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The City of Toronto (the City) is updating the Long-term Waste Management
Strategy (LTWMS) approved by City Council in 2016, for the next implementation
period of 2026 to 2036. The Waste Strategy serves as a roadmap for developing

P ROJ ECT and implementing environmentally sustainable, socially acceptable, and cost-
effective waste management policies and programs.

OVE RVI EW The City manages approximately 830,000 tonnes of waste annually. Updating

the Waste Strategy is necessary to accurately reflect Toronto's current and
future waste management needs and to progress towards the aspirational goal
of zero-waste. The City is also implementing the Residual Waste Management
Workplan to study, develop and operationalize short-, medium-, and long-term
options to manage Toronto's residual waste. The Waste Strategy Update will
explore options for reducing, reusing, and diverting waste to minimize the
amount of garbage requiring management over the next 30 to 50 years.

The Waste Strategy Update is being developed through a combination of
comprehensive waste management research, active engagement with the
community, and the application of strategic planning best practices.

The Waste Strategy Update will be developed in three phases:
— Phase One - Build the Foundation (present state)

— Phase Two - Evaluate Possibilities (future direction)

— Phase Three - Create a Roadmap (path forward)

This report documents the findings of the Waste Strategy Update Phase 2 public

survey.
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EXECUTIVE
SUMMARY

Torontonians are most interested in reducing food waste, and think
Imposing requirements on businesses would be the most effective way
to reduce landfill waste. Nearly two-thirds think Toronto should
manage residual waste (garbage) within its own borders.

Residents point to environmental impacts and public health as the
most important considerations when making decisions on residual
waste disposal; one in three think creating energy from garbage
should be the most important consideration.

More than two in five are familiar with energy-from-waste
(incineration), but more than seven in ten prefer this over landfilling
when given the option. Just over half become more supportive after
knowing about the current energy-from-waste (incineration) facilities
in the GTA. Residents have indicated that energy-from-waste
(incineration) would not decrease their use of the Blue Bin and Green
Bin, with half saying that the use of energy-from-waste (incineration)
would not make a difference in how they use their bins, and over four
In ten would use their bins more knowing waste gets incinerated.

When probed about specific environmental, financial, and social
Impact considerations, pluralities of Torontonians say these are equally
Important in assessing waste management impacts. Among those
who do pick one type of consideration, they are most likely to say

environmental Impact Is the most Important factor. | ENVIRONICS
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RESEARCH
METHODS

Environics conducted a mixed-mode survey with 1,893 adult Toronto residents. The
telephone phase of n=750 was conducted from June 11 to 29, 2025. The online survey of
n=1,143 was conducted from June 3 to 27, 2025. Quotas were established for single- and
multi-family dwellings, regions of the city, age and gender, and survey language (English,
Punjabi, Chinese Simplified and Traditional**). The final data were weighted to ensure the
sample is inclusive of the target audience, except for residence type, where single- and
multi-family dwellings are kept at 50-50. The table below presents the unweighted sample

sizes and proportions by region.

Region *Population Unweighted
9 percent (%) counts (n)
444

Scarborough 22%
Etobicoke/York 21%
North York 24%

Old Toronto/East York 32%
TOTAL 100%

*NOTE: Population data is based on the 2021 Census.

320

523

606

1893

Unweighted
percent (%)

23%

17%

28%

32%

100%

Results may not add to 100% due to rounding or multiple responses. All results are based on the entire sample
unless otherwise noted. Data labels for values less than 4% may not be shown on some charts.
**The three languages were chosen as they are the top non-official languages spoken by City residents.
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INTERESTS | TYPES OF WASTE REDUCTION PROGRAMS

Over eight in ten residents are interested to some extent in reducing and diverting food waste; half are very interested. At

least two in five are very interested in most types of repair and reuse programs being offered.

Q1. What types of waste reduction programs would you be most interested in participating in if offered by the City?

Single-
family

Activities to reduce and divert food o
s 8% 2% o5
et s et G o
Actsto e 3 e o G o
Establishing new programs like
o o
and sharing events

Opportunities that promote diversion

demolition materials

E Very interested ® Somewhat interested ' Not interested (not very or at all) = Not sure

INSIGHTS CREDIT: ENVIRONICS RESEARCH | JULY 2025

% Net interested

Multi-
family

85%

83%

81%

77%

68%

ENVIRONICS



PERCEPTIONS | CURRENT PROGRAMS NEEDING REVIEW

Two in five say drop-off depots and community environment days need review and improvements, emphasizing service
needs beyond regular waste collections.

Q2. Which of the following existing waste management services and programs should be further reviewed to identify potential improvements?

Drop-off depots 41%

Community Environment Days 40%

Public education on waste services 30%

Toxic Taxi 30%

Higher among

3Rs Ambassador Program in multi-residential buildings - Etobicoke/York

2

3
B

residents (28%)

I am not familiar with any of these programs or services - 1%

ENVIRONICS



PERCEPTIONS | EFFECTIVENESS OF POTENTIAL PROGRAMS

Respondents are most likely to indicate that requiring the non-residential sector to reduce food waste would be very

effective in reducing waste, and least likely to say this about improving the collection of data.

Q3. How effective do you think the following types of new programs would be in helping to reduce landfill waste if the

City were to implement them? % Very effective
Single- Multi-
family family

Requiring non-residential customers and businesses,
such as restaurants and catering businesses, to 13% . 41% 42%
reduce and divert food waste
Reviewing building design guidelines and exploring
technologies that support waste diversion in multi- 15% . 29% 37%
residential buildings
Providing support and resources for local businesses
and multi-residential communities to help target 12% . 33% 33%
waste reduction and diversion
Improving the collection of data to support diverting

waste for multi-residential and non-residential 16% - 27% 28%

customers

H Very effective mSomewhat effective Not effective (not very or at all) = Not sure

NOTE: The yellow circle indicates a statistically
significantly different score between single-family and

INSIGHTS CREDIT: ENVIRONICS RESEARCH | JULY 2025
multi-family.
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RESIDUAL WASTE
MANAGEMENT
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AWARENESS | FAMILIARITY WITH ENERGY-FROM-WASTE (INCINERATION)

Over two in five are familiar with energy-from-waste (incineration), with only one in ten saying very familiar. Familiarity is

slightly higher among residents of single- than multi-family dwellings.

Q4. How familiar are you with energy-from-waste (incineration) as a garbage management option?

% Net familiar

Vi familiar is high
ar(:‘gnSMI iar is nigher TOtaI (n='|893) 33% 44%
Men (13% vs women 8%)
* Those under 40 (14% vs
aged 40 and over 8%)
Single-family (n=1034) 12% 32% - 47%
m Very familiar = Somewhat familiar Not very familiar = Not at all familiar

NOTE: The yellow circle indicates a statistically
significantly different score between single-family

INSIGHTS CREDIT: ENVIRONICS RESEARCH | JULY 2025 . B
and multi-family.
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PRIORITIES | TOP WASTE DISPOSAL CONSIDERATIONS

Residents are most likely to identify environmental impacts and public health as top considerations in achieving waste
goals. One in three identify creating usable energy from garbage as an important consideration.

Q5. What do you believe the City should focus on to achieve its waste goals? There are many considerations when the City makes decisions about how to dispose of waste.

NOTE: Respondents could pick up to two options.

Environmental impacts 45% Higher among women

(49% vs men 41%)

39% Higher among those under 40
(44% vs aged 40 and over 37%)

Public Health

Creating usable energy from garbage 34% Higher among those 60 and over

(41% vs aged under 60 30%)

Cost 26%

Greenhouse gas emissions 25%

Odour and noise 18%

Not sure 3%

ENVIRONICS



PREFERENCE | LOCATION FOR TORONTO WASTE

Two in three think Toronto should manage residual waste (garbage) within its borders, even if that means exploring
alternatives like energy-from-waste (incineration).

Q6. Space limitations make it difficult to build a new landfill in Toronto. Energy-from-waste (incineration) facilities require less land and can be built in urban settings. Which

option do you prefer for managing Toronto’s garbage in the future?

Not sure

Toronto should continue
to manage its waste by
sending it to other
communities to be
landfilled or managed in
an energy-from-waste
(incineration) facility

Toronto should manage its
waste within its own
borders, even if it means
exploring alternatives like
energy-from-waste
(incineration)

Higher among those 60 and over
(71% vs aged under 60 62%)

1%

ENVIRONICS



PREFERENCE | LANDFILLING VS. ENERGY-FROM-WASTE (INCINERATION)

Seven in ten prefer energy-from-waste (incineration) over landfilling. Less than one in ten prefer landfilling. Another one
in five has no preference.

Q8. If you had to choose between sending garbage to a landfill or to an energy-from-waste (incineration) facility, which would you prefer, or would you have no preference?
(Note: half of respondents were shown EFW first, to address order bias)

Preference for landfilling is Total (n=1893)
somewhat higher among
those under 40 (10% vs aged

8% 72%

40 and over 6%)

Single-family (n=1034) REPZ 71%

Multi-family (n=830) 74%

® Landfilling = No preference Energy-from-Waste (incineration) Don't know

ENVIRONICS
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OPINION | REASONS FOR PREFERRING ENERGY-FROM-WASTE (INCINERATION)

Reasons for preferring for energy-from-waste (incineration) over landfilling include creating energy, reducing the need
for landfills, followed by environmental considerations.

Q0. Why do you say energy-from-waste (incineration)? BASE: Those preferring incineration (n=1370)

"Kill two birds with one stone"/generating EFW is useful & efficient ||| NGEENEGEGEGEGEGEEEEN 70

Help reduce use of lands/we'll eventually run out of space for _ 300,
landfilling ¢

Having fewer/shorter-lasting negative environmental impact [} NNGEG 20

Landfilling is bad for the environment (i.e., polluting water resources) [N 6%
More environmentally friendly, cleaner & more sustainable [l 5%

More economical/cost-efficient/might help reduce utility bill [} 6%

General positive impact on local community & economy via job . 39
creation 0

Energy generated from waste is perceived as renewable & clean . 3%

Protecting other communities/being responsible for own waste . 39
disposal 0

Other (mentioned by fewer than 3% each) [l °%

DK/NA ] 2%
ENVIRONICS



OPINION | REASONS FOR PREFERRING LANDFILLING

Concerns about the environmental impacts of burning residual waste (garbage) is a top reason for the minority who
prefer landfilling over energy-from-waste (incineration). Landfilling is also thought to be easier, more convenient, and an
established practice with some perceived benefits and is cheaper than the alternative, as processes are already in place.

Q0. Why do you say landfilling? BASE: Those preferring landfilling (n=167)

Concerns about environmental impacts of incineration (pollution, GHG, toxic
waste etc.)

47%

24%

Relative ease of landfilling/convenience/effectiveness/already in place/safer

"The devil you know": best known method, simpler, established technology,

(o)
scalable/handles mixed waste 19%

Perceived benefits (fertilizer, controls erosion, garbage can decompose, less

[¢)
contribution to global warming/GHG, less pollution) 7%

Cheaper than incineration/lower cost 10%

Incineration can be done in the future as needed/not ready yet 5%

Don't know/not sure 13%

ENVIRONICS



OPINION | SUPPORT FOR ENERGY-FROM-WASTE (INCINERATION)

Just over half say they would be more supportive after being told about the current energy-from-waste (incineration)
facilities in the GTA,; one in three say this makes no difference.

Q7. There are currently two energy-from-waste (incineration) facilities in the Greater Toronto Area, one in Brampton and one in Clarington, that burn garbage to create

usable energy. Does knowing this make you more or less supportive of the City exploring energy-from-waste (incineration), or does it not make a difference?

More supportive is
somewhat higher
among those 60 and
over (56% vs aged under
60 50%)

Makes no difference is
somewhat higher
among residents of
single-family (40%) than
multi-family dwellings
(32%)

INSIGHTS CREDIT: ENVIRONICS RESEARCH | JULY 2025

Single-family (n=1034)

Multi-family (n=830)

® More supportive = Makes no difference Less supportive = Not sure

NOTE: The yellow circle indicates a statistically
significantly different score between single-family
and multi-family.
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OPINION | IMPACT OF ENERGY-FROM-WASTE (INCINERATION) ON SORTING WASTE

Implementing energy-from-waste (incineration) would either increase or have no impact on waste sorting; only a very
small proportion (3%) say they would use their Blue and Green bins less.

Q10. If garbage was sent to an energy-from-waste (incineration) facility, would you be more or less likely to use the Blue Bin for recycling and the Green Bin for organics, or

would it make no difference?

More likely is higher among

* Those under 40 (54% vs aged
40 and over 38%)

« Those born outside of Canada Total (n=1893) 44%
(50% vs born in Canada 38%)

Makes no difference is higher
among
* Those 40 and over (37% vs
aged under 40 35%) Single-family (n=1034)

* Residents of single-family
(52% vs multi-family 45%)

m More likely to use bins m Makes no difference ' Less likely to use bins = Not sure

NOTE: The yellow circle indicates a statistically
significantly different score between single-family
and multi-family.

ENVIRONICS

INSIGHTS CREDIT: ENVIRONICS RESEARCH | JULY 2025



EDUCATION AND
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EDUCATION | WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS INFORMATION SOURCES

Torontonians learn from a wide range of sources about waste management programs, with media being the most
common, followed by the City of Toronto website and word of mouth.

Q11. How do you currently learn about waste management programs, such as Blue Bin (recycling), Green Bin organics (compost), and Yard Waste in Toronto?

Media (Newspapers / Radio / Websites) I 30
City of Toronto website GG % Higher among those in Canada for five
o years or less (41% vs those born or in
Word of mouth I 2% Canada for longer than five years 23%)
City of Toronto Waste Management Guide I >0%

City of Toronto Waste Collection Schedule I 19% Higher among those born in
Inf ti ted wh i K 179 Canada (23% than those born
nformation posted where | live or work I 0 outside of Canada 15%)

Community groups / Local leaders / Workshops / Events I 1%
City of Toronto social media I 9%

City of Toronto TOwaste App I 9% Overall, those under 40 are more

likely than those aged 40 and

Local Library / Community Centre I 7% over to learn from word of mouth
Community Environment Days or other City events Il 6% andhcon';mutlwty-based sources
X . such as loca
Physical mail I 6% leaders/workshops/events/library
Email lists I 6% /community centre.

My Ward Councillor Ml 6%
Other WM 5%
None of the above I 3%
Not sure Wl 4%

ENVIRONICS



EVALUATION | ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT CONSIDERATIONS

Over two in five think the environmental impact considerations being asked are all equal. One quarter say the 5Rs model
is the most important.

Q12.  Which of the following environmental impact considerations is the most important, or are they all equal? BASE: Online respondents (n=1143)

Higher among those in Canada for five

Rethinking, reducing, reusing, recycling, and recovering waste 25%

years or less (40% vs those born or in
Canada for longer than five years 23%)

Providing environmental benefits to land, water, and air - 18%
Increasing diversion to support a circular economy . 10%
Higher among those born in
They are all equal _ 43% Canada (48% than those born

outside of Canada 35%)

Not sure I5%

ENVIRONICS



EVALUATION | FINANCIAL IMPACT CONSIDERATIONS

Two in five think the financial impact considerations being asked are all equal. One quarter say making waste disposal
and diversion cost-effective is the most important.

Q174.  Which of the following financial impact considerations is the most important, or are they all equal? BASE: Online respondents (n=1143)

Making waste disposal and diversion cost effective 27%

Economic growth and job creation in the waste disposal sector 15% Higher among

those under 40

(20% & 18%) than

those aged 40 and
14% over (10% & 10%).

Flexibility in implementing future waste management changes

40%

They are all equal

Not sure 5%

ENVIRONICS



EVALUATION | SOCIAL IMPACT CONSIDERATIONS

Two in five think the social impact considerations being asked are all equal. One quarter say making programs and
services simpler for residents to access is the most important.

Q13.  Which of the following social impact considerations is the most important, or are they all equal? BASE: Online respondents (n=1143)

Making programs and services simpler for residents to access 25%

Ensuring all residents of the City receive the same benefits and are

treated fairly and with equality 21%

Fostering collaboration with other municipalities/organizations to

o)
harmonize messaging throughout the GTA 10%

They are all equal 39%

Not sure I5%

ENVIRONICS



EVALUATION | MOST IMPORTANT IMPACT

Many consider the three types of criteria to be “all equa

|11

environmental impact is the most important, higher than financial and social impacts.

Q15. Of the three types of criteria, which is the most important, or are they all equal?

All equal is somewhat
higher among those 40
and over (50% vs aged
under 40 40%)

Financial impact is
somewhat higher
among residents of
single-family (14%) than
multi-family dwellings
(10%)

Total (n=1893)

Single-family (n=1034) 4%

® Environmental Impact

12%

:
10%

Financial Impact = Social Impact

46%

47%

46%

All equal

in assessing waste management impacts; one in three say

3%

2%

4%

Not sure

ENVIRONICS



Feedback | IMPROVING WASTE MANAGEMENT IN TORONTO

Feedback largely coincided with Torontonians’ support for finding alternative ways to landfill, such as energy-from-waste (incineration) and
diversion, and preference for managing waste within its borders. Torontonians are also in favour of reducing/reusing, suggesting multiple ways
to educate and motivate residents and businesses, from financial incentives to adopting a community-centred approach.

Q16. Do you have any other feedback to share on how the City can manage its waste?

Make it more costly for households that have

Pay for recy”cliggT. The(r:e's Ia req(;clihng [I] would not recommend using landfills o " o boot o
. . program called Terra Cycle, and they and burying things, [but] carefully very big garbage and businesses. Explain to
| would like the community centers to basically have recycling programs where watching it so it does not go into water. people why it's going to cost more. You can’t
offer during either back-to-school orin ou get paid . k ti b d t and
the winter, information centers and you get pald. The government should come up with a o e oo gge“argj. oo an
) H ihitiati expect It to magica Isappear.
different ways to deal with garbage. dlffer:r;t |n|t|:;|ve a.:d ShOUId. not carry P g Y PP
More information and pamphlets to | I lik new develobments It to another city or province.
s . would like an \ .
bring it into the public eye, and more . ce any MEW €8 P | think we need whatever space we have on
forward management. particularly high-rise buildings, to have very A
/ aggressive waste reduction programs. | think the City has been doing all it can to hpusmg, o u‘nlv.ess we can recycle waste to
Actual information on the effectiveness of educate people on how to manage waste. build more buildings, we shou[d be dsing our
programs should be publicly disclosed, i.c., It's just that people are not disciplined space to focus on that.' If possible, f'(‘d'“g a
how effective the recycling program is. enough to follow directives. use for garbage to build new housing, and

Reusing waste for fertilizer or recycling it for building materials.

something useful (e.g, bricks) may

be good as well. | like the idea of : for f .
The community day events We offer free waste Partner with local farms.

incineration too. . . . .
don't seem to be in the audits for local Use yard waste to make Provide discounted waste disposal tags
downtown core, making it businesses. This helps to compost for community for small volumes. Encourage residents
difficult to participate. Make reduce the amount of gardens. to produce less waste.
The issue is that there has been Media paint facilities more easily waste they send to landfill.
coverage about recycling and items accessible.
ending up in the landfill. It is a pretty It should be simple and communicated simply
high number. It would discourage I'm glad that you shared the Energy from for everyone to understand. It should probably be
people from recycling as they would None other than being a big fan of Waste, but the City can make more effort local to avoid the movement of large quantities
feel that it is going to the same place. community environment days, to explain the options, and the pros and of waste far from where it was produced,
and the Waste Wizard app. cons of the different options. althougb heal!:h and environmental
considerations should [count].

ENVIRONICS
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DEMOGRAPHICS - General population

209 GCender
()
50% 48%
Female Male Other Prefer not
gender to say
000
Age
8% 33% 29%
B I s
20-39 40-59 60+

50%

Online

|- Years in Canada

8%

| was bornin
Canada

More than five
years

Five years or less

33% Landline,
67% cell phone

Telephone

mmf Community

Scarborough

North York 2%

Etobicoke/
York 21%

Old Toronto/
East York 32%

ENVIRONICS



DEMOGRAPHICS - General population

- Language Read/Write

74%
20%
> 1% R
Cantonese/Mandarin Punjabi Another language English only
77%
7% 6% 5% 5% 2%
|
Academic Business NGO, charity, Business not Industry None of the
institution  receiving City of community org receiving City of = association above
Toronto waste Toronto waste
collection collection
services services

' Work for City

93%
2% 5% 1%
Yes, in Solid Yes, not in No, not a City Prefer not to
Waste Solid Waste employee answer
Management Management
Services Services
|~' Education
57%
12% 29%

1% : G
- ] -
Less than high High school or Degree or Graduate or Prefer not to
school equivalent diploma froma professional answer
college or degree

university

ENVIRONICS



DEMOGRAPHICS - General Population

Residence type

m 08|86
= =
—l sl ST X
32%
15%
- 1% 2%
Detached single- Semi-detached / Laneway home/unit Family-style Highrise (11+
family home townhouse on detached single- multi-unit storeys)
family home lot house

1%

Midrise (4 to 10
storeys)

—

0 0

EEjEE
I:IITII:I

6%

Lowrise (upto 3
storeys)

ENVIRONICS



FOR MORE
INFORMATION

Tony Coulson

Group Vice President, Corporate and Public Affairs,
Environics Research

tony.coulson@environics.ca
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