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Introduction

m Presentation based on Cover Story in June-
July issue of Solid Waste and Recycling
http://www.2cg.ca/articles.html

m Waste generation trends in Canada and
Alberta

m Solutions
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Introduction

m |n general overall waste diversion is stalled
nationally and provincially

B |s resource management important to us as
a society?

B |s waste diversion important to us as a
society?
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Waste Generation Trends in Canada

m Waste generation has tripled since 1940

m Waste generated per capita over a lifetime
has doubled since 1940

m Waste generation is closely linked to GNP
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Waste Generation Trends in Canada
Waste Generation vs GNP
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Waste Generation Trends in Canada
Residential vs IC&I Diversion
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Waste Generation Trends in Canada
Diversion detail- Paper and Organics
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Waste Generation Trends in Alberta
Kg/capita/year
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Waste Generation Trends in Alberta
Waste Diversion
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Waste Generation Trends in Alberta
Observations

m Since 1998 waste disposal increased by
36% and waste diversion increased by 63%
for residential sector- diversion at 26%

m Since 1998 waste disposal increased by
19% and waste diversion decreased by 18%
for IC&| sector- diversion 10%

m Struggling (as is the rest of Canada) to meet
its waste diversion goal (80%)
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Waste Generation Trends in Alberta
Residential vs IC&I Disposal
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Waste Generation Trends in Alberta
Residential vs IC&I Diversion
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Waste Generation Trends in Alberta
Observations

m Waste generation continues to increase

m Residential and IC&I| waste disposal follow
similar trends

m Most notably roles of residential and IC&l
diversion reversed
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Waste Generation Trends in Alberta
Diversion detail- Paper and Organics
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Waste Generation Trends in Alberta
Diversion detail- C&D
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Waste Diversion Trends in Alberta

Observations

m Paper fibre and organics continue to grow

and are biggest contri
m On a per capita basis

outors to diversion

naper fibre provides

greatest amount of diversion

m C&D diversion is low
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Where to from here

m National waste diversion rates are stalled

B |s resource management important to us as
a society?

m |s waste diversion important to us as a
society?

m A few possible solutions follow:
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Solutions
1. Pick a Realistic Waste Diversion Goal

m We keep setting ourselves up for failure.

m [t's clear that nation-wide and even provincial waste
diversion goals of 50 per cent or greater are not realistic

m Zero waste, while fine as an aspiration, is completely off the
map in the foreseeable future.

m A better goal, with some realistic chance of attainment,

might be to start at 30 per cent and then raise the bar in
five per cent increments.

m Consider separate goals for residential and IC&l.
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Solutions
2. Landfill Bans

m If waste diversion is considered important need quantitative
levers

m Nova Scotia led the way by banning organic waste from
landfill back in 1999. This resulted in the highest level of
waste diversion in the country.

m Quebec is poised to enact landfill bans of its own, starting
with such simple-to-recycle items such as cardboard and
eventually organics.

m For maximum impact, landfill bans should target organics,
paper fibre, and (especially) construction and demolition
(C&D) wastes.
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Solutions
3. Landfill Taxes

m Economic drivers currently lead the IC&I to choose the least
expensive form of waste management (landfill).

m Some jurisdictions (e.g., Europe) have effectively used
landfill taxes to alter the economic landscape and make
diversion more attractive.

m The taxes raised can be used to fund waste diversion
programs. This approach will result in increased waste
management costs, but help get the job done
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Solutions
4. Recognize the Energy Value in Waste

m Waste embodies energy. Diverting wastes reduces energy
usage associated with using virgin materials. What's left
over and not diverted contains energy.

m This energy can be captured using anaerobic digestion (AD)
and/or waste-to-energy (WTE) technologies. AD and WTE
could divert a greater proportion of IC&| waste (as well as
multi-residential waste).

m Incineration with energy recovery should be considered
within the context of the 4Rs (with the fourth R being
recovery) and counted as diversion as it is in other
jurisdictions whose waste diversion we admire.
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Solutions
9. Develop IC&I Waste Diversion Strategies

95% of our efforts are focussed on <25% of the waste
stream

In Alberta 75% IC&l vs 25% Residential

We need to develop IC&l specific solutions that they can
work with

This should include significant consideration of C&D
wastes.
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Conclusions

m Some decisions need to be made if we want to alter the
current mix of waste disposal versus waste diversion.

m Otherwise we will continue to chase what are almost
Impossible to attain waste diversion goals.

m If bold steps aren’t taken we’ll be looking at the same if not
worse results a decade from now. That would be a shame
given the efforts of many and the participation of some.
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