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Report of the Committee on Works and Operations dated June 4, 1996

Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg
File WT-1.3 (Vol. 18)

2. On July 11, 1990, Council approved the Waste Minimization and Recycling
Action Plan which is directed largely towards composting and the creation of recycling depots.

On November 2, 1993, the Committee on Works and Operations concurred with the Ad Hoc

| Committee on Waste Reduction that it be charged with the responsibility of developing a
comprehensive, integrated plan for waste reduction that will incorporate initiatives underway as well
as new initiatives in order to formulate a comprehensive plan.

On April 28 and 29, 1994, the Waste Minimization Advisory Committee held a planning session

i attended by Ad Hoc Committee members and the Administration Staff, which established a key issue
as the "need to revisit the current Waste Minimization and Recycling Action Plan", requiring the

1 development of an Integrated Waste Reduction Plan that might include the consideration of business

i plan, targets, goals, objectives, flexibility, accountability, responsiveness to change, etc.

At its June 23, 1994 meeting, the Waste Minimization Advisory Committee established the "need" to
revisit the Waste Minimization and Recycling Action Plan and "how" this could be achieved, with the
1 Ad Hoc Committee on Waste Reduction and senior Works and Operations staff. The following

1 information was presented and discussed in regards to "need":

Lack of clearly stated goals and objectives in the Plan

No targets that the Plan can be monitored against

No action statement within the Plan regarding public consultation and education

The plan does not contemplate where funding is going to come from and how it might be
generated

There is no plan for the market development of recyclables

There is no plan for the monitoring of progress and lines of accountability for lack of progress
The plan does not take us forward towards integrated decision making

Waste is not recognized within the plan as a natural resource

Public's desire for an environmentally sound city is not recognized

R R

The following information was presented and discussed in regards to "how":

1. WMAC to Draft Terms of Reference for approval of the Committee on Works and Operations
2. WMAC to work in conjunction with the consultant, monitoring and reporting progress to the
Ad Hoc Committee on Waste Reduction

WMAC to develop a framework for public consultation for plan development and completion
of final draft plan

WMAC will continue to research what other groups are doing to identify further options

ok The time line for the project would be September 30, 1994 to July 31, 1995

The proposed budget for the planning exercise is $100,000.00; $25,000.00 to be provided
from the WMAC budget
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Report of the Committee on Works and Operations dated June 4, 1996

é Meeting participants unanimously agreed that the Waste Minimization and Recycling Action Plan
. should be revisited. It was recommended that the WMAC develop a Draft Terms of Reference and
formally request funding from the Committee on Works and Operations.

At its July 21, 1994 meeting, the WMAC agreed to a Draft Terms of Reference that will include the
following responsibilities over two phases: ’

Phase 1

The development of a decision-making model that is at a minimum iterative, forward looking,
responds to changing issues and temporal scales, identifies players and their roles, outlines monitoring
and reporting procedures with public involvement in the development of the model.

Phase 2 -

Subject to the satisfactory completion of Phase 1, and budgetary approval, Phase 2 will involve the
implementation of the decision making model in the development of the first action plan. At a
minimum this phase should outline the historical background to waste management in the City,
facilitate public consultation to identify gaps in the current waste management system and options to
fill them, establish goals and objectives for the first plan to be measured against, etc.

Council on September 21, 1994 adopted the recommendation as contained in Clause 4 of the Report
of the Committee on Works and Operations dated September 2, 1994 that a consultant be retained to
develop a Waste Reduction Action Plan to be completed over the period 1994/95, at an estimated cost
not to exceed $100,000.00. Subsequently, the Commissioner of Works and Operations approved
assignment of the project to REIC Ltd. and InterGroup Consultants Ltd.

On June 4, 1996, the Chairperson of the Waste Minimization Advisory Committee presented the
| Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg dated June 1996 to the Committee on Works and
| Operations and recommended approval thereof.

The Committee on Works and Operations therefore recommends:

-

L That the Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg dated June 1996, designated as Appendix
‘ A, be adopted, thereby replacing the Waste Minimization and Recycling Action Plan.

II. That the Proper Officers of the City be authorized to do all things necessary to implement the
foregoing.

Appendix A referred to in the above clause is on file in the office of the City Clerk.
For the information of Council, the Committee on Works and Operations has requested that the
Administration bring forward a specific action plan from this document including financial

implications and implementation strategy.

ADOPTED BY COUNCIL
- June 19, 1996
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Executfive Summary

Background

The City of Winnipeg began to look seriously at the issue of waste minimization in the
early 1990’s, and established a multi-stakeholder Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) in
1991 to provide guidance in this regard to the Committee on Works and Operations. In
1993, TAC was reconstituted as the Waste Minimization Advisory Comumittee (WMACQ),
with a mandate to foster communication on waste minimization issues and provide
guidance and advice to the Committee on Works and Operations.

In October of 1994, WMAC issued a Request for Proposal for Consulting Services for
Development and Implementation of a Solid Waste Minimization and Resource Utilization
Planning Process for the City of Winnipeg. REIC Ltd., in partnership with InterGroup
Consultants Ltd., submitted the successful proposal, and this document is the result.

This was a two phase study, with the first phase focusing on developing a planning
process. The second phase then used that planning process to establish a waste
minimization system for the City.

WMAC stressed from the outset that this was not to be another consultant’s report that sat
on a shelf. Rather, is was essential that this be a WMAC report, with the consultant playing
a facilitation role. Other key principles of the process included:

« focusing on the concepts of resource utilization and waste minimization, rather than
simply waste diversion

« making this a “living document”, with mechanisms for continuous review and revision

- being responsive to the Winnipeg realities of ample landfill capacity, low tipping fees
and financial restraints ‘

Process

Phase 1, which ran from November of 1994 to January of 1995, came up with a generic
planning process that could be used to respond to individual issues that arise from time to
time. As well, that planning process became the basis for Phase 2, which involved the
actual development of a waste minimization strategy for Winnipeg. The process, as
outlined in the Phase 1 Report, involves a systematic and iterative approach, moving from
outreach to synthesis to review/guidance to publishing results. Involvement of stakeholders
‘was identified as a key component, as'was the need to continuously monitor, review and
revise decisions arising from this process. ‘

Phase 1 also identified a detailed strategy development process that included three tasks:
*  Vision/Criteria Identification
*  Components Identification

¢ Strategy Development

and a series of activities associated with each task.

A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg - E-1
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Public consultation was a crucial component of the process. For this strategy to be truly a
Winnipeg strategy, it was essential that meaningful public consultation was built in as an
integral part of the process. An innovative combination of workshops, focus groups
sessions, surveys, newsletters and community outreach sessions were conducted in Phase
2. Considerable effort was concentrated on the commnunity outreach sessions, which were
sub-contracted out to the Recycling Council of Manitoba, and involved individuals making
presentations to a variety of community groups, and then getting the participants to fill out a
survey.

As mentioned earlier, another essential component of this strategy is ongoing monitoring,
review and recommendation. The strategy has been designed to be reviewed and revised
periodically, as is the case with Plan Winnipeg. As importantly, the strategy can be used as
a reference document against which any new initiatives or issues can be tested in terms of
how they meet with the overall vision and direction of the strategy. If issues arise that are
not dealt with in the report, they should be addressed by following the process identified in
Phase 1, and the results incorporated into this document.

The 3-ring binder format was chosen specifically to allow for easy and continuous
updating. This was also the reason for including the date and a section/page number on
each page.

Vision

An important part of the planning process was the development of a Vision Statement to
guide the strategy and assist in evaluating new and emerging issues. Based on considerable
discussion and input, WMAC agreed on the following Vision Statement:

Vision Statement

The City of Winnipeg'’s waste minimization strategy envisions a
community - whose citizens collectively assume responsibility for the
waste they generate, share the goal of eliminating waste
wherever possible through systems that adhere to the 3R's
-hierarchy (Reduction, Reuse, Recycling), and manage residual
waste through efficient, cost effective systems.

Strategy

The waste minimization strategy that evolved out of the Phase 2 process is not particularly
radical or “high-tech”. Rather, it reflects an integrated, source-separation approach that
involves the householder as much as possible. Other options, such as two and three stream
collection/processing technologies were ruled out based on the high capital cost,
particularly given Winnipeg’s low tipping fees and ample landfill capacity.

A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg ‘ E-2
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As outlined in the diagram below, the proposed system includes expanded recycling, an
extensive door-to-door backyard composting distribution program, city-wide curbside -
collection of leaf and yard waste, a range of reduction and reuse initiatives, and an
extensive promotion and education program. As these components are implemented,
appropriate material bans, lift limits and bag tag garbage programs would be phased in. It is
Iikely that once these components are in place, the City would also be able to consider & bi-
weekly garbage program for at least 8 months of year.

A Draft Minimization System for Winnipeg

. * Expand the current curbside system to include all apariments
Recycling 35,000 | « promotion and education to improve parlicipation and capture rales

1%}
= * Setup a compost team to offer subsidized of free compastars
et Backyard Compostin 2,000 door-lo-door
= o pesiing 12 « Provida foliow-up and support to residents -
o1 -
= - . | + Expand the existing *Leal K With Us™ Program to include 529,
S Leaf & Yard Waste Colleclion | 12,000 |  all residents (129,000 o)
+ Promotz grasscycling
=
=
7z} .
i O « Extensive promotion and education pragram
d; Uther 3R Infliatives 5,000 * Promots community yard sales, reuse centres, landiill salvage ete. \
= -
« Phase-in 2 ban of recyclables, leaf and yard waste and other ~
T : AT materials from garbage once diversion altematives are in place
=1 ()| Material Bans/Lit Limits 8000 |, consider lif fimits andjor 3 bag tag system »
= * Cansider bi-weekdy garbage collection ,
5
Garbage/Disposal 120,000 | « Maintzin mix af curbside and autn bin for remaining waste 48%
120,000 tormes)

Once this waste diversion system is fully mature, it is estimated that it could divert at least |
50% of the City’s residential waste. However it should be noted that there is little accurate .
data on Winnipeg’s current waste composition, or on the potential impact of autobin

programs on waste diversion programs. Hence, these estimates are only “best guesses”.

The.strategy focuses primarily on residential waste, since the- City does not have any
control over waste from the business sector. However, given that industrial, commercial
and institutional (IC&T) waste make up over. half of what is currently being landfilled in
Winnipeg, it is essential that the City not ignore this component of the waste stream. Some

suggestions of what the City can do to encourage IC&I waste diversion are included in
Section.8. |

'::jyf,;,.A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg A E-3
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Why This STroTegy Works

Given Winnipeg’s low tipping fees, it may initially seem unlikely to expect a waste
minimization system such as this to be financially viable in today’s lean economic times.
There are a number of factors, however, that make this system particularly appropriate for
Winnipeg, and potentially more economically and environmentally accountable than the
existing disposal-based system, including: ’

It builds on existing recycling and composting components

It addresses demonstrated public support for waste diversion

It harnesses “free” labour from householders

It will generate substantial savings in disposal costs, once fully mature

It creates local jobs

It gives residents a waste management system to be proud of

It supports stewardship and sustainability principles

It meets provincial and national waste diversion targets

It addresses the world-wide trend to diversion-based waste management systems

<><><><><><><><><>

Although it appears that the savings in disposal related costs may be more than enough to.
offset increased diversion program costs, the reality is that these disposal costs saving will
not be realized until the diversion components are fully in place, including regulatory
Initiatives. This means that the City will likely have to face some program cost increases in
the short term in order to realize a more cost-effective overall waste management system in
1999, when the new garbage contracts are negotiated. '

The funding of this system is further complicated by the fact that currently diversion

programs are funded out of tipping fee revenues, creating a situation where the more
successful the diversion programs are, the less money they get. The potential loss of
tipping fee revenues to the Rosser landfill is another issue that will further complicate
program funding.

To be successful, a waste minimization Strategy must be supported and embraced by the
public. The fact that this strategy was championed by WMAC, a citizens-based comimittee,
and that extensive public consultation was incorporated into the development of the-strategy
should help ensure this support. Obtaining support and committment from City Council

. and adminstration for the implementation aspects of the strategy is the next vital step on the

road to achieving an innovative and effective waste minimization system for Winnipeg

A User Guide

This report is divided into ten sections, laid out in chronological order, with the first section
being the Phase 1 Report, and the Temaining nine sections making up the Phase 2 report.
Although each section is freestanding, they should be considered.as part of one integrated
process. '

The following list outlines the content of each section:

A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg : E-4
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Report Outline
b 0 Section 1 — Phase 1 Report

How a waste minimization planning process was developed, including a plan of

activities for Phase 2. slm;
0 Section 2 — Vision Workshop Report =

The first workshop in Phase 2, which focused on coming up with a waste minimization 4

vision for Winnipeg N
0 Section 3 — First Newsletter f

The input received from the first newsletter, issued in November, 1995, which dealt T

with the vision and evaluation criteria, including a copy of the newsletter.

0 Section 4 — Focus Group Report |
The content and input of two focus group sessions held in November, 1995. H

0 Section 5 — Community Outreach Session Report

How the community outreach sessions were conducted, including summaries of the
feedback received and responses to the surveys distributed at that end of presentations.

0 Section 6 — 3Rs Initiatives Profiles
Thirty-seven possible waste minimization initiatives that the City might consider, with
contact names at municipalities that have implemented similar programs.

0 Section 7 — System Identification Workshop Report

The draft prioritization of system components carried out by the study’s consultants,
using input from administration and WMAC to come up with a draft waste l
minimization system. :‘
0 Section 8 — Action Plan |

Groups system components identified in the previous section into 8 categories, and
provides critical information on cost, diversion and specific actions to be taken.

0 Section 9 — Second Newsletter |
A context for the second newsletter, issued in February, 1996, which focused on the
draft waste minimization system, and includes a copy of the newsletter.

0 Section 10 — System Refinement Workshop Report

- How the draft waste minimization system outlined in sections 8 and 9 was tested and
refined at meetings with administration and WMAC, and at a public workshop.

A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg E-5
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There are a number of important linkages between these various sections. For example, the
waste minimization vision, as described in Section 2, formed the basis for the subsequent
sections, which basically address the question of how best to achieve the vision. Sections
3,4,5,7,9 and 10 each deal, at least in part, with an aspect of the Phase 2 public
consultation program, which was developed as comprehensive program but delivered in
discreet sections. The various elements of the consultation program continuously tested any
products developed in previous sections and provided initial feedback for input into
subsequent sections. Section 7, in particular, required a detailed examination of input from
consultation activities in order to ensure that the draft waste minimization system being
brought forward was in fact the most appropriate one for Winnipeg.

These reports will be continuously updated as new issues come up in order to keep this an
active and current document. Please make sure WMAC has your current address so they
can send you any new or amended sections, and let them know of any changes or additions
you think should be made.

Contact John Sinclair, Chair, WMAC
Natural Resources Institute, University of Manitoba, Winnipeg, R3T 2N2
phone (204) 474-8374, fax (204) 261-0038

A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg ' E-6
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1.0

2.0

‘Phase 1, which focused on designing a planning process, addressed several key |

Section | .k

Phase 1 Report — Design}ing a Process

Background -

In October of 1994, the Waste Minimization Advisory Commiittee (WMAC) issued . im
a Request For Proposal for Consulting Services for Development and T
Implementation of a Solid Waste Minimization and Resource Utilization Planning i
Process for the City of Winnipeg. REIC Ltd., in partnership with InterGroup iy
Consultants Ltd., submitted the successful proposal and‘proceeded with Phase 1 of
the study on November 17th.

- . . . oo

issues identified in the Request For Proposal and through Phase 1 activities:

e aconcentration on process as, fc}l"nqcc;s_sa_ry»f;agp_f;yv_p_rk for good planning and
decision-making; ‘ e

« afocus on waste minimization, rather than simply diversion;

. arecognition that the issue of wiste minimization in Winnipeg is more a
question of appropriate utilization of resources than of solving a landfill crisis:

« aneed for innovative, creative and locally appropriate solutions; . %

!
. 2 clear distinction between Phase I — Désigning d Process and PRase2 —" % \
Strategy Development, and \
<
<
Q-

Hi

« arecognition of the need for the planning process to carry Ovel into Phase 3 - ~
System Implementation and Phase 4 — On-Going Review and Revision

= o

To respond to these issues, Winnipeg’s waste minimization planning process (

should:,

. incorporate a clear vision statement, evaluation criteria, a recommended system
of integrated waste minimization components, and mechanisms for on-going
review and revision of the systern; and

« ensure that the resulting waste minimization strategy and system is technically
sound, and acceptable to and supported by all relevant parties.

Phase 1 Activities

Phase 1 commenced at the November 17th, 1994 WMAC meeting, where the
approach identified in the REIC/InterGroup proposal was modified to reflect iming
considerations. It was agreed that there would be two main activities in Phase 1:

¢ carrying out an extensive list of Key Person Interviews; and
« holding a Process Workshop.
The information gathered from these two activities, together with the consultants’

expertise in successful planning and consultation processes, Were used to design
the Planning Process outlined in this report.

A Waste Minimization Strategy for Wwinnipeg 1-1
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- ’ 21 Key Person Interviews
| Between November 21 and December 31, 1994, 39 Key Person Interviews were
conducted. Interviews prior to the December 1 workshop focused on:
®  perspectives on successful (and unsuccessful) planning processes;
*  process considerations unique to solid waste minimization in Winnipeg; and
* key waste minimization issues to be addressed in Phase 2.

A

After the workshop, interviews focused more on how best to approach and involve
each of the key players (WMAC, municipal staff, politicians, environmental
groups, the waste industry, the Industrial, Commercial and Institutional (IC&D)
sector and the general public) in developing a waste minimization Strategy. A list of
interview respondents is provided in Appendix 1-1, and a brief summary of the
salient points that emerged from the interviews is presented below.

2.1.1 Successful Planning Processes

*  Workshops with break-out groups and facilitators were largely supported, as
were focus groups. v

*  Open-houses and panel settings were not considered effective tools for
generating public input and involvement on this topic.

* Some form of high profile media event for a “kick-off’ was suggested, perhaps
involving one or more City Councillors.

* A combination of personal letters of invitation to stakeholders and previous
participants as well as general advertisements in the newspaper. were
recommended to get successful attendance at workshops.

2.1.2 Planning Process Issues

* Open Process: Participants need to feel they can be involved from start to
finish, and that there are no hidden or pre-set agendas. However, in some
cases, participants will need to provided with some issues or options to react to.

* Meaningful: Participants need to know that they are being listened to, and
that their contributions influence the process.

* Demonstrate Impact: The general public will need tangible questions or
scenarios to react to, and will have to be convinced that this is an important
issue that concerns them directly.

* Goals: It is essential that goals and directions are clearly defined and stated at
the start of the process.

* Commitment: Stakeholders/Interest Groups are becoming tired and

disillusioned. They have been consulted; now they want action. There needs to
JRR be a commitment on the part of decision-makers to follow through with the
implementation of the strategy .

* Information: The process should provide the public and stakeholders with
the information they need to make informed choices and provide meaningful

input. The information must be presented in understandable language, not
technical jargon. -

A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg - 1-2
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Integration: Initiatives at all levels of government need to be coordinated an.

integrated. For example, City of Winnipeg waste minimization initiatives need

to take into account provincial waste minimization initiatives, the report on

sustainable development for Manitobans, the Manitoba Round Table report, th
Capital Region Strategy, and Plan Winnipeg.

Public Role: The general public can play an important role in generating and
testing ideas and providing values and visions. They tend to be weaker at
identifying workable solutions.

Responsibility and Understanding: The process should ensure that key
players understand the waste minimization vision, and therefore support the
resulting system and take responsibility for it.

O

Interaction: It is important that groups with diverse interests hear what others
have to say, and work together to develop a system that best responds to the
needs of all players. All key stakeholders must be involved.

2.1.3 Waste Minimization Issues

The public is misinformed about many waste minimization issues.

More information is needed to get the public to embrace a more holistic
approach to waste diversion, focusing on reduction, not recycling.

The media, particularly the print media, tends to exacerbate the misinformation
problem.

The public and the media tend to listen to and be more influenced by opinion
leaders such as Recycling Council of Manitoba and the Manitoba EcoNetwork
than City leaders. Likewise, industry tends to follow leaders in the corporate
sector.

Each target group needs to be sold on why they should participate in the
system.

The cost of the programs is a key consideration.

Direct short term and long term returns (financial and non-financial) for
minimizing waste need to be made explicit.

Access to markets for recyclable material must be considered.
Convenience is a key consideration: if the system isn’t convenient, only a

minority of people are likely to participate in it.

The issue of public versus private sector roles in any waste minimization systemn
has to be addressed.

The issue of some form of user pay system for garbage must be examined
carefully in light of local concemns and attitudes.

Concern was raised over the potential impact of switching to auto-carts for - CMI\Z%O
garbage collection before a waste minimization system is developed.

Y
The different time frames for this study and the Manitoba Product Stewardship birns .
Program is an issue. '

The extent to which the city should or can deal with the non-residential portion
of the waste stream was raised.

There is a lack of goal or direction in existing waste minimization initiatives.

A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg A 1-3
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22 Workshop Summary

A Process Workshop was held December 1, 1994 to obtain input from key players
on how best to involve the target groups in developing the waste minimization

strategy. Participants were also asked to priorize the target groups from the
standpoint of where to focus efforts.

Attendant; included .representatives from WMAC, City of Winnipeg municipal
staff, Manitoba Environment, the recycling industry, as well as residents with an
active interest in waste 1ssues. A list of participants is included in Appendix 1-2.

Participants were first presented with an outline of workshop goals, principles for
effective consultation, key process and waste minimization issues identified in the
key person interviews, and a municipal decision-making flowchart. They were then
split into three break-out groups, and tasked answer two questions:

*  How best can we involve the following target groups — politicians, general
public, municipal staff, industry and other interested and affected parties?
* Priorize the target groups from the standpoint of where to focus efforts.

e
; B Each group completed a worksheet recording their conclusions. A plenary session

W followed, with break-out group summaries, followed by a discussion on effective
involvement techniques.

A detailed review of the break-out session results and the plenary session
discussion is presented in Appendix 1-2. The following is a brief summary of each.

2.2.1 Break-out Sessions

* Politicians: All groups agreed that politicians should be involved in the
process and provided with feedback. The need for effective communication was

stressed, including communication between municipal and provincial players.
Politicians were noted as the ultimate decision makers.

* General Public: Public education, input and feedback were seen as
o important. Groups supported going to where the public was already meeting
| rather than asking individuals to attend specific project events. It was felt that
B the public needs practical, hands-on, tangible options to react to and support.
o Community leaders were noted as a resource for gauging public attitudes.
| Distinctions were made between the general public and specific groups (e.g.
J ' environmental groups) that are directly affected or interested in waste issues.

* Municipal Staff: The input and support of municipal staff was seen as
important to the success of the process and ultimate strategy. This support must
be at all levels, from the staff who will actually implement the programs to the
senior staff who will take responsibility for the system components.

* Industry: Both the waste industry and the IC&I waste producers were seen as
important participants in the process. Segmenting industry, identifying major
players, and accessing industry through associations were suggested. Industry

perception of conflict between environmental initiatives and economic refurns
was noted.

* General Comments: It was [Doted that the process and the resulting strategy
will have to address the question “What’s in it for us?” for each target group.

* Priorize Key Players: Groups varied on prioritization of key players. One
group felt that all players were equally important; another felt that politicians and
A municipal staff were first priority, and the general public and industry were
IR second priority; the third group priorized the general public, politicians,

. industry, and municipal staff in descending order.
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2.2.2 Plenary Session

The discussion in the plenary session focused on identifying effective techniques to
involve the various target groups in developing the waste minimization strategy. In
some cases, comments referred more to the implementation stage than to the

planning stage, but as much as possible, discussion concentrated on planning >
considerations Suggestions included:

* General Public: focus groups; community outreach programs; influencing
parents through children; initiating a competition; shopping mall displays;
surveys; utilizing existing private sector recyclers.

*  Politicians: encourage the public to talk to their councillors; make politicians
part of planning team; make the strategy publicly acceptable and financially
reasonable; access politicians through their Executive Assistants; include Board
of Commissioners in process.

* Municipal Staff: there is currently a good level of participation and
‘%‘ mvolvement from municipal staff.

3.0 A Generic Planning Process

The goal of this project is to provide WMAC and the City with not only a waste
minimization strategy, but also with a planning process that could be used to
respond to any waste issues that might arise from time to time.

Accordingly, Phase 1 of this study first concentrated on developing a generic
planning process, and then looked at how that process could be used to develop a
waste minimization strategy. Phase 2, the implementation of the process, will
therefore act as the first application of the process. Feedback from Phase 2 will be
used to make revisions to the planning process.

At the end of Phase 2, the City will end up with a tested generic planning process
and an effective waste minimization strategy. City staff and WMAC will also have
participated in the implementation of the model; and will therefore be able to apply it
themselves to issues that may arise in the future.

3.1 Effective Involvement Principles

Key person interviews and the consultant’s experience with other successful
planning processes helped to identify guiding principles for effective planning that :
were integrated.into a generic planning model. A dominant theme that emerged was ‘
the need for effective involvement and consultation at the design, planning,
decision-making, implementation, monitoring and revision stages of a project.

Effective involvement and consultation is essential, both to ensure that the most
appropriate ideas are integrated into the plan, and to ensure that all parties support
and buy into the eventual system arising out of the planning process. It should also
involve all affected parties, not just “the public”. Ten general principles to guide
effective involvement programs are listed on the next page.
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Ten Public Involvement Principles
1 Involve participants from start to finish. Plan for participation from
design of the process through to evaluation and on-going operational input.

2 State the objectives of the exercise. Clearly state consultation goals and
expected deliverables up-front.

3 Show respect. Don’t just go through the exercise — truly listen and
incorporate participants’ comments.

4 Make information accessible. Provide briefing materials in plain
language; make all technical information available on request.

5 Provide feedback. Show participants how you used their input, or why you
weren’t able to incorporate their suggestion.

6 Ensure appropriate representation. Make sure the process is open to all
interested and affected parties, while striving to keep some balance.

7 Don’t rush the process. Allow the group to revisit previous steps as
necessary, but set clear time limits to keep the process moving.

8 Focus on critical issues. Don’t avoid the hard questions; make sure the
scope of the exercise is broad enough to be meaningful.

9 Use innovative techniques. To obtain meaningful input, plan the
consultation to be stimulating, relevant, motivational and fun for participants.

10 Bring issues to resolution. Clearly communicate and restate
resolutions/decisions made along the way.

. 32 The Process

In addition to the involvement stream, the planning process must also provide for
the technical and political streams (see Figure 1). The technical stream involves staff
and/or consultants in continuous research and analysis to ensure that the best ideas
are brought forward and properly evaluated. This technical stream is also where
reports and other products arising out of the process are developed.

=

5 The political (or decision-making) stream is equally important. With municipal
decisions taking place at the City Council level, it is essential that some councillors
are involved as much as possible throughout the planning process so that they take
ownership of and defend the recommendations when the actual decision is being
made.

Ideally, there should be one group or committee to take responsibility for the
process, and that group should meet the 3M Test: namely that the group has the
means, motivation and mandate to implement the plan. This usually means a group
with balanced representation from the technical, involvement and political streams.
If it is not possible to set up such a committee, every attempt should be made to
ensure continuous dialogue and interaction between these three streams.

: This planning process is consistent with the Model For Improvement program that
| the City of Winnipeg has adopted. Based on W. Edwards Deming’s Plan-Do-
] Study-Act cycle, it provides a conceptual base for planning processes.
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33 Using the Process

The progress of activities outlined in Figure 1 apply to each task within a given
planning process. In general, activities associated with each task progress from
research/analysis and outreach activities to synthesis, review and reporting. Each -
task would follow this cycle before moving on to the next task, which keeps the
process iterative and moving forward. The result will be a recommendation that
goes forward to the City of Winnipeg’s formal decision-making process (the Ad-
Hoc Committee, the Committee of Works and Operations, and City Council).

This planning process could be triggered by a strategic planning exercise (such as a
waste minimization) or by any isolated waste issue (such as the Manitoba Product
Stewardship Program ). As an issue is identified, it would be forwarded to
WMAC, as the body responsible for coordinating the process. WMAC, working
with City staff, would make any required modifications to the process to account
for time or budget constraints, and then initiate the technical, involvement and
political streams outlined in Figure 1. By runmning an issue through this process,
decision-makers will be assured that the resulting recommendations are the result of
an approved, integrated planning process.

The planning process is also intended to be used in an iterative manner to
periodically revisit existing strategies or waste management components. It may be
useful to specify an appropriate review period for each recommendation resulting
from the application of this process (in much the same way the Plan Winnipeg is
‘required to undertake periodic reviews). If possible, on-going monitoring
requirements should be specified in the initial recommendations in order to ensure
that there will be adequate data with which to evaluate the program.

The next Chapter deals with how this generic planning process will be used to
develop a waste minimization strategy for the City. However, it should be noted
that there is a waste issue currently facing the City which is subject to more
restrictive time constraints than the waste minimization strategy. This issue is the
pressure that the Manitoba Product Stewardship Program (MPSP) is putting on the
City to develop a curbside recycling program. Although ideally, the development of
arecycling system should only happen after the waste minimization strategy has
been adopted, political realities are forcing the City to deal with this issue
immediately. However, it may be useful to subject the MPSP recycling system
considerations to at least a modified version of the planning process.

4.0 Proposed Phase 2 Activities

The next step is to determine how to apply the generic model to address the primary
objective of the study — to come up with a Waste Minimization Strategy for
Winnipeg.

Feedback from the Key Person Interviews and the Process Workshop made it clear
that the Phase 2 process needs to involve all of the key players: WMAC, municipal
staff, politicians, environmental groups, the waste industry, the Industrial,
Commercial and Institutional (IC&I) sector and the general public. Creative
involvement of these players ensures that the best ideas are brought forward, and
that decision-makers, implementors and waste producers all take ownership of and
responsibility for the resulting waste minimization system.
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In addition, it became clear that there is a real desire and need to ensure that there is
effective communication between all levels of government, and that the waste
minimization strategy be integrated with provincial (and to a lesser extent federal)
initiatives.

Involvement of key players alone is not-sufficient, however. There must also be the
technical expertise to identify and analyze potential components, and integrate the

preferred components into an effective system. The proposed process incorporates
continuous interaction between the technical and involvement streams.

Basically, five products will result from Phase 2:

1 An overall vision statement of where Winnipeg wants to be in terms of waste
minimization;

A series of evaluation criteria to guide the decision-making process;

An analysis of potential waste minimization components

An action plan that identifies immediate, mid-term and long-term waste
minimization initiatives to be implemented by the City; and

oW o

5 Mechanisms for on-going review and revision of the action plan.

It is worth noting three distinctive characteristics of this process that set it apart
from mainstream waste diversion studies:

* up-front consultative approach to designing the process:

*  proposed network of community outreach sessions to solicit meaningful
feedback from members of the general public; and

* development of mechanisms to ensure on-going review and.revisions to the
proposed waste minimization system.

The following three sections examine the study tasks, the types of activities
proposed, and approaches used to obtain meaningful involvement from the different
key players. This information is depicted graphically on the schematic at the back of
this report.

4.1 Project Tasks

There are three key questions that this strategic planning exercise should answer:
0 Where are we?

0 Where do we want to be?

0 How can we best get there?

In order to answer these questions, the planning process has been divided into three
Tasks, as discussed below and illustrated in the attached schematic. Each of these
tasks will include a variety of technical research and analysis functions as well as a
range of involvement activities, with a continuous exchange of information between
the technical and involvement streams.

e Task 1 Develop a Vision and Evaluation Criteria
Task 1 will complete the background research started in Phase 1 in order to
answer the question “Where are we?”. The development of a waste
minimization vision addresses the question “Where do we want to be?”. This
task will also identify evaluation criteria that help guide the answer to the
question “How can we best get there?. .
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e Task 2 Identifying Potential System Components
This task will identify a wide range of waste minimization system components.
Some of these will come through the involvement program, while others will be
brought forward by the consultants, based on their extensive experience with
successful minimization programs throughout North America. These

i components will be evaluated using the criteria developed in Task 1.

« Task 3 ' Developing a Waste Minimization Strategy
Once the most efficient, effective and appropriate components have been
determined, they will be examined from a systems standpoint. Key
considerations will include how different components interact and build on each
others, and how to phase them in. The criteria developed in Task 1 will be used
| to evaluate systems. Task 3 will also develop mechanisms for on-going review
i and revisions to the proposed system to ensure that the system continuously
sl evolves to meet changing waste minimization needs and technologies.

42 Involvement Activities

4 Each of the Tasks described above includes a number of activities designed to
solicit meaningful input from all players, and get them involved in the development
of a preferred system. It is important that the process remain as open as possible,
while still focusing on key issues in order not to waste participants’ time. Where
appropriate, scoping exercises will be used to identify areas of agreement and
disagreement early on. Support material will be prepared as required to give
participants something to react to.

The proposed process emphasizes obtaining meaningful feedback from the “general
public”. These are the people who will form the backbone of any waste

- minimization system, and will make or break the program. However, it is difficult
to get this group involved early in the process. Traditional consultation tools, such
as public meetings, open houses and surveys, all have serious limitations in their
ability to solicit meaningful input from residents who are not already committed to
or involved in some way with waste issues. Accordingly, a network of community
outreach sessions as well as two focus group sessions are proposed as the most
effective ways of involving the general public in a meaningful way in this
complicated and somewhat abstract process.

A discussion of the main involvement activities follows. It may be useful to refer to
the accompanying schematic when reviewing this section.

4.2.1 Community Outreach Sessions

Interested members of groups such as WMAC, the Recycling Council of Manitoba
and the Manitoba EcoNetwork will be approached to facilitate short community
outreach sessions with a wide variety of community groups. These sessions will
focus on the issues that will guide the strategy development process: the waste
minimization vision and the associated evaluation criteria.

The main advantage of this approach is that by getting time on the agenda of an
existing meeting, you ensure a captive audience. As an added benefit, you can reach
L a range of influential community Jeaders that would otherwise not have the time to
A participate in the process ’
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The consultants will develop a presentation format and follow-up survey, prepare
high-quality visual aids, and train interested volunteers. If possible, a local
community resource person would be hired to assist in developing this material and
to coordinate the contacting and booking of potential community groups.
Honouraria and travel expenses will be provided to the volunteers

It is anticipated that presentations would be 20 to 30 minutes in length, with the first
half providing the context and the second half focusing on discussion and
completion of the surveys. The types of community groups that would be
approached include community clubs, service clubs, church groups, and Y
Neighbours.

If timing and budget permit, some of the later community outreach sessions will
focus on particular components or systems, rather than strictly vision and criteria.
Consideration will also bé given to using one of the volunteers to make
presentations to trade associations, staff meetings and other IC&I based groups as a
means of soliciting input on business and institutional perspectives on waste
minimization.

4.2.2 Key Person/Group Contacts ! i
For many individuals and groups, one-on-one conversations and/or group meetings
will be the most effective way to get their input on waste minimization issues and
opportunities. This process was started in Phase 1 with the identification of 73 key
persons (see Appendix A). Other individuals and groups will be added to the list as
necessary. In particular, a number of key industries, businesses and trade
associations will be identified and approached for input on how the system should
address the waste minimization needs of the IC&I sector. Some individuals or
groups will be contacted more than once to get their input on such issues as vision,
criteria, components, systems and review/revision mechanisms as the study
progresses.

4.2.3 Focus Group -Sessions

Two focus groups will be conducted in February to gather information on a waste
minimization vision and evaluation criteria. The focus groups will be used to test
the ideas which have been developed to that point, and identify issues and
perceptions associated with those ideas. This provides the opportunity for fine-
tuning and identification of unanticipated issues, barriers, or opportunities.
Essentlally, focus groups will act as a preview to general public attitude toward the
resulting waste minimization system.

4.2.4 Workshops

Three workshops are proposed, and will be crucial focal points for each task They
are the forum where the consultants will present the results of technical research and
outreach activities, and where the stakeholders will synthesize this information and
integrate the various aspects of the planning process. The theme of the workshops
will relate to the three Tasks identified ea:her (Vision/Criteria, Components and
Strategy).

Each workshop will involve one or two break-out sessions to address the relevant
issues. As with the Phase 1 workshop, key constituent groups will be identified,
and participation will be solicited from leaders of these groups. A balanced mix of
20 to 30 key players will be sought, and where possible, participants will commit to
attending all three workshops in order to ensure continuity.
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4.2.5 WMAC Meetings

The consultant will provide progress reports to WMAC at their regular monthly
meetings. At these meeting, activities to date will be reviewed, upcoming activities
profiled, and if needed, modifications to the process will be negotiated. Where
possible, workshops will be scheduled shortly before WMAC meetings so that

WMAC can provide timely guidance on how to proceed based on the results of
previous involvement activities.

4.2.6 Newsletters

To keep all players informed on the progress of the study, three separate
newsletters will be prepared and circulated. The newsletters will come out at the end
of each task, and will, in effect, serve as an Executive Summary of that task. The
newsletters will be short (hopefully one page double-sided), and will use bullet
points, graphics and interesting layout techniques to make them as readable as
possible. Information on how to get involved in the process will also be included.

! Approximately 1,000 copies of each newsletter will be printed. They will be made
available at a range of locations such as community centres, city hall, recreation
facilities and other public buildings, and will also be sent out to any key persons
who have expressed an interested in receiving more information on the progress of
the study. The information and graphics from the newsletter will also be offered to
the print and electronic media as a way of getting the information out into greater

: circulation. Print media will include relevant municipal, employee, community,

| env&l;onmental, or trade association newsletters as well as the print and electronic
media '

43 Involving The Players

The key person interviews and the process workshop in Phase 1 both raised the
; point that all key players had to be involved in the development of the strategy, and
il that each group of key players needed to be brought into the process using a
specific approach and set of involvement tools. The following points highlight the
| approach that will be adopted to involve the key players in a meaningful way.
(Refer to the matrix on the attached schematic for a detailed breakdown key player
involvement by activity.)

| S - |

4.3.1 WMAC

WMAUC, as the cliept, will clearly be very involved in the process. There will be
progress reports at its monthly meetings, with opportunity for the members to
reflect on activities to date and provide guidance on upcoming activities. Potential
changes to the process as outlined in this report will also be negotiated at WMAC
meetings. As WMAC member are also opinion leaders of many of the key player
groups, it is anticipated that they will also be actively involved in key person
interviews and workshops.

4.3.2 General Public

As mentioned previously, the general public tends not to get involved in planning
processes unless the issue in question is something that directly affects them.
Accordingly, the approach to involving this group will focus on using community
i outreach sessions to contact the public where they are already meeting. Focus

| groups will also be held to gauge public attitudes in a more structured manner. In
order to give the public something to react to, concise newsletters will be prepared
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at the end of each task and made available to residents. These newsletters will let ’
residents know what is happening, why it affects them, and how they can get £
involved. M

4.3.3 Politicians

The politicians will be the eventual decision-makers on whatever system evolves Hﬁ
out of this process, and it is therefore essential that they are involved early on. The :
proposed Phase 2 Strategy Development process will involve councillors through ‘
key person interviews (with them and/or their Executive Assistants) and circulation N
of newsletters at the end of each of the three tasks. They will also be informed in

advance of community outreach sessions occurring in their district, and encouraged
to attend one or more of these sessions.

Particular emphasis will be paid to involving members of the Ad-Hoc Committee,
discussions early in Phase 2 will confirm how best to involve them. Ideally, a small
working group with participation from City staff, the WMAC Executive and the
Ad-Hoc Committee would be set up. The Board of Commissioners are other critical
members of the decision-making process that will be involved in the process.

It is worth noting that councillors, as elected representatives, will have valuable
information to contribute on public attitudes towards specific issues. Both they and
their staff deal with the public on an on-going basis, which is all the more reason to
ensure that they are informed and involved in this process.

4.3.4 Municipal Staff

Municipal staff have been quite involved in the process to date, and the proposed
process ensures that this level of communication and involvement is maintained.
Municipal staff from all levels will be involved in key person interviews and
workshops, and will receive the three newsletters. Employee unions and
associations will also be a valuable resource to draw upon. The internal newsletter
that goes to.civic employees as well as CUPE newsletters may also be used as a
vehicle for providing information and soliciting input.

4.3.5 Other Key Groups

Appropriate environmental groups, other levels of government, the waste industry,

and representative industrial, commercial and institutional establishments will be !
identified and approached for their input. Because each of these groups has specific 5
concerns and perspectives, they will be approached through meetings with small

representative groups (e.g. trade associations) or one-on-one using key person

interviews. Representatives of these groups will be invited to participate in the

workshops and copies of the three newsletters will be made available to all

interested groups. Consideration will also be given to having one of the community

outreach facilitators focus on these specific groups, rather than on the general

public. :
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5.0

Phase 2 Schematic

The attached schematic illustrates the three tasks of Phase 2, timelines for the
various involvement and technical activities occurring in each task, and the
involvement of key players in different activities. It also provides a simple flow
chart on the various project phases.

It should be noted that the May 31, 1995 deadline for completion of the study
imposes tight time frames on the study, and will require some overlap of activities
and speedy review of draft material. However, this deadline was felt to be
necessary in order to give City Council the time needed to act on recommendations
of the report prior to the 1995 municipal election.

By following the process outlined on this schematic, the City of Winnipeg should
end up with an effective, integrated waste minimization strategy that is supported by
all affected parties. Implementing the strategy will have the potential to put
Winnipeg in a waste minimization leadership role among major cities in Canada.
Winnipeg will also be able to use the process to review and revise the resulting
waste minimization system to ensure that it responds effectively to changing
conditions.

Note

This is the report as it was released in January 1995. It should be noted that a
number of activities took place which significantly altered the timing, and to a lesser
extent, the process, as depicted in the accompanying schematic. The two main
activities that created approximately 9 months of delays were the Manitoba Product
Stewardship Program consultation and the subsequent City of Winnipeg Recycling
Program Request For Proposal process. It was decided that it would be
inappropriate to proceed with Phase 2 while these two issues were absorbing the
attention and time of staff, council, WMAC members and other stakeholders
(including the public).

By the time Phase 2 started up in fall, the City was in the midst of a municipal
election, which resulted in less involvement from the political stream than was
originally anticipated. Some fine-tuning of the strategy was also required, including
a deletion of the workshop and newsletter in Task 2, and the time frame became
September 1995 to June 1996, instead of January to June 1995. However, the
study still followed the three Tasks and various activities outlined in the schematic.

A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg : 1-14

- Section 1 — Phase 1 Report May 28, 1996




‘aLl mkz<h.~:.mz
dnoUD UL

|egjuye L
JUBLUBAJOAY]

[EIUBSSS 10U Inq ‘PBIAU| {3}
|epuess3 @

spyoday B
sbunaspy ¢

_ uojsiATY ¥ mepay

v 3SVHA

_ vogmuewodwi woisAg

€ IsYHd

k

_ wowdowanq Abejansg

T ISVHA
L

— $50301¢4 B Buubiseg

} 3SVH

A

MIIANIAO. DNINNYVIA

Y

sapiAloY

suepod gy

LNIWdOTIAIQ ADALVHLS - Z ASYHJ
DAdINNIAA HOd ADILVHLS NOILVYZIWINIAI JLSYAA W

08g 1RO
sdnoig uosaug -3

Alsnpui alseMm
H#B1S fediounpy g
dlignd [essusn




Name

Glen Murray
Terry Duguid
Rick Boychuk
John Angus
Steve Yoshino
Tony Kuluk
Kel Stewart
Dave Ross
Bruce McPhail
Pat Feschuk
Bob Kalika
Dwight Gibson
Ken Rosin
Bruce Brown

-~ Jeff Fielding

~ John Sinclair

- Alexandra Morrison

APPENDIX 1-1
KEY PERSON INTERVIEW LIST

Representing

Councillor, Fort Rouge

Councillor, North Kildonan, Ad-Hoc Committee
Councillor, Transcona, Ad-Hoc Committee
Councillor, St. Norbert, Ad-Hoc Committee
City, Director, Waterworks, Waste & Disposal
City, Solid Waste Disposal, WW&D

City, Director, Operations

City, Staff Engineer, Operations

City, Regional Engineer, Operations

City, Manager, Equipment, Operations

City, Supervisor, Refuse Collection & Disposal
City, Assistant District Engineer

City, City of Winnipeg, Street & Transportation
City, Works and Ops, SW District

City, Planning Dept ‘

WMAC, Natural Resource Institute, U of M
WMAC, RCM, On-Site

WMAC, Laidlaw

WMAC, Manitoba Hydro

WMAC, Canadian Waste Disposal, MEIA, exec
WMAC, Burns Fry, MEIA ’
WMAC, Nursing, U of M

WMAC, Consumers Association of Canada
WMAC, East Kildonan-Transcona

WMAC, CUPE

WMAC, City Centre, CUPE

WMAC, Lord Selkirk-West Kildonan

WMAC, Coalition for Land & Water Stewardship
WMAC, Assiniboia, Manitoba Eco-Network
BFI

J.A. Smith Co. Lid.

Haul-Rite Environmental

Plan-It Recycling

Green Box Recycling

Red Box Recycling

Manitoba Soft Drink Recycling

Versatech Industries

NRI, U of M

Economics, U of W

Philosophy, U of W

Attempts were made to reach and interview most of the Jollowing kev persons. Some individuals either did not
return calls, or were deferred until Phase 2 due to time contraints

Date Interviewed

on-going
Nov 25
Nov 25

Nov 25
Nov 25

Nov 23

Nov 25
on-going
Nov 25
Nov 24
Nov 29
Nov 25
Nov 25
Nov 25
Nov 29
Nov 25
Nov 29

Nov 25

Nov 24

Nov 24
Nov 24
Nov 25
Nov 28

Dec 9




Name Representing Date Interviewed
- Rudy Shilling ' Engineering, U of M Dec 7
Daryl McCartney Civil Engineering, U of M Dec 7
Paul Thomas Politics, U of M Dec 7
- Glen Koroluk RCM Nov 28
: Daryl Keating ’ RCM
| Rick Penner Man-West Environmental Group
Rick Cooke Man-West Environmental Group
Karen Rees Marr Consulting
Steven Rauh Manitoba Eco-Network
Toby Maloney Manitoba Eco-Network Dec 7
Anne Lindsey Manitoba Eco-Network (Exec. Dir) Dec S
Jack Dubois Man & Nature Nov 25
Jenny Hillard Collard Consulting Network Nov 25
| Nick Carter U of M, Manitoba Eco-Network ’
“ Wayne Neily (ex Director) Environmental Council
Alun Richards Manitoba Hazardous Waste Management Group Nov 23
. ‘Barb Connel AECL '
Marilyn Sequire Chair, St. Vital Sch Div & Env Act Com
Jerry Speigel Manitoba Environment, WRAP Nov 28
Ron Michalishyn Manitoba Hydro Dec 7
ﬁ Bill Barte _ Sustainable Devopment Coord. Unit Dec 9
Sheldon McLeod CCME o Dec 9
Frank Cosway Int'} Instit for Sustainable Development .
5 Annette Giroux Parent Coord, School Recycling Program
Rick Morrell SWRC, Can Env Network Waste Caucus
: Barbara Wallace Citizens Clearinghouse ) Dec 29
T John Jackson Ont Env Network, Waste Caucus
v I George Priddle U of Waterloo, Env. Studies
i Michael Van Wellingham Past Pres., MEIA, VP of CETAC
L Bob Pile VP, MEIA, ID Engineering Dec 7
P Bill Armstrong Energy Pathways Dec 6
Clifford Maynes Ontario Environment Network Dec 29

Mary Rowe MWR Associates C ‘ Jan 2




APPENDIX 1-2

DECEMBER 1, 1994 WORKSHOP SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

A workshop was held in the evening of December 1, 1994 in meeting facilities at City Hall. The goals of the
workshop were to:

e work towards an evolving planning process and waste minimization system; |
o determine how best to involve target groups in the planning process;
« involve key people early in the planning process; and,

e encourage interaction and exchange of information and fdeas.

Attempts were made to achieve a balanced mix of participants, including politicians; municipal, provincial,
and federal staff; members of the Waste Minimization Advisory Committee; haulers, recyclers, and
processors; interested parties such as the Recycling Council of Manitoba and Manitoba Eco-Network; and
individuals who had demonstrated an interest and/or knowledge in environmental concerns or process methods.
A list of workshop participants is provided in Figure 1.

~Workshop participants were briefed on the agenda, the workshop goals, principles of effective consultation,
issues which arose from the Key Person Interviews conducted prior to the workshop, and municipal decision-
making processes. They were then split into three balanced break-out groups to complete a work sheet. After
re-convening to the large group, each break-out group provided a verbal summary on their break-out session.
‘plenary session was then held on consultation tools and techniques.

REAK-OUT SESSIONS
ticipants at the break-out sessions were asked to respond to two questions:

‘How best to involve key target groups (Politicians, General Public, Municipal Staff, Industry, Other
Interested and Affected Parties)?

Priorize the target groups from the standpoint of where to focus efforts.

mmary of the break-out session discussions is provided in Table 1.

NARY SESSION

discussion in the plenary session focused on what tools and techniques could be used to involve the target
1In developing and buying into the solid waste minimization strategy. A brief summary is provided

t parents through kids
oliticians what tools work

de a challenge (e.g., initiate a cbmpetition) to motivate groups to create ideas and/or capture
fives




Politicians:

Appendix 1-2 .

shopping mall displays for information

"Participaction” model

use private sector recyclers - they are already acting as an eco-hotline for the public

use focus groups for generating ideas and soliciting reaction to issues

get input, reaction from kids in Phase 2 - use demonstrative techniques (e.g., garbage bag dump)
surveys for reaction
community outreach programs - go out to the public through existing networks, e.g.,"Y Neighbours'
o  this approach worked well for some participants in the past '
e would be comparable to focus groups for the purposes of the study, but with additional benefits
e itis essential that questions are carefully worded

the approach is very important - think through representations being made to the public

can access politicians through the general public - encourage the public to talk to their councillors
politicians need to be part of the planning team :
need to be able to sell the program to the politicians on the grounds that it is publicly acceptable an
financially reasonable

meet with politician's Executive Assistants

include the Board of Commissioners in the process
involve provincial politicians, not just City Councillors

Municipal Staff:

have to bring the right level of bureaucracy along with the process - it is important to have mumcxpal sta
involved to make the transition from planning to imp ementatlon -




2.2

Name

Steve Yoshino
Tony Kuluk
Dave Ross

Kel Stewart

Bob Kalika

Bill Woroby
Jeff Fielding
Jerry Spiegel
Alexandra Morrison
Gary Zielke
Dennis Coley
Marion McKay
Paul Moist
Janice Westlund
John Sinclair
Jenny Hillard
Nick Carter
Karen Rees

Glen Koroluk
James Zonneveld
Alfred Von Mirbach
Dennis DePape
‘Dawna Wallace

€ a

FIGURE 1

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS AT DECEMBER 1, 1994 WORKSHOP

- Representing

City of Winnipeg, Waterworks, Waste & Disposal
City of Winnipeg, Waterworks, Waste & Disposal
City of Winnipeg, Opérations

City of Winnipeg, Operations

City of Winnipeg, Operations

City of Winnipeg, Operations

City of Winnipeg, Planning

Manitoba Environment A

WMAC, Recycling Council of Manitoba

WMAC, Manitoba Hydro, Riel Community Committee
WMAC, MEIA . -,

WMAC

WMAC, CUPE

WMAC, Manitoba Eco-Network

WMAC, University of Manitoba

Independent

Independent

Independent

Recycling Council of Manitoba

Red Box Recycling, National Containers

Study Team

Study Team

Study Team




TABLE 1
BREAK-OUT SESSION GROUP SUMMARIES

Group #1

Group #2

Group #3

wican-we best involve

the following target groups?.

than have public come to
you ’ )

* direct to businesses

- public relations campaign

* identify and use
community leaders

° make distinction between
the aware and the
urnaware

° usc cxisting community
networks to get info out
and input back

° consider hockey games,
service clubs, residents’
associations, malls

¢ focus groups can be
useful

¢ WRAC confercnce had
over 1,000 participants

® scope sessions to keep

consultation focused

instead of getting them to
come to you

° rcpresentation from
community level - train
individuals and send
them out to community
to make presentations
and get input

° public has been over
consulted - maybe start a
few steps down the road

e publish discussion
document of
understanding,
concept/vision, then get
reaction

e alternative is to go
through issuc
identification step

Politicians ¢ face-to-facce ® are ultimate decision ® should be part of the
communication makers - key group process
¢ votes (public support) ° give politicians input to ° regular feedback should
¢ information on payback - the process and feedback be provided to the
what is in it for them? ¢ Ad Hoc first - then to politicians - they do not
Need to sell it to them Works and Operations - like surprises
° hamess sense of urgency then to 15 politicians * politicians like to get
created by MPSP e provincial and public feedback from their
¢ do not forget MLAs pressure constituency, and like
® status the opportunity to voice
reports/presentation to their own views, as well
Ad Hoc with other ° there must be
councillors invited communication between
° use politicians as municipal and provincial
spokesperson - get them players - The Capital
fo buy in this way Region Committee is
good
General Public ° go to the public rather ® go to where people are e this target group needs

to be subdivided, e.g.,
by age, socio-cconomic
status, or geographic
region (i.e.,
core/suburban)

° cducation is important

e the general public needs
practical, hands-on,
direct/tangible
instruments to
understand and support

e feedback and input
required early in the
process

e the timing of
information campaigns
to the public is very
sensitive (should not be
too carly - information
must be well developed
and accurate)

Municipal Staff

o get staff to buy into
process by enlisting their
help, ete.

® not a big problem .

¢ has been disjointed, but
current re-organization
will improve that

® not covered, but rated as
very important in making
effective transition from
planning to
implementation - could
scuttle proposals if they
arc not workable

Ta i




Table |

Group #1

Group #2

Group #3

Industry

¢ CMA, Chamber of
Commerce

e parent industry groups

e will have to be careful
because green initiatives
arc often seen as
incomnpatible with profit

e follow the ISO 9000
model?

Solid Waste Industry:

e access through
association - major
players may requirc other
also

e collection, processing,
manufacturing must be
covered

e check if there is a
feedback mechanism
through associations

User/ICI:

e are really part of public

® access through
associations

e general public processes

 should be part of the
consultation process

"Industry” should
distinguish between the
waste industry (i.c.,
processors, etc.) and the
waste producers (ICI
should have their own
category)

the timing of
information campaigns
to the general public is
critical to the impact on
the waste industry (the
process should be
careful to consider the
impact on the waste
industry)

ICI target groups should
be subdivided - different
approaches will be
required for different
types of waste producers

Others

environmentalists and
1CI as separate target

groups

Comments

when determining the
process, answer this
question from the
perspective of each
group: "What is in it
for me?” - develop a
process that provides
incentive, motivation for
each target group to
support and participate
in the strategy.

hereishould efforts befo

t ke

1. General Public
2. Politicians

3. Industry

4. Municipal Staff

1. Politicians (and rclated
to politicians are
Municipal Staff, because

" staff can rework a
document/strategy
repeatedly so they can
work with it)

2. General Public and
Industry

@

all target groups are
cqually important in the
process.
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Section 2
Vision Workshops Report

Infroduction

The primary goal of these workshops was to help WMAC come up with key
concepts to be integrated into a vision statement that will provide consistent
direction for the waste minimization system development process. To allow as
many people as possible to attend, two workshops were held, one in the evening
and another one the following morning. Approximately 70 key people from the
municipal, provincial, academic, private and non-profit sectors were invited. A total
of 22 people attended one or the other of the workshops (see 5.0 for details).

Content

The workshops began with a brief introduction on the process and the key players,
and a round of self-introductions. This was followed by some context for
visioning, including comments on what a vision statement should be and how it
would be used, as well as examples of vision statements from other processes.

This was followed by a “postcard exercise”, where participants were asked to write
down what they thought were the key concepts that would guide Winnipeg to the
sort of waste minimization system they thought should be in place by the year
2010. Participants were divided into two breakout sessions to discuss the issues
they had come up with individually.

The workshop then reconvened as one group, and the concepts that were raised by
both groups, or were seen essential to either group, were brought forward and
discussed in detail. Attemnpts were made to cluster common or related themes, and
then find the concept or terminology that best reflected the group of related themes.
Many of the concepts raised in both workshops overlapped, although each
workshop had a slightly different focus. 3.0 lists the key concepts.

The last activity was a simple targeting exercise, where participants were asked to
put different coloured dots on a scale from 0% to 100%. These dots showed the
diversion target the City of Winnipeg should realistically be able to reach by the
year 2000 and 2010. Some context was provided by showing where Winnipeg
currently is and what targets have been adopted in other regions. 4.0 provides
details on this exercise.

Key - Concepts

* - stewardship

* sustainability (environmentally sound and economically viable)
* Wwaste as a resource

° resource utilization (waste as a resource)

* Integrated into a way of life

* involving all stakeholders

* maximizing environmental, economic and cultural benefits

*  equipping people/stakeholders to make appropriate choices

aste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg -
On 2 — Vision Workshop Report

May 28, 1996
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4.0

5.0

e pride

e participation

* embraced by the community

« evolving (continuously improving)

* leading to a healthy community (improving quality of life)

* minimizing waste
 supporting the 3R hierarchy
 responsibility/accountability
* innovation

e flexibility

e balance

* include Plan Winnipeg and its environmental stewardship theme as a context

It should be noted that there was a lack of consensus in both workshops on the use
of terminology such as stewardship, sustainability and resource utilization. Many
participants felt that these terms were not sufficiently understood by the general
population, or were open to many interpretations. Also participants seemed to have
different senses of the basic objectives for the strategy; some felt it was resource

utilization, others waste minimization.

Targets

The waste diversion targets for the year 2000 ranged from 30% to 59%, with an
average of 43%. The year 2010 targets ranged from 37% to 90%, with an average
of 68%. Targets in the first workshop were considerably higher, on average, than

in the second workshop.

Attendance
September 27th, 1995: 7:00 to 9:30 pm

Dennis Coley, MEIA *

Glen Koroluk, RCM

Tony Kuluk, City of Winnipeg. *
Greg Libbrecht, Health Sciences Centre
Daryl McCartney, U of M

Ron Michalishyn, Manitoba Hydro
Paul Moist, CUPE *

David Ross, City of Winnipeg

John Sinclair, NRI *

Jerry Speigel, Manitoba Environment
Janice Westlund, Manitoba EcoNet *

* WMAC members

September 28th, 1995: 9:00 to 11:30 am

Ken Buhr, D.S. Lea Associates *

Nick Carter, Manitoba Eco-Network

Pat Feschuk, City of Winnipeg

Helen Jones, BFI

Tony Kuluk, City of Winnipeg *

Chris Leach, Urban Affairs

Anne Lindsay, Manitoba Eco-Network
Mike Lysyk, St. Boniface General Hospital
Rod McCormick, Manitoba Environment
Jennifer Peters, RCM

Cliff Tuttle, City of Winnipeg

James Zonneveld, Red Box Recycling

Facilitators: Alfred Von Mirbach ¢ Denis De Pape = John Osler

A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg
Section 2 — Vision Workshop Report

2-2
May 28, 1996




6.0 WMAC's Vision

Using the input from this workshop, a draft vision statement was developed and
further input solicited in the first newsletter. Comments received back from the first
newsletters, as well as comments at WMAC meetings were then integrated into the
following revised vision statement, which WMAC agreed upon at their meeting of
April'17th, 1996. :

Vision Statement Ik

The City of Winnipeg's waste minimization strategy envisions @
community whose citizens collectively assume responsibility for the
waste fthey generate, share the goal of eliminating waste
wherever possible through systems:that adhere to the 3R's
hierarchy (Reduction, Reuse, Recycling), and manage residual
waste through efficient, cost effective systems.

W?Ste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg 2-3
tion 2 — Vision Workshop Report May 28, 1996




Section 3

Newsletter 1: Draft Vision and Evaluation Criterig

1.0 Background _ R

. As part of the public consultation process developed in Phase I, a series of

newsletters were to be produced to inform the broader public and interested groups :
on progress with the waste minimization strategy plan. F
The first newsletter was produced following the Vision Workshop to provide the “

public with information about WMAC's activities and seek comments on the draft =
vision that had been developed out of the Vision Workshop in September. In f
addition to this, WMAC sought comments on a sample of evaluation criteria that
could be considered in assessing various program options.

The newsletter was mailed directly to each participant in the Workshop, City
councillors, key City staff and relevant stakeholders from the public and private
sector that had been identified in Phase I. The newsletter was also circulated at the
community outreach sessions and to participants in the focus group sessions

In total, approximately 500 newsletters were circulated. From that circulation,
WMAC received written comments from 30 persons who had received the
newsletter. A copy of the newsletter is attached.

2.0 Comments on the Draft Vision

Of the 30 respondents, 6 provided comments on the draft vision. Three respondents
suggested complete rewordings of the vision statement while others suggested
replacements of specific words or phrases to help clarify specific statements.

Both these comments and the comments from WMAC will be incorporated into a
continuously changing document. '

3.0 Comments on the Draff Evaluation Criteria

Of the 30 respondents, 28 provided comments on the draft evaluation criteria. A
summary of these comments is provided in the table below.

In addition to the criteria provided by WMAC, some respondents suggested that
additional criteria should be considered. The most frequently suggested additional
criteria was that any initiative should provide an educational component as one of its
objectives. This corresponds positively to the comments from the focus groups
sessions, who also suggested that the educational value of a initiative should be an
important aspect in assessing any initiative, ~

Some respondents specifically stated that use of proven technology should not be
included in the evaluation of waste initiatives and another felt that ease of
Implementation should not be considered in any evaluation of initiatives.

':.\“

- A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg 3-1
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Evaluation Criteria Frequency
Stimulates local economic development
Promotes reduction at'source

Uses proven technology

Is easy to implement

Meets of exceeds waste diversion targets
Is adaptable -

Encourages active participation

Produce products for which markets exist
Is financially viable

L Encourages the 3Rs hierarchy

S Polluter pays vs taxpayer burden

‘ Enhances education about subject
Complementary to other components

LS R R I Y SN UV I NG, N, T o)

A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg : 3-2
Section 3 — Newsletter 1 _ May 28, 1996




Minimize Waste?

e are many reasons to

mize the amount of waste we
e, but they really all come
‘conserving resources. It
n’t make sense to bury

al if we have a way to reuse
it, nor does it make

ve wasteful products or

on and Wallace, 1993)

November
1995

Works & Operations
Committee

A

Public

A

Waste Minimization
Advisory Committee

Who is WMAC?

WMAC (the Waste Minimization
Advisory Committee) Is a citizens’
committee that fosters communica-
tion on waste issues, and provides
guidance and advice to the City’s
Committee on Works and Operations.

To help Winnipeg use resources
wisely, WMAC is undertaking a
Waste Minimization Strategic
Planning Process with funding
provided by the City of Winnipeg.

L STRATEGIC PLANNING OVERVIEW

Y

PHASE 1

| Design a Strategy Development Process l

Y

PHASE 2

[ Implement the Strategy Development Process

PHASE 3

| implement the Preferred System —|

PHASE 4
! Ongoing Review & Revisions J

A Waste Minimization Strategy
for Winnipeg

The development of a waste diversion
strategy will provide guidance and
direction for an effective Waste
Minimization System. That system
must include much more than just a
recycling program. It must include
components which address the entire
waste stream.

The Waste Minimization Strategy is
now well underway, with help from
the REIC/InterGroup consulting
team. Phase One, which was com-
pleted in January of this year, estab-
lished a strategic planning process
that includes extensive public
consultation. This process will be
used on an on-going basis to ensure
that the strategy and resulting system
continues to grow and evolve.

e identify potential system
components

® combine components into
systems

® compare alternative systems

e recommend a preferred system

Phase 2 began with two visioning
workshops. The project team is now
looking at possible systemn components,
using the planning process from Phase
1. By the end of this year, WMAC is
hoping to have the draft waste minimi-
zation strategy ready for approval and
implementation. '




< yve INeed
b Your input!

The Vision Workshops

At the Visioning Workshops in late
September participants were asked to
help develop a vision for where they
thought waste minimization should
be in 20 years.

The concepts put forward at this
workshop have been distilled into a
draft vision statement.

Please edit this vision to
make it better reflect what
Yyou think Winnipeg’s
Vision for waste
management should be.

The City of Winnipeg’s waste
minimization strategy is based
around a vision of a community:

° that treats waste as a resource that
enhances the environmental,

economic and social life of the
city;

® whose residents and businesses
integrate responsibility for the

waste/resource stream into their
way of life;

® with a waste/resource system that
is effective, efficient,

flexible and sustainable.

Please fax your comments to
943-3922 or mail to

(include additional comments
on a separate page, if needed).

3
There are many different ways to minimize waste — from new techno} §
public education. These components, or waste minimization systems;;
now being identified and will be grouped into alternative integrated wg
minimization systems. In order to recommend the best system, we ng

to compare the alternatives using consistent criteria.

Some possible criteria are listed below. Cross out any criteria you thin
not important, add criteria you think we missed, and putaV in the box;
the three criteria you think are most important. é

* Stimulates local economic development.

® Promotes reduction at source.

e Uses proven technology.

e Is easy to implement.

® Meets or exceeds waste diversion targets (e.g. 50% ).
 Is adaptable.

® Encourages active participation.

® Produce products for which markets exist.

e Is financially viable.

® Encourages the 3Rs hierarchy. (Reduce, Reuse & Recycle)

1 Y o o o Y o oo Y o s Y e T ey

Community Outreach Sessions

Community Outreach Sessions are currently underway. These involve
trained facilitators going out to a wide range of community groups in ‘f
the City and making short presentations on waste minimization.
Participants are then asked to fill out a short questionnaire.

| If you would like someone to come out and talk to your community

group or would like a copy of the questionnaire, please call:
Glen Koroluk, Recycling Council of Manitoba at 925-3777

Do you have questions or need more information? Call or write:

John Osler

InterGroup Consultants
604-283 Portage Avenue | OF
Winnipeg, R3B 2B5

(204) 942-0654

John Sinclair

Chair, WMAC

Natural Resources Institute
University of Manitoba
Winnipeg, R3T 2N2

(204) 474-8374

[A WASTE MINIMIZATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE NEWSLETTE
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Section 4
Focus Group Report

Infroduction

As part of Phase II of the WMAC Winnipeg Waste Minimization Strategy, two
focus group sessions were held following the Vision Workshop and development
of the draft vision statement.

The purpose of the focus group sessions was to test the vision statement developed
at the Vision Workshop, examine the potential evaluation criteria for the various
program components and confirm that the direction WMAC and stakeholders are
adopting is reasonable and acceptable. These sessions allowed WMAC the
opportunity to identify and address unanticipated issues.

The two focus group sessions were held at a downtown hotel in Winnipeg in early
November, 1995. Participants were selected by random telephone number and
qualified to ensure a representative sample was present at each session. A total of
18 people participated in both sessions. Participants were financially compensated
for the approximate 2 1/2 hours spent in the sessions.

In addition to presenting the draft vision statement and evaluation criteria,
participants were asked to comment on how they might address the issue of organic
waste. This provided an opportunity to see how a particular component would be
treated by residents in Winnipeg and to determine how the evaluation criteria might
be applied. Organic waste was selected as a sample component because it is easily
identifiable with the general public and is a component that will require residential
support to be successful.

The following sections highlight general comments from each focus group session.

Vision Statement

Focus group participants were asked to examine each of the three points that make
up the draft vision statement. They were asked for their level of understanding of
the statements and for their interpretation of each statement. Participants were then
asked what they considered to be important elements in a successful waste
minimization strategy. Tables 1 and 2 contain the notes from each of sessions.

Generally, participants had difficulty understanding the vision statement. Some
participants felt it was too long while others stated that it had to be long to clearly
state the objectives of waste minimization. After each of the points were explained
to participants, both groups felt the draft vision statement was appropriate and
reasonable. On each of the points, participants had the following comments:

Waste is a resource
¢ Waste should be considered a resource.

* Awareness of waste issues has increased over the last five years and will
continue to increase in importance in the future.

* Education is the key to changing persons’ perceptions about waste.

* Considering waste as a resource depends on an individuals’ economic
background.

\ Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg 4-1
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3.0

4.0

Integration of responsibility

* Educating people is key to encouraging them to assume responsibility. One
group felt that legislated change would be required to make things actually
work.

* Participation is an important requirement to developing responsibility.
* Concemn was raised that industry wasn't doing its part in minimizing waste.

*  Assuming responsibility for the waste stream will be difficult in multifamily
dwellings and in lower income areas where waste management is a shared
responsibility or not a priority.

* Both groups suggested limiting the number of bags picked up per week or
implementing a charge for bag collection to encourage responsibility amongst
residents.

Waste/resource system

e Market forces should be the prime focus; initiatives should all have market
applications.

* Market forces should be the main driver for waste minimization.
* Govemment should provide support only when and where necessary.

Evaluation Criteria

Each of the draft component evaluation criteria were described and presented on
cards to the participants and then displayed in random order. Participants were then
directed to place cards into clusters they considered to have similar characteristics.
From each cluster, participants selected what they considered to be the most
important criteria. The results of this exercise for each session are included in
Tables 3 and 4.

In general, both groups felt that the ability to educate participants on waste
minimization was one criteria that was missing. Both groups identified the need to
have criteria that assess economic viability, although one group interpreted this as a
need to focus primarily on financial viability, the other groups interpretation was
that it produce products for which markets exist.

Both groups felt that assessing initiatives that consider proven technology was too
limiting.

Treatment of Organic Waste

~ The purpose of this exercise was to test the application of the vision statement and

evaluation criteria to a possible component of the waste minimization strategy.
Organic waste was selected because it was easily identifiable by residents and it is
an actual issue that will be addressed in the waste minimization strategy.

Participants were presented with the issue of treatment of organic waste and two
alternatives for addressing the issue. The first alternative was the collection and
central composting of organic waste and the second alternative was individual
composting by residents. Participants were asked to comment on each alternative,
identify the benefits and costs of each and indicate which they would prefer.

Most ‘participants considered residential composting a good opportunity to
demonstrate responsibility for their waste. Some participants felt that treatment of

waste should remain the responsibility of the City.

S
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Comments against residential composting centred around the lack of time available
to compost, and the perception that composters smell, they are unsightly, or they
take up too much space. Both groups identified a difficulty in encouraging
participation in multi-family dwellings because of the shared responsibility issue.
Both groups also felt strongly that there is a lack of adequate education on how to
use a composter. ’

Most participants stated that they would prefer a residential composting alternative
to central collection if they were told how to properly use it and received some \
financial support with purchase. , :

i
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Tapble 1
Meeting 1 General Comments

1. Draft Vision

General Comments

*+ Agree that waste should be treated as a resource but people can't appreciate it as a
resource unless they are educated about it.

¢ Time is a more important resource in a person's life than waste.

Point One: Waste a Resource

* Different parts of the city have different priorities (e.g., inner city vs.. suburbs).

*  Most people don't care about where the garbage ends up.

¢ Waste and environmental issues have increased in importance over the last three
years and will continue to be increasingly important in the future.

* More difficult for apartment residents to take responsibility for waste than those
living in single family dwellings.

* Limit the number of bags allowed for collection.

*  Penalize people who don't recycle like you would for somebody who litters

» Pay for recyclables like they do in Alberta.

Point Two: Responsibility

* Different parts of the city have different priorities (e.g., inner city vs.. suburbs).

* Most people don't care about where the garbage ends up.

* Waste and environmental issues have increased in importance over the last three
years and will continue to be increasingly important in the future. ‘

* More difficult for apartment residents to take responsibility for waste than those
living in single family dwellings.

* Limit the number of bags allowed for collection. :

¢ Penalize people who don't recycle like you would for somebody who litters

* Pay for recyclables like they do in Alberta.

Point Three: System

+ Education is key to any system's success.

* What are we going to do with household hazardous waste?

« Private sector market has to be the driver for the system.

* Govemnments should help only where the private sector absolutely can't.

2. Evaluation Criteria
* “Promotes education on the issue” is missing as a criteria.
‘ * “Encourage reduction at source” is important.
. ' * Thought that “promotion of economic development” and “produces products for
o . markets” were the same thing worded differently.

| ; Table 3 summarizes the grouping of evaluation criteria by the participants.

3. Treatment of Organic Waste
' » City has an obligation to collect.
* Personal time is more valuable than composting.
* Education is needed (composters smell, unsightly, take up too much space).
* How will apartment dwellers participate? :
*  Agricultural industry could use central compost for spread material on fields.
*  Little incentive unless there's a way of reducing taxes homeowners can identify.
* Would compost if provided for free and educated about use. '

A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg 4-4
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Table 2
~Meeting 2 General Comments

Draft Vision

Point One: Waste a Resource

¢ Agree waste should be treated as a resource.

*  Feel economic viability is the key.

+ Low participation.

Point Two: Responsibility

¢ City has the responsibility to collect.

+ Limit the number of bags.

« Provide incentives to encourage participation.

« Government must monitor responsibility.

¢ How many people participated in private recycling programs.

* Industry should demonstrate responsibility.

Point Three: System

+ More important issue than 5 years ago and will continue and will be sustainable.
*  Winnipeg & Manitoba is still "behind" other parts of the country.

*  Distance from markets for recyclables is a problem.

¢ Need education (schools programs have a great impact - garbageless lunches).
« Industry is using this whole thing as a PR exercise.

Evaluation Criteria

« Financial viability important.

* Has to be market driven.

* Include government only where private sector cannot or viability not present.

* Adaptable assumes some foresight.

* Adaptable - have to deal with the future now.

* Missing evaluation that "Provides an Education Component".

* Local economic development not absolutely required.

* Meets or exceeds target: depends on situation, difficult to quantify, agreed a target
1s 1mportant.

¢ Targets: Total target for waste reduction vs individual program target.

Table 4 summarizes the grouping of evaluation criteria by the participants.

Treatment of Organic Waste

¢ Easier for apartments/multi-family dwellings.

*  Think the full cost will be higher if using collection instead of ‘backyard
composting. .

* Composters are unsightly.

* City has obligation to collect.

**  There might be some cost recovery if marketed compost at Brady landfill site.

Lack of education on how to compost.
Lack of time available to compost.
Like the idea that residential composting encourages responsibility.
Generate more compost than require.
Health regulation (attracts vermin).
Easier to compost than to bag.
. Prefer the option to compost than limits on bags.

Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg - 4-5
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Table 3
Meeting 1 Evaluation Criteria Assessment

S 1. Considered Essential

il * Encourages Active Participation
- *  Produces Products for Markets
* Is Adaptable

* Easy to Implement

2. Considered Important
« Promotes reduction at source
* Encourages 3Rs hierarchy
+ Sumulates local economic development
» Is financially viable

3. Considered Limiting
* Uses proven technology
* Meets of exceeds waste diversion targets

Table 4 ,
Meeting 2 Evaluation Criteria Assessment

1. Considered Essential
e Easy to Implement
¢ Is financially viable
* Meets of exceeds waste diversion targets

2. Considered Important
» Encourages active participation
~» Promotes reduction at source
» Encourages 3Rs hierarchy
e Stimulates local economic development
e Js adaptable
» Produces products for which markets exist

3. Considered Limiting
* Uses proven technology

A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg © 4-6
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Section 5

Community Outreach Sessions
(prepared by the Recycling Council of Manitoba)

Infent and Description

The framework of these community outreach sessions was identified in 4.2.1 of the
Phase 1 Report (see Section 1 or summary included as Appendix 5-1 of this
Section). The community outreach presentations were structured to provide
background information to the public on the overall waste minimization planning
process and the issues pertinent to the development of the waste minimization
strategy. The sessions also provided a context for the completion of surveys (see
pages 5-6A and 5-6B) which were distributed during each session. As well, the
sessions measured community perceptions and attempted to identify other issues or
trends previously unidentified.

The sessions ranged from 10 minutes to one hour in duration dependent on the
interest of the group and consisted of the following format:

Introduction

Background

Discussion period

Survey introduction

Survey completion

Thank you

After each session the presenter completed a speaker’s report noting the key
questions that were asked and providing an interpretation of the overall mood of the

group. An analysis of the surveys and speakers’ reports will follow later in this
report.

REIC/InterGroup developed the background visual material in the form of foam
core panels (Appendix 5-2), trained the presenters, and developed the questionnaire
with input from the Recycling Council of Manitoba (RCM) and the Waste
Minimization Advisory Committee (WMAC). It was anticipated that the Recycling
Council of Manitoba would present to 40 to 45 groups over the duration of the
project and complete a minimum of 200 surveys.

N L AW N

The groups identified to be contacted were as follows:
¢ Resident Advisory Groups (RAGs)
° Resident Associations
* Environmental Groups
* Business Improvement Zones

¢ Community Re-vitalization Program Committees
* Tenant Associations

*  Other community organizations to be identified

te Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg .
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“Community Contact Summary

The Recycling Council of Manitoba completed 38 outreach sessions to resident
associations, resident advisory groups, environmental groups, industry
associations, business improvement zones and community revitalization programs
in the City of Winnipeg during the months of September, October and N ovember of
1995. In total, 487 participants attended these sessions and 345 surveys were
received (Appendix 5-3). A further breakdown of the groups contacted indicates
that roughly 1/3 of these organizations can be regarded as environmental groups,
1/3 can be regarded as business/industry groups and 1/3 as community/resident
organizations (Appendix 5-4).

The vast majority of presentations made were to the boards of the various
organizations. The presentations and the ensuing question and answer periods
ranged from ten minutes to one hour in duration dependent on the expressed
interest. On occasion when interested organizations were not meeting and
presentations could not be arranged, the RCM distributed the surveys and the
Minimizing Waste in Winnipeg newsletter to these groups.

Speaker Reporr summary

In general, numerous questions were raised with respect to the development,
structure, and mandate of the City's Waste Minimization Advisory Committee
(WMAC). Participants requested detailed information regarding how WMAC was
formed and how it is funded. Participants wanted to know if it was a City of '
Winnipeg committee or an independent committee that decided to undertake the
development of a Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg and the associated
public participation process. It was also asked if WMAC representatives were
appointed to the WMAC committee and, if so, by who. Inquiries about the names
of WMAC representatives and their associated organizations were also made. The
Minimizing Waste in Winnipeg newsletter offered to participants later in the
sessions, states that WMAC is a “citizens' committee”, but participants asked for
more detail regarding the make-up of WMAC.

There seemed to be general interest and appreciation for the public participation
process established by WMAC, but also significant skepticism was evident
regarding the likelihood of the City of Winnipeg accepting and implementing the
final recommendations made by the planning process. Participants also questioned

‘the validity and the timing of the public's participation in identifying criteria for a

City of Winnipeg Waste Minimization Strategy by referring to the current RM of
Rosser landfill development and the recent introduction of the City of Winnipeg’s
Curbside Residential Recycling Program.

During some presentations, residents also referred to the introduction of autobins in
their communities and the inadequate consultation process. Many participants stated
their opposition to the auto-bin system and commented that the auto-bins in their
communities would make it difficult to implement some of the survey initiatives.
Despite some skepticism of the municipal decision-making process, participants
were overwhelmingly willing to complete the surveys. :

As the surveys were filled out, the speakers fielded numerous questions from the-
floor. '

A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg -5-2
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There was significant discussion and criticism to Part One: The Priorities section of
the survey, where a good number of people expressed that it was not possible to
prioritize the listed environmental issues because all of the issues were viewed as
interconnected and equally important.

In Part Two, the wording and the presentation of some of the concepts were
criticized by some participants. Participants expressed confusion over the question
in the Reduction/Reuse section of Part Two, asking if the City of Winnipeg should
“adopt aggressive procurement policies”. The first four questions of the IC&I
category in Part Two also prompted questions from participants. Many people were
unfamiliar with the term “waste audit” and had questions regarding the purpose and
process of this type of an audit. Participants also requested information about the
concept and the system of a “waste exchange” and stated interest in this initiative.
The third and fourth questions of this section, the “free drop-off of separated IC&I
recyclables and organics” were unclear to most participants and prompted
frustration by some people who stated that the survey was too complex.

Questions were asked with respect to the treatment and disposal of household
hazardous waste in Winnipeg. Numerous resident associations required additional
information on governmental or private initiatives related to household hazardous
waste programs.

Discussion and questions were raised relating to the practice and promotion of
backyard composting in Winnipeg. Composting inquiries ranged from detailed
questions by homeowners on the decomposition process of organic waste and
effective composting, to the composition of the residential waste streamn, to the City
of Winnipeg's plans for promoting composting. Participants generally mentioned
that Winnipeg residents could be encouraged to practice backyard composting if
free or low-cost composters were made available to the public and if more public
education and support for residents existed within the City.

A number of participants stated that although many people are increasingly
recycling the recyclable portion of residential and office wastes, there exists a need
for citizens to be more aware of their consumer habits and purchasing choices.
Participants also indicated that information related to the waste minimization
successes (initiatives and practices) in other North American cities similar in size to
Winnipeg would be useful for Winnipeg residents. It was suggested that public
education related to local waste minimization developments could be communicated
in City of Winnipeg utility mailouts.

Discussion occurred at almost every session with respect to the development and
introduction of the City of Winnipeg’s Curbside Residential Recycling Program.
There was expressed dissatisfaction to the lack of residential recycling services for
apartment dwellers. Participants were, however, consistently interested in knowing
how much waste would be diverted locally as a result of the Curbside Residential
Recycling Program.

Generally, participants (with the exception of environmental group members) had
little knowledge of the provincial Manitoba Product Stewardship Program (MPSP)
and its structure for funding residential curbside recycling programs. Dissatisfaction
was expressed on numerous occasions towards the process of awarding the
Curbside Recycling Program contract. Participants expressed their concern that
existing smaller recycling companies should have been favored. Participants also

ste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg 5-3
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relayed this same concern to the future of the small, private recycling companies if
the City decides to become more involved in providing recycling services in the
IC&I sector.

The outreach sessions were generally well received and of interest to the
participants. With the introduction of the one-page Minimizing Waste in Winnipeg
newsletter, participants became more appreciative as it provided them with
additional information on the structure and mandate of WMAC.

Survey Comments Summary

A copy of the survey and a summary of responses follows. The summary shows
that support for most initiatives ranges from agree to strongly agree (for example,
T1% agree or strongly agree that free or low cost composters should be made
available). In addition to these “checkmark” responses, Part 3 of the survey asked
for open-ended comments. Approximately 40% or 143 respondents took the time to
outline other concerns with respect to waste minimization.

By generally categorizing the open-ended responses it was discovered that the most
frequently presented issue was the demand by participants for product stewardship
at the source. Over one ‘quarter of the 143 respondents stated in some fashion that
waste reduction should occur within the industrial process, and that industry should
be environmentally and economically responsible for implementing waste reduction
systems. The need for the reduction of packaging materials was specifically
identified and a small number of these participants stated that businesses should not
be subsidized for waste reduction initiatives. As well, self financing incentives for
recycling and waste management were promoted by a small number of participants.

The need for public education with respect to wise resource use and waste
management (with the focus on waste minimization) was the second most
commonly presented issue. Ten percent of the 143 respondents stated that public
education should be stressed, and half of this group suggested that the public
school system should be targeted. Specific requests for public education were made
with respect to backyard composting as well as well as for information on the
process of conducting a home waste audit.

Approximately 10 percent of the respondents identified the need for facilitating and
promoting the re-use of materials in the construction and demolition sector, as well
as the re-use of household furniture.

The topic of household hazardous wastes was stressed with approximately 7.5 %
of the respondents stating that additional services are required for the collection and
treatment of this waste in Winnipeg. Respondents miost frequently identified the
need for the safe disposal of used oil, batteries, and refrigerators.

Interest and support for increased composting in Winnipeg was expressed by 7
percent of respondents. Of this 7 percent, 5 percent identified backyard and
community composting initiatives as a priority while 2 percent promoted large-
scale, municipal composting. The need for a more convenient system for the City's
collection of leaves in the autumn was expressed by a small number of these
respondents.

Consumer responsibility was also raised as an issue. Approximately five percent of
the respondents indicated that consumers have a responsibility to be aware of the
impact of resources used in industrial production, as well as a responsibility to

A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg 5-4-
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support business waste reduction activities. The 2 cent levy on beverage containers
was discussed. A number of people supported the levy, expressing that it is a fair
levy for consumers to pay.

i
1

On the topic of recycling services, 4.5 percent of respondents expressed the need |
and demand for City recycling services for apartment buildings. Support was |
expressed by a small number of participants for local recycling businesses as well
as for business involvement in the implementation of waste management systems.

Pay-per-bag garbage collection systems generated comments by a small number of W“/\
respondents. Approximately 4 percent of respondents expressed concern that this

type of system would encourage people to dump their garbage in unsuitable places g
resulting in increased collection costs and sanitation problems. The autobin system %\7
was also raised as an issue, with 4 percent of respondents stating opposition to the
introduction of autobins on the grounds they encourage indiscriminate disposal of
garbage. b
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We need your input to develop this

strategy so that it bes
a few minutes to fij| out the front an

t reflects what Winnipegers want and need. Please take
d back of this survey,

PART ONE: PRINCIPLES‘AND PRIORITIES

Agree Disagree
4 Strongly Strongly

Need More
Information

Programs should be designed to minimize municipal
costs, even if that does nat maximize diversion or
encourage waste minimization,

The full cost of waste disposal should be paid by
the user rather than through municipal taxes,

Producers should be made more responsible

for the waste they create, '
Householders should be prepared to take an active
role in diverting waste.

Priority should be given to initiatives that result in the
City not having to handle material in the first place.
Programs should emphasize:

° public education

financial incentives

* regulations

Solid waste minimization is anly one of many environmental issyes facing Winnipegers today. Rank the following
environmental issues in order of importance, with the most important ranked 1 and the least i

mportant ranked 5,

Water | Ajr Quality/ Solid Waste Sewage
Supply/Quality | Pollution Management Treatment
o P Cr v e

.a _‘

R s 2y e O

PART TWO: WHAT SHOULD WlNNlPEG DO? (Please turn over
PART THREE: COMMENTS

Are there any other waste minimization issues that you feel should be a part of Winnipeg's system?

Any other comments?
FOR MORE INFORMATION: call John Sinclair,

Chair, Waste Minimization Advisory Committee {(WMACQ), at 474-8374;
or John Osler, InterGroup Consultants Lid., 604 - 283 Portage Ave., Winnipeg, Manitoba R38 2B5, Tel. 942-0654, Fax 943-3922
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Winnipeg Waste Minimization Survey Resulfs

Part One: Principles and Priorities

1.1 Programs should be designed to minimize municipal costs, even if that does not
maximize diversion or encourage waste minimization.

Agree Strongly 6 %
Agree 22 %
Disagree 38 %
Disagree Strongly 18 %
More Information 13 %
No answer 3%

1.2 The full cost of waste disposal should be paid by the user rather than through
municipal taxes.

Agree Strongly 10 %
Agree : 29 %
Disagree - 38 %
Disagree Strongly - 11 %
More Information 11 %
No answer 1%

1.3 Producers should be made more responsible for the waste they create.

Agree Strongly 63 %
Agree 33 %
Disagree 2%
Disagree Strongly 0%
More Information 1%
No answer ) 1 % .

1.4 Householders should be prepared to take an active role in diverting waste.

Agree Strongly 47 %
i Agree 47 %
Disagree 2 %
Disagree Strongly 1%
More Information 2 %
] No answer 1%

e 1.5 Give priority to initiatives that get the City out of handling material (e.g.. backya:

i composting).
Agree Strongly 23 %
Agree ' 41 %
Disagree 16 %
Disagree Strongly 4 %
More Information . 12%
No answer 4%

A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg .
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1.6 Programs should emphasize public education.

Agree Strongly 56 %
Agree ‘ 39 %
Disagree 1 %
Disagree Strongly 0%
More Information 1%
No answer 3%

1.7 Programs should emphasize financial incentives.

Agree Strongly 32 %
Agree 48 %
Disagree 10 %
Disagree Strongly 1%
More Information 5%
No answer 4 %

1.8 Programs shbuld emphasize regulations.

Agree Strongly 28 %
Agree 48 %
Disagree 14 %
Disagree Strongly 2%
More Information 5%
No answer 3%

1.9 Ranking of environmental issues (out of 5).

Water Supply/Quality 1.8
Air Quality/Pollution 2.8
Solid Waste Management 2.9
Sewage Treatment 2.9
Green Space ' 3.7

Part Two: What Should Winnipeg Do?

Reduction/Reuse

2.1 Initiate a major education campaign on waste reduction

Agree Strongly ' 44 %
Agree 48 %
Disagree 3%
Disagree Strongly 0 %
More Information 1%
No answer 4 %

/aste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg
tion 5 — Community Outreach Sessions
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2.2 Develop/support local reuse centres
Agree Strongly 37 %
Agree 54 %
Disagree 2%
Disagree Strongly 0%
More Information 3%
No answer 4 P
2.3 Promote reuse alternatives (e.g. refillable containers, cloth diapers)
Agree Strongly 42 %
Agree 49 %
Disagree 3%
Disagree Strongly 1%
More Information 2%
No answer 3%
2.4 Work with local retailers and manufacturers on voluntary codes of practice
Agree Strongly 36 %
Agree 49 %
Disagree 5%
Disagree Strongly 1%
More Information 5%
No answer 4 %
2.5 Adopt aggressive procurement policies that support reduction and reuse
Agree Strongly 40
Agree 45
- Disagree ' 4
Disagree Strongly 1
More Information 6
No answer 4
Recycling
3.1 Expand the curbside recycling program to include more materials
Agree Strongly 45 % '
Agree 41 %
Disagree 5%
Disagree Strongly 1%
More Information 5%
No answer 3%
3.2 Provide depots for the récycling of special materials (e.g.. scrap metals, textiles)
Agree Strongly 44 P
Agree . 49%
- Disagree 3%
Disagree Strongly 0%
More Information 2%
No answer 3%
A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg 5-8
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Ban recyclables from landfill

Agree Strongly 29 %
Agree 34 %
Disagree 20 %
Disagree Strongly 3%
More Information 10 %
No answer 4 %

Household Hazardous Waste

4.1 Establish a permanent hazardous waste depot

Agree Strongly 48 %
Agree 40 %
Disagree 3%
Disagree Strongly 0%
More Information 5%
No answer 4 %

Develop point-of-purchase return systems for hazardous waste

Agree Strongly 35%
Agree 43 %
Disagree 8 %
Disagree Strongly 1 %
More Information 10 %
No answer 3%

4.3 Educate the public on avoiding hazardous waste
Agree Strongly - 47 %
Agree 44 %
Disagree 3%
Disagree Strongly 0%
More Information 3%
No answer 3%
Composting
5.1 Make free or low cost backyard composters available
Agree Strongly 30 %
Agree 47 %
Disagree 13 %
Disagree Strongly 3 %
More Information 5%
No answer 2%

ste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg
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5.2 Initiate curbside collection of organics

Agree Strongly 21 %
Agree 37 %
Disagree 20 %
Disagree Strongly 3%
More Information 15%
No answer 4 %

5.3 Ban leaves and grass from landfill

Agree Strongly 25 %
Agree 32 %
Disagree 25 %
Disagree Strongly 3%
More Information 12 %
No answer 3%

Industrial, Commercial and Institutional (IC&I) 3Rs

6.1 Provide subsidized waste audits

Agree Strongly 12 %
Agree 35%
Disagree - 22 %
Disagree Strongly 3%
More Information 21 %
No answer T %

6.2 Support/expand a waste exchange

Agree Strongly : 15 %
Agree 48 %
Disagree 3%
Disagree Strongly 1%
More Information 25 %
No answer 8 %

6.3 Offer free drop-off of separated IC&I recyclables

Agree Strongly 19 %
Agree 43 %
Disagree 12 %
Disagree Strongly 2%
More Information 17 %
No answer 7 %

6.4  Offer free drop-off of separated IC&I organics

Agree Strongly 17 %
Agree 41 %
Disagree 14 %
Disagree Strongly 2%
More Information 18 %
No answer 8 %

A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg
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6.5 Offer free curbside recycling services to small businesses

Agree Strongly 24 %
Agree 44 %
Disagree 13%
Disagree Strongly 3%
More Information 10 %
No answer 6 %

6.6 Offerfree curbside organic collection to small businesses

Agree Strongly 19 %
Agree 38 %
Disagree 19 %
Disagree Strongly 3%
More Information 14 %
No answer 7 %

Agree Strongly 18 %
Agree 48 %
Disagree ' 8 %
Disagree Strongly 2%
More Information 17 %
No answer 7%

Garbage Pick-up
7.1 Limit the number of bags

Agree Strongly 20 %
Agree 27 %
Disagree 32 %
Disagree Strongly 10 %
More Information 9 %
No answer 2 %

7.2 Implement a pay per bag system

Agree Strongly 15 %
Agree 22 %
Disagree ' 36 %
Disagree Strongly 12 %
More Information 12 %
No answer 3%

Reduce collection Jrequency to bi-weekly (October to April)

Agree Strongly 8 %
Agree 31%

Disagree 32 %

- Disagree Strongly 17 %

- More Information 10 %

0 answer 2 %

6.7 Develop and IC&I 3Rs campaign (e.g.. conferences, awards, newsletters)

1e Minimizatio

n Strategy for Winnipeg -
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7.4 Expand the auto-bin program

Agree Strongly 16 %
Agree 27 %
Disagree 18 %
Disagree Strongly 11 %
More Information 24 %
No answer 4 %

Part Three: Other Comments

8.1 Are there any other waste minimization issues that you Jeel should be part of

Winnipeg's system?

Yes 39 %
No 61 %

A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg
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Appendix 5-1

Framework For Outreach Sessions

Interested members of groups such as WMAQC, the Recycling Council of Manitoba and the
Manitoba Eco-Network will be approached to facilitate short community outreach sessions
with a wide variety of community groups. These sessions will focus on the issues that will
guide the strategy development process; namely the waste minimization vision and the
associated evaluation criteria.

The main advantage of this approach is that by getting time on the agenda of an existing
meeting, you ensure a captive audience. As an added benefit, you can reach a range of
influential community leaders that would otherwise not have the time to participate in the
process.

The consultants will develop a presentation format and follow up survey, prepare high-
quality visual aids, and train interested volunteers. If possible, a local community resource
person would be hired to assist in developing this material and to coordinate the contacting
and booking of potential community groups. Honouraria and trave] expenses will be
provided to volunteers. :

It is anticipated that presentations would be 20 to 30 minutes in length, with the first half of
the presentation providing the context and the second half focusing on discussion and
completion of the surveys. The types of community groups that would be approached
include community clubs, service clubs, church groups, and Y Neighbors.

. If timing and budget permit, some of the later community outreach sessions will focus on

particular components or systems, rather than strictly vision and criteria. Consideration will
also be given to using one of the volunteers to make presentations to trade associations,
staff meetings and other IC&I based groups as a means of soliciting input on business and
institutional perspectives on waste minimization.
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Appendix 5-3: Outreach Sessions

Organization

Armstrong Point Residents Association

Canadian Council of Ministers of the Environment

Coalition to Save the Elms

Consumers Association of Canada

Corydon Avenue BIZ

Corydon Village Residents Association

Downtown BIZ

East Kildonan/Transcona RAG

East Norwood MWCRP -

-Ellice/Sargent Avenue BiZ

Elmwood MWCRP

Exchange District BIZ

Fort Rouge MWCRP

Glenwood MWCRP

International Institute for Sustainable Development

L'association des Residents de Vieux St-Boniface

Manitoba Eco-Network

Manitoba Naturalists Society (MNS)

MNS indoor Program .

Norwood Grove BiZ

ON-SITE

Osbome South BIZ

Osbome Village BIZ

Point Douglas Residents Association
' "Recycling Council of Manitoba
~ Riel Community Resident's Advisory Group
 Sierra Club of Canada - Prairie Chapter
$St. John's Residents Association
ake Pride Winnipeg
U of Wpg - Students Acting for the Environment
U of Wpg - Students Association
Waste Minimization Advisory Committee

Outraach Sessions - Dac 95
Participants Surveys
9 5
16 M
7 3
9 9
10 8
8 7
10 9
SM
15 10
M
g 8
1 1
15 14
12 10
22 20
7 7
6 5
21 13
56 54
3 3
23 19
9 8
9 8
9 9
11 11
8 8
7 7
20M
8 8
8 8
13 12
12M
12 12
9M
36 14
20 5
™
16 12
38
487
325
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Armstrong Point Residents Association
Doug Arrell

& 66 Westgate

iﬁ Winnipeg, MB R3C 2E1

;

774-0453
Presentation: yes

Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society
Kim Monson

Box 344

Winnipeg, MB R3C 2H5

786-9485

Presentation: no

City Centre Residents' Advisory Group
Gerry Humphreys

215 Clare Ave.

Winnipeg, MB R3L 1RS8

941-1554

Presentation: no

Consumers Association of Canada
Alexa Campbeil

21 -222 Osborne St. S.

Winnipeg, MB R3L 1Z3

- 452-2572

Presentation: yes

Corydon Village Residents Association
Marie Lark

693 Jessie Ave.

Winnipeg MB R3M 0Z4

475-3046

Presentation:yes

East Kildonan/Transcona RAG
John Kubi

55_Menno Bay

Winnipeg MB R2K 3P2
661-2762

I:)l’ﬁﬂt:l:ltatiou: yes

Appendix 5-4: Organizations Contacted

Canadian Council of Ministers of the Environment
Delores Velie

400 - 326 Broadway Ave.

Winnipeg, MB R3C 0S5

948-2090

Presentation: yes

Chinatown Development Corporation
Angela Yeung

2nd Floor-180 King Street
Winnipeg, MB R3B 3G8

943-2627

Presentation: no

Coalition to Save the Elms
Judy Werier

2799 Roblin Blvd.
Winnipeg, MB R3R 0BS
832-7188

Presentation: yes

Corydon Avenue BIZ
Jerry Parent

103 - 698 Corydon Ave
Winnipeg, MB R3M 0X9
475-8420

Presentation: yes

Downtown BIZ

Harry Finnigan

1814 - 330 Portage Ave.
Winnipeg, MB R3C 0C4
943-5706

Presentation: yes

East Norwood MWCRP
Debbie Werboweski

604 St Mary's Road
Winnipeg, MB R2M 3L5
986-4737

Presentation: yes



Ellice/Sargent Avenue BIZ,
John Unger

501 Sargent Ave.
Winnipeg, MB R3B 1W6
775-8631

Presentation: yes

Exchange District BIZ
Ron Hambly

205 - 63 Albert St.
Winnipeg, MB R3B 1G4
942-6716

Presentation: yes

Fort Rouge MWCRP
Martin Sanders

2 nd Floor 524 Osborne St.
Winnipeg, MB R3L 2B1
986-3770

Presentation: yes

Gilbert Park Tenant Association
Mr. Aime Chartrand

B-1-45 Gilbert Ave,

Winnipeg, MB R2X 0T4
982-4420

Presentation: no

Habitat Re-Store

Dave McNicholl

75 Archibald Street
Winnipeg, MB R2J0V7
233-5160

Presentation: no

International Coalition
Aundrew Hay

101-120 Fort Street
Winnipeg, MB R3C 1C7
982-7552

Presentation: no

Elmwood MWCRP

Rus McCauley

208 - 505 Chalmers Ave,
Winnipeg, MB R2L 0G4
986-6749

Presentation: yes

Forks/North Portage Partnership
David Stones

201-1 Forks Market Road
Winnipeg, MB R3C 419
943-7752

Presentation: no

Fort Whyte Centre

Rosie Turenne ‘
Box 124, 1961 McCreary Road
Winnipeg, MB R3Y 1G5
989-8350

Presentation; no

Glenwood MWCRP
Debbie Werboweski

604 St. Mary's Ave.
Winnipeg, MB R2M 3L5
986-4737

Presentation: yes

Harvest Collective Inc.
Bruce Lemieux

877 Westminster Ave,
Winnipeg, MB R3G 1P1
772-4359

Presentation: no

- International Institute for Sustainable Development

Janice Gair .

6 th Floor 161 Portage Ave.
Winnipeg, MB R3B 0Y4
958-7700

Presentation: yes




L'association des Residents de Vieux St-Bomiface
Monigue Mulaire

378 place Gaboury

Winnipeg, MB R2H 0L4

237-1803

Presentation: yes

Lutheran Church Group
Howard Engel

#2 Bayshore Cove
Winnipeg, MB R27J 3G3
253-0419

Presentation: no

1

Shirley Seidel e

501 Weston, P.O. Box 192 Station L
Winnipeg, MB R3H 0Z5

775-6157

Presentation; no

Manitoba Environmental Industries Association Inc,

" Norwood Grove BIZ

Lord Selkirk Park Tenant Association s
Rose Spence i
Winnipeg, MB H
582-2262
Presentation: no . I

Manitoba Eco-Network
Anne Lindsay

P.O. Box 26007
Winnipeg, MB R3C 4K9
772-7542

Presentation: yes

Manitoba Environment s
Karen Warren E
Bldg 2 139 Tuxedo Avenue 1
Winnipeg, MB R3N 0H6 I
945-3554
Presentation: no

MNS Indoor Program . N
Herta Gudauskas .

401 - 63 Albert St.
Winnipeg, MB R3B 1G4
943-9029

Presentation: yes

McDermot-Sherbrook Residents’ Association

Catherine Collins

Winnipeg, MB . )
956-0084

Presentation: no

John Braconnier

256 St. Mary's Ave.
Winnipeg, MB R2h 1J6
781-3833

Presentation: yes




ON-SITE

Alex Morrison

740 - 167 Lombard Ave.
Winnipeg, MB R3B 0V3
943-6500

Presentation: yes

Osborne Village B1Z

Al Shepperd

452 River Ave.
Winnipeg, MB R3L 0C2
474-1008

Presentation: yes

Recycling Council of Manitoba
Glen Koroluk '

501-428 Portage Avé,
Winnipeg, MB R3C IN6
925-3777

Presentation: yes

Scotia Street Residents’ Association
Carol and Bill Deitzel

307 Scotia Street

Winnipeg, MB V2V 1W3

mail only

Presentation: no

Sierra Club of Canada - Prairie Chapter
Jean Louis Hiebert

Box 23036 RPO McGillivary
Winnipeg, MB R3T 5S3

444-2750

Presentation: yes

St. Boniface Business Association
Roger Dupas

158 Provencher Bivd

Winnipeg, MB R2H 0G3
237-5467

Presentation: no

Osborne South BIZ

Barb Geary

688 Osborne St. South
Winnipeg, MB R3C 2B9
284-2671

Presentation: yes

Point Douglas Residents Association
Barry Hammond

Apt 1-116 Grove St.

Winnipeg, MB R2W 3K8

943-5200

Presentation: yes

Riel Community Resident's Advisory Group
Glen Hewitt

1010 - 88 Eric Street

Winnipeg, MB R2M 4A7

257-1796

Presentation: yes

Selkirk Avenue BIZ
Stephen Mical

508 Selkirk Ave.
Winnipeg, MB R2W 2M7
586-3445

Presentation: no

Sunflower Community Market Co-op
Gille Dumont

664 Corydon Ave,

Winnipeg, MB R3M 0X7

475-1459

Presentation: no

St. John's Residents Association
Victor Sawelo

439 Parr Street

Winnipeg, MB R2W 5G2
589-7717

Presentation: yes




Take Pride Winnipeg
Deanna Waters

2nd Floor 375 York Ave.
Winnipeg, MB R3C 3]3
956-7590

Presentation: yes

Transcona BIZ

Bruce Rosner

212 Regent Ave.
Winnipeg, MB R2C 1R2
224-2254 )
Presentation: no

U of M - Recycling & Environment Group
Steve McBride

Box 42 University Centre, U, of M.
Winnipeg, MB R3T 2N2

4749118

te Minimization Advisory Committee
inclair

Tourism Winnipeg

Sandra Malcolmson
320-25 Forks Market Road
Winnipeg, MB R3C 4S8
943-1970 .
Presentation: no

Unitarian Church Social Responsibilities Group
Jenny Jerbasi

790 Banning Street

Winnipeg, MB R3E 2H9

786-6797

Presentation: no

U of Wpg Institute of Urban Stydies
Tom Carter
346 Portage Ave,

Winnipeg, MB R3C 0C3

982-1140

Presentation: no

U of Wpg - Students Association
Arlan Gates

University of Wpg. 515 Portage Ave,
Winnipeg, MB R3B 2E9

786-9792

Presentation: yes

West Broadway /South Sherbrook BIZ,
Larry Leroux

618 Broadway Ave.

Winnipeg, MB R3C 0WS8

783-0150

Presentation: yes

Westminster Housing Co-op
Delores Menge

145 Maryland St.

Winnipeg, MB R3G 1K9
775-3843

Presentation: yes




Winnipeg Chamber of Commerce/Small Business Task F Winnipeg Construction Association
Jim Thibedean Gervin G

500 - 167 Lombard Ave, ' 250 Burnell St.
Winnipeg, MB R3B 0T6 Winnipeg, MB R3G 247
988-2848 775-8664

Presentation: yes Presentation: yes
Wolseley Residents Association Young United Church
Collin Muir Minister Peter Williams
870 Portage Ave, 222 Furby Street
Winnipeg, MB R3G 0P} Winnipeg, MB R3C 247
784-4090 783-0128
Presentation: yes o Presentation: no

B s s
ah%éﬁ.‘r;w&&mvz@mﬁwmmmwmmmm‘m T




(]
L)
G-

O

O O
nS
o ©
2 2
g O
v =
e
(Ip]
[
o




p—

I INTRODUCTION

This section identifies 3Rs initiatives that could be implemented as part of a Waste
Minimization Action Plan for the City of Winnipeg. These profiles provide the basis for
determining what initiatives should make up the preferred waste minimization system, and
include useful background for the persons or groups responsible for implementing the
system components. The profiles also list other municipalities and contact people
throughout Canada that have successfully implemented similar initiatives. Individuals
responsible for implementation can use these references to avoid “re-inventing the wheel”.

4
i
¢
|
1
3

b
i

It is not the intention of these profiles to provide detailed implementation plans or accurate
cost or diversion estimates, nor are the 38 profiles included in this section a comprehensive
list of every initiative that could be considered for Winnipeg. Rather, the profiles focus on
the most effective, appropriate and successful initiatives for the City of Winnipeg.

Initiatives are separated into five main sections:
e Waste Reduction

*  Reuse
* Recycling
*  Organics

* -Regulations

Profiles have deliberately been kept concise so as not to overwhelm the reader, and limited
to one page in length. Each initiative is described in terms of the following headings

e Concept

e Municipal Role
e Pros

¢ Cons

* Cost

e Diversion
* References

In some cases, figures for costs and diversion have been necessarily left somewhat vague.
This is in part due to uncertainty regarding how a particular initiative might be implemented
in the Winnipeg context, and in part because the level of effort for this phase did not
provide for the level of detailed implementation studies that would be required to come up
with accurate estimates. Another contributing factor to this vagueness is that the various
components interact and reinforce each other, making it difficult to estimate potential
diversion until all components have been determined. In some cases, terms such as
“minimal” have been used because the anticipated cost and diversion are so small relative to
initiatives such as recycling or backyard composting.

Rather than provide absolute cost estimates, attempts have been made to provide
appropriate unit costs, as these will be more useful when it comes to preparing
implementation plans at a pilot project or city-wide scale.

A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg . 6-1
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IC&l Waste Reduction Poster Campaign J

, Concept: Posters advocating various waste reduction and other 3Rs activities
NEy are distributed on a regular basis to local businesses. Ideas for the
I posters can be taken from contests held at the businesses
themselves.

ai¥ Municipal Role:  » work with business contacts to build a "bank" of poster ideas
® design, print and distribute posters
® promote through press releases and announcements in newsletters

Pros: It encourages involvement of shop floor workers and other
employees who are likely best Placed to come up with ideas for

, reduction. It also encourages communication among the IC&]
Lo sector.

o Cons: The contest may not produce enough ideas for posters. Solution: get
the ideas elsewhere — consult provincial recycling councils,
provincial governments or industry associations. The Association of

Municipal Recycling Coordinators has several examples on file (see
below). :

Cost: L Costs include staff time to set up contests and coordinate printing
and distribution. Much of the costs can be shared with the
businesses. Local printers may wish to co-sponsor the campaign in
return for the publicity.

AN IS

Diversion: . Impact is difficult to quantify. This is more of an awareness builder
as part of a larger 3Rs educational effort.

ForMore Information ]

The County of Simcoe now has Jurisdiction for the Town of Collingwood where a poster
campaign was launched in 19971, Contact: Russ Nicholson, (705) 726-9300.

The Association of Municipal Recycling Coordinators has a small collection of posters used
for IC&I promotion in Ontario and in California. Contact: AMRC, (519) 823-1990.

Alternatives — The Landfill Starts Here, a poster and waste andit package for schools.

Contact John Sinclair (204) 474-8374 |
Waste Minimization Action Plan ’ 6-6
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ll: WASTE REDUCTION

Store Labeling

Concept: Residents are informed at point of purchase about the nature of the
packaging they are buying. This is done through signs or indicators
of some kind attached to the store shelf.

Municipal Role: -« find store owner(s) who will cooperate
« design and or work with other agency (local ENGO) to produce
standards and identifying labels, signs etc.
« promote the program through newsletters, press releases,
advertisements etc.

Pros: The program features low cost and community involvement. It
allows people to make the choice, thus empowering them. Cost is
low if a partner is involved.

Cons: It might be difficult to find cooperative stores; corporate policy may
not be helpful. Smaller, locally-owned stores are more likely
partners.

Cost: Low, some promotion and printing, as well as on-going updating.

Diversion:; This is more an awareness exercise than a quantifiable diversion
program.

For More Information

The City of Peterborough began a shelf-labeling project involving two supermarkets in
1994. Contact: Virginia Swinson, City of Peterborough, (705) 748-8890.

Semples: Your Independent Grocer, in Belleville, Ontario, has had a successful EcoTag
shelf labeling program in place for four years, initiated by a local environmental group.

Contact: Scott Semple, (613) 966-8999.

PROPERTY
OF THE
WATER & WASTE DEPARTMENT
RESOURCE CENTRE
Waste Minimization Action Plan 109 - 1199 PACIFIC AVE. 6-7
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1I: WASTE REDUCTION

Poliﬁcian-Sponsored Environment Days

Concept;

Municipal Role: «

Pros:

Con_s:

Cost:

Diversion:

McSklmmjng-Pereira,

Metro_ Toronto has held Environment Days for several years. Contact: Carolyn

Councillor John Angus, City of Winnipeg, has organized a successfu] Household
Hazardous Waste Day in the St. Norbert area of the City (204

Certain days are set aside for community environmenta] Initiativeg in’
the wards of Joca] politicians. These can be swap events, HHW '
days, special recycling (i.e. a material not normally collected byt
accepted at a depot), large item collection, composter

sales/giveaways, tire recycling days, etc. Loca] politicians show up
and gain "greenie points"”. '

promote, advertise

Politicians are supportive because they are seen as active in
environmental issyes, Politicians can promote the event in additiop
to regular promotion. Ad ing the political aspect does not add to
cost of event. There may even be dollars on councillors' budgets (as
Opposed to waste management budget) to defray cost of event.

Involvement of politicians may lead to a desire by them to
"customize" the event, which could increase the workload of the
coordinator. There are possible scheduling difficulties if all

There is no extra cost to tie already-planned events into politiciang'
schedule, . '

ForMore Information

Metro Toronto Works Department, (416) 397-5807.

) 986-6824.

Waste Minimization Action Plan 6-8
Section 6 — 3Rs Initiatives Profiles April 12, 1998




[l: WASTE REDUCTION

Specific Waste Reducfion Campaign

Concept: Take one aspect of the residential waste stream (e.g., junk mail,
disposable diapers, disposable partyware etc.), and launch an
awareness campaign targeted solely on that aspect.

Municipal Role: « promote the campaign if the "leg work" is undertaken by another
group (such as an ENGO)
« some staff time and advertising costs if the municipality itself is to
take on the campaign

Pros: By emphasizing the reduction option, residents begin to consider
- other opportunities to reduce waste. The municipality is seen to be
proactive. ‘ :
Cons: Some issues are very political, and high profile, and there may be

other issues associated with the environmental question (such as
local companies producing the targeted product) which could make
local politicians feel uncomfortable.

Cost: o low
Diversion: « difficult to quantify.

For More Information
Junk Mail:

e In Waterloo, an active community-based campaign was promoted by municipal staff.
Contact: Vivian de Giovanni, City of Waterloo, (519) 747-8612.

e The Recycling Council of Ontario has taken on the "junk mail” issue as a priority
campaign. Contact John Hanson, Recycling Council of Ontario (RCO), (416) 960-
1025.

¢ The Recycling Council of Manitoba has a junk mail sign-on initiative. Contact: Glen
Koroluk (204) 925-3777. This is supplemented by Manitoba Eco-Net’s “No Junk
Mail” sticker campaign.

Disposable Diapers:

¢ In Centre and South Hastings, a campaign about alternatives to disposable diapers had
to consider the presence of a Procter and Gamble factory. Contact: Jill Dunkley, Centre
and South Hastings Recycling Board, (613) 392-6266.

WaS@e Minimization Action Plan 6-9
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II: WASTE REDUCTION
Mﬁegrafed Promotion and Education Program ,

Concept: Many of the individual initiatives in these profiles mention Or stress
the need for an effective and promotion and education campaign.
However, to be most effective, it is essential that al] promotion and
education related to the waste minimization System is designed,
produced and delivered iy an integrated manper. This is also one of

Municipal Role: *. Provide a staff person to coordinate various promotion and
education activities

undertake occasional Surveys to determine what promotional

vehicles work best, and what messages need to be reinforced

Pros: An integrated promotion and education program not only generates

Cons: Because results are difficult to ‘quantify, it can be hard to convince
councils to allocate appropriate funds to this activity.

Cost: * approximately $1 per capita per year for a comprehensive program

Diversion: * difficult to quantify, but can stimulate participation in reduction ang

Teuse initiatives significantly, and increase capture rate of recyclables
and compostableg by as much as 59

For More Information

The Centre & South Hastings Recycling Board has a comprehensive and successfiy]
promotion and educatiop brograms. Contact: Marvin Tucker, (613) 394-6266.

The Regiona] Mum'cipality of Ottawa-Carleton also has a extensjve promotion and

education campaign, including involvement of celebrities such ag Charlie Farquarson (Don
Harron). Contac: Suzanne Valliquette (613) 560-6053.

Waste Minimization Action Plan T 6-10
Section 6 == 3Rs Initiatives Profiles

Aprit 12, 1996




o M Reuss

Reuse Guide

Concept: A guide is produced and distributed to residents to inform them
where they can take or sell unwanted items rather than dispose of
them, as well as where they can purchase used items or rent i
occasional use items.

Municipal Role: e research, produce, promote and distribute guide
* promote guide if other agency produces the guide

Pros: Gives residents the opportunity to participate in the reuse economy.
~ Other 3Rs programs can be promoted in the guide. This is a good
project to subcontract to a local environmental group.

Cons: Significant staff time is required to research and produce the guide,
although some of these costs can be offset by employment programs
and by charging for the guide.

Cost: Cost varies on size and form of guide, and whether there are any
revenues from sales.

Diversion: Difficult to quantify. This is more of an awareness exercise.

ForMore Information

Vancouver produced “101 Uses for Your Old Shoes 'N’ Other Stuff”, and sold the guide
for $5 each. Contact: Pamela Nel, (604) 436-6808.

The Mississauga Clean Campaign produced “Second Chances”, a local reuse guide.
Contact: Maureen Ricker, (905) 274-6222.

The Manitoba Eco-Net has produced a “Green Guide to Winnipeg” booklet. |

The City of Kamloops promotes reuse activities offered by local community groups
through their “Guide to Flea Markets” and other publications. Contact: (604) 828-3461.

Waste Minimization Action Plan A 6-11 Hi
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Community Yard Sale ‘ J

Concept: Through partnership with a local service club, the municipality
encourages residents to bring their unwanted items to a community
site for a giant yard sale, with proceeds going to the service club for
community work.,

Municipal Role:  The municipality provides promotion, a facility and, ideally, agrees
to take responsibility for disposal of leftover items, while the service
club provides labour.

Pros: It uses community involvement and requires very little staff time in
the beginning, and, once set up, even less. It benefits the
community directly, as opposed to the municipal coffers (often more
appealing for residents). The program can offset any fallout if an
existing large item pick-up is discontinued. There IS an opportunity
for other 3Rs initiatives at yard sale, such as sale of composters,
promotion of other programs etc.

Cons: Unless properly promoted, residents could bring garbage (e.g.
broken, unrepairable toys and other unsalable items) to the site. This
can be minimized by proper promotion.

Cost: Costs include advertising and possibly a facility superintendent for
duration of sale. This could be done by the service club if good
liaison exists. Other costs could also be incurred with disposal of

residual.
Diversion Diversion potential is quite high, particularly if it becomes an annual
event. '
For More Information ]

The County of Simcoe and the Collingwood Optimist Club are involved with the Mother of
All Yard sales which has been going about five years and raises more than $10,000 for
community projects each year. It is combined with a truck sale Back Yard Composter event
held by the county. Contact:

*  Collingwood Optimist Club. Contact: Norm Sandberg, (705) 445-345]1.

* County of Simcoe. Contact: Caroline Kirkpatrick, (705) 444-6650.

Options Unlimited, a group that works with developmentally challenged individuals in
Belleville, Ontario, works together with the Centre & South Hastings Recycling Board to

hold giant spring and fall community-wide rummage sales. Contact Judy O’Brien (613)
966-6677 ’

_
Waste Minimization Action Plan i . . 6-12
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lll: REUSE

Community Swap Meet / Trunk Sale

Concept: Residents pay a small fee to the organizers (municipality or service
club) to either set up a table or bring their cars to a site and sell their
unwanted items from the table or directly from the trunk of their car.
This is very popular in the UK.

Municipal Role: « provision of site
* promotion

Pros; - This encourages community involvement for a "good" cause and
requires little staff time. There is an opportunity to promote other
initiatives at the same time.

Cons: Participation could be difficult to gauge as residents have more
"work" to do (unlike the community yard sale where all they have to
do is drop off the unwanted items).

Cost: Costs include advertisements and possibly a facility superintendent
for a day.
Diversion: ¢ difficult to quantify

For More Information

The Region of Waterloo Waste Management Section held a Community Swap meet in
1992. Contact: (519) 883-5150.

The Association of Municipal Recycling Coordinators in Guelph, Ontario has produced a
Guidebook, “Making the Most of Reuse Opportunities”. Contact: AMRC, (5 19) 823-1990.

Clean Nova Scotia has produced a “Swap Saturday” Organizational Guide. Contact: Clean
Nova Scotia, (902) 420-3474.

. Waste Minimization Action Plan N 6-13
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lll: REUSE

Landfill Salvage Depot

| Concept: Either scavenging is allowed at the landfill itself, or a facility of
some kind is set up at the entrance to the site where unwanted
household items can be left or taken for reuse.

" Municipal Role: Promotion, provision and maintenance of storage structure, or
o iaison with other agency if partnership with Goodwil] etc.
° monitoring will be required if located within landfi]] site boundary

y * may require changes to bylaws or certificate of approvals

Pros: This diverts waste before it reaches the tipping area. There is an
opportunity to promote other messages, sell composters, set up

recycling depot (if staff available) and an opportunity for a
partnership with other agency.

) Cons: Scavenging at the face itself is not feasible at most sites for safety
5 reasons. If the facility is unsupervised, there is a tendency for some
people to leave garbage instead of usable items.
| Cost: Costs are very low if there is a partnership with another agency.
They are higher if the facility is staffed by paid personnel. Staff
could be volunteers (e. 8. a service club).

I - Diversion: Difficult to estimate — depends partly on the extent of drive-in car
I and small truck traffic

Fonomlnknmoﬂon

The Region of Halton has 3 staffed, Amity Goodwill drop-off trailer at the landfill, and
Goodwill accepts reusable items for resale at their various thrift stores. Contact: J ohn
Smith, Region of Halton, (905) 825-6000, ext. 7687.

Waste Minimization Action Plan
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[ll: REUSE

Reuse Centre - Construction/Demolition

Concept: Commercial reuse centres are established on a for-profit basis
usually to handle construction and demolition and used building
materials. The operator often has contracts to clear buildings before
they are demolished and salvages reusable material - anything from
toilets to light fixtures to roof beams.

Municipal Role: < promotion in newsletters
- * other encouragement and support as required

Pros: There is no cost to municipality and it has the potential to divert a lot
of large item waste from landfill. Encourages the construction and
demolition trade to separate their waste.

Cons: Some items do not meet modern building codes. The operator may
look to the municipality to "assist" in disposal of unsalable items.

Cost: * minimal

Diversion - * potentially quite significant, particularly in areas where large-scale

redevelopment is taking place

ForMore Information
Scarborough Reuze Centre. Contact: Bob Sawatsky, (416) 750-4000.
The Restore Store, Brantford, Ontario. Contact: Karen Loomis, (519) 751-0922.

The Association of Municipal Recycling Coordinators has published the “Used Building
Materials Store: Business Plan Outline”, written by Rick Penner. Contact: AMRC (519)
823-1990.

Habitat ReStore, Winnipeg, Manitoba. Contact: Dave McNicoll, (204) 230-5160. ;
Happy Harry’s Used Building Materials (204) 233-4313
Used Building Materials Association of North America (204) 947-0848

Waste Minimization Action Plan ' . . 6-15 .
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lll: REUSE

Reuse Cenire: Retail Non-Profit

Concept: A non-profit agency such as the Salvation Army runs a used
household goods store to raise money and to provide low-cost
merchandise for the needy.

Municipal Role: - promotion through newsletter, 3Rs guides
° more involvement if a partnership exists for an associated depot at
the local landfill
* may be able to take textiles from recycling programs

Pros: There is little or no cost to the municipality. Some stores also retail
used white goods. Reuse centres provide social benefit to the
community.

Cons: If white goods are sold there could be complications if there are any
local or provincial CFC regulations.

Cost: ° minimal

' Diversion:; * low

For More Information

WasteWise has established a network of Reuse Centres, and provides assistance (on a fee

for service basis) to groups wishing to set up a reuse centre. Contact: Diane Van De Valk
(905) 873-8122.
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[ll: REUSE

Reuse Centre: Retail For-Profit

Concept:

Municipal Role: -

Pros:

Cons:

Cost: .
Diversion: e

An individual entrepreneur or a company runs a reuse store or
consignment shop as a business.

Until recently, private outlets were mainly small stores selling low-
end used furniture and household items. Now there are several types
of reuse operations. One new venture in the marketplace partners
with non-profit agencies. The agency picks up the material and is
paid by the pound. The private company merchandises it in large,
bright frontline stores in major malls. A second type is the vintage
clothing trade and a third variant is the consignment clothing shop.

promotion through newsletter, 3Rs guides

assistance in set-up through a local agency responsible for small
business development

There is little or no cost to the municipality. Some used furniture
stores also retail used white goods. Used goods outlets promote
reuse as a lifestyle option.

If white goods are sold there could be complications if there are any
local or provincial CFC regulations.

minimal

low

For More Information

WasteWise has established a network of Reuse Centres, and provides assistance (on a fee

for service basis) to groups or individuals wishing to set up a reuse centre. Contact: Diane
Van De Valk (905) 873-8122.
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lll: REUSE

Waste Exchanges (for IC&] sector)

Concept: A database is maintained of firms with surplus items, and firms
looking for items. Connecting the relevant parties can be done via 3
regular newsletter, a quarterly update, a bulletin board service, or
through a dedicated agency.

Municipal Role: promotion and referral if the waste exchange is operated by another
agency (like one of the provincial waste exchanges)
* active participation if the municipality itself provides the referral

service

Pros: There is potential to divert large quantities and an opportunity to
inform the IC&I sector of other Initiatives. ‘

Cons; Some materials are difficult to "match”. The exchange requires
regular updating,

Cost: * staff time if municipally operated; if not, low

Diversion: * varies.

For More info rmation

The Canadian Waste Materials Exchange operates a Canada-wide network through
CANMEN. Contact: (905) 822-4111.

The Region of Durham operates a region-wide exchange and has Internet connections as
well as ties with other waste exchanges. Contact: Elaine Collis, Region of Durham, (905)
668-7721.

The Association of Municipal Recycling Coordinators has published “A Municipal Guide to
Establishing a Waste Exchange program for the IC&T Sector”. Contact: AMRC, (519) 823-
1990.

The Recycling Council of Manitoba maintains a Manitoba Waste Exchange, which is tied

@to to the Canadian Waste Materials Exchange. Contact (204) 925-3777
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lll: REUSE

HHW Reuse Programs

Concept: Rather than process partially-full containers of paint, solvents etc.,
through disposal channels at HHW days/depots, these items are
stored and offered for reuse to the public or contractors.

Municipal Role: < promotion
' * provision of storage facilities (could be a little as a few shelves)

Pros: It saves disposal/handling cost and is more environmentally sound.
- There is potential for community involvement (operation could be
looked after by service club).

Cons: There is a possible conflict with authorities (provincial regulations,
: fire departments etc.), which is avoidable with proper planning.
Liability is an issue; most communities have people fill out a waiver.
This is not seen as a serious impediment.

Cost: ° ranges from minimal to $50,000 (if no existing depot facilities are
available
* some promotion and education expenses
Diversion: * has potential to divert most of paint and much of other material
brought to HHW sites : :

For More Information

Guelph Ontario set up an HHW reuse program two years ago and reports ever-increasing
savings versus minimal costs. Contact: Jutta Siebel, City of Guelph, (519) 837-5604.

The City of Nanaimo has a paint exchange program. Contact: (604) 758-7771.

Contact John Sinclair, Natural Resources Institute, Winnipeg for more information on
HHW program (204) 474-8374

The Centre & South Hastings Recycling Board has been operating a very successful HHW
reuse program for several years. Contact Jeanne Vilneff (613) 394-6266,

The Association of Municipal Recycling Coordinators has published a HHW Operations
Manual (519) 823-1990

British Columbia Paint Care Association (604) 482-8686
National HHW Task Force. Contact Judy Temple, Chair (905) 274-1218

Miller Environmental (formerly the Manitoba Hazardous Waste Corp.) operates a HHW
depot in the City. Call 925-9600
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IV: RECYCLING

Expanded Curbside Recycling

Concept : Recycling programs often expand to pick up new materials as
markets for those materials emerge. Winnipeg is currently picking
up almost all materials for which there i1s currently a viable market,
but it may be possible to expand the curbside program at some time
in the future to include such materials as all household plastic
containers (e.g. dairy tubs), textiles, scrap steel, aseptic packaging

Municipal Role: - negotiate with collection contractor regarding cost implications
* implement a public education and promotion campaign for the new
materials

Pros: Expanding materials increases diversion, conserves resources, and
potentially makes the program more efficient (on a per tonne basis).
Program expansions also tend to Improve capture rates of existing
materials by raising consciousness about recycling

Cons: Markets for some of these materials are unreliable, and the distance
» to market may be considerable. Some of these materials will also
complicate the collection and processing operations, and add to the
overall cost of the program.

Cost: Costs for incremental materials is likely to be higher than for current
materials, and offsetting revenues are likely to be much lower. Net
costs in the $50 to $150 per tonne range could be anticipated.

Diversion: Available in the waste stream:
° tubs ~ 3 kg/hh/yr
° textiles ~ 10 kg/hh/yr
®  scrap steel ~ ~5kg/hh/yr
° aseptics .~ L5 kg/hh/yr
® aerosol/paint cans ~ 1:5 kg/hh/yr
* other plastic ~ 5 kg/hh/yr
° diapers ~ 35 kg/hh/yr.
Actual capture rates for such marginal materials is traditionally very
low (20% to 40%)

For More Information . ,

Centre & South Hastings Recycling Board operates a very comprehensive re'cycling
program. Contact: Jill Dunkley, Recycling Coordinator, (613) 394-6266.

Edmonton Recycling Society operates.a comprehensive recycling program. Contact
Cornelius Guenter, Director (403) 471-0071. -
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IV: RECYCLING

Special Material Depots

Concept: Collect materials not picked up through curbside programs using
special material depots. For Winnipeg, it might mean expanding or
re-designing the existing recycling depots to accept materials such as
other plastic containers (e.g. dairy tubs), textiles, scrap steel, aseptic
packaging (e.g. tetrapaks), empty aerosol and paint containers, other
household plastic or disposable diapers. Since most households
only collect small volumes of these materials, a depot program may
make sense. Addition of new materials should be negotiated with the
Manitoba Product Stewardship Corporation.

Municipal Role:  design and implement depots
* secure a market for the materials

Pros: Special material depots provide an additional diversion outlet for
residents, and may generate revenues. For some materials, it may be
easier and less expensive to set up depots than to add the materials to
the curbside program, particularly as Winnipeg already has an
existing (if somewhat limited) depot program.

.Cons: Depot programs traditionally have half or less the capture rate of
curbside programs, and as most of these materials make up only a
very small part of the waste stream, the effort and expense to capture
them may not be warranted. Many of these materials currently have
only unreliable and/or distant markets.

Cost: Cost may be relatively low if the City can piggyback onto or retrofit
the existing depots.
Diversion: Available in the waste stream:
e tubs ~ 3 kg/hh/yr
* textiles ~ 10 kg/hh/yr
*  scrap steel ~ 5 kg/hh/yr
° aseptics ~ 1.5 kg/hh/yr
* aerosol/paint cans ~ 1.5 kg/hh/yr
e other plastic ~ 5 kg/hh/yr
e diapers ~ 35 kg/hh/yr.

Actual capture rates for such marginal materials through a depot
program is likely to be very low (5% to 20%).

ForMore Information
Orillia diaper depot program. Contact: Keith Marshall (705) 326-1502
Calgary depot program. Contact: Wyn Van Der Schee (403) 230-6631
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- V: ORGANICS

Backyard Composting (partially subsidized)

Concept: Municipal residents are offered backyard composters at a reduced
price, typically at least half of the regular retail price. Composters
are usually offered to the public through one or two day sale events.
Increasingly, these events are being organized and sponsored by
compost unit manufacturers. Based on the results of similar
programs offered in North America, the saturation level of backyard
composters is about 30% of all single family households. Higher
take-up rates, in the order of 60 o have been experienced in
communities where composters are sold door-to-door.

Municipal Role: e purchase and store bulk quantities of compost units

~* design and coordinate distribution of compost units

* design and implement distribution and educational programs

* promote the event

* provide follow-up services

Pros: Backyard composting is recognized as the most cost-effective way
to divert food and yard waste from landfill. It offers citizens an
opportunity to compost at a reduced price, and reduces the amount
of waste which needs to be collected and disposed of.

Cons: Citizens are still required to pay to divert their wastes, while regular
garbage collection is perceived to be "free". Large quantities of leaf
and yard waste are not easily handled by backyard units.

Cost: : Compost units are generally offered to the public for one-third their
regular retail price, which tends to be about $35-45 per unit. Either
the municipal or provincial government is therefore required to
assume the difference. Additional costs would include program
administration and a promotional and educational program (~ 5 days
staff time per sales event). Some form of ongoing support services
(e.g. hot line, master composter program) should also be provided.

Diversion: Diversion rates are estimated to Tange between 75 and 250 kg for
every composter in use. This wide variation seems to be influenced
primarily by promotion and education support programs, and
regulatory measures.

For More Information

County of Simcoe, Ontario has carried out a number of successful composter sales days.
Contact: Roseanne Fritzsche, Recycling Coordinator, (705) 435-4188. -~

City of Vancouver. Contact: Paul Henderson, Solid Waste Management, Engineering
Department, (604) 873—7323.

The Region of Waterloo, Ontario ran giveaways of free composters through depots.
Contact: Steve Gombos, Promotion and Education Coordinator, (519) 883-5100.

Vere Scott is a local compost expert (204) 452-3877
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V: ORGANICS

Backyard Composting (free)

Concept: Single family households and other types of residences with
adequate yard space are provided backyard compost units free of
charge. In some cases, the units are delivered and assembled for
residents, and instructions about how to use the units are provided at
the same time. In other instances, composters are offered to
householders through a depot arrangement on a first come, first
served basis. However, through the depot method, only citizens
who have access to a car are able to participate, and the opportunity
to ensure that the composting unit is properly assembled and used is
not available. Take-up and usage rate range from 50% to 80% of
single family households.

Municipal Role: < purchase compost units and arrange for temporary storage
hire, train and oversee distribution crews

develop promotional material and advertise program
monitor results

requires one full time person with support from students

Pros: A large percentage of municipal organic wastes can be managed on-
site, reducing the cost to collect and process wastes. Also, with
door-to-door follow-up visits, the municipality has an opportunity to
directly reinforce other diversion activities.

Cons; It requires substantial up front commitment on the part of the
municipality to ensure that the program is implemented effectively.

Cost: Including the cost of the compost unit, promotion, administration
and excluding any potential grants, the program cost per tonne
diverted to deliver and assemble composters and to offer a
promotional and educational program is approximately $60
(assuming initial capital costs are amortized over 10 years).

Diversion: Based on follow-up residential waste audits, the Port Colborne
Earth~Works program determined that approximately 112 kg per
household per year (or 150 kg per composter distributed) is diverted
through backyard composting.

For More Information

The Port Colborne Earth~Works program has successfully placed backyard composters
with over 80% of all single-family households. For more details see the Earth~Works
Second Interim Report, October 1995. Contact: Lydia Torbicki, Resource Management
Coordinator, City of Port Colborne, Ontario, (905) 835-2900. .

Centre & South Hastings YIMBY (Yes In My Back Yard) prografn has operated a very
successful free backyard composter giveaway program. Contact Marvin Tucker,
Composting Coordinator (613) 394-6266.
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V: ORGANICS

On-Site Multi-Residential Composting

Concept:

Municipal Role: -

Pros:

Cons:

Cost:

Diversion:

Provision of large on-site compost units, generally in the 3 cubic
yard range, in areas of multi-family housing. This system is also
appropriate for schools, seniors homes and small businesses.

purchase, store and deliver and assemble compost units
develop educational program, and provide training to residents and
building/facility management

Offers an opportunity to compost for households that either do not
generate substantial amounts of organics or that do not have
adequate green space to support their own composting unit.

Responsibility for properly maintaining the compost unit (because
the unit is shared by a number of households, ongoing maintenance
must be scheduled and monitored).

The capital cost of a non-mechanized, multi-family composting unit
(e.g- a 125 cubic foot 3-bin unit)averages around $200 and $400.
One week of staff time is required per unit placed.

Slightly less than the diversion achieved by a single family
household through backyard composting, due mainly to the lower
amount of yard waste composted — between 75 and 150
kg/hh/year.

For More Information

Metro Toronto has installed 50 large units and is planning to include another 100. Contact:
Carolyn McSkimming Pereira, Metro Toronto Composting Coordinator, (416) 392-5807.

Recycling Council of Manitoba Compos{Demonstration Site (at Westminster & Maryland)
has 10 units set up at the community garden, and plans to expand this summer. Contact Jen
Peters (204) 925-3777. :
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V: ORGANICS

Leaf and Yard Waste Collection

|
)
~

Concept: During periods when large volumes of leaf and yard wastes are
generated, typically spring and fall, this material is collected
separately and delivered to a central facility for composting. Leaf
and yard wastes are typically collected using regular garbage
packers, although some municipalities use vacuum trucks for leaf
collection. Yard waste varies over the course of the year, from brush
and trimmings in spring to grass clippings and weeds in summer

. and leaves and plants in fall. The type of container used by residents o
to store leaf and yard wastes significantly affects the overall ‘
efficiency of the program. Although the cost to residents for plastic
bags is seen to be less than paper bags or rigid containers, the cost
to remove plastic bags at the compost facility makes their use more
expensive

Municipal Role: . « tender out or arrange for municipal collection I
advertise program F
change garbage bylaws f
oversee collection program and deal with questions and concerns

estimated to be a half-time position during periods of collection

Pros: . 1t offers residents and businesses an opportunity to divert excess
leaf and yard wastes that are not easily manageable through
backyard composting. Curbside collection and composting tends to
more cost-effective than garbage collection and landfilling.

Cons: If leaf and yard waste collection is too frequent, it may take away
from the diversion potential of backyard composting. If brush waste
is included, material will have to be processed with a tubgrinder.

Cost: Assuming that leaf and yard waste is collected in either rigid
containers or paper bags; cost per tonne for collection is typically
between $25 and $40 per tonne. Collection efficiency is almost cut
in half if leaves are in plastic bags and de-bagged at the curb.
Processing (composting) costs are dealt with on pages 29 to 32.

all

Diversion: Depending on what other waste diversion initiatives are in place for i
leaf and yard waste materials (e.g. grasscycling, yard waste bans, il
backyard composting programs) and depending on the frequency of ’
collection service that is available to the public, between 5% and
15% of residential solid waste can be diverted through leaf and yard
waste composting.

For More Information

The City of Barrie, Ontario has a 12 month a year yard waste collection program, and has
discontinued the use of plastic bags for collection containers. Contact: Dawn McAlpine,
Composting Coordinator, City of Barrie, (705) 726-4242.

Winnipeg already offers a “Leaf It To Us” program that provides curbside leaf collection
service to approximately 1/3 of residents, but may wish to expand the program.
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V: ORGANICS

Curbside Residential Organic Collection

Concept: A wide range of collection trials have been conducted over the past5
years, using different types of containers, collection vehicles and
different mixes of potential compostable materials. Some of these
include:

* degradable and non-degradable plastic bags,
* paper bags,

* rigid containers,

e 2 stream versus 3 stream material mixes, and
* weekly versus bi-weekly collection.

To date, only those pilots that utilize rigid containers have been
expanded municipality wide, mainly because there is no known de-
bagging technology. Communities presently collecting residential
organics curbside include: St. Thomas, Ontario; Lunenburg, Nova
Scotia; East Prince, Prince Edward Island. The Guelph, Ontario
Wet/Dry program commenced in November 1995.

Municipal Role:  This initiative would require an entire re-organization of the

) municipality's current waste management practices. Adjustments
would be required for all sectors, and an extensive promotional and
educational campaign would need to be put into place to inform all
sectors of the required changes. The City of Guelph is gradually
phasing in different sectors over the next year as the results of
various pilots are coming in. The estimated staff time would be 3 or
4 full time staff people for a minimum period of 6 months.

Pros: There is high diversion potential. Some types of low-grade paper
can be included with the organic stream.

Cons: Curbside collection of organics would take away from usage of
backyard composters. It may possibly impact the Community's
awareness of the need to reduce waste as opposed to separate it for
collection. Some valuable fibres may be lost to the organic strearm.

Cost: Ongoing operating cost information is not presently available from
any of the municipal-wide collection programs. Capital cost for rigid
containers is substantial - approximately $70 per container. Some
municipalities are leasing the containers from the manufacturers.
Processing (composting) costs are dealt with on pages 29 to 32.

Diversion: | * virtually all residential organics - up to 500 kg per household per
year

For More Information T
District of Lunenburg, Nova Scotia. Contact: Fred Wendt, (902) 543-8184.
City of Guelph, Ontario. Contact: Dr. Janet Léjrd, (519) 837-5604.
Region of Peel, Ontario. Contact: Rob Rivers, (905) 791-7800.
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V: ORGANICS

IC&l Multi-Residential Organic Collection

Concept: Typically, weekly collection of source-separated organics is made
available to generators of substantial volumes of organic wastes.

+ Examples of those establishments generating large amounts of
organics include grocery stores, florists, secondary schools,
restaurants and bakeries. Businesses store organics in wheeled carts
and place carts at the curb for collection. This service could also be
applied to multi-family residential units.

Municipal Role: Depending on present IC&I service arrangements, the municipality
may be required to contract out this service, re-structure existing
collection contracts, and provide education and training to individual
businesses about what and how to separate their organics.

Pros: - , It offers businesses that are not able to Compost organics on-site or
divert to other potential end-users such as farmers, a way to divert at
least a portion of their organic waste stream.

Cons: Because the wheeled collection container must be washed or
exchanged for a clean one, collection costs are generally higher than
regular waste disposal costs. Unless regulations are in place
requiring businesses to separate out their organics, most perceive it
as extra work and an extra cost.

Cost: Costs to collect source separated organics in wheeled bins and to
exchange the bin at the time of collection for.a clean one is between
$5 - $10 per bin, regardless of the amount of material in the bin.
Because it is exchanged at time of collection, the establishment is not
required to purchase their own bin(s). Processing (composting)
costs are dealt with on pages 29 to 32.

Diversion: A collection program provided to restaurants in the Kingston,
Ontario area claims an overall 30% diversion in the amount of
organics going to landfill. Similar diversion results have been
obtained through follow-up waste audits conducted by the City of
Port Colborne, Ontario.

For More Information

Port Colborne, Ontario offers weekly curbside collection of IC&I organics from small and
medium sized waste generators. Contact: Lydia Torbicki, Resource Management
Coordinator, (905) 835-2900.
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V: ORGANICS

Drop-off Depots

Concept: For those residents and businesses that are unable to manage their
leaf and yard wastes on-site. Drop- off depots usually consist of a

Drop off depots are typically located at existing waste disposal
facilities or municipal works yards.

Temporary drop off depots are often used for the collection of
Christmas trees.

Municipal Role: « identify location and construct drop off depot

° provide signage and some Supervision to prevent contarnination

composting facility
advertise availability of depot(s) to the public

Pros: The depots can help make a curbside program more efficient by
acting as a transfer site. The depots also offer an outlet to citizens
who are unwilling to grasscycle, in the event that a ban is imposed.

Cons: Material can become anaerobic if left in the depots too long, creating
odour problems and making composting at the centralized facility
more difficult. Depots also have to be at least partially staffed in
order to minimize contamination.

Cost: * dependent on location and staffing level, but much less expensive
than a curbside program

Diversion: Depot programs traditionally have a much lower capture rate than
curbside program

ForMore Info rmation

The City of Brantford has established drop off bins for grass and brush over the summer
months at its landfill. Contact Nicole Mundyt, City of Brantford (5 19) 759-1350

Tottenham, a small munici
temporary drop off bin for
(705) 435-4188
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V: ORGANICS

Windrow Leaf and Yard Waste Composting

Concept: Source separated leaf and yard wastes are collected and delivered to
a composting pad where they are formed into windrows. Depending
on the composition of the incoming material, it may need to be
ground prior to formation. Windrows are mechanically turned with a
front end loader or a specialized turning device, moisture is added
when required, and once composted, material may be screened to
remove large wood pieces and some contamination. A finished
stable compost is usually available in 4 to 5 months.

~

Municipal Role:  This operation may be carried out in-house or contracted out. If the
site is operated using municipal staff, some training in composting
procedures will be required. A site receiving 5,000 tonnes annually
will require 1 and 1/2 days of staff time per week.

Pros: A leaf and yard waste site can provide an entry level for the
development of expanded composting activities. For example,
screenings from grain processors can be added relatively easily to a
standard leaf and yard waste windrow, and can provide added
nitrogen. Depending on permitting requirements, a leaf and yard
waste windrow composting operation is quick and easy to start up
especially if some form of leaf and/or yard waste collection already
exists. Some revenue can also be generated from the sale of finished

compost.

Cons: The availability of central leaf and yard waste sites may take away
from home composting or grasscycling activities.

Cost: e ranges between $25 and $50 per tonne including capital, but not
land costs

Diversion: * depends on amount collected (covered on pages 25 to 27)

For More Information

Compost Management is the largest operator of central compost facilities in Canada.
Contact: Paul Taylor, President, Compost Management, Elora, Ontario, (519) 846-8317.

Victoria, British Columbia operates a centralized leaf and yard waste windrow composting
facility handling about 12,000 tonnes per year. Contact: Lorenzo Mele, Composting
Coordinator, Victoria, (604) 360-3060.

City of Winnipeg: Leaf It To Us program.
City of Brandon, Glen Newton (204) 729-2285
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V: ORGANICS
Windrow Food Wasfe Composfing

Concept; Source-separated clean food waste is blended with wood chips or

another source of carbon and formed into windrows. Depending on

device. Moisture is added when required, and once composted,
material may be screened to remove large wood pieces and some
contamination. A finished stabje compost is usually available in 3 to
4 months. V

Municipal Role: Food waste composting is sufficiently complex and problematic that

municipalities should be hesitant about taking on operations directly.

Incoming material is free of contaminants, and that waste generators
are educated about what is compostable.

Pros: Windrow food waste composting is less expensive than enclosed,
in-vessel composting alternatives and is flexible in terms of size,
equipment and time requirements.

Cons: A relatively high degree of management is required. It can take away
from the diversion potential of on-site composting activities or
diversion to animal feed.

Cost: * between $40 and $70 per tonne, including capital, but not land costs

Diversion: * depends on the amount collected (covered on pages 25 to 27)

For More |nfo rmation
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V: ORGANICS

Enclosed Composting

Concept: Enclosed composting operations are based on proprietary
N technologies. Source separated food waste is delivered to the facility

and blended with wood chips or another source of carbon. The
primary composting phase takes place in an enclosed facility. Later,
material is taken outside and formed into windrows for final curing.
Generally, some kind of specialized machinery is used to
mechanically mix and aerate the material. Other common features of
enclosed facilities include an air injection system to increase
oxygenation of the material and an air collection system that captures
potentially odourous air in the building and directs it to a biofilter for
treatment.

Municipal Role:  Food waste composting is sufficiently complex and problematic that
municipalities should be hesitant about taking on operations directly.
The consequences of operating any food waste composting facility
poorly are huge in terms of loss of public support, and can be
difficult to remediate. The municipality needs to ensure that
incoming material is free of contaminants, and that waste generators
are educated about what is compostable.

Pros: : Enclosed composting takes place at a faster rate than windrows,
and, depending on the selected technology and operation, can be
odour free.

Cons: Over 50 types of enclosed composting technologies exist, therefore

evaluation of the various competing technologies can be complex.
Capital costs are high. In one or two stream systems, there can be
difficulties with household hazardous waste contamination.

Cost: An enclosed, in-vessel system being constructed in Truro, Nova
Scotia is estimated to cost $35 per capita in capital costs, and
between $45 and $50 a tonne in operating costs. The Truro facility
is designed to compost 2,000 tonnes of organic material a year.
(Note: The Town of Caledon, Ontario, currently operates in in-
vessel systern that has a capitalization cost of $250 per capita and
operating costs of $130 per tonne.) .

Diversion: ¢ depends on amount collected (covered on pages 25 to 27)

For More Information
The following are either operating or in the process of installing an enclosed composting
system:
* Truro, Nova Scotia. Contact: Mike McGill, Town Engineer, (902) 892-4243
e District of Lunenburg, Nova Scotia, (902) 543-8184
¢ Green Lane Environmental Ltd., Lambeth, Ontario, (519) 652-3500
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V: ORGANICS

Bio-Conversion

Concept:

Municipal Role:

Pros:

Cons:

Cost:

Diversion: .

Organic wastes consisting of primarily food wastes and sludges are
processed and heated to ensure pathogen reduction and, depending
on the feedstock, are converted into animal feed or fertilizers.
Thermo Tech, a privately owned company with 5 bio-conversion
plants either in operation or under construction in Canada, mixes
incoming material with water to make a slurry. The slurry is then
moved through a series of holding tanks, where it is heated to
temperatures where thermophilic bacteria thrive. Once pathogen
reduction has been achieved, the material is then dried out and
compressed into pellets. The entire process takes as little as 24
hours. Thermo Tech’s Brampton plant is able to receive 200 tonnes
of incoming material each day, from which 20 tonnes of finished
product is produced.

inform generators of organic wastes about this alternative

It offers a way to handle hard-to-compost materials such as grease,
fats and sludges.

This process is new and is without an extensive track record.
The process to construct a Thermo Tech plant is approximately $8
million. Thermo-Tech’s Brampton plant charges a $45/tonne tipping

fee for all incoming material.

Could divert 200 tonnes per day (normally of IC&I waste)

For More Information

Thermo Tech Technologies Inc., Brampton, Ontario. Contact: Ed Krocker, Senior Vice-
President, (905) 450-8866.
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V: ORGANICS

Multi-Residential Balcony Composting

Concept: Small home composters, usually modified to prevent any leakage,
are made available to apartment dwellers to allow them to compost at
least a portion of their organic wastes.

Municipal Role: ¢ possible subsidization of the compost unit
* obtain approval from building owners/management
° promote program to building tenants, education seminars for
interested tenants.
* assume 3 days time per building

Pros: Offers apartment dweller an opportunity to compost.

Cons: Because the balcony compost units are usually smaller than regular
composters, they tend not to have sufficient volume to ensure
optimal composting activities. Bins typically have only 5-7 cubic
foot capacity. Residents are often hesitant to give up some of their
valuable balcony space for a compost unit.

Cost: * $45 retail per unit

Diversion: On average, units handle 80 kg of food waste per year.

For More Information

The City of Barrie, Ontario has been implementing various apartment composting programs
for the past 4 years. Contact: Dawn McAlpine, Composting Coordinator, (705) 726-4242.
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V: ORGANICS
Multi-Residential Vermi—Composﬁng

Concept: Household sized VEImi-composting units are made available to

Municipal Role: » possible subsidization of the COmpost unit
* obtain approval from building owners/management
° promote program to building tenants, education seminars for
interested tenants,
* assume 3 days time per building

Pros: Offers citizens without access to a yard an Opportunity to compost at
least some of their food wastes,

Cons: Worms must be maintained at a temperature less than 35°C to ensure
that they are not killed through overheating. This Tequires some
maintenance on the part of the apartment dweller. People can be
wary of having worms in thejr living space.

Cost: The retail price of a Vermi-composting bin System ranges between
$50 and $100 per unit.
Diversion: A small résidential unit can manage approximately 80 kg of food

wastes per year.

For More Information

The Greater Vancouver Regional District and the Region of Pee] in Ontario have
implemented successfi] multi-residential vermi-composting programs.

Greater Vancouver Regional District . Contact: Bev Webber, Compost Program Operator,
(604) 436-6818

Region of Peel, Ontario, Contact: Nigel Chubb, Composting Coordinator, (905) 791-
7800. ,

Vermi-composting Products, Lydia Giles (204) 772-1200
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V: ORGANICS

Large Scale Vermi-Composting

Concept: Worms are used to consume organic waste and to turn it into a soil
conditioner. Large, insulated vermi-composting bins are constructed
and, depending on the feedstock, can be equipped with a grinder to
reduce the size of the organic waste. Food waste is mixed with an
amending material and added to the bin. Castings are removed on a
regular basis and can be applied to lawns or gardens.

Municipal Role: ¢ make establishments aware of-composting, to offer promotional

support
Pros: It can take place indoors or out and requires little space.
Cons: There is no pathogen reduction because organics are not allowed to

pass through thermophilic temperature ranges. There is some
reticence by some people over the concept of using worms as a
processing agent.

Cost: The capital cost for a system designed to handle 200 pounds a day
of food waste is between $12,000 and $15,000. A smaller system,

suitable for a cafeteria or lunch room would cost approximately
$1,000.

Diversion: e depends on number established

ForMore Information -

Original Vermitech Systems Ltd., Toronto, Ontario is designing a large-scale indoor
system for Metro Hall. Contact: Al Eggen, (416) 693-1027.

Charles Mitchell, vermi-composting consultant (P.O. Box 5044, Townsend Ontario, NOA
1FO) specializes in the design of vermi-composting systems in the 600 to 1000 kg/year
range.
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VI: REGULATIONS
Material Bans (collection) L ‘J

Concept : A readily-identifiable part of the waste stream is banned from
municipal collection programs to encourage source reduction and
alternative measures on the part of resident. Bans could relate to
recyclables, leaf and yard waste, grass clippings or any other
material for which a diversion alternative exists.

One of the most effective bans is a grass clipping ban. Normally, the
ban would be accompanied by a grasscycling and backyard
composting campaign, and a depot would be set up for residents

It is essential that alternatives are put in place for the banned material
before the ban is implemented. This allows the promotion and
education campaign associated with the ban to focus on the
alternatives rather than the ban,

Municipal Role: -« develop/promote alternatives (e.g. grasscycling, backyard
composting)

set up drop-off depot(s), if needed

institute seasonal collection if applicable

change garbage bylaw (if necessary)

advise contractor

advertise the change widely

arrange for enforcement of the ban by a bylaw officer

Pros: It has high potential to divert residential waste. In the case of leaf
and yard waste bans, it €ncourages composter sales which could
lead to other organic materials being diverted.

Cons: This approach can be unpopular with residents and requires a careful
promotion campaign and briefing of politicians. It may require
renegotiation of the garbage contract.

Cost: Costs are required for advertising, operation of diversion programs,
staff time to handle complaints/inquiries, and enforcement.
However, costs are minimal in the context of the diversion potential.

Diversion: * depends on the material banned. Up to 15 per cent(or more) if grass
clippings or yard waste are banned. :

ForMore Information ‘}

The City of Waterloo brought in a grass clippings ban after promoting grasscycling.
Contact: Vivian di Giovanni, City of Waterloo, (519) 747-8612. ‘

The City of Guelph understands the political problems a ban can cause and addressed these
problems with seasonal collections. Contact Dennis Bower or Jutta Siebel at the City of
Guelph, (519) 837-5604.

Recycling Council of Manitoba has a Don’t Bag It amphlet and technical manual.
yeung P
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VI: REGULATIONS

Material Bans (at the landfill)

Concept: Certain materials are banned at the landfill and alternative handling
measures encouraged. In the case of old corrugated cardboard
(OCC), loads with more than a certain percentage are turned away at
the site, or are levied at a higher rate (usually double the tipping fee).
This percentage can be decreased over time. Most bans take effect
several months after the necessary bylaws are put in place, to allow
for the education campaign. In the meantime OCC recycling is
offered curbside, at a depot, at the landfill or those offering the
service are promoted.

* change the relevant bylaws

* advertise and promote the changes widely

* set up or facilitate the convenient recycling of OCC
* promote reduction/reuse opportunities

Municipal Role:

Pros: Potential for very high diversion from landfill, depending on
material. OCC can make up half of IC&I waste in smaller areas.
Most large generators are likely already separating their OCC
through commercial services.

Cons; - May be unpopular with IC&I sector if no convenient recycling
program is in place. Haulers may object because they are the ones
who have to force their clients to separate the appropriate materials.

Cost: Costs are low - mainly advertisements and staff time to meet with
' IC&I sector and handle inquiries. Facility costs, if offered, could be
offset by reduced tipping fee or revenues, or both.

Diversion: * potentially high, depending on material.

For More Information

St. John’s Newfoundland recently brought in an OCC ban. Contact: Geraldine King, City
of St. John's, (709) 576-8613.

Both Metro Toronto and North Simcoe County have had several material bans in place for

some time:

* Metro Toronto Works Department. Contact: Tom Richard, (416) 397-0202

* North Simcoe County Waste Management Site. Contact: Sandy Agnew, Manager (705)
526-6900.

British Columbia has imposed restrictions on drywall waste at landfills.
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Vi. REGULATIONS
Liff Limits J

Concept: A limit is placed on the number of garbage bags or equivalents
which are allowed for municipal collection. Other waste
Mmanagement options are promoted.

L Municipal Role: amend garbage bylaw, if necessary

4 * consult with garbage contractor

® prepare for increase in recyclables collecte;

* promote changes through advertising and other vehicles such as
newsletters, press releases etc.

Pros: Potential to reducq residential garbage significantly. It éncourages

Cons: It can be unpopular with some residents, generating similar
complaints to the user bay concept, e.g., that it is unfair to large
families etc. Special consideration must be given to the multj-
residential sector as well as areas with autobin garbage service, If
bags are left behind this could increase illegal dumping.

Cost: * low, mainly advertising

Diversion:; Depending on number of bags allowed, diversion is potentially quite
significant. Three bags or more likely will make little difference; two
or one will.

For More Info rmation

Peterborough brought in a two-bag limit this spring. Contact: Susan Sauve, City of
Peterborough, (705) 748-8890.

Portage 1a Prairie. Contact Lynn Bereza (204) 239-8352.
Town of Stonewall. Contact Robert Potter (204) 467-5561.
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VI: REGULATIONS

Bag Tag Garbage Programs

Concept:

Municipal Role: -

Pros:

Cons:

One of the most effective ways of stimulating diversion programs is
to implement a bag tag program for garbage. This provides financial
incentive to the resident to minimize waste, and reduces the
municipal waste management tax burden. The keys to a successful
bag tag program are having adequate diversion alternatives in place
for recyclables and organics and implementing an effective public
information/consultation program that allows taxpayers to see how
their tax bill is impacted by the program.

Other forms of user pay garbage programs (e.g. volume and weight
based programs) have also been tried (e.g. Seattle), but these tend to
be more complicated and costly to implement.

implement a public education/consultation program
administer the bag tag program
negotiate changes to existing collection contracts

Increases recycling and backyard composting capture rates and
stimulates reduction and reuse activities, and greatly reduces
municipal tax burden. User pay programs have been implemented
with almost universal success in over 1,500 municipalities in North
America.

Some concerns will be raised on issues such as illegal dumping,

- double taxation and unfairness, although experience has shown that

Cost:

Diversion:

these are short-lived perceptual issues, rather than substantive ones.
Implementation of a bag tag program in auto-bin and multi-family
areas will be more difficult and/or less effective.

Ongoing program costs are nominal (~$0.05 per household).

Diversion ranges from 20% to over 50% depending on the design of
the bag tag program and the diversion options available.

For More Information

The Sidney Township Blue Box 2000 Demonstration project includes one of the most
successful and thoroughly monitored bag tag programs in Canada. Contact: Robert Argue,

(905) 841-5551.

Nanaimo, Bri**~;; “~lnmbja. Contact: Carrie McIvor (604) 390-4111.

The Associaw sn of Municipal Recycling Coordinators has a very comprehensive User Pay

Kit for municipalities.

Contact Ben Bennett (519) 823-1990.
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1.0

2.0

Infroduction

B Section 7 S
System Identification Workshop Report

This action plan involved the foHowing three main tasks:
« Task ] Developing a Vision '

e Task?2 Identifying Potential System Components
* Task3 Determining a Preferred System

This section discusses the first part of the process used to get from the 40 or so
potential system components identified in the previous section to a draft preferred
system. )

The first part of this process involved the consultants ranking the various potential
System components based on diversion potential and cost effectiveness, and then
assigning a priority to each. This was seen as a starting point — something that.
could prompt further discussion by key players.

This consultant ranking was then presented and discussed at an informal workshop
with City Administration staff and members of the WMAC executive. The
following day, the consultant ranking together with the administration and WMAC
executive input was presented to WMAC, and input solicited.

The input from these activities, together with the data from the profiles, became the
basis for the subsequent draft action plan

Consultant Process

Because of the technical nature of many of the components, it was decided that the
consultants would take a first cut at prioritizing potential waste minimization
activities, keeping in mind Winnipeg’s unique circumstances (e.g. low garbage
collection and tipping fees, cold and windy climate, and fiscal capabilities).

REIC consultants listed 37 initiatives in the 5 main groupings used in the profiles
(Reduction, Reuse, Recycling, Organics and Promotion/Regulations). Each of
these initiatives was ranked based on diversion potential, cost efficiency and overall
priority. A simple three star rating system, was used, with one star meaning low
and three star meaning high. The prioritization was largely dependent on the
diversion and cost efficiency rating, but also took into account other considerations,
such as the impact on householder attitudes and the ability to move beyond waste
diversic to waste avoidance. '

Altb n this ranking was done in a somewhat detached manner (e.g. by an outside
be'y, based on experiences with similar programs elsewhere), consideration was

g - throughout this process to specific conditions in Winnipeg that might affect
the diversion rate or cost-effectiveness. However, it was recognized that this
ranking would just be a starting point, and local input would be an essential
component of the system refinement process.

The consultant ranking follows (Figure 1).
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Waste - Reduction

Waste Audits — Residential
Waste Audits — [C&]
Community Grants Program
IC&! Waste Reduction Posters
Store Labelling

Environment Days

Specific Waste Reduction Campaigns

Other

[

I

A Waste Minimiz_a
Section 7 — Syst

Reuse

Reuse Guide
Community Yard Saje

Community Swap Meet

Landfill Salvage Depot

Reuse Centre — Commercial
Reuse Centre — Non-Profit
Reuse Centre — For-Profit
Waste Exchanges (Ic&l)
HHW ﬁeuse Programs
Other

Recycling
Expanded Curbside Recycling
Special Material Depots

Other -

T/$ indicates cost efficiency

* indicates low

tion Strategy for Winnipeg
em Identification Workshop

** indicates medium

“* indicates high
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System Component Matrix (continued)

IV Organics ‘

A BYC (subsidized) i ' * % * % % * % %
B BYC (free) * % % * % ok -
C  Community Composting * * * & * %
D LYW Collection - * * & * % % * % %
E  Curbside Residential Organic Collection il * —
F  IC&I/MFU Organic Collection * x * _—
G Windrow LYW Composting *xox * %% * % &
H Windrow Food Waste Composting il >k *

I Enclosed Composting * k% * * _
J  Bio-Conversion * ok k * * —_
K MFU Balcony Composting * * *

L MFU Vermi-Composting * * *
M Large Scale Vermi-Composting * * —_
N Drop Off Depots * * —_
O Other

v Promotion/Regulations

A Promotiorn/Education Program ** * * * ok x
B Material Bans — Curbside Collection x ok *Ex * k%
C  Material Bans — Landfill * k% FrE * ko
D Lift Limits o % * % %
E Bag Tag Garbage Programs * x % FrEko * ok k
F  Other

T/% indicates cost efﬂciency * indicates low ** indicates mediurm *** indicates high
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3.0 Meeting With Administration & WMAC Executive

The consultant prioritization was presented to an informal joint meeting of City staff
and the WMAC executive on Tuesday, J anuary 16th, 1996. The following people
were in attendance:

City staff -

*  Tony Kuluk

*  Dwight Gibson ~
¢ Dave Ross .

e CLff Tuttle

* Bob Kalika

* Randy Parks

* John Friesen

WNMAC

» John Sinclair

> Janice Westlund

e Denis Coley

Consultants

e Alfred Von Mirbach, REIC

* John Osler, InterGroup

The consultants explained that although they had taken an initial cut at prioritization,
their role was intended to be that of facilitator, and it was therefore essential that
staff and WMAC provide as much input as possible. The consultants then
discussed how their prioritization fitted in with input from the Focus Groups, the
survey and the Community Outreach Sessions. In general, it was found that the
public largely supported a more aggressive waste minimization system, and were

prepared to do more to reduce waste provided they were given appropriate tools
(Refer to Sections 4 and 5 for more details on these public consultation initiatives).

Considerable discussion followed, not only with regards to prioritization of

initiatives, but also on other topics such as how to sell whatever preferred system,

the implications of the BFI landfill, and other fiscal considerations.

The following are the main comments or concerns raised by participants:

Prioritization

*  MPSC funding makes recycling initiatives particularly attractive

*  there has been support for backyard composting at the Works and Operations
Committee level _

*  both backyard composters options (free and subsidized) should be considered at
this time

*  salvage operations at the landfills should be expanded

*  promotion and education is essential to the success of any waste minimization
effort

* amonitoring and evaluation program is essential
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Selling the System

¢ Council tends to have a three year vision, and the System should reflect that
(e.g-timing the implementation of a user pay system immediately before an
election may not be realistic)

* is there a way of demonstrating a ground swell of public support for these
- initiatives? ' ' '
Other Comments

* political input is {6 come only through the formal Works and Operations
Committee structure

* the BFI landfill issue is making landfill even less of an issue for the City, and as
a result, the tendency of Council is to rest €ven more on the laurels of the
recycling program :

* the BFI landfill could lead to a landfil] tipping fee price war, which could
Jeopardize minimization initiatives

* aformal response to the User Pay issue raised a couple of years ago is still

outstanding
* there is a need for Council to adopt a waste reduction target so that there is a
quantifiable goal to guide the decision-making process (%
* much discussion was given to considering how regulatory issues such as o

material bans and bag tag garbage systems could be effectively implemented in
areas of the City that now- are using auto-bins &}V\dﬁ%

In light of this last point, it was realized that there should be monitoring to
determine how autobins are currently affecting diversion and disposal rates, and
that more thought must go into the potential i pact that expanding the autobin
program might have on regulatory initiatives that could become essential
components of a successful minimization system.

The conclusion of this group was that the key preferred waste minimization System
components should include:

* backyard composting (subsidized or free)

* full leaf and yard waste collection

* expanded promotion and education programs

°  multi-family curbside recycling

° acoordinator to implement reduction & reuse Initiatives

* phased-in materials bans and (possibly) a lift limit and/or b‘ag tag system

° on-going waste composition, set-out and participation studies to assist in
program evaluation, review and revision.

The group also emphasized the need for a “marketing plan” in order to get Council
to buy into the proposed system. Some of the 1ssues to be stressed include:

* potential for job creation (because more is being done with material than in a
disposal-oriented system)

* relationship to the City’s commitment to the principle of stewardship (e. g. Plan
2000)

* demonstrated public demand and support for increased diversion opportunities
* the need to build on the momentum of the existing diversion initiatives.
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4.0

tapping into the “free” labour from the public

once the integrated waste minimization system has matured, there dre potential
savings from:

* reduced waste disposal and collection costs
* implementing a bag-tag system for garbage.
¢ bi-weekly garbage collection system (e.g. Edmonton)

nother issue that was raised related to the details of financing minimization

‘ograms in the current climate of fiscal restraint. It was realized that the current
system of funding minimization programs based on landfill reserve funds was
counter-productive, in that the more successful the diversion programs are, the less
money 1s available to run them. It was also noted that the potential of a BFI landfill
taking away much of the IC&I waste would have a further negative impact on the
fundmg available for diversion programs.

WMAC Meeting

The consultant prioritization (outlined in Figure 1) was distributed and discussed
with WMAC members. The consultants then reviewed the discussion of the
Administration and WMAC Executive meeting, and provided an overview of how
the prioritization and subsequent input fitted in with public input obtained through
feedback from the first newsletter (Section 3), the Focus Group Sessions (Section
4) and the Community Outreach Sessions (Section 5).

WMAC members were in general agreement with the system as presented by the
consultant and modified at the meeting of administration and the WMA.C executive.
WMAC also supported the proposed “next steps”, which involved preparing a
detailed action plan, and presenting the action plan to four groups in mid-March: a
joint meeting of administration and the WMAC executive, WMAC, a public Open
House and a pubhc workshop. It was also agreed that a second newsletter should
go out as soon as possible to let people know about the preferred system and
encourage them to come out to the proposed open house and workshop.

Comments from WMAC members included:

« promotion and education activities appear to be absent from the chart

- there is no mention of multi-family units in the chart '

* should backyard digestors not be included as part of the system

e are there opportunities for partnerships with commercial renderers

» afood waste pilot project should be moved to high priority

s xeriscaping should specifically be mentioned

» construction and demolition waste should be mentioned

» the City needs to adopt a waste minimization target to provide a focus for the
process

The consultants addressed some of these concems directly, and agreed to take
others into account when outlining a preferred system. Some suggestions were also
made regarding the vision statement, and these were discussed, and where
consensus reached, it was agreed that changes would be made to the draft vision
staternent presented in the first newsletter.
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5.0 Conclusion

Based on the comments and discussion described above, a draft waste minimization

- system was identified and described (Section 8). This draft system was then run
through a version of the iterative planning process identified in Phase 1 of this
study, including the following steps: _
* corsultant preparation of a report describing a draft system

~* development of a newsletter which describes the preferred system (end of

February) = ‘
* presentation of the draft system to administration and the WMAC executive
(March 18)

= presentation of the draft system to WMAC (March 19) ,
* soliciting public input at an information display at the Forks Market (March 19)
¢ soliciting public input at a workshop (March 19)

Input received through these activities will be compiled and used to prepare a
revised draft waste minimization system action plan.
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Section 8
Action Plan =

1.0 Introduction

This section provides a detailed description of the key building blocks of the
preferred waste minimization system. It focuses on specific steps that will have to
be taken in order to effectively implement the System. An action plan timeline at the
end of this section summarizes these key steps.

This action plan is a first iteration, and will be subject to review and revision over
time, using the process developed in Phase 1. The key building blocks that make up
the draft waste minimization System described in this section are:

* recycling

* backyard composting

* leaf and yard waste

* other 3R initiatives

° material bans/lift limits

e garbage :

* IC&I (Industrial, Commercial and Institutional) Waste
®  system monitoring/review

This preferred system was distilled from the 3Rs Initiative Profiles outlined in
Section 6, using the process identified in Section 7. Particular emphasis was paid to
the results of the Focus Group Sessions, the Community Qutreach Sessions, the
associated survey, and feedback from the first newsletter, all of which provided
valuable feedback on initiatives for which there was substantial public support.

Any person or group responsible for implementing one or more components of the
preferred system should refer not only to the discussion in this section, but also to
the individual initiative profiles, which include references of other municipalities
that have undertaken similar initiatives.

It is important to note that for a minimization-based system to be effective, it must
be designed and implemented in an integrated manrer, and not a series of individual
add-ons to an existing disposal-oriented system. The interrelated approach:

® generates efficiencies of scale
*  ensures that system components build on each other

*  getsresidents to see “waste” as a resource to be to be used as effectively as
possible, with only true garbage going to disposal

The cumulative impact of these diversion Initiative will be significant enough to
provide substantial cost savings in the disposal components (collection/landfilling)
of the system.

In order to implement the System, it is recommended that a “carrot/stick” approach
is used. Residents are first provided with the “carrots” — tools with which to divert
or avoid waste. Once those tools are in place, the City can bring in “sticks” (e.g.
material bans and/or lift limits) that give the message that all residents are expected

to use these tools that have been provided. These regulatory initiatives are an
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essential part of an effective waste minimization system, as they improve
participation and capture rates of individual system components significantly. This
“carrot/stick” approach has been shown to be very effective in getting a wide range
of municipalities to reach or exceed 50% diversion targets.

The preferred system described in this section focuses on those initiatives where the
City of Winnipeg (referring here to the municipal level of government) should take
an active role in implementation, either directly or by actively encouraging the
public or private sector to take on a given initiative. Other activities that are more
appropriately the responsibility of the provincial or federal governments or the non-
profit or private sector are not discussed here, although may contribute to the
effectiveness of the overall system.

This draft system concentrates on those components that could or should
realistically be implemented in the short or medium term (the next three to five
years). It also responds to the waste management realities in Winnipeg, such as low
tipping fees, ample landfill capacity, increasing fiscal pressures and cold winters. It
represents a balanced mix of proven and cost-effective waste diversion tools whose
success depends on a Systems approach, an aggressive integrated promotion and
education campaign, and a backdrop regulatory environment that strongly
encourages diversion. As important to the system’s success is a need for City staff
and decision-makers to take ownership of the system and make implementation a
priority. Without this, the system will flounder, or at best slowly evolve in an
inefficient and piece-meal manner.

This sort of “low-tech” system works because it gets residents to do much of the
work and minimizes the amount of material that the municipality has to pick up and
deal. It also respects the principle of resource utilization, an essential aspect of this
planning exercise. -

It is intended that this document will be subject to continuous review and revision,
based on a program of on-going monitoring and evaluation of program
effectiveness. Such longer term initiatives will hopefully come out in subsequent
versions of this document.
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2.0 Recycling

2.1 Description -

The City of Winnipeg already has a comprehensive multi-materia] recycling
program in place, collecting a broad range of materials from single family :
residences. However, there a number of actions that can be taken now to extend the

22 Key Elements
* expand program to include all multi-family units (MFU)
* launch an aggressive promotion/education (P/E) campaign

23 Cost

*. costs for MFU collection likely to be similar or cheaper on a per tonne basis
than the current curbside contract (with efficiencies of picking up several 90
gallon roll-out carts at each Stop offsetting the extra sorting/contamination costs
and the cost of the roll-out carts) -

® anaggressive P/E recycling program is likely to cost ~ $0.50 per capita

* these costs should be eligible for 80% subsidy from the Manitoba Product
Stewardship Corporation

24 Diversion

* 47,000 Tonnes from single family homes (for a mature program with
aggressive P/E)

* 8,000 Tonnes from MFUs (for a mature program with aggressive P/E)

* " diversion should increase further as regulatory measures (bans, Lift limits, bag
tag systems) are implemented .

25 Action Plan »
*  setup meeting with City staff, Manitoba Product Stewardsh_ip Corporation

(MPSC), s Promotion and Education ad-hoc committee, I aidlaw and
any other relevant parties to discuss funding, responsibilities, goals and
products

° develop a businesg plan for extending recycling services to MEUs
*  Pprepare a tender for collection of recyclables from MFUs

* develop and distribute relevant P/E materjals

*  launch the MFU program (likely in a phased manner)

° continue to monitor program and adjust P/E program accordingly
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3.0 Backyard Cormposting

3.1 Desc_ripﬂon

The City of Winnipeg has already taken an active role in encouraging residents to
practice backyard composting through their backyard composter rebate program,

- but has a limited number of rebates to issue each year. A compost survey, carried -
out by Prairie Research Associates Inc. (PRA) in 1993 indicated that 38,500
households in Winnipeg were already composting (16% of single family homes),
three quarters of which were using a compost pile or a homemade composter.
Although this a good start, there is clearly considerable room for improvement.
Aggressive backyard composting projects in Ontario (Port Colborne, Centre &
South Hastings, Markham and Waterloo) have proven that it is possible to get up to
80% of single family homes composting.

In order to push significantly past the current 16% take-up rate, the City must
promote composting more aggressively by going door-to-door offering backyard
composters either for free or at a greatly reduced price. The City also needs to
ensure that there is an effective support network that:

* develops promotional and education Support material
° answers hot-line questions
- visits all homes that accept a composter about two months afterwards to see if
the are having any problems and provide any required assistance.

- Much of this can build on the efforts of the Recycling Council of Manitoba’s
backyard and community composting efforts. As much as possible, support
programs should be integrated with other diversion programs in a consistent “one-
window” approach.

The issue of free versus subsidized composters will need to be resolved. Clearly,
the take-up rate will be higher if the composters are free, but at a higher program
costs. The PRA study and the focus group sessions carried out in November as part
of this study both indicate that cost is not as critical as the need for information and
support. If they City commits to a bag tag program for garbage, it can likely reach
aggressive take-up rates without offering composters for free.

32 - Key Elements

* door-to-door distribution of free or subsidized (~ $20 cost to resident) backyard
composters

*  support network, including Master Composter program, hot-lines, promotion
and education (P/E) materials etc.

» follow up visits to households that accept a composter about two months after
they accept the composter

° setup pilot on-site composting projects at apartment buildings and IC&I
tablishments, using low-tech three bin compost units, with a target of 100
units in the first 3 years :

3.3 Cost

¢ adoor-to-door backyard compost distribution program of this scale would
likely cost $45 per unit, with $30 for the unit and $15 for distribution

° $50,000 for a composting coordinator staff and office -
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33 Cost (cont’d)

*  afirst year $0.25 per capita for development, production and distribution costs
for P/E materials, plus an additional $0.10 per capita per year in subsequent
years | . |

°  §5 per distributed composter for follow-up visits to households accepting
composters

* if composters were sold for $20, approximately 50,000 additional composters
would be distributed (50% take-up rate)

* if composters were made available for free, approximately 75,000 additional
composters would be distributed (65% take-up rate)

* lominimize costs in any given year, it may be necessary to phase-in the
compost distribution over a number of year ‘

*  cost for large three bin compost units for apartments are in the $200 to $400
range _

3.4 Diversion

* 150 kg per composter per year (adjusted downward to account for Winnipeg’s
_cold climate) .

*  diversion rate will increase as regulatory measures (e.g. leaf and yard waste’
ban, lift limits, user pay) are put in place

3.5 Action Plan

¢ meet with Recycling Council of Manitoba (RCM) to discuss existing and future
roles with respect to promoting backyard composting

° identify appropriate staff people to (using existing, reassigned or new staff) to
develop a detailed plan of action

*  The detailed action plan should cover the following:
* tendering for supply of composters
* arranging or tendering for distribution of backyard composters

* training and support for a team to provide follow-up visits and on-going
support (e.g. MasterComposters, Compost Doctors or Block Leaders)

° development, production and distribution of required
promotional/educational material

* monitoring take-up, problems calls and changes in garbage set-outs and
tonnage to determine success of the program

= other logistical and timing considerations (e.g. phase-in, timing of launch,
provision of larger composters or kitchen buckets, etc.)

° implement the program (perhaps using a phased-in approach)
* initiate pilot projects for composting at multi-family units
*  monitor program effectiveness, and adjust program accordingly

A Waste Minimization Strategy for-Winnipeg . 8-86
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4.0 Ledaf ond‘Yord Waste

4] Déscripﬂon

The City’s Leaf It With Us program has been in place for a number of years. This
program includes curbside collection from 66,900 households, a series of 10

- depots for receiving leaves from other households, and a windrow composting site
at the Brady landfill. The curbside program currently diverts approximately 1,430
tonnes per year, with the depot program diverting another 516 tonnes.

Clearly, capture rates from curbside areas are much higher than from depot areas.
Accordingly it is suggested that the City expand curbside collection to the entire
City, and include some level of spring and summer yard waste pickup as well as
fall leaf pickup. Once this program is in place, the City can ban leaf and yard waste
from the garbage stream, which should result in further reductions in garbage
tonnages.

42 Key Elements

* curbside collection of yard waste to the entire city

* 2 yard waste pickups in spring

* 2 yard waste pickups in summer

* 3 Jeaf pickups in fall '

* ban on grass clippings .

* ban on leaf and yard waste (from regular garbage collection)

* expanding the existing composting site to deal with increased tonnage

*  pilot projects to compost IC&I food waste at the leaf and yard waste
composting site

*  setting up of transfer sites to minimize haul costs
* promotion and education campaign to promote the program and alternatives

43 Cost
* collection costs are typically $30 to $45 per tonne
* processing costs are typically $30 to $40 per tonne

* there is potential for some revenue from the finished product ($0 to $10 per
tonne)

44 Diversion

* yard waste is estimated to make up approximately 20% of the City’s residential
waste, or some 48,000 tonnes

* afull leaf and yard waste program, combined with the backyard composting
program and bans should result in approximately 80% reduction/diversion of
this waste, or 38,000 tonnes .

_ A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg ' 87
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44 Diversion (cont’d) .
*  this 38,000 tonnes of leaf and yard waste breaks down as follows:

* 4,000 tonnes diverted through backyard composters (50 kg/composter,
80,000 hh) '

* 7,000 tonnes diverted through leaf and yard waste collection program (40
kg/hh, 170,000 hh) ' ‘

* 27,000 tonnes diverted through grasscycling and homemade compost piles

45 Action Plan
City to develop a detailed implementation plan:

* determine whether collection and/or processing should be run by the public
or private sector

*  determine how compost is to be used (screened and sold, used by parks
L . staff, made available to residents)

* determine collection details:
* collection frequency
* acceptable materials

* how material is to be set out (containers or paper bags are
recommended)

*  obtain necessary approvals from Committee/Council

*  arrange for expansion/improvement of existing compost site to handle additional
tonnage

* arrange for transfer stations
* arrange for expanded collection program
° develop promotional/educational materials

* launch expanded program
* if required, provide depots to service residents between collections
* lmpose appropriate phased-in material bans (grasscycling first, then leaf and
yard waste once alternatives are fully in place)
* Investigate possibility of handling IC&I organic waste at compost site on a
tipping fee basis
A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg . R 8-8
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5.0  Other 3R Initiatives ' T
&1 Description
There are a wide range of other 3R initiatives, in particular ones focusing on
reduction and reuse, that should be implemented or actively promoted by the City in
order to provide as many minimization and diversion opportunities to residents as .
possible. In order to accomplish this, it is recommended the City have a full time
person to coordinate and/or implement a variety of reduction and reuse activities
ranging from encouraging reuse centres and landfill salvage operations, to
preparing household guides on reduction and reuse, to holding community-wide
reuse events. o
The Reduction/Reuse coordinator should evaluate a range of possible reduction and
reuse programs (including those reduction and reuse initiatives listed in Section 6),
develop a prioritized list of the most appropriate ones, and determine how best o
implement the initiatives. In many case, it may be cost-effective and appropriate to
partner with another program, group or business.
52 Key Elements
¢ identify appropriate staff (one full time position) to work specifically on
reduction and reuse initiatives
* provide a budget for recommend initiatives
* key activities would likely include:

* reviewing the range of other options and selecting the most appropriate and
feasible ones for the City to implement themselves or in partnership with
another group

* coordinating an integrated promotion and education (P/E) campaign with
staff responsible for other waste management Initiatives

* developing a booklet and/or calendar that promotes reduction, reuse,
recycling and composting opportunities in the City

* stimulating the development of reuse centres and landfill salvage activities

¢ setting up City-sponsored reuse days (e.g. curbside salvage, community
yard sales )

* aggressively promoting waste exchanges and household hazardous waste
reuse programs :

83 Cost

* one full time staff person (possibly reassigned from another area)-

¢ ~$40,000 in other operating costs to fund individual initiatives

*- an additional $0.25 per capita per year for P/E (Note: P/E budgets have been
separated out in this analysis, but implementation should be done in an '

integrated manner by pooling the recycling, composting and reduction/reuse P/E

budgets)

* possibly some seed money to assist other groups in developing complementary
diversion programs
A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg 8-9
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54 Diversion
« areasonable target for reduction/reuse activities would be 1% of residential
waste stream

 promotion and education activities could increase capture rate of recycling and
composting programs by as much as 5%

55 Action Plan
= City to create a Reduction/Reuse Coordinator position

coordinator implements appropriate initiatives as time and budget permit, or
works with other groups to facilitate programs or activities

= continuous monitoring and evaluation of programs

A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg . 8-10 ,
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6.0 Material Bans/Lift Limifs

6.1 Description ' _

Once waste diversion opportunities have been provided to residents and a
promotion and education program is in place to let them know about the
alternatives, the City should consider implementing regulatory meastres to support
these initiatives. These regulatory initiatives make it clear that the City expects all
residents to actively participate in this new minimization-based system.

A range of regulatory initiatives can be considered, including material bans, lift
limits and bag tag programs. These are normally implemented in a phased-in
manner, accompanied by an extensive promotion and education campaign to let
residents know what the regulatory measure is and why it is being implemented.
Although there is often some initial opposition to such Imeasures, experience
elsewhere has shown that opposition to be limited and short-lived, at least in cases
where alternatives were in place and the regulation was properly explained.

It should be noted that the City conducted an extensive public consultation program
on User Pay two years ago, and received mixed results. One of the main concerns
was that the City had not provided residents with alternatives. Once alternatives
have been made available, it would be appropriate to re-open these discussions.

62 Key Elements
* material bans on recyclables, grass clippings, leaf and yard waste, wood wast %

and or drywall off-cuts

* decreasing lift limits on number of lifts (containers or bags) that can be set out /
for garbage collection. Note: in autocart areas, lift limits could involve reducin,
the size of containers, reducing the frequency of collection or increasing the '1351
number of homes sharing a container. (

* bag tag programs, where residents purchase tags (perhaps with a certain

number provided free), and only tagged bags are picked up. Note: in autocart ,
areas, garbage vehicle operators or other staff would scan the autocarts (perha, /
on a spot check basis) to make sure that all bags in the container are tagged. &

° anongoing promotion and education campaign to explain the program and let
residents know how their waste minimization efforts are helping to reduce costs

°  as autocarts complicate lift limits, bans and bag tag systems, it is essential that
the City conduct a thorough analysis of the implications of autocart systems on
such measures before expanding the system

63 Cost

* an additional half-time position in bylaw enforcement (unless it is felt the
additional workload can be handled by existing or re-deployed staff) -

* nominal administration costs _

¢ cost of bag tags and associated administration and promotion is ~$0.05 per tag

* inthe case of bag tag programs, there is potential for substantial reductions to
the municipal tax burden, as all waste management costs could be covered by
the bag tag revenues

A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg ) 8-11
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64 Diversion
» diversion from recycling bans is normally nominal

« diversion from grass clipping and leaf and yard waste bans can be substantial
(up to 10% of the waste stream), as many residents find that they can easily
divert much of this waste through lc:,f,ras,scychncr (leavmg chppmgs on the lawn)
and composting piles for leaves

» wood waste and drywall bans (assuming alternatives are in place) could also
divert several thousand tonnes of waste annually

« typically, waste to landfill is reduced 33% to 50% after a bag tag program is
implemented, depending on the type of bag tag system implemented and nature
of alternatives available to residents

65 Action Plan -
« Material Bans
- ensure alternatives are in place
= meet with collection contractors
» revise landfill operations (if necessary)
»  prepare appropriate revisions to the bylaw
» _develop appropriate promotion and education materials
-+ enforce bans -
o Lift Limits

¢ decide on appropriate starting point (e.g. 3 bags per week) and decrease the
limit in subsequent years (Note: anything more than 2 bags will have little
effect, but may act as the “foot in the door’ for subsequent lower lift limits)

e meet with collection contractors

=  prepare appropriate revisions to the bylaw
e User Pay (Bag Tag)

s review various user pay options

» hold public meetings

» meet with collection contractors

e design program

= develop promotion and education materials

» launch programs

A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg 8-12
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/.0 Garbage

7.1 Descripﬂon

v The various diversion activities outlined previously have the potential to divert or
reduce in excess of 50% of the residential waste stream. However, there is still a
significant amount of garbage to be collected and disposedof. -

To support the proposed minimization-based System, it is essential that thought be
given to how waste is-collected and disposed of. Some of these issues have been

72 Key Elements

* ensure that new garbage collection contracts reflect savings from tonnage
reductions and encourage further diversion (i.e. savings are realized as the
amount collected decreases)

* Investigate potential cost savings in landfill operation from reduced tonnage and
different composition of waste

. °  €xamine possible savings from bi-weekly garbage collection (at least for
September through to J une) once diversion programs are in place and garbage
set-outs are reduced

*  review the impact of autocarts on diversion rates and regulatory measures (lift
limits, bans and bag tag systems) prior to any further expansions of the autocart
System

* Investigate potential for processing of residual material at the landfill site to
generate further diversion

73 Cost -

* varies considerably, depending on the level of service (autocart vs curbside) and
whether the private or public sector is providing the service.

*  collection costs in the recent tenders were much lower than in previous years,
likely because contractors took into account the impact of the impending
curbside recycling program

* with expanded diversion programs, future contracts should see further
reductions (perhaps 5% to 10%)

° aswitch at some point in the future to bi-weekly garbage collection should
generate substantial additional savings (perhaps 10% to 25%)

*  some reduction of landfill operation costs should also be realized

74 Diversion

° moving to a bi-weekly waste collection service would likely increase diversion
rates slightly

A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg : 8-13 .
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7.5 Action Plan-

-

\,%w’"\ >

implement a detailed momtonncr procrams to evaluate garbacre habits of autocart
and curbside areas

review autocart program based on monitoring studies

meet with existing garbage contractors to review any cost reductjon
opportunities between now and the end of the contracts based on the increasing
diversion rates

write future garbage colletion tenders such that costs decrease as tonnage
collected decreases

build in a bi-weekly collection option (perhaps for nine months of the year) in
the next round of garbage collection tenders so that council can evaluate the
potential savings

review potential for landfill operations cost reductions from significantly
decreased tonnages

investigate emerging residual processing technologies, such as incineration or
windrow composting of garbage to reclaim organic material and reduce

“moisture content (Note: given Winnipeg’s low landfill tipping fee and excess

capacity, this is unlikely to be financially viable in the near future)

A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg } . 8-14
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8.0 IC&I (Industrial, Commercial and Institutional) Waste

8.1 Descrip"rion

a cost-recover basis.

82 Key Elements

* anIC&J coordinator to set up a local waste exchange (linked to the Manitoba
Waste Exchange) or provide funding to the Manitoba Waste Exchange to take a
more aggressive role in matchin & generators and users of specific “waste”
products within Winnipeg

° provide waste audits to local businesses, or, at a minimum, let loca] businesses
know who provides this service

* provide on-going support to the IC&I sector (e.g. hot-line, P/E programs, etc.)

* - ensure that residential diversion or minimization programs are made available to
the IC&IT sector (where appropriate)

* encourage and/or support new businesses that service the IC&T sector (e.g.
construction and demolition salvage]businesses)

* landfill bans will play a major role

83 Cost
° one staff person with a support budget of ~$20,000
*  some services could be provided on a cost recovery basis

84 Diversion

*  support from the City could help the IC&I sector to reduce their waste by 50%
Or more

85  Action Plan
*  hire staff to launch programs as appropriate
* determine which services could be provided on a cost-recovery basis

* evaluate feasibility of extending residential services, such as curbside recycling
and backyard composters, to the IC&] sector

A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg 8-15
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9.0 System Monitoring/Review
9.1 Description

An essential component of this waste minimization planning process is to come up

with a “living” document to guide a continuously evolving and improving system.

This means that the document, and the waste management system itself, needs to be

continuously monitored to determine what 1s actually happening to waste, what

parts of the system are working well and which are not performing up to

€Xpectations, using the process developed in Phase 1 of this study. This enables the

City to refine or revise the System so that it moves towards the waste minimization

vision and achieves waste minimization targets.

92 Key Elements ‘ )

* obtain staff and funding to carry out on on-going monitoring programs

®  camy out waste composition studies, bag count studies and bag weight studies
On an ongoing basis in different parts of the City (downtown core, suburbs,
single family area, apartments, autocart area, and curbside areas)

*  studies should be carried out both in spring and fall for at least three consecutive
years, starting as soon as possible in order to have before and after data

® setup a mechanism for reviewing and revising the waste minimization action
plan in light of the data from the monitoring program (preferably annually) and
any new ideas that have arisen

93 Cost \

* 3 part time staff people

*  $30,000 for start-up costs (developing a protocol, tracking system, training
etc.)

°  $10,000 annually for operating costs

9.4 Diversion h

* by helping to target P/E efforts and system revisions and €Xpansions, systemn
monitoring helps to Improve diversion rates

95 Action Plan

* allocate resources

*  establish monitoring protocol

*  train staff

* Initiate spring and fall studies

° TIeview waste minimization plan annually
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At |

1 0.0ﬁAn Integrated System - ]

The schematic on the following page depicts the proposed waste miminizatio
system, including highlights of the key components identified in Chapters 2.0 to
. 9.0. Estimates of the diversion potential for the various components are included, -
although these estimates must be qualified by the fact that there is 10 accurate waste
composition data for Manitoba, and the impact of autobins on regulatory initiatives
*-is unclear. ' '

Assuming all components are implemented as an Integrated systems, including the
regulatory initiatives such as material bans and a user pay garbage system, the City
of Winnipeg should be able to reach or exceed a 50% waste diversion target for
residential waste. The diversion rate for IC&I waste will depend largely on local
and national industry initiatives.
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| - Section 9
Newsletter 2: Draft System Plan

As part of the public consultation process developed in Phase I, a series of newsletters
were to.be produced to inform the broader public and interested groups on progress with -
the waste minimization strategy plan.

The first newsletter was produced following the Vision Workshop in September of 1995 to
provide the public with information about WMAC's activities and seek comments on the

- draft vision that had been developed out of the Vision Workshop. In addition to this,
WMAC sought comments on a sample of evaluation criteria that could be considered in
assessing various program options.

The second newsletter was produced following the development of a draft system plan
based on the selected waste minimization components, and focused on giving the public a
graphic representation of the various components of the draft waste minimization Strategy.
The newsletter described the process to date for implementing the waste minimization
system and invited readers to visit an information display at the Forks Market and
participate in 2 workshop at the Manitoba Children’s Museum, both on March 19th, 1996.
A copy of the second newsletter follows.

The newsletter was mailed directly to éach participant in the previous Workshops, key City
staff and relevant stakeholders from the public and private sector that had been identified in
Phase I. A separate newsletter was sent to civic councillors explaining the planning process
and presenting the draft system plan.

In total, more than 300 newsletters were either mailed directly to stakeholders or circulated .

through to public groups.

A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg 9-1
Section 9 — Newsletter 2 April 12, 1996



‘pareidasdde oq prinom 1nduy 1nok pue ‘UOISiADL puB
MIIAL 13Uy 0] 193[qNs S JUBWIDILIS UOISIA SIYT,

"21qUUIDISNS PUY 3]q1xalf
GuaroLffo s1 1017 WaisAs 2041059.4/215VM D YIIM

€10 2117 fo af1 1008
PUuv 21101093 IVIUIWU0L141US J1Y] SIIUDYUI
D11 394110534 D SD 2]SUM [DUPISIL SIDALY 1DY] o

fUDa.ags 29.411055.4/21SVM 311 10f Kip1q
~1510dsa.4 3yv] SaSSIUISNG PUD SIUIPISIL ISOYM o

(Mmoo v suoisiaua £§a1v43s
:S_ENE:SE a1som S, adiuuig fo 1) a1y

"PIAL9031 Jndul uo paseq JUIWIIE)S UOISIA
© J€ )10 PUODIS B ST 2} "JUIWIAIV)S UOISIA JuIp
E UO SJUSWIWI0D 10J PIYST 19)]9]smau snotaaid oy,

Uiyl nok jeym mouy| sn j9)

01 Aejds1p uonewlojul pue doysyiom € 03 10 SWOD
01 no£ sayAul pue ‘waysAs pausjald e sauijino
191J3[Smau SIY ], ‘uoneljnsuod arjqnd pue s1sk[eue
2129591 9AISUDIX3 UO PIstq ‘WiSAS uoneziwiuiw
9)sem JJeIp B yiim dn owood sey DYIAM ‘Sieak

J0 91dnoo 1sud ay) J9A0 10M pley Yonuw Ja)y

‘suoljelad( pue $y10p U0 29w §, A7) 9y)
0} 201ApE pue ouepingd sapiactd pue ‘sansst ajsem
UO UOIIBIIUNWIWOD $131S0J JBY] 29O §,UIZIND

e (DVIAM) 2911WW0Y) AIOSIAPY UOIEZIWIUIA]

QISBAN 9Y) WOLJ I9119[SMIU PUOIIS Y] SI SIY],

uoyINPOLUJ

‘anuaAy 98e110d £87-409

7$90-T¥6 (407)
¢gz dey ‘Badiuuipy | 4o

3

sjuej[nsuoy) dnoinyiejug

PLES-YLY ($0T) Suoyq
TNT LeY ‘Sadiuuipg
BQOJIUBIAL JO AjisIealuny  2BJUOD
MIISUT $90IN0SY [eanjeN  ‘LoIjeULIOfUI
191SO uyor  DYM 2ieyD 1e[oUlS uyol  JOW 104

@  washg palsjald uo ejdsig vojewso)u) pue doysyIop

wajsds jo uojinjona pue Buproyuow fujplug e
uojjejuatapdiy] »
da)jlwwoy suofjeladg pue syiop o} uojjejuasald e

walsAg paiisjald Joj ueld uojjae ue jo juatidojaraq e

tud 7 07 wd ggip woif
Avydsip noywiofui sy aas awoy

PDOY 1YLV SHA0 S
WNasnpy SuaLppy) vqouuUDY
‘Utooy uvwsuryy

wd gg:g 03 wd gg:y doysyioif g

YIGT YoV Avpsany,

mdui anof Jupm 3
Jwapsds paiafoad a1y 1moqu
a40ul mouy 03 juvst nod o

ipaAjoAu] 390

imEnﬁ

pasiaal pue pajuasaid wayskg uopeziwully aisepm yeid o

sajaa| buyoe)jos uebag weilioig diyspiemals janposd BQOIUBYY e

18}19|SMaU puosag «

p8majAal sjuauodwog uojjeZjWiulA 01SEM [BIUBIOd o
paseajal 1a)ja|SmaN JSijd o

piay sdoysyiopm Bujuojsip uojezjwugiy a1Sepm o
wealjs-uo sawos wesfosd Gujakasy apsqing
paansddy ssasold Bujuue]d spauay «

$58301d BujuuR|d WOREZIUUIN 3]SEA UO YoM ueliag e
paysi{qeiss aal{wwog AOS|ARY LOEZIWL|W SISEM o

waysAs panoiddy jo uonjejuswajduwy 03 :\soE::mu

wa_::_\s U




Expand the current curbside system to include all apariments
Promotion and education to improve participation and capture rales

=
(9]
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: i Set up a compost team to offer subsidized or free compaosters
Backyard Composting 12.000 door-to-door
Provide follow-up and support to residents

) Expand the existing “Leaf It With Us” Program to include 52 %
Leaf & Yard Waste Collection 12,000 | allresidents (129,000 fonnes)

Promote grasscycling

Components

Extensive promotion and education program
Promote community yard sales, reuse centres, landfill salvage etc.

Other 3R Initiatives 5,000

IVErsion

D

Phase-in a han of recyclables, leaf and yard waste and other

terial Bans/Lift Limi materials from garhage once diversion alternatives are in place
Material Bans/Lift Limits 45,000 Gonsider lift limits and/or a bag tag system :
Gonsider hi-weekly garbage collection

Garbage/Disposal 120,000

Maintain mix of curbside and auto bin for remaining waste 48 %
(120,000 tonnes)

h@v‘ Is this the waste minimization system you want

for Winnipeg? Come out to the workshop and
information display on March 19th to learn more, and tell
us what you think our system should have.

at initiatives
. seclor are made
basis) to the' IC&I sector.

_ o A WASTE MINIMIZATION APV ORY COMMITTEE NEWSLETTER ST




Section 10
SyﬂenwReﬁnenmyﬁ\NomexaRepoﬁ

> | 1.0 Introduction
D The draft waste minimization system developed in J anuary and February was
L reviewed and revised using an iterative process, as developed in Phase 1 of thig
= study. There were four main “workshops”, starting with a meeting with City
Q) administration and WMAC executive op March 18th. The following day, March
m 19th, the draft system was discussed at the WMAC meeting, and a public
_ information display and workshop were held at the Forks. Each of these activities is
E discussed below. . '
jab) 2.0 Meeting With Administration & WMAC Executive
ﬁ. The draft waste minimization Strategy was presented to an informal joint meeting of
(D . City staff and the WMAC executive on Monday, March 18th, 1996. The following
j people were in attendance:
Z , City staff
— g *  Tony Kuluk
- *  Dwight Gibson
— ¢ CIiff Tuttle
*  Barry McBride
*  Bob Kalika
e Dave Ross
* John Friesen
WMAC
* John Sinclair
*  Denis Coley
Consultants
* Alfred Von Mirbach, REIC
There was general support for the draft system, with a few suggested
modifications. The area where most discussion and concern took place centered
around the financial implications of the System, particularly in light of the potential
loss of considerable-landfill tipping fee revenues as a resuit of the opening of the
BFI landfill. Other general comments were also raised. Key concerns and
comments are noted below.
Financial Implications
* Currently, diversion programs are funded through tipping fee revenues. This is
counter-productive, since the more successful the City is at diversion, the less
money they have to fund diversion programs. There is a real need to Separate
diversion program funding from tipping fee revenue if there is to be any hope of
proceeding with the proposed minimization System. Various options, from
- setting up a waste utility system to having all waste costs come out of general
revenue, need to be evaluated.
- A Waste Minimization Strategy for Winnipeg 10-1
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Vision Statement :

«  should be made more succinct, and not deal with “methodology”
¢ the phrase “treats residual waste as a resource” was objected to

* why was the term “stewardship” not included

* should mention avoidance/reduction as the first priority

* John Sinclair asked that WMAC to come to closure on the vision Statement at
their April meeting

Draft System

* strong support for a dedicated reduction/reuse coordinator

it appeared that as a result of an oversight by the consultants, councillors and
-+ WMAC member appear not to have been sent the newsletter, and therefore an
Invitation to the workshop

e the issue of a “draft” versus “final” report was raised, and it was decided to
refer to the binder the consultant prints in April as a “Working Document” to
emphasis the living nature of the report

Autobins ‘ 6&&

*  City staff indicated that they are expanding the program over the next five years « v
to all back lane areas because it saves money oo

* members questioned if the 45,000 T of diversion under material bans and 1ift
limits would be reached if City expands the auto-bin program significantly <A

*  City staff agreed to put stickers on inside of autobins saying what materials
should not go in the bin (e.g. recyclables, hazardous waste)

4.0 | Information Display

It was recognized when planning public consultation exercises for this study that
traditional open houses would be of limited value, as only a select and interested
group comes out, and it was more important to gather input from the “general”
public. Hence, the consultation program relied on a combination of community
outreach sessions, focus group sessions and workshops. However, it was decided
to hold an information display at the Forks Market in the afternoon immediately
before the second public workshop to see what interest could be solicited from
passing pedestrian traffic.

The display consisted of a table with large panels describing the draft system and
WMAC’s role and draft vision statement, as well as information on City waste
diversion programs. A survey was also developed to solicit feedback from
interested individuals. A combination of City employees, WMAC members and the
consulting team staffed the display from 11:00 am to 6:30 pm on March 19th.

The result was disappointing, with only a few people stopping to ask questions,
and only one survey filled out. It was assumed that this poor response was due a
combination of it being a slow time of the week for pass-through traffic at the
Forks, and shortcomings in the display.
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Breékout 1

* required considerable clarification regarding what was included in the various
Initiatives, but quite supportive once clarification was provided

* need for a team approach to promotion and education activities
* won’t get additional staff in today’s climate

* need to tackle grass clippings head-on A

*  why are household hazardous waste programs not included?

*  provide unit (e.g. balcony composters and/or vermicomposters) and building
(e.g. large three-bin units) options for apartment dwellers

* leaves are in demand in some areas for municipal septic fields
+  will BFI landfill jeopardize diversion initiatives?
° Isit possible to charge per person, not per household?

Breakout 2

*  waste minimization strategy must recognize Winnipeg realities — no landfill
crisis, severe financial constraints on local government :

* role of household hazardous wastes

° focus on what is in the remaining 129,000 T — maybe autobins can be
— - - -creatively used to divert some of this waste

° IC&I sector needs to be provided with more support and encouragement
* review bylaws in order to require reduction at new building sites
* levy on waste to landfill might help
* need to look at local economic development options
¢ landfill salvage programs are important
*+ need to generate buy-in )
¢ possible workshop with councillors
* “state-of-the-art” sales pitch

Other general comments

¢ itis not a question of how much waste is being diverted, rather how much of a
.given resource is being wasted or recovered

* give the waste stream a resource “face” (e.g. not paper but trees)
° need a focus on avoidance of waste
¢ need to quantify what is currently happening
* need to specify the waste composition graphically
* critical to show cost of components of the strategy A
It was generally agreed by the group that the proposed strategy did not have any
- serious flaws necessitating a basic reworking. The proposed components and
- implementation sequence were appropriate and should be maintained in the final

version of the strategy. Fine tuning could be done to incorporate some of the
comrments received.
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