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Foreword 

Ontario is facing a pivotal moment ς to decide how to 
tackle the growing waste crisis facing the globe. Litter is 
soiling our streets and plastic is overwhelming our lakes 
and seas.  

In an effort to combat these issues, more and more 
jurisdictions are turning to deposit return systems for the 
recovery of beverage containers. These systems have 
proven to be the most effective at reducing litter and 
increasing closed loop recycling. Yet, they often face 
opposition from various stakeholders.  

For decades, the most vocal opponents of deposit programs have cited the high cost of such 
programs. Another common argument is that deposit systems will take the value out of 
curbside recycling systems and make them economically unsustainable.   

This report proposes a detailed design of a deposit return system for non-alcoholic 
beverages that is cost effective and can work alongside the Blue Box program to enhance 
recycling across the province. This model, designed especially for Ontario, can help to dispel 
some of the misconceptions around deposit programs and illustrate the complementary 
nature of a deposit program within the existing Ontario landscape.  

wŜƭƻƻǇΩǎ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŀ ǿƻǊƭŘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ Ƨƻōǎ ƛƴ ŀ 
circular economy. A world where we prioritize waste prevention, advocate reuse, and 
promote closed-loop recycling, while incineration, landfill, and littering are minimized and 
ultimately eliminated. 

Deposit return systems help to fulfil this vision, and to facilitate the shift toward a circular 
economy. Additionally, they provide benefits across the triple bottom line ς for people, for 
profit and for the planet. I look forward to sharing this report with you and to pursuing a 
cleaner and healthier future for all Ontarians.  

Clarissa Morawski 

 

Managing Director, Reloop  
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Executive Summary 

Ontario has long been a global leader in waste and recycling programs. In 1981, it became 
the birthplace of the first established curbside recycling program in the world, which 
became known as the Blue Box Program.1 The Blue Box Program boasts a 62.4% recycling 
rate however, this is propped up by consistently high recycling rates for printed paper (80%) 
and corrugated cardboard (98%). Conversely, recycling rates for non-alcoholic beverage 
containers are falling; they were only 45% in 2016, down from 56% in 2012.2   

At the same time, the government of Ontario has taken great strides towards a more 
sustainable future with the passage of the Resource Recovery and Circular Economy 
Act 2016 (RRCEA). The RRCEA creates the legislative framework for an extended producer 
responsibility (EPR) model that puts the financial responsibility for collecting and managing 
materials on individual producers. 3   

In March 2019, Ontario released its Reducing Litter and Waste in Our Communities: 
Discussion Paper, in which the PǊƻǾƛƴŎŜ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎΣ άcommitted to make producers 
responsible for the waste generated from their products and packaging, and to outline 
actions to explore how to recover the value of resources in waste, provide clear rules for 
compostable products and packaging, and support competitive and sustainable end-markets 
ŦƻǊ hƴǘŀǊƛƻΩǎ waste.έ4  

This resource recovery focus is aligned with the shift away from a traditional linear cradle-
to-grave system for products towards a circular economy ς one in which products are no 
longer created and disposed of without regard for the waste they create. The circular 
economy is in part a response to the problems associated with the mass production and 
consumption of single-use items, with products designed for greater durability, recyclability 
and incorporating recycled content.   

EPR employs collection mechanisms such as container deposit return systems (DRS), that 
collect clean, high quality, recyclable material and also protect communities from the 
impact of global markets that they cannot control. /ƘƛƴŀΩǎ National Sword policy, which 

                                                      

 

1 {ǘŜǿŀǊŘǎƘƛǇ hƴǘŀǊƛƻΦ ά¢ƘŜ {ǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ hƴǘŀǊƛƻΩǎ .ƭǳŜ .ƻȄΦέ ғhttp://stewardshipontario.ca/wp-
content/uploads/2013/02/Blue-Box-History-eBook-FINAL-022513.pdf> 
2 2018 PIM data for 2016.  https://stewardshipontario.ca/stewards-bluebox/fees-and-payments/fee-setting-
flow-chart/the-pay-in-model/ 
3 Waste Free Ontario Act, 2016. <https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/S16012> 
4 hƴǘŀǊƛƻ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΣ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ tŀǊƪǎΦ άwŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ [ƛǘǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ²ŀǎǘŜ ƛƴ hǳǊ 
/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΥ 5ƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ tŀǇŜǊΦέ ғƘttps://prod-environmental-registry.s3.amazonaws.com/2019-
03/Reducing%20Litter%20and%20Waste%20in%20Our%20Communities%20Discussion%20Paper_0.pdf> 
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placed strict restrictions on imports of recyclable material based on quality, is the latest 
reminder of the need to minimize contamination. Because of its high quality, DRS material ς
unlike the outputs from typical single stream programs ς is a desired commodity in domestic 
markets.5  

One of the pressing challenges facing this generation is reducing the current leakage of 
plastic into the environment. More than 10,000 tonnes of plastic end up in the Great Lakes 
every year, eventually breaking down into microscopic pieces which have been shown to 
end up in our seafood and drinking water, posing potential risks for human health.6,7 It is 
estimated that beverage containers account for approximately 40% of litter by volume8, and 
according to the 2016 Toronto Litter Audit, PET beverage bottles alone accounted for 15.4% 
(by weight) of all the large recyclable litter surveyed around the city.9 

DRSs provide a mechanism for effectively capturing beverage containers to reduce litter and 
produce a high-quality material to feed into OntariƻΩǎ circular economy. Ontario already has 
a DRS in place for alcoholic beverages, operated by The Beer Store, which achieved an 81% 
return rate in 2018. Ontarians almost universally (91%) support the expansion of deposit 
return to non-alcoholic beverage containers.10 All other Canadian provinces, except for 
Manitoba, have a deposit system for non-alcoholic beverages. Figure E-1 compares the 
recycling performance for non-alcoholic beverage containers in Ontario compared to other 
Canadian provinces. 

                                                      

 

5 {ŜƭŘƳŀƴΣ bŜƛƭΦ άwŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ ƛǎ /ǊŀǎƘƛƴƎΚ CŀǊ ŦǊƻƳ LǘΦέ Governing. August 20, 2018. 
<http://www.governing.com/gov-institute/voices/col-recycling-survival-china-restrictions.html> 
6 !ƭƭƛŀƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ DǊŜŀǘ [ŀƪŜǎΦ άDǊŜŀǘ [ŀƪŜǎ tƭŀǎǘƛŎ tƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴΦέ ғ https://greatlakes.org/great-lakes-plastic-
pollution-fighting-for-plastic-free-water/> 
7 Smith, Madeline; Love, David; Rochman, Chelsea; aƴŘ bŜŦŦΣ wƻƴƛΦ άMicroplastics in Seafood and the 
Implications for Human HealthΦ ά/ǳǊǊŜƴǘ Environmental Health Reports. August 16, 2018. 
<https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6132564/> 
8 Eunomia. (2017) Impacts of a Deposit Refund System for One-way Beverage Packaging on Local Authority 
Waste Services. 11th October 2017 
9 !9¢ DǊƻǳǇΣ LƴŎΦ άнлмс ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ [ƛǘǘŜǊ !ǳŘƛǘΦέ hŎǘƻōŜǊ нтΣ нлмсΦ ғ https://www.toronto.ca/wp-
content/uploads/2017/10/8ed5-Toronto-Litter-2016-Final-Report_App_Final.pdf> 
10 On behalf of Environmental Defence (ED), the Gandalf Group conducted a survey among 800 Ontarians to 
assess support for a Deposit Return Program for plastic bottles and programs to protect waterways from 
agricultural run-off. Online interviews were completed between March 4th and 7th, 2016. A probability sample 
of this size yields a margin of error of +/- 3.5%, 19 times out of 20. Data is weighted to represent the gender, 
age, and regional distribution of the province. 
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Figure E-1: Provincial Recycling Rates for Non-refillable Containers  

{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ /a /ƻƴǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ ά²Ƙƻ tŀȅǎ ²ƘŀǘΣέ нлмуΦ  

British Columbia applies EPR to two complimentary collection systems including a producer 
operated and financed curbside collection system for packaging and printed paper (PPP) and 
to DRS. British Columbia recognizes that achieving a high recycling rate for beverage 
containers requires the specific economic incentives inherent to a deposit system.  

In March 2019, the European Commission passed a Single-Use Plastics Directive that 
mandates the collection of 90% of plastic bottles by member states over the next decade.11 
With the passage of the RRCEA, Ontario is poised to move in the same direction. Ontarians 
need a mechanism that will enable them to easily recycle beverage containers in order to 
divert as much waste as possible and facilitate a circular economy.  

This report provides an Ontario-specific cost benefit analysis of operating a DRS for non-
alcoholic beverage containers. It will establish the complementary nature of operating a DRS 
for non-alcoholic beverage containers alongside the provinceΩs existing curbside Blue Box 

                                                      

 

11 ½ƻŜǘŜΣ ¢ƻƳΦ άEU agrees on single-use plastics DirectiveΦέ Recycling Network. December 19, 2018. 
<https://recyclingnetwerk.org/2018/12/19/europe-has-reached-an-agreement-on-the-single-use-plastics-
directive/> 
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and DRS for alcoholic beverage containers, with serious consideration given to the impact of 
the new program on viability of the existing programs. The study examined the costs and 
impacts of the proposed program as well as detailing the likely environmental, social, and 
economic benefits that can be delivered.   

E.1.0 Deposit Return System 

The proposed DRS for non-alcoholic beverage containers has been modelled to operate 
alongside the existing Ontario Deposit Return Program (ODRP) or alcoholic beverage 
containers, and in partnership with a producer operated Blue Box system.  The system takes 
best practices from high performing, low cost systems from across the world to achieve 
return rates in excess of 90%, reduce waste to landfill and litter, and guarantee quality 
recycling.  

In order to achieve this outcome, the system needs to be designed to meet the following 
conditions:  

¶ Targeted: A 90% recycling rate for used beverage containers; 

¶ Engaging Incentive: The deposit set at a level that will incentivise consumers to 
return, assessed as being $0.15 for non-alcoholic beverages in Ontario.   

¶ Convenient: A return network that is sufficient in number and location to enable 
consumers to return empty containers as part of their every day activities. 
Redemption must be as easy as purchasing; 

¶ Comprehensive: All beverage types to be included, preventing free riders and 
making the program simple for consumers to understand; 

¶ Accountable: The latest information technology is deployed to ensure the accurate 
capture of return rates, to allow correct payments and to mitigate fraud;  

¶ Flexible: Producers have the control to put in place the most cost-efficient system to 
meet the 90% target.  

DRSs that consistently achieve high redemption rates (in excess of 80%) at low cost 
(somewhere between $0.01 and $0.02 per container sold), have similar characteristics, 
including: 

1) Governance: Legislation that is not overly prescriptive on process, with the focus on 
outcomes. Specifically: 

a. Setting and enforcing a recycling target; 

b. Establishing the need for continuous improvement by putting in place 
mechanisms to adjust the level of deposit if recycling targets are not being 
achieved for an agreed-upon number of consecutive years and ensuring that 
that consumers can conveniently redeem containers; and 
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c. Establishing the responsibilities of government to include audit, oversight and 
enforcement.  

The fewer details that are in the legislation, the more flexibility producers have 
to react to factors that affect achievement of program goals. 

2) Management: Those parties responsible for the supply and, in some cases, sale of 
beverages (essentially producers, distributors and retailers) are given the shared 
responsibility for meeting the requirements of the legislation through a collaborative 
administrative approach and free market driven operational delivery, ensuring cost 
efficiency and compliance. This includes: 

a. Putting in place a producer responsibility organization (PRO) to oversee the 
system; 

b. Procurement and commissioning of services that: 
i. Deliver redemption infrastructure and options to ensure consumers 

can conveniently redeem; 
ii. Offer technology driven solutions that drive efficiencies in respect to 

transport and provide transparent and accurate data;  
iii. Optimize costs through a market-driven approach to infrastructure 

and fees.  
3) Delivery: Organizations appointed through the PRO, given the responsibility for 

operational delivery and required to report through Performance Management 
Indicators to demonstrate achievement of, and compliance with program financial, 
legal, environmental and social goals. 

E.1.1 DRS Design 

E.1.1.1 Producer Responsibility Organization (PRO) 

Responsibility for success of the program lies primarily with the producers. A management 
board consisting of representatives from producers, retailers or other responsible parties 
appoints a not-for-profit PRO. The PRO is responsible for: 

¶ The operational aspects of ŘƛǎŎƘŀǊƎƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ƭŀǿ;  

¶ Procurement and commissioning of services such as the transport of containers from 
redemption locations to counting houses, and provision of reverse vending machines 
(RVMs);  

¶ Demonstrating that mandatory recycling targets are met on behalf of their 
members; 

¶ Delivering cost efficiency; and  

¶ Putting in place measures to mitigate fraud 

The PRO handles the incoming revenue from sold material, all unclaimed deposits, and 
outflow of payments to any appointed operators of the system. It determines the level of 
producer administration fee necessary to ensure cost coverage. 
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A system managed by and paid for by industry reduces the likelihood of free-riders; the 
industry is self-policing in this respect with all producers paying their share into the system. 
There will also be greater focus on mechanisms to reduce fraud and ensure accurate 
accounting. 

E.1.1.2 Infrastructure  

The infrastructure network is critical in ensuring redemption is convenient, the return rates 
are accurately calculated and as such the program has the required impact. 

The proposed mechanisms for redemption and container verification in Ontario combine 
those seen in high performing jurisdictions, including Norway and Oregon, and include four 
redemption options for consumers, as described in Table E-1. The redemption infrastructure 
allows for consumers to redeem small quantities whilst they shop or in bulk, as well as 
offering facilities for commercial businesses collecting from the hospitality sector. The 
redemption channels have been modelled to ensure adequate geographic coverage across 
the province to enable all Ontarians to be adequately served.   

Table E-1: Ontario DRS Infrastructure Summary 

Infrastructure Description 
Number of 
Locations 

Consolidation and 
Counting Centres 

Count and verify all containers that are not redeemed 
through reverse vending machines (RVM), as RVM verify 

containers at the point of redemption. Also carry out 
some processing of material, such as baling. Counting and 

verifying all containers helps identify fraudulent activity 
and ensures payment is only made on eligible containers, 

reducing overall system cost. The entire process is 
automated.  

3 

Retail Stores, Manual 
Collection 

Any retailer that sells a deposit-initiated beverage can 
opt-in to redeem and collect empty containers and return 

the deposit to the consumer. wŜǘŀƛƭŜǊǎ ǿƘƻ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǎŜƭƭ 
deposit initiated non-alcoholic beverages but do sell 

deposit bearing alcoholic beverages may also wish to opt-
in. 

1,356 

Retail Stores, 
Automated Collection 
(Reverse Vending 
Machines (RVMs)) 

Most larger retail stores would install RVMs to automate 
the process of redeeming containers by consumers. 

1,241 
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Infrastructure Description 
Number of 
Locations 

Dedicated Redemption 
Centres (Depots) 

These centres, often situated in retail spaces or 
warehouses on the outskirts of a town, are privately 
owned businesses established solely for redeeming 

deposit containers. Would be used primarily by industrial, 
commercial and institutional (IC&I) redeemers plus 
haulers that collect from the hospitality sector for 

example.  

58 

Bag Drops 

Consumers drop off bags of recyclables to unstaffed, 
standalone outlets and receive credit to their accounts 

once containers are verified.  

240 

Total  
Total number of redemption points modelled in this 

analysis 
2,89512 

Source: Eunomia calculations 

In order to achieve the modelled target of 90% redemption, recycling rates for all covered 
containers need to increase from current rates. Setting the recycling target prior to the 
development of the infrastructure allows the market to determine the most efficient 
distribution of redemption methods across the province in order to capture the deposit 
material most effectively within varying geographic and demographic zones. Regional 
counting centres are then established to count and verify containers from all redemption 
methods. 

E.1.1.3 DRS Design Summary  

The diagram in Figure E-1 illustrates the programΩs operation, financial flows and transfer of 
information. The system design is typical of most DRSs in Canada; the deposit is paid by the 
retailers to the producers and by the consumers to the retailers when purchasing 
beverages. After consumption, the consumer returns the empty beverage container through 
one of the redemption routes and is refunded the deposit. The producer/PRO refunds the 
redemption infrastructure provider for the deposit and pays a handling fee to compensate 
their costs.  

                                                      

 

12 Counting centres are not redemption points, but secondary locations for counting and sorting materials.  
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Figure E-1: Proposed Material and Financial Flows in Ontarioôs DRS for Non-
Alcoholic Beverage Containers 

 

E.1.2 DRS Program Costs 

The calculated cost to operate a DRS for non-alcoholic beverage containers in Ontario, 
based on the design outlined in Section 4.0, is summarized in Table E-2 and equates to  
$0.0091 per container.   

Table E-2: Costs for DRS for Non-Alcoholic Beverages 

 Total Cost ($M) 
Cost per Container 
Redeemed (cents) 

Producer Responsibility Organization  9.73 0.26 

Handling Fees - Retailers, Redemption 
Centres, Bag Drops 

93.96 2.49 

Transport Costs 44.89 1.19 

Counting Centre Costs 12.38 0.33 

Materials Income -63.35 -1.68 
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 Total Cost ($M) 
Cost per Container 
Redeemed (cents) 

Unclaimed Deposits -68.81 -1.82 

Fraudulently Claimed Deposits 5.67 0.15 

Net Cost (Producer Administration Fee) 34.48 0.91 

Source: Eunomia Calculations 

E.2.0 Existing Recycling Infrastructure   

E.2.1 Curbside  

A DRS for non-alcoholic beverages removes material from both the Blue Box and the 
residual waste stream. This presents three main opportunities: 

1) The potential to reduce curbside recycling and residual collection frequencies; 
2) The potential to capture additional quantities of other packaging material that 

currently have low capture rates such as HDPE and boxboard; and  
3) The potential to reduce processing costs.  

The draft amended BBPP, released in December 2017, acknowledged the potential to 
reduce collection frequencies in creating a more efficient system. A collection frequency 
reduction for Blue Box and residual waste services, combined with movement of material 
from the Blue Box to the DRS results in an estimated curbside collection cost saving of 
$47.35M.  

A growth in curbside food waste collection programs, required to deliver on the 2018 Food 
and Organic Waste Policy Statement commitments,13 will significantly reduce the quantity 
of residual waste supporting a move to every other week collections. Food waste collection 
programs have also been shown to lead to an increase in the capture of dry recycling when 
introduced, further supporting increased capture of Blue Box material.  

Further collection cost reductions could be possible through route optimization based on 
operating uniform services across municipalities. These potential savings have not been 
included in the analysis.  

                                                      

 

13 aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ /ƭƛƳŀǘŜ /ƘŀƴƎŜΦ άFood and Organic Waste Policy StatementΦέ 
<https://www.ontario.ca/page/food-and-organic-waste-policy-statement#section-3> 
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The impact of the change in material flow and reduced frequency of curbside collections is 
highlighted in Table E-3. The loss of revenue associated with the movement of beverage 
containers from the Blue Box to the DRS is offset by reduced collection, treatment, transfer, 
and disposal costs.   

Table E-3: Impact of Proposed DRS on Treatment, Transfer and Disposal Costs 
Associated with PPP 

Activity 
Cost of 
Current 

Service ($M) 

Cost of Future Service 
(with move to bi-
weekly curbside) Change ($M) 

($M) 

Cost of recycling collection 
186.17 156.80 -29.36 

Cost of recycling treatment 
115.41 112.55 -2.85 

Cost of transfer (recycling only) 
27.02 26.35 -0.67 

Other costs (promotions, 
administration of Blue Box etc.) 

25.76 25.12 -0.64 

Material revenue -96.37 -94.15 2.22 

Cost of residual collection (% of 
costs associated with PPP14)15 

24.60 15.90 -8.70 

Cost of residual disposal (% of 
total cost associated with PPP) 

30.36 23.01 -7.36 

Curbside Subtotal 312.94 265.59 -47.35 

Source: Eunomia calculation using 2016 BB Cost & Revenue Report 
 

E.2.2 Ontario Deposit Return Program 

The existing deposit return system for alcoholic containers is performing well at 87% 
redemption ς which makes it among the highest performing deposit return systems in the 
world.  The proposed system is designed to complement the existing deposit system by 
targeting non-alcoholic beverage containers to increase the overall recycling rate.  This 

                                                      

 

14 Assumes 17% of residual waste is PPP under the current program and this is reduced to 13.45% under future 
program 
15 Producers do not always cover the costs associated with residual collection, but under a true EPR system, 
producers are responsible for all packaging placed on the market, regardless of final destination.  
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complementary system would expand the number of redemption opportunities to include 
retail stores and bag drop locations to make redemption as convenient as purchasing in the 
first place. 

The ODRP program has an existing network of convenient redemption locations and 
established logistics and management system. This study does not analyze or calculate the 
implications of possible partnerships between both systems for instance in respect to 
sharing redemption infrastructure and transportation.  This could be modelled to assess 
further potential efficiencies.  

E.3.0 System Benefits  

E.3.1 Financial 

Table E-4 summarizes the cost of the current system (Blue Box only) versus that of operating 
a DRS for non-alcoholic beverages in addition to an optimized Blue Box system and shows a 
decrease in costs of approximately $12.87M.  Table E-5 sets out the cost per tonne of 
material recycled, which falls from $313.93 to $269.26.   

Table E-4: Overall Cost of Current vs Future Programs 

Service Area 
Cost of 
Current 

Service ($M) 

Cost of Future Service 
(with move to every other 
week curbside collection) Change ($M) 

($M) 

Curbside  312.94 265.59 -47.35 

DRS ς Non-Alcoholic Beverages - 34.48 34.48 

System Costs 312.94 300.07 -12.87 

Source: Eunomia Calculations 

Table E-5: Cost per Tonne of Material Recycled 

  Current System Proposed DRS and Blue 
Box  

Total Cost of System ($M) 
312.94 300.07  

Tonnes Recycled  

996,854 1,114,421  

Cost per Tonne of Material Recycled 
($M)  

313.93 269.26 
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  Current System Proposed DRS and Blue 
Box  

% of Total Packaging Recycled  
 65.8%  73.9% 

Source: Eunomia Calculations 

The cost per tonne of material recycled is 14% less under the proposed system than the 
current program, and the overall recycling rate (for Blue Box and proposed DRS) increases 
from 65.8% to 73.9%. 

Additional savings may be gained through reduction in litter clean-up costs due to the 
reduction in beverage container litter as a result of the DRS. In Canada, litter clean-up costs, 
which are higher than the costs of properly-disposed waste, fall on the municipalities. 
`¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ ŀƭƻƴŜ ōǳŘƎŜǘŜŘ Ϸосa ƛƴ нлму ŦƻǊ ά/ƛǘȅ .ŜŀǳǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴέ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ litter 
collection and education.16 Instituting a DRS is proven to reduce beverage container litter by 
up to 80%. 17 

E.3.2 Environmental  

Environmental benefits associated with the introduction of a DRS occur from the following 
processes: 

1) Recycling of additional beverage containers; 
2) Reduction in disposal of beverage containers; 
3) Additional collection and transportation of containers to recyclers; and 
4) Reduction in impact to personal amenity associated with litter. 

Items 1) to 3) above impact greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and air quality impacts. In 
ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ǾŜǊȅ ǊŜŀƭ Ŏƻǎǘ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ ƭƛǘǘŜǊ ƻƴ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŀƳŜƴƛǘȅ ς 
that is, the amount a person is willing to pay for a litter free environment. The impacts on 
GHG emissions, air quality, and personal amenity can all be quantified and assigned an 
economic value. 

Operating curbside services alongside a DRS for non-alcoholic beverage containers delivers a 
reduction of 48,498 tonnes of CO2e GHG emissions. Associated monetized benefits of 
environmental services equals $2.03B, the vast majority of which is attributed to the 

                                                      

 

16 /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΦ άнлму ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ .ǳŘƎŜǘΦέ нлмуΦ <https://www.toronto.ca/wp-
content/uploads/2017/11/931b-Budget-Notes-SWMS-op-nov17-503p.pdf> 
17 Eunomia (2017) Impacts of a Deposit Refund System for One-way Beverage Packaging on Local Authority 
Waste Services, 11th October 2017 
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reduction in terrestrial and marine litter, the additional derived from improved air quality 
and reduced of CO2e GHG emissions, as set out in Table E-6. 

Table E-6: Environmental Impact Summary 

Service  
Environmental Impact 

(Tonnes) 
Monetized Environmental 

Impact ($M) 

Air Quality - -2.25 

GHG, CO2e  -48,498 -2.40 

Subtotal   -4.65 

Disposal Reduction -100,898   

Recycling Increase 117,567   

Litter Reduction (Amenity impact) -8,291 -2,029 

Total Environmental Cost Benefit - -2,033 

Source: Eunomia Calculations.  

E.3.3 Social 

There are additional social benefits that result from the introduction of a DRS for non-
alcoholic beverage containers in Ontario. 

The current Ontario Blue Box system creates 7,105 direct full-time equivalent (FTE) jobs and 
a further 5,471 indirect and induced jobs, bringing the total to 12,576 FTE. The proposed 
system (Blue Box and proposed DRS) increases this number by 12% to 14,064. The sources 
of these jobs are set out in Table E-7. 

Table E-7: Summary of Employment Impacts 

Job Activity  Number of Jobs Created by 
Current Blue Box Program 

Number of Jobs Created by 
Proposed Program 

Curbside  

Blue Box Collection 2,121  1,733 

Residual Waste Collection 
2,729 2,301 

 

Sorting, Processing, Disposal 2,255 2,816 

Subtotal Curbside 7,105 6,851 

Subtotal DRS - 1,095 

Total Direct 7,105 7,946 

Total Indirect and Induced 5,471 6,118 

Total Direct, Indirect and Induced 12,576 14,064 

Source: Eunomia Calculations  

Gross Value Added (GVA) is a common approach to measuring the contribution of a sector 
to overall Gross Domestic Product of a region. The GVA to the Ontario economy of the 
current system is approximately $709.74M, with the government recovering $58.84M in tax 
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revenue. The proposed system has an associated GVA of $798.45M, and total tax potential 
of $66.43M.  

E.3.4 Benefit Summary 

Ontario needs to increase its recycling rate to achieve a more circular economy and deliver 
the diversion goals it has laid out in its discussion paper Reducing Litter and Waste in Our 
Communities. DRSs are proven to out-perform the curbside programs that they 
complement, in terms of the recycling rates achieved, contamination levels and loss rates. A 
DRS for non-alcoholic beverage containers in Ontario increases the overall recycling rate 
from 65.8% to 73.9%, bringing the province one step closer to its peers and its own zero 
waste goals. The full monetized benefits of operating a DRS alongside an optimized Blue Box 
program are summarized in Table E-8.   

Table E-8: Current vs. Proposed system  

Cost/Benefit 
  

Current Program ($M) Proposed Program ($M) 

Cost 

Operating Costs 
(DRS, Blue Box + % 

Residual associated 
with PPP and DRS) 

312.94 300.07 

Benefit GVA -709.74 -798.45 

  Tax Revenue -58.84 -66.43 

  Monetized GHG   -4.65 

  
Amenity (associated 
with reduced litter) 

  -2,029 

Total   -456 -2,598 

Source: Eunomia Calculations.  

Further benefits include:  

¶ Reduction in cost per kg of PPP placed on the market from $0.31 to $0.27; 

¶ Reduction of 48,498 tonnes of CO2e GHG emissions and improved air quality; 

¶ 80% reduction in beverage container litter; and  

¶ 117,567 additional tonnes of material recycled. 

E.4.0 Stakeholder Impact 

The stakeholder benefits of operating a non-alcoholic beverage DRS alongside the Blue Box 
program and ODRP are summarised in Table E 9. 
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Table E 9: Stakeholder Impact 

Benefit Description Stakeholders Benefitting 

Financial  

¶ Ability for producers to fully control 
the redemption infrastructure through 
the PRO to ensure targets are met 

¶ Reduction in cost per kg of packaging 
placed on the market from $0.31 to 
$0.27 

¶ Reduction in cost per tonne recycled 
from $313.93 to $269.26 

¶ $63.35M in material revenue  

¶ Increase consumer visits to retailers 
that choose to redeem containers 

¶ Low retailer impact resulting from mix 
of RVM, over the counter and bag 
drop redemption  

¶ Tax revenue of $66.60M under 
proposed program  

¶ $800.54M GVA under proposed DRS 

¶ Reduction in municipal litter costs 
associated with 80% reduction in 
beverage container litter 

   

 

Environmental  

¶ Recycling rate increases from 65.8% to 
73.9% 

¶ 117,567 additional tonnes of material 
recycled, replacing virgin material on 
the market and feeding into the 
circular economy  

¶ 48,498 tonnes of CO2e GHG emissions 
saved 

¶ 80% reduction in terrestrial and 
marine beverage container litter 

¶ Monetized environmental benefits of 
$2.03B 

       

    

Social   

¶ 14,064 FTE jobs associated with the 
proposed system, an increase of 1,488 
over the current system 

¶ $2.029B amenity benefit associated 
with reduction in litter 
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E.5.0 Conclusion 

If Ontario is seriously committed to 
furthering waste reduction, reducing 
litter and moving toward a circular 
economy, it should consider 
implementing a DRS for non-alcoholic 
beverages along side its existing Blue 
Box program. 

The report demonstrates how the 
systems are financial, environmentally 
and socially, better together and that an 
optimized Blue Box program alongside a 
DRS for non-alcoholic beverage 
containers has the potential to: 

¶ Reduce beverage container litter 
by up to 80%; 

¶ Increase the Ontario recycling 
rate for paper and packaging to 
73.9% from the current 65.8%18; 

¶ Reduce overall system cost by 
over $12M annum;   

¶ Reduce the cost per tonne 
recycled from $313.93 to 
$269.26; and  

¶ Provide producers with food 
grade secondary material to 
replace virgin material and 
enable them to meet minimum 
recycled content goals.  

 
Together the Blue Box program 
alongside a non-alcoholic DRS can 
provide Ontarians with recycling 
convenience and choice, and offers 
producer a cost-effective mechanism to responsibly manage their packaging at the end of 

                                                      

 

18 Excludes material currently collected through ODRP 

Figure E 2: Benefits of a DRS for Non-
Alcoholic Beverages Working Together 
with the Blue Box 
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life through the achievement of high recycling rates. For a cost of $0.0091 per unit 
redeemed or $0.0082 per container sold producers can ensure that over 90% of all beverage 
containers sold are collected for recycling and reduce beverage container litter by up to 
80%. 

Ontario already has an existing successful DRS for alcoholic beverage containers which 
offers a network of convenient return locations. Although, not considered in this report, 
these redemption locations could also accept non-alcoholic beverage containers, providing 
an even greater level of convenience for consumers.     

Designing an integrated system where a DRS is extended to non-alcoholic beverage 
containers, and the Blue Box program is further optimized, potentially in the light of 
considerations as to how other streams, such as food waste, should be targeted for separate 
collection, is the next logical step for Ontario in the move toward zero waste and a more 
sustainable future.  
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1.0 Definitions 

Below are the definitions of terms as they are used throughout this report.  

Administration Fee ς Fee paid by producer under an EPR model to cover the proportion of 
the cost of the system not covered by material revenue and unclaimed deposits.  

Bag Drop ς A redemption route for deposit return systems in which consumers drop-off filled 
bags of empty beverage containers to a designated location. Beverage containers are later 
verified and counted and consumers are refunded their deposits through a digital account.  

Deposit ς A sum of money required by law to be exchanged for a product in addition to the 
purchase price, in order to incentivize its return to the system.  

Deposit Initiator - The first bottler, distributor or agent to collect the deposit on a beverage 
containerΦ !ƭǎƻ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ άǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎΣέ ǎŜŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ōŜƭƻǿΦ  

Deposit Return System (DRS) ς A system in which a beverage container is purchased at the 
point of sale for a set sum of money (deposit) in addition to the purchase price. This sum is 
returned when the empty beverage container is redeemed.  

Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) ς A system in which producers are operationally and 
financially responsible for the cost of recycling their product at the end of its life.  

Handling Fee ς Fee paid to parties providing redemption infrastructure calculated to cover 
the cost of receiving beverage containers from consumers and storing them prior to 
collection.  

Manual Redemption ς A redemption method where retailers collect beverage containers 
from consumers by hand, over the counter, store them and take them to redemption centres 
for return to producers.  

Non-alcoholic beverage container - Receptacle used to hold liquid beverages (excluding beer, 
wine, wine products, cider and spirits) for consumer consumption. Container can be made of 
a variety of materials, including: glass, plastic, metal or cartons.  

Paper Products and Packaging (PPP) ς Packaging is materials that are used for the 
containment, protection, handling, delivery or presentation of goods supplied to consumers 
and made of glass, metal, paper, plastic or any combination thereof. A Paper Product is any 
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material that is not Packaging, but is printed with text or graphics as a medium for 
communicating information.19 

Processor ς Parties that provide services that may include: counting, weighing, measuring, 
controlling, surveying and verifications. They may be responsible for scrap buying/selling, 
overseas shipping and brokering, and materials transformation. 

Producer ς Brand owners, manufacturers or distributers of beverage products. Produce 
products and place the items on the market. Producers sell their products to retailers, who 
sell them to consumers. These parties are also known as deposit initiators, as they are the 
originators of the deposit return process. 

Producer Responsibility Organization (PRO) ς Organization appointed by producers to 
manage the DRS program on their behalf.  

Retailer ς Sellers of beverages to consumers. These parties buy from producers and sell to 
consumers through a licensed establishment.  

Redemption Centre ς A dedicated establishment for the collection of beverage containers in 
exchange for a deposit refund.  

Reverse Vending Machine (RVM) ς A machine through which beverage containers are 
returned, verified and compacted and deposits are automatically refunded. Used by 
consumers at redemption locations.  

  

                                                      

 

19 Abridged definition from Stewardship Ontario. More precise definition can be found in the Stewardship 
Ontario Blue Box Program Plan (2003) and Canadian Stewardship Services Alliance National Stewards Guidebook 
(2018): the https://guidebook.cssalliance.ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/CSSA-Guidebook_Jan2019.pdf 
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2.0 Introduction 

Ontario is going through a transition. Recycling rates of beverage containers have fallen from 
56% in 2012 to 45% in 2016.20 At the same time, with the passage of the Waste Free Ontario 
Act 2016 (WFOA), which enacted the Waste Diversion Transition Act 2016 (WDTA) and the 
Resource Recovery and Circular Economy Act 2016 (RRCEA), Ontario is moving towards a 
system in which producers are financially and operationally responsible for end-of-life 
management of designated products and packaging,21 effectively establishing a full extended 
producer responsibility (EPR) model.   

In this transition Ontario must ensure that it has a system that captures high quality material 
in a cost-effective manner, mitigating environmental impacts and simultaneously benefiting 
all Ontarians. hƴǘŀǊƛƻΩǎ ƭƻƴƎ-standing curbside recycling system, also known as the Blue Box 
program, is robust and accepts a wide variety of materials, but recycling performance across 
those materials varies widely. Additionally, The Beer Store, a private retailer, operates a 
deposit system for the beverage containers that it sells, as well as those sold through the 
Liquor Control Board of Ontario (LCBO) retail outlets through the Ontario Deposit Return 
Program (ODRP). This system recovers higher rates of materials within its scope than the Blue 
Box program is able to achieve.  

Overall, the Blue Box program boasts a 62.4% recycling rate,22 including exceptional 
performance with respect to paper, with capture rates above 90%, the highest in North 
America.23  

Conversely, the rate of recycling for single-use, non-alcohol beverage containers was only 45% 
in 2016, the lowest across all of Canada.24 Concurrently, The Beer Store collects 87% of the 
beverage containers that its sells, and 81% of those sold through both The Beer Store and 
LCBO combined (in 2018).25 The stark contrast in the performance of these systems is likely 

                                                      

 

20 /a /ƻƴǎǳƭǘƛƴƎΦ ά²Ƙƻ tŀȅǎ ²Ƙŀǘ нлмуΦέ ғhttps://www.cmconsultinginc.com/wp-
content/uploads/2018/10/WPW-2018-FINAL-5OCT2018.pdf> 
21 Waste Free Ontario Act, 2016. <https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/S16012> 
22 {ǘŜǿŀǊŘǎƘƛǇ hƴǘŀǊƛƻΦ άнлмт !ƴƴǳŀƭ wŜǇƻǊǘΦέ ғhttps://stewardshipontario.ca/wp-
content/uploads/2018/06/SO-2017-Annual-Report.pdf> 
23 {ǘŜǿŀǊŘǎƘƛǇ hƴǘŀǊƛƻΦ ά!ƳŜƴŘŜŘ .ƭǳŜ .ƻȄ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ tƭŀƴ ς 5ǊŀŦǘ ŦƻǊ /ƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴΦέ нлмуΦ 
<https://stewardshipontario.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/DRAFT-for-Consultation-Amended-Blue-Box-
Program-Plan.pdf> 
24 /a /ƻƴǎǳƭǘƛƴƎΦ ά²Ƙƻ tŀȅǎ ²Ƙŀǘ нлмуΦέ ғhttps://www.cmconsultinginc.com/wp-
content/uploads/2018/10/WPW-2018-FINAL-5OCT2018.pdf> 
25 ¢ƘŜ .ŜŜǊ {ǘƻǊŜΦ άwŜǳǎŜ ϧ wŜŎȅŎƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŀ /ƭŜŀƴŜǊ, Greener Ontario, 2018 Responsible Stewardship 
tŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜΦέ ғhttps://www.thebeerstore.ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/StewardshipReport2018.pdf>  
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attributable to the incentive provided by the deposit as well as the return-to-retail nature of 
the ODRP program. The disparity between beverage container recycling through the Blue Box 
and that of the ODRP highlights the efficacy of deposit programs. There appears to be an 
opportunity for a deposit return system (DRS) for beverage containers to boost recycling 
rates, thereby reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, minimizing the littering of beverage 
containers on land and in our waterways, and contributing to the economic prosperity of 
Ontario.   

Across Canada, deposit programs for beverage containers are common and effective. Figure 
2-1 shows the recycling rates for non-refillable containers across Canada for 2016.  Nearly all 
of the ǇǊƻǾƛƴŎŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ ǊŀǘŜǎ ŀǘ ул҈ ƻǊ ƘƛƎƘŜǊΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ hƴǘŀǊƛƻΩǎ h5wt ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΦ ¢ƘŜ 
Blue Box, by contrast, is much less effective at capturing containers and diverting them from 
the landfill or from being littered. In the 2016 Toronto Litter Audit, PET beverage bottles 
accounted for 15.4% of large litter surveyed.26  

Figure 2-1: 2016 Recycling Rates for Non-refillables Beverage Containers 
Across Canada 

 

Source: CM Consulting ά²Ƙƻ tŀȅǎ ²Ƙŀǘ нлмуέ  

                                                      

 

26 !9¢ DǊƻǳǇΣ LƴŎΦ άнлмс ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ [ƛǘǘŜǊ !ǳŘƛǘΦέ hŎǘƻōŜǊ нтΣ нлмсΦ ғ https://www.toronto.ca/wp-
content/uploads/2017/10/8ed5-Toronto-Litter-2016-Final-Report_App_Final.pdf> 
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In British Columbia, there are two producer-funded and operated DRS programs for both 
domestic beer and all other beverage types, with the exception of milk. In aggregate, these 
programs regularly exceed the target redemption rate of 75% and work alongside a fully 
producer-operated Blue Box program.27 The overall recycling rate is 75%.28 The redemption 
rate for the non-alcoholic beverage container program is 78% and the beer deposit program 
has a return rate of 90.6%.29 The 78% recycling rate for packaging in total is only achievable by 
combining a curbside collection and a DRS program for all beverages.  

As Ontario transitions to a program fully funded by producers, recycling as much material as 
possible in a cost-effective manner, is key. A modernized DRS helps to divert a greater amount 
of material from the landfill, in line with the provinceΩǎ diversion goals, and ensures that 
producers are achieving the greatest impact for their money. Improving the quality of 
recyclable materials, reducing GHG emissions, and reducing litter further emphasize the need 
for a DRS. 

In March 2019, the European Commission passed a Single-Use Plastics Directive that 
mandates the collection of 90% of plastic bottles by member states over the next decade.30 
With the passage of the WFOA, Ontario is poised to move in the same direction. Ontarians 
need a mechanism that will enable them to easily recycle beverage containers in order to 
divert as much waste as possible and facilitate a circular economy.  

This report examines the impacts of a broad scope DRS for soft drinks, bottled water and 
other beverage containers not already covered by the ODRP that works in conjunction with 
the Blue Box system. The financial costs and benefits are explored, as well as the impacts on 
producers, municipalities and other key stakeholders. 

2.1 Why Consider a Deposit Return System for Non-
Alcoholic Beverages Now?  

With the move towards full EPR, it is prudent to evaluate how to capture high levels of high-
quality packaging material in a cost-effective manner. Introducing a DRS for non-alcoholic 
beverage containers that complements the upcoming changes to the Blue Box system will 
maximize the value of recycling across the province. The proper design of such a system is 

                                                      

 

27 .ƻǘǘƭŜōƛƭƭΦƻǊƎ ά.ǊƛǘƛǎƘ /ƻƭǳƳōƛŀΦέ ғ http://www.bottlebill.org/legislation/canada/britishcolumbia.htm> 
28 wŜŎȅŎƭŜ./Φ ά!ƴƴǳŀƭ wŜǇƻǊǘ нлмтΦέ ғhttps://recyclebc.ca/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/RecycleBCAR2017-
June292018.pdf> 
29 /a /ƻƴǎǳƭǘƛƴƎΦ ά²Ƙƻ tŀȅǎ ²Ƙŀǘ нлмуΦέ ғ ƘǘǘǇǎΥκκǿǿǿΦŎƳŎƻƴǎǳƭǘƛƴƎƛƴŎΦŎƻƳκǿǇ-
content/uploads/2018/10/WPW-2018-FINAL-5OCT2018.pdf> 
30 ½ƻŜǘŜΣ ¢ƻƳΦ άEU agrees on single-use plastics DirectiveΦέ Recycling Network. December 19, 2018. 
<https://recyclingnetwerk.org/2018/12/19/europe-has-reached-an-agreement-on-the-single-use-plastics-
directive/> 
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essential to ensure that it is most effective for all of Ontario, from the city centres to the rural 
north, and to complement existing programs. A variety of factors have aligned recently that 
make such a system not only feasible, but necessary:   

¶ The Ontario government has indicated that the Blue Box is moving to a fully-producer 
funded model in the near future.  

o In {ǘŜǿŀǊŘǎƘƛǇ hƴǘŀǊƛƻΩǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ŘǊŀŦǘ ŀƳŜƴŘŜŘ .ƭǳŜ .ƻȄ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ tƭŀƴ 
(BBPP), a 75% diversion target for all packaging and printed paper is 
proposed.31 Though this plan is no longer being pursued, in order to approach a 
similar target, major changes to the current recycling system will be necessary. 

o When operational management of the Blue Box program is handed over to 
producers, producers will likely consider operational improvements that will 
increase efficiencies across jurisdictions. These efficiencies may result from 
elimination of duplicative capacity such as material recovery facilities (MRFs) 
and transfer stations. A DRS might be able to utilize some of these assets, as 
they can be repurposed as counting centres or redemption centres.  

¶ Worldwide trends are moving toward higher recycling targets. Under the European 
/ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ Single Use Plastics Directive, there is a 90% separate collection target for 
plastic bottles by 2029 (77% by 2025).32 This legislation is likely to set the standard for 
ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ ǘƻ ŦƻƭƭƻǿΦ ²ƛǘƘ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Dт hŎŜŀƴ tƭŀǎǘƛŎǎ /ƘŀǊǘŜǊΣ 
Canadian provinces are likely to begin to move toward targets more in line with those 
of Europe.33  

¶ Strong public support ς a 2016 survey found that a deposit return program for plastic 
bottles receives near universal support (91%) among Ontarians, with more than two 
thirds of Ontarians strongly in support of the program, even when asked without 
specifying an outcome, and with a signal of potential cost to consumers.34 

                                                      

 

31 ά.ƭǳŜ .ƻȄ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ tƭŀƴ 5ǊŀŦǘ ŦƻǊ /ƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴΦέ 5ŜŎŜƳōŜǊ нлмт ғƘǘǘǇΥκκǎǘŜǿŀǊŘǎƘƛǇƻƴǘŀǊƛƻΦŎŀκǿǇ-
content/uploads/2017/12/DRAFT-for-Consultation-Amended-Blue-Box-Program-Plan.pdf> 
32 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ tǊŜǎǎ wŜƭŜŀǎŜΦ άCircular Economy: Commission welcomes European Parliament 
adoption of new rules on singleςuse plastics to reduce marine litterΦέ aŀǊŎƘ нтΣ нлмфΦ 
<http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_STATEMENT-19-1873_en.htm> 
33 5²Φ άG7 minus two: Leaders agree to ocean plastics charterΦέ bƻǾŜƳōŜǊ сΣ нлмуΦ 
<https://www.dw.com/en/g7-minus-two-leaders-agree-to-ocean-plastics-charter/a-44107774> 
34 On behalf of Environmental Defence (ED), the Gandalf Group conducted a survey among 800 Ontarians to 
assess support for a Deposit Return Program for plastic bottles and programs to protect waterways from 
agricultural run-off. Online interviews were completed between March 4th and 7th, 2016. A probability sample 
of this size yields a margin of error of +/- 3.5%, 19 times out of 20. Data is weighted to represent the gender, age, 
and regional distribution of the province. 
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¶ Changing markets for recyclables - DRSs have the added benefit of producing a higher 
quality material than single stream curbside systems, which can warrant a higher 
market price and is more likely to be used by local manufacturers. This fact is 
especially important given the recent changes in the market for recycled material. In 
early 2018, China ς then the largest market for post-consumer recycled material ς 
announced that it would be imposing strict quality standards on the recyclable 
materials it would accept, through its National Sword policy.35 Since the 
implementation of this policy, some recyclable material in Ontario has ended up in the 
landfill.36 However, clean, well-sorted recyclables ς like those emanating from a DRS 
program ς will more easily find a market and ensure that the efforts of Ontarians to 
recycle are not wasted.  

¶ Rising awareness and understanding of the impact of single-use plastics ς Recent years 
have seen a growing awareness and knowledge of the impact that single use plastic 
items, including beverage containers, are having on our marine environment.  A 2016 
report by the World Economic Forum indicated that by 2050, plastic will outweigh fish 
in the sea.37 While this is a troubling statistic, there are more local issues with marine 
litter that affect Ontarians. The Rochester Institute of Technology found that 10,000 
tonnes of plastic enter the Great Lakes every year, with Toronto being one of the 
worst sources.38 DRSs have been proven to reduce littering of beverage containers by 
up to 80%, based on a comparative review of the effect of DRSs on littering 
behaviour.39 

¶ Prime Ministers announcement on June 10, 2019 to address harmful single use 
plastics40.  

¶ Growing problem of microplastics - microplastics are also found in marine animals, 
including those which humans consume as food. The Rochman Lab in the Department 
of Ecology & Evolutionary Biology at the University of Toronto has shown microplastics 
pose particular concern for human exposure in shellfish and other animals consumed 

                                                      

 

35 {ŜƭŘƳŀƴΣ bŜƛƭΦ άwŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ ƛǎ /ǊŀǎƘƛƴƎΚ CŀǊ ŦǊƻƳ LǘΦέ Governing. August 20, 2018. 
<http://www.governing.com/gov-institute/voices/col-recycling-survival-china-restrictions.html> 
36ά9ŀǎǘŜǊƴ hƴǘŀǊƛƻ wŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ IŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ [ŀƴŘŦƛƭƭΦέ CBC News. March 31, 2018. 
<https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/ottawa/north-glengarry-recyclng-crunch-china-rules-1.4599592> 
37 ²ƻǊƭŘ 9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ CƻǊǳƳΦ άThe New Plastics Economy: Rethinking the future of plasticsΦέ WŀƴǳŀǊȅ нлмсΦ 
<http://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_The_New_Plastics_Economy.pdf> 
38 ½ǳƪƻǿǎƪƛΣ 5ŀƴΦ ά22 Million Pounds of Plastic Enters the Great Lakes Each YearΦέ Ecowatch. December 20, 2016. 
<https://www.ecowatch.com/plastic-great-lakes-2157466316.html> 
39 Eunomia (2017) Impacts of a Deposit Refund System for One-way Beverage Packaging on Local Authority 
Waste Services, 11th October 2017 
40 https://pm.gc.ca/eng/news/2019/06/10/canada-ban-harmful-single-use-plastics-and-hold-companies-
responsible-plastic-waste 

 

https://pm.gc.ca/eng/news/2019/06/10/canada-ban-harmful-single-use-plastics-and-hold-companies-responsible-plastic-waste
https://pm.gc.ca/eng/news/2019/06/10/canada-ban-harmful-single-use-plastics-and-hold-companies-responsible-plastic-waste


28     June 2019 

whole.41 Much is still unknown about how microplastics affect human health, but 
many of the chemicals contained in plastics appear to impair lab animals, even at 
levels some governments consider safe for humans.42 

Designs Associated with High Recycling Rates 

For beverage containers, DRSs complement curbside collection systems in order to achieve 
higher recycling rates than possible through curbside systems alone (see Figure 2-1). DRSs also 
decrease contamination levels and loss rates across the system. The design of a DRS, though, 
is key to its performance, with different designs delivering varying degrees of success (from a 
51% return rate in Connecticut43 to a 98% return rate in Germany44).  

Among existing DRSs that consistently achieve high redemption rates (in excess of 80%) at low 
cost (somewhere between $0.01 and $0.02 per container sold), similar characteristics are 
often shared, including: 

1) Governance: Legislation that is not overly prescriptive on process, with the focus on 
outcomes. Specifically: 

a. Setting and enforcing a recycling target; 

b. Establishing the need for continuous improvement, putting in place 
mechanisms to adjust the level of deposit if recycling targets are not being 
achieved for an agreed-upon number of consecutive years and ensuring that 
consumers can conveniently redeem containers; and 

c. Establishing the role of government as one of audit, oversight and 
enforcement.  

Within reason, and over and above the essentials, the fewer details that are 
enshrined in the legislation, the more flexibility producers have to react to factors 
that affect achievement of program goals. 

2) Management: Those parties responsible for the supply and, in some cases, sale of 
beverages (essentially producers, distributors and grocers) are given the responsibility 
for meeting the requirements of the legislation through a collaborative administrative 
approach and market-driven operational delivery, ensuring cost effective compliance. 
This includes: 

a. Putting in place a PRO to oversee the system; 

                                                      

 

41 Smith, Madeline; Love, David; RoŎƘƳŀƴΣ /ƘŜƭǎŜŀΤ ŀƴŘ bŜŦŦΣ wƻƴƛΦ άMicroplastics in Seafood and the 
Implications for Human HealthΦ ά/ǳǊǊŜƴǘ Environmental Health Reports. August 16, 2018. 
<https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6132564/> 
42 wƻȅǘŜΣ 9ƭƛȊŀōŜǘƘΦ άWe Know Plastic Is Harming Marine Life. What About Us?έ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ DŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎΦ WǳƴŜ нлмуΦ 
<https://www.nationalgeographic.com/magazine/2018/06/plastic-planet-health-pollution-waste-microplastic> 
43 Container Recycling Institute (2018). <http://www.bottlebill.org/legislation/usa/connecticut.htm>  
44 CM Consulting & Reloop (2018) Deposit Systems for One-Way Beverage Containers: Global Overview 2018. 
<https://reloopplatform.eu/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/BOOK-Deposit-Global-27-APR2018.pdf> 
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b. Procurement and commissioning of services that will: 
i. Deliver redemption infrastructure and options to ensure consumers can 

conveniently redeem; 
ii. Offer technology driven solutions that will drive efficiencies in respect 

to transport and provide transparent and accurate data;  
iii. Optimize costs through a market-driven, innovative approach to 

infrastructure and fee setting.  
3) Delivery: Organizations appointed through the PRO, given the responsibility for 

operational delivery and required to report through Performance Management 
Indicators to demonstrate achievement of, and compliance with program financial, 
legal, environmental and social goals. 

DRSs operated by producers, through a PRO, are typically operated on a non-profit basis and 
funded through a combination of: 

¶ Material revenues; 

¶ Unredeemed deposits; and 

¶ Producer/administration fees.  
 
Any PRO established for the collection and management of PPP under an RRCEA regulation 
would be a suitable PRO for a DRS system in Ontario.  

hƴǘŀǊƛƻΩǎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǿŀǎǘŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǾƛŀōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƛƴ 
its aims of diverting waste from the landfill as well as capturing marketable high-quality 
material to feed into the circular economy, helping to develop local employment 
opportunities. A joint Blue Box and DRS program may be the best way to achieve these ends. 
Complementing the existing programs with an optimized Blue Box system and a robust DRS 
for non-alcoholic beverage containers will allow Ontario to achieve high recycling rates for all 
beverage containers, maintain current high capture rates on paper, and maximize cost-
effectiveness for producers, who will be responsible for covering 100% of the costs associated 
with reaching targeted recycling rates (such as the 75% recycling rate set out in the draft 
amended BBPP).    
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3.0 Context and Rationale  

3.1.1 Product Stewardship for Residential Printed Paper and 
Packaging (PPP) in Ontario today 

The Waste Diversion Act (WDA), passed in 2002, set up a structure for the Blue Box program 
to be partially funded by producers of PPP.45 The WDA was the first step in moving Ontario 
toward an extended producer responsibility (EPR) model.46 EPR describes the comprehensive 
responsibility that Ontario producers, importers and brand owners have to reduce the 
environmental impact of their products and packaging.47 This responsibility extends across the 
entire product management lifecycle, encompassing waste reduction, recovery, recycling and 
reuse.  

The WDA states:  

 ά! ǿŀǎǘŜ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘƛǎ !Ŏǘ ŦƻǊ ōƭǳŜ ōƻȄ ǿŀǎǘŜ ǎƘŀƭƭ ƴƻǘ 
provide for payments to municipalities that total more than 50 per cent of the total net 
ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ƛƴŎǳǊǊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΦέ48  

The WDA established Waste Diversion Ontario (WDO) (now the Resource Productivity and 
Recovery Authority (RPRA), a non-crown agency, to implement and manage programs under 
the Act. The WDA also creates an Industry Funding Organization (IFO), Stewardship Ontario (a 
non-profit industry organization), to collect ŦŜŜǎ ŀƴŘ Řŀǘŀ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎΣ ƻǊ άǎǘŜǿŀǊŘǎ,έ 
and pay municipalities.  Stewardship Ontario is maintained under the Waste Diversion 
Transition Act 2016. 

Stewardship Ontario calculates the fees that producers are required to pay each year on a per 
kilogram basis, by material type.49 The calculation uses information provided by municipalities 
on the costs of their Blue Box programs, the Stewardship Ontario budget, waste composition 
and activity-based cost allocation studies, and reports from producers.50 The Pay-In Model 

                                                      

 

45 Waste Diversion Act, 2002. <https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/02w06> 
46 Waste Diversion Act, 2002. <https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/02w06> 
47 Stewardship OntarioΦ ά²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ 9ȄǘŜƴŘŜŘ tǊƻŘǳŎŜǊ wŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅέ ғ http://stewardshipontario.ca/what-is-
extended-producer-responsibility/> 
48 Waste Diversion Act, 2002. <https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/02w06> 
49 {ǘŜǿŀǊŘǎƘƛǇ hƴǘŀǊƛƻΦ άнлмс CŜŜ {ŎƘŜŘǳƭŜΦέ ғhttp://stewardshipontario.ca/wp-
content/uploads/2013/03/2016-Fee-Schedule.pdf> 
50 {ǘŜǿŀǊŘǎƘƛǇ hƴǘŀǊƛƻΦ άCŜŜ-ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎ aŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅΦέ ғ http://stewardshipontario.ca/stewards-bluebox/fees-and-
payments/fee-setting-flow-chart/> 
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(PIM) is the result of calculations based on those inputs and is used to allocate costs to 
producers of the various PPP materials.  

The Ontario Government has stated its intention to reform this shared responsibility model 
towards full producer responsibility. 51 The current system is not true EPR since producers 
only contribute to the funding of the recycling program and not to the costs of disposal or 
litter clean-up associated with their packaging. Full EPR should allow for producers to put in 
place operational systems that will ensure their packaging is managed at the end of life and 
that recycling targets are met. 

3.1.2 Ontario Deposit Return Program (ODRP) 

The Beer Store is a privately-owned beer retailer owned by brewers that until recently was 
the only retailer approved to sell beer for off-site consumption under the Ontario Liquor 
Control Act52 (for recent changes, see Section 3.2).  Since its founding in 1927, The Beer Store 
has been operating a private deposit program for the beverage packaging sold in its stores. 
Originally, The Beer Store sold beer in refillable bottles only, and the refundable deposit 
encouraged consumers to return their bottles for refilling. The program was expanded to 
single-use containers as they came into use.  

.ǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ƻŦŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ ¢ƘŜ .ŜŜǊ {ǘƻǊŜΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΣ ƛƴ нллтΣ ǘhe provincial government 
enacted the Ontario Deposit Return Program (ODRP), also known as ά.ŀƎ ƛǘ .ŀŎƪ,έ which 
established a partnership between The Beer Store and the Liquor Control Board of Ontario 
(LCBO). The agreement allows for only The Beer Store, through its over 900 locations, to 
accept and refund deposits for all empty alcohol beverage containers which are sold 
exclusively in Ontario through LCBO and The Beer Store.  The deposit for different container 
types are shown in Table 3-1.53  

                                                      

 

51 General Manager, Solid Waste Management Services of Toronto. May 24, 2017. ά¦ǇŘŀǘŜ ƻƴ bŜǿ tǊƻǾƛƴŎƛŀƭ 
Waste Management Framework Legislation - Bill 151: Waste-Free Ontario Act, 2016Φέ 
https://www.toronto.ca/legdocs/mmis/2017/pw/bgrd/backgroundfile-104195.pdf 
52 tǊƻǾƛƴŎŜ ƻŦ hƴǘŀǊƛƻΦ ά¢ƘŜ [ƛǉǳƻǊ /ƻƴǘǊƻƭ !Ŏǘ R.S.O. 1990, c. L.18Φέ 
<https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/90l18> 
53 http://www.bagitback.ca/en/residential/faq.shtml 
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Table 3-1: Ontario Deposit Return Program Deposit Levels 

Source: The Beer Store 

3.1.3 Expansion of Alcohol Sales 

Ontario has traditionally only sold alcohol through The Beer Store and the LCBO retail 
locations. However, beginning in 2018, Ontario began to allow select grocers to sell beer, 
cider and/or wine, following an easing of licensing laws. By late 2018, 450 supermarkets were 
selling beer and cider, 70 of which also sold wine.54 An announcement in March 2019 by 
hƴǘŀǊƛƻΩǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎŜ ƳƛƴƛǎǘŜǊ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ƛƴǘŜƴŘǎ to further the sale of beer 
and wine into corner stores, big box stores and more grocery stores.55 

The expansion of the outlets that sell these beverages could have significant impacts on the 
redemption of deposit containers under the ODRP, as consumers will no longer have to visit a 
redemption point (The Beer Store) in order to purchase beer. As the convenience for 
consumers to purchase these beverages increases, but the convenience of container 
redemption does not, it is likely that redemption rates will fall. This situation lends support to 
the idea for an enhanced and expanded infrastructure for deposit refunds, in order to ensure 
that even current rates of redemption are sustained.  

3.2 Toward the Future 

In March 2019, the Ontario Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks released its 
discussion paper, Reducing Litter and Waste in Our Communities as part of its A Made-in-
Ontario Environment Plan, hƴǘŀǊƛƻΩǎ ƴŜǿ Ǉƭŀƴ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ its environment for 
future generations. The ǇǊƻǾƛƴŎŜ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎΣ άcommitted to make producers responsible 
for the waste generated from their products and packaging, and to outline actions to explore 

                                                      

 

54 Province of Ontario website - άBeer, wine and cider sales in grocery storesΦέ 
<https://www.ontario.ca/page/beer-wine-cider-sales-grocery-stores> 
55 WŜŦŦƻǊŘǎΣ {ƘŀǿƴΦ άFedeli says Ontario to expand beer, wine to corner storesΦέ Global News. March 28, 2019. 
<https://globalnews.ca/news/5108152/fedeli-ontario-beer-wine-corner-stores/> 
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how to recover the value of resources in waste, provide clear rules for compostable products 
and packaging, and support competitive and sustainable end-ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎ ŦƻǊ hƴǘŀǊƛƻΩǎ ǿŀǎǘŜ.56  

The waste sector is responǎƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊ с҈ ƻŦ hƴǘŀǊƛƻΩǎ DID ŜƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎΣ фл҈ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŦǊƻƳ 
landfills.57 Reducing the amount of material going to landfills is an essential step in embracing 
circular economy practices and reducing future emissions. The majority of beverage 
containers do not give rise to GHGs if disposed of in landfills, however the true environmental 
benefits result from recycled material displacing the use of virgin materials. This substitution 
delivers significant embodied energy savings resulting primarily from reduced resource 
extraction. As an example, metals make up approximately 5% of the waste stream but 
account for a third of carbon emissions when embodied energy is considered.58 These 
benefits have not been calculated in this report so would be in addition to the environmental 
benefits calculated. 

The Waste-Free Ontario Act, 2016 (WFOA), took significant measures to modernize the waste 
system in Ontario through two acts that replaced the WDA and crafted the framework for a 
new system designed to move Ontario toward a circular economy.   

The Resource Recovery and Circular Economy Act, 2016 (RRCEA) established an outcomes-
based producer responsibility regime and included three provisions:  

1) Identified provincial interest in resource recovery and waste reduction to provide 
overarching government direction;  

2) Established full financial and environmental responsibility for producers to collect and 
manage waste associated with their products and packaging (currently only tires are 
regulated under the RRCEA with a regulation for waste electronics and electrical 
equipment and batteries under way.); and  

3) Established the Resource Productivity and Recovery Authority (RPRA) to effectively 
replace the WDO as the body overseeing the legacy program operating under the 
Waste Diversion Transition Act, 2016 (WDTA) and administering regulations under the 
RRCEA.  

EPR for packaging and printed paper will eventually be regulated under the RRCEA. The 
current municipally delivered system under the WDTA (the second of the acts underneath the 

                                                      

 

56 OnǘŀǊƛƻ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΣ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ tŀǊƪǎΦ άwŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ [ƛǘǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ²ŀǎǘŜ ƛƴ hǳǊ 
/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΥ 5ƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ tŀǇŜǊΦέ ғƘttps://prod-environmental-registry.s3.amazonaws.com/2019-
03/Reducing%20Litter%20and%20Waste%20in%20Our%20Communities%20Discussion%20Paper_0.pdf> 
57 DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ hƴǘŀǊƛƻΦ CŜōǊǳŀǊȅ нлмтΦ ά{ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŦƻǊ ŀ ²ŀǎǘŜ-CǊŜŜ hƴǘŀǊƛƻΥ .ǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ /ƛǊŎǳƭŀǊ 9ŎƻƴƻƳȅΦέ 
<https://files.ontario.ca/finalstrategywastefreeont_eng_aoda1_final-pdf> 

58 Eunomia Report Carbon Recycling Index 2014/15. <https://www.eunomia.co.uk/reports-tools/recycling-
carbon-index-201415/> 
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WFOA) will continue until full producer responsibility is regulated under the RRCEA and the 
responsibility for collecting and managing PPP transfers from municipalities to producers. 

Once the transition to full producer responsibility is complete, Regulation 101/94 of the 
Environmental Protection Act will be revoked eliminating the directive to Ontario 
municipalities to run Blue Box programs.  

The Made-in-Ontario Environment Plan states ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛƴŎƛŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ 
combat climate change, reduce waste and litter in communities, and other environmental 
ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎΦ Lǘ ŀƭǎƻ ǊŜǎǘŀǘŜǎ hƴǘŀǊƛƻΩǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ 9twΣ ǎǘŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛƴŎŜ ƛƴǘŜƴŘǎ ǘƻ 
ñmake producers responsible for the waste generated from their products and packagingΦέ 59 

aƻǊŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƛǘ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ŦƻǊ ƳƻǾƛƴƎ hƴǘŀǊƛƻΩǎ waste programs to an EPR model to άǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ 
relief for taxpayers and make producers of packaging and products more efficient by better 
connecting them with the markets that recycle what they produce.έ60  

This plan lends support to the idea that producers should have responsibility for a system that 
creates the best environment for Ontarians, is efficiently run, and diverts the most waste from 
the landfill.  

The ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ǇŀǇŜǊ Reducing Litter and Waste in Our Communities further 
calls for diverting waste from the landfill in Ontario and reducing litter through:  

1) Reducing and diverting food and organic waste from households and businesses; 
2) Reducing plastic waste; 
3) Reducing litter in neighbourhoods and parks; and 
4) Increasing opportunities for the people of Ontario to participate in waste reduction 

efforts. 

DRSs are proven to be the best method for preventing litter. A DRS program will support 
points 2-4 of the above in addition to supporting curbside programs including source-
separated food waste collection. Creating a comprehensive system for Ontario that allows for 
the best methods for reducing each type of waste is key. A well-designed DRS for non-
alcoholic beverage containers will allow Ontario to meet its goals and move toward a cleaner, 
more prosperous future.  

                                                      

 

59 hƴǘŀǊƛƻ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΣ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ tŀǊƪǎΦ άtǊŜǎŜǊǾƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ tǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƴƎ ƻǳǊ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ 
Future Generations, A Made-in-hƴǘŀǊƛƻ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ tƭŀƴΦέнлмуΦ ғhttps://prod-environmental-
registry.s3.amazonaws.com/2018-11/EnvironmentPlan.pdf> 
60 ibid.  
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4.0 Proposed Program Design 

As Ontario moves towards more circular models, there is a requirement not only to increase 
recycling rates, but also to ensure that material collected is of high quality. Increasing the 
quantity and quality of recyclable material has the added benefit of reducing GHGs, through 
the displacement of virgin material in new packaging with recycled content.   

A correctly designed DRS can achieve 90% (and higher) redemption rates, which will bring 
Ontario above 70% in overall recycling. 

The existing ODRP for beer and alcohol is an established system that consumers are familiar 
with and one that achieves a relatively high redemption rate at 87% it has been assumed in 
our analysis that the system will remain in place. 

4.1 Legislative and Regulatory Authorities  

While legislation is not needed to establish a DRS for non-alcoholic beverage containers, the 
framework for such legislation is already enacted under the broader regulation of printed 
paper and packaging (PPP) in the RRCEA. If the government of Ontario chose to formalize the 
program through legislation, this regulation would ideally contain the following key 
provisions: 

1) A definition of beverage containers, as distinct from other PPP, which includes those 
supplied into OntarioΩǎ Industrial, Commercial and Institutional sector (IC&I); 

2) A specific statutory performance target for the collection and recycling of beverage 
containers (i.e. 90% collection for recycling as adopted by the European Union for 
plastic beverage containers);  

3) Penalties for failing to achieve performance targets; 
4) Continuous improvement measures, such as mechanisms to adjust the deposit value if 

recycling targets are not being achieved for an agreed upon number of consecutive 
years; and 

5) Audit, oversight and enforcement authority for the government to ensure that the 
program runs smoothly and that all provisions are being met.  

 
There may also be a requirement to guarantee a minimum level of convenience for all users, 
for example through minimum geographic coverage of redemption options. However, if the 
return target is set sufficiently high (i.e. at least 90%) then coverage will be such to ensure the 
target is met.  
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4.2 Principles of Design 

A set of design principles, based on successful existing programs, has been used to guide the 
design of the proposed DRS for non-alcoholic beverage containers. Examples of good and bad 
DRS designs are provided in Appendix A.1.0.  

¶ Targeted: A 90% recycling rate for used beverage containers; 

¶ Engaging Incentive: The deposit set at a level that will incentivise consumers to return, 
assessed as being $0.15 for non-alcoholic beverages in Ontario.   

¶ Convenient: A return network that is sufficient in number and location to enable 
consumers to return empty containers as part of their every day activities. 
Redemption must be as easy as purchasing; 

¶ Comprehensive: All beverage types to be included, preventing free riders and making 
the program simple for consumers to understand; 

¶ Accountable: The latest information technology is deployed to ensure the accurate 
capture of return rates, to allow correct payments and to mitigate fraud;  

¶ Flexible: Producers have the control to put in place the most cost-efficient system to 
meet the 90% target. 

4.3 Design Overview 

The sections below describe the design and operations of the proposed DRS, which has been 
designed to work alongside the existing ODRP and in partnership with a fully producer funded 
Blue Box system. The decision to model a DRS for non-alcoholic beverage containers alongside 
the current programs, rather than a combined alcoholic and non-alcoholic DRS and separate 
curbside system was made for a number of reasons: 

¶ the ODRP program is well understood by users and is based on a specific return to The 
Beer Store redemption model; 

¶ redemption infrastructure for non-alcoholic beverages needs to be convenient, so that 
it captures beverages consumed in the home, on-the-go and in food and beverage 
establishments;  

¶ this report allows producers, who will be covering 100% of the costs of recycling their 
packaging in the future, as designated in the RRCEA, to compare costs of the current 
curbside program, which is the only existing program for non-alcoholic beverages in 
Ontario, against a joint DRS and curbside program on a cost per tonne recycled basis. 

 
It is not uncommon for there to be separate programs for alcoholic and non-alcoholic  
beverages, as seen in British Columbia and Quebec. However, there are likely to be 
efficiencies if programs are combined, especially with the relaxation of alcohol sales in 
Ontario through Reg. 232/16: Sale of Liquor in Government Stores, which allows consumers to 
purchase alcohol in a growing number of establishments.   



  37 

4.3.1 Governance 

4.3.1.1 Producer Responsibility Organization 

The RRCEA allows for the creation of Producer Responsibility Organizations (PRO) to 
undertake collection and management on behalf of the producers. The PROΩǎ role is to 
provide oversight of the system, procurement and commissioning of services, ensure recycling 
targets are met and be responsible for cost efficiency and fraud mitigation. Administrative 
functions associated with maintaining the system, including the IT to support tracking and 
processing deposit flows, would likely be handled by a PRO. 

The PRO handles the incoming revenue from sold material, all unclaimed deposits, and 
outflow of payments to any appointed operators of the system. The PRO is also responsible 
for compliance and fraud prevention. It determines the level of producer administration fee 
necessary to ensure cost coverage. The PRO also has the ability to set service standards for 
redemption centres, ensuring a consistent standard.  

As the system administrator, the PRO has a hand in how the system is structured to meet the 
90% redemption target at the lowest cost. The PRO is likely to procure part or all of the 
collection, counting and sorting activities. Given OntarioΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜ ǎƛȊŜ, the PRO may choose to 
use a zoned procurement process. The PRO would likely set: 

¶ the redemption targets; and   

¶ technology specifications necessary to mitigate fraud and ensure transparent 
reporting.  

Bidders propose the appropriate infrastructure to reach those targets and the cost for doing 
so, either as a per container price (in the form of a handling fee - see Section 5.2.2 for more 
information) or as an annual cost.   

This system design also benefits the beverage agency by maximizing the collection of all 
eligible containers, reducing financial losses. Examples of good and bad DRS governance from 
around the world are found in Appendix A.1.1.  

New South Wales, Australia used a zoned procurement process in its ƳƻŘŜƭΣ άwŜǘǳǊƴ ŀƴŘ 
Earn.έ A network operator there, TOMRA Cleanaway, set up and runs a state-wide network of 
collection points; they develop and operate the collection points themselves, or contract 
other organizations to collect on their behalf.61 Zoned models such as this allow the needs of 
different areas (e.g. rural vs. urban; low vs. high volume) to be best serviced and priced 
accordingly, which is not possible when there is a standard handling fee model.  

                                                      

 

61 New South Wales Environmental Protection Agency (2018). <https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/your-
environment/recycling-and-reuse/return-and-earn> 
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4.3.2 Scope 

The proposed scope for the DRS includes all PET, aluminum, steel, glass, cartons, and film 
pouches of the following beverage container types:  

¶ Carbonated soft drinks 

¶ Sparkling water 

¶ Non-sparkling water  

¶ Sports drinks 

¶ Energy drinks 

¶ Fruit and vegetable beverages and juice 

¶ Ready-to-drink tea and coffee 

All containers less than 3L, except for milk and wellness beverages,62 are included and are 
required to carry a deposit and be labelled as such. In addition, providing information to 
retailers and consumers, the deposit label allows the system to detect and prevent fraud, if 
the barcode is registered with the PRO and scanned by the RVM or at the counting centre. 
This allows Ontario to safeguard its program from fraudulent redemption from containers 
sold in Quebec, for example, where the deposit is lower.  

A broad scope maximizes the potential impact in terms of recycling rates and litter reduction. 
This approach is arguably the fairest for all beverage producers, as no beverage or company 
gains an advantage from being included in, or excluded from, the scheme. It has the added 
benefit of simplicity for consumers, retailers and producers, and means consumers do not 
have to sort their containers. 

4.3.3 Deposit Level  

The deposit is the mechanism for incentivizing returns and needs to be set at a level to ensure 
consumers feel it is worth returning their containers. The most successful schemes ς those 
with the highest return rates ς tend to have higher deposits. 

In order to ensure that Ontario achieves a 90% redemption rate, it is recommended that the 
deposit be set at $0.15 across all container sizes. A flat rate deposit such as this provides 
equal incentive to return all containers, ensures that the system is fair to all producers, and is 
simpler to administer.  

                                                      

 

62 Milk, dairy-alternatives, wellness and functional beverages are often excluded from DRS schemes, in Ontario, 
most milk is sold in bags and has been excluded from the modeling for these reasons. When designing a DRS for 
Ontario, the inclusion of these beverage may merit revisiting to conform with DRS program updates in Canada, 
like the program in Alberta, which includes containers of all beverage types. Wellness and functional beverages 
include infant formula, dietary supplements, etc.  
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A high deposit value is the best driver of redemption rates. Oregon increased its deposit from 
USD $0.05 (equivalent to CAD $0.07) to USD $0.10 (equivalent to CAD $0.13) in April 2017. 
This followed an amendment to the legislation requiring the deposit to be increased if the 
redemption rate was below 80% for two consecutive years.63 This flexible approach 
recognizes the link between the deposit and return rates, and the need to keep the deposit 
value under review. The return rate during January ς March 2017 was 59%.64  Following the 
increase, Oregon hit 90% redemption in 2018.65 Similarly, in 2008, Alberta raised the deposits 
on all beverage containers from $0.05 to $0.10 for containers 1L and under and from $0.20 to 
$0.25 for containers greater than 1L. The collection rate increased by approximately 13% just 
three years after implementation.66  

4.3.4 Redemption Infrastructure 

Focusing on the principles of convenience and flexibility, the proposed non-alcoholic beverage 
container DRS includes four channels for consumers to return their containers and redeem 
their deposit, described below. There are 8,045 retailers in Ontario that could potentially 
participate in the DRS.67,68 Retail outlets were grouped into categories based on number of 
employees, and each category was assumed to operate using a certain redemption method. 
Hypermarkets (the largest retail outlets) are the location of bag drops and therefore do not 
need any in-store collections. In this model, other retailer types are assumed to accept 
containers through RVMs or manual takeback. The breakdown of retail outlets, by size, and 
assumptions by category, is given in Appendix A.3.3.69 In practice, the PRO, retailers and 
market conditions will determine the distribution and number of redemption channels 
necessary to meet targets and geographical coverage requirements to make the system 
accessible to all Ontarians.  

                                                      

 

63 hǊŜƎƻƴ [ŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛǾŜ !ǎǎŜƳōƭȅ άHouse Bill 3145Φέ нлмм wegular Session. 
<https://olis.leg.state.or.us/liz/2011R1/Downloads/MeasureDocument/HB3145> 
64 hǊŜƎƻƴ .ŜǾŜǊŀƎŜ wŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ /ƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛǾŜΦ άнлмт !ƴƴǳŀƭ wŜǇƻǊǘΣέ 
<https://www.obrc.com/Content/Reports/OBRC%20Annual%20Report%202017.PDF> 
65 tǊƻŦƛǘŀΣ /ŀǎǎŀƴŘǊŀΦ άOregon Bottle Deposit System Hits 90 Percent Redemption RateΦέ NPR. February 4, 2019. 
<https://www.npr.org/sections/thesalt/2019/02/04/688656261/oregon-bottle-deposit-system-hits-90-percent-
redemption-rate> 
66 /a /ƻƴǎǳƭǘƛƴƎΦ ά²Ƙƻ tŀȅǎ ²Ƙŀǘ нлмуΦέ ғ https://www.cmconsultinginc.com/wp-
content/uploads/2018/10/WPW-2018-FINAL-5OCT2018.pdf> 
67As of December 2018, based on calculations from Statistics Canada - 
https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/t1/tbl1/en/tv.action?pid=3310002501&pickMembers%5B0%5D=3.859  
68 The requirement to participate in the scheme is expected to extend to all supermarkets, groceries and 
convenience stores. However, where small retailers are located within a mall and the mall organized suitable 
provision it is assumed there would be an exemption. An estimate of 10% of small business may be exempted. 
69 Based on private communication with RVM distributors 
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The bag drop system design is based on the Bottle Drop Express program in Oregon (as seen 
in Figure 4-1), run by Oregon Beverage Recycling Cooperative (OBRC, an industry-appointed 
non-profit) ƻǊ .ǊƛǘƛǎƘ /ƻƭǳƳōƛŀΩǎ wŜǘǳǊƴ-Lǘϰ 9·tw9{{ ΨŘǊƻǇ-and-ƎƻΩ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ. Bag drops are 
stand-alone structures (typically repurposed shipping containers) that are located in the 
parking lots of the largest big box stores and hypermarkets, and in municipal depot drop-off 
facilities. Consumers purchase bags in which they place their empty containers.70 It is 
assumed that each bag can hold approximately 100 glass bottles, 150 PET bottles or 250 
cans.71 Full bags are deposited at bag drop structures through a service hatch. Each consumer 
has an online account and when dropped-off bags are verified through the counting centre, 
the deposit refund is credited to the consumerΩǎ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘΦ ¢ƘŜ consumer can then use the 
deposit credit to purchase goods at retailers or have the option to donate the money to a 
charity/school/etc. The bag drop facilities are not continuously staffed, but monitored 
periodically by mobile teams, making them especially cost-effective. Bag drops have also been 
modelled as being located at municipal drop-off centres. 

Figure 4-1: Oregon Bottle Drop Express Outlet 

  

Source: OBRC, https://www.bottledropcenters.com/Express 

Redemption centres are assumed to be privately-owned and operated businesses that exist to 
collect deposit containers and are compensated through handling fees. Redemption centres 
thrive when volume is high, and it is assumed that the redemption centres in Ontario will be 
used primarily by high volume redeemers such as independent businesses redeeming 
containers from the hospitality sector.   

The proposed infrastructure mix accommodates large versus small volume redeemers, and 
rural versus urban communities. A suburban town in the Greater Toronto Area will not need 
the same redemption infrastructure as a rural community in the north. Equally, retailers do 

                                                      

 

70 Sacks are charged at equivalent of 27c in Oregon 
71 TOMRA (2001), Zentrale Organization Einweg Pfand Deutschland: Business Model Development Guide 
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not have the space to accommodate large volume redeemers. Demographics and existing 
infrastructure have been used to model a system that allows consumers to have a simple, 
convenient system for return.  

The proposed 2,895 redemption locations are significantly higher than the 218 redemption 
depots in Alberta72 and 260 in British Columbia.73 In these provinces, residents must make 
special trips to the depots, which may be quite far from their homes, to return their 
containers. The proposed redemption infrastructure for Ontario prioritizes convenience for 
every type of redeemer as a part of their daily activities and provides a dense network of 
redemption locations across the province, ensuring that no one will be too far from a place to 
reclaim their deposits.  

Figure 4-2 details the percentage of containers that have been modelled to be redeemed 
through each redemption route. 

Figure 4-2: Percentage of Containers Redeemed through Each Redemption 
Route 

 

Source: Eunomia modelling.  

                                                      

 

72 https://www.bcmb.ab.ca/uploads/source/Annual_Reports/BCMB_2017_Annual_Report_Final_Web.pdf 
73 https://www.return-it.ca/locations/?St=&Sv=express&Se=38&Se=40&Se=100 
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The ultimate design and mix of redemption options will be determined by the PRO or its 
appointed operators in conjunction with retailers based on the needs of the market to ensure 
that the 90% redemption target is met.  

It may be possible for there to be some harmonization between the existing ODRP and the 
DRS for non-alcoholic beverages but this has not been modelled in this report.  

4.3.4.1 DRS Redemption Infrastructure Summary 

Table 4-1 summarizes the number of redemption locations by redemption method and the 
volume of material modelled to go through each. 

Table 4-1: Ontario DRS Redemption Methods 

Redemption Method 
Number of 

locations  

Total volume 
processed 

(tonnes/year) 

Volume per location per year 
(units)  

Retail stores, 
manual 

1,356 30,678 963,127 

Retail stores, reverse 
vending machines 
(RVMs) 

1,241 49,086 657,534 

Dedicated 
redemption centres 

58 28,040 13,896,551 

Bag drops 240 31,370 3,550,000 

Total: 
2,895 139,174 15,517,212 

Source: Eunomia calculations 

4.3.4.2 Blue Box 

Consumers can continue to place their empty containers in their Blue Box bins, if this option is 
most convenient and they do not want to recover the deposit.  An additional 3.5% of 
containers sold are assumed to be captured through the Blue Box program. 

4.3.5 Transport and Transfer 

Appointed contractors manage the collection from retailers, bag drop locations and 
redemption centres.  RVM retailers and bag drop locations automatically feed data back to 
the collection contractor when collections are required. Regular collection routes are 
determined for redemption centres. 
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4.3.6 Counting and Processing  

The model assumes the establishment of three regional counting centres across the province 
to count and verify all containers that are not redeemed through RVMs, as RVMs verify 
containers at the point of redemption. Counting centres also carry out some processing of 
material, such as baling. Counting and verifying all containers helps identify fraudulent activity 
and ensures payment is only made on eligible containers, reducing overall system cost. 
άConditionersέ in Quebec are certified by the industry non-profit and provide services that 
may include: counting, weighing, measuring, controlling, surveying and verifications according 
to the established guidelines.74 This allows the industry to ensure that that all deposit 
reimbursements are accurate according to their certified partners.  

Former municipal material recovery facilities (MRFs) may serve as possible locations for 
counting centres, if MRF infrastructure is consolidated as anticipated under the full EPR 
framework, where operational responsibility for the Blue Box program is transferred to 
producers (as referenced in ǘƘŜ ..tt ǘƻ άbuild scale efficiencies in handlingΧand to minimize 
logistic inefficiencyΦέ)75 

4.3.7 System Operation Summary 

Figure 4-3 illustrates the money and material flows between the various stakeholders in the 
proposed DRS for non-alcoholic beverage containers, including the role of each stakeholder 
within the system.   

                                                      

 

74 ά/ŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ /ƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴŜǊǎΦέ .D9 ²ŜōǎƛǘŜΦ http://bge-quebec.com/en/about-us/#conditionneurs 
75 ά.ƭǳŜ .ƻȄ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ tƭŀƴ 5ǊŀŦǘ ŦƻǊ /ƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴΦέ tŀƎŜ нсΦ 5ŜŎŜƳōŜǊ нлмт ғƘǘǘǇΥκκǎǘŜǿŀǊŘǎƘƛǇƻƴǘŀǊƛƻΦŎŀκǿǇ-
content/uploads/2017/12/DRAFT-for-Consultation-Amended-Blue-Box-Program-Plan.pdf> 
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Figure 4-3: Proposed Non-alcohol Beverage Container DRS Map 

 

 

Beverage Container Flow:  

¶ Full container: The beverage manufacturer supplies full containers to the distributor, 
who supplies the retailer, who then supplies the consumer.   

¶ Empty container: Consumers can return containers through one of four redemption 
methods to redeem the deposit.   

Á Return to retail, manual takeback 
Á Return to retail, RVMs 
Á Redemption centre 
Á Bag drop 

 Containers are taken to the counting centres where units are verified, counted and 
baled, and sold to processors. 

 
Information Flow:  

¶ Reporting to the PRO: Counting centres and RVMs provide real time data 
electronically to the PRO. The deposit initiators also provide sales data. This 
information is used for payment of handling fees, calculation of producer fees, and 
calculation of recycling rates.    
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Monetary Flow:  

¶ Deposit: 
o Payment: Deposit is initiated by the producer or distributor (deposit initiator).  

Deposit is paid by the retailers to the deposit initiator, and by the consumer to 
the retailer. The deposit is then passed to the deposit initiator and finally to the 
PRO.  

o Recovery: The deposit value is recovered when the consumer returns the 
container through one of the four redemption options. The redemption facility 
recovers the deposit value from the PRO once units have been verified through 
counting centres or RVM records. Unclaimed deposits remain with the PRO. 

¶ Handling Fee: 
o The PRO pays the redemption facility a set handling fee as compensation for 

providing redemption infrastructure for the deposit containers. This may vary 
depending on redemption route as detailed in Section 5.2.2. 

¶ Material Value:  
o Material is sold on behalf of the PRO and revenues offset the cost of operating 

the system. 

¶ Administration Fee: Producers pay an administration fee to the various operators to 
cover the net cost of system operation (after material revenues and unclaimed 
deposits).  
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5.0 Impact Assessment 

5.1 Collection Rate 

This section outlines the performance of the current Blue Box program and considers the 
impact of operating a DRS for non-alcoholic beverage containers alongside the Blue Box 
program. The ODRP is excluded from this analysis, as the impact is the same in both scenarios. 

5.1.1 Current System 

5.1.1.1 Blue Box 

In 2017, the overall collection rate for materials recovered through the Blue Box was 65.8%.76 
However, the rate of recycling by material varies. Printed paper and corrugated cardboard 
have been by far the materials most successfully recycled through the Blue Box, with rates 
consistently around 90%. The high rate for these materials helps to elevate the overall 
collection rate when compared to other materials.77,78 

The capture rate for non-alcoholic beverage containers recycled through the curbside 
program is only approximately 43.1%,79 as seen in Table 5-1 and Figure 5-1.  

Table 5-1: Destination of Non-Alcoholic Beverage Containers under Current 
Program in Tonnes 

 
PET Steel Aluminum Glass Beverage 

Cartons 
Total 

Recycled 18,933 3,327 10,751 29,932 2,303 65,245 

Residual Waste 21,411 1,048 13,649 35,476 4,134 75,719 

Litter 2,473 471 1,826 5,418 177 10,364 

Recycling Rate, % % 44.2% 68.7% 41.0% 42.3% 34.8% 43.1% 

                                                      

 

76 {ǘŜǿŀǊŘǎƘƛǇ hƴǘŀǊƛƻ όнлмфύΦ ά.ƭǳŜ .ƻȄ tŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜΦέ ғhttps://stewardshipontario.ca/blue-box-
performance/> 
77 {ǘŜǿŀǊŘǎƘƛǇ hƴǘŀǊƛƻΦ ά!ƳŜƴŘŜŘ .ƭǳŜ .ƻȄ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ tƭŀƴ ς 5ǊŀŦǘ ŦƻǊ /ƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴΦέ нлмуΦ 
<https://stewardshipontario.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/DRAFT-for-Consultation-Amended-Blue-Box-
Program-Plan.pdf> 
78 2016 PIM data, Stewardship Ontario. 
79 This percentage is based on tonnage collected plus a processing loss rate as set out in Appendix A.3.2.3. 
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1. Some litter will be collected and therefore enter the waste management system 

Source: Eunomia Calculation using 2016 PIM data 

Figure 5-1: Current Fate of Non-alcoholic Beverage Containers 

 

Source: CM Consulting data, 2016 and Eunomia Calculations  

The draft amended BBPP proposed an aggregate province-wide recycling target of 75%, with 
material specific targets as described in Table 5-2, with the shortfall from current and 
proposed performance predominately based on greater capture and recycling of plastics and 
metals. 

Table 5-2: Material Specific Targets Proposed by Stewardship Ontario in the 
Amended Blue Box Program Plan 

Material  Current 
Performance  

Proposed Target for 
2027 

Necessary 
Improvement  

Paper 94% 95% +1.1% 

Plastic 35% 50% +42.9% 

Metal 58% 65% +12.1% 
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Material  Current 
Performance  

Proposed Target for 
2027 

Necessary 
Improvement  

Glass 73% 75% +2.7% 

 Source: Figure 9, Draft Blue Box Program Plan, Draft for Consultation, December 2017 

Currently, the high collection rate for glass, and especially paper, props up the overall 
recycling rate. The current plastic recycling performance needs to increase by 42.9% in order 
to meet the proposed targets in the draft amended BBPP, a large gap to overcome through 
education alone. This difference is substantial and there is no detailed mechanism described 
in the plan for changing consumer behaviour in order to achieve this target.  

5.1.1.2 ODRP 

In Ontario, the total recycling rate for alcohol deposit containers sold through The Beer Store 
was 87% in 2017.8081 Additionally, the ODRP captures 81% of non-refillable alcohol containers 
sold at LCBO outlets, illustrating that deposits are effective for single-use beverage containers, 
even those purchased from alternative locations from where they are redeemed.82 

A strong program for non-refillable beverage containers is especially important as the use of 
refillables in Ontario has declined in recent years. From 2008 to 2016, the percentage of beer 
sold in refillable containers in Ontario dropped from 76% to 54%.83 

Refillables have always been a strong area for deposits, and in 2015-2016, The Beer Store 
collected 95% of refillable beer bottles, reusing them an average of 15 times before recycling.  
As the percentage of refillables declines, it is pertinent that the loss in this area be 
ŎƻƳǇŜƴǎŀǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ hƴǘŀǊƛƻΩǎ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎΦ  

5.1.2 Proposed Program 

Through a convenient infrastructure and with a sufficient deposit value, a high redemption 
rate for beverage containers is achievable and not unprecedented.  

Assuming a deposit of $0.15, the DRS in Ontario has been modelled to achieve a recycling rate 
of 90%. In order to achieve this target, recycling rates for all non-alcoholic beverage 

                                                      

 

80 Unlike for the Blue Box system, where not all recyclable material that is collected is actually recycled. The 
ODRP rate is considered a recycling rate as what is collected is actually recycled due to the high quality of the 
material. 
81 /a /ƻƴǎǳƭǘƛƴƎΦ ά²Ƙƻ tŀȅǎ ²Ƙŀǘ нлмуΦέ ғƘǘǘǇǎΥκκǿǿǿΦŎƳŎƻƴǎǳƭǘƛƴƎƛƴŎΦŎƻƳκǿǇ-
content/uploads/2018/10/WPW-2018-FINAL-5OCT2018.pdf> 
82 https://www.ontario.ca/page/strategy-waste-free-ontario-building-circular-economy 
83 /a /ƻƴǎǳƭǘƛƴƎΦ ά²Ƙƻ tŀȅǎ ²Ƙŀǘ нлмуΦέ ғƘǘǘǇǎΥκκǿǿǿΦŎƳŎƻƴǎǳƭǘƛƴƎƛƴŎΦŎƻƳκǿǇ-
content/uploads/2018/10/WPW-2018-FINAL-5OCT2018.pdf> 
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containers covered by a deposit need to increase from current rates. Setting the recycling 
target prior to the development of the infrastructure allows the market to determine the 
most efficient distribution of redemption methods across the province in order to capture the 
deposit material most effectively within varying geographic and demographic zones. The 
tonnage of material recycled and recycling rate for non-alcoholic beverage containers under a 
system with a DRS and Blue Box program is outlined in Table 5-3 and illustrated in  

Figure 5-2.   

Table 5-3: Destination of Non-Alcoholic Beverage Containers Under Proposed 
DRS and Blue Box Program  

 
PET Steel Aluminum Glass Beverage 

Cartons 
Total 

Recycled 

(Tonnes) 
40,330 4,670 24,973 67,019 4,807 141,799 

Residual 
Waste 

(Tonnes) 

1,993 82 887 2,724 1,771 7,456 

Litter 

(Tonnes) 
495 94 365 1,084 35 2,073 

Recycling 
Rate, % % 

94.2% 96.4% 95.2% 94.6% 72.7% 93.7% 

1. Some litter will be collected and therefore enter the waste management system 
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Figure 5-2: Destination of Non-Alcoholic Beverage Containers Under Proposed 
DRS and Blue Box Program  

 

Source: Eunomia calculations 

The DRS delivers a recycling rate of 90% on non-alcoholic beverage containers, with a further 
3.7% captured through the Blue Box program. In addition to significantly increasing the 
recycling rate, the DRS also reduces the volume of beverage container litter by up to 80% (see 
Section 5.4.4). The effect is to reduce waste disposed of by 18,330 tonnes. 

5.1.3 Other Paper and Packaging Material  

The Blue Box is an essential part of the recycling infrastructure in Ontario. Maintaining a 
robust Blue Box system helps maximize the diversion of all packaging types from the landfill. 
Introducing the new DRS for non-alcohol beverage containers diverts deposit containers from 
the Blue Box, as more consumers are incentivized to redeem their beverage containers in 
return for their deposits.  Containers are also captured from the residual waste stream, 
reducing waste to landfill, which results in a reduction of GHGs, as described further in 
Section 5.4.5.   
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Removing the non-alcoholic beverage containers from the Blue Box creates space for 
packaging material that is not currently being captured. Table 5-4 describes the packaging 
materials that are expected to be captured as the proposed DRS moves non-alcoholic 
beverage containers out of the Blue Box and creates space for additional materials. 
Educational campaigns encouraging residents to return DRS material, and to maximize the 
effectiveness of their Blue Boxes by increasing recycling of all accepted materials, especially 
those that are currently recycled less effectively, helps ensure that modelled rates are 
achieved.  

Table 5-4: Current and Future Capture Rates of Selected Materials in the Blue 
Box 

Material 
Aseptic 

Containers 
Boxboard HDPE 

Steel 
Aerosols 

Other 
Aluminum (not 
beverage cans) 

Current  25.8% 51.7% 45.5% 43.9% 19% 

Future 60% 80% 55% 55% 50% 

Source: 2016 PIM data and Eunomia assumptions.  

The recycling rates assumed for HDPE, steel aerosols and other aluminum items in this model 
are less than the material-specific targets that were set out in the draft amended BBPP, seen 
in Table 5-2. The conservative capture rate for HDPE used in the model is offset by higher 
recycling rates delivered through the DRS for PET, which is the most common material for 
non-alcoholic beverage containers.   

5.1.4 Whole System 

Figure 5-3 summarizes the movement of material from the Blue Box and residual waste 
stream to the DRS as well as the additional movement of material from the residual waste 
stream to the Blue Box. With the movement of this material, the collection rate (of the Blue 
Box and proposed DRS) increases from 65.8% to 73.9%.    
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Figure 5-3: Additional Recycling Tonnage from Combined Blue Box and DRS 

 

Source: Eunomia calculations 

5.2 Costs and Revenues 

5.2.1 Current System 

5.2.1.1 Blue Box  

The cost of the Blue Box program in 2016 was $252M, as described in Table 5-5.  This cost was 
for recycling 836,227 tonnes of material.  

Table 5-5: Cost for Blue Box Program 2016 

Program Item Total Cost ($) Cost per Tonne ($) 

Collection Costs                    181,406,633               216.93  

Processing Costs                        113,615,059                135.87  

Transfer and Depot Costs 26,619,844                  31.83  

Promotion and Education Costs                8,017,489                    9.59  

Interest on Municipal Capital                         5,154,091                    6.16    

Administration Costs 12,186,689                  14.57  

Gross Costs  346,999,803                414.96  

Revenue - 95,056,481                 -113.67  

Net Costs 251,943,322                301.29  

Source: Blue Box 2016 

Half of this cost was covered by producers. Under a fully-funded EPR model, producers will 
cover 100% of these costs.  
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Municipalities currently cover the other 50% of Blue Box program costs. They also cover the 
total cost of collecting, transferring and disposing of PPP that ends up in the residual waste 
stream and is not recycled. The cost of this is approximately $55M. An estimate of the total 
cost to municipalities for managing PPP in 2016 is provided in Table 5-6. Please note that this 
table does not show any transfer or overhead costs, which are included in the Blue Box costs 
in Table 5-5. 

Table 5-6: Cost to Municipalities for Managing Printed Paper and Packaging 
(PPP) (Recycled and Disposed) 

Item 2016 Costs ($M) 

Residual Waste Collection of PPP84 24.60 

Residual Waste Disposal of PPP85 30.36 

Cost of Blue Box Program (municipality-funded portion) 120.09 

Total Cost to Municipalities for Collection, Treatment, Recycling 
and Disposal of PPP  

148.25 

Source: 2016 PIM data and 2014/15 Curbside Material Composition Study, Stewardship Ontario.  

5.2.1.2 ODRP  

For the fiscal year ending March 31, 2016, the service fees to The Beer Store totalled $41.0 
million (including $4.7 million of HST).   

5.2.2 Proposed Program 

The proposed program modelled and presented in this section is for a DRS for non-alcoholic 
beverage containers, plus an optimized Blue Box program based on every other week 
collections (as proposed in the draft amended BBPP) and increased capture rates for the 
materials listed in Table 5-4.  

5.2.2.1 DRS 

The DRS operating costs include: 

¶ Billing and system administration (provided by the PRO);  

                                                      

 

84 Based on 17% of residual being PPP, defined in 2014-2015-Curbside-Material-Composition-Study-March-22-16 
ς Single Family Property 
85 Based on 17% of residual being PPP, defined in 2014-2015-Curbside-Material-Composition-Study-March-22-16 
ς Single Family Property 
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¶ Handling fees paid to retailers and redemption centres to cover the cost of providing 
the redemption network; 

¶ Transport from the redemption network to counting centres and from counting 
centres to third party processors; and  

¶ Counting and minor processing. 

These costs are offset by the following sources of revenue: 

¶ Material revenue; 

¶ Unredeemed deposits; and  

¶ Producer administration fees which bridge the gap between the system operating 
costs and the above two revenue streams. 

PRO Administrative Costs 

The PRO, appointed by the beverage industry, oversees ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎΩ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ Ŧǳƭƭȅ-
funded EPR model. High-level costs for the administrative functions of the PRO have been 
estimated based on the experience of similar central operations in Oregon (U.S.) and Europe. 
Assumed annual costs are shown below in Table 5-7.  

Table 5-7: Producer responsibility Organization Cost Summary 

Costs Cost ($M) Note 

Annualized Depreciation of Set Up  6.91 
Includes IT database, office furniture and 

equipment, project management and 
communication estimated to be $40M 

Staff  0.77 
Budget for up to 11 staff across 

accounting/database and consumer service 

Office Space  0.05 

$12.1k per person per annum based on 
average Ontario rent86 and an allowance of 

30m2 per staff member, plus a similar amount 
of associated office expenditure 

Administration 1.0 
Includes IT, finance, legal, staff expenses and 

utilities 

                                                      

 

86 ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ wŜŀƭ 9ǎǘŀǘŜ .ƻŀǊŘΣ άGTA REALTORS® Release Commercial Market StatisticsΣέ Globe Newswire, May 3, 
2017. <https://globenewswire.com/news-release/2017/05/03/978083/0/en/GTA-REALTORS-Release-
Commercial-Market-Statistics.html> 
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Costs Cost ($M) Note 

Marketing and Communication  1.0 
Promoting and educating the public on the 

program including social media 

Total 9.73M  

Source: Eunomia Calculations 

Included within the set-up costs in the table above are staff, legal and capital costs associated 
with: 

¶ Set-up of the PRO, including: the establishment of the organization, developing the 
counting centre model, and procuring financing; 

¶ Constructing the system, including building the container database, clearinghouse and 
billing systems; 

¶ Procuring logistics and transport providers; 

¶ Stakeholder communication, enrollment and wider public advertising; 

¶ Staff recruitment; 

¶ Database population; and 

¶ Legal and consultant fees. 
 

The set-up costs have been depreciated over 10 years without interest. 

Handling Fee 

Handling fees vary by DRS. In Quebec, for example, retailers receive a flat $0.02 per unit 
handling fee, whereas in Alberta, handling fees differ according to material stream.87 In this 
ƳƻŘŜƭΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ƘŀƴŘƭƛƴƎ ŦŜŜ ŦƻǊ hƴǘŀǊƛƻ ǿŀǎ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ŀ Ψōƻttom-ǳǇΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ 
ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ƛƴŎǳǊǊŜŘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŜƴŀōƭŜǎ ŀƴ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨŎƻǊǊŜŎǘΩ 
handling fee, which assumes that those running the redemption infrastructure are fully 
reimbursed for their costs. 

Handling Fee to Retailer 

Retailer costs associated with maintaining infrastructure and collecting containers are 
recovered through the handling fee. The cost to retailers operating RVMs is higher than the 
cost to retailers that choose manual, over the counter, redemption due to the costs of leasing 
and maintaining the RVMs, plus additional space and labour costs. However, RVMs reduce the 
costs of other parts of the system, such as through compacting containers, which reduces 

                                                      

 

87 ./a. όнлмфύΦ άIŀƴŘƭƛƴƎ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΦέ ғhttps://www.bcmb.ab.ca/depot-owners-operators/depot-fees-
handling-commissions/> 
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collection costs. RVMs can also verify container units at the point of redemption, which 
mitigates the need for the units to be verified at counting centres, further reducing costs. On 
this basis, the calculated flat rate handling fee for retailers in Ontario under this scenario has 
been calculated as $0.0441 for retailers with RVMs and $0.0073 for retailers that choose 
manual take-back. A differential handling fee model is designed to reward retailers that 
choose RVMs, which reduces overall system costs. The decision as to whether to have a flat 
rate handling fee or variable one is up to the PRO. The cost breakdown for each retailer type 
is summarized in Table 5-8. 

Table 5-8: Retailer Handling Fee Calculations per Container 

Cost Element  RVM (cents) Manual (cents) 

Space Costs 0.59788 0.264 

Labour Costs (Pickup/unload, Emptying Bins, 
Cleaning Machines, Processing Receipts) 

0.864 0.378 

RVM and Maintenance Costs 2.866 -  

Container Costs 0.084 0.084 

Total 4.41 0.73 

Source: Eunomia Calculations 

Handling Fee to Redemption Centres 

The handling fee is the only source of revenue for redemption centres. Redemption centres 
can cater to bulk redeemers, such as private operators collecting from hotels and restaurants, 
and operate at a lower cost than the return-to-retail network.  

Table 5-9 contains a breakdown of costs used to calculate the per container handling fee.  

Table 5-9: Redemption Centre Handling Fee Calculations per Container 

Cost Element Total Cost ($M) 
Cost Per Container Redeemed 

(cents) 

Space Costs 3.95 0.490 

Labour Costs 11.62 1.489 

                                                      

 

88 The RVM space cost is made up of two elements, RVM floorspace and storage space, whilst the manual space 
cost is only made up of storage space. Storage space is set to the same for both RVM and manual (1m2), but the 
RVM floorspace is considerably higher (10m2). 
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Cost Element Total Cost ($M) 
Cost Per Container Redeemed 

(cents) 

Container Costs 0.68 0.083 

Overhead Costs 3.32 0.412 

Total 19.57 2.48 

Source: Eunomia Calculations 

Bag Drop Costs 

Bag drops are standalone units that do not require full-time staff. Therefore, they incur 
minimal labour and maintenance costs, and much smaller initial set-up costs than either 
return to retail with RVM or redemption centres.  

The operating costs of the bag drop system in Oregon (Bottle Drop Express) was used as the 
basis of the proposed system for Ontario. Table 5-10 summarizes the costs modelled. Further 
detail on how the costs were calculated can be found in Appendix A.3.3.5.  

Table 5-10: Bag Drop System Cost Summary 

 Total Cost ($M) 
Cost Per Container Redeemed 

(cents) 

Space Costs 3.95 0.368 

Labour Costs 1.70 0.158 

Container Costs 0.91 0.084 

Overhead Costs 0.85 0.079 

Total 7.41 0.69 

Source: Eunomia Calculations  

It is also worth noting that in OregonΩǎ Bottle Drop program, consumers pay USD $0.20 
(equivalent to CAD $0.27) to buy each bag that they fill, and also pay a USD $0.35 (equivalent 
to CAD $0.47) sorting fee per bag. These fees fund the bag drop system. We have not included 
these revenue streams in our analysis; if included they would generate an estimated revenue 
of $690k in bag sales and $1.2M in sorting fees per year. 

Collection Costs  

Factors impacting the cost of transporting containers from redemption locations to counting 
centres and/or processors include the number and volume of containers and whether 
containers are compacted or uncompacted.  
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These factors impact on the number and type of collection vehicles and the required pickup 
frequency. The assumptions around these calculations are detailed in Appendix A.2.0 and 
summarized in Table 5-11. RVMs help to bring down the average collection cost by 
compacting containers, so fewer trips are needed to collect a larger volume.  

Table 5-11: Collection Cost Summary 

 Total System Costs ($M) 
Average Cost Per Container 

(cents)  

Collection 44.89 1.19 

Source: Eunomia Calculations  

Counting Centre, Sorting and Processing Costs  

Three regional counting centres have been modelled for the proposed DRS. All material 
collected manually through retailers, bag drop and redemption centres is processed through a 
counting centre so that the containers can be verified, sorted and in some cases baled.   

Costs have also been included for the bulking of material at intermediary locations between 
regional depots and counting centres. It is assumed that much of the required infrastructure 
would already exist as depots used for municipal collections. Therefore, costs have been 
modelled on the assumption that the owners of the already existing infrastructure would be 
reimbursed for the space and labour costs required to handle the additional material. This is 
based on an assumption of four intermediary locations being required, assuming four 
employees per site. This totals an additional $643,951 in labour costs and an additional 
$274,134 in space costs.  

The counting centre costs are summarized in Table 5-12.  

Table 5-12: Counting Centre Cost Summary 

 Total Costs ($M) 
Average Cost Per 
Container (cents) 

Counting Centre Operating Costs 7.46  

Annualized Investment Cost 1.73  

Total 9.18 0.36 

Source: Eunomia Calculations  

Although containers redeemed through RVMs do not need to go through counting centres, 
there is a further $3.24M associated cost to sort compacted mixed plastics and cans coming 
from RVMs. 
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Material Revenues  

Table 5-13 summarizes the expected value from the sale of materials processed through the 
DRS, which is expected to total $63.36M per year. It should be noted that material collected 
through a DRS program typically attracts a higher value than the same material resulting from 
a single stream MRF.   

Table 5-13: Material Revenues 

Material Revenue per Tonne ($)89 Total Revenue ($M) 

Glass Bottles -39 -2.62 

Plastic Bottles 486 18.94 

Steel Cans 326 1.48 

Aluminum Cans 1,847 45.28 

Beverage Cartons 72 0.28 

Total   63.36 

Source: Eunomia Calculations  

Unclaimed Deposits  

As in all DRSs, some containers will not be returned for a refund of the deposit. Some will be 
recycled through the Blue Box system, disposed of in the trash, or discarded as litter, leaving 
those deposits unclaimed. These unclaimed deposits are retained by the PRO. At a 90% 
redemption rate, approximately 421 million beverage containers per year across Ontario will 
not be redeemed, which will generate $45.87M of revenue. 

Standalone Cost of the DRS for Non-Alcoholic Beverages 

Table 5-14 summarizes the total costs and revenues of the modelled DRS for non-alcoholic 
beverage containers. The modelled producer cost is $0.0131 per unit redeemed.  

                                                      

 

89 https://thecif.ca/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/2018-August-Price-Sheet.pdf  

https://thecif.ca/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/2018-August-Price-Sheet.pdf
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Table 5-14: Breakdown of Producer Administration Fee by Net System Costs for 
DRS  

 Total Cost ($M) 

Cost per 
Container 
Redeemed 

(cents) 

Cost/Kg 
Redeemed 

(cents) 

Cost/Kg 
Placed on 

the Market 
(cents) 

PRO 9.73 0.26 0.70 0.64 

Handling Fees - Retailers, 
Redemption Centres, Bag 
Drops 

93.96 2.49 6.75 
6.21 

Transport Costs 44.89 1.19 3.23 2.97 

Counting Centre Costs 12.38 0.33 0.89 0.82 

Materials Income -63.35 -1.68 -4.55 -4.19 

Unclaimed Deposits -68.81 -1.82 -4.94 -4.55 

Fraudulently Claimed 
Deposits 

5.67 0.15 0.41 0.37 

Net Cost 34.48 0.91 2.48 2.28 

Funded by Producer 
Administration Fee 

-34.48 -0.91 -2.48 -2.28 

Source: Eunomia Calculations 

The $0.0091 modelled here shows that the already cost-efficient Ontario system fares even 
better with the addition of a DRS for non-alcoholic beverage containers. One of the factors 
that makes the proposed Ontario system cost efficient is the higher deposit. The unclaimed 
deposits, although only associated with less than 10% of total units sold, cover over 40% of 
the cost of the DRS. If the deposit was $0.10, the unredeemed deposits would only cover 
approximately 25% of costs. 

Table 5-15 shows the total system costs, listed above, by material stream. Because of their 
high sales value, aluminum cans result in a negative cost to the system, which means that 
theoretically producers of beverages in aluminum cans would receive an income from the 
system. This is similar to the Norwegian approach, where producers pay for every container 



  61 

they place on the market, by material type.90 The fee structure is additionally used to 
incentivize eco-design and ensure that producers who use materials with a lower value or that 
are less easily recycled pay for the additional costs of dealing with that material.  

 

 

                                                      

 

90 Infinitum (2019). <https://infinitum.no/kostnadskalkulator > 
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Table 5-15: Breakdown of System Costs (Producer Administration Fee), by Material, Per Container and Per 
kg of Containers Redeemed. 

 

Source: Eunomia Calculations.  * possible payment to producers of aluminum containers  

 

 Total Cost ($M) Cost per Container Redeemed (cents) Cost/Kg Redeemed (cents) 

 PET Metal Glass 
Beverage 
Cartons 

PET Metal Glass 
Beverage 
Cartons 

PET Metal Glass 
Beverage 
Cartons 

Producer 
Responsibility 
Organization 

3.42 4.83 0.72 0.77 0.25 0.25 0.24 0.39 8.78 16.63 1.06 19.75 

Handling Fees - 
Retailers, 
Redemption Centres, 
Bag Drops 

35.43 45.69 7.74 5.10 2.64 2.34 2.63 2.63 90.94 157.30 11.50 131.56 

Transport Costs 26.40 12.35 3.97 2.17 1.96 0.63 1.35 1.12 67.75 42.50 5.90 56.08 

Counting Centre 
Costs 

4.35 6.15 0.91 0.97 0.32 0.32 0.31 0.50 11.17 21.16 1.35 25.13 

Materials Income -18.94 -46.76 2.62 -0.28 -1.41 -2.40 0.89 -0.14 -48.60 -160.98 3.90 -7.20 

Unclaimed Deposits -24.18 -34.15 -5.07 -5.42 -1.80 -1.75 -1.72 -2.79 -62.06 -117.57 -7.53 -139.65 

Fraudulently 
Claimed Deposits 

2.02 2.92 0.44 0.29 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 5.17 10.07 0.66 7.50 

Net Cost 28.50 -8.97 11.34 3.61 2.12 -0.46 3.86 1.86 73.14 -30.90 16.85 93.17 

Funded by Producer 
Administration Fee 

-28.50 8.97* -11.34 -3.61 -2.12 0.46 -3.86 -1.86 -73.14 30.90* -16.85 -93.17 
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The current costs of the Blue Box program per kilogram of glass, PET, aluminum is provided 
in Table 5-16.  As a whole, the cost per kilogram of material placed on the market is less for 
the DRS than for the current Blue Box system, at $0.0228 as show in Table 5-14. 

Table 5-16: Cost of Material in Blue Box Program 

Material  Cost (cents/ Kg) 

Glass ς Clear 7.54 

Glass ς Coloured 12.32 

PET 31.94 

Aluminum 6.66 

Source: Stewardship Ontario, 2016 PIM data 

5.2.2.2 Curbside Service 

A DRS for non-alcoholic beverages removes material from both the Blue Box and the 
residual waste stream. This presents two main opportunities: 

1) The potential to reduce curbside recycling and residual collection frequency; 
2) The potential to capture additional quantities of other packaging material that 

currently have low capture rates, such as HDPE and boxboard. 

Collection Costs  

The collection method (single or multi-stream) and frequency (weekly or every other week) 
of curbside pickup varies across municipalities.  Table 5-17 summarizes the number of 
households that have multi- or single-stream collections in urban and rural locations across 
Ontario and the frequency of those collections. Households in communities that do not 
receive a curbside service have access to drop-off facilities. 
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Table 5-17: Overview of Curbside Service Provision   

 Category Stream Frequency  Total Households Curbside Households 

Urban Multi 52 (weekly) 1,756,504 1,751,816 

Urban Multi 26 (every other week) 249,417 249,417 

Urban Single 52 1,072,796 1,072,796 

Urban Single 26 921,911 921,911 

Rural Multi 52 493,914 435,159 

Rural Multi 26 133,076 108,048 

Rural Single 52 318,731 296,734 

Rural Single 26 119,879 119,879 

 Total     5,066,228 4,955,760 

Source: Eunomia calculation using 2016 Blue Box Cost & Revenue Report and provided models 

 
To ascertain the cost and resource impact on both curbside Blue Box and residual waste 
services, two scenarios were considered; 

1) Savings from change in volume; and 
2) Savings resulting from reduced pickup frequencies (those municipalities currently on 

weekly collection moving, where possible, to every other week collections), as 
proposed in the draft amended BBPP. 

As discussed below, the savings from these changes are relatively high, but reflect the 
detailed data used to model the vehicle and labour costs associated with municipal waste 
collection for every municipality in Ontario.91  

In Ontario, currently approximately 52% of municipalities92 have a pay-as-you-throw (PAYT) 
system that charges for waste disposal based on the volume disposed ς whether through 
different costs for different sized curbside collection bins, as in Toronto,93 or by requiring 
residents to purchase special garbage bags for curbside pickup, as in Wellington County.94  
Changing the frequency of curbside collection may affect fees and charges for PAYT 
programs, and/or may have capital impacts on bin infrastructure in non-PAYT communities, 
as larger bins may be needed for less frequent collection. Further analysis on bin sizing is 

                                                      

 

91 Based on average Ontario residential collection costs, by municipality, established from confidential 
commercial information. 
92 Based on calculations from Stewardship Ontario data.  
93 /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΦ ά¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ DŀǊōŀƎŜ .ƛƴ {ƛȊŜǎ ŀƴŘ CŜŜǎΦέ ғ https://www.toronto.ca/services-
payments/recycling-organics-garbage/houses/garbage-bin-sizes-fees/> 
94 ²ŜƭƭƛƴƎǘƻƴ /ƻǳƴǘȅΦ άDŀǊōŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ wŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ ς /ǳǊōǎƛŘŜ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴΦέ ғ 
https://www.wellington.ca/en/resident-services/SWSCurbside-Collection.aspx> 
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recommended in subsequent analysis. Additional costs or changes to fee structures have 
not been factored into this model.  

Collection costs could be reduced further if route optimization was carried out based on 
removal of municipal boundaries, however these potential savings have not been included 
ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΦ !ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅΣ hƴǘŀǊƛƻΩǎ food waste diversion goals identified in the Reducing 
Litter and Waste in Our Communities: Discussion Paper ŀƴŘ hƴǘŀǊƛƻΩǎ Climate Change Action 
Plan will further reduce the volume of residual waste and reduce the necessary frequency of 
curbside waste collection as separate food waste collection programs become more 
common.95 The discussion paper Addressing Food and Organic Waste in Ontario notes that 
ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ тл҈ ƻƴ hƴǘŀǊƛƻΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ ōȅ municipalities that offer curbside 
organic waste collection. Increasing the percentage of food waste that is collected through 
these programs, as well as expanding them to the rest of the province will be a large shift 
from current practices.96 Adding the collection of food waste has also been proven to 
increase the overall sorting and proper recycling of dry materials as well, further reducing 
the volume of recyclable material in the residual trash stream.97  

Collection Savings Resulting from Change in Material Volume  

Table 5-18 summarizes the reduction in collection labour and resources and the associated 
savings resulting from the removal of DRS material from the curbside. 

Table 5-18: Curbside Collection Savings Resulting from Reduced Volume 

Category Stream Collection 
Frequency 
(Weeks per 

Annum) 

Curbside Recycling Residual Waste 
Curbside 

Overall 
Savings 

 (Vehicles 
and Labour) 

($M) 

Baseline Future 
DRS 

Baseline Future 
DRS 

Vehicles 
Vehicles Vehicles 

Vehicles 

Urban Multi 52 460 446 392 376 4.1 

Urban Multi 26 45 45 40 39 0.19 

Urban Single 52 237 228 203 194 2.4 

Urban Single 26 318 314 128 122 1.4 

Rural Multi 52 136 132 135 129 1.4 

                                                      

 

95 DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ hƴǘŀǊƛƻΦ CŜōǊǳŀǊȅ нлмтΦ ά{ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŦƻǊ ŀ ²ŀǎǘŜ-CǊŜŜ hƴǘŀǊƛƻΥ .ǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ /ƛǊŎǳƭŀǊ 9ŎƻƴƻƳȅΦέ 
<https://files.ontario.ca/finalstrategywastefreeont_eng_aoda1_final-pdf> 
96 Ontario Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change. ά!ŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ CƻƻŘ ŀƴŘ hǊƎŀƴƛŎ ²ŀǎǘŜ ƛƴ hƴǘŀǊƛƻέ 
<www.downloads.ene.gov.on.ca/envision/env_reg/er/documents/2017/013-0094_DiscussionPaper.pdf> 
97 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΦ άAssessment of separate collection schemes in the 28 capitals of the EUΦέ tŀƎŜ нфΦ 
November 13, 2015. 
<http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/studies/pdf/Separate%20collection_Final%20Report.pdf> 
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Category Stream Collection 
Frequency 
(Weeks per 

Annum) 

Curbside Recycling Residual Waste 
Curbside 

Overall 
Savings 

 (Vehicles 
and Labour) 

($M) 

Baseline Future 
DRS 

Baseline Future 
DRS 

Vehicles 
Vehicles Vehicles 

Vehicles 

Rural Multi 26 34 33 34 33 0.22 

Rural Single 52 101 98 96 92 0.92 

Rural Single 26 34 33 33 32 0.31 

      1,365 1,329 1,061 1,016 10.9  

        
 

 Overall Savings: 3% 

Source: Eunomia calculation using the 2016 RPRA Datacall and provided models 

Collection Savings Resulting from Move to Every Other Week Collections Plus Change in 
Volume 

Data on current collection systems and costs was used to calculate the number of 
households, in rural and urban areas, that could transition to Ψevery other weekΩ curbside 
recycling and residual collections. Both vehicle capacity and proximity to tipping point were 
considered when determining the viability of every other week collections and ultimate pass 
rates. Savings from both reduced volume and a shift, where possible, to less frequent 
collections is set out in Table 5-19.  This results in an 18% reduction in curbside collection 
costs for both recycling and residual waste, based on vehicle and labour cost reductions.   

Table 5-19: Curbside Collection Savings Resulting in Reduced Volume and 
Move to Bi-weekly Collections 

  
Category 

  
Stream 

Collection 
Frequency 
(Weeks per 

Annum) 

Curbside Recycling 
Curbside Residual 

Waste 
Overall 
Savings 

 (Vehicles 
and Labour) 

($M) 

Baseline 
Future 
DRS 

Baseline Future 
DRS 

 

Vehicles Vehicles Vehicles Vehicles 

Urban Multi 52 460 331 392 281 32.7 

Urban Multi 26 45 45 40 39 0.19 

Urban Single 52 237 171 203 146 16.9 

Urban Single 26 318 314 128 122 1.4 

Rural Multi 52 136 129 135 125 2.3 
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Category 

  
Stream 

Collection 
Frequency 
(Weeks per 

Annum) 

Curbside Recycling 
Curbside Residual 

Waste 
Overall 
Savings 

 (Vehicles 
and Labour) 

($M) 

Baseline 
Future 
DRS 

Baseline Future 
DRS 

 

Vehicles Vehicles Vehicles Vehicles 

Rural Multi 26 34 33 34 33 0.22 

Rural Single 52 101 95 96 89 1.6 

Rural Single 26 34 33 33 32 0.31 

 
  

1,365 1,151 1,061 866 55.7 

 
    

Overall Savings: 18% 

Source: Eunomia calculation using 2016 RPRA Datacall and provided models 

 
Blue Box and Residual Waste Cost Comparison 
The impact of the change in material flow and reduced frequency of curbside collections is 
highlighted in Table 5-20. This does not include transfer costs or other system costs, such as 
administration and promotions related to residual waste collection, as this information was 
not available. Although there is a loss of revenue associated with the movement of beverage 
containers from the Blue Box to the DRS, this loss in revenue is offset by reduced collection, 
transfer and disposal costs.   

5.2.2.3 Total Cost of Proposed New System 

With both the DRS for non-alcoholic beverage containers and the modernized Blue Box 
system considered, Table 5-20 summarizes the operating costs of the current system (Blue 
Box only) versus that of operating the future proposed program (since the ODRP remains 
the same in both scenarios, costs are not included).  Table 5-21 breaks down the cost per 
tonne of material recycled.   
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Table 5-20: Comparison of Operating Costs  

Service 
Area 

Activity 
Cost of 
Current 

Service ($M) 

Cost of Future 
Service (with 

move to every 
other week 

curbside 
collection) 

Change ($M) 

($M) 

Curbside98 Cost of recycling collection 
186.17 156.80 -29.36 

  Cost of recycling treatment 
115.41 112.55 -2.85 

  
Cost of transfer (recycling 

only) 

27.02 26.35 -0.67 

  
Other costs (promotions, 

administration from BB cost 
revenue recycling only) 

25.76 25.12 -0.64 

  Material revenue -96.37 -94.15 2.22 

  
Cost of residual collection 

(% of costs associated with 
PPP) 

24.60 15.90 -8.70 

  
Cost of residual disposal (% 

of total cost associated with 
PPP) 

30.36 23.01 -7.36 

  Curbside Subtotal 312.94 265.59 -47.35 

DRS ς Non-
Alcoholic 
Beverages 

Producer responsibility 
organization 

0 9.73 9.73 

  
Handling fees - retailers, 
redemption centres, bag 

drops 

0 93.96 93.96 

  Transport costs 0 44.89 44.89 

  
Counting Centre and Sorting 

Costs 

0 12.38 12.38 

                                                      

 

98 Excludes interest on capital that is included in Table 5-11: Collection Cost Summary 
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Service 
Area 

Activity 
Cost of 
Current 

Service ($M) 

Cost of Future 
Service (with 

move to every 
other week 

curbside 
collection) 

Change ($M) 

($M) 

  Materials Income 0 -63.35 -63.35 

  Unclaimed Deposits 0 -68.81 -68.81 

  
Fraudulently Claimed 

Deposits 

0 5.67 5.67 

  DRS Subtotal 0 34.48 34.48 

System 
Costs 

  
312.94 300.07 -12.87 

Source: Eunomia calculations 

Table 5-21: Cost of Material Recycled 

  Current ($) Proposed DRS and Blue Box ($) 

Total Cost of System 
312.94M 300.07M 

Tonnes Recycled (DRS and all Blue Box) 

996,854 1,114,421 

Cost per Tonne of Material Recycled  
312.94 269.26 

% of Total Packaging Recycled  

 65.8%  73.9% 

Altogether, the cost of the new system is almost $12.9M per annum less than the current 
Blue Box program. This is a result of: a) savings delivered through moving from weekly to 
every other week curbside collections; and b) the cost of the deposit program being almost 
completely covered by material revenue and unredeemed deposits. The cost of recycling 
per tonne of packaging falls by 14%, and the overall recycling rate increases from 65.8% to 
73.9%. In addition, revenue from the sale of bags for the bag drop program, not included 
here, would further reduce costs (Section 4.3.4). 

There are additional environmental and socio-economic benefits to implementing a DRS 
that, when monetized, further support implementing a DRS for non-alcoholic beverage 
containers in Ontario. These benefits are summarized in Sections 5.3 and 5.4. 
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5.3   Socio-Economic Impacts 

The potential employment impacts associated with the introduction of a DRS for non-
alcoholic beverage containers were also calculated as part of the overall cost benefit 
analysis. While some jobs, such as those related to system administration, are full-time roles 
directly supported by the DRS, others, such as those within retailers, may only have a 
portion of their time associated with supporting the system. Therefore, the hours spent by 
individuals engaging with the system were used to calculate the number of full-time 
equivalent (FTE) jobs.  

The number of FTE staff employed under the current municipal Blue Box recycling and 
residual waste programs is 7,105 direct FTE jobs.  

Indirect jobs can be created through activity associated with the direct functioning of the 
system (e.g. a recycling plant purchasing container processing equipment). All indirect jobs 
calculated are those which occur within Ontario as a result of the current system.  

Induced effects are changes in household consumption arising from changes in employment 
and associated income (which in turn results from direct and indirect effects) in Ontario. For 
example, these may include additional spending by workers at the recycling plant with their 
wages, as well as additional spending by equipment manufacturers with income received 
from sales to the recycling plant. 

An economic impact multiplier can be used to determine indirect and induced effects from 
the initial direct jobs.99 Altogether, there are 12,576 total direct, indirect and induced FTE 
jobs created by the current system in Ontario.  

The total number of FTEs employed under the optimized Blue Box recycling program, 
residual waste curbside and new DRS for non-alcoholic beverages is 14,064 direct, indirect 
and induced FTE jobs, a 12% increase over the current system. 

Table 5-22: Number of Direct, Indirect and Induced Jobs Resulting from the 
New System 

Job Activity  Number of Jobs Created by 
Current System 

Number of Jobs Created by 
Proposed System 

Curbside  

Blue Box Collection 2,121 1,733 

Residual Waste Collection 2,729 2,301 

Sorting at MRF 423 426 

Secondary Processing - - 

Plastic 685 881 

                                                      

 

99 In this study an economic impact multiplier of 1.77 is applied to estimate the indirect and induced effects. 




































































































