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Executive Summary 

The City of Medicine Hat (the City) Residential Waste Management Survey (the survey) was developed 

with the objective of determining how residents in the City viewed and valued waste reduction and 

diversion and to determine the level of interest residents had in implementing and investing in various 

waste diversion initiatives, such as curbside recycling (one or multiple commodities). In advance and 

during the survey period, residents were encouraged and reminded to participate in the survey through a 

variety of methods and media including the MyWaste App, Television spots (CHAT-TV), a promotional/ 

educational video posted on the City’s website, Newspaper Ads and Postcards.   

The Survey was deployed as an online survey through the City’s website and as an in-person survey, 

conducted by GHD. The questions on both surveys were identical and the results have been combined for 

the purposes of this report. A total of 893 responses were received. Using a population of 22,000 homes, 

this survey has a confidence level of 95% +/- 3.21%. The online survey was active from November 16 to 

December 18, 2015 and a total of 681 respondents completed the online survey. The in-person survey 

was conducted by GHD staff from November 18 to 21, 2015 and a total of 212 respondents completed the 

in person survey.  

For the in-person survey, GHD and the City set up a small mobile booth at various community events and 

busy community locations. This was a very successful strategy and administering the survey in person at 

these community events and facilities resulted in a significantly higher level of engagement than would 

have been achieved with a traditional public open house on its own. This is a direct result of engaging 

residents where they could already be found, rather than relying on residents to attend an open house. 

Further, the quality of the feedback was very high because surveyors asked probing questions and 

engaged residents in further explaining their survey responses.  This also allowed for an increase in the 

reliability of the data and information, as different methods of collecting the data allow for a ‘check’ on the 

results. 

This survey was very successful in two significant ways, the first being that the response rate was high 

(893 responses, over a relatively short period of time) and provided data that was well distributed between 

age and geography.  This assists in providing a high level of confidence that the results accurately 

represent the residents of Medicine Hat (95% confidence level +/- 3.21%).  The second relates to 

residents providing quality insight and feedback regarding the City’s waste management program, in 

particular through their responses to the open-ended questions and the discussions held during the in-

person survey program. 

Generally speaking, the results of the survey demonstrate that there is a high interest from members of 

the public to see a change with respect to the existing waste management system, in particular curbside 

recycling.  Approximately 75% of respondents stated they would like to see the City implement a curbside 

collection program for recyclables - whether there is to be an increase in fees or not.  This includes the 

individuals who stated they were in favour, but would like to review the cost implications to their household 

once the City has determined the potential increase.  It should be noted that survey respondents were told 

that additional curbside services (i.e. curbside recycling collection and curbside food waste collection) 

could result in higher fees or could be paid for by removing or reducing other services (resulting in no net 

increase in fees). Of the 75% who responded that they would like to see the City implement curbside 

recycling, 44% said that they would be willing to pay more fees for curbside recycling. 

 



 

Final Draft 

GHD | City of Medicine Hat | 089692 (3) | ii 

When asked to rate potential waste management programs, curbside recycling was ranked the highest on 

average by a significant margin (average ranking of 1.4 compared to the next highest ranked program 

(“improve recycling drop-off depots”) at 2.7. By comparison, food waste collection did not receive as 

widespread support with only a small majority (52%) stating that they would be interested in food waste 

collection. 

Over 95% of respondents stated that waste diversion and reduction was either “very important” or 

“somewhat important” and 88% of respondents stated that they either recycle everything or almost 

everything.  The City’s current recycling program was well regarded (64% rated it “very good” or 

“somewhat good”), however almost all respondents (82%) stated that they would like to see improvements 

made to current diversion rate. 

Three-quarters of the respondents were unaware that the City has a Waste Management Strategy, which 

provides the City with data to suggest that there is room for promoting the Strategy during an update or 

review to the public – garnering public support for the policies and plans within the Strategy is critical to 

future participation, as the members of the public will “live the strategy” daily. The more the public is 

involved in the Strategy, the more ownership they will take in living the Strategy and the programs/policies 

that are included. 

It is also worth noting that of the 47% of respondents (417) took the time to provide additional comments 

at the end of the survey. This suggests that many of the respondents placed a high importance on and 

interest in waste management and felt their input was valuable. Many residents provided comments on 

the costs vs. the benefits of curbside recycling, suggesting that residents would not be willing to 

implement curbside recycling “at all costs”. 

Based on the results of the survey, it is evident that there is a willingness by the public to explore potential 

alterations to the City’s existing waste management programs, namely by augmenting the existing 

curbside program to include the collection of recyclables. Residents also expressed an interest in 

understanding what the potential cost increase would be if curbside recycling were to be implemented. 

Therefore, further detailed analysis on the potential options for implementing curbside collection should be 

completed, including a feasibility or cost-benefit analysis.  

The feasibility study or cost-benefit analysis should demonstrate not only the costs of the potential options 

from a capital and operating perspective, but also on a cost per household basis. Further, the options 

developed for analysis should be considered under the City’s view that reasonable diversion should be 

provided at a reasonable cost.  
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1. Introduction 

The City of Medicine Hat Residential Waste Management Survey was developed with the objective 

of determining how residents in the City of Medicine Hat (the City) viewed and valued waste 

reduction and diversion and to determine the level of interest residents had in implementing and 

investing in various waste diversion initiatives, such as curbside recycling (one or multiple 

commodities). In total, 893 residents completed the survey over a 5-week period between 

November 16 and December 18, 2015. This report describes the approach used to develop and 

deploy the survey (Section 2), the results of the survey (Section 3) and a summary of the key 

findings from the survey (Section 4). 

2. Methodology and Approach 

The City of Medicine Hat Residential Waste Management Survey was deployed as an online survey 

through the City’s website and as an in-person survey, conducted by GHD. The questions on both 

surveys were identical and the results have been combined for the purposes of this report. 

The survey was divided into three sections: (a) Tell us about yourself, (b) Tell us how we are doing, 

and (c) Tell us how we can improve, with a total of 21 questions. Each section was framed with 

specific questions to determine current recycling trends as well as the level of engagement and 

interests Medicine Hat residents had with respect to implementing different waste diversion 

initiatives (i.e., curbside recycling). The survey included a mix of different types of questions 

including multiple choice, rating questions, open-ended questions, and yes/no questions. A copy of 

the survey is included in Appendix A. 

2.1 Advertising the survey 

Prior to and during its deployment, the City advertised the survey through a variety of different 

methods to generate interest on the topic of waste reduction and diversion as well as to encourage 

participation in the survey. These methods are described in the following subsections. 

2.1.1 Great West Home and Leisure Show 

The Environmental Utilities Department reserved 

a booth at the Great West Home and Leisure 

Show held at the Medicine Hat Exhibition and 

Stampede grounds from October 23 to 25, 2015. 

The booth was staffed by GHD and City 

employees. The City provided information about 

the current waste management system, and 

promoted the upcoming survey through postcard 

handouts (see Section 2.1.7).  This was an 

opportunity to engage the public and start the 

conversation on potential changes to the City’s 

waste management system. 
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2.1.2 MyWaste App 

MyWaste App is a mobile device application that provides 

information to residents on the City’s various waste management 

programs. 

The City of Medicine Hat posted notifications to promote the survey 

to apps users. The notification was posted on the app on 

November 16, 2015 and November 18, 2015 and provided users 

with a link to the online survey. 

2.1.3 Television (CHAT-TV) 

CHAT-TV is a city-affiliated television station in Medicine Hat. The 

City ran two 30-second advertisements on CHAT-TV regarding the 

City’s waste management program. The first 15 seconds of the ad 

advertised the MyWaste App and the second 15 seconds of the ad 

promoted the Residential Waste Management Survey. The 

television ad was also posted on YouTube (Link: 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DGjSgwcbRHU). 

2.1.4 Educational Video 

GHD prepared a promotional video, titled “We Think 

Your Garbage Should Work Harder”, which was posted 

on YouTube and embedded on the City’s website 

beginning on October 23, 2015. The two-minute video 

provided an introduction to the City’s current approach 

to waste management and encouraged residents to get 

involved and provide feedback through the Residential 

Waste Management Survey. (Link: 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LvzRpd4qVbQ&feat

ure=youtu.be) 

2.1.5 Newspaper 

An article was published in the Medicine Hat News on November 17, 2015. The article discussed 

the City’s current waste management system, advertised the survey, and advertised the public open 

house held on Wednesday, November 18. A copy of the article is included in Appendix B. 

2.1.6 City’s Website 

The City advertised the survey on its website within 

the main page rotating banner. When a user clicked 

on the banner, they were directed to the survey 

webpage, which included the educational video and a 

link to take the survey. 
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2.1.7 Postcards 

Postcards were developed to advertise the survey. They were handed out during the Great West 

Home and Leisure Show and during the in-person survey campaign (see Section 2.2). The 

postcards had information about waste diversion as well as requested feedback on waste diversion 

in the City. A link to the City’s website was provided for additional information. A copy of the 

postcard is included in Appendix C. 

2.2 Implementation 

As noted above, the survey was deployed as an online survey through the City’s website and as an 

in-person survey. A total of 893 responses were received. Using a population of 22,000 homes, this 

survey has a confidence level of 95% +/- 3.21%. It should be noted that the survey methodology 

resulted in some degree of self-selection. In other words, those that had a stronger opinion 

regarding waste diversion (either positive or negative) were more likely to complete the survey than 

those that did not have a strong opinion. Everyone who completed the survey was given the 

opportunity to enter a draw to win a year of free curbside recycling from Carefree Recycling. 

The online survey was active from November 16 to December 18, 2015. A total of 681 respondents 

completed the online survey. Figure 2.1 shows when respondents completed the online survey. 

Typically, a majority of respondents complete the survey at either the outset of the survey period, or 

when there is a prompt/reminder through key messaging – as was the case for this particular 

survey.  There was a “spike” in activity at the launch of the survey, and again on November 27, 

2015 and December 11, 2015, which corresponds to the dates of key advertising and notifications 

discussed in the Section 2.1. On average it took the online respondents 12 minutes to complete the 

survey. 

Figure 2.1 Online Survey Responses by Date 

The in-person survey was conducted by GHD staff from November 18 to 21, 2015. A total of 212 

respondents completed the in person survey. For the in-person survey, GHD and the City set up a 

small mobile booth at various community events and busy community locations (see Table 2.1). 

This was a very successful strategy and, not surprisingly, the locations with the highest response 

rates were high traffic areas (Medicine Hat College, Market at Medalta, and Midnight Madness). 

Administering the survey in person at these community events and facilities resulted in a 
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significantly higher level of engagement than would have been achieved with a traditional public 

open house on its own. This is a direct result of engaging residents where they could already be 

found, rather than relying on residents to attend an open house. Further, the quality of the feedback 

was very high because surveyors asked probing questions and engaged residents in further 

explaining their survey responses. This also allowed for an increase in the reliability of the data and 

information, as different methods of collecting the data allow for a ‘check’ on the results (i.e. not just 

online surveys used, but face to face discussions while completing the interviews as well). 

Passersby were approached and asked if they would be interested in completing in the survey. 

Between 60-70% of those individuals that were approached participated in the survey. If an 

individual declined, they were provided a postcard and advised that they could complete the survey 

online. The survey was administered by GHD and City staff, using iPads to complete the survey 

with each respondent. In addition to the iPads, each mobile booth featured a banner advertising the 

survey, an infographic poster with information on the City’s current waste management program, 

and stickers and colouring pages that were given away to children. Copies of these materials are 

provided in Appendix C. Photos from some of the locations are shown in Figure 2.2 

 Table 2.1 In-Person Surveys 

Wednesday 
November, 18th, 2015 

Thursday 
November, 19th, 2015 

Friday 
November, 20th, 2015 

Saturday 
November, 21st, 2015 

Location: Family Leisure 
Centre 
(1:00pm to 7:00pm) 

 5 GHD Staff 
 22 Respondents 

Location: Family Leisure 
Centre 
(9:00am to 11:30am) 

 2 GHD Staff 
 6 Respondents 

Location: Seniors at 
Strathcona Centre 
(11:00am to 1:30pm) 

 3 GHD Staff, 3 City 
Staff 

 28 Respondents 

Location: Library 
Book Sale and 
100th Anniversary 
Celebrations 

 2 GHD Staff 
 17 Respondents 

Location: Medicine Hat 
Public Library 
(10:00am to 11:30am) 

 3 GHD Staff 
 6 Respondents 

Location: Medicine Hat 
Public Library 
(3:00pm to 5:30pm) 

 3 GHD Staff 
 15 Respondents 

Location: Fireside Room 
Public Open House 
(4:00pm to 8:00pm) 

 3 GHD Staff, 3 City 
Staff 

 7 Respondents 

Location: Medicine Hat 
College 
(noon to 3:00pm) 

 5 GHD Staff 
 39 Respondents 

Location: Downtown 
Midnight Madness 
(6:00pm to 9:30pm) 

 5 GHD Staff 
 41 Respondents 

Location: Market at 
Medlta 
(4:30pm to 8:00pm) 

 5 GHD Staff 
 31 Respondents 

Figure 2.2 Photos of In-Person Survey 
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3. Results 

As previously mentioned, the survey included questions to determine how residents in the City 

viewed and valued waste reduction and diversion within their community. The survey was framed 

with specific questions to determine if residents would be interested in implementing additional 

waste diversion initiatives (i.e.: curbside recycling). The results for each question are discussed in 

the following subsections, separated by the three survey sections. 

3.1 Tell us about yourself 

The purpose of the Tell us about yourself section of the survey was to ask respondents to provide 

some information about themselves, their households, as well as how they manage their waste and 

recyclables. The results of each question are discussed in the following subsections. 

3.1.1 Question 1 – Location 

As previously mentioned, the survey was designed for residents of Medicine Hat and its 

surrounding communities. The first question of the survey asked respondents if they were a resident 

of Medicine Hat or a nearby community and if so to provide their postal code to confirm their 

residency. Less than 10 survey respondents indicated they were not from Medicine Hat or a nearby 

community and were directed to the end of the survey. Only those who said they were from 

Medicine Hat (893 respondents in total) were able to complete the survey. Table 3.1 provide the 

total number of respondents and Figure 3.1 illustrates where in Medicine Hat and surrounding area 

survey respondents were from. 

Table 3.1 Responses to Question #1 

Total number of respondents who indicated they were from Medicine Hat or a 
nearby community 893 
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3.1.2 Question 2 – Age 

The goal of the survey was to capture a comparable snapshot of the demographic distribution of the 

City of Medicine Hat. Respondents were asked to provide their age range. The results of this 

question are shown in Table 3.2 and Figure 3.2. 

Since this survey was directed towards those individuals who manage waste and recycling in their 

households, the 0-18 age group is not included in Figure 3.2. As shown in Figure 3.2, the age 

distribution of survey respondents closely matches the age distribution of Medicine Hat as a whole. 

Table 3.2 Responses to Question #2 

  

I am: Number of Responses Percent (%) 

Under 18 5 1% 

18 – 25 47 5% 

26 – 35 186 21% 

36 – 45 208 23% 

46 – 65 326 37% 

66 or over 116 13% 

No Response Provided 5 <1% 

Total Responses: 893  

Figure 3.2 Age Distribution of Survey Respondents Compared to Age 
Distribution of the City of Medicine Hat 

  

3.1.3 Question 3 – Dwelling Type 

Survey respondents were asked what type of residential dwelling they live in (House, Townhouse, 

Apartment/Condominium or Other). Twenty-five respondents stated “Other” and typed in their 

dwelling type. These responses were then included in the other three categories (i.e. “house”, 

“townhouse” or “apartment/condominium) depending on the response. As shown in Table 3.3 and 

Figure 3.3, the large majority of respondents (89%) stated that they live in a house or mobile home; 

6% of respondents stated they live in a townhouse, including duplexes, triplexes and 4-plexes; and 
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4% of respondents stated they live in an apartment/ condominium, including student residences and 

seniors homes. 

Table 3.3 Dwelling Type 

  

In Medicine Hat, I live in a: Response Rate  Percent (%) 

House (including mobile homes) 798 89% 

Apartment/ Condominium (including 
residence and seniors homes) 54 6% 

Townhouse (including duplexes, 
triplexes, and 4-plexes) 36 4% 

No Response Provided 5 1% 

Total Responses  893  

Figure 3.3 Dwelling Type 

3.1.4 Question 4 – Number of People in Home 

Survey respondents were asked how many people live in their home. The most common response 

was 1-2 people (55%), followed by 3-4 people (37%), and finally 5 or more people (8%). The results 

of this question are shown in Table 3.4 and Figure 3.4. 

Table 3.4 Number of People in Home 

  

Living in my home, there are: Response Rate Percent (%) 

1 - 2 people 490 55% 

3 - 4 people 326 37% 

5+ people 67 8% 

No Response Provided 10 1% 

Total Responses: 891  

House
89%

Apartment/ 
Condominium 

6%

Townhouse 4% No Response
1%
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Figure 3.4 Number of People in Home 

3.1.5 Question 5 – Amount of Waste Generated 

In order to determine the amount of waste being generated by residents, respondents were asked 

how many garbage bags their household generates weekly. The most common response was 

“1-2 bags” (46%). 21% of respondents stated that on average they produce approximately 

“less than 1 bag” per week; 25% stated “3-4 bags” per week, 6% stated “5-6 bags” of garbage per 

week, and 1% stated “more than 6 bags” per week. The results of this question are shown in 

Table 3.5 and Figure 3.5. 

Table 3.5 Amount of Waste Generated 

  

On average, how much waste does 
your household generate weekly 
(standard 95 gallon cart holds 
4-5 regular garbage bags): 

Response Rate Percent (%) 

Less than 1 bag 191 21% 

1 - 2 bags 410 46% 

3 - 4 bags 226 25% 

5 - 6 bags 55 6% 

More than 6 bags 6 1% 

No response provided 5 1% 

Total Responses: 893  
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Figure 3.5 Amount of Waste Generated 

3.1.6 Question 6 – Importance of Waste Diversion 

It was important to capture how important residents viewed waste diversion, so survey respondents 

were asked how important waste diversion is to them. Over 95% of respondents stated that waste 

diversion and reduction was either “very important” (62%) or “somewhat important” (34%). The 

results of this question are shown in Table 3.6 and Figure 3.6. 

Table 3.6 Importance of Waste Diversion 

  

How important is waste diversion 
(i.e.: recycling and waste reduction to 
you?) 

Response Rate Percent (%) 

Very important 556 62% 

Somewhat important 300 34% 

Not very important 19 2% 

Not very important at all 11 1% 

Unsure/ No opinion 2 0% 

No response provided 5 1% 

Total Responses 893  
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Figure 3.6 Importance of Waste Diversion 

3.1.7 Question 7 - Frequency of Recycling 

Survey respondents were asked how often their household recycles. Most respondents stated that 

they either recycle everything (35%) or a lot, but not everything that can be recycled (43%). 15% of 

respondents stated that they “recycle sometimes”, 4% of respondents stated that they “rarely 

recycle”, 2% of respondents stated that they “never recycle”, and less than 1% of respondents said 

they were unsure or had no opinion. The results of this question are shown in Table 3.7 and 

Figure 3.7. 

Table 3.7 Frequency of Recycling 

  

Which of the following statements best describes 
your household? 

Response Rate Percent (%) 

We recycle everything that can be recycled 317 35% 

We recycle a lot, but not everything that can be 
recycled is 388 43% 

We recycle sometimes 130 15% 

We rarely recycle 37 4% 

We never recycle 16 2% 

Unsure / No Opinion 1 <1% 

No response provided 4 <1% 

Total Responses 893  
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Figure 3.7 Frequency of Recycling 

3.1.8 Question 8 – Frequency of Visits to Depot 

Those who actively participate in recycling were asked how often they travel to designated recycling 

drop-off depots within the City. 66% of the respondents stated that they go to the drop-off depots 

“1-2 times per month”, 14% stated between “1-2 times per week”, 6% responded “none – everything 

goes in our waste cart”, 6% responded “none-recyclables are collected by a private service 

provider”, 7% responded “unsure/no opinion”, and 1% did not provide a response. The results of 

this question are shown in Table 3.8 and Figure 3.8. 

Table 3.8 Frequency of Visits to Depot 

  

If you actively participate in recycling, how often 
do you go to the recycling drop-off depots? 

Response Rate Percent (%) 

1 - 2 times per month 589 66% 

1 - 2 times per week 126 14% 

None - everything goes in our waste cart 54 6% 

None - recyclables are collected by a private service 
provider 51 6% 

Unsure / No Opinion 62 7% 

No response provided 9 1% 

Total Responses 893  
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Figure 3.8 Frequency of Visits to Depot 

3.1.9 Question 9 – Reasons for Not Recycling 

Survey respondents that stated that they do not actively recycle were asked to share the reasons 

why they do not. Respondents were asked to select from a list six items plus space was provided to 

include additional items that were not provided in the original list. Respondents were asked to select 

all that apply to them. 

228 respondents provided one or multiple reasons why they do not recycling (the remaining 

respondents either did not answer or answered “Not applicable, I recycle”). The most common 

reason cited was “It was not convenient enough” (14%), followed closely by “I don’t have the space 

in my home” (12%). For those that responded “Other (4%”, the most common reason provided was 

that they do not drive or are limited by their physical mobility (13 responses). Five respondents 

specifically stated that they would recycle if there was curbside service. The results of this question 

are shown in Table 3.9 and Figure 3.9. 

Table 3.9 Reasons for Not Recycling 

  

If your household does not recycle, please tell 
us the reason why? (select all that apply) 

Response Rate Percent (%) 

I'm not interested in recycling 0 0% 

I was not aware of the recycling program 7 1% 

I don't have time to recycle 37 4% 

Other 45 4% 

I don't have the space in my home 118 12% 

It’s not convenient enough 136 14% 

Not applicable, I recycle 344 34% 

No response provided 321 32% 

Total Responses 10061  

                                                      
1 Since respondents were able to select all options that apply to them, the total number of responses  is greater than 

the number of survey respondents 
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Figure 3.9 Reasons for Not Recycling 

3.1.10 Question 10 – Which Items are Recycled 

When asked which items residents recycling in their households, 851 respondents provided a 

response to this question. All items, except food waste (i.e. tin/metal, paper, newspaper, plastic and 

cardboard) were ranked very closely. The results of this question are shown in Table 3.10 and 

Figure 3.10. 

Table 3.10 Which Items are Recycled 

  

Which of the following household 
items do you recycle now? (select all 
that apply) 

Response Rate Percent (%) 

Food Waste  185 5% 

Tin/ Metal 637 17% 

Paper 670 18% 

Newsprint 697 19% 

Plastic 719 19% 

Cardboard 770 21% 

No response provided 42 1% 

Total 37202  

 

                                                      
2 Since respondents were able to select all options that apply to them, the total number of responses  is greater than 

the number of survey respondents 
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Figure 3.10 Which Items are Recycled 

Respondents that stated they recycle food waste were asked to comment on which methods they 

use to recycle it. The most common method of food waste recycling was backyard composting 

(cited by 129 respondents), followed by “garburator” (cited by 39 respondents) and “yard waste” 

(cited by 31 respondents).  

3.1.11 Question 11 – Knowledge of Waste Management Strategy 

To conclude the Tell us about yourself section, survey respondents were asked if they were aware 

of the City of Medicine Hat’s 2012 – 2022 Waste Management Strategy. 24% of respondents stated 

that they were aware and 75% stated they were not aware of the strategy. 1% of respondents did 

not answer the question. The results of this question are shown in Table 3.11 and Figure 3.11. 

Table 3.11 Knowledge of Waste Management Strategy 

 

Are you aware of the City of Medicine Hat’s 2012 
– 2022 Waste Management Strategy? 

Response Rate Percent (%) 

No 673 75% 

Yes 212 24% 

No Response Provided 8 1% 

Total Responses  893  
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Figure 3.11 Knowledge of Waste Management Strategy 

3.2 Tell us how we are doing 

The Tell us how we are doing section of the survey asked respondents for feedback on the City’s 

current waste and recycling programs. This section contained three questions. Two of the questions 

were designed to gather feedback on the City’s current recycling programs, the last question asked 

residents how they receive information about the City’s waste management and recycling programs. 

The results of each question are discussed in the following subsections. 

3.2.1 Question 12 – Rating of Current Recycling Program 

When asked how you would rate the City’s current recycling program, 64% of respondents stated 

that the current program was either “very good” or “somewhat good”, 25% of respondents stated 

that they current program was either “somewhat poor” or “very poor”. The results of this question 

are shown in Table 3.12 and Figure 3.12. 

Table 3.12 Rating of Current Recycling Program 

  

How would you rate Medicine Hat’s current 
recycling program? 

Response Rate Percent (%) 

Very good 164 18% 

Somewhat good 409 46% 

Somewhat poor 159 18% 

Very poor 65 7% 

Unsure/ No opinion 84 9% 

No response provided 12 1% 

Total 893  
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Figure 3.12 Rating of Current Recycling Program 

3.2.2 Question 13 – Effectiveness of Current Recycling Program 

Survey respondents were asked to state whether or not they believe the City’s current recycling 

program is effective at keeping recyclable material out of the landfills. Almost half of all respondents 

believe the City’s current programs are effective at keeping recyclable materials out of the landfill, 

26% do not think the City’s current program is effective and 24% were unsure or had no opinion on 

that topic. The results of this question are shown in Table 3.13 and Figure 3.13. 

Table 3.13 Effectiveness of Current Recycling Program 

  

In your opinion, does Medicine Hat’s current recycling 
program keep recyclable material out of the landfill? 

Response Rate Percent (%) 

Yes 431 48% 

No 237 27% 

Unsure/ No opinion 211 24% 

No response provided 14 2% 

Total Responses 893  
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Figure 3.13 Effectiveness of Current Recycling Program 

3.2.3 Question 14 – Waste Management Program Information Sources 

Survey respondents were asked how they receive information about the City’s waste management 

and recycling programs. Respondents were asked to select from a list of seven information sources 

plus space was provided to identify additional information sources that were not provided in the 

original list. Respondents were asked to select all that apply to them. The most common sources of 

information were the MyWaste App and direct mailouts (i.e. waste collection calendar). For those 

that cited “other”, the information sources identified included directly from the City (i.e. website, 

email list, or phoning the City directly) and word of mouth. A number of respondents also indicated 

they do not receive information or that their condominium takes care of it. The results of this 

question are shown in Table 3.14 and Figure 3.15. 

Table 3.14 Waste Management Program Information Sources 

  

How do you receive information about Medicine Hat’s 
waste management and recycling programs? 

Response Rate Percent (%) 

Unsure/ No opinion 104 6% 

Radio/ TV 111 7% 

Social Media (i.e. Facebook and Twitter) 134 8% 

Newspaper 191 12% 

City Website 198 12% 

Bill inserts 211 13% 

Direct mailouts ( i.e., waste collection calendar) 307 19% 

MyWaste App 317 19% 

Other 53 3% 

No response provided 25 2% 

Total Responses  16513  

Figure 3.14 Waste Management Program Information Sources 

                                                      
3 Since respondents were able to select all options that apply to them, the total number of responses  is greater than 

the number of survey respondents 
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3.3 Tell us how we can improve 

The purpose of the Tell us how we can improve section of the survey was to obtain feedback on 

potential diversion programs that could be implemented to improve the City’s overall diversion rate. 

The section contained six questions. The results of each question are discussed in the following 

subsections. 

3.3.1 Question 15 – Change to Current Diversion Rate 

Survey respondents were asked what their expectations are for the City’s residential waste 

diversion rate over the next five years. The most common response was “modest improvements 

(30-40%)” with 37%, followed by “significant improvements (40-50%) with 28%. Only 5% of 

respondents stated that they think that the City should not try to increase its diversion rate at all. 

The results of this question are shown in Table 3.15 and Figure 3.15. 

Table 3.15 Change to Current Diversion Rate 

  

Medicine Hat residents currently divert 30% of all the 
waste and recycling material collected from being 
disposed of in the landfill, while the Provincial average is 
approximately 26%. What are your expectations for the 
City’s residential waste diversion rate over the next 
5 years? 

Response Rate Percent (%) 

Major Improvements (50 - 60%) 151 17% 

Significant Improvements (40 - 50%) 252 28% 

Modest Improvements (30 - 40%) 327 37% 

Status Quo (30%) 49 5% 

Unsure / No opinion 58 6% 

No response provided 56 6% 

Total Responses  893  
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Figure 3.15 Change to Current Diversion Rate 

3.3.2 Question 16 – Potential Waste Management Programs 

In order to gauge which programs Medicine Hat resident’s would consider implementing in their 

community, survey respondents were provided a list of eight waste management programs and 

asked to rank their top three, with 1 being their first choice. Curbside recycling collection received 

the highest average ranking (1.4) by a significant margin. The results of this question are shown in 

Table 3.16 and Figure 3.16. 

Table 3.16 Potential Waste Management Programs 

 

Please rank the top three waste programs you think the City should 
consider implementing (each option has a range of costs as well as 
waste diversion potential). Rank the items below using numeric values 
starting with 1, where 1 is your first choice 

Average 
Ranking4 

No Change (status quo) 3.7 

Curbside recycling collection (cost more with higher waste diversion) 1.4 

Curbside food waste collection (cost more with higher waste diversion) 3.1 

Improve recycling drop-off depots (cost more with slight increase in waste 
diversion) 2.7 

Improve backyard composting program (slight cost increase and waste 
diversion)  2.8 

Reduce garbage collection frequency (cost savings, slight increase in waste 
diversion) 3.1 

Large item pickup (slight cost increase and waste diversion 3.1 

Eco-Center (cost more with slight increase in waste diversion) (An Eco-Center 
is a centrally located drop-off facility for a variety of non-hazardous and 
household hazardous materials) 3.9 

                                                      
4 A lower number represents a higher ranking 
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Figure 3.16 Potential Waste Management Programs 

3.3.3 Question 17 – Acceptability of Bi-Weekly Pickup 

Currently, the City collects waste from the curb on a weekly basis. Survey respondents were asked 

if additional recycling/ waste diversion programs were implemented, would they be willing to 

decrease the frequency of waste collection to reduce/ offset the cost of a new curbside pickup 

program. The majority of respondents (58%) stated that they would be willing to have waste 

collected every two weeks. The results of this question are shown in Table 3.17 and Figure 3.17. 

Table 3.17 Acceptability of Bi-Weekly Pickup 

  

Currently, waste is picked up weekly. If additional 
curbside recycling/waste diversion programs were 
implemented, would you be agreeable decrease the 
frequency of waste collection to reduce/ offset costs of a 
new curbside program? 

Response Rate Percent (%) 

Yes – collect waste every two weeks 516 58% 

No – continue to collect waste every week  310 35% 

No Response Provided 67 7% 

Total Responses 893  

 

Eco – Center

No change (status quo)

Large item pickup

Curbside food waste collection

Reduce garbage collection frequency

Improve backyard composting program

Improve recycling drop-off depots

Curbside recycling collection

Average Ranking



 

Final Draft 

GHD | City of Medicine Hat | 089692 (3) | H-22 

Figure 3.17 Acceptability of Bi-Weekly Pickup 

3.3.4 Question 18 – Willingness to Participate in Food Waste Collection 

Survey respondents were asked if they would consider participating in a food waste collection 

program if the City were to offer this service. 52% of respondents stated that they would be 

interested in participating in a food waste collection program. The results of this question are shown 

in Table 3.18 and Figure 3.18. 

Table 3.18 Willingness to Participate in Food Waste Collection 

  

Would you consider participating in a food waste 
collection program if the City were to offer this service? 

Response Rate Percent (%) 

Yes 467 52% 

No 355 40% 

No Response Provided 71 8% 

Total Responses 893  
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Figure 3.18 Willingness to Participate in Food Waste Collection 

3.3.5 Questions 19 and 20 – Willingness to Pay More for Additional Services 

In 2015, residents of the City paid on average $20.41 per month for waste management services 

(i.e.: municipal solid waste, yard waste collect, depot collect, composting services, and Material 

Recovery Facility services). Survey respondents were asked, if the City were to reconfigure the 

waste and recycling collection program to implement additional curbside collection, would they be 

willing to pay for additional services. 44% of respondents stated that they would be willing to pay 

more for additional curbside service, 25% stated they would not be willing to pay more, but would 

rather allocate funds from other services to implement additional curbside collection, and 17% 

stated they are not willing to pay more fees. The results of this question are shown in Table 3.19 

and Figure 3.19. 

124 respondents provided a different response in the “other” option. Of these, 11 comments can be 

summarized by stating that the respondent would be willing to pay more and 14 comments can be 

summarized by stating that the respondent would not be willing to pay more, but would like to see 

the service implemented by removing/reducing another service. Notably, 28 respondents stated that 

their willingness to pay for more services would depend on how much of an increase the fee was, or 

that they may be willing to pay more, but not “too much more”. The remainder of the comments 

provided in the “other” option are discussed further below. 

Table 3.19 Willingness to Pay More for Additional Services 

  

If the City were to reconfigure the waste and recycling collection 
program to implement additional curbside collection, would you be 
willing to pay for additional services? 

Response 
Rate 

Percent 
(%) 

Yes, I would be willing to pay more fees for curbside service 393 44% 

No, I would not be willing to pay more fees, but I would like to see 
additional curbside service implemented by removing or reducing 
another service (i.e. no net increase in fees) 227 25% 

No, I would not be willing to pay more fees 149 17% 

Other response provided 124 14% 

No Response Provided 59 7% 

Total Responses 893  
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No
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No response 
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8%
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Figure 3.19 Willingness to Pay More for Additional Services 

In Question 20, respondents were asked that if they answered “no” to the previous question, to 

state the reason on why they were not willing to pay for additional curbside services. They were 

given five reasons or provided the option to provide a different reason. Since most of the comments 

provided in the “other” option for Question 19 were similar to the five reasons provided in Question 

20, they were included in the analysis for Question 20. All of the comments provided were analyzed 

and either categorized under one of the existing five reasons provided or categorized under a new 

reason. The results of this question are shown in Table 3.20. 

When all data is considered together, the most common reasons for a resident not willing to pay 

more for curbside services were the income/financial situation in respondents household (28%), that 

depots are sufficient (26%), and that city fees are already too high (25%). Additional reasons 

provided were that the respondent would rather see money spent on other services, that recycling 

services are provided by their condominium and that the respondent did not agree with 

implementing curbside recycling service. 

Table 3.20 Reasons for Not Willing to Pay for Curbside Services 

  

If you answered no to Q19, for what reason are you not willing to 
pay more for curbside services? 

Response 
Rate 

Percent 
(%) 

Would rather see money spent on other services 54 12% 

City fees are already too high 107 25% 

Depots are sufficient 113 26% 

Income/Financial situation in household 121 28% 

Service provided by condo 6 1% 

Don't agree with implementing curbside recycling 10 2% 

Other 22 5% 

Total Responses  433  
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3.3.6 Question 21 - Additional Comments 

At the end of the survey, respondents were given the opportunity to add any additional comments 

about the City’s waste management program. In total, 417 respondents provided additional 

comments (313 respondents who completed the online survey and 104 respondents who completed 

the in-person survey). These questions were analyzed and grouped according to their theme. The 

following provides a summary of the number of comments in each category:5 

 98 comments were generally supportive of curbside recycling 

 Six comments were related to waste generated by businesses 

 Eight comments suggested that the City look at waste diversion programs in other 

municipalities 

 45 comments were related to costs and/or fees, including existing costs or potential future costs 

 14 comments indicated that the respondent felt that the current services were sufficient 

 20 comments were related to education and awareness 

 26 comments were related to food waste and/or composting 

 15 comments were related to the frequency of waste collection (11 were in support of reducing 

the frequency and 4 were not in support of reducing the frequency) 

 28 comments were suggestions to improve the existing drop off depots 

 10 comments were specifically related to waste management in multi-family dwellings 

 Three comments were related to the responsibility of producers to reduce packaging 

 24 comments were related to introducing Styrofoam recycling 

 20 comments were related to the existing curbside waste collection program 

 16 comments were related to yard waste collection 

 15 comments were related to other diversion programs (i.e.: eco-centre, large items, 

electronics, etc.) 

 69 comments were not related to any of the above categories 

4. Summary/ Key Findings 

This survey was very successful in two significant ways: 1) The high response rate 

(893 responses), age distribution, and geographical distribution provides a high level of confidence 

that the results accurately represent the residents of Medicine Hat (95% confidence level +/- 

3.21%). 2) Residents provided quality insight and feedback regarding the City’s waste management 

program, in particular through their responses to the open-ended questions and the discussions 

held during the in-person survey program. 

Based on the results of the survey (Section 3.0) there are number of key findings that came out of 

the survey responses. 

                                                      
5 Since some comments were categorized into multiple themes, the number of comments provided in the bulleted list 

is higher than the overall number of comments received (417) 
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 Over 95% of respondents stated that waste diversion and reduction was either “very important” 

or “somewhat important” and 88% of respondents stated that they either recycle everything or 

almost everything. 

 The City’s current recycling program was well regarded (64% rated it “very good” or “somewhat 

good”), however almost all respondents (82%) stated that they would like to see improvements 

made to current diversion rate. 

 With respect to the frequency of recycling, while 35% of respondents “recycle everything that 

can be recycled”, 58% of respondents stated that they “recycle a lot, but not everything that can 

be recycled is” and “we recycle sometimes”. This suggests that there is a substantial amount of 

recyclable material that could be captured by the City, rather than taking up valuable space in 

the City’s landfill. This could be achieved through either additional promotion/education of the 

current system, or by making it easier/more convenient (i.e. curbside collection). Convenience 

and lack of space to store recyclables were identified as two key responses as to why residents 

were not actively recycling. 

 Three-quarters of the respondents were unaware that the City has a Waste Management 

Strategy. The data here suggests that there is room for promoting the Strategy during an 

update or review to the public – garnering public support for the policies and plans within the 

Strategy is critical to future participation, as the members of the public will “live the strategy” 

daily. The more the public is involved in the Strategy, the more ownership they will take in living 

the Strategy and the programs/policies that are included. 

 When asked to rate potential waste management programs, curbside recycling was ranked the 

highest on average by a significant margin (average ranking of 1.4 compared to the next 

highest ranked program (“improve recycling drop-off depots”) at 2.7. By comparison, food waste 

collection did not receive as widespread support with only a small majority (52%) stating that 

they would be interested in food waste collection. 

 Survey respondents were told that additional curbside services (i.e. curbside recycling 

collection and curbside food waste collection) could result in higher fees or could be paid for by 

removing or reducing other services (resulting in no net increase in fees). More respondents 

stated that they would be willing to pay more fees for curbside recycling (44%). However many 

respondents did express a concern about higher fees and many noted that their willingness to 

support curbside recycling would depend on how much the additional fees were. 

 Generally speaking, there is a high interest from members of the public to see some type of 

change with respect to the existing waste management system, in particular curbside recycling, 

as 75% of respondents stated they would like to see curbside collection implemented, whether 

there was an increase in fees or not, or that they would make a decision once a cost-benefit 

analysis was complete and presented to the public. 

 The existing drop-off depot system was generally well-regarded and there was a significant 

portion of respondents (26%) who stated that the existing drop-off depots were sufficient and 

were not interested in curbside recycling services. 

 It is worth noting that of the 47% of respondents (417) took the time to provide additional 

comments at the end of the survey. This suggests that many of the respondents placed a high 

importance on and interest in waste management and felt their input was valuable. Many 

residents provided comments on the costs vs. the benefits of curbside recycling, suggesting 

that residents would not be willing to implement curbside recycling “at all costs”. 
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5. Next Steps 

Based on the results of the survey, it is evident that there is a willingness by the public to explore 

potential alterations to the City’s existing waste management programs, namely by augmenting the 

existing curbside program to include the collection of recyclables. Residents also expressed an 

interest in understanding what the potential cost increase would be if curbside recycling were to be 

implemented. Therefore, further detailed analysis on the potential options for implementing curbside 

collection should be completed, including a feasibility or cost-benefit analysis. Potential options to 

explore may include the following: 

 Collection Vehicles – Manual, Semi-automated, Fully automated 

 Collection Method – Bag, Bin/Box, Cart 

 Collection Frequency – Weekly, Bi-Weekly 

 Collected Materials – all recyclables, paper only, plastic only, combination of a variety of 

commodities 

 Materials Management – Source Separated (i.e. separate bin for paper, separate bin for metals, 

etc) or Co-mingled (i.e. one bin for all recyclables) 

 Service Level – what services may be modified/eliminated to reduce or offset costs? 

The feasibility study or cost-benefit analysis should demonstrate not only the costs of the potential 

options from a capital and operating perspective, but also on a cost per household basis. It should 

also demonstrate the expected amount of material to be collected/diverted from the landfill and the 

benefits to the landfill operation (i.e. extending the landfill life). Finally, all of the options should be 

considered under the City’s view that reasonable diversion should be provided at a reasonable cost. 
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City of Medicine Hat – Residential Waste Management Survey 
 
The City of Medicine Hat is conducting a survey to ask residents what they think about the City’s current 
suite of residential waste management services.  The City is always looking at ways to divert more 
material, including recyclables, from ending up in the landfill – while ensuring that the level and cost of 
waste management services is satisfactory and reasonable.  Please tell us what you think – it’s your 
waste management system! 
 
Tell us about yourself 
 
1. This survey is designed for local residents. Are you a resident of Medicine Hat or a nearby 

community? 
o Yes 
o No 

Please enter your postal Code. This information will be used only for the purpose of determining 
residency within Medicine Hat or a surrounding community as part of the Survey. 

2. I am: 
o Under 18 
o 18 – 25  
o 26 – 35 
o 36 – 45 
o 46 – 65 
o 66 or over  

 
3. In Medicine Hat, I live in a: 

o House 
o Townhouse 
o Apartment/ Condominium  
o Other ______________________________ 

 
4. Living in my home, there are: 

o 1-2 people 
o 3-4 people 
o 5+ people 

 
5. On average, how much waste does your household generate weekly (standard 95 gallon cart holds 

4-5 regular garbage bags). 
o Less than 1 bag 
o 1-2 bags 
o 3-4 bags 
o 5-6 bags 
o More than 6 bags   



 

 
6. How important is waste diversion (i.e. recycling) and waste reduction to you? 

o Very important 
o Somewhat important 
o Not very important 
o Not important at all 
o Unsure/ No opinion 

 
7. Which of the following statements best describes your household? 

o We recycle everything that can be recycled 
o We recycle a lot, but some recyclables end up in our waste cart  
o We recycle sometimes 
o We rarely recycle 
o We never recycle 

 
8. If you actively participate in recycling, how often do you go to the recycling drop-off depots? 

o 1-2 times per week 
o 1-2 times per month 
o None – recyclables are collected by a private service provider 
o None – everything goes in our waste cart 
o Unsure/ No opinion 

 
9. If your household does not recycle, please tell us the reasons why? (Select all that apply) 

_     It’s not convenient enough 
_     I don’t have the space in my home 
_     I don’t have the time to recycle 
_     I’m not interested in recycling  
_     I was not aware of the recycling program 
_     Not applicable - I recycle  
 Other Reasons: _____________  
 

10. Which of the following household items do you recycle now?  (Select all that apply) 
_     Tin/ Metal 
_     Newsprint 
_     Cardboard 
_     Paper 
_     Plastic 
_     Food waste  
How do you recycle your food waste? (i.e. backyard composting, with leaf and yard waste 
collection, garburator, etc): ______________ 
 

11. Are you aware of the City of Medicine Hat’s 2012-2022 Waste Management Strategy? 
o Yes 
o No 

  



 

Tell us how we are doing 
 

12. How would you rate Medicine Hat’s current recycling program? 
o Very good 
o Somewhat good  
o Somewhat poor 
o Very poor 
o Unsure/ No opinion  

 
13. In your opinion, does Medicine Hat’s current recycling program keep recyclable material out of the 

landfill? 
o Yes 
o No 
o Unsure/ No Opinion 

 
14. How do you receive information about Medicine Hat’s waste management and recycling programs? 

(Select all that apply) 
o MyWaste App 
o Direct mailouts (i.e. waste collection calendar) 
o Bill inserts 
o Newspaper 
o Radio/TV 
o City Website 
o Social Media (i.e. Facebook and Twitter) 
o Unsure/ No opinion 
o Other, please specify: _________ 

Tell us how we can improve 

15. Medicine Hat residents currently divert 30% of all the waste and recycling material collected from 
being disposed of in the landfill, while the Provincial average is approximately 26%. What are your 
expectations for the City’s residential waste diversion rate over the next 5 years?  

o Status Quo (30%)  
o Modest Improvements (35-40%)  
o Significant Improvements (40-50%)  
o Major Improvements (50-60%)  
o Unsure/ No opinion 

 
16. Please rank the top three waste programs you think the City should consider implementing (each 

option has a range of costs as well as waste diversion potential). 
Rank the items below using numeric values starting with 1, where 1 is your first choice 
_     No change (status quo) 
_     Curbside recycling collection (cost more with higher waste diversion)  
_     Curbside food waste collection  (cost more with higher waste diversion) 
_     Improve recycling drop-off depots  (cost more with slight increase in waste diversion) 
_     Improve backyard composting program  (slight cost increase and waste diversion)  
_     Reduce garbage collection frequency  (cost savings, slight increase in waste diversion)  
_     Large item pickup  (slight cost increase and waste diversion) 



 

_     Eco – Center (cost more with slight increase in waste diversion) (An Eco-Center is a centrally 
located drop-off facility for a variety of non-hazardous and household hazardous materials) 

  
17. Currently, waste is picked up weekly. If additional curbside recycling/waste diversion programs were 

implemented, would you be agreeable decrease the frequency of waste collection to reduce/ offset 
costs of a new curbside program? 

o Yes – Collect waste every two weeks 
o No – Continue to collect waste every week 

 
18. Would you consider participating in a food waste collection program if the City were to offer this 

service?  
o Yes 
o No 

 
19. In 2015, residents in the City pay $20.42 per month for a suite of waste management services 

(including municipal solid waste and yard waste collection; composting services; depot collection; 
and, Material Recovery Facility services).  If the City were to reconfigure the waste and recycling 
collection program to implement additional curbside collection, would you be willing to pay for 
additional services? 

o Yes, I would be willing to pay more fees for curbside service 
o No, I would not be willing to pay more fees, but I would like to see additional curbside 

service implemented by removing or reducing another service (i.e. no net increase in fees) 
o No, I would not be willing to pay more fees 
o Other, please specify: ___________ 

 
20. If you answered no to Q19, for what reason are you not willing to pay more for curbside services? 

o Income/ Financial situation of my household 
o City fees are already too high 
o The depots are sufficient 
o Would rather see money spent on other services 
o The current fee of $20.42 per month is sufficient 
o Other: ________________________________ 

 
21. Thank you for participating in our survey! Do you have any additional comments about Medicine 

Hat’s waste management program? 

 

  
 



 

_______________________________________________________________________________ 

Thank you for completing our survey! Please include your email or telephone number if you wish to 
participate in the draw for one year of curbside services offered by Carefree Recycling. Please note 
that all of your survey responses will remain confidential and that your email address/ phone number 
will only be used to draw prize winners.  

Telephone No. ___________________________________________ 

Email address  ___________________________________________ 

o I do not wish to participate in the draw.  
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11/17/2015 Medicine Hat News  Medicine Hat News  17 Nov 2015  Recycling options on tap for open house

http://medicinehatnews.newspaperdirect.com/epaper/showarticle.aspx?article=e9fc95ba7cc24360b6810d858ab18cc9&key=PI33UGQR%2f%2f%2bx4n2b%… 1/1

Previous Story Next Story

Recycling options on tap for open
house

Food waste recycling could be one choice on the menu as the city’s solid waste utility asks Hatters about
the future direction for the department.

An open house this week will also ask Hatters about their appetite regarding publicly administered
curbside recycling programs.

“We’re trying to take the public’s temperature about adding additional recycling options,” said Ed
Jollymore, manager of the solid waste utility.

“Our current system is very efficient but it might not be the level of service that some residents would
prefer.”

Residential ratepayers currently pay $3.50 per month to offset the cost of traditional dropoff recycling
and yard waste programs. Those programs have extended the lifespan of the dump, says Jollymore, and have
pushed off a $10million expenditure on developing a new cell.

Medicine Hat currently diverts 30 per cent of all waste. The provincial average is 26 per cent.
“Part of (the survey) is to ask if they are aware of the programs we already have in place,” said Jollymore.
“We’re asking what level of service are they looking for and what is their tolerance for cost increases.”
The city’s current 10year waste management plan went into effect in 2012, but it is set to be updated

in 2017.
With budget planning underway for the 201718 time period, the department will gather public

sentiment, then ask council for direction.
The open house will take place on Wednesday, from 48 p.m., in the Fireside Room at the Cypress Centre.
An online or mailin survey is also available, either by obtaining a copy at the customer service desk at

city hall, or by visiting the department’s website (www.medicinehat.ca/eu).
Those surveys submitted by the Dec. 13 deadline will be eligible to win one year of curbside recycling

courtesy of a local private operator.
Printed and distributed by NewpaperDirect | www.newspaperdirect.com, US/Can: 1.877.980.4040, Intern: 800.6364.6364 | Copyright and protected by

applicable law.

Previous Story Next Story

Article rank  17 Nov 2015 Medicine Hat News Medicine Hat News

javascript:showArticle('c0fea0c1-d669-4f65-8936-24e5fb468b51',5)
javascript:showArticle('f448bb67-2ca7-4da7-8334-88de3294dfb9',5)
javascript:showArticle('c0fea0c1-d669-4f65-8936-24e5fb468b51',5)
javascript:showArticle('f448bb67-2ca7-4da7-8334-88de3294dfb9',5)
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We want to know what you think we 
should do to  increase the amount 
of waste we divert from our landfill. 

 

Visit www.medicinehat.ca 
to learn more



©  GHD Ltd. 2015

Waste Diversion Planning

We want to know what you think we should 
do to increase the amount of waste we divert 

from our landfill.

Visit www.medicinehat.ca to learn more.

Have
your
say

Our community generates more waste when the economy is 
strong. Residents and businesses have more money, which 
means we purchase more goods and generate more waste. 

In 2014, Medicine Hat generated over 756 kilograms of waste 
per person. Of that about 250 kilograms was diverted away 
from our landfill. With your help we can divert even more! 

*Waste percentages based on residential carts collected in 
2014 (790kg per cart)

Did you know...

=
756 kg

EnvironmentPeople

$
Cost

Our Triple Bottom Line Approach 

28% Food & Yard Waste

38% Other Mixed

24% Paper

7% Plastics

2% Metals

1% Glass

The contents of an average waste cart in Medicine 
Hat contain many opportunities for diversion.

What’s in our waste?
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