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1. Introduction  

 

The 2014/2015 term for the Solid Waste Inspector began in July 2014 and ended in March 2015. A number of waste 

audits were conducted throughout the municipality as well as the Waste Management Center. Waste audits 

conducted throughout the Municipality included curbside audits, end-of-lane audits, campgrounds, schools, 

businesses, and food services. Waste audits conducted at the Waste Management Center were conducted on 

commercial, municipal and public loads. Waste audits are used as a form of promoting compliance for solid waste 

throughout the Municipality to ensure that residents, businesses and institutions are sorting their waste correctly. 

Any non-compliance is addressed by direct education.   

Non-compliant materials that cause contamination of garbage bags in the Municipality of East Hants include: 

organic materials (food waste, leaf and yard waste, soiled paper products, etc.), container recyclables (ex. milk 

cartons, glass jars, pop bottles, etc.), paper recyclables (ex. box board, printer paper, flyers, etc.), construction 

demolition material (C&D) (ex. shingles, insulation, siding, etc.), household hazardous waste (ex. cleaners, paint, 

propane cylinders, etc.), electronics, metal, and wood.   

Many municipalities throughout the province of Nova Scotia have switched to the clear bag program model to 

promote compliance for solid waste. The Municipality of East Hants is one of the few that have remained with 

opaque colored garbage bags. Waste audits are beneficial for promoting compliance in areas that use opaque 

colored garbage bags as the bags are opened, contents revealed, and the types and amounts of non-compliant 

materials recorded. Waste audits promote compliance by direct education to residents and businesses of the 

Municipality via letters and educational materials along with additional follow-up audits and meetings with the 

Waste Reduction Educator.  

2. Methodology of Waste Audits 

2.1    Waste Audits Conducted at the Waste Management Center    

  

Waste audits conducted at the Waste Management Center are performed on municipal, commercial and public 

solid waste loads.  

 A waste audit conducted on a municipal load entails opening a number of bags and recording the types and 

amount of contamination in each bag. Waste audits are conducted on both the municipal garbage and recycling 

streams, providing an insight to how the residents of the municipality are sorting their waste.  

Waste audits are conducted on commercial haulers (ex. Miller Waste, FERO, and Re- Group) as well as any business 

bringing material directly to the site. Waste audits conducted on loads brought in by commercial haulers have a 

similar methodology to those conducted on municipal loads. A number of bags are opened and the types and 

amounts of contamination in each bag are recorded. When a name of a business is found in a non-compliant bag, 

pictures are taken of the contents and a letter, detailing the findings along with educational material are sent to 
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the business to promote compliance. Information and pictures of the non-compliant business are sent to the Waste 

Reduction Educator and a follow-up audit is conducted after education has been delivered.   

Waste audits are conducted with the public when residents bring their waste materials directly to the Waste 

Management Center.  The waste materials are inspected and direct education is used to promote compliance for 

any non-compliant materials found during the audit.  

2.2  Hot Spot/ Curbside Waste Audits   

 

Curbside audits are conducted when municipal collection haulers flag a problem spot on their route due to non-

compliance. Common reasons for non-compliance include: the number of bags curbside exceeds the limit, mixed 

garbage and/or mixed recycling bags, non-organic material in the green cart, etc. Curbside audits can include a 

whole street, an apartment building, or a single dwelling depending on the issue. All materials that are curbside at 

the flagged location are audited and a sample of garbage bags are collected and taken to the Waste Management 

Center to audit. The types and amounts of materials causing contamination are recorded and a letter, detailing 

the findings of the audit along with educational material is sent to the resident (s). Follow-up audits are conducted 

where needed. 

2.3  End-of-Lane Waste Audits     

 

End-of-lane collection occurs when the Collection Haulers do not travel down private roads to provide curbside 

collection, instead residents are required to bring all their waste materials end-of-lane in order to receive 

collection. End-of-lane audits are conducted at random or when they are flagged by the municipal collection 

hauler. All materials end-of-lane are audited, recycling and organics at roadside and a sample of garbage bags are 

taken to the Waste Management Center. The types and amounts of materials causing contamination are recorded 

and a letter, detailing the findings of the audit along with educational material is sent to the residents of the 

road. A follow-up audit is conducted where needed. 

2.4  Educational Out-Reach Visits    

 

Educational out-reach visits are conducted at numerous businesses, food services and schools throughout the 

Municipality. A waste audit conducted at these locations includes a tour of the premises to ensure all waste 

materials are being sorted and disposed of correctly. This includes checking to make sure that there are the 

correct amount of sorting bins and signage both inside and out. A sample of garbage bags are collected and taken 

to the site to audit. The types and amounts of materials causing non-compliance are recorded and pictures are 

taken. The information and pictures from the audit are sent to the Waste Reduction Educator and a letter 

detailing the results of the audit, along with educational information is sent to the business/institution. In an 

instance where a business/institution is found from the audit to have issues with sorting their waste, a strategic 

meeting is held with the Solid Waste inspector, Waste Reduction Educator and the Owner/Manager to discuss the 
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findings of the audit and to create a plan for future improvement. A follow-up audit is then conducted to ensure 

all issues have been addressed.    
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3. Results  

3.1 Municipal Collection Waste Audits     

 

         3.1.1 Municipal Garbage Audits   

A total of 251 garbage bags were audited between July 2014 and February 2015. It was found that of the 251 bags 

audited that 42% (106 bags) were compliant and 58% (145 bags) were non-compliant (Figure 1). The types and 

percentages of contamination for the 145 non-compliant garbage bags are shown below in Figure 1. It was found 

that 35% of the total contamination was due to organics, 35% was due to paper, 25% was due to containers and 5% 

was due to C&D. 

  

Figure 1: Municipal Garbage Bag Audits Contamination 

Contamination of each garbage bag ranged from low (0-33% contamination), medium (34-67% contamination) and 

high (68-100% contamination). It was found that out of the 145 non-compliant garbage bags, a total of 91 bags had 

a low range of contamination, 38 had a medium range of contamination and 16 had a high range of contamination 

(Figure 2).       

  

 Figure 2: Municipal Garbage Collection Range of Contamination  
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3.1.2  Municipal Container Recyclable Collection Waste Audits   

 

A total of 720 container recyclable bags were audited between July 2014 and February 2015. Out of the 720 

container bags audited, a total of 94% (679 bags) were compliant and 6% (41 bags) were non-compliant (Figure 3). 

The types and percentages of contamination for the 41 non-compliant bags are shown below in figure 3. It was 

found that 52% of the total contamination was due to garbage, 45% of the total contamination was due to paper 

and 3% was due to organics. 

    

Figure 3: Container Recyclable Audit Results   

Contamination of container recyclable bags ranged from low (0-33% contamination), medium (34-67% 

contamination) and high (68-100% contamination). It was found that out of the 41 non-compliant bags that 33 bags 

had a low range of contamination, 4 had a medium range of contamination and 4 had a high range of 

contamination (Figure 4).  

  

Figure 4: Container Recyclable Bags Range of Contamination 
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3.1.3  Municipal Paper Collection Waste Audits     

 

A total of 565 paper recyclable bags were audited between July 2014 and February 2015. Of the 565 paper 

recyclable bags audited, 94% (531 bags) were compliant and 6% (34 bags) were non-compliant (Figure 5). The 

types and percentages of contamination are shown below in Figure 5. It was found that 72% of the total 

contamination was due to containers, 17% due to garbage and 11% was due to organics. 

   

Figure 5: Municipal Paper Recyclable Audit Results  

Contamination of paper recyclable bags ranged from low (0-33% contamination), medium (34-67% contamination) 

and high (68-100% contamination). It was found that out of the 34 non-compliant bags that 26 bags had a low range 

of contamination, 4 bags had a medium range of contamination and 4 bags had a high range of contamination 

(Figure 6).  

  

Figure 6: Municipal Paper Bags Range of Contamination 
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3.2 Commercial Waste Audits   

 

A total of 226 commercial garbage bags were audited between July 2014 and February 2015. Of the 226 garbage 

bags audited, a total of 36% (81 bags) were compliant and 64% (145 bags) were non-compliant (Figure 7). The types 

and percentages of contamination for the 145 non-compliant bags are shown below in Figure 7. It was found that 

36% of the total contamination was due to organics, 28% was due to paper, 22% was due to containers and 14% was 

due to C&D.  

 

Figure 7: Commercial Garbage Collection Bag Audit Results    
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high (68-100% contamination). It was found that out of the 145 non-complaint garbage bags, a total of 42 bags had 
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(Figure 8). 

  

Figure 8: Commercial Garbage Collection Range of Contamination 

Compliant 
Bags
36%

Non-Compliant 
Bags
64%

Organics
36%

Containers
22%

Paper
28%

C&D
14%

42

58

45

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

Low (0- 33%) Medium (34- 67% High (68- 100%)

# 
O

f 
B

ag
s

Range of Contamination



DOCUMENT ID XXXXXXXXXX    
 

PAGE 9 

3.3 School Waste Audits 

 

A total of seven schools were audited in the fall 2014 and all schools, totaling eleven, were audited in December 

2014. In the fall, a total of 26 garbage bags were audited from the 7 schools. Of the 26 garbage bags audited a 

total of 7 bags were compliant and 19 were non-compliant (Figure 9). The types and percentages of contamination 

for the 19 non-complaint bags are found in Figure 9. It was found that 50% of the total contamination was due to 

organics, 45% was due to paper and 5% was due to containers. 

 

Figure 9: Schools Audited in the Fall 2014 (7 Schools)   

In December all schools were audited. To enable a comparison of before and after for the seven schools audited in 
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The types and percentages of contamination for the 39 garbage bags are found in Figure 10. It was found that 54% 

of the total contamination was due to organics, 31% was due to containers and 15% was due to paper. 

   

Figure 10:  Schools Audited in December 2014 (7 Schools Audited in the Fall) 
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In December a total of 11 schools were audited. A total of 77 garbage bags were audited, a total of 15 bags were 

compliant and 62 were non- compliant (Figure 11). The types and percentages of contamination for the 62 bags are 

found in Figure 11. It was found that 56% of the total contamination was due to organics, 26% was due to 

containers and 18% was due to paper. 

  

Figure 11: Schools Audited in December (All Schools)   

Contamination of each garbage bag ranged from low (0-33% contamination), medium (34-67% contamination) and 
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contamination (Figure 12). The audit conducted in December for the same 7 schools in the fall, having a total of 39 
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were no bags with a high range of contamination (Figure 13).   

      

Figure 12: September 2014 Schools Ranges of Contamination          
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      Figure 13: December 2014 Schools Ranges of Contamination (Same Schools as the Fall)  
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Figure 14: December 2014 Schools Range of Contamination  
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3.4 Food Services Waste Audits 

 

A total of 12 food services have been extensively audited between July 2014 and March 2015. A total of 81 garbage 

were audited, 9 bags were compliant and 72 were non- compliant (Figure 15). The types and percentages of 

contamination for the 72 non-compliant bags are found in Figure 15. It was found that 77% of the total 

contamination was due to organics, 16% was due to containers and 7% was due to paper. 

   

Figure 15: Food Services Waste Audit Results 
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contamination, 23 had a medium range of contamination and 27 had a high range of contamination (Figure 16).  
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3.4.1 Wing Fu    

  

Figure 17: Wing Fu Contamination January 23, 2015     Figure 18: Wing Fu Range of Contamination January 23, 2015      

  

Figure 19: Wing Fu Contamination March 13, 2015          Figure 20: Wing Fu Range of Contamination March 13, 2015 
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(Figure 18).  
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A follow-up audit was conducted at Wing Fu on March 13, 2015. The types and percentages of contamination are 

found in Figure 19. It was found that 27% of the total contamination was due to organics, 60% was due to 

containers and 13% was due to paper. The 3 bags audited on March 13, 2015 all had a low range of contamination 

(Figure 20).     

3.5 End-of- Lane Waste Audits  

 

A total of 13 end-of-lanes were audited between July 2014 and February 2015.  A total of 79 garbage bags were 

audited, 14% (11 bags) were compliant and 86% (69 bags) were non- compliant (Figure 21). The types and 

percentages of contamination for the 69 non- compliant garbage bags are found in Figure 21. It was found that 48% 

of the total contamination was due to organics, 22% was due to paper, 20% was due to containers, 7% was due to 

C&D and 3% was due to HHW.   

 

Figure 21: End-of-Lane Audit Results  

Contamination of each garbage bag ranged from low (0-33% contamination), medium (34-67% contamination) and 

high (68-100% contamination).  In Figure 22 it is found that 29 garbage bags had a low range of contamination, 28 

had a medium range of contamination and 11 had a high range of contamination. 

  

Figure 22: End-of-Lane Range of Contamination    
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4. Discussion    

 

4.1 Municipal Collection Waste Audits  

 

A total of 251 garbage bags were audited at the Waste Management Center between July 2014 and February 2015. 

Of the 251 garbage bags audited, 42% (106 bags) were compliant and 58% (145 bags) were non-compliant (Figure 

1). The total source of contamination for the 145 non-compliant bags are found in Figure 1 to be 35% organics, 25% 

containers, 35% paper and 5% C&D. A Waste Audit Report conducted in 2012 by the RRFB Nova Scotia found that 

province wide contamination of municipal garbage was due to 27% organics, 19% plastic, 10% fiber and 4% C&D 

(RRFB Nova Scotia 2012). The percentage of contamination for organics, paper, containers and C&D for East Hants 

was higher than the percentages for the province. However, there are some differences between the data for East 

Hants and the data for the Province. In the waste audits conducted in East Hants containers include plastic, glass, 

milk cartons, etc.  The province-wide study did not have a category for containers, rather they had separate 

categories for plastic, glass, etc. Another difference between the two studies is that textiles were included in the 

province as contamination, however we considered textiles garbage. This is due to the fact that the purposes of 

the two studies were slightly different. The province-wide study wanted to identify and quantify all possible 

recoverable material that was being disposed of that could be reused or recycled. In East Hants, the purpose of 

our waste audits was to determine the amount and types of landfill banned materials that were going into the 

garbage. Also, we did not have a category for other or special care waste. Therefore, even though the numbers for 

East Hants for organics, paper, containers and C&D are higher than those for the province, it is possible that the 

numbers may be closer if the categories of textiles, SCW and other were not included. The sample sizes also differ 

greatly between the two studies and to be able to be more comparable the sample size for East Hants should be 

larger.      

The ranges of contamination for garbage bags varied between low (0-33%), medium (34-67%) and high (68-100%). A 

total of 91 garbage bags had a low range of contamination, 38 had a medium range of contamination and 16 had a 

high range of contamination (Figure 2). Since the majority of garbage bags were between the low and medium 

range of contamination it allows for an assumption that some residents are putting some effort into sorting their 

waste materials. However, the high percentage of non-compliant bags indicates that the Municipality‘s residents 

at large require education to help improve and promote sorting of their waste materials.  

Municipal container and paper recyclables had a greater amount of compliant bags than non-compliant bags. A 

total of 720 container recyclable bags were audited, 94% (679 bags) were compliant and 6% (41 bags) were non- 

compliant (Figure 3). Contamination due to garbage was the highest amount of contamination for container 

recyclables at 52%. It was noted during the audits that common garbage materials found in the container 

recyclable bags were styrofoam, dog food bags and large pieces of plastic that are not recyclable. It is possible 

that residents are confusing these products with being recyclable and therefore further education on materials 
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that go in the container recyclables could be beneficial. In regards to styrofoam, it is possible that residents have 

heard about the Annapolis Valley’s new program of accepting styrofoam in the container recyclables and are 

confusing this service with the Municipality of East Hants services. The next largest contaminant of container 

recyclables was paper at 45% contamination. Since paper is also a recyclable product, it is possible that some 

residents may put all of their recyclables in one bag. Further education on the separation of container and paper 

recyclables would be beneficial to address this issue. Organics were the lowest contamination for container 

recyclables. Common organic contamination was due to containers filled with food products. Since organic 

contamination was only 3% of the overall contamination of the 41 non-compliant bags, we can assume that many 

residents are cleaning or attempting to clean out their containers.  

 A total of 565 paper recyclable bags were audited, 94% (531 bags) were compliant and 6% (34 bags) were non- 

compliant (Figure 5). Of the 34 non-compliant bags, the greatest source of contamination was containers at 72%. 

As said above, it is possible that some residents are mixing their container and paper recyclables. The second 

largest source of contamination for paper recyclables was garbage at 17%. Garbage materials commonly found in 

the paper recycling were Tim Horton’s cups. Some residents may be under the common misconception that these 

belong in the paper recyclables. Education that Tim Horton’s cups belong in the garbage would greatly address this 

issue. Organics were found in the paper recyclables as a contaminant at 11%. Organic materials commonly found in 

the paper recyclables were soiled paper products such as pizza boxes and flour bags. Further education that these 

products are organic would address this issue.   

 

Garbage had a much greater percentage of non-compliant bags at 58% compared to recyclables which had 6% non- 

compliant bags for both paper and containers. One possibility to the large percentage of non- compliant bags for 

garbage could be due to the color of the bags. The recycling bags are either clear or a transparent blue color, 

enabling the collection haulers to see the material inside the bags. If the material inside the recyclable bags are 

non-compliant the collection hauler promotes compliance by rejecting the bag with a sticker describing why it was 

rejected. The opaque garbage bags disables the collection haulers to see any non- compliant material in the bags, 

resulting in a higher amount of non-compliant garbage bags.      

Public audits were conducted at the Waste Management Center between July 2014 and February 2015. A total of 

243 public loads were audited. Residents were given education and help with sorting their waste materials. It is 

thought that if the public are audited frequently when they come to the Waste Management Center that this could 

be a source of enforcement for sorting of their waste. 

4.1 Commercial Collection Waste Audits    

 

A total of 226 garbage bags were audited on commercial loads at the Waste Management Center between July 

2014 and February 2015. It was found that out of the 226 garbage bags audited that 36% (81 bags) were compliant 

and 64% (145 bags) were non-compliant (Figure 7). The total source of contamination for the 145 bags are found in 

Figure 3 to be 36% organics, 28% paper, 22% containers and 14% C&D.    
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Commercial garbage bags were found to have a greater percentage of non- compliant bags at 64% than Municipal 

garbage bags at 58%. The commercial garbage organic contamination was greater than municipal by 1%. A number 

of food services waste was found in commercial loads, containing a high amount of organic contamination. This 

high volume of organics could be why organic contamination was higher for commercial loads than municipal loads. 

C&D was a contaminant in commercial garbage at 9%. The increase of C&D material in commercial garbage could 

be because many businesses have dumpsters. When material is picked up curbside it is easy for the collection 

haulers to tell whether or not bags have C&D in them due to the weight and feel of the bags (ex. insulation is very 

light, shingles often puncture the bags and are heavy, etc.). When the bags are in the dumpsters the collection 

haulers have no way of telling what is in the bags inside.  It was noted during the audits that a number of bags 

were found full of insulation. Other common C&D materials found were shingles and siding. The number of 

container and paper recyclable contamination found in commercial garbage bags was lower than municipal 

garbage bags by 3% and 5%.   

The ranges of contamination for commercial garbage bags varied and are significantly different than Municipal 

garbage ranges of contamination. In Figure 8 it is found that out of 145 non-compliant garbage bags that 42 had a 

low range of contamination, 58 had a medium range of contamination, and 45 had a high range of contamination. 

Commercial garbage had a greater amount of garbage bags with a medium to high range of contamination 

compared to Municipal garbage which had a greater number of bags in the low range of contamination. The higher 

range of contamination in commercial garbage could be due to the use of dumpsters, high paced work 

environments or the lack of waste separation resources. 

The increase in organics, C&D material, and the range of contamination is evident that there is a need for constant 

auditing, monitoring and education in the commercial sector to decrease the amount of non-compliant waste 

material incoming to the Waste Management Center.   

4.2 School Waste Audits  

 

The schools in East Hants were audited twice in the 2014/2015 term.  The first waste audit took place in the fall of 

2014 and a total of 7 out of 11 schools were audited. The second audit took place in December and a total of 11 

schools were audited.    

A total of 26 garbage bags from the schools were audited in the fall of 2014. Out of the 26 bags audited 73% (19 

bags) were non-compliant (Figure 9). The total amount of contamination of the 19 non-compliant bags are found in 

Figure 9 to be 50% organics, 45% paper, and 5% containers. The ranges of contamination for the non-compliant 

bags are found in Figure 12. A total of 12 bags had a low range of contamination, 5 had a medium range of 

contamination and 1 had a high range of contamination.   

The audit conducted in December (Including only the 7 schools audited in the fall) audited a total of 50 garbage 

bags. A total of 78% (39 bags) were non-compliant (Figure 10). Though the sample size is larger for the December 

audit there is still an increase in non-compliant bags. The total amount of contamination of the 39 non-compliant 

bags are found in Figure 10 to be 54% organics, 15% paper and 31% containers. There was an in increase in the 

percentage of organics by 4% from the fall to December and a 26% increase in containers, however there was a 

great reduction in paper from 45% in the fall to 15% in December. The ranges of contamination as can be seen in 
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Figures 12 and 13 seem to be about the same. Overall, there was little to no difference seen amongst the 7 schools 

audited in the fall.  

The full audit conducted in December (all 11 schools) gives us an insight to where schools are today in sorting their 

waste. A total of 77 garbage bags were audited, 81% (62 bags) were non-compliant. The total amount of 

contamination of the 62 non-compliant bags are found in Figure 14 to be 56% organics, 26% containers, and 18% 

paper. The ranges of contamination found in Figure 15 show that 43 bags had a low range of contamination, 19 had 

a medium range of contamination and 0 had a high range of contamination. This implies that in fact the schools 

are trying to sort their waste but would benefit from consistent auditing, monitoring and education to increase 

their waste reduction. 

4.3 Food Services Waste Audits   

 

Food services prove to be a challenge for waste compliance due to the high speed work environment and the high 

number of staff. The largest issue that consistently arose during visits to food services was the lack of time to 

source separate waste. Organic material such as food waste and soiled paper products was a major area of concern 

regarding food services as 77% of the total contamination was due to organic material (Figure 15). It was found 

from follow-up audits that if a bin with signage for organics was present in the employee work area that the 

amount of food waste (from behind the counter) was greatly reduced. It seems that soiled paper products are 

more difficult to source separate in this industry because it seems that employees/customers do not always 

associate soiled paper products with organic material.   

From the audits conducted it seems that the largest issue regarding organic waste reduction in the fast food chains 

is the use of public separating bins. It is very difficult to get the public to sort. The Elmsdale location A&W opted 

to remove the outdoor public bins to help this issue. The A&W fast food chain changed most of their take out 

packaging to be paper based, so most of the public waste is organic. A&W is currently working on an indoor sorting 

station to include a bin for organics, garbage and recyclables  

Recyclable containers were the second largest source of contamination for food services garbage at 16% (Figure 

15). Suggestions such as curbside collection and commercial collection of recyclable containers have been made to 

the food services to help reduce the amount of recyclable containers in the garbage.  

 A good example of how well waste audits have worked in the food services industry is the Wing Fu Restaurant. 

When they were first audited all of their bags contained a high degree of contamination mainly due to organics at 

85% (Figure 17). Education was conducted with the employees and on their second audit no food waste was found 

in any of the bags, only soiled paper products, reducing the organic contamination to 27% (Figure 18). The range of 

contamination of the garbage bags significantly changed as well, going from all bags having a high range of 

contamination to all bags in the follow-up audit having a low range of contamination. There is still work to be done 

with the Wing Fu Restaurant on the reduction of containers in their garbage. 
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4.4 End-of-Lane Waste Audits  

  

A total of 13 end-of-lane waste audits were conducted between July 2014 and February 2015. A total of 79 garbage 

bags were audited, 14% (11 bags) were compliant and 86% (69 bags) were non- compliant (Figure 21). Similarly to 

the municipal collection waste audit, the majority of the bags ranged from low- medium contamination (Figure 

22). This tells us that the majority of residents are trying to some degree to sort their waste, but would benefit 

from consistent auditing and education. Organic contamination of the garbage bags was the highest at 48% (Figure 

21). Organics collection can be an issue for end-of-lane residents as they do not have their own personal green cart 

but instead use paper compostable bags to allow for and-of-lane collection. The contamination due to paper was 

lower than municipal collection at 22% as well as container contamination at 20%. The amount of contamination 

due to C&D was higher than municipal contamination at 7%. Follow- up audits have not yet been conducted for 

each end-of-lane audited. This data will be included in the 2015 report.  

5. Conclusion  

The waste audits conducted in the 2014/2015 term covered many areas of the Municipality of East Hants including 

audits conducted at the Waste Management Center, curbside, end-of-lane, schools, businesses, and food services.   

It is concluded that all areas that were audited in this term need improvement and would benefit from consistent 

auditing and education. Solid waste compliance has been promoted in the past term by direct education. It has 

been noted that though education has worked well in some instances, a second step, such as an official warning by 

a by-law enforcement officer could be beneficial in promoting solid waste compliance.  

The 2015 work plan will continue to include all of the tasks from the previous term such as municipal, commercial, 

public, curbside, end-of-lane, campgrounds, schools, businesses, and food services audits, but will also include 

some new tasks. To gain a better understanding of how residents in the Municipality are sorting their waste and to 

pin point areas of concern, two large waste audits on Municipal collection are planned for the spring and fall of 

2015. These two major audits will take place over a two week period with an audit conducted on each collection 

day for Areas 1 and 2. Seniors homes and apartment buildings across the Municipality will also be included in the 

2015 work plan. 
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