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Introduction

The collection and
proper handling of
the solid waste
produced by
individual residents
has long been a
municipal
responsibility. For
the most part,
municipalities have
chosen to fund this

Definition of User-Pay -
The term user-pay as it applies to munlcipal W, te o
management refers to the practice of charging
for a waste collection and/or disposal service
varies according to the amount of waste
and/or disposed of. This variable fee eit
{full system) or complements (hybrid system).;t
alternatives of a flat fee (one charge per hou
dedicating a proportion of the municipal ill 72
subsidizing the service from other revenuse
The amount of waste for which the fee apphes
measured as either a volume or & welght

service from their tax base, rather than provide it on a fee-for service basis. This
has resulted in the common perception of solid waste management as a “free”
service, along the lines of fire protection and snow removal. While this approach
was effective in promoting the original goal of municipal waste management —
the protection of public health — it has inadvertently promoted overuse of the

system, resulting in excess waste generation. As the costs associated with waste

disposal have risen over the past decade, and grants and other forms of
financial support from provincial governments have decreased, the
appropriateness of a system that does not discourage waste generation has
become an important question for many municipal officials.

Despite the disadvantages associated with a tax-funded system, Canadian
municipalities have not been quick to adopt alternatives. Many perceive that the
existing system is working well in safeguarding public health, principally by
ensuring that barriers to the use of the system are minimal and that equal
access is provided to ali, regardless of socioeconomic status. Public opposition
to the introduction of user fees has in some instances been extreme and the
arguments put forward by opponents are usually based on the fear that the new
system will create barriers to access and thus compromise the heaith and
cleanliness of the community.
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User-Pay Systems for Solid Waste Management in Canadian Municipalities.

On the other hand, in some municipalities the introduction of user fees has not
created any significant opposition; in fact, some communities have embraced the
concept as a fairer system that rewards environmental responsibility. As of the
writing of this report, well over one hundred municipalities in Canada had
successfully introduced some degree of user-pay. These communities provide a
potential database for assessing the costs and benefits of the user-pay
approach and the factors in its successful implementation for other Canadian
municipalities.

This study investigated user-pay approaches to financing municipal solid waste
programs in Canada. The goals were:

o to determine the nature and degree of the impacts of these
new programs,; and

(2] to attempt to ascertain the “success’ factors involved in their
implementation.

In meeting these goals, two methods were utilized: a telephone survey of
randomly selected municipalities and a review of relevant literature on the
subject of user fees and municipal waste management.

This report contains five major sections. This section (Section 1) introduces the
concept of user-pay and describes the goals of the current study. Section 2
profiles user-pay options. Section 3 looks at the impacts, both positive and
negative, of the introduction of user fees, particularly in Canada. Section 4
describes factors associated with successful implerhentation. Finally, Section 5
summarizes findings regarding the status and impacts of these alternative
financing systems and suggests which tools are most effective in introducing
user fees to the public.

Page 10
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2 Overview of User-Pay Systems for Municipal Solid Waste
2.1 User-Pay Options

2.1.1 Approaches for varying waste management charges

In Canadian municipalities, the share of the total waste management cost that
each household pays can vary according to three different approaches. Figure 1
outlines the seven systems that can be formed from these approaches, alone or
in combination. In tax-based systems, the amount each household pays varies
according to the property tax assessment. The owners of homes with a high
value assessment pay more for their waste management services than do those
assessed at a lower value. In “flat fee” or utility-type systems, the variability
in charges is much less (or non-existent) and depends on which category the
residence falls into (single home, small business, apartment unit, etc.). In this
system, most householders pay exactly the same fee regardless of the assessed
value of their home or the amount that they use the system. In user-pay
systems, the "amount of system use” is the factor that is measured in order to
vary the charge. As the definition in the box in section 1 indicates, user-pay
systems are based on charging a resident a fee based at least in part on the
amount of waste that they place out for collection.

Figure 1: Waste Management Financing Options

User-Pay

' '

Tax/User-Pay Hybrids Flat Fee/User-Pay Hybrids

L

These three approaches are often combined in what are known as “hybrid”
systems. Two types of hybrid system are based on a combination of tax
assessment and system usage. With a tax/user-pay discrete hybrid system,
for instance, residents are allowed one or more “free” bags per week (covered
by their taxes) but must pay a per unit charge for everything above that limit.

ICURR
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With a tax/user-pay blended hybrid system, the user-fee component is spread
over all of the service, so that there is no level of service that does not have a
direct, at-the-curb fee attached: the cost of collecting and disposing of each bag
of waste is covered by a combination of a user fee and a tax component. For
example, in this system a household's taxes cover part of the cost of waste
management, while a small user fee (say, $0.50/bag, on each and every bag)
covers the balance.

In addition, some municipalities combine the flat fee approach with a variable
component. Again, there are two variants. In the flat fee/user-pay discrete
hybrid, each household pays a monthly fee for a basic level of service (this fee
is often different for apartments and small businesses) and then pays a unit fee
for any service above the basic level. In the flat fee/user-pay blended hybrid,
there is a user fee on every unit of service, but these fees only cover part of the
system cost, with the balance coming from a monthly or annual flat fee paid by
all households, smal! businesses, etc.

The blended hybrids (either tax/user-pay or flat-fee/user-pay) can appear to the
public to be full user-pay programs. This is because residents pay a fee for
every unit of service. For this reason they may be more difficult to implement.
The discrete hybrids are more transparent, with the public able to see very
clearly what level of service they are getting for their tax dollar or flat fee. All
seven of these options are also summarized in Table 1.

2.1.2 User-pay delivery system options

A number of different systems have been developed for managing the financial
component of the user-pay based waste management system. The most
common is a “metered tag” system, where residents must attach a tag to a bag
or container of waste that they place at curbside. Other common North American
options include “metered bag” and “subscription” systems. The former requires
the use of special bags for waste; the latter requires each resident to subscribe
to one of a number of sizes of container, which they rent from the municipality. A
more complex but promising system is one based on the weight of the waste set
out by the customer. Weight-based systems have been piloted several times in
North America, including a trial by the Capital Regional District of B.C., but are
just now moving out of the pilot phase of development.

Page 12.
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User-Pay Systems for Solid Waste Management in Canadian Mun

icipalities:

Table 2 outlines the various options and briefly summarizes the pros and cons of

each'.
Table 2: Delivery System Options
System Howlt Works Advantages

Tag or
‘Stic:k:él_'_"':‘

Tags printed by munici-
pality and distributed
through selected outlets.
Residents must purchase

| tags and place on bags or

containers of prescribed
size. Some municipalities
give residents a certain

{ number of free tags per
1 year; other just allow a
1 number of free lifts.

¥lexible; allows different
sizes, types of containers
%easily understood
tlower cost than bags
»adaptable for bulky items
#can be distributed by
mail

#no effect on garbage bag
sales

#information can be
printed on sticker

#must be secure ance
attached

#handling fees (usually)
scompliance less visible
¥monitoring complicated -
by variety of containers
dincreased collection time,
tag removal (reusables)
tdoes not encourage
volume reduction past
certain point

Bag

Special bags made for
municipality and
distributed through
selected retail outlets. Can
come in more than one
size and price.

teasy to understand/use
#easy to monitor {visible)
How admin costs

#low impiementation costs
#set-out volume
standardized

#applicable to multi-family
units

soutlets for bags must be
convenient

#some loss of bag sales
for local retailers

¥some customers prefer
containers for waste
*costs of bags plus
uncertainty re demand
tdoes not encourage
further reduction

Special bags used for
regular waste; tags used
for bulky items or
containers (optional).

dgreatest flexibility for
different situations
¥provides options for
users

#minimizes some of the
disadvantages of tags and
bags

#more complicated to
explain to public

tretains many of the
disadvantages of both bag
and tag systems, though
in lesser degree

1

The “pros and cons" set out in Table 2 have been adapted from the following two major

sources: Dr. Lisa Skumatz (1996) and Federation of Canadian Municipalities (see
Bibliography).
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Subscrip | Residents subscribe to a #more stable revenue #container exchange
-tion Can | Size of container and pay | base (know demand in system required
monthly fee for its rental. advance of providing duse of containers
Municipalily offers two or | service) inhibited by weather,
three different sizes with ¥reusable containers topography in some areas
larger units more sreduced injury to workers | #high initial capital costs
expensive. (if automated) thigher collection costs
*easy to monitor than bags, tags
compliance shigher admin costs
dconvenient {no on-going | #larger containers require
purchases required) automated collection
vehicles
#projecting subscription
rates difficult (have to
order containers based on
projections)
wdifficult to track true
costs for different sizes
Weight- | Automated collection dcontinual waste reduction | #exists only in pilot form in
Based systems weigh waste at incentive Canada {permanent
curb; customers are biiled | #easy to understand systems now in place in
based on small base fee #can easily accommodate | U.S. and Europe)
plus variable component. | seasonal and other vari- shigh initial capital costs
Billing is automated and ations in generation rate {truck, carts, computer)
usually monthly. ¢convenient for customer | dweather can be a
dprovides great amounts problem for carts and
of useful data weighing equipment
#administration costs low | #accuracy problems in
if billing automated past (may be solved)
2.2  Profile of User-Pay Systems in Canada

2.2.1 A list of programs with user-pay components

In preparation for the survey we were able to identify 145 municipalities whose
waste management financing includes a user-pay component. The regional
breakdown is shown in Table 3.

ICURR




Table 3: User-Pay Municipalities Identified by Province

Uum

‘muricipaliies” | 47+ 5 4 4 84

NOTE: The study team was not able to identify any programs with user-pay
components east of the Ontario-Quebec border.

Although the list is not comprehensive, we believe that it is fairly complete for all
of the provinces except British Columbia. The latter province is moving towards
the user-pay approach very quickly (it has been mandated by the provincial
government) and it appears that no one person or organization is tracking this
statistic. We were unable to find a comprehensive, up-to-date list; we therefore
drew upon the knowledge of a number of informants to create a partial list for the
purposes of the survey.

The list excludes programs for which the user-pay component applies only to
landfill dumping (by residents), composting programs, and the like. It includes
both full and hybrid user-pay programs as applied to residential solid waste only.
A full system was defined as one where all of the waste costs were covered by
the variable component; costs of diversion programs were not included in the
definition of "full user-pay.”

A total of 33 municipalities were randomly selected from the full list. The results
of the survey of representatives of these municipalities form the basis for the
review that follows in Section 2.2.2.

2.2.2 Profile of programs surveyed

Figure 2 below shows the distribution of the municipalities sampled by
population. British Columbia differs noticeably from the other provinces with
respect to the size of the municipalities with user-pay. Seven of eight B.C.
municipalities have greater than 20,000 population. In the case of Ontario, only
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7 of 22 municipalities have populations greater than 20,000 and of these, 6 are
in the 20,000 to 49,999 range. None of the three municipalities in Alberta and
Saskatchewan have more than 20,000 population.

Figure 2 suggests that for British Columbia the user-pay approach is more
common in larger municipalities while in Ontario and the Prairies it is more
common in smaller municipalities.

Figure 2:  Summary of user-pay municipalities surveyed, by province and
by population
O Ontario
Number of Sakatchewan
Municipalities Alberta
EB.C.

1N

0-4999 5000- 10000- 20000- 50000- 100000+
9599 19999 49999 99998

Population ranges

2.2.3 Differences amongst provinces

The survey reveals three other notable differences amongst the various
provinces. These can be summarized, as foliows.

»

Elimination of industrial, commercial, and institutional (IC&l)
subsidies

Many municipalities subsidize their residential waste management
programs through monies collected from the commercial and institutional
sectors. These funds come in one of two forms: tipping fees collected at
the landfill (if the municipality owns the landfill site); or taxes collected

ICURR
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from the IC&I sector for waste management services that they do not
receive’. Twenty-four of the thirty-three municipalities surveyed (73%)
reported such subsidies prior to the implementation of their residential
user-pay system. Only 5 out of 17 non-B.C. municipalities with previous
subsidies (29%) reported that the subsidy had been eliminated by the
new system: however, 5 out of the 7 B.C. municipalities that had
subsidies (71%) reported that they had been eliminated.

Type of hybrid system implemented

Very few of the municipalities surveyed (4 out of 33 or 12%) had
implemented full user-pay systems. Almost 90% had put some form of
hybrid system in place. In this case, the differences were noticeable
between Ontario and the other provinces. All of the Ontario municipalities
that reported implementing hybrid systems stated that their choice was a
combination of tax-base and user fee. All but one of the western programs
(90%) reported implementing a mix of flat fee (utility style billing) and user
fee. Moreover, the one western municipality that reported retaining a tax
component also stated that plans were in place to eliminate it in favour of
a flat monthly fee. Finally, all but two of the western municipalities also
reported that they had used tax-based financing prior to the introduction
of user fees.

With respect to the “blended” vs. “discrete” types of hybrid systems, the
data indicates that the former type of system is not being used in B.C. or
the Prairies, but has been used by a few Ontario municipalities (Town of
Prescott, City of Trenton, Camden East Township).

Unit cost in user-pay component {price of tag or sticker)

On average, residents in Ontario municipalities paid $1.36 per bag, tag or
sticker. In contrast, residents of Western provinces paid $1.91 per
container. This higher charge in western Canada may be due to the
elimination of 1C&I subsidies in these provinces.

If a business produces more waste than the municipality is willing to collect (and most
large businesses do), then that business or institution must hire a private contractor to
collect and dispose of its waste despite the fact that a proportion of its tax bill is for waste
management services.
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One of the most notable results of this survey of user-pay programs in Canada is
the profile of how the approach to this often-controversial change varies from
province to province across the country. A complete switch to a billing system
based on use does not seem to have occurred to any great degree. Instead,
smaller municipalities in Ontario and larger ones in British Columbia are
developing two different approaches. Ontario municipalities are leaving the tax-
financed system in place, with the gradual addition of bag limits and user fees
for those who exceed those limits. In contrast, B.C. municipalities have
implemented a utility-style billing system (with the concomitant elimination of
IC&I subsidies) accompanied or followed by bag limits and user fees. These
differing approaches may be due to the size differences between the typical
Ontario and B.C. user-pay municipality, as well as differences in community
values. These potential differences will be discussed further in Section 4.

Comparison of program designs

Table 4 summarizes the fee structure and enforcement mechanisms used by the
33 survey respondents. Only a fairly limited number of the programs surveyed
had implemented any mechanisms for ensuring fairness to tenants (6 of 33) or to
lower income families (2 of 33), so these potential program elements were not
included in the table.

Of the 32 programs that responded to our questions regarding the mechanisms
for charging the user fee, 29 indicated that they used a tag system, 2 reported
using a metered bag, and one program stated that they used a bag-tag hybrid.
No weight-based or subscription programs were reported.’

St. Albent, Alberta, recently implemented a subscription container system. They are
believed to be the first in Canada with this type of program (although it is common in the
United States). St. Albert was not one of the municipalities randomly selected for this
survey.

ICURR - Page1®



MOU asieq Xe} Wolj sawod ‘pasodold,, Mmouy LuoQ,

a1 “ysIn| 00s$ X el 15 Iwsung | BSA | 9ELS 00024 '0'd 4o AID “eu0laIn,

pnos o suob laded wl ssweu pauseasyL | YA X be| Py FmEpunz [lesn b +0LS ooo'Le g Jo pusiq [euoibay WPUSS
Japus)jo o} ije} JWOH| 000 LS X Bel zs ymsbeq z | Jeaq S6% 00002 o'd 30 A9 'weqly Hod
(sme|-Aq Jo ylomyojed) 1eya| auoN oN Bey 05’13 | wwsbeqz |Jesp | .2ris X 000'st '0'g 30 AUD IBISURLISOAN MON
suoN| ®a X Bey zs smbeql | 1esp 0s$ 585’6 '0'd Jo AyD ‘uosieN

usin| 00Z3 x Bei z$ PLTINT B0 8¢ 000'05 o'd 0 J0UsIq euofiay ‘ouleueN

Hnoo 'sonou [eBa| Lane) puz sna| ‘NsIAl 00SS X bel 05'1$ | dwsbeqz |JesA | 05968 000's6 0'a o Auo ‘eyeq
sucN| 0514 X Se) z$ ywsbeqg |tesA |  09ti$ 000'80} Rok: ] jo AyD 'wepinbod

129 "ysin| 000'28 X Bel, 0513 | wsung |aess 1oL 000'6 BLaqly JO UMO | *SHOIONG

Slapuayo o} 2R 000'01% X Be) z$ ywsbeqg [leas | Ze6.% 00021 EL=q)Y 10 Ao "auplly

auoN| 00Z$ X Bel 05'1% BUON x |ezz'L Hses Binogiasets

auoN| oo’ 13 x Beg £ AQ x 1222 oLENO dIysSUMO] LIBRUIISIAA

dn-uea|s 1oj Japuayo [ig| %#a X Bey 1$ BUON X 590'9L OLBIIQ 10 AU 'uopuaL ]
Japuago ol IsIA| 00ZS X ey 0Z'L$ Ma x |ooo'sg OHEBIO jo AyD ‘profiens

1apusyo o} JsRRTE MA X ey 7% Ma X zse'e OLEMO jo umo, ‘auInqrRys

1epuajjo 01 ;2P| Q0OVSES X Beq |sz'1$-5L auoN X IR OLED umo] ‘Jodsald

auly goLsi 000'SS X ey z$ Mg b ££0'C OLBQ 10 abeyip ‘Asjuris Lod

Japuajje 03 JauaT | WA X ey 1$ Amsted ¢ X 1z9'gl I le) 1o Au9 ‘alinogion Uod

dn-ues|2 4o 1509 319 19N} SOZS X Be) 0s'1$ Ma X 00022 oLBjO 10 AUD "B
JBpUao 0} Jaa '1SIA| 000'SS X Be| 1% ywysbeq z X 00002 oURIUO Jo umo | 'Ujaswinos | meN

auenN| oN ON fe 1$ »wsbeq z X 00e's oURIUO 10 UMO] ‘EmesnT

005% X ¥a 1% »da x 00081 CLENO 10 UMD 'B||IASIUNH

auon | oN ON Bey ¢ Ma x |ooi'z oD Jo diysumo ). ‘AeH

Sz 1$ aBueyo ‘ispusyio o) Jaa X Bey z$ Ya X 000’ cUBIO Jo abeyiA ‘puag puelo
lapuayo o} sna x Bel 05 +$ ¥a X ooF'z OLBUQ 30 UM "YaLBpoD

001$-62$ #bieyo 'sysia ‘sepa1| 000's$ X ey 13 Ma X 000'2E OLBIQ jo umo] 'eurBioas
10V “j04d [RjusUoIALS Japun pabieys| 000'ss X ey 1% ymysbieq £ x 19921 oLB]O Jo umo] ‘poomBulioD
00ES Bey 1% Ma X 008 olBlO jo abeyiA “paopD

auy lews/apualie o) Byat 000'Ls X Gey 1$ JUON X |gis’y ouRO diysumo ] jse3 uspwe)
aul 5g$ “Jana| ‘2o auoyd| 000°sS X Be) sz't$ | wwbeq | X JITAYA oLEuO 40 Ay “alioolg

X bel 1% L] X £pZ'LE OLEJUO 10 AuD ‘alaslleg

150 jesodsip pue |erowal (g | 000'SS x| Bel 3 ywsbeq g X 000'08 OLEJUO o AnD ‘allleg
Beq/0s¢ a62eud| 600ZE X Be) 1 Ma x ¥sL's ouRuO diysumo] bIngSeNBuY

”

subisaq wesboid jo Alewwng ¢ ajgel




User-Pay Systems for Solid Waste Management in Canadian Munici

Figure 3: Types of User-Pay Program Reported in Survey
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3 Impacts of User-Pay Systems

3.1 Impacts Commonly Reported in the Literature

Three types of impact from the introduction of user fees are commonly reported:

1] decreased waste to disposal and increased use of diversion programs;
2] illegal dumping of waste;
(3] decreased program costs.

This section provides a brief overview of how these impacts are generally
described in the literature. Section 3.2 summarizes the results of the survey with
respect to the same three categories.
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3.1.1 Decreased waste to disposal and increased use of diversion

programs
MOSF ifnot al Waste Reduction Due to User:éPaif '
studies of user-pay o
systems have O Astudyin Sw:tzerland showed ¥

Swiss municipalities a 10 percent
reported decreases charge for garbage pick-up led to
in the amount of reduction in waste (in: “Pub

waste going to October, 1992). - ..
disposal. The range | = ,1ne Werld Resources Institut

. . _ that in 10 communities.acro
in the literature is reduction resulting from the
generally between fee was 18 percent by volum
and 60 percent voiume where curbside recy
19 p rF:en ’ “Green Fees, How a Tax Shi
with the majority Environment and the Econom_

falling in the 15 to Institute, 1992.)
45 percent range

(FCM, 1996). One of the difficulties with measuring this type of impact lies in
sorting out the effect of user fees from the effects of existing or newly introduced
diversion programs. A municipality that introduces a backyard composting
subsidy program in conjunction with the user fees, for instance, will likely see
greater reduction of waste to disposal than one that implements the fees alone.
The results will also depend on the nature and degree of public education
carried out. Nevertheless, it is probably safe to say that user-pay programs
reduce the amount of waste going to landfill significantly. The figures in Table 5
bear this out.
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Table 5: Reduction in Waste to Landfill Resulting from the
Introduction of User-Pay Programs in Selected North
American Cities”.

Municipality Percentagg Redu
Waste tc

St. Cloud, Minnesota -53%
San Jose, California -46%
Seattle, Washington -42%
Capital Regional District, B.C. 21%
Austin, Texas -34%
Tompkins County, New York -12%

Some organizations have attempted to quantify more accurately the decrease in
waste to disposal that can be expected as a result of the introduction of user
fees. The Solid Waste Utility of the City of Seattle estimates that a 2% reduction
in residential solid waste is achieved for every 10% increase in user fees®. In
Canada, the Ontario-based Assaciation of Municipal Recycling Coordinators
(AMRC, 1996) conducted some research in that province which led them to
make the following projections:

Hybrid system
¥ two “free” bags will produce approximately 15% to 20% reductions;
¢ one “free” bag will produce approximately 25% to 35% reductions.

From research done by Cook-Munroe and Associates and Resource Integration Systems
for the Ontario Ministry of Environment and Energy, 1996.

Even after the dramatic decrease in the amount of waste sent to landfill (42%), the City
of Seallle experienced a further 15% waste diversion as a direct result of an
experimental weight-based pilot project.
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Full system
» no ‘free” bags will produce approximately 30% to 40% reductions.

The results of the current survey are consistent with the numbers presented
above. Section 3.2 discusses these in more detail.

Along with reductions in waste to disposal, user-pay programs are typically
reported to increase the amount of materials handied by a municipality’s various
3Rs programs. Numbers for this increased diversion tend to be even more
difficult to calculate, as they are extremely dependent upon when the programs
are introduced. A municipality that introduces an extended recycling program
(new materials added) at the same time as a user-pay program will see much
greater increases than one that leaves the existing program unchanged. Dr. Lisa
Skumatz of SERA INC. in Seattle has done the most extensive work on this
subject in North America. She has developed a database that includes a
substantial number of the more than 3000 programs currently operating in the
U.S. and Canada. Dr. Skumatz’s calculations indicate that a municipality can
expect anywhere from 8 to 13 additional percentage points of diversion when
user fees are introduced. In other words, a city with a recycling program that
diverts about 20 percent of the waste stream can expect to see that number rise
to between 28 and 33 percent, just from the introduction of user-pay (without any
concurrent changes to the recycling program itself).

3.1.2 Illlegal dumping of waste

The issue of illegal dumping and illegal burning is always raised in association
with the introduction of a user pay program. The literature indicates, however,
that while there is usually a temporary increase in incidents resulting from the
introduction of user pay, most communities over the long term do not find illegal
dumping or illegal burning to be a problem (Skumatz, 1996). A survey of over
100 communities in the United States found that less than one-third had
experienced any problems, and that most of these were temporary (Skumatz,
1894).

This has been the experience in Ontario as well. A survey done by the Region of
Waterloo in 1994 found that illegal dumping was not a problem in any of the
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Ontario communities that had implemented user-pay at that point in time (Joyce,
1994). In Sydney Township, a study showed that the amount of illegal dumping
actually decreased over the first year of the user-pay program (Centre and South
Hastings Recycling Board, 1995).

In addressing this issue, however, communities generally report that they
imposed monitoring and enforcement procedures to prevent widespread
problems. The approaches taken often include the following:

placing padlocks on dumpsters owned by the City or the IC&| sector;
publishing names of illegal dumpers in the local newspaper,
enacting by-laws prohibiting illegal dumping and illegal burning:
setting fines for illegal dumping or burning violations;

introducing a clean city campaign to beautify the local environment.

- w» 9 9 @

Despite evidence to the contrary, illegal dumping is perceived by the public to be
a major issue. A 1995 survey of Ontario residents (Munroe, 1995) revealed that
the concerns regarding illegal dumping were the single greatest barrier to the
acceptance of user fees (see Section 4.1 for more details). Further, concerns
regarding illegal dumping were strong for both supporters and non-supporters of
user-pay. These concerns may derive from public motives regarding heaith,
community cleanliness, and how user fees may impact upon these important
values.

In summary, the literature indicates that the illegal disposal of waste does not
appear to be a problem for most communities, other than some relatively minor
initial reaction. Nevertheless, the literature is also clear that the issue remains a
maijor public concern and must be adequately addressed by municipal planners.

3.1.3 Decreased program costs

In general, the literature supports the concept that user fees reduce overall
program costs (AMRC, 1996). This conclusion is based on the fact that user-pay
reduces overall waste generation, thereby reducing coliection and disposail
costs, and often increases recycling revenues. Many factors come into play,
however, and savings cannot be taken for granted. Some costs, such as
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administration, may increase, depending on the

A User—EgyF_mance .Model nature and design of the program. Also, an

The Assbciaﬁm of Mum'c'ipé; increase in recycling may not result in a
ReCYC"ﬁQdCOOFdiHatOTS has decrease in costs, depending on the efficiency
developed a model .

spreadsheet for calculating of the recycling program an.d the vglug of the
the unit price needed for the recycled materials at any given point in time.
system to "break even.” For Because these materials are tradable

more information, contact the . o

AMRC at 519-823-1990 or commodities, their prices fluctuate as numerous

519-823-0084 (fax). factors, some international in scope, influence
ER supply and demand.

Perhaps the important issue with respect to program costs is revenue
forecasting (Skumatz, 1993b). Municipalities must take great care in calculating
their rates and forecasting the demand for use of the system if they are to avoid
revenue shortfalls. A common mistake is underestimating the reduction in
demand created by the introduction of the new system (see “User-Pay Finance
Model,” previous page).

3.2 Impacts Reported by Respondents

3.2.1 Decreased waste to disposal and increased use of diversion
programs

Of the 33 programs surveyed, 20 had done some kind of formal evaluation of the
waste reduction impact of the program. The assumptions behind these
calculations, the size of the municipalities, and the nature of the programs, etc.,
all varied considerably, so they cannot be averaged or otherwise aggregated.
The range of 5% to 50%, however, is consistent with the literature (see Section
3.1.1). Another 6 municipalities were willing to estimate the impact; the range for
these programs was 13% to 40%, also consistent with previous reports.
Altogether, 26 municipalities (79%) provided figures in this regard. None
indicated that there had been no reduction at all, although one municipality felt it
was minimai.

Respondents were also asked to evaluate the effectiveness of their program in
reducing waste on a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 was “not effective” and 6 was
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“extremely effective.” The average response on the 6-point scale was 5.0. The
numbers varied somewhat regionally, with larger Ontario municipalities
(population greater than 20,000) indicating by far the most satisfaction with their
program’s effectiveness at reducing waste (5.6). The least satisfaction in this
regard was expressed by the larger B.C. municipalities (4.6).

The average response across Canada of 5.0 on a 6-point scale is extremely
high. This indicates that, in general, Canadian user-pay programs are viewed by
their operators as being very effective in reducing waste.

3.2.2 Illegal dumping of waste

None of the 33 programs contacted had formally monitored illegal dumping
before or after the implementation of their program. in response to a question
regarding their estimation as to whether illegal dumping had increased greatly,
increased slightly, increased then dropped off, remained the same, decreased
slightly, or decreased greatly, only 23 (70%) were prepared to make a
judgement. The results are shown in Figure 4 below.

Figure 4: Respondents’ Opinions Regarding Changes in the
Amount of lllegal Dumping After Implementation of a
User-Pay Program
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In general, most respondents feit that illegal dumping had increased slightly or
remained the same. Only three respondents (2 in Ontario, 1 in B.C.) felt that it
had increased greatly and was therefore a problem. The usual comment found in
the literature — illegal dumping increasas at first and then drops back to normal
levels — was only supported by three respondents.

It appears that illegal dumping is a minor impact of user-pay programs; however,
a number of qualifications must be made. First, over 90% of the programs
surveyed were partial systems and the average unit fee was only $1.55. Non-
compliance would likely tend to rise with higher sticker prices and/or no
subsidized level of service. Second, the Western respondents indicated a
slightly higher incidence (proportionally) of illegal dumping (4 out of 7, or 57%,
reported some increase) than did the Ontario respondents (7 out of 16, or 44%).
This may reflect the higher average unit fee ($1.91 compared to $1.36), the fact
that the charges are all visible under a utility-type billing system, community
values, or some combination of these. These facts indicate some cause for
caution with respect to the size of the unit fee, the feasibility of full user-pay
systems, and the removal of IC&| subsidies.

3.2.3 Decreased program costs

Very few respondents (5 of 33) were able to provide actual estimates of the
savings realized by the introduction of user fees. The range of these estimates
was from 17 to 76 percent, with the median at 30 percent. We are also not sure
that the different municipalities in developing these estimates used the same
parameters. Therefore, we suggest that the data in Figure 5 provides a better
framework for considering the cost impacts of user-pay programs. Respondents
were asked to indicate whether their programs were much more cost-effective,
slightly more cost-effective, roughly the same, slightly less cost-effective, or
much less cost-effective than the system in place prior to implementation of a
user-pay program. Thirty-one of the total of 33 contacted responded, with a total
of 60% stating that they felt that their program was either much more cost-
effective (27%) or slightly more cost-effective (33%). Another 27% felt that the
new program was roughly the same as the old, while only 6% (2 respondents)
felt that cost-effectiveness was slightly less with the user-pay program in place.
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No one felt that user-pay had been much less cost-effective and 2 respondents
(6%) stated that they did not know.

Figure 5: Respondents’ Appraisals of their Programs’ Cost-
Effectiveness

6%~ 07
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4 Success Factors

4.1 In the Literature

In discussing the reasons why some municipalities are successful in
implementing user-pay systems and others are not, authors of other reports
frequently refer to terms such as “public resistance” and “political will.” The
implication is that if the will of political representatives to implement a program is
stronger than the combined will of elements of the populace to resist such a
change, then the initiative will be successful.

This may be true in a summary sense; however, both public resistance and
political will are comprised of numerous distinct components, all of which add up
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to success or failure. For instance, public resistance may be heightened by an
adverse article or editorial in the local paper or decreased by the support of a
popular politician. Similarly, political will can be strengthened by circumstances
such as an impending tax increase or by strategies such as the “co-opting” of
opponents to the program through their inclusion in the planning process.

This report defines “success factors” as those elements, either planned or
circumstantial, that positively affect the outcome of a user-pay initiative,
either by lowering public resistance or by increasing the will of the elected
politicians to make it happen. The analysis of these factors focuses on the
planning and communications elements, because these are to a large degree
controllable by a municipality. Circumstantial factors, such as the need for a new
landfill, are not considered in the findings, as they are not transferable to other
jurisdictions.

in order to understand what municipalities have done successfully to lower
public resistance, we should first describe the general nature of that resistance.
For the purposes of this report, public resistance to the concept of user-pay for
waste management can be organized into three broad categories: concerns for
public health, issues regarding the fairness of the impacts on various
members of society, and the need to minimize impacts on (and maximize
autonomy of) individuals. A general discussion of each of these three
categories follows below.

4.1.1 Concerns for public health

This is essentially the fear of illegal
dumping and/or burning described in
Sections 3.1.2 and 3.2.2. Although
rarely a problem in reality®, this
concern is always front and centre in
the public eye. As mentioned in an

¢ The literature is virtually unanimous in declaring illegal disposal to be at most a

temporary problem. For survey results see Skumatz, 1294 (U.S. programs) and/or
Joyce, 1994 (Ontario programs),




User-Pay Systems for Solid Waste Management in Canadian Municipalities.

earlier section, a survey of over 500 residents of large Ontario municipalities
(Munroe, 1995) revealed that both supporters and non-supporters of user-pay
were very concerned about the possible negative impact of illegal dumping.

This aspect of public resistance goes right to the heart of the matter: the ultimate
goal of municipal waste management services. Originally, the goal was to
protect public health. To ensure that the goal was met, the system had to be as
accessible as possible to as many of the populace as possible. When user fees
are introduced, however, a parallel (and in some aspects, competing) goal of
waste minimization is also introduced. This results in the concern that the
reduction in accessibility caused by the imposition of fees (for low income
families in particular) will lead to the weakening of the system's ability to meet
the original goal of protecting public health.

The Approach

The approach most often advocated in dealing with this issue is a combination of
public education, system design, and enforcement. The public education
component consists of letting the public know that similar systems have been
adopted elsewhere with little or no negative impacts. The design component
consists of ensuring that the fees are kept low enough and/or that an appropriate
level of non-variable or subsidized service is maintained. Partial or hybrid
systems (see Section 2.1) are the norm in Canada and are growing in popularity
in the United States (Skumatz, 1996).

Finally, the enforcement component ensures that any increases in illegal
dumping are temporary. lllegally disposed waste can be searched for evidence
(usually envelopes) of the material's origins. Municipalities that conduct these
searches report that garbage is “very identifiable.” Offenders are usually warned
(first offence) and then fined. In some cases, their names are published in the
newspaper.
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4.1.2 Issues of fairness of impacts on various members of society

This category includes the issues of:

¥ Large families
Since larger families will produce more waste than small cnes (all else
being equal), some see user fees as unfair to more highly populated
households. Others argue that small families have been subsidizing large
ones under the tax-based system and that large families shoufd pay more.

’ Low-income households
This issue has two main perspectives. The first, which is related to Point 1
above, is one of access: do user fees limit the ability of lower income
households to use the service? And if so, will that result in illegal dumping
and its related public health and safety issues? The second perspective is
one of fairness. The property tax system is not progressive in the same
sense as income tax but it does tend to place more of the burden of the
costs of the system on those who can better afford to pay. For instance,
under a property-tax based system, a family with a house valued at
$150,000 pays twice as much for their waste management services as
does a family with a house valued at $75,000. Some people feel that
setting the fee according to the ability to pay is fair; others feel that paying
for what one uses is fairer, regardless of ability to pay.

’ Renters
In tax-based systems, renters pay for waste management systems
through their rent, which includes all of the landlord’s costs, including
municipal taxes. If taxes are reduced (or not raised) due to the
introduction of user fees, landlords receive a benefit that is not
necessarily passed on to the tenant, who may now be responsible for
paying the same rent as previously, in addition to the user fees.

» The elderly
The average income of retired people in Canada is just slightly over
$20,000 per year. For many of these people, options such as backyard
composting and depot recycling are either a hardship or just not feasible,
due to iliness and/or frailty. This means that they cannot reasonably be
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expected to divert as high a percentage of their waste as the general
population, all other factors being equal. The combination of these two
general facts could result in many elderly people fearing the introduction
of user fees for garbage. This concern is counterbalanced to some
degree by the fact that many elderly people live alone and produce very
little waste. Nevertheless, the problem is a real one that must be
considered as part of the design of an equitable user-pay system.

The Approach

Other authors have suggested that issues of fairness are usually addressed
through program design (Skumatz, 1995b). This can consist of a partial system
(designed so that responsible users can avoid any extra charges) or a rebate
system (e.g., for low-income families or the elderly).

4.1.3 Need to minimize impacts on the individual household

The Issue

This is a broad category that covers several related concerns: double taxation,
the concept of a "sin tax,” the concern that garbage collection is an essential
service, the mistrust of what is seen by some as “social engineering,” and finally,
that user-pay will cause administrative costs to rise.

The first (and most widely referenced in the literature) is the fear of double
taxation. In essence, this is a problem of perception. The public understands
that garbage collection and disposal is a service covered by property taxes. The
introduction of user fees, therefore, is perceived as a tax added for a service that
is already being paid for — a double taxation that is unacceptable. Over the past
decade, conventional wisdom in the waste management field was that the
solution to this aspect of public resistance was to break out the cost of waste
management services on the tax bill the year previous to the introduction of the
user fees. This would educate the public as to the real cost of their garbage
collection and disposal services. The next step would be to actually reduce taxes
by that amount when the fees were put in place. This would clearly illustrate the
fact that double taxation was not occurring. This approach was recently used
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successfully by the City of Belleville, where taxes were reduced by 1.5% to offset
the cost of the tags being introduced.

Another recent experience, however, illustrates some problems with this
approach. In Kanata, Ontario, staff broke out the costs of waste management on
the residents’ tax bills one year in advance of the planned implementation of a
full user-pay system. Municipal staff report that the public response to the
removal of waste management from their tax bill was skeptical at best, hostile at
worst. Many of the people calling the hotline felt that it was like a card trick,
where the idea is to keep the residents’ attention on the lowering of taxes while a
new,and potentially larger tax is brought in by the back door (Munroe, 1995).

The situation in Kanata was not helped by the fact that the removal of the IC&|
subsidy as part of the new system proposed meant that most residents would be
paying more, even after diversion programs were taken into account. Kanata
was subsidizing residential waste services from IC&l taxes at a rate of about
40%. The proposed system eliminated the subsidy, with all revenues to be
garnered through a user fee of about $1.40 per bag, on all bags. Because of the
removal of the subsidy, many residents (those living in modest homes) would
only have seen about $50 removed from their annual tax bill. This meant an
overall increase of about $23 per year for those who got their waste down to one
bag per week and $95 per year for those who put out 2 bags per week. Many
residents made these calculations public in angry letters to the editor of the local
newspaper. Many of the same writers pointed out that people living in more
expensive homes were going to save money no matter how wasteful they were,
as their tax reductions were significantly larger.

The Kanata experience highlights some of the difficulties involved in removing
waste management from the tax base. The current survey resuits indicate that
most Ontario municipalities are leaving waste services on the tax bill and
introducing user fees for higher levels of service, often in lieu of a tax increase.

The sin tax concept is anaiogous to the taxes placed on alcohol and tobacco.
The concern has been expressed to the authors by both citizens and
professionals that the existence of a “bag tax” will be a constant temptation to
municipal councils. This argument posits that it would be easier to add a dollar
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or two to an existing tax on what is considered undesirable behaviour (i.e., the
generation of waste) than to increase property taxes generally, in order to cover
increased costs in an unrelated area, such as welfare or snow removal. This
viewpoint, however, does not take into consideration the inherent limits that are
imposed on fee levels by concerns over increases in illegal disposal.

The attitude that garbage collection is a right, or an essential service often
arises in the media when user-pay is in the spotlight. It suggests that many
residents see garbage collection as a fundamental municipal government
service, like fire and police protection. This T
point of view may be tied to the concept of valued servi
garbage as a value-less commodity, as and water, b

expressed in the quote in the box on the want to fork
. get rid of a
right. - Lette
Kanata Kour

The concept of garbage user-pay as an June, 1994,
undesirable type of “social engineering” is A
perhaps best introduced by an anecdote provided by a councillor from the City of
Kanata following that municipality’s unsuccessful attempt to implement user
fees. This councillor reported that during the period when the media coverage of
the proposed user-pay program was greatest, one of her more vocal constituents
called her to say that he felt strongly that, for his tax dollar, the municipality
should “...maintain his streets, give him police and fire protection, and pick up
his garbage.” In every other way, she said, he felt that the municipality should
“...stay out of his life” (Munroe, 1995).

This attitude is similar to the one encountered with other government
interventions in private behaviour intended for the public good, such as
mandatory seat belts for cars or helmets for bicycle riders.

Finally, the feeling that user-pay will cause administrative costs to rise is
another aspect of the overall concern that government is getting too large and
complicated. In fact, administration of user-pay systems is generally slightly
more expensive than administration of tax-based systems; however, as
discussed previously, these costs are usually less than the savings experienced
due to reduced waste generation.
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Municipalities usually address these concerns through public education, as most
of the issues are ones of perception. The other factor that arises here is one of
trust. Residents often express the concern that a new tax will only get larger and
that any reductions in municipal taxes will soon be increased to cover some
other new cost. This is particularly the case in large urban centres, where issues
such as rising welfare costs are prominent. The approach taken in Sydney
Township, Ontario, is probably the one most often recommended for overcoming
issues of trust. That municipality co-opted the most vocal critics of the proposed
system by asking them to participate as volunteers in the planning process.
Once the critics had had the chance to become familiar with all of the data,
including the financial analyses, they saw the benefits and became supporters of
a partial user-pay system (which has since become a full system, one of the few
in Canada) (personal communication, 1996).

4.2 Success Factors Reported by Respondents

In attempting to identify and assess the factors that led to the successful
implementation of user-pay programs in the municipalities surveyed, we asked
many different questions relating to circumstances, planning tools and
processes, communications, and, more generally, the major barriers
encountered and the respondents’ own assessments of the success factors
involved (see appendix A for survey questions). In general, the responses to
these questions were extremely varied, with few generalizations emerging. For
instance, the most commonly mentioned “success factors” were:

’ taking the time to identify key supporters and enlisting their aid in gaining
public support for the initiative (5 mentions),
ensuring that good diversion programs were in place (6 mentions);
conducting extensive education and communications programs (7
mentions);

’ receiving strong support from Councii (4 mentions); and
the inherent fairness of the new system (3 mentions).
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The discussion that follows in Section 4.2.1 covers only the significant points
that emerged.

4.2.1 With respect to public resistance and support

Respondents were asked to report how often they heard various objections to
user-pay from the public prior to implementation of the program. This was not an
open-ended question: the categories were those that appear in Figure 6. The
scale was 1 to 6, where 1 was “never” and 6 was “frequently.” The results fall
into three broad categories (see Figure 8). Concerns regarding illegal dumping
were highest at 4.7. This is consistent with findings reported elsewhere, which
identify this concern as the most widely held, if not the most accurate. it
represents the first category of public resistance described in Section 4.1 — the
concern for public health and safety.

Figure 6: Reported Public Objections to User-Pay
(Pre-implementation)
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Four objections had mean rankings from 3.7 to 3.4. These were:

1. the feeling that garbage collection and disposal should be an essential
service, provided as part of our tax-based services,

2. the fear that user-pay will hurt large families;

the perception that user-pay constitutes double taxation; and

4 the concern that it is unfair to lower-income residents (because it is not
based in any way on ability to pay).

w

These four objections fall into the second and third categories described in
section 4.1 — fairness (large families, low income) and impacts and the need to
minimize impacts on individual households (double taxation, provision of
essential services). Their rankings indicate that these were important
considerations for a smaller, but still significant, segment of the populations of
the municipalities surveyed.

The other three concerns surveyed ~ the feeling that the program would not be
effective in reducing waste, the fear that it would be too expensive, and the
concern that it would be unfair to renters - did not rank very highly (2.3 to 1.6),
indicating that these were not major objections voiced by residents of the
municipalities surveyed.

Public support was evaluated in the same manner (see Figure 7). in this case,
respondents reported hearing supportive statements fairly often with regard to
the fairness of the new system, its ability to reduce waste, and its impact on
waste reduction programs (mean responses 4.0 to 3.6 on a 6-point scale where
1 was “never” and 6 was “frequently’). The statement that the system would
reduce costs was not heard very frequently.
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Figure 7: Reported Public Support for User-Pay
(Pre-implementation)
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In general, these responses are consistent with the importance of issues of
public resistance and support reported in the literature. The broadest concern is
that of restricted access or non-compliance (illegal dumping), followed by
concerns regarding fairness and individual or taxpayers’ rights (impacts on large
families, double taxation, etc.). The latter two categories tend to be expressed by
completely different sub-groups within the overall population, giving rise to a
relatively unique feature of user-pay systems — that they tend to be opposed by
both ends of the political spectrum and supported by the middle.

This feature has been noted before. Bertollo (1993) stated in his research
document that the opposition to Peterborough'’s user-pay initiative was led by an
unusual coalition of the left and right. Similarly, when the user-pay initiative in
Kanata ran into its fiercest public opposition (as it neared the final vote by
Council), the first two councillors to break ranks and jointly call for a public
referendum on the issue were well known to be on opposite ends of the political
spectrum. By their own admission, they held opposing views on most issues
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(Munroe, 1995). The point to be made here is that the opposition to user-pay
often comes from both ends of the political spectrum simultaneously, and for
completely different reasons. This “pinching” of the issue from both sides is an
important aspect of public resistance, particularly in larger urban settings.

4.2.2 With respect to planning tools and processes

Survey data indicate that municipalities tend to rely primarily on reports from
other jurisdictions in planning their user-pay programs (see Figure 8). Almost
four-fifths (79%) reported using this planning tool. Percentages drop rapidly after
reports. Just under haif of the respondents indicated that they held public
meetings (49%) and that they had a planning committee of Council members in
place (46%). Other planning tools received little use by respondents. Only multi-
stakeholder advisory groups (21%), staff planning committees (21%), and the
use of waste management consultants (18%) received a mention from more than
10 percent of the respondents.

Conspicuously absent from this list are randomized telephone surveys and focus
groups. Only two municipalities (6%) carried out surveys and only 1 (3%)
conducted focus groups. Public meetings were favoured slightly by
municipalities under 20,000 population (58%) compared to those over (43%).
Alternatively, the use of reports was strongest by the farger municipalities (86%,
compared to 74% for those under 20,000 population).
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Figure 8: Percentage of User-Pay Municipalities Using Specific
Planning Tools

Percentage Municipalities

Planning Tool

4.2.3 With respect to communications vehicles

Flyers (67%), print ads (61%), and newspaper articles (52%) were reported by
mare than half of the respondents as being significant vehicles for getting the
user-pay message out to the public prior to implementation (see Figure 9). Other
vehicles receiving considerable mention were radio and TV (36%), events

and displays, such as mall kiosks (24%), newsletters (21%) and community
meetings (21%).

Formal pre-implementation communications strategies were employed by most
of the municipalities surveyed (91%). That percentage dropped off to just over
half (51%) for post-implementation strategies. No real consensus emerged with
regard to the message provided to the public; however, the high cost of disposal
(36%) and landfill pressures (33%) were mentioned by about a third (pre-
implementation) and “how well we are doing” was the choice of eight (21%) post-
implementation messages.
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Figure 9: Percentage of User-Pay Municipalities Using Specific
Communications Vehicles
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4.2.4 With respect to success factors in general

Analysis of the survey resulits revealed that Canadian municipalities that have
incorporated some degree of user-pay' in their solid waste financing systems did
not rely heavily on special planning or communications techniques. The
approaches used were very much standard ones, with little or no use of more
sophisticated techniques such as surveying, focus groups, and muiti-stakeholder
planning. Moreover, as indicated earlier in this report, approaches varied
somewhat from the western provinces to Ontario, but were almost uniformly a
matter of the introduction of a user-pay component to a tax- or fiat-fee-financed
“free” level of service. In other words, the success factors involved appeared to
be largely structural, rather than procedural. The experience of Kanata, Ontario,
which failed to implement a user-pay system after more than a year of careful
planning, communications, and public discussion, would appear to corroborate
this finding, as an after-the-fact analysis has indicated that a partial system
might have been successfully implemented in Kanata (Munroe, 1995).
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5 Findings
5.1 Introduction

The findings that follow constitute the informed opinion of the project team. They
are drawn from the results of the survey, the literature review, and the
experience of the members of the team. The findings have been organized into
three categories, reflecting the goals of the study:

1. The status of user-pay in Canada;

2. The impacts of user-pay, both positive and negative; and

3 Success factors which, if considered and acted upon, should maximize the
chances of a successful implementation of similar systems by other
municipalities.

Key data that led to the specific conclusion are listed and discussed briefly after
each of the findings.

5.2 With Respect to the Status of User-Pay in Canada

5.2.1 In Canada, full user-pay systems are rare overall and non-existent in
large municipalities (population >50,000)

Our survey found only four municipalities of thirty-three that had a full user-pay
system in place. Three of these were in Ontario, one was in Saskatchewan.
Three of the four had populations below 5000; Stratford, Ontario, was the only
medium-sized municipality (population 29,000) with a full system. We are not
aware of any municipality in Canada with a population greater than 50,000 that
~hasa full user-pay system in place.

5.2.2 In Ontario, the trend is for small municipalities to implement
tax/user-pay hybrid systems

Ontario user-pay communities are generally small (most less than 20,000 pop)
and they use hybrid systems that combine tax-funded base service with user
fees for amounts exceeding bag limits (usually 1 to 3 bags per week); IC&I
subsidies are generally left in place. Some medium-sized municipalities {(e.g.,
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Trenton, pop. 16,000) have implemented tax/user-pay blended hybrid systems
(no free bags, but tax base subsidizes system to keep unit cost low). Most
Ontario communities, however, offer some level of “free” service (tax/user-pay
discrete hybrid systems).

5.2.3 In British Columbia, the trend is for larger municipalities to
implement flat-fee/user-pay hybrid systems

Programs in British generally consist of hybrid systems that combine flat-fee
utility-type billing systems with user fees for amounts exceeding bag limits
(discrete, as opposed to blended). IC&I subsidies are generally eliminated. Unit
fees are somewhat higher than in Ontario ($1.91 compared to $1.38 in
municipalities surveyed).

5.2.4 In the Prairie Provinces, these trends are somewhat mixed

The characteristics of programs on the Prairies may be somewhere in between
those in Ontario and in B.C. They are characteristically small municipalities
utilizing utility-type billing after removing 1C&I subsidies (although our sample
size was too small to have great confidence in these findings).

5.2.5 By far the most common type of program in Canada is the
metered tag

Over 90% of the municipalities surveyed used tag systems. Another municipality
used a combination of bags and tags. Only two municipalities used metered
bags alone and none used subscription systems (variable sized containers) or
weight-based systems. One municipality that uses a subscription system was
identified (St. Albert, Alberta), but was not selected in the random process used
to identify potential respondents.

5.2.6 User-pay in any significant form reduces waste and promotes waste
diversion programs

Although the survey did not produce any significant hard data on this impact, the
informal results obtained by asking municipal representatives to estimate
impacts were very similar to those found in the literature. The study team feels
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that it is safe to state that the introduction of some level of user-pay does have a
beneficial impact in terms of diverting waste from disposal and into 3Rs
programs.

5.2.7 Itis likely that user-pay programs are more cost-effective than
traditionally financed programs; however, more detailed
investigation may be required to confirm this finding

In general, survey respondents either did not have access to hard data
regarding the cost-effectiveness of their programs vis-a-vis their previous
systems, or were not willing to provide such data to our interviewer. Nor was
much data available from the literature. Anecdotal evidence points to the
potential for greater cost-effectiveness due to overall reductions in waste '
generation, which in turn results in reduced collection and disposal costs. A few
respondents indicated that administrative costs were higher with user-pay than
with traditional systems, but most felt that these costs were more than offset by
the reductions due to decreased use of the service by customers.

5.2.8 Illegal dumping is usually a negligible or minor problem, with two
qualifications

Any statement about illegal dumping not being a problem should be qualified in
two ways:

1. 1llegal dumping or burning may become significant under certain
circumstances. Reports from the U.S., for instance. indicate that illegal
dumping rises with an increase in tipping fees at landfills. We cannot be sure
that illegal dumping will not become a significant issue.

2. lllegal dumping remains a majcr issue with the public, as it goes to the root of
the public's concerns regarding the move from a tax-based system (full
access for all) to one based on use (possible restrictions to access due to
lack of funds).
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5.3  With Respect to Success Factors for Implementation

5.3.1 Hybrid systems (as opposed to full systems) are the norm in
Canada, particularly for larger municipalities

It would appear that at this time many Canadians are open to user fees as a way
of limiting irresponsible use of the waste management system, but not to their
fult replacement of existing systems (tax-based, flat fee). This may be because
Canadians see some level of subsidized service as maintaining full and easy
access to the service for everyone and thus protecting public health. Some
Canadians also see the ability to pay as an issue and therefore want to see at
least some level of service remain on the tax base.

Two qualifications to this finding should also be stated:

1. User-pay becomes more popular once implemented. This was shown
both in the current survey, where most respondents noted higher approval
ratings six months after impiementation than before, and in the literature
(once programs are in place, they are seldom, if ever, removed and are
universally reported to be very popular). This implies that full user-pay
systems may be brought in gradually, starting with one of the hybrids and
gradually lowering the number of subsidized units (or gradually raising the
fee in blended systems). An example of this approach is Sydney Township
(Ontario), where one “free” bag was recently dropped in favour of a full user-
pay system, with strong support from the community.

2. Utility-style billing may change attitudes towards user-pay. Although all
of the B.C. municipalities surveyed have hybrid systems in place, it may be
possible for them to move to full systems in the future with a minimum of
opposition from a public that now sees solid waste management as a utility
(see next finding).
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5.3.2 The utility concept (where waste management is seen in the same
light as electricity or water) is an important toof for the selling of
user-pay to the public, particularly in larger urban centres

Survey results in Ontario show very strong support for the concept of user-pay
for utilities. Traditionally, however, waste management has not been seen as a
utility but as a property-tax-based service, like snow removal and police and fire
protection. The move to utility-style billing in British Columbia is designed to
change this attitude and thus pave the way for user-pay. Utility billing systems
have the added benefit of being transparent to the consumer, eliminating the
concern about double taxation.

5.3.3 Although the communications and education tools used by the
municipalities surveyed were fairly standard, their importance
cannot be overemphasized

Misconceptions are common with user-pay systems and these must be
minimized. Key messages will vary from municipality to municipality, but will
likely include environmental responsibility, fairness, control over costs, and the
management of problems such as illegal dumping. In particular, the double
taxation issue must be addressed with a strong, clear message regarding the
financing of the system (see utility billing, above).

5.3.4 Smaller municipalities should consider leaving any significant IC&!
subsidies in place, at least temporarily, in order to avoid having too
high a unit price

The experience of Kanata (see Section 4.1.3) points out quite clearly the
difficulties involved with removal of any IC&! subsidies. Subsidy removal
increases costs for residents. If this increase in cost is associated with the
proposed move to user-pay, the entire program is at risk. Nor does it seem
realistic to argue for the fairness of subsidy removal: in Kanata, residents’
comments on this issue showed that, in general, they felt that the industrial and
commercial sector should subsidize municipal waste collection, in the same
manner that their taxes subsidize road construction and police protection.
Letters to the editor in Kanata at that time called user-pay a .” tax-break for big
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business.” Moreover, concern that they would be perceived as looking for a tax
break kept the business community, who agreed with the user-pay proposal,
from being vocal and visible in its support (Munroe, 1995).

As mentioned earlier in this report, this issue has been dealt with differently by
Ontario and B.C. municipalities. Ontario municipalities have left the subsidies in
place by adopting tax/user-pay hybrids. B.C. municipalities have eliminated the
subsidies by shifting to a utility-style billing system, with its greater transparency
and different approach to waste management services. Either approach seems
to work. Eliminating the subsidy at the same time as user-pay is introduced, with
no switch to a utility-style system, does not seem feasible.

5.3.5 Public participation in the planning process can be a valuable tool,
particularly if it can be used to bring some of the strongest
opponents into the planning process

Although public participation in the planning process was not mentioned as a
success factor by more than six of the municipalities surveyed, it has been used
successfully in @ number of communities. Centre and South Hastings (Ontario),
for example, brought some of the proposed system’s strongest opponents into
the planning process and by doing so converted them into supporters (personal
communication, 1996).

5.3.6 Opposition to user-pay cuts across party lines; it comes from both
ends of the political spectrum. All of these concerns, however, can
be met through the proper design of a hybrid user-pay system

As discussed above, user-pay as an approach to managing solid waste has both
technical and communications issues that must be addressed if imptementation
is to be successful. Municipal staff, however, should bear in mind that user-pay
is also a very political subject. Public opposition is often fanned by elected
representatives who see in user-pay a threat to their constituencies. This is
particuiarly true in larger municipalities, where organized interest groups who
have links with politicians often oppose user fees for ideological reasons. These
political factors may be the single most important barrier to the introduction of
user-pay in large municipalities.
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The data from the current survey shed some light on this issue. Canadians
appear to be ready to accept hybrid systems if they are designed properly. Also,
evidence from British Columbia suggests that the shift to utility-style billing may
be a necessary preliminary step in the introduction of user fees in major centres,
for reasons discussed earlier in this report. Overall, the data suggests that the
structure of the program, as opposed to the “spin” put on it in communicating to
the public, is the most important factor in overcoming both public and political
opposition.
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Appendix: User-Pay Questionnaire

3a.

3b.

3c.

3d.

Background Information

Please give the municipality, contact person, and kind of waste-related services offered.
Municipality
Contact name
Phone number
Population
Curbsidef/depot system

What is the means of service delivery (public, private contract, no service, etc.) for the following:
Waste collection
Recycling collection
Disposal
Processing

History and Context

How long has the program been in place?

What were the sources of funding for municipal solid waste services prior to the implementation of the
current system? Please check each that applies, in whole or in part.

Municipal taxes
Flat fee

Landfill tipping fees
Other (specify}

Was the system previously subsidized by IC&I taxes or tipping fees?
If yes, please specify percentage.
If no, go to question 17,

Was this subsidy eliminated when the program was introduced?
Yes, completely

Yes, but in stages
No

if the answer is either “yes, but in stages,” or “no,” please explain how the subsidy is integrated into the
system.
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4. How were diversion programs financed before the current system? Please check each that applies, in
whole or in part.

Municipa! taxes

Flat fee

Landfill tipping fees

Private-sector stewardship funding
Provincial government grants
QOther (please specify)

5. In your opinion. what special factors, whether social, political, or environmental, influenced the qecision
{o introduce the program? (Examples might include difficulties in siting a landfill, budget conslraints,
3Rs targefs, etc.)

Most important factor:
Cther important factors:

6a. Judging on a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 is “never’ and 6 is “frequently,” how often diq you hear each' of the
following objections to your program expressed by members of the public prior to its implementation?
(‘na” means “not appficable” and “dk” means “don’t know.”)

Garbage is an essential service which should be covered by taxes
The program will be too expensive to operate

The program is a form of double taxation

The program will not be effective in reducing waste

The program will hurt large families

The program will lead to illegal dumping

The program will hurt those with lower incomes

The program will be unfair to tenants

6b. On the same scale, how often did you hear each of the following supportive statements prior to your
program’s implementation?

It is fairer to have to pay only for what you waste
The program will help waste diversion programs
The program will help to reduce waste

The program will help lower costs overall

7. Which stakeholder groups in your community went on record to support the program and which
opposed it?

Supporting:
Opposing:

8a. Which of the following diversion programs were in place prior to the introduction of your alternative
financing System?

Depot recycling

Curbside recycling of some materials: steel, aluminum, giass, newsprint
Enhanced curbside recycling: various plastics, OCC, other fibre, etc.
Yard waste composting (curbside pick-up)
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Food waste composting (curbside pick-up)
Backyard composter subsidy program
Household hazardous waste depot

Other (specify)

8b. Were any new programs introduced in conjunction with the new financing program?

Yes (please specity)
No

8c. Have any new programs been introduced since?

Yes (please specify)
No

of Description of the Waste Management Program

9. Which of the following would you say best describes your municipality’s system for charging citizens for
their waste management services?

Fufl variable rate (no “free" or subsidized level of service)
Full flat rate

Hybrid of tax base and variable rate

Hybrid of flat rate and variable rate

Other (please describe)

10. Which of the following mechanisms do you use to vary the rate at which people pay for their waste
management services?

Metered bag

Metered tag

Subscription to different sized containers

Subscription to different numbers of containers
Charge by weight of refuse

Hybrid: bag and tag (the latter for large items)

Hybrid: subscription and tag (the latter for large items)
Not applicable (flat rate)

11. If not a flat rate, what is the unit variable charge?
per (e.g. $2.00 per bag)

12, If a hybrid system, what is the rate that does not vary by use?

per per (e.g., tax rate or minimum charge)

13a. Do the fees collected represent actual costs (i.e., full-cost accounting)?

Yes
No

13b. If yes, what are the costs allocated to each component?
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13b(l) Subsidized or non-variable component (or full fee if flat-fee system):
Waste cellection
Waste disposal
Transfer station
Recyclable collection
Recyclable processing
Yard waste composting
Yard waste collection
Backyard composter subsidies
Communications and education programs
Administration

13b(li) Variable component:
Waste collection
Waste disposal
Transfer station
Recyclable collection
Recyclable processing
Yard waste collection
Yard waste compaosting
Backyard composter subsidies
Communications and education programs
Administration

14. If residents must purchase bags or tags, where can they purchase them?
Municipal offices
Convenience stores
Designated outlets
Other (describe)

15a. If residents are billed, how often are the bills issued?
Annually
Semi-annually
Monthly
Bi-monthly
Other (specify)

15b. What is the vehicle for the bill?
Tax bill
Separate invoice
Utility bill (e.g., water)
Other {specify)
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16a.

16b.

17.

18a.

18b.

18c.

19a.

19b.

20a.

20D,

Which of the following measures are in place to ensure that residents comply with the program?
Anti-dumping by-law (with associated fines)
Maximum amount of fine:
“Garbage police”
Policy of publishing offenders’ names in local newspaper
Cther {please specify)
Not applicable {flat fee program)

Have any of the enforcement mechanisms been used?

Yes (please specify which)
No
Not applicable (flat rate)

Does your program apply to mulfiple units such as apartment dwellings and condominiums?
Yes
No

Are there any mechanisms in place specifically fo deal with the issue of fairness to tenants?

Yes (please describe)
No

If yes, does the variable rate/flat fee apply to each individual tenant or condo owner?
Yes
No

If yes, please describe how the system operates.
Does your program include any special financial arrangements to assist low-income households?
Yes

No

If yes, please describe.

Planning

Was a randomized phone survey conducted as part of the planning for your program?
Before implementation
After implementation

Were any focus groups employed in the planning process?
Yes
No
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20c. Would you be willing to send us a copy of the results of the survey(s) and the focus groups research, if
these are available?

Yes (surveys)
Yes (focus group research)

21. Which, if any, of the following public participation tools were used in planning the program?
Public meetings
If Yes, how many?
Muiti-stakeholder advisory group
Meeting with stakeholder groups
Hot-line
Mall kiosks
Other (specify)

22. Which of the following, if any, were used in the planning process?
Reports from other jurisdictions
Waste management consultants
Financial consultants
Communications consultants
Planning committee (of Council)
User-pay guides (please specify)

23. How long did the planning process take (from first instructions from Council until final approval of the
program)?

E. Communications and Education

24. Was a formal communications strategy carried out
a) before implementation of the program?
b} during and after implementation of the program?

25. What were the primary messages in the pre-implementation communications strategy?

26. Which of the following vehicles were used to communicate to the public prior fo implementation of the
program?

Newsletter

Flyers

Newspaper articles

Radic or television specialsfannouncements
Print advertisements

Community meetings

Event or mall displays

Other (specify)
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27. What were the primary messages in the post-implementation communications strategy?

Same as during the pre-implementation strategy
New messages or different emphasis, as described below

28. Which, if any, of the following vehicles are being used to regularly communicate with the public since
the program began?

Newsletter

Flyers

Newspaper articles

Radio or television specials/announcements
Print advertisements

Community meetings

Event or mall displays

Other (specify)

29. What, in your opinion, was the single biggest hurdle in communicating the value of your program to the
public?

30a. Were there any newspaper editorials written specifically on the topic of the new system, either before,
during, or after implementation?

Yes
No

30b. Would you be willing and able to fax us copies of these editorials?
Yes
No

F. Evaluation
31a. Have you formally calculated the impact of the program on waste-to-fandfill in your municipality?
Yes

No

31b. if yes, what was the impact of the program on overall waste diversion {in percentage points, increase or
decrease, actual calculation or estimate)?

32a. Have you formally calculated the impact of the program on specific 3Rs programs such as recycling
and composting?

Yes
No

32b. If yes, what was the impact on your recycling program?

32c. If yes, what was the impact on your backyard composting program?
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33a.

33b.

34a.

34b.

34c.

35

36.

37a.

37b.

Have you documented any changes in the amount or type of waste that is disposed of illegally?
Yes
No
Mot applicable {flat rate system)

if yes, please describe these changes.

How does the program compare to your previous system with respect to cost-effectiveness?
Much more cost-effective
Slightly more cost-effective
Roughly the same
Slightly less cost-effective
Much less cost-effective

What are the (up to 3) principal factors that make the program more (or less) cost-effective than your
previous system?

If known, by what percentage have your overall costs decreased (increased)?

In your opinion, how effective has the program been in the following areas (on a scale of 1 to 6, where
1 is “not effective™ and 6 is “extremely effective”: use na “for not applicable” and dk for “don't know’)?

Reducing waste

Promoting behaviour beneficial to the environment
Reducing overall costs

Pleasing the general public

Please evaluate the following components of your program on a scale of 1to 6, where lis
“unsuccessful” and 6 is “extremely successful”:

The planning process
Pre-implementation communications
Post-implementation communicaticns
Enforcement measures

Bag or tag distribution system

System for multiple units

System for ensuring fairness to renters
System for assisting low-income families
Other (specify)

In your opinion, what was the general level of acceptance of the new system at the time when it was
first introduced to the public, on a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 is “completely opposed” and 6 is “strongly
supportive"?

Level of acceptance then

In your opinion, what is the general level of acceptance now (using the same scale as in 37a?
Level of acceptance now
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37c.

38,

39.

40a.

40b.

If acceptance is now significantly greater, approximately how long did it take for complaints about the
new system to die down?

In your opinion and in retrospect, what were the 3 most difficult barriers (in order of importance) to
acceptance of your current system?

What were the key success factors in the design and implementation of your current system?
In your opinion, what are the greatest strengths of your current system?

In your opinion, what are the greatest weaknesses of your current system?
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