
 

 

 

 
 

 
Correspondence regarding  

City of Toronto request  
for quotation  

call # 6033-14-3092 
Attention: Mary Ann Morgan 

 
  



 
June 6, 2014 
 
Mary Ann Morgan 
Toronto City Hall 
100 Queen St. W. 
17th Floor, West Tower 
Toronto, ON   M5H 2N2 
 
Dear Mary Ann Morgan, 
 
 
CUPE Local 416 represents 6,800 workers in the City of Toronto, who proudly and 
competently deliver a variety of services such as water operations, parks maintenance, 
and solid waste collection.  Currently, Local 416 members deliver solid waste collection 
in the two eastern districts of the City – Districts 3 and 4 (or D3 and D4).  The City’s 
private provider Green for Life (GFL) delivers the service in the western districts – 
Districts 1 and 2 (or D1 and D2).  The recent decision to again tender the D1 service 
and continue private sector delivery provides an opportunity to reflect on what privatized 
collection looks like and if benefits are truly realized.  Given this development, the Local 
wanted to convey information it has been tracking as to performance of the contractor 
GFL and also to ask the department why a return to publicly delivering the service was 
not considered. 
 
In both D1 and D2, GFL has a questionable record in terms of its service levels and the 
savings achieved by the City.  Local 416 believes that the most accountable and cost- 
effective way to deliver services is through public management and oversight.  
Regarding the provision of critical services such as solid waste collection, there is more 
to consider than just cost.  Local 416 will highlight several issues, which we urge the 
purchasing and materials management department to consider prior to moving ahead 
with the continued use of private contractors in D1.   
 
The following sections will deal with the issue of true cost savings to the City; health and 
safety matters as they relate to vehicle operation; and finally the service issues present 
in the western half of the City.  Finally, the Local provides an overview of concerns 
which pervade the solid waste industry.  We trust this information will be received and 
considered in the evaluation of bids for the D1 contract. 
 
Cost Savings 
 
Evidence has shown (Appendix A) that in many cases the contracting out and 
privatization of public services can result in higher costs, lower service performance and 
even increased levels of risk exposure for the City.  Original cost saving claims for the 
GFL District 2 contract purported to save approximately $11 million per year.i  However, 
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2013 City budget documents and documents gained through access to information 
requests have shown this not to be the case.  This was first reported in 2013 budget 
deliberations: City staff stated total savings over 2012 and 2013 was $11.2 million;  
$6.1 million in 2012 and just over $5 million in 2013.ii 
 
Local 416 has also been receiving information from the City through freedom of 
information (FOI) requests.  Based on those requests we have received a great deal of 
information on the District 1 and 2 solid waste contracts.  In examining this we 
calculated data based on figures from invoices (for Contract #47016587iii) for a one-
year period (September 2012-2013).  The total paid to GFL by the City in that period is 
$22,527,581.80.  When you factor out 13% for HST ($2,928,585.63), we are left with 
$19,598,996.171.  The City’s RFQ (#6033-11-3186) identifies in Section 19.2 that the 
total estimated price per year in D2 must be under $25,975,030.00 to meet the cost 
savings requirement.  The difference between the amount paid to GFL and the cost 
savings requirement is $6,376,033.83.   
 
The $25.9 million dollar figure identified by the City is the most appropriate number in 
which to measure savings for D2.  The Local acknowledges that Toronto’s Auditor 
General identifies a different savings to the City in D2; however, this was a comparison 
to the City-delivered service in D2 in 2011 and not the threshold established by the City.  
It is clear that, when City’s numbers are used, savings are about half of what was 
expected.  This leaves us with a key question: if costs escalate over time, how long 
before GFL eclipses the $25.9 contract threshold?  
 
The key differences between the Local’s and Auditor General’s numbers are 
summarized in the Table below (more detailed charts are included in Appendix B): 
 
 CUPE Analysis based on 

Toronto cost savings 
requirement 

Toronto Auditor General 
analysis based on 2011 

service delivery 
Invoice totals – year 1 D2 
collection 

$19,598,996.17 $19,000,000.00 

Baseline measure City RFQ:  
$25,975,030.00  

2011 actual City  service 
cost: 

$27,500,000.00 
Difference – savings 
totals 

$6,376,033.83 $8,500,000.00 

Note: this is a service-to-service delivery comparison; the Auditor General’s calculations of City fleet 
reserve contributions and monitoring costs are not included.  If these items are included, the conclusion of 
potential recurring cost savings rises to $10.8 million per year according to the Auditor General.  
 
  

1 This figure is close to one of the scenarios demonstrated by Al Rosen and Associates, which was released to 
Council and the public prior to taking the final decision to contracting out; that report warned there was not 
enough evidence to continue with the contracting out. 
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Health & Safety – CVOR  
 
Second, we wish to raise the concern of health and safety and vehicle operation.  It 
recently surfaced that current contractor GFL’s commercial vehicle operating rating 
(CVOR), which is required to be at a satisfactory rating, fell to conditional.  When 
compared to three key competitors in the Tableiv below, GFL holds far and away the 
worst rating (Appendix C): 
 

Selected Companies  Safety Rating Safety Violation 
Rate 

GFL Environmental Inc. Conditional 76.2% 
BFI Canada Inc. Satisfactory 28.3% 
Miller Waste Systems Inc. Satisfactory- 

Unaudited 
38.1% 

Waste Management of Canada Corporation Satisfactory 40.3% 
 
In Section 11.28 of the D2 RFQ the City mandates a satisfactory rating operators; 
moreover this section contains a provision for termination of the contract if the rating is 
not achieved.  It should also be noted that, when GFL challenged the province’s ruling 
on their rating in court, it was detailed only 0.6% of operators had a safety violation 
rating over 70%.v  GFL is an outlier when compared not only to operators in the industry 
and the City, but in the province. 
 
The City of Toronto’s safety violation rate is 55.8%.  The Toronto solid waste vehicles 
make up about two-thirds (or 61%) of City vehicles under evaluation for the rating.vi  
This is higher than some of the aforementioned contractors, but within the acceptable 
limits.   
 
Service Issues 
 
Third, the Local wants to review the number of service issues that have been present 
during the GFL period in both D1 and D2.  City workers aim to provide the highest levels 
of service and we expect the same from our contractors.  More and more we are 
learning that the contracting out of solid waste in the City of Toronto has not resulted in 
the outcomes which Council and residents expected.  The issue of what kind of service 
Toronto residents are receiving needs to be examined more closely.  
 
The most recent quarterly solid waste collections report examined service responses, or 
complaints, city-wide.  The City of Toronto collections operations in Districts 3 and 4 
have shown a remarkable improvement when compared to the same quarter in 2013.  
However, the performance of the contractor in Districts 1 and 2 has gone in the opposite 
direction during the same period.  The data below shows complaints fell by 7.23% in 
District 3 and by an impressive 63% in District 4; conversely, GFL complaints increased 
by 55.6% in District 1 and by a staggering 117.2% in District 2.  Put another way, when 
the total amount of complaints is examined city-wide, GFL was responsible for 64% of 
complaints and the public City service, only 36%.   
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Solid Waste Collection Service Requests by District 
2013/2014 First Quarter Comparison 

2013 Q1 2014 Q1 % Percent Change 
+/-  Jan Feb Mar Total Jan Feb Mar Total 

D1 635 464 391 1490 1206 579 534 2319 55.6 
D2 505 450 258 1213 1399 648 588 2635 117.2 
D3 187 788 712 1687 450 552 563 1565 -7.2 
D4 1250 976 1238 3464 624 256 399 1279 -63.0 
 
There has been some public discourse, that publicly delivered operations were 
performing much worse than the private contractors.  When the year-long period is 
examined from the GFL takeover of D2 in August 2012 (August 2012 to September 
2013), the difference between the two service providers is negligible.  When total 
complaints for the period are examined, the City Districts of 3 and 4 were responsible 
for 52% of complaints versus the contractors 48%.  Moreover, the City has shown 
improvement, while the contractor has performed worse.  The following chart 
demonstrates the total complaints in this period.  
 

 
 
This data raises further questions, given the decision by the Solid Waste Department to 
re-tender the District 1 contract away from existing provider GFL.  In answer to the 
recent Council meeting’s Administrative Inquiry, it was acknowledged that increasing 
complaints were a factor in the decision.vii  When examined over a longer period, the 
differences between the public service and private become more pronounced.  The 
following charts examine performance by both parties – Toronto and GFL – from the 
final Quarter of 2012 through the end of the first Quarter of this year.  Both measures 
are detailed, total complaints and the 1,000 pass-by measure, the ratio used by the 
Toronto Solid Waste Department.  It should be noted that the worst performing months 
by the contractor are factored out. 
 

D1 (GFL) 
18% 

D2 (GFL) 
30% D3 (Toronto) 

24% 

D4 (Toronto) 
28% 

Toronto Solid Waste Complaints August 2012 - September 2013 

City of Toronto: 52% of complaints 
GFL:  48% of complaints 
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NOTE: Calculated using reports to the Public Works Committee. 
 
Service issues have not been confined solely to District 1.  The Auditor General’s report 
which went to Council in February 2014, found that, in District 2, the contractor had a 
4.9% deficiency rate, or 887 late finishes, for completing routes on time.  This rate was 
calculated excluding the initial month of GFL District 2 service, and the period after the 
July 2013 storm.  GFL is also allowed a later finishing time of 6:00pm, whereas finishing 
time in the rest of the City is at 5:00pm.  The Auditor General also notes that, late 
finishes would escalate to over 3,000, or 16.7% of the time, if the 5:00pm threshold was 
applied in District 2.viii 
 
Toronto is not the only municipality to experience issues with the contractor.  This past 
winter, York Region Councillors and residents expressed frustration over GFL service.  
The northern six municipalities – Aurora, Newmarket, Whitchurch-Stouffville, King, East 
Gwillimbury, and Georgina – all experienced a high volume of complaints, in part due to 
malfunctioning trucks, which led some councillors to consider penalties up to and 
including cancellation of their contract with GFL. 
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This was not the first time there were collection issues in the region; in King, Council 
have “frequently voiced complaints”.  One councillor called the issues, which began in 
November 2013 a “crisis”.ix  In Stouffville, communication with the contractor was so 
bad that Councillor Richard Bartley commented, “It was really disturbing the lack of 
communication between the staff at GFL, they basically unplugged their phone lines 
and left our staff and residents out to dry.  This is unacceptable.”x (Appendix D) 
 
Not to single out Greater Toronto or GFL, it is worth noting that, in 2013, the City of 
Ottawa fined the company Waste Management $33,000 for collection service issues in 
the Kanata and Stittsville regions of the city.  Councillor Shad Qadri noted, “My 
residents have all had different issues, especially with leaf and yard waste pickup.  
Sometimes it wasn’t picked up at all, and finally on the insistence of the city they were 
forced to come back.”xi 
 
The Private Solid Waste Industry 
 
The contract solid waste collection, processing and landfill business is a competitive 
field, with both small regional operators and North American giants.  By its nature, solid 
waste collection and processing is a business that has a great deal of sensitivity and 
scrutiny attached to it; a wide variety of environmental, health and safety, and service 
requirements are some of its many considerations.  In addition, waste diversion 
managing and reducing our solid waste output are municipal and provincial goals.  This 
level of scrutiny has brought to light a number of unsettling stories about the private 
solid waste industry; these have resulted in allegations, litigation, and disputes across 
North America.   
 
The City is responsible for contracting with the best possible companies when 
outsourcing service provision.  The following examples should be considered as part of 
any privatization decision: 
 

• BFI Canada, a company that was disqualified from D2 bidding in 2011, was fined 
$150,000 in 2011 for a violation of the Occupational Health and Safety Act 
(OHSA), for an incident in 2009 in which a workers foot was run over by a 
collection truck.  The company was found guilty of “...failing to provide 
information, instruction and supervision to the worker with respect to safe 
operating procedures for mobile waste collection.”xii 

 

• Wasteco was fined $85,000 following a worker fatality in 2009.  The company 
plead guilty “...under the OHSA of failing as an employer to provide information, 
instruction and supervision to protect the health and safety of a worker.”xiii 

 

• Waste Management of Canada was fined $85,000 under OHSA when a worker 
broke their arm on an unguarded machine in 2008.xiv  Waste Management in  
the United States was recently indicted by a federal grand jury on 13 counts 
charging company management with multiple felonies, including alleged 
violations of the Clean Water Act, Environmental Protection Agency, and making  
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false statements to the Hawaii Department of Health.  The allegations stem from 
an incident in which 7.5 million gallons of medical waste, contaminated water, 
toxic soil, fecal matter, and garbage emptied into the ocean from Oahu’s 
Waimanalo Gulch Sanitary Landfill.xv 

 
Regarding Toronto’s experience with GFL, there are two key additional points to 
consider.  First, the Auditor General noted that fines have yet to be levied against the 
contractor for service issues.  In the Auditor General’s report a recommendation was 
made concerning damages in the contract.  This issue must be followed up and publicly 
reported. 
 
Second, GFL and the City are embroiled in a legal dispute on another contract.  The 
City is being sued by GFL for $3.7 million on a project connected to construction for the 
Pan-Am Games.xvi  Local 416 members have concerns that this litigation is indicative of 
private-sector practices in the industry and that the City is being exposed to 
unnecessary risk by continuing to have private collection.   
 
Members of CUPE Local 416 members understand they have been subject to scrutiny 
and complaint as well; however, the City can more effectively address and manage 
these concerns.  The aforementioned evidence details a troubling pattern of behaviour 
in private waste collection.  The municipality’s stakeholders are its own residents in their 
own neighbourhoods but private companies must answer to their investors and owners.  
The motivations to provide high-quality service could not be starker – a municipality’s 
interests include investment in communities, whereas a private company’s is first and 
foremost to look after its investors.  Decisions that have the potential to expose the City 
to risk should ultimately be made by our politicians and staff, who know our 
communities best and are accountable to them. 
 
We call on the City to slow down and consider these additional factors.  It is too risky to 
continue with privatized solid waste collection.  More debate and examination could 
continue at the Public Works Committee in the winter of 2015, when a new Council and 
Committee will already be examining further privatization and contracting out.  Given 
that outcome of the election may chart a new-course for the City and its solid waste 
service, we ask that this tender be withdrawn and the service be brought back in-house.  
If the next Council and Committee decide to continue with a private operator in D1 at 
that point, the tender could be re-issued.  
 
Thank you, 

 
Dave Hewitt 
Vice-President Local 416 
Toronto Civic Employees’ Union  
Tel: 416-968-7721 
www.local416.com 
 
copy:  Victor Tryl, Director, City of Toronto, Purchasing and Materials Management Department  
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i http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/toronto/private-garbage-trucks-start-collecting-west-of-yonge-1.1268128 
ii City of Toronto. City Budget 2013; Solid Waste Management Services Operating Budget Analyst Notes; pages 
11/12. Available at: http://www1.toronto.ca/staticfiles/static_files/budget/2013/pdf/op13_swms.pdf 
iii Confirmed by purchasing and the last FOI as D2. 
iv Ministry of Transportation records. 
v GFL Environmental Inc. v. Registrar of Motor Vehicles, 2014 ONSC 2728 (CanLII), <http://canlii.ca/t/g6q5f> 
retrieved on 2014-05-27 
vi City of Toronto Staff Report. Green for Life Commercial Vehicle Operator Registration Safety Rating Downgrade. 
TO: PWIC; DATE: May 13, 2014. Ref. no.: P\2014\ClusterB\SWM\May\009PW (AFS #19659). 
vii City of Toronto Clerk response to Council Administrative Inquiry. Administrative Inquiry Regarding Curbside 
Collection for District 1 (Former Etobicoke). May 1, 2014  
viii Toronto Auditor General Report. Solid Waste Management Services – District 2 Curbside Collection Contract 
Review of Cost Savings and Opportunities for Improving Contract Monitoring. January 16, 2014.   
ix Riedner, Heidi.  GFL may be one left at curb if politicians decide to scrap garbage contract; Company faces 
penalties, cancellation of waste contract; The mayors and CAOs of Georgina, East Gwillimbury, Whitchurch-
Stouffville, Newmarket, Aurora and King met Thursday to take a closer look at the contract and pool their collective 
concerns. YorkRegion.com; Jan 17, 2014. From: http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4321423-gfl-may-be-one-
left-at-curb-if-politicians-decide-to-scrap-garbage-contract 
x Bolan, Sandra. Angry Stouffville councillors demand answers from waste firm; Hargrave wanted contract trashed. 
Stouffville Sun-Tribune; Jan. 15, 2014. From: http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4317141-angry-stouffville-
councillors-demand-answers-from-waste-firm   
xi Sherring, Susan. Municipal miracle; City council gets tough on trash by fining Waste Management for not 
providing proper service. The Ottawa Sun; News. Pg. 3; Thursday June 27, 2013.   
xii Government of Ontario News Release. http://news.ontario.ca/mol/en/2011/11/bfi-canada-inc-fined-150000-
after-worker-injured.html  
xiii Government of Ontario News Release. http://news.ontario.ca/archive/en/2009/04/20/Court-Bulletin-Wasteco-
fined-85000-after-worker-dies.html  
xiv Government of Ontario News Release. http://news.ontario.ca/archive/en/2008/11/26/Court-Bulletin-Waste-
Management-of-Canada-Corporation-fined-85000-after-worker-i.html  
xv Hawaii Reporter. Waste Management of Hawaii, Principals, Indicted on Violations of Clean Water Act, Making 
False Statements. Thursday May 1, 2014. 
xvi Powell, Betsy. Trash firm sues city over site work; Company that collects half of Toronto’s garbage demands 
extra $3.7M for Aquatic Centre job. Toronto Star; Greater Toronto. Pg. GT2; Thursday October 17, 2013.   
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 9 of 10 
 

                                                           

http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/toronto/private-garbage-trucks-start-collecting-west-of-yonge-1.1268128
http://www1.toronto.ca/staticfiles/static_files/budget/2013/pdf/op13_swms.pdf
http://canlii.ca/t/g6q5f
http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4321423-gfl-may-be-one-left-at-curb-if-politicians-decide-to-scrap-garbage-contract
http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4321423-gfl-may-be-one-left-at-curb-if-politicians-decide-to-scrap-garbage-contract
http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4317141-angry-stouffville-councillors-demand-answers-from-waste-firm
http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4317141-angry-stouffville-councillors-demand-answers-from-waste-firm
http://news.ontario.ca/mol/en/2011/11/bfi-canada-inc-fined-150000-after-worker-injured.html
http://news.ontario.ca/mol/en/2011/11/bfi-canada-inc-fined-150000-after-worker-injured.html
http://news.ontario.ca/archive/en/2009/04/20/Court-Bulletin-Wasteco-fined-85000-after-worker-dies.html
http://news.ontario.ca/archive/en/2009/04/20/Court-Bulletin-Wasteco-fined-85000-after-worker-dies.html
http://news.ontario.ca/archive/en/2008/11/26/Court-Bulletin-Waste-Management-of-Canada-Corporation-fined-85000-after-worker-i.html
http://news.ontario.ca/archive/en/2008/11/26/Court-Bulletin-Waste-Management-of-Canada-Corporation-fined-85000-after-worker-i.html


APPENDIX 
 

TAB: 

A. CUPE National Solid Waste Fact Sheet  

B. City of Toronto District 2 GFL Invoices September 2012 - 2013 

C. Selected Companies Solid Waste CVOR Safety Violation Rates  

D. Media articles 

 

 

cope491:djk 

Page 10 of 10 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                           



A 
  



M
unicipal solid waste  

services are fundamental 

to the quality of life in  

our communities, to our health, our  

environmental future and the appear-

ance of our cities and towns.

The challenge now is to continue to 
reduce the amount of residential waste 
we create, and to capture the value of 
any waste created as another public 
resource. Another critical challenge is 
to extend waste reduction and recy-
cling practices to all of commercial 
and industrial activity. We cannot keep 
digging and filling up holes with our 
garbage, or releasing toxins from its 
disposal into our air and water.

In order to meet these challenges, it is 
vital that municipalities retain account-
ability, flexibility and control over their 
solid waste services. When services 
are delivered publicly they are effi-
cient, more committed to service and 
environmental sustainability, and more 
accountable to the public. 

As provincial governments consider 
Extended Producer Responsibility as a 
way to make the private sector more 
responsible for final disposal of waste 
they introduce into the system, it is  
critical for municipal governments to 
retain control over waste collection  
and recycling. Companies must take 
responsibility for excess packaging and 
other waste by supporting comprehen-
sive local recycling programs, but only 
publicly controlled and delivered  
programs will put the public interest 
first.

The introduction of industry-specific 
programs would reverse progress that 
public systems have made in diverting 
waste from landfill, creating a frag-
mented approach that takes resources 
away from effective public diversion 
programs. Stronger waste reduction,  
reuse and recycling programs aimed  
at private industry should support, not 
undermine, effective universally acces-
sible public systems.  

Reputable studies conclude that solid 
waste services delivered by municipal 
employees are comparable in cost and 
efficiency to privately contracted ser-
vices. There is no consistent evidence 
showing that contracted-out private 
sector waste collection is less costly 
and more efficient than waste collection 
provided by public employees. This is 
confirmed by recent experience across 
Canada. 

Sherbrooke, Quebec
The City of Sherbrooke announced in 
March 2011 that it was bringing gar-
bage collection services in house, sav-
ing the city $750,000 annually. Success-
ful recycling and composting programs 
enable the city to reduce garbage 
collection to once every two weeks and 
its own employees can take over the 
service with the addition of one new 
employee and one new truck. Prior to 
this, city workers collected garbage in 
the city core only while private contrac-
tors handled the outlying areas.

Ottawa, Ontario
In 2006 the City of Ottawa brought 
solid waste services back in house in 
one of its six “zones”. Each year the 
public service has been more efficient.  
Ottawa’s Auditor General reported in 
February 2011 that an independent 
auditor’s report found that the in-house 
services had saved more than $5 million 
in four years. 

In a February 2010 report to the city’s 
planning and environment committee, 
Ottawa’s auditor attributed the savings 
from using public employees to “route 
optimization, managing labour costs 
and the benefits of a new fleet [re-
duced maintenance costs].” The auditor 
reported that overall financial perfor-
mance “reflects continued operational 
efficiencies, and the productivity 
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of dedicated and experienced staff.” 
In November 2011, the city renewed 
the first in-house contract, and voted to 
bring a second zone back in house. 

Port Moody, B.C.
In 2009, the City of Port Moody brought 
solid waste and recycling services back 
in house after 10 years of private provi-
sion. The contractor missed pick-ups 
every week and provided such poor 
service that the city sent municipal 
employees out to clean up their mess. 
Two years later, the city’s in-house waste 
collection won Port Moody a 2011 Solid 
Waste Association of North America 
Award of Excellence. The bronze award 
“recognizes outstanding solid waste 
reduction programs,” in this case for 
a communications project to change 
public attitudes about recycling. The city 
credits its staff as “recycling ambassa-
dors” for getting the word out.

Conception Bay South,  
Newfoundland and Labrador
After 30 years of using a private con-
tractor, the Town of Conception Bay 
South has decided to bring its resi-
dential garbage collection services in 
house. The town is going to provide the 
service using its own workers, on a  
five-year trial basis.

Hamilton, Ontario
Since amalgamation in 2000, City of 
Hamilton employees have collected 
garbage in half the city, and a private 
contractor in the other half. The city’s 
in-house operation has consistently 
been more economically efficient than 
the contractor’s, even though city 
employees serve the older downtown 
core. An April 2011 report to the Public 
Works Committee confirmed that 
publicly-delivered solid waste services 
cost $1.15 less per household than the 
private service.  

Contracting out garbage services 
means municipalities lose control and 
flexibility for implementing new waste 
diversion programs like recycling and 
composting. Contractors earn more 
money collecting and disposing of 
more garbage, not less.

Let’s keep solid waste services public 
for clean, green cities and quality  
services we can depend on.
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City of Toronto District 2 GFL Invoices September 2012 - 2013 

1

September 2012 Total Invoice (incl. HST)
Solid Waste Type Amount Collected Cost p/Unit Total Cost

Waste 4582.26 90.49 414,648.71
Recycle 4018.95 90.49 363,674.79
Yard Waste 1449.38 104.98 152,155.91
Organics 3852.29 90.49 348,593.72
White Goods/Bulk 391.67 723.27 283,283.21

$1,765,462.66

October 2012 Total Invoice (incl. HST)
Solid Waste Type Amount Collected Cost p/Unit Total Cost

Waste 5133.46 90.49 464,526.84
Recycle 4665.39 90.49 422,171.19
Yard Waste 2990.42 104.98 313,934.17
Organics 3600.15 90.49 325,777.75
White Goods/Bulk 410.43 723.27 296,851.76

$2,060,285.73

November 2012 Total Invoice (incl. HST)
Solid Waste Type Amount Collected Cost p/Unit Total Cost

Waste 4902.21 90.49 443,600.91
Recycle 4781.79 90.49 432,704.18
Yard Waste 6390.6 104.98 670,885.25
Organics 3525.14 90.49 318,990.21
White Goods/Bulk 414.56 723.27 299,838.83

$2,447,601.90

December 2012 Total Invoice (incl. HST)
Solid Waste Type Amount Collected Cost p/Unit Total Cost

Waste 4166.64 90.49 377,039.19
Recycle 4309.57 90.49 389,973.08
Yard Waste 672.13 104.98 70,560.23
Organics 3046.84 90.49 275,708.64
White Goods/Bulk 315.76 723.27 228,379.77

$1,516,076.83

January 2013 Total Invoice (incl. HST)
Solid Waste Type Amount Collected Cost p/Unit Total Cost

Waste 4929.4
Recycle 4688.87
Christmas Tree 302.54
Organics 3652.54
White Goods/Bulk 329.78

$1,622,394.71



City of Toronto District 2 GFL Invoices September 2012 - 2013 

2

February 2013 Total Invoice (incl. HST)
Solid Waste Type Amount Collected Cost p/Unit Total Cost

Waste 3711.81
Recycle 3646.94
Organics 2932.84
White Goods/Bulk 205.54

$1,220,339.95

March 2013 Total Invoice (incl. HST)
Solid Waste Type Amount Collected Cost p/Unit Total Cost

Waste 4178.79
Recycle 3894.72
Organics 3289.1
White Goods/Bulk 285.27
YardWaste 71.77

$1,398,420.21

April 2013 Total Invoice (incl. HST)
Solid Waste Type Amount Collected Cost p/Unit Total Cost

Waste 4898.2
Recycle 4247.39
Organics 3538.22
YardWaste 1624.7
White Goods/Bulk 110.38

$1,579,913.50

May 2013 Total Invoice (incl. HST)
Solid Waste Type Amount Collected Cost p/Unit Total Cost

Waste 6263.65
Recycle 4927.16
Organics 4060.37
White Goods/Bulk 125.8
Yard Waste 3147.91

$2,035,733.79

June 2013 Total Invoice (incl. HST)
Solid Waste Type Amount Collected Cost p/Unit Total Cost

Waste 5542
SSRM Recycle 4290.98
SSQ Source Seperate Organics 3293.9
DGMS Durable Goods 110.14
YardWaste 2111.19

$1,674,645.64
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July 2013 Total Invoice (incl. HST)
Solid Waste Type Amount Collected Cost p/Unit Total Cost

Waste 6533.26
SSRM Recycle 4521.89
SSO Source Seperate Organics 3739.08
DGMS Durable Goods 156.88
YardWaste 2063.86

$1,895,812.32

August 2013 Total Invoice (incl. HST)
Solid Waste Type Amount Collected Cost p/Unit Total Cost

Waste 5813.01
SSRM Recycle 4204.35
SSO Source Seperate Organics 3725.28
DGMS Durable Goods 137.21
DGMS Alternate Stream 7.24
Yard Waste 1564.82

$1,708,924.59

September 2013 Total Invoice (incl. HST)
Solid Waste Type Amount Collected Cost p/Unit Total Cost

Waste 5409.28
SSRM Recycle 4091.49
SSO Source Seperate Organics 3496.18
DGMS (Durable Goods) 123.22
YardWaste 1452.25

$1,601,969.97
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* NOTE: Where they do not appear the 2013 invoice unit & total costs were redacted in documents received through 
Freedom of Information.
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Company 
Certificate 
Expiry Date

Fleet 
Size

Total 
KMs

Safety 
Rating

Safety 
Violation 
Rate

Collisions Convictions
Number 
Saftey 
Inspections

COMMENTS

GFL Environmental 2015 09 21 692 17,632,000 Conditional 76.2% 271 71 150 Ministry Warning Letter 2012/09/23

BFI Canada 2015 10 20 575 50,200,000 Satisfactory 28.3% 147 84 142 Ministry Warning Letter 2013/01/31

Miller Waste Systems 2014 05 26 490 14,812,000
Satisfactory- 
Unaudited

38.1% 152 23 42 Ministry Warning Letter 2013/10/24

Waste Management 
of Canada 

2015 02 07 775 21,931,000 Satisfactory 40.3% 153 46 122 Ministry Warning Letter 2012/08/30

Torcan Waste 
Management 

2014 09 14 22 771,600
Satisfactory- 
Unaudited

35.1% 6 6 7 Ministry Warning Letter 2013/12/20

Southern Sanitation 2015 09 23 143 6,420,000 Satisfactory 53.9% 59 19 45 Ministry Warning Letter 2012/12/13

cope491:djk

Selected Companies Solid Waste CVOR Safety Violation Rates

Note: Original records in authorʼs file
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Additional Source Documentation — York Region.com 
 
 
GFL takes turn in hot seat —  Feb. 4, 2014 
http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4350582-gfl-takes-turn-in-hot-seat  
 
Waste collection back on track — Jan. 22, 2014 
http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4328655-waste-collection-back-on-track 
 
GFL may be one left at curb if politicians decide to scrap garbage contract — Jan. 17, 2014 
http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4321423-gfl-may-be-one-left-at-curb-if-politicians-
decide-to-scrap-garbage-contract  
 
Angry Stouffville councillors demand answers from waste firm — Jan. 15, 2014 
http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4317141-angry-stouffville-councillors-demand-
answers-from-waste-firm  
 
York Region’s northern municipalities not satisfied with trash collection — Jan. 14, 2014 
http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4314483-york-region-s-northern-municipalities-not-
satisfied-with-trash-collection 
 
Waste contractor apologized for poor Newmarket service — Jan. 14, 2014 
http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4314708-waste-contractor-apologizes-for-poor-
newmarket-service 
  
Garbage, recycling pickup delayed due to company issues —  Jan 7, 2014 
http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4303680-garbage-recycling-pickup-delayed-due-to-
company-issues  
 
Extreme cold stifles blue box collection again —  Jan 7, 2014 
http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4303843-extreme-cold-stifles-blue-box-collection-
again  
 
Perfect storm delays recycling pickup in Whitchurch-Stouffville — Jan. 6, 2014 
http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4301836-perfect-storm-delays-recycling-pickup-in-
whitchurch-stouffville 
 
 
 
cope491:djk 

 

http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4350582-gfl-takes-turn-in-hot-seat
http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4328655-waste-collection-back-on-track
http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4321423-gfl-may-be-one-left-at-curb-if-politicians-decide-to-scrap-garbage-contract
http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4321423-gfl-may-be-one-left-at-curb-if-politicians-decide-to-scrap-garbage-contract
http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4317141-angry-stouffville-councillors-demand-answers-from-waste-firm
http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4317141-angry-stouffville-councillors-demand-answers-from-waste-firm
http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4314483-york-region-s-northern-municipalities-not-satisfied-with-trash-collection
http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4314483-york-region-s-northern-municipalities-not-satisfied-with-trash-collection
http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4314708-waste-contractor-apologizes-for-poor-newmarket-service
http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4314708-waste-contractor-apologizes-for-poor-newmarket-service
http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4303680-garbage-recycling-pickup-delayed-due-to-company-issues
http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4303680-garbage-recycling-pickup-delayed-due-to-company-issues
http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4303843-extreme-cold-stifles-blue-box-collection-again
http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4303843-extreme-cold-stifles-blue-box-collection-again
http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4301836-perfect-storm-delays-recycling-pickup-in-whitchurch-stouffville
http://www.yorkregion.com/news-story/4301836-perfect-storm-delays-recycling-pickup-in-whitchurch-stouffville

	COLLINS D1 Tabs ABCD only for print - 5June2014 final.pdf
	APPENDIX B - City of Toronto D2 GFL invoices September 2012-2013 - final 4June2014.pdf
	Raw

	APPENDIX C - Selected Companies Solid Waste CVOR Safety Violation Rates - final 4June2014.pdf
	Sheet1



