
“Unique to the Manitoba 
program is a specifi c 

performance target of at 
least 75 per cent recovery 

of beverage containers.”
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E
very two years, CM Consulting publishes Who Pays What 
— An Analysis of Beverage Container Recovery and Costs in 
Canada — a comprehensive report on the status of perform-
ance and costs of beverage container recycling 
programs in each Canadian province.

Beverage containers are ubiquitous. In Canada, collect-
ively, this worked out to about 1.5 million tonnes of scrap 
material collected for recycling, worth about $200 million 
in 2008. 

It cost more to recover used beverage containers last 
year due to the economic downturn and defl ated commod-
ity prices. The substandard quality of some over-abundant 
materials may have required further processing, landfi lling, 
or warehousing. High fuel and labour costs made the problem worse.

On a positive note, compaction technologies can help, reducing 
transportation costs by more than 40 per cent. Leading-edge measure-
ment tools on the environmental benefi ts of recycling (from a life cycle 
perspective) continue to show the upstream benefi ts of recycling con-
tainers, including greenhouse gas reduction.

Throughout North Amer-
ica, deposit-refund programs 
are being expanded or newly 
introduced. Last year Alberta 
became the fi rst province to 
place milk containers on de-
posit. Oregon, New York and 
Connecticut all expanded the 
scope of their deposit-refund 
schemes. In many non-deposit 
jurisdictions, the beverage in-

dustry is trying to recover more containers from public spaces and com-
mercial establishments, and picking up some of the costs.

In central Canada (Ontario and Quebec) brandowners and fi rst im-
porters fi nance part of costs associated with container recovery and re-
cycling. Here, industry pays municipalities to collect, process and mar-
ket recyclables. Many municipalities have used these funds in part to 
introduce public space recycling bins and regular collection; these costs 
may also soon be absorbed by industry through proposed legislation. 
Ontario and Quebec are moving toward 100 percent industry fi nancing 
with high material-specifi c targets. Manitoba recently introduced an 80 
per cent industry fi nancing model (which commenced on April 1, 2010) 
that mandates 75 per cent recovery of beverage containers. 

Canada’s overall recovery rate for refi llable and non-refi ll-
able bottles is estimated at 66 per cent. About 98 per cent of 
refi llable beer containers — a minority of total beverage sales 
(19 per cent) — are recovered. About 59 per cent of non-re-
fi llables — which make-up the majority of containers (81 per 
cent) — are recovered. (See Collection Rates: Table 1)

Canadian deposit-refund systems combined have a total 
recovery rate of 83 per cent, while combined non-deposit 
systems have a total recovery rate of 41 per cent (accounting 
for containers sold and recovered at home and away-from-

home).(See Total Beverage Container Recovery Rates Deposit and Non-
Deposit Program: Chart 1).

These are interesting times for the beverage industry. As bottlers, dis-
tributors and retailers assume a greater responsibility in the end-of--life 
management of their packaging, they’re keen to lower costs, increase ef-
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fi ciency, and maintain consumer acceptance (i.e., not disrupt sales). (See 
Who Bears the Share of Program Costs: Chart 2)

Let’s look at developments province by province.

Alberta
Alberta increased minimum deposits from 5 to 10 cents (some deposits 
were already at 10 cents such as beer), and 20 to 25 cents as of Novem-
ber 1, 2008. After only 11 months, recovery went from 76 per cent to 
81 per cent.

 Notwithstanding the higher deposit (and recovery rate), sales stead-
ily increased from 2006 through 2009, according to statistics reported by 
the Beverage Container Management Board (BCMB).

Also in June last year, Alberta became the fi rst jurisdiction in North 

America to introduce a deposit on all milk and liquid cream beverage 
containers. The deposits are the same for milk as all other beverages 
— 10 cents under one-litre and 25 cents over one litre. From January 
to March 2010, the recovery rate has surpassed 80 per cent for HDPE 
milk jugs and cartons over one litre. For the last three months of reported 
return data, milk jugs (all sizes) reached a combined recovery rate of 71 
per cent and milk cartons of all sizes reached a combined recovery rate 
of 61 per cent. 

Manitoba
On September 24, 2009, Manitoba’s conservation minister approved a 
program plan for packaging and printed paper recovery to replace the 
previous program. The new program is modelled after the industry-

“In many places the beverage industry 

is trying to recover more containers 

from public spaces and commercial 

establishments.”

     ON ON (non- QC (Soft- QC (other
 BC AB SK MB (alcohol) alcohol) drink/beer) beverages) NS NB NF&L PEI YK NWT

Aluminum Cans 86% 80% 91% 59% 79% 40% 66% — 84% 79% 69% 73% 81% 83%
Non-Refi llable Glass 87% 86% 89% 35% 81% 73% 75% 57% 84% 79% 70% 82% 87% —
PET Bottles 76% 70% 82% 49% 40% 44% 70% 45% 82% 81% 68% 84% 96% —
Other Plastics 76% 53% 82% 18% — 14% — — 27% 78% 68% — 64% 80%
Bi-Metal 60% 65% 91% 48% — 62% — 24% 102% — 79% — 53% 36%
Gable/Tetra Pak 55% 55% 55% 18% 31% 18% — 47% 63% — 57% 44% 50% 48%
Other 35% — — 18% — — —- — — 47% — 44% — 13%
TOTAL Non-Refi llables 80% 75% 85% 50% 78% 40% 68% 45% 78% 75% 68% 74% 76% 83%
Refi llable Beer 94% 95% 94% 97% 99% — 98% — 101% 102% 99% 101% 94% 97%
TOTAL CONTAINERS 81% 77% 87% 56% 91% 40% 82% 45% 83% 81% 78% 81% 78% 85%

Table 1: Collection Rates

swr j-j 2010 cvr sty pg 8-15.indd   9 11/06/10   11:26 AM



10   www.solidwastemag.com   June/July 2010

C O V E R  S T O R Y

funding programs currently operating in On-
tario and Quebec, where stewards (brandowers 
or first importers) of packaging, including all 
beverage-related consumer packaging, must 
finance a portion of recycling costs. In Mani-
toba’s case, that portion is 80 per cent.

The plan provides details on how waste 
packaging material and printed paper from 
households across Manitoba will be diverted 
from disposal. The plan defines a funding for-
mula to calculate industry payments (steward-
ship fees) and outlines funding provisions to 
support market research, public education, and 
the promotion of waste reduction and recyc-
ling. The new program commenced on April 
1, 2010.

Unique to the Manitoba program is a 
specific performance target of at least 75 per 
cent recovery of beverage containers. As such, 

the plan contains enhanced programs for litter, 
plastic bags and beverage containers. In addi-
tion, Multi-Materials Stewardship Manitoba 
(MMSM) can deliver program elements like 
public space and event recycling, and educa-
tion or full service recycling, whenever this is 
more cost effective than having municipalities 
do it.

The recently formed Canadian Beverage 
Container Recycling Association (CBCRA) is 
a voluntary organization made up of grocery 
stores and beverage companies. CBCRA is fo-
cused on implementing and financing an away-
from-home recovery program which will help 
achieve the mandated 75 per cent. The pro-
gram is funded through a two cent container 
recycling fee (CRF) that’s voluntarily paid by 
most (>90 per cent) of beverage companies, 
and in most cases is passed on to consumers 

at the point of purchase. Together, these funds 
will finance both the away-from-home strategy 
in addition to the municipal curbside obliga-
tion (of 80 per cent).

Ontario
Ontario’s expanded deposit-refund program 
for wine and spirit containers, first imple-
mented in February 2007, is now in its fourth 
full-year. The program saw significant in-
creases in overall recovery: 67 per cent in 
2007-2008; 73 per cent in 2008-2009; and (es-
timated) 77 per cent in 2009-2010.

In October 2009, Ontario’s environment 
minister announced new waste policy direc-
tions for the province, with specific amend-
ments being developed for the existing Waste 
Diversion Act. Suggested policy changes 
include making individual producers fully 
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An author’s reflection

What did I learn from writing this book? It’s 

a little scary. No matter what side you are 

on, we should all be concerned about the 

fragility of our political decision making and 

the decision makers themselves. 

If small groups, well organized, well funded 

and extremely media-savvy, can stop a 

project like the Adams Mine, what is next? 

And if a site like the Adams Mine, miles 

from anyone, with thousands of acres of 

severely damaged  land, cannot be used 

as a landfill, what can, and where can we 

find solutions? 

We have some serious problems ahead 

if our political leaders are so insecure, so 

afraid of not getting re-elected, that they 

can’t make the right decisions for the 

environment and the population. The world 

has become media-driven, and the media 

drives political agendas.

Excerpt from Foreword 

by Paul Godfrey 

“ (This) is a real story about a real project - 

one that had important environmental, 

business and political implications for 

Ontario, Canada and our relationship with 

the United States.” 

Gordon McGuinty 

An entrepreneur for over thirty years, Gordon 

McGuinty was responsible for the Rail Cycle 

North consortium, which included some of North 

America’s largest rail and waste corporations 

and was awarded the largest waste management 

contract in Canada. For fourteen years McGuinty 

was the force behind the Adams Mine landfill 

project as a solution to Ontario’s garbage 

disposal crisis. Today, when he is not speaking to 

interested audiences, he divides his time between 

his residence in the mountains of Alberta and his 

office in Ontario.

www.gordonmcguinty.com
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environmental terrorism, political cowardice... 

This is the true story of how the Adams Mine landfill project, 

the most environmentally sound and cost-effective solution to 

Ontario’s garbage disposal crisis, and a world-class rail transportation 

opportunity were killed by political mismanagement by the City of Toronto 

and the Government of Ontario. The Adams Mine landfill survived fourteen 

years of environmental assessments and contract tenders, four provincial 

governments, five municipal elections and an international cross-border 

trucking dispute, only to be trashed by the stroke of a political pen. The actions 

of environmentalists, media and senior politicians — Dalton McGuinty, 

Mike Harris, Bob Rae, Jack Layton, Mel Lastman — set against the efforts of 

ordinary citizens striving to do the right thing for Ontario, weave a disturbing 

tale of political garbage.

How it happened, why it happened — and why millions of tonnes of Ontario 

garbage are to this day being trucked to landfills in the United States —

    is a story of people, perseverance and 

    politics. It has never been told before.

5858077809869
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Gordon McGuinty was responsible 
for the Rail Cycle North consortium, 
which included some of North 
America’s largest rail and waste 
corporations and was awarded the 
largest waste management contract 
in Canada. For fourteen years 
McGuinty was 
the force behind 
the Adams Mine 
landfill project 
as a solution to 
Ontario’s garbage 
disposal crisis 
until it was 
TRASHED!

Order your copy
of TRASHED!
today and get the 
story behind the 
political garbage 
as it has never been 
told before.

order online:
www.trashedpoliticalgarbage.com

This is the true story 
of how the Adams 
Mine landfill project 
was killed by political 
mismanagement at the 
City of Toronto and 
by the Government of 
Ontario. 

$25.95

responsible for waste diversion in both the 
residential and commercial sectors. In addi-
tion, producers will be required to meet out-
come-based performance standards either on 
their own of through a third-party collective 
(and face penalties for non-compliance). Pub-
lic consultation ended in February and draft 
regulatory amendments are expected this year. 
The changes will likely mean 100 per cent fi -
nancial responsibility for packaging recovery 
in Ontario by stewards (brandowners and fi rst 
importers), and the expansion of beverage con-
tainer recovery to away-from-home and com-
mercial locations.

Quebec
In November 2009, Quebec issued an offi cial 
policy on residuals management that states a 
preference for the curbside collection and re-

cycling of packaging, printed papers and soft-
drink containers. However, unless the bever-
age industry can prove it can achieve 70 per 
cent recovery through alternative mechanisms 
to the existing system, deposit-refund for beer 
and soft drinks will remain in place. In addi-
tion, in the short term, the environment min-
istry also stated that if recovery rates fail to in-
crease to 70 per cent or greater in the next two 
years, the government may actually increase 
the container deposit.

On March 17, 2010, Quebec’s Minister of 
Sustainable Development, Environment and 
Parks tabled Bill 88, which establishes the 
framework for industry contributions toward 
municipal recycling programs. More specifi c-
ally, the Act says industry’s contribution will 
cover a share of the costs associated with col-
lection, transportation, sorting, conditioning, 

and indemnity for the management of the 
program. The Act established that the share of 
industry compensation cannot exceed 70 per 
cent in 2010, 80 per cent in 2011-2012, and 90 
per cent for 2013-2014.

This year also marks the half-way point in 
a four-year project funded by beverage and re-
lated industries to capture a greater number of 
containers consumed away-from-home. With 
its $6 million+ mandate, the initiative focuses 
on capturing increased volumes from muni-
cipal public spaces through the acquisition 
of bins (and bar/restaurant bins) and in some 
cases funding collection and processing of re-
cyclables. A mid-term performance report is 
publicly available, but no offi cial performance 
data is available.

Performance and total cost data will be of 
great interest to all members of the beverage 
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Who Bears the Share of Program Costs: Chart 2
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industry, especially since Ontario and Que-
bec have (or will have) regulations to ensure 
industry pays for away-from-home beverage 
container recovery costs.

Prince Edward Island
In May 2008, the new deposit return program 
for non-refillables commenced on Prince Ed-
ward Island. Just prior to the implementation 
of this program, the province repealed the law 
which prohibited non-refillable soft drinks to 
be sold on the island. Shipments of refillables 
by Coke or Pepsi ended in the fall of 2008.

North West Territories
Starting February 15, 2010 the NWT’s recov-
ery program was expanded to include all milk 
and liquid milk products, including milk jugs, 
milk and milk substitute cartons, yogurt drink 
bottles, condensed or evaporated milk cans, 
boxed milk substitutes and creamer bottles. 
These containers are accepted at NWT bottle 
depots. Exclusions include infant formula and 
any container less than 30 ml.

National
Starting in May 2010, Tetra Pak and Recupera-

tion Mauricie (RCM), along with three other 
capital funding groups, will use post-consumer 
plastic film, gabletop and asceptic packaging in a 
new process called “thermokinetic mixing” that 
combines all of these materials into one homo-
geneous mix that can be used to create flower 
pots, pallets, plastic lumber and many other 
products. According to Tetra Pak, this process 
will use the entire package with no residuals.

Clarissa Morawski is principal of CM 
Consulting in Peterborough, Ontario. Contact 
Clarissa at morawski@ca.inter.net
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“Market acceptance issues 
or excessive production 

costs, may have 
contributed to the demise 

of the World Bottle.”

by Catherine Leighton

A Short History of Packaging Innovation
Examining historical methods of managing waste can inspire and 

inform modern day packaging innovations that prevent waste 
from entering a landfi ll. In North America during the 1880s, most 

packaging was reused. Broken packaging was mended or transformed 
into new products. For example, a barrel might be transformed into 
a chair. Previous generations conserved and reused materials, and 
thus produced less waste.

In the 1880s, many consumers were not comfortable discarding 
packaging once a product was used. Susan Strasser, author 
of Waste and Want, explains that dual-use packaging was 
purposely designed for a second use, so the material 
was not wasted. For example, a tin fi lled with tobacco 
could later be used as a lunch box. An Ocean Spray 
cranberry sauce container was designed to be used 
later as a savings bank. Similarly, parchment paper 
used to wrap butter could be washed and used for 
a variety of household needs, including washing 
dishes. Not only did this provide advertising for the 
respective company (in this case Paterson Parchment 
Paper), but, after it had been used for household 
tasks, could simply be burned in the fi re.

Originating around 1910, fl our-sack dresses 
were another innovative marketing strategy that 
promoted dual-use packaging. Flour companies, 
such as the Bemis Company, advertised that the 
cotton bags used to package their products could 
later be used as material to make dresses. The 
Bemis Company even advertised that the cotton 
bags came in a thousand different material patterns. 
These dresses proved particularly popular during the 
1930s’ Great Depression and were worn by women 
of different social classes (not only the poor). 
According to Strasser, fl our-sack dresses were a 
particularly long lasting initiative — for they were 
promoted until the 1960s.

After the Second World War the concept of 
“disposability” became increasing popular in 
marketing food-packaging products. New post-war 
technology provided innovative, easy-to-use product 
alternatives that hadn’t previously been available. 
Disposable products became popular, such as 
aluminum pot-pie trays, paper napkins and tissues, 
and aluminum foil. These products were convenient 
because they reduced household workloads and 
prevented the need for hired help. In addition, there was 
a transition towards multilayer and single-use packaging, often 
made of plastic. When compared to glass, plastic was a technologically 
advanced material because it was lighter and unbreakable. However, 
a major disadvantage of plastic was that consumers could not repair 
it. As is well known, this new attitude towards disposability was widely 

embraced; material conservation and reuse became associated with 
poverty and a digression from innovation.

Disposable packaging was not without its diffi culties, and resulted 
in increased waste production and increased litter. In Holland 

during the 1960s, Heineken beer bottles were refi lled. 
However, Heineken produced single-use containers for its 
international market because it was impractical to return 
containers for refi lling. These single-use containers were 

often littered, so Alfred Heineken designed a dual-use 
bottle that could be used as building material to support 

low-income housing. The interlocking “brick” bottles 
were designed to be stacked and held together 
with mortar as an alternative to traditional clay 
bricks. The World Bottles’ innovative dual-use 
design ensured the bottle had valuable post 
consumption and would not be littered. Over fi fty 
thousand World Bottles were produced in 1963, 
but Heineken management eventually rejected 
the initiative. Daniel Imhoff, author of Paper or 
Packaging, speculates that a faulty bottle design, 
market acceptance issues or excessive production 
costs, may have contributed to the demise of the 
World Bottle.

Convenient disposable products and packaging 
are ubiquitous in today’s society even though 
there are more environmentally friendly packaging 
alternatives. Consumers can purchase either single-
use sandwich bags or a reusable sandwich container, 
a 24-pack of single-use water bottles or a refi llable 
bottle, and paper towel or a rag. Dual-use and 
reusable products are far less common than they once 
were. In a brief survey of a supermarket, tomato sauce 
held in a mason jar (a jar designed to be sanitized 
easily for a second use) was one of the only products 
designed for dual-use. Cereal boxes with games or 
puzzles printed on the cardboard interior could also 
be defi ned as dual-use. Examples of products that 
are still reused include refi llable beer bottles and 
some large format water bottles.

Since landfi ll space is limited and the lifecycle 
of reusable packages is superior to any alternative, 
perhaps it’s time to re-examine how dual-use and other 

packaging innovations can be incorporated into modern 
society. There will always be challenges associated 

with change. At the end of the day, historical examples of 
packaging innovation are inspiring. We must wonder what other 

possibilities exist if we a little further outside the recycling box.

Catherine Leighton is a graduate of the University of Waterloo’s 
environment program. Contact Catherine at c2leight@uwaterloo.ca
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