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IMPORTANT NOTICE
This report was prepared exclusively for the Western Regional Service Board (WRSB) by the
Multi-Materials Stewardship Board (MMSB). The quality of information, conclusions and
estimates contained herein is consistent with the level of effort involved in MMSB’s services
and based on i) information available at the time of preparation, ii) data supplied by outside
sources and iii) the assumptions, conditions and qualifications set forth in this report. This report
is intended to be used by the WRSB only, subject to the terms and conditions of its agreement
with MMSB. Any other use of, or reliance on, this report by any third party is at that party’s sole
risk.
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Definitions
▪

Capture Rate – The percentage of recyclable materials that are captured in the recycling
stream. Capture rate measures the effectiveness of a recycling program. Achieving a
capture rate of 100% requires that all recyclables be placed in the recycling stream and
that the waste stream consist solely of non-recyclable materials. To calculate the
capture rate of recyclable paper, add the weight of paper recycled and the weight of
paper disposed to determine total paper generation. Then divide the weight of paper
recycled into the total paper generated. *When calculating capture rate, an audit is
required as the amount of recyclable material remaining in the clear bag must be known

▪

Contamination – Material placed in the incorrect bag (i.e. recyclable materials in the
clear bag or garbage in the blue bag)

▪

Deposit Bearing Beverage Containers – Deposit bearing containers that can be returned
to a green depot for recycling and a consumer refund (includes PET, HDPE, steel/tin,
aluminum, glass, tetra, gable and ‘other’ beverage containers)

▪

Diversion Opportunity – Diversion opportunity is the percentage of the waste stream
that could be recycled if participation and user efficiency are maximized (in other words,
if the capture rate is at 100%). To calculate diversion opportunity, divide the weight of
recyclable materials into the total weight of waste generated. *When calculating
diversion opportunity, an audit is required as the amount of recyclable material
remaining in the clear bag must be known

▪

Diversion Rate – Diversion rate shows how much of the generated waste stream is being
diverted from the landfill. To calculate diversion rate, divide the weight of material
recycled into the total weight of waste generated. *Diversion rate can be calculated
using scale data alone

▪

Garbage – Non-recyclable items (includes items such as plastic bags, saran wrap,
polystyrene, non-beverage glass, and non-rigid packaging)

▪

Hazardous Waste – Waste that requires special management and should not be placed
at the curbside (includes batteries, compact florescent light bulbs, oils, aerosols, paints
and solvents)

▪

Waste Transfer Station (WTS) –Facilities where waste is consolidated for transfer to a
regional waste management facility for further recycling, composting or landfill disposal

▪

Metric Tonne (MT) – A metric unit of mass equal to 1,000 kilograms or 2,204.62 pounds

▪

Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) – A facility that receives, separates and prepares
recyclable materials for shipment to markets. For purposes of this report, the MRF
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refers to the facility owned by Scotia Recycling Limited in Corner Brook who is on
contract to WRSB
▪

Non-Deposit Bearing Containers – Non-deposit bearing containers that can be recycled
in select regions in Newfoundland (including metal and rigid plastic containers marked
1-3 and 5-7 - includes PET, HDPE, steel/tin, aluminum, tetra, gable and other nonbeverage containers)

▪

Recyclable Containers – Both deposit bearing containers (excluding glass) and nondeposit bearing containers that can be recycled via curbside programs in select regions
in Newfoundland

▪

Recyclable Paper – All paper fibre that can be recycled via curbside programs in select
regions in Newfoundland (includes corrugated cardboard, newsprint, office paper,
glossy paper, colored paper, boxboard and molded pulp). It does not include fibre that
is greasy or soiled such as take-out boxes

▪

Tipping fee - A fee paid to recycle or dispose of waste at a waste management facility.
Usually, this fee is based on the weight of the waste per Metric Tonne and supports the
operating costs of a landfill or waste facility

▪

User Efficiency – A function of how well a household does with placing waste materials
in the correct bag (e.g. non-recyclable plastic bags in the garbage bag or recyclable
plastic containers in the recycling bag). A household can be considered a participant in
the curbside recycling program, but might only do so 60% of the time or may only put
60% of recyclable materials in the blue bag
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Executive Summary
Western Regional Waste Management (WRWM) is responsible for the development and
implementation of a waste management strategy in Western Newfoundland. All waste disposal
in the region is managed by WRWM and there are six newly constructed Waste Transfer Stations
(WTS) in in the region operated by WRWM. Between July and October 2018, a mandatory
curbside recycling program called ‘Sort-It Western’ was introduced to residents. The program
requires all residents to place garbage
within clear bags and recyclable materials
within blue bags.

WRWM 2019 Audit Highlights

In order to establish baselines to monitor
performance and gauge the effectiveness of
the curbside residential recycling program,
WRWM partnered with the Multi-Materials
Stewardship Board (MMSB) and conducted
an audit of curbside material in February of
2019.

▪

19% curbside waste diversion
rate

▪

24% curbside diversion
opportunity

2017
Audit Highlights
▪CNWM
5% more
diversion
to be
-achieved
14.22%
curbside
at the curb waste
via diversion
rate (up program
1.6% from last year)
mandatory
- 21% curbside diversion opportunity
- 7%
more diversion
to be achieved at
▪ 78%
capture
rate of recyclable
the curb via mandatory recycling
materials
program
- 67% capture rate of recyclable
materials (up 3% from last year)

A combined weight of 2,538.25 lbs. of
waste originating from 100 households was
examined. The intent was to document
capture rates of recyclable materials in a
manner which was comparable to existing
audits performed in the Central and Eastern
regions. To assess this, waste generation
and diversion practices were analysed by
route and for the region.

The composition of the waste found during
the audit showed that just over 22% of recyclable paper and containers generated are being
placed in clear bags and landfilled by residents in the region; equating to a 78% capture rate of
recyclable materials. If residents placed 100% of curbside recyclable materials in blue bags, it
could increase overall diversion of curbside waste from 19% to 24%.
Residents in Western Newfoundland are placing 78% of curbside recyclable materials
generated in blue bags; equating to the highest capture rate seen in a curbside recycling
program in the province to date. While WRWM should communicate and celebrate this success,
there are a number of recommendations to continue to build on the Sort-It Western program
and increase the amount of material that is diverted instead of landfilled, including increasing
education and enforcement, setting targets for future years and increasing awareness of
hazardous waste disposal.
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1.0 Introduction
Under the direction of the Western Regional Service Board (WRSB), WRWM is responsible for the
development and implementation of a solid waste management plan that will provide integrated
sustainable waste management services to all residents and businesses in the Western region of
Newfoundland. The region is comprised of 75,158 people in approximately 35,000 households in
82 communities.

All waste disposal in the region is managed by WRWM but waste collection is done by municipalities
and communities. There are six WTSs in Western Newfoundland operated by WRWM. Waste streams
such as construction, renovation and demolition; bulk; metals; household hazardous waste (HHW);
paint; program tires and electronics can be dropped off at any of the WTS sites. WRWM contracted
out processing of recyclable paper and containers to a private company with a MRF in Corner Brook.
The region has a mandatory recycling program for residents which was established to support the
50% waste diversion target outlined in the Provincial Waste Management Strategy.
The mandatory separation of recyclables and waste referred to as the Sort-It Western program began
for single unit households in the region on July 1, 2018. Under the mandatory recycling program,
both clear and blue bags are collected weekly from most households in the region while some
communities offer a bi-weekly collection service to save on transportation costs. Mirroring the
mandatory recycling program in Central NL, both paper and recyclable containers are accepted in
the same blue bag. The mandatory program does not yet include the industrial, commercial and
institutional (ICI) sector or multi-unit dwellings. These will be included in later stages of the Sort-It
Western program to be implemented in 2019.
Curbside waste and recycling collected from communities is brought to the six WTSs. At the transfer
stations, all waste and recycling are weighed and charged a fee of $164 per Metric Tonne (MT). After
being weighed, waste and recycling is offloaded onto a tipping floor contained inside the WTS. From
the tipping floor, waste is loaded into trailers for transportation to the regional waste management
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facility at Norris Arm in Central Newfoundland and recycling is loaded for transportation to the MRF
in Corner Brook.
To efficiently manage a waste diversion program, it is imperative to continuously measure
performance. As such, embarking on a program of regular waste audits will provide WRWM with
information on the success of its mandatory recycling program, while also identifying areas where
improvements can be made. To assess the success of its mandatory recycling program, WRWM
engaged MMSB to conduct a waste audit of the curbside residential stream.
With experience in conducting both residential and commercial waste audits, MMSB intends to
provide WRWM with detailed information on the status of their curbside recycling program, with
hopes of directing future policy, education and enforcement efforts and expanding public knowledge
of the program. This is the first audit of curbside waste for the region. The scope of this study includes
regularly generated household waste placed at the curbside and collected weekly.
The following sections of this report detail the findings of the first audit performed in February 2019
and provides a comparative analysis between waste diversion practices in the Western and Central
regions of NL.
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2.0 Methodology
Clear and blue bags were collected from 100 homes in five different communities in WRWM’s
service area. Two routes of 10 homes were collected from each of the communities. The selected
routes were a mixture of newer homes with younger families and older homes with smaller families.
A sample size of 100 households was selected to achieve a 10% confidence interval for the audit.
Bags were collected from the first 10 houses with waste at the curb on each of the two routes.
Once the waste from a community was collected, it was brought back to the audit site at Wild Cove
WTS. On site, bags were grouped and audited by community.

For this audit, clear and blue bags were assessed separately for contamination (materials placed
in the wrong bag).
All clear bags were weighed and contamination in them removed and separated into three major
categories and 24 sub-categories. The major categories of contamination in clear bags were:
1) Recyclable Containers
2) Recyclable Paper
3) Hazardous Materials
The contaminants were sorted according to subcategory. Once all the clear bags for an individual
route were examined, the weight of contaminants in each subcategory was subtracted from the
weight of the entire bag and results recorded in a spreadsheet.
For all blue bags, contaminants were removed and sorted into 17 different categories, meant to
detail the origins of contamination. Each category was documented by weight and by number of
items.
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2.1 Limitations
While this audit provides valuable information on the state of waste generation and diversion within
the Western region, there are limitations to the interpretation of the data that should be considered.
▪

The sampling period used in this audit provides a snapshot of waste generation for the
Western region and does not consider weekly variations between routes and within
households.

▪

Closed containers containing liquids were not emptied for safety reasons, the weight of
those containers is categorized as “other” as opposed to recyclable containers. Due to the
infrequent nature of this occurrence, the margin of error is considered negligible.

▪

Waste generation is acknowledged to vary throughout the year, so it is realistic to expect
variance between audits carried out at different times in the year.

▪

For the section detailing waste generation by community, it is important to note that while
the community analysis can provide some high-level insights, definitive conclusions should
not be drawn from such a small sample size (20 homes).

▪

An estimate of 35,000 households in the Western region is used in this report.

▪

The mandatory recycling program in Western NL currently covers only single-dwelling
homes.

▪

In using the waste composition of the audited waste to estimate annual generation of
recyclable paper, recyclable containers and garbage, it is important to note that WRWM
does not yet have weigh scale data representing a year’s worth of waste generation in the
region. As such, annual figures for overall waste generation are also estimated.

As more data is collected in the Western region, the significance of these limitations will diminish.
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3.0 Results
3.1.1 CLEAR BAG
During the two-and half-day audit, 1,980lbs. of clear bag waste from 100 households was assessed
for contamination. These were sorted into 23 categories and broadly grouped as garbage,
recyclable containers, recyclable paper and other. The results are detailed in the following tables
and figures.
Table 1: Clear Bag Composition
Category
Garbage
Curbside Recyclable Containers
Curbside Recyclable Paper
Other (Deposit Bearing Glass and Hazardous Waste)
Total

Weight (lbs.)
1,835.11
76.86
58.41
9.94
1,980.32

Table 2: Clear Bag Garbage Composition

Garbage

Category

Sub-Category

Audited (Lbs.)

Per cent of
Category

Per cent of
Total Clear Bag

1,097.92
664.31
53.83
19.05
1,835.11

59.83%
36.20%
2.93%
1.04%
100%

55.44%
33.55%
2.72%
0.96%
92.67%

Other Garbage
Organics
Glass (Non-Deposit Bearing)
Plastic Bags
Total

Table 3: Clear Bag Recyclable Containers Composition

Curbside Recyclable
Containers

Category

Sub-Category

Audited (Lbs.)

Other (#5–7)
Steel/Tin (non-beverage)
PET #1
Glass
Milk
Aluminum
HDPE
Gable
Tetra
Total

25.44
20.74
12.72
6.02
4.50
3.66
3.24
0.28
0.26
76.86
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Per cent of
Category
33.10%
26.98%
16.55%
7.83%
5.85%
4.76%
4.22%
0.36%
0.34%
100%

Per cent of Total
Clear Bag
1.28%
1.05%
0.64%
0.30%
0.23%
0.18%
0.16%
0.01%
0.01%
3.88%

Table 4: Clear Bag Recyclable Paper Composition

Curbside
Recyclable
Paper

Category

Sub-Category

Audited (Lbs.)

Other Paper1
Boxboard2
Corrugated Cardboard
Total

28.64
27.85
1.92
58.41

Per cent of
Category
49.03%
47.68%
3.29%
100%

Per cent of
Total Clear Bag
1.45%
1.41%
0.10%
2.95%

Per cent of
Category
47.69%
25.55%
19.92%
6.84%
100%

Per cent of
Total Clear Bag
0.24%
0.13%
0.10%
0.03%
0.50%

Table 5: Clear Bag Hazardous Composition

Hazardous

Category

Sub-Category

Audited (Lbs.)

Aerosols
Electronics
Batteries
Other
Total

4.74
2.94
1.98
0.28
9.94

Figure 1: Clear Bag Composition

2.95%0.50%

3.88%
Garbage
Curbside Recyclable
Containers
Curbside Recyclable Paper
Other (Glass Beverage and
Hazardous Waste)
92.67%

1

Includes computer paper, envelopes, loose leaf paper, magazines, catalogues, newspapers and flyers (plastic delivery
bags removed), phone books, sticky notes
2 Includes cereal boxes, granola bar boxes, other snack food boxes
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3.1.2 BLUE BAG
A total of 107 blue bags from the same 100 household were also audited. In total, these bags
weighed 558lbs. The results are detailed in the following table.
Table 6: Blue Bag Composition
Category
Recycling
Garbage
Total

Weight (lbs.)
474.65
83.28
557.93

Per cent Composition
85.07%
14.93%
100.00%

Note that deposit bearing glass beverage containers are not accepted in blue bags at the curbside
in the Western region and are included as garbage in this section for simplicity.
Inside the audited blue bags, 22 different categories of garbage contaminants were identified. In
total, 216 contaminants were counted, weighing 83.28 lbs. It is useful to note that one full bag of
what was clearly garbage was placed in blue bags. This bag was not audited to the same extent –
recyclable materials were removed, and the remainder of the waste was weighed as garbage. By
weight, the following table shows the contaminants found in blue bags.
Table 7: Blue Bag Contamination
Contaminant
Miscellaneous3
Organics
Full Garbage bags
Glass (Non-Deposit Bearing)
Glass (Deposit Bearing)
Food wrap (chip bags)
Waxy containers4
Deposit containers with liquid
Shopping bags
Paper towel/tissue
Sugar/flour/potato bags
Wipes
Hangers
Hard Plastics
Packaging
Waxy paper
3
4

Audited
Weight (lbs.)
16.20
13.64
12.82
12.19
7.98
2.82
2.24
2.20
1.96
1.78
1.58
1.40
1.34
1.14
1.00
0.92

Per cent of
Contamination
19.45%
16.38%
15.39%
14.64%
9.58%
3.39%
2.69%
2.64%
2.35%
2.14%
1.90%
1.68%
1.61%
1.37%
1.20%
1.10%

Includes bottle caps, broken glass
Includes food & ice-cream containers
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Frequency
1
1
10
12
13
35
9
50
11
14
2
6
8
4

Per cent of
Blue Bag
2.90%
2.44%
2.30%
2.18%
1.43%
0.51%
0.40%
0.39%
0.35%
0.32%
0.28%
0.25%
0.24%
0.20%
0.18%
0.16%

Aluminum foil
Sugar packets
Other plastic bags
Clear wrap
Styrofoam
Syringes

0.81
0.70
0.22
0.20
0.13
0.01
83.28

0.97%
0.84%
0.26%
0.24%
0.16%
0.01%
100%

22
6
2
6
4
216

0.15%
0.13%
0.04%
0.04%
0.02%
0.00%
14.93%

3.1.3 COMBINED
2,538lbs. of waste generated from 100 households was assessed during the audit. The combined
weight of audited clear and blue bags is shown in Table 8.
Table 8: Household Waste Composition (Clear and Blue Bags Combined)
Category
Audited Weight (lbs.)
Landfilled Garbage
1,835.11
Recycled Paper and Containers
474.65
Landfilled Garbage via MRF
83.28
Landfilled Containers
76.86
Landfilled Paper
58.41
Landfilled Other
9.94
Total
2,538.25
*this includes non-curbside recyclable materials (i.e. hazardous waste and deposit bearing glass
containers).

3.2 Annual Interpretation
3.2.1 AUDIT COMPOSITION EXTRAPOLATED
As the six WTS’s became operational throughout the months of July to October 2018, scale data
representing the region became available. A full year’s worth of scale data has yet to be obtained,
so for purposes of this report, CNWM’s 2018 data on curbside residential waste can be used for
the time being to develop an annual estimation of curbside residential waste generation. In 2018,
the 30,500 households in Central Newfoundland placed a combined 14,805 MT of clear and blue
bags at the curb; equating to 485.42 kg/house.
Extrapolating this number to the 35,000 households in Western Newfoundland equates to
16,990.00 MT of curbside residential waste generated in Western. It is important to note that this
number could be overstated based on scale data gathered to date; and will be refined when scale
data representing the Western region for a full year becomes available.
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Table 9: 2018 Scale Data – Western Region Bagged Residential Waste
Waste Type
Clear Bags
Blue Bags
Total

Audited Weight (lbs.)
1,980.32
557.93
2,538.25

Per cent Composition
78.02%
21.98%
100%

Weight (MT)
13,255.45
3,734.55
16,990.00

With this data, it is possible to apply the composition found in Table 8 to the estimated curbside
waste generated in 2018 to estimate the annual generation of each waste stream.
Table 10: Estimates for Annual Curbside Residential Waste Generation
Category

Annual Weight (MT)

Per cent of Total

Landfilled Garbage
Recycled Paper and Containers

12,283.48
3,177.11

72.30%
18.70%

Landfilled Garbage via MRF
Landfilled Containers
Landfilled Paper
Landfilled Other

557.44
514.47
390.96
66.53
16,990.00

3.28%
3.03%
2.30%
0.39%
100%

3.2.2 DIVERSION RATE
An estimated 16,990.00 MT of curbside waste will be generated by residents annually, with an
estimated 13,813.89 MT landfilled, and 3,177.11 MT recycled, equating to a residential curbside
waste diversion rate of 18.70%.
Figure 2: Curbside Residential Waste Diversion Rate

18.70%

Landfilled
Recycled
81.30%
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3.2.3 DIVERSION OPPORTUNITY
Extrapolating the audit data suggests that residents will dispose of 905.43 MT of recyclable waste
in the first year of the program that could have been placed in a blue bag. Combining the total
generation of paper and containers in Table 10, shows that the curbside diversion opportunity is
almost 24%, meaning the opportunity exists to divert more than five per cent more waste to the
MRF instead of the landfill. The diversion opportunity in Western is higher in comparison to the
Central region which is around 21%.

The Western region is currently achieving a curbside diversion rate of an estimated
19% with 5% opportunity remaining

3.3.4 CAPTURE RATE
Although waste diversion rate is a vital measure, diversion rate alone does not tell the whole story
of how a region or community is doing with its recycling programs. To assess the participation and
user-efficiency of a program, further analysis is required, including exploring how much more
recyclable material is being generated and placed in clear or black bags and landfilled. Capture
rate refers to the overall quantity of material that is captured by a recycling program.
Overall, the 35,000 households in the Western region generated about 4,082.54MT of recyclable
paper and containers in 2018. Of this, 3,177.11MT was recycled, and 905.43MT was landfilled,
equating to a 78% capture rate.

3.4 Deposit-Bearing Beverage Containers
3.4.1 CAPTURE RATE
In addition to the opportunity being lost at the curbside, there is also a significant opportunity
remaining in deposit bearing beverage containers. MMSB is responsible for the province’s
beverage container recycling program, and typically audits beverage containers separately from
other recyclable containers to determine the residential opportunity being missed in clear or black
bags. During the audit, 195 deposit-bearing beverage containers were counted (including glass
containers), equating to 1.95 containers per household. Factoring in seasonal consumption
patterns for beverage and if just half these containers are generated and then landfilled for half of
the year, it equates to over 1.8 million landfilled beverage containers that could have been brought
to a green depot for a consumer refund.
The 1.95 containers/household/week is almost at par with the quantity seen in the 2017 CNWM
curbside audit but is about a third of the quantity seen in other urban audits to date, which has
typically been between 6.2 and 6.5. Of the estimated 1.8 million deposit bearing beverage
containers placed in clear bags by residents in Western, roughly 100,100 are glass, meaning an
extra 1.7 million units have the potential to be captured at the curb.
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An estimated 1.8 million deposit bearing beverage containers are being
landfilled with the curbside residential waste stream

3.5 Contamination
3.5.1 Clear Bags
145.21lbs (7.33%) of the material audited within clear bags was considered contamination. Out of
this, 77lbs (53%) was recyclable containers, 58lbs (40%) was recyclable paper and the rest (10lbs
or 7%) was hazardous materials.
Recyclable containers - the largest contributors to contamination were classified as other (#5-7),
steel/tin non beverage and PET (#1) non-beverage which combined, made up over 70% of the
containers identified in clear bags.
Recyclable paper - the largest contaminants were other (which includes newspapers, office paper,
magazines) and boxboard (which includes cereal boxes, granola bar boxes, other snack food boxes)
Hazardous material - although contamination in the hazardous materials category was the least,
the nature of the materials found during the audit make it important to include hazardous waste in
the discussion. In total, 42 batteries were found in clear bags - equating to the disposal of an
estimated 760,000 batteries each year by the Western region alone, which should otherwise be
delivered to one of the region’s six household hazardous waste depots.

3.5.2 Organics
There is currently no program in the Western region to capture organic material; however, with
increased tipping fees and interest across the region in achieving further diversion, it is useful to
reflect on the proportion of the audited waste (clear and blue bags) that is organic material.
677.95lbs (26.71%) of the audited waste was organic; applying this composition to the estimated
16,990 MT of material generated annually equates to an estimated 4,537.93 MT of available
organic material at the curbside.
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3.5.3 Blue Bags
83.28lbs (14.93%) of the material audited within blue bags was considered contamination. Inside
the audited blue bags, 22 different categories of garbage contaminants were identified. In total,
216 contaminants were identified in the audited blue bags. By frequency, shopping bags was the
most commonly misplaced item (50 pieces), followed by waxy food containers (35 pieces) and
aluminum foil (22 pieces).
By weight, the largest contaminants were miscellaneous items which included bottle caps, broken
glass and a ceramic flowerpot (19.45%), food (16.38%), non-deposit bearing glass (15.39%) and
deposit-bearing glass (16.64%).
Applying the composition of the blue bag found during the audit (85% recyclables and 15%
garbage) to the estimated 3,735 MT of material annually delivered to the MRF equates to an
estimated 557 MT of garbage entering the MRF from the curbside.

Almost 25% of contamination was glass which is not accepted in blue bags in the
Western region
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3.6 Communities
Waste generation and diversion practices differ within and between regions, characteristically
among urban and rural communities. To explore variances in waste disposal practices among
individual communities, each of the five communities included in the audit was assessed
individually. Table 11 gives a breakdown of audited waste by community.
Table 11: Audited Waste by Community

Route
Corner Brook
Pasadena
Kippens
Stephenville
Massey Drive
Total
Average

Clear Bag
(Audited
lbs.)

Blue Bag
(Audited
lbs.)

Total
Audited
(lbs.)

Waste
Generation
(lbs/hh/week)

Per cent
Contamin
-ation:
Clear Bag

Per cent
Contamination: Blue
Bag

400.09
407.72
385.66
421.80
365.05
1,980.32

185.42
91.29
70.70
79.32
131.20
557.93

585.51
499.01
456.36
501.12
496.25
2,538.25

29.28
24.95
22.82
25.06
24.81

7.60%
8.54%
4.72%
9.71%
5.70%

7.63%
5.39%
33.44%
39.76%
6.89%

25.38

7.33%

14.93%

3.6.1 Waste Generation
Waste generation rates were found to be highest in the samples from Corner Brook, with residents
producing 15% more waste than the audited average. The community with the smallest sample of
waste was Kippens. The other three communities had roughly similar waste generation rates.

3.6.2 Contamination
Contamination in clear bags varied slightly between the five communities. Contamination was
found to be highest in Stephenville with almost 10% of clear bags being made up of recyclable
materials. Whereas the community with the lowest clear bag contamination was Kippens, with
about 5% contamination of clear bags. Stephenville also had the highest contamination rates
within blue bags with almost 40% contamination with non recyclable waste. Kippens had the next
highest rate of blue bag contamination at 33%.
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3.7 Jurisdictional Comparisons
In comparing the performance in the Western region to the Eastern region where audited
municipalities have seen capture rates of 42% to 45%, the data suggests that mandatory recycling
programs strongly influence participation and user efficiency of recycling programs. The capture
rate of curbside recyclable paper and containers in other audited municipalities is shown in Figure
3.

Figure 3: Capture Rate Comparisons

WRWM’s capture rate is tracking 11 percentage points higher than communities in the Central
region with similar mandatory recycling programs and 36 percentage points higher than the City of
St John’s which has a voluntary recycling program.

3.8 Western and Central Comparisons
The same audit methodology was used for CNWM in 2017 so it is possible to compare the data
obtained from CNWM with the data from WRWM. Waste generation in the two regions is about the
same, however, there was more recycled material and less garbage going to the curb in Western
than Central. Clear and blue bag contamination was lower in Western than Central although by
weight, Western’s blue bag contamination was more.
Western’s audit showed a lower frequency of contaminants than Central’s audit; however, the
weight of contaminants among the two audits was similar. Table 12 compares Central and
Western’s audit results.
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Table 12: Central and Western Audit Comparisons
CNWM 2017
100
2,133.50
432.93
2,566.43
25.66

WRWM 2019
100
1,980.32
557.93
2,538.25
25.38

Blue Bag Contamination (lbs.)
Blue Bag Contamination (#)
Blue Bag Contamination (%)

79.32
1,325
18.32%

83.28
216
14.93%

Clear Bag Contamination (lbs.) *
Clear Bag Contamination (%) *

181.74
8.52%

145.21
7.33%

Curbside Diversion Opportunity
Curbside Diversion Rate**
Curbside Capture Rate

21.26%
14.22%
66.90%
202

24.03%
18.70%
77.82%
195

Batteries (#)

21

42

Blue Bag Contaminant # (Deposit Bearing Glass)

20

12

9

10

86

50

Number of Households
Audited Weight Clear Bag (lbs.)
Audited Weight Blue Bag (lbs.)
Audited Weight Total (lbs.)
Curbside Waste Generation (lbs/hh/week)

Deposit Bearing Containers (#)

Blue Bag Contaminant # (Non-Deposit Bearing Glass)
Blue Bag Contaminant # (Shopping Bags)
*Hazardous and glass deposit bearing containers considered garbage for this calc.
**Estimated for Western based on audit results.
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3.9 Plastic Shopping Bags
Curbside programs in the province to date do not accept plastic shopping bags. There is strong
interest in the province to reduce the distribution or improve the management of plastic shopping
bags, so the audit included the extra step of quantifying the number of reused and discarded retail
bags.
A total of 1,988 plastic shopping bags were found during the audit of 100 households, which is
equivalent to 19.88 bags per household per week. Bags were separated into two categories –
single use (those apparently discarded after one use) and reused (those containing waste). Reused
bags were cut open and their contents emptied.
Table 13: Plastic Shopping Bags Disposed by Audited Community

Community
Corner Brook
Pasadena
Kippens
Stephenville
Massey Drive
Totals
Per Household

Single Use Shopping Bags
Clear Bag
Blue Bag
Weight (lbs.)
#
Weight (lbs.)
#
0.57
101
0.63
15
0.48
296
0
0
0.28
219
0.87
27
1.11
118
0.40
5
1.51
197
0.06
3
3.95
931
1.96
50
0.04 9.31
0.02 0.50

Reused Shopping Bags
Clear Bag
Weight (lbs.)
#
2.89
203
4.46
335
3.01
220
1.45
75
3.29
174
15.10
1,007
0.15
10.07

Close to 49.35% of audited plastic shopping bags were deemed to have been discarded without a
second use compared to 60.85% in Central.
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4.0 Recommendations
ISSUE: STATUS QUO
SOLUTION: SET A GOAL
WRWM should celebrate the capture rate being achieved to date with residents and set goals for
capturing even more recyclable material. Capture rate measures the overall quantity of material
that is captured by a program; it is a more indicative measure of the health of a recycling program
and is more within the region’s control than its diversion rate. WRWM is currently enjoying the
highest capture rate seen in the province to date and should set meaningful and attainable goals
to maintain success.

ISSUE: CLEAR AND BLUE BAG CONTAMINATION
SOLUTION: INCREASE EDUCATION AND CURBSIDE ENFORCEMENT
The audit results show the material types that residents are struggling with – this information
should be used by WRWM to inform its public education strategy. It may also be necessary to focus
specifically on areas in the region where contamination levels are highest, such as Kippens and
Stephenville.
Recycling programs in other jurisdictions have enjoyed high introductory participation rates due to
heavy initial investments in marketing and public education. WRWM should continue to conduct
waste audits to inform strategic public education efforts to keep the momentum going and explore
enhanced public education and curbside enforcement procedures as the program matures.
Additionally, a simple way to promote further diversion is through the active promotion of existing
infrastructure. This could include the beverage container recycling program, household hazardous
waste drop-off sites, and the backyard compost bin distribution program.

ISSUE: DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS WASTE
SOLUTION: INCREASE EDUCATION
Although the composition by weight of hazardous waste in the audit sample was small, hazardous
wastes may contain potentially harmful materials that can pollute the environment when not
disposed of correctly. Batteries, aerosols and electronics are accepted as HHW at all six transfer
stations in the region and should never be placed in a clear bag at the curb. More education is
required so residents are aware of the potential impacts of HHW and the availability of a service by
WRWM that accepts HHW.

ISSUE: ORGANIC WASTE
SOLUTION: INCREASE DRIVE FOR BACKYARD COMPOSTING
Organic waste makes up 26.71% of the curbside residential waste generated in the region. Prior
to the establishment of a regional organics’ diversion program, consideration could be given to
actively promoting community-based composting or encouraging increased participation in the
MMSB backyard compost bin distribution program.
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5.0 Conclusion
Overall, the results of this audit suggest that six months into the program, the mandatory curbside
recycling program established for residents in Western NL is highly successful. The results of this
report should be used to support and direct campaigns to enhance capture rates and reduce
contamination. MMSB looks forward to working with WRWM on future analysis and the
recommendations contained within this report.
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