
municipalities including proposed procurement and payment frameworks, proposed methods
for calculating payments to non-transitioned municipalities, proposed definitions of obligated
packaging and paper product materials, list of target materials, collection and management
standards, and proposed approaches for expanding services to otherwise underserviced areas or
public sectors (Stewardship Ontario, 2017).
The Minister of the Environment and Climate Change directed Stewardship Ontario to
submit the amended Blue Box Program Plan to the overseeing Resource Productivity &
Recovery Authority (RPRA) for approval by February 15th, 2018. However, after sending out a
draft plan for consultations and comment to stakeholders, including municipalities, Stewardship
Ontario elected to not submit the plan as directed in order to take more time to address the
comments that were submitted. This signals that Stewardship Ontario does value the input of
municipalities; however, it does leave even more uncertainty for municipalities about any
immediate changes. This uncertainty makes it even more important for municipalities to start
proper planning and budgeting for solid waste departments early on in order to be prepared
(see Appendix 2).

4. Current City of Brockville Programs
Currently, the City of Brockville mainly utilizes two of the waste diversion programs
slated for “winding-up”—the municipal hazardous and special waste (MHSW) program and the
Blue Box Program, the latter being a significant budgetary expenditure.
For management of the municipal hazardous waste, the City operates a one day per year
event to collect MHSW from residents. Some of the materials collected are covered under
industry funded organizations (IFOs) to recover the costs of collecting and processing the
materials. These materials include paints, antifreeze, oil containers and filters, batteries, propane
tanks, etc. In 2016, approximately 45% of the costs for the event were recovered through the
industry funded organizations for the designated materials.
Under the previous and transitional Acts, the Blue Box Program is designed so that
producers of designated blue box materials pay into Stewardship Ontario for a total of
approximately 50% of the total residential blue box related costs. In previous years, their
contribution has been less than 50% and the amount is regularly disputed by the producers and
has been sent to arbitration. The municipalities are then reimbursed for blue box costs
(including collection, processing, administration, promotion and education, etc.) based on their
Datacall submissions. Datacall is submitted to the Resource Recovery & Productivity Authority,
RPRA (formerly Waste Diversion Ontario). The reimbursement amount is estimated to be
approximately 50% of the total gross residential blue box costs, however additional money is
awarded based on the municipality’s best practice score. In 2016, the City received $123,380
based on the total gross residential costs of $199,316 as submitted for Datacall in 2014.
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In the City of Brockville, blue box services for residents are offered via weekly collection
of single-stream (co-mingled) plastics (#1-7), metals, glass and paper. Residents place out their
recyclables to the curb for once-weekly collection, alongside their garbage bag. The City is in a
10-year contract with waste collectors, Green For Life (GFL). The contract commenced in 2012,
and ends in November 2022.
The City pays the contractor a set rate per tonne for both garbage and recycling. For
garbage, there is both a cost for collection per tonne, as well as disposal per tonne. For
recycling, it is simply a cost per tonne for collection, as there is no disposal cost. The recyclables
are brought to a Waste Management transfer station where they are then sent for sorting and
processing. The City does not acquire any revenues from the sale of marketable recyclable
materials.
The City does all of its own promotion and education, as well as advertising for the
recycling program. A waste collection/recycling guide is mailed out to all City residents once a
year. The City’s website is continuously updated with current information. It offers a free mobile
app to residents with information on recycling, sends out reminders via social media, answers
solid waste calls daily, presents to local groups and schools, and offers information for display at
various local events. Promotion and education is a very important factor to the success of waste
diversion programs, especially if there are any changes to procedures (Lymer and Carney, 2015).

5. Options for the City of Brockville
The options available to municipalities presented under the new legislation and its
supporting documents are as follows (Stewardship Ontario, 2017):
a) Continue to self-deliver collection of blue box materials.
b) Opt out of transitioning to the EPR model and continue to only receive 50% funding.
c) Opt out of the collection management of blue box materials altogether. In this case,
Stewardship Ontario would undertake all administrative and management functions
in administering collection.
d) Remain as the contract management agent on behalf of Stewardship Ontario for the
collection of blue box materials.
For municipalities that choose to transition, they will do so in an order and timeline as
determined by Stewardship Ontario based on catchment areas that they will define
(Stewardship Ontario, 2017). Transition dates are important for municipalities, as they need to
coordinate contract end dates, amortization dates, and predicted lifespans on collection
facilities and vehicles.
In light of the impending changes, the City of Brockville is fortunate that their services
are contracted out as they do not use City staff for collection, City fleet or collection vehicles,
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nor does the City own their own facilities for managing waste such as a transfer station, material
recovery facility, or landfill. However, each municipality is different, and while it was financially
feasible and economically justifiable to contract out our services, many Ontario municipalities
have employed their own in-house services for many years (Meurant, 2012). Jurisdictions that
run their recycling programs in-house will experience the greatest effects of the amendments to
the BBPP. They will be required to adhere to the same performance standards that apply to
agents retained through a competitive tender (Stewardship Ontario, 2017), competing to
manage their own municipality’s recyclables. Otherwise, they will be faced with laying-off staff
and selling off their infrastructure and assets and potentially taking an overall loss if they do not
wish to become service providers to the producers. This could have severely negative impacts
on municipal budgets and overall community dissatisfaction. This option is not one to be
considered by the City of Brockville, as it would require acquiring an entire municipal collection
system which would not be feasible or appropriate.
Opting out of the transition process, yet still being involved in collection management
via a third-party contracted service provider and electing to remain at 50% funding would not
be a fiscally responsible move for the City when there is a possibility to receive closer to 100%
funding. The City must consider our taxpayers and act accordingly to reduce costs without a
reduction of services wherever possible. This option would be possible and easy to facilitate for
the City because it would be similar to how things are currently operating, however it would
likely be unpopular with residents and would not result in costs savings for the City’s budget. If
this option were to be considered, significant public outreach and engagement sessions should
take place to gauge the public’s satisfaction with the current programs and whether it is worth
overlooking the potential cost savings in order to keep the program as is. The outreach efforts
could include residential surveys (online or mailed out), group consultation sessions, or open
house tours of current facilities and operations (OECD, 2005).
Opting out of the entire blue box program altogether would allow for the opportunity to
remove the recycling costs from the solid waste budget. However, it would also have many
negative impacts to the City of Brockville. For many years, residents have relied on their
municipality to provide recycling collection as well as information on the service and programs
(Meurant, 2012). Residents will continue with this learned behaviour and continue to contact the
municipalities about how to recycle various items and for collection complaints, etc. This would
require a major shift in common practices and would likely be very difficult to manage and
frustrating for residents. The full responsibility of managing the programs, including
communicating with local residents would fall to Stewardship Ontario and the producers they
represent.
Complaints and dispute resolutions about the collections process would also fall to
Stewardship Ontario. However, the effectiveness of being able to deal with and resolve the
complaints decreases when the receiver of the complaints is not local or is far-removed from
the situation. Most calls would likely go through Stewardship Ontario headquarters, located in
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Toronto. Poor or lack of communication following a complaint can result in de-motivated
residents and reluctance to participate further (Lymer and Carney, 2015).
In addition, if the City were to relinquish their participation in the recycling programs, it
may lead to fragmentation or a decrease in accessibility to the programs. In other words, this
would mean a reduction in convenience and familiarity for residents. For example, in lieu of a
once-weekly curbside collection program via a contract handled by the City of Brockville,
producers may opt for drop-off programs or their own separate collection routines for
designated materials. This could mean various products would need to be brought to a depot or
returned to a retailer, or only certain materials will be collected on certain days of the week. If
the program becomes too fragmented, residential participation rates will drop, and the
recyclable materials may end up in the garbage. Under the new legislation, municipalities are
still responsible for the full management of the garbage stream (Ministry of the Environment
and Climate Change, 2017) so this could mean increased tonnages of garbage, lower waste
diversion rates, and increased costs. Producers will be responsible to meet certain waste
diversion targets as set out by the Province (Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change,
2017), however, the concern amongst smaller municipalities is that the producers may be
focused on meeting their targets in larger urban centres and be less involved with the smaller,
rural areas.
Although these concerns are still present under the new program rules even if the City
does choose to transition, at least the City would still be involved and can advocate for solutions
or remain as a stakeholder in communications and collection management.
Transitioning to the new BBPP and remaining as a contract agent on behalf of
Stewardship Ontario would mean the City of Brockville would still be the contract holder with a
third-party company who would perform the collection of blue box materials. The contract
would have to include various stipulations and standards, including where the blue box
materials would go after collection for processing, as determined by Stewardship Ontario
(Stewardship Ontario, 2017). The intention is that the City would then be reimbursed 100% by
Stewardship Ontario, instead of the current 50%, of all reasonable and customary costs
associated to blue box collection. The total tonnages and costs would be reported to the
producers via a reporting system or Datacall, as is currently done now. The numbers would be
reviewed, audited as necessary and approved by RPRA (Stewardship Ontario, 2017).
Some of the major concerns with this option would include maintaining the current level
of service and ensuring municipalities are truly receiving the 100% funding. For example, the
City of Brockville currently employs a once weekly collection of dual-stream recycling (meaning
recyclables can be co-mingled). At this time, it is unknown if that is a level of service that would
be upheld under the new program. It would be difficult to communicate to residents about the
change if it were to not be upheld, since they would already be adjusted to not having to further
sort materials into various streams. Also, Stewardship Ontario and the Province are aiming to
make all designated materials consistent across Ontario (Stewardship Ontario, 2017). While this
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may make province-wide communication about the program easier, the materials may not
match what municipalities are currently accepting. If the materials list is lesser than what is
currently being accepted for collection, it may result in more confusion for residents as well as
contamination of the collected materials. Contamination of the materials collected can
ultimately lead to potential monetary penalties for the municipalities who have collected the
materials (Stewardship Ontario, 2017).
It is important to note that communications should never be a one-size-fits-all approach,
since each municipality transitioning will have individual changes and challenges to adjust to.
Effective communication to residents remains a key factor for any municipal program changes,
including solid waste (Lymer and Carney, 2015).
There are still questions that remain for municipalities, including how to deal with
current collection contracts (especially if their catchment’s time to transition occurs during an
active contract period), how to manage and be compensated for designated materials that still
end up in the waste stream (waste audits should be funded by the stewards to see how much of
their materials are still ending up in the garbage stream and being paid for by the
municipalities), promotion and education for residents, ensuring producer compliance with the
new programs, and how diversion targets will be set and enforced. These questions have not yet
been answered but will continue to be monitored by municipalities and organizations that
represent them all across Ontario.

6. Comparable Programs- British Columbia
Researching comparative programs is very helpful in assisting with understanding
Ontario’s new proposed legislation and determining which option fits best for the City of
Brockville.
British Columbia is another Canadian province which has made the move towards full
producer responsibility (British Columbia Ministry of Environment, April 2012), and although
there are differences between their programs and methodology, they serve as a good example
of how the program has rolled out within Canada. Under the 2004 Recycling Regulation, British
Columbia has expanded their industry-led product stewardship programs to include Packaging
and Printed Paper (PPP) (British Columbia Ministry of Environment, April 2012), which Ontario is
currently aiming to do. Recycle BC (formerly known as Multi-Material BC, MMBC) is the nonprofit organization that is responsible for residential packaging and printed paper in British
Columbia (Multi Material BC, November 2016). Similar to Ontario, there are several other types
of EPR programs currently employed in BC for various materials including electronics, tires,
automotive fluids, beverage containers, etc. However, Recycle BC and its stewards strictly
manage the PPP.
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In order to meet the EPR conditions, producers of PPP had the option to be under the
umbrella operations of Recycle BC, or facilitate their own stewardship program as long as it met
certain criteria (British Columbia Ministry of Environment, April 2012). Stewardship plans needed
to be submitted to BC’s Ministry of the Environment and Climate change to be approved.
When this program first started in 2014, some municipalities chose to remain as service
providers on behalf on Recycle BC (then MMBC), and some chose to allow Recycle BC to take
over the collection management. With the new program came changes to some BC
communities. Some residents saw changes in their sorting regimes and what products were now
being accepted for recycling (Recycle BC, 2016). Recycle BC strived for a seamless transition.
At the end of 2016, BC’s PPP extended producer responsibility programs under Recycle
BC had completed its second full year of operation, with provincial recycling targets exceeded
(Recycle BC, 2016). Recycle BC was able to maintain a 78% recovery rate of PPP materials, with
185,4777 tonnes of materials being collected, out of the 238,062 tonnes of materials being
reported as distributed by the stewards (Recycle BC, 2016). There were 154 communities
participating in the program via curbside collection, depots, or multi-family residence collection,
and 98% of households had access to the programs via depots (Recycle BC, 2016). These
numbers are fairly significant given it is only the second full year of operation. The program
continues to grow by adding more communities and working to gain more residential
awareness.
Looking at these numbers, it would show a success in the transition to the EPR model.
However, the research shows that these numbers and the success of the program, while funded
by stewards, would not have been where it is today without the continued support and
participation of BC’s municipalities and local governments. In BC’s Recycling Regulation Guide,
the role of local government is outlined and includes the following actions: provide input on the
operations of product stewardship programs, and help to inform the public that the stewardship
program is available (British Columbia Ministry of Environment, April 2012). Therefore, although
the goal of EPR is to shift the responsibility of recycling PPP materials from municipalities to
producers, the role of municipalities is still identified as a crucial factor that can affect the
stewardship program’s progress. Historically, residents have depended on municipalities as the
main resource for recycling and waste diversion services, and therefore a transition to 100%
producer responsibility may occur financially, but perhaps not completely on all fronts. Solid
waste management will always have a direct correlation to municipal affairs, as it not only
includes recycling PPP materials but also involves other municipal interests and accountabilities
such as land use, infrastructure & transportation, street/road use, and environmental impacts
(Meurant, 2012).
As noted earlier, communication and public education is a vital aspect in the success of
changing a program and resident behaviour (Lymer and Carney, 2015). It is important to keep
residents informed and motivated in the recycling process. As part of the agreements for
municipalities who chose to remain as collectors for Recycle BC, it states that these
9

municipalities will retain responsibility for promotion and education and receive some funding
from Recycle BC for this purpose (Recycle BC, 2016). This allows municipalities to have some
control over the messages going out to their residents. It also allows for customization of the
information designed to help guide residents through any changes for individual municipalities.
Recycle BC also creates and shares advertising materials with collectors who wish to use
it in their own communities. In 2016, Recycle BC launched extensive education campaigns aimed
at engaging and encouraging communities to participate and reduce contamination in order to
improve the system (Recycle BC, 2016). Their campaigns included themes such as Big Changes
Start at Home, Holiday Awareness Campaign, Community Events Team, and Community
Champions. (Recycle BC, 2016).
Recycle BC has attempted to measure resident awareness of their program through
consumer research. In 2016, Recycle BC states that 99% of residents were aware of the
availability of packaging and printed paper recycling and claimed to recycle, and that 75% of
residents made an effort to recycle (Recycle BC, 2016). However, despite the significant number
of residents who are aware of the recycling programs, only 16% of residents are aware of MultiMaterial BC (Recycle BC, 2016).
This low number indicates three things: 1. residents likely still believe their recycling
programs remain solely the responsibility of their municipality; 2. residents are not highly aware
of the extended producer responsibility programs now in effect, and therefore; 3. Recycle
BC/MMBC has likely made the transition to their program more seamless than not, in that
residents are fairly unaware that a new organization is now responsible for the management of
PPP. The first point is important in that it signifies yet again that municipalities continue to play
an important role and are vested stakeholders in recycling. The second and third points are
important in that Ontario should carefully examine how BC’s programs were rolled out and
utilize this knowledge and experience to implement a seamless and unified transition period
here. This should involve further consultation with Ontario municipalities and give great
consideration to their views, voice, and stance on the matter.
Recycle BC recently undertook another comprehensive consultation process to gauge
residential awareness and satisfaction (Recycle BC, 2016). Ontario governments should review
the results and feedback when it becomes available to further enhance their program plans.
7. Comparable Programs- European Union
The European Union has also introduced an extended producer responsibility model to
help manage and reduce packaging waste. Although the model has been implemented
differently in 26 of the 28 various countries, also known as Member States, who have adopted
EPR schemes, overall there has been success in reducing costs to local authorities and reducing
environmental impacts (Emma Watkins, November 2017).
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All models involve fees being charged to producers for end-of-life management. In
some Member States, the fees paid by producers to EPR schemes are used to pay private or
public waste management companies who collect and sort post-consumer packaging waste
(e.g. Spain, Czech Republic), and in other countries these fees are paid to local authorities who
collect packaging waste separately or appoint contractors to do so on their behalf (e.g., Austria,
Belgium, Sweden) (EUORPEN, 2014). Collected and sorted packaging is then sold to recyclers or,
sometimes, to energy recovery operators.
A notable concept for the European model is the use of ‘eco-modulation fees’, meaning
fees are customized based on the materials produced; for example, applying no fee to reusable
packaging, higher fees for non-sortable / non-recyclable packaging, or higher fees for
packaging with additives that disrupt recycling (Emma Watkins, November 2017). One of the
criticisms of Ontario’s new legislation is the question of why the focus is so strongly on
materials that are already recyclable, and why there isn’t more being done to dissuade
producers from using non-recyclable materials. Materials that are notoriously garbage or nonrecyclable should be in the spotlight. This allows more opportunity to decrease waste sent to
landfills, which is on the conscience of many residents. The wording and definition of the
material designations is incredibly important to avoid the opportunity for some producers to
switch their packaging from a recyclable to a non-recyclable material that is not designated,
which would lead to more waste in the garbage stream and more costs to municipalities. This
would also help align with one of the main objections from Stewardship Ontario’s Amended
Blue Box Program Plan (BBPP), which is to preserve the integrity of residential recycling while
improving environmental outcomes (Stewardship Ontario, 2017).
One of the weaknesses of EPR schemes in the European Union is a lack of a common
approach to EPR and lack of harmonized definitions and standards (Emma Watkins, November
2017). This has led to differing implementations and performance levels. Ontario’s goal is to
create a harmonized system across Ontario municipalities (Ministry of the Environment and
Climate Change, 2017). Consistency across Ontario regarding which materials are accepted for
recycling will make it easier for residents who move throughout the Province and will help
create a streamlined message. However, depending on what materials will be designated and
how they differ from the current materials accepted in each municipality will influence how well
residents adjust to the changes. For example, it will be difficult to relay to residents that these
changes are made with the objective to improve the system and increase environmental
outcomes if residents are asked to recycle fewer materials than they have been used to
previously with their municipal recycling programs.
Overall, the European Union has seen positive impacts of EPR on the trends in packaging
consumption (EUROPEN, 2013). Figures 3a and 3b from the EUROPEN report titled “Packaging
and Packaging Waste Solutions 1998-2010” illustrate the evolution of packaging consumption,
recycling and disposal in Member States EU-15 and EU-12. Between 1998 and 2011, the tonnage
of packaging placed on the market in EU-15 rose by 12.7% but the tonnage recycled rose by
55.7%. In EU-12, the tonnage placed on the market between 2005 and 2010 increased by 11.8%
11

but the tonnage recycled increased by 65.2%. These increases in recycling rates are significant
and are attributed to the EPR model where producers are required to meet specified diversion
and recovery targets.

Figures 3a and 3b are from the EUROPEN report titled “Packaging and Packaging Waste Solutions 1998-2010”.

Ontario municipalities should look to the Member States of the European Union and see
what models have worked and learn from what didn’t as part of their decision process.

8. Best Option for the City of Brockville
In reviewing the options provided to the City of Brockville, the only two that would be
feasible are: to opt out of the collection management program altogether, OR to remain as a
collection management agent on behalf of Stewardship Ontario. Both options present pros and
cons.
The major advantage of opting out of the program altogether would be the immediate
budget savings of removing the line item for the collection of recyclable materials. The City pays
per tonne of material collected. However, this option leads to many disadvantages when
considering that the full management of the recycling programs will be left to Stewardship
Ontario. As noted earlier, leaving correspondence and complaint resolution responsibilities to a
larger, non-local authority may result in poor response time or failure to resolve issues, which
leads to overall resident dissatisfaction and lower participation rates (Lymer and Carney, 2015).
Poor communication and a lack of convenience and access to recycling programs will also
decrease participation levels and reduce tonnages of recyclable materials recovered. Ultimately,
this would negatively affect the City of Brockville, as these unrecovered tonnages would be
likely to end up in the garbage stream. Because the City would still be financially responsible for
12

garbage collection, and because garbage collection and disposal costs approximately 83% more
per tonne than recycling under the City’s current collection contract, costs for managing
garbage would increase and would have the potential to negate any savings from removing the
budget for recycling collection.
Residents within the City would likely still contact City staff to ask about how to recycle
items or if they have complaints about Stewardship Ontario’s recycling processes. Although the
City can direct their calls elsewhere, there would still be a lot of time dedicated to these
residential inquiries. If the City were to opt out, they would not receive any funding for this time
expended.
The more fitting option for the City of Brockville would be to remain as a collection
management agent on behalf of Stewardship Ontario and continue to hold the contract for
collection of recyclable materials within the City of Brockville. In an ideal system, this would
mean that the City would be reimbursed 100% of the costs to collect the recyclables; however, a
disadvantage is that 100% may not be what is actually received. This will depend on
Stewardship Ontario’s fee and payout models, and how collaboratively municipalities can work
together to ensure fair and competitive prices from contractors. There would also be set fees for
promotion and education materials designed and provided by Stewardship Ontario
(Stewardship Ontario, 2017). However, if these communication materials are not substantial
enough to fully educate on the changes to the program, then the City may need to supplement
and self-fund their own campaigns. Effective promotion and education is imperative so that
residents understand the program and what can be recycled. This will be important for the City
as a collection agent, because Stewardship Ontario would also be introducing contamination
management processes that may involve monetary penalties for high contamination rates of
collected blue box materials.
Despite the disadvantages of the latter option, it is the best course of action for the City of
Brockville at this time. This allows the City to still remain in a position to oversee their residential
recycling programs and manage the subsequent effects that the changes may pose to the rest
of the solid waste programs. Successful programs, such as the one operated by Recycle BC in
British Columbia, has shown that with continued municipal support, an extended producer
system can be successful. A seamless, effective transitional period and acquiring a good
collection contract could allow for close to 100% funding for City’s recycling program. The City
would have to align policies and by-laws for any future changes to the recycling programs.

9. Conclusion
Of the options presented and based on studies from other locations who have adopted
extended producer responsibility models, the best option for the City of Brockville would be to
remain as a collection management agent on behalf of Stewardship Ontario and continue to
administer the collection contract for recyclable materials. This will allow the City to continue to
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oversee residential collection, provide some education programs, and be reimbursed for
associated costs. Municipalities have been the sole providers of waste collection for residents for
many decades and residents will continue to look to municipalities for answers now and once
changes come into effect.
A circular economy via the Waste Free Ontario Act does have the potential to be
advantageous to municipalities in terms of funding, as seen in British Columbia, and have
positive impacts on the environment by recovering more recyclable materials, as seen in the
European Union. While Ontario still has a long way to go before the Act comes into full force,
municipalities will continue to be involved and provide comments and feedback along every
step of the way to ensure the best outcomes for their taxpayers. Ultimately, council decisions
look to financial impacts as a major deciding factor. The anticipated result of the new framework
would be 100% funding for blue box programs, however, there will need to be more staff time
dedicated to overseeing these changes. Exactly how the programs are delivered and how the
producers proceed with implementing their new responsibilities will affect what true percentage
municipalities actually receive.
It is important for the City of Brockville to note that at this time, the understanding and
implications of the legislation are still relatively unknown, and virtually all of the substantive
details on the Acts and Strategy will be accomplished from future regulations. There are many
questions from Ontario municipalities still remaining unanswered. However, the City of
Brockville will need to make a decision and early planning and research is key to making a
sound and confident decision, when the time comes, and to make the best of the transition to a
full circular economy to benefit both residents and the environment.
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List of Frequently Used Acronyms

WFOA= Waste Free Ontario Act
RRCEA= Resource Recovery and Circular Economy Act
WDTA= Waste Diversion Transition Act
IC&I= Industrial, Commercial & Institutional
BBPP= Blue Box Program Plan
RPRA= Resource Productivity & Recovery Authority
MHSW= Municipal Hazardous and Special Waste
IFOs= Industry funded organizations
GFL= Green for Life (City contracted collectors)
PPP= Packaging and Printed Paper
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Appendix 1
Excerpt on transition timeline from the ‘Strategy for a Waste-Free Ontario: Building the Circular
Economy’ document, Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change, February 2017.
https://files.ontario.ca/finalstrategywastefreeont_eng_aoda1_final-s.pdf
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Appendix 1 Continued
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Appendix 2
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Appendix 2 Continued
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Appendix 2 Continued
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