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Introduction

Background

The Government of British Columbia is considering a variety of proposed amendments to the
Recycling Regulation of the Environmental Management Act. The amendments are all aimed at
addressing plastic waste in the province, and fall within four main topic areas:

e Bans on single-use plastic packaging — Determining which types of plastic packaging to
phase out altogether, as well as any necessary exemptions, such as for health, safety and
accessibility to keep products available for the people that need them.

e Dramatically reduce single-use plastic in landfills and waterways — Requiring producers to
take responsibility for a wider range of plastic products, ensuring more single-use items,
like sandwich bags, straws and cutlery, get recycled.

e Plastic bottle and beverage container returns — Expanding the deposit-refund system to
cover all beverage containers —including milk and milk-substitutes — with a 10 cent
refundable deposit, keeping millions more containers out of landfills and waterways.

e Reducing plastics overall — Supporting effective ways to prevent plastic waste and making
sure recycled plastic is re-used effectively.

The purpose of each of these proposed changes is to reduce the amount of plastic waste created
in British Columbia (B.C.), and thus reduce the environmental impact of plastic pollution.

The Engagement Process

Engaging with Indigenous Communities and First Nations

The Province is committed to working closely with Indigenous peoples, governments and
organizations. As part of the CleanBC Plastics Action Plan, the Government of British Columbia will
continue to engage with Indigenous communities to address plastic waste. The information
obtained through the engagement process summarized in this report from Indigenous
communities is not considered to represent all Indigenous views. Further engagement on these
topics is ongoing and will continue to be considered as part of an in-depth policy review occurring
over the coming months.

Public Engagement

The Government of British Columbia was interested in collecting feedback on the proposed
changes from interested parties, affected groups, and the general public. To collect this feedback,
the Citizen Engagement Team, Ministry of Citizen Services, Government Digital Experience office
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led by the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change Strategy (Ministry) undertook a series of
public engagement activities.

Online Survey

Feedback from the public was largely collected using a standardized survey tool, available online at
https://cleanbc.ca/plastics. The survey consisted of eight survey questions on the topics of plastic
waste reduction, recycling, beverage container deposit-refund systems, and recycled content
standards. Seven of these items were closed-ended questions, while one was an open-ended text
box for participants to write in their comments. The survey also included five demographic
guestions, to collect information about participant type, region, and other variables. A copy of this
survey instrument is attached in Appendix A.

The online survey was available from July 25 to September 30, 2019. The engagement was
originally scheduled to close September 18 but was extended to September 30, 2019 due to the
high level of interest in the engagement. During this period, a total of 35,611 survey responses
were received.! Of these, 216 participants identified themselves as living outside of B.C. these
cases were removed from analysis and reporting, resulting in a total of 35,397 survey responses
incorporated into this report.

Submissions from the General Public

Members of the general public who wanted to provide more in-depth comments on the Plastics
Action Plan than was possible via the survey had the option of sending an email to
plastics@gov.bc.ca. Emails were accepted throughout the consultation period (July 25 to
September 30, 2019). During this time, 131 email comments were received from the general
public. In addition, 15 long-form written submissions were received from members of the public.

Written Submissions from Local Governments, Indigenous Communities and Interested
Stakeholders

Local governments, Indigenous communities and interested stakeholders such as businesses,
producers, and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) were able to submit long-form written
submissions through email to plastics@gov.bc.ca. Submissions were required to adhere to a set of
guidelines published on the engagement website.

Written submissions were accepted throughout the consultation period (July 25 to September 30,
2019). During this time, 129 submissions were received from local governments, Indigenous
communities and interested stakeholders.

1 “Responses” includes both full survey completions and partial completes.
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For analysis purposes, submissions received from local governments, Indigenous communities and
interested stakeholders, were examined separately from those received from members of the
general public.

Webinars

A series of four webinars was conducted by the Ministry to provide detailed information about the
changes being considered, and to offer the opportunity for a question and answer period. A
variety of groups joined these webinars, including representatives from local governments,
businesses and producers, non-governmental organizations and members of the general public. In
total 142 people attended the webinars.

Transcripts were made of the question and answer sessions during the webinars, and these
documents were incorporated into the qualitative analysis conducted on feedback received.

Participants

Online Survey

In total, 35,397 valid survey responses from B.C. residents were received during the engagement
period. The large majority of participants who answered the survey identified as citizens (96.6%),2
followed by business and industry (2.9%).2 The remainder of the participants (<1%) were
composed of local government representatives, and non-governmental organizations.

Submissions from General Public

In total, 131 email comments and 15 formal written submissions were received from citizens
throughout the engagement period. While some submitters did include information about
themselves such as their involvement in the issue, their region, or other information, this was not
required and was not reported consistently in all emails. Therefore, details on the breakdown of
email submissions by participant type, region, or other information are not available.

Written Submissions from Local governments, Indigenous Communities and Interested
Stakeholders

A total of 129 written submissions were received from local governments, Indigenous communities
and, interested stakeholders during this engagement process.

2 Due to apparent confusion among respondents regarding the definition of “recycler”, the categories of “general
public” and “recycler” were collapsed. Based on review of the data, it appears that some members of the general
public identified themselves as recyclers as they participate in their local recycling programs, whereas the intended
definition was organizations and businesses that undertake the work of recycling products, such as bottle depots.

3 Due to small cell counts for several groups (retailers, small business owners, and producers), these categories were
collapsed into one and titled “business and industry”.
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Webinar Participation

Four webinars were held during the engagement period to provide in-depth information about the
proposed changes to local and interested stakeholders, and offer time for these groups to have
their questions about these issues answered. Each webinar was approximately one hour long.
These sessions consisted of a half-hour presentation to attendees on the proposed changes,
followed by a half-hour question and answer session.

Analysis of Feedback Received

Analysis of feedback, from all information channels, was conducted by R.A. Malatest and
Associates Ltd. (Malatest) for the client. Findings from these analyses are summarized in this
report; the next sections describe analysis methods and approaches for quantitative and
gualitative data.

Qualitative Analysis

Submissions received from members of the general public were coded using a pre-developed
coding framework; up to three codes were applied per written submission.

Written submissions from local governments, Indigenous communities and interested stakeholder
groups, and transcripts of question and answer sessions from webinars, were qualitatively coded
using an inductive, iterative approach with the software package NVivo. An initial coding
framework was developed based on the first 25 documents received in the consultation process.
This coding framework was then reviewed and refined as new submissions arrived; every time a
code was added or revised in the coding framework, previously coded content was reviewed to
identify whether changes to coding were required in those documents. This iterative revision was
undertaken on 65 documents, at which point saturation was reached and the remaining content
was coded according to the existing framework.

The online survey included several open-ended text fields where participants had the opportunity
to provide more in-depth answers to select questions (please refer to Appendix A to see these
guestions). These open-ended comments were coded, grouping similar themes and ideas
together. The coding framework was developed based on review of a random sample of 1,000
survey completions; all responses to the open-ended text fields in these 1,000 completions were
reviewed and themes identified through an inductive, iterative coding process. This coding
framework was then shared with representatives from the Ministry for their input, to ensure that
the themes identified were an accurate reflection of the issues at hand.
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Quantitative Analysis

The majority of survey responses were analyzed quantitatively. Summary statistics methods were
used to create an overall picture of responses to closed-ended questions. Open-ended text fields
in the survey were coded thematically according to a coding framework (attached in Appendix B)
and the codes applied were then also summarized using statistical methods.

Due to the high volume of responses, a random sample of all comments was selected for coding
and summary. For all open-ended fields, a minimum 20% sample of comments was taken,
although the specific proportion varied by field. For the field with the greatest variability in
responses — Q8, asking participants what change would help them recycle more — a higher
proportion of responses was sampled and coded.

For all fields, efforts were made to ensure that the sample would be large enough to provide a
statistically reliable understanding of the general themes and content brought up by participants
to the survey. Table 1 below summarizes the number of responses to each open-ended field, the
sample taken for coding, and the proportion of all responses that were coded.

Table 1: Samples of Comments from Open-Ended Text Fields

Survey Field Number of Number of Proportion of all

Responses Received Responses Coded Responses
Coded

Q2 other: What are some barriers you
face when it comes to recycling?

Q3 other: What would help you to
recycle more?

Q8: What change would make the
biggest difference for you when it comes 28,060 18,755 66.8%
to reducing plastic waste?

12,054 2,475 20.5%

4,658 976 21.0%

Where appropriate, some cross-tabulations and comparisons of responses by group type (e.g. by
region, by group) were undertaken to identify what, if any, differences exist in responses among
these sub-groups. Demographic variables of interest for these comparisons were identified a priori
by the client in consultation with Malatest, based on existing knowledge about these sub-groups
and interest in better understanding diverging trends among them.
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What We Heard from the Online Survey

Summary of Participants
Type of Participant

The large majority of survey participants identified themselves as citizens, followed by business
and industry. The breakdown of participant type is summarized in the figure below.

Figure 1: Participants’ Self-Reported Grouping

Public 96.6%

Business and industry 2.9%

Local government | 0.3%

Non-governmental organization 0.2%

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%

Valid n=34,885.

Sample numbers may change across survey items due to missing or skipped questions.
Source: CleanBC Plastics Action Plan Survey, 2019

For more information, please see Table C1 in Appendix C.

Region

A majority of survey responses (91%) came from the three most populous regions in the province:
the Lower Mainland/Fraser Valley, Vancouver Island and the Sunshine Coast, and the
Thompson/Okanagan. The table below provides a summary of the proportion of responses from
each region of B.C., and the proportion of B.C.’s population that resides in each of these regions
(as of the 2016 Census).

CleanBC Plastics Action Plan Public Engagement and Policy Consultation Paper 6

R.A. Malatest & Associates Ltd.



e

malatest

\\\ WHAT WE HEARD FROM THE PUBLIC

Table 2: Breakdown of Survey Responses, and B.C. Population, by Region

Number of Proportion of Proportion

Survey Survey of B.C.

Responses Responses Population
Lower Mainland / Fraser Valley 13,686 39.2% 60.9%
Vancouver Island and Sunshine Coast 13,648 39.1% 17.2%
Thompson / Okanagan 4,500 12.9% 11.8%
Kootenay 1,526 4.4% 3.3%
Cariboo 530 1.5% 3.4%
Northwest and North Coast 400 1.1% 1.2%
Nechako 358 1.0% 0.8%
Northeast 238 0.7% 1.5%

Valid n=34,886

Sample numbers may change across survey items due to missing or skipped questions.
Source: CleanBC Plastics Action Plan Survey, 2019; Census Profile, 2016 Census
For more information, please see Table C2 in Appendix C.

Indigenous Representation

Indigenous people represent 6% of B.C.’s total population (based on 2016 Census figures).
Indigenous people represented 4% of participants to the CleanBC Plastics Action Plan Survey.
Please refer to Table C5 in Appendix C for more information.

Gender

Women made up 71% of participants (n=24,721), men made up 27% (n=9,362), and those who
identified as gender diverse represented 2% of survey participants (n=624). These findings are
summarized in Table C3 of Appendix C.

Age

Participants under 39 years of age made up slightly more than one-half of the total survey sample.
Those aged 40 to 64 represented slightly over one-third of the sample, and those aged 65 and over
made up approximately 13% of the survey sample.

CleanBC Plastics Action Plan Public Engagement and Policy Consultation Paper 7

R.A. Malatest & Associates Ltd.



r{Glatest

\\\ WHAT WE HEARD FROM THE PUBLIC

Figure 2: Participants’ Self-Reported Age Groups

60.0% -
48.0%

40.0%

20.0%

0.0%

Under 18 18-39years 40-64 years 65-75years Over 75 years

Valid n=34,756

Sample numbers may change across survey items due to missing or skipped questions.
Source: CleanBC Plastics Action Plan Survey, 2019

For more information, please see Table C4 in Appendix C.

Survey Findings
Concern about Plastic Waste

Participants in the online survey reported high levels of concern about plastic waste: 84% said they
were “very concerned” and a further 10% said they were “moderately concerned”.

Figure 3: How concerned are you about the problem of plastic waste?

3.1% 2.8%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

B Not at all concerned or Slightly concerned Somewhat concerned

B Moderately concerned or Very concerned

Valid n=35,032

Sample numbers may change across survey items due to missing or skipped questions.
Source: CleanBC Plastics Action Plan Survey, 2019

For more information, please see Table C6 in Appendix C.

The large majority of survey participants reported that they placed high importance on purchasing
goods made with recycled content, although participant endorsement for this was slightly lower
than self-reported concern about plastic waste. Fifty-six percent reported that purchasing items
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with recycled content was “very important” to them, and a further 30% reported that it was
“moderately important” to them.

Figure 4: If you had the choice, how important for you is it to purchase products made with recycled content, even if
they might cost you more?

LYy 8.5% 86.3%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
B Not at all important or Slightly important Neither important nor unimportant

B Moderately important or Very important

Valid n=35,003

Sample numbers may change across survey items due to missing or skipped questions.
Source: CleanBC Plastics Action Plan Survey, 2019

For more information, please see Table C15 in Appendix C.

Older participants were significantly more likely to report high levels of concern around the issue
of plastic waste, with the proportion of participants reporting being “very concerned” increasing
with increasing age. Similarly, older participant groups reported greater willingness to seek out
products made with recycled content (with the exception of participants over 75 years old, who
did not differ significantly from other adult age categories).

CleanBC Plastics Action Plan Public Engagement and Policy Consultation Paper 9
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Figure 5: Concerns about Plastic Waste, by Age Group

0, -
100.0% 88.4% 88.7%

82.9% 84.1%

80.0% -

60.0% -

40.0% -

20.0% -

0.0% -

Under 18 18 - 39 years 40 - 64 years 65 - 75 years Over 75 years

B Very concerned about the problem of plastic waste

B Very important to seek out products with recycled content

Concern about plastic waste valid n=31,328

Important to seek out products with recycled content valid n=31,487

Sample numbers may change across survey items due to missing or skipped questions.
Source: CleanBC Plastics Action Plan Survey, 2019

For more information, please see Table C17 in Appendix C.

Participants in the Northeast region reported high levels of concern about the problem of plastic
waste, however levels were somewhat lower compared to participants from other regions of the
province; approximately 82% reported being “somewhat” or “very” concerned about the problem
of plastic waste, compared to the province-wide average of 94%.% Participants from this region
were also less likely to report that it was important to them to buy products made with recycled
content — 69% of participants from this region reported it was important or very important to
them to purchase goods made with recycled plastics, compared to the province-wide average of
85%.°

There were no differences by participant type in level of concern about plastic waste — across all
groups, approximately 84% of participants reported that they were “very concerned” about the
problem of plastic waste. Business and industry participants were more likely than members of the
general public to report that it was “very important” to them to purchase items made with
recycled content (65% of business and industry, compared to 58% of the public).®

4 Please refer to Table C18 in Appendix C for further details.
5 Ibid.
5 Please refer to Table C19 in Appendix C for further details.

CleanBC Plastics Action Plan Public Engagement and Policy Consultation Paper 10
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Barriers to Recycling and Possible Solutions

Survey participants were asked to indicate what barriers they face when it comes to recycling.
Participants were able to select as many as applied from a list of four options, and also had the
opportunity to write in other reasons in an “Other, please specify” field. A sample’ of written
comments was summarized by theme and coded for analysis; the coding scheme can be found in
Appendix B.

Confusion about what is recyclable was the biggest barrier to recycling reported by participants,

with 55% of all participants indicating that this was an issue for them. The next-most common
barrier was inconvenience of recycling depots, which one-third of participants cited as a challenge.

Figure 6: What are some barriers you face when it comes to recycling? (Closed-Ended Response Options)

I'm confused about what is recyclable 54.7%

It's inconvenient to go to a recycling depot

| don't have curbside recycling

It's too much effort 7.4%

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%

Valid n=35,397

Sample numbers may change across survey items due to missing or skipped questions.
Percentages may add to more than 100% due to multiple responses.

Source: CleanBC Plastics Action Plan Survey, 2019

For more information, please see Table C7 in Appendix C.

Among participants who provided written answers that were coded, the most common other
barriers to recycling were items not being recyclable in any program (23%), certain items not being
recyclable in curbside or private recycling programs (20%), and item or recycling bin contamination
and the belief that items are going to landfill (14%).2

“Further to confusion around what is recyclable, there are good websites in place
to tell me but they're not exhaustive. | find | always end up with ‘unknowns’. The
hard plastic caps they're using on cans instead of 6 pack rings now, for example. |

7 Due to the high volume of responses, a random sample of all comments was selected for coding and summary.
Please refer to the section on how analysis was conducted, on pages 5 and 6, for more details.
8 Please refer to Table C8 in Appendix C for further details.
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feel like everything sold that's plastic should be recyclable, and the onus should be
on the manufacturer to relay how and where to recycle it.” — Citizen

“News about the ineffectiveness or compromised integrity of some recycling
programs makes it very frustrating.” — Citizen

“Not all items are accepted to be recycled together by curb side collecting
programs (i.e. have to sort out plastic bags/wrap and bring to depot separately),
this makes recycling less convenient and less appealing to public. Also public areas
do not offer as many recycling bins as garbage bins, so recyclable items end up in
trash.” — Citizen

“Too many items are still produced that are not recyclable, thus leaving no option
but to throw away or to try not to purchase in the first place.” — Citizen

Participants endorsed a number of suggestions to improve or support their recycling habits. More
than one-half of participants reported that making more products recyclable, having clear
information about what is recyclable and what is not, and knowing what happens to recycled
products would all help them to improve their recycling habits.

Figure 7: What Would Help You to Recycle More?

Making more products recyclable 78.3%

Clear information about what is recyclable
and what isn't

Knowing what happens to recycled products

If it was more convenient 36.3%

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%

Valid n=35,397

Sample numbers may change across survey items due to missing or skipped questions.
Percentages may add to more than 100% due to multiple responses.

Source: CleanBC Plastics Action Plan Survey, 2019

For more information, please see Table C9 in Appendix C.
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Among participants who provided written answers that were coded, the most common other ways
to support recycling included requiring reductions or bans on plastic packaging (10%), financial
penalties or incentives aimed at producers and businesses (9%), and required reductions or bans
on all plastics (8%).°

“If it is sold, it should be recyclable. If it can't be recycled it should not be used.” —
Citizen

“Bottles and papers and compost are simple enough. But when it comes to plastic
packing what can and cannot be recycled is super confusing.” — Citizen

“Even for a devoted recycler such as myself, it's confusing and | can see why others
don't bother (but it's no excuse).” — Citizen

“I strongly want to emphasize the ‘knowing what happens to recycled products’
category. Having a better understanding of what happens to recycled products
and how much actually gets reused helps me to engage in the process.” — Citizen

“There are so many rumours that the plastics aren’t getting recycled. That it is just
sitting in a warehouse somewhere or it ends up going to the landfill. If people don’t
feel like their community is dealing with the recycling then they get disheartened
and stop recycling.” — Citizen

“I would prefer not to have to recycle at all and would totally support zero-
packaging stores and ‘bring your own bag/container’ etc. initiatives” — Citizen

Public Attitudes towards Bans

Overall, participants were highly supportive of the provincial government considering bans on

both single-use plastic packaging and polystyrene foam?° packaging: 93% believed it was important
to consider a ban on single-use plastic packaging, and 94% found it important to consider a ban on
polystyrene foam packaging.!?

% Please refer to Table C10 in Appendix C for further details.

101t should be noted that polystyrene foam is often referred to as Styrofoam™, a trademarked brand name of
polystyrene.

11 please refer to Tables C11 and C12 in Appendix C for further details.
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With the exception of participants under 18, there were no differences by age in interest on bans
for polystyrene foam packaging — approximately 86% of all adult participants reported it was “very
important” that the government consider a ban on polystyrene foam packaging (while only 66% of
those under 18 found this very important). Interest in considering a ban on single-use plastic
packaging, however, varied by age. Participants aged 65 and over were significantly more likely to
support considering a ban on single-use plastic packaging, compared to younger age cohorts.*?

Though overall support was still high, participants from the Northeast region were less likely than
participants in other regions to report that considering bans on single-use plastic and polystyrene
foam packaging was important to them. In most regions of B.C., interest in considering a ban on
single-use plastic packaging was around 93%, whereas in the Northeast it was 79%. In most of B.C,,
interest in considering a ban on polystyrene foam packaging was around 95%, whereas in the
Northeast it was 82%.13

There were no major differences in interest in considering a ban on single-use plastic packaging
across participant group types; across all groups, approximately 93% of participants reported that
it was “moderately” or “very important”. Similarly, approximately 94% of all participants reported
that it was “moderately” or “very important” for the provincial government to consider a ban on
polystyrene foam packaging; there were no differences by participant type.

“I would like the province to ban single use plastic bags in grocery stores, as well as
single use cutlery and Styrofoam containers. These three would make the biggest
change in my everyday life. | cannot stand what it does to our planet!” — Citizen

“Ban SINGLE USE all together... Make it clear and concise for people as to what is
recyclable. Make it convenient.” — Citizen

“Ban plastic straws, plastic cutlery. Find a way to ensure that grocers and stores
always have to provide an option that doesn't make use of single-use plastics or
containers.” — Citizen

“The change that would make the biggest difference, by far, is to ban all single-use

and limited-use plastic, including plastic food wrap and plastic shipping materials.

It is not enough to expand recycling programs; we should not even be using these
plastics in the first place.” — Citizen

12 please refer to Table C17 in Appendix C for further details.
13 Please refer to Table C18 in Appendix C for further details.
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Public Attitudes towards Changes to the Deposit-Refund Schedule

Most survey participants were supportive of increasing the beverage deposit amount to 10 cents:
71% of participants were “very supportive” and a further 14% were “somewhat supportive”. Only
7% of participants were opposed to this change.'* A slightly smaller proportion of participants
supported including milk and milk-substitute containers in the deposit-refund schedule: 58% of
participants strongly agreed with this change, and a further 20% agreed with it. Ten percent of
participants disagreed or strongly disagreed with the change.®®

Older participants (those aged 40 years and over) were significantly more likely than younger age
cohorts (under 40) to support increasing the beverage container deposit to 10 cents. Participants
aged 65 and over were significantly more likely to support including milk and milk-substitute
containers in the recycling deposit-refund schedule, compared to participants under 65.1°

Across B.C., there was high support (85%) for increasing the deposit-refund on beverage
containers to 10 cents. Support for this change was lower in the Northeast region with 76% of
participants supporting the change, and 16% opposed to it (compared to an average of 6% of
participants opposed across all other regions).!” Participants in this region were also less likely to
support the inclusion of milk and milk-substitute containers in the deposit-refund schedule with
69% of participants supporting the change compared to an average of 79% of participants across
all other regions in B.C.18

Support for raising the deposit fee on beverage containers to 10 cents, and for including milk and
milk-substitute containers in the recycling deposit-refund schedule, was roughly equal across all
groups; no major differences among the general public, business and industry, local government,
or non-governmental organizations were noted.'?

“Introduce deposits for all containers. We already have the system for pop and
liquor containers. Just expand it.” - Citizen

“Have higher deposits (10 cents is great, but I'd like to see at least 20 cents). Add
more containers to the deposit system, making it more worthwhile to make the
trip to depots...” - Citizen

14 please refer to Table C13 in Appendix C for further details.
15 pPlease refer to Table C14 in Appendix C for further details.
16 plegse refer to Table C17 in Appendix C for further details.
17 please refer to Table C18 in Appendix C for further details.
18 please refer to Table C18 in Appendix C for further details.
19 Please refer to Table C19 in Appendix C for further details.
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What We Heard from the Public

During the engagement period, 146 submissions were received from members of the publicin
response to the call for public feedback. These submissions were then coded for content related to
the topics of the public consultation — namely, themes related to changes to the beverage
container deposit-refund schedule, a ban on single-use plastic packaging, expanded Extended
Producer Responsibility (EPR) programs, and national efforts to improve recycling and reduce
overall plastic waste.

It should be noted that a large number of the submissions received contained content that was
coded as off-topic (n=55, 38%). Examples of off-topic content included discussion of environmental
issues not specifically pertaining to plastic waste (e.g., the environmental cost of personal vehicle
use, emissions from wood burning fireplaces).

Feedback on Plastic Packaging Bans

Plastic packaging bans were the most commented on issue in submissions from the public; 62
submissions addressed this issue. Of these 62 submissions, 42 were supportive of bans on single-
use plastic packaging. These comments tended to simply state support for the proposed change,
encouraging the Province to move forward with a ban on single-use plastic packaging.

“I am writing you to ask that you move ahead with eliminating single use bags
(focused on plastic) from commercial outlets in British Columbia. The
environmental impact these items are having on our environment are considerable
and the adverse human health impacts are only now becoming clear.”

“..Yes, bans on some single use plastic packaging should be implemented
province-wide. There are readily available alternatives for consumers (e.g., re-
useable shopping bags, paper straws, re-useable beverage containers, etc.) and
changes in consumption habits can negate many of the perceived “needs” for such
items. | would not ban plastics required for acute health care. | think polystyrene
(Styrofoam) use should be discouraged — it has many advantages over alternatives
for packaging some materials such as fresh meat, but few others. Polystyrene is
also problematic to recycle, although that may be due to handling costs, rather
than technical constraints...”

A large number of respondents (n=18) recommended modifications to the single-use plastic
packaging ban; the majority of these modifications encouraged going further in provincial bans,
such as banning all single-use plastics (not just packaging), or banning plastics altogether.
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“Please work to ban all single use plastics within an overall plan to dramatically
reduce plastic overall. You need more recycling - not just at curb side, but in
condos and in industry. Make it more expensive to buy anything made in or

wrapped in plastic and offer greater incentives to recycle.”

In one submission from the public, the issue of accessibility was raised. This submission noted that
a ban on single-use plastic products (such as plastic straws) with exemptions for accessibility
requirements does not support accessibility; instead, it creates a barrier to accessibility by
requiring a person in need of a utensil to ask for one from a server or retail worker, rather than
having free access to the tools they need to participate fully in society.

“...Exemptions for health and accessibility need to be considered. However, it may
not be feasible to have every store still carry plastic straws only for people with
disabilities. If people have invisible disabilities, and ask for a straw, they would

have to then out their disability...”

Feedback on More Recycling Options and Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR)
Programs

Twenty-five members of the public who submitted emails discussed the proposal to expand EPR
programs in the province. Of these, 23 submissions either indicated support for the expansion of
EPR programs or recommended even further expansion to what was proposed in the consultation
paper. Two submissions expressed mixed support; these submissions acknowledged that in
principle expanded producer responsibility and enhanced recycling options are good, but indicated
that they had concerns about practical issues that may be involved in implementing the changes.

Of those who urged the government to expand EPR programs even further than what was
proposed in the consultation paper, all advocated the inclusion of additional materials in EPR
programs. The most common materials or products that members of the public recommended for
inclusion in EPR programs were:

e Polystyrene foam, particularly foam used for dock flotation (n=16);
e Industrial, Commercial, and Institutional (ICl) generated waste and recyclables (n=8); and

e Mattresses and soft furnishings (n=4).

“..Extend EPR to packaging-like products (straws, utensils, bags, reusable
containers, etc.). These products are problematic for consumers to recycle — we try
to avoid many of the packaging-like items listed or reuse them if possible and then

place them in the blue box, hoping they are recyclable. As consumers, we don’t
know if they are recycled or if they are contaminants...”

CleanBC Plastics Action Plan Public Engagement and Policy Consultation Paper 17

R.A. Malatest & Associates Ltd.



r{Glatest

\\\ WHAT WE HEARD FROM THE PUBLIC

“...work needs to be done on recycling in the ICl sector,?° as well as textiles. Right
now, the majority of people likely throw away their textiles in the garbage...”

A few submissions (n=4) also highlighted their concerns about the efficacy of EPR programs, due to
the perception that many materials collected do not end up being recycled but instead are
incinerated or shipped overseas. These submissions recommended changes to the recycling
system to end these practices.

Feedback on Changes to the Beverage Deposit-Refund Schedule

Thirty-one submissions spoke to the issue of changes to the beverage container deposit-refund
schedule; of these, 23 were supportive, with nine of these submissions encouraging the
government to go further still in its beverage container deposit-refund changes. A further seven
submissions expressed mixed support or suggestions for modifications to the proposed changes.
Only one submission was opposed to the changes.

Public submissions that were supportive of the changes to the bottle deposit rates universally
praised the change as being likely to motivate consumers to return their beverage bottles, thus
reducing waste of recyclable materials. Among those respondents who encouraged the
government to go further with its changes to the beverage container deposit rates, all agreed that
10 cents is likely to be too low to encourage large changes in recycling behaviours, and
recommended higher deposit-refund rates. The recommended rates suggested varied, with some
suggesting rates as high as S1 or S$2, but most of these respondents indicated that a 20 or 25 cent
deposit rate would be appropriate.

Among those who expressed mixed support, the most prevalent concern identified was the impact
of higher deposit rates on low-income households. In particular, expanding deposit-refund rates to
include milk and milk-substitute containers was identified as having the potential to cause
hardship for some households. Further, two submissions noted that return of containers can be
challenging for people living in rural and remote communities, where access to depots and
recycling facilities may be limited.

“The deposit system is a brilliant system to encourage recycling and facilitating
litter and landfill reduction. | support including as many items as possible in our
deposit system even beyond beverage containers. Having a unified deposit amount
for all sizes makes good sense as it simplifies the system...”

“..Larger containers might need a bigger incentive than 10 cents. Should someone
collecting bottles see larger containers (e.g. wine bottle) and something smaller
(e.g. juice box), there wouldn’t be as much incentive to collect the wine bottles

20 “|C)” refers to the Industrial, Commercial, and Institutional sector.
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since they’re heavier and take up more space, may crack etc. if you get the same
amount of money for it...”

None of the submissions from the public commented on the proposal to allow refunds to be
electronic and paid in an alternative form of cash (e.g. e-transfer, cheque, in-store credit,
charitable donation, or similar alternatives), at collection facilities.

Feedback on Reducing Plastics Overall

Few submissions from the public discussed efforts to reduce plastics overall or the issue of
national harmonization of recycled content standards. Among the submissions that did discuss
overall reduction of plastics (n=13), most discussed a need for a cultural and lifestyle shift among
Canadians. Issues identified in these types of comments included common expectations about
convenience that need to be re-assessed (e.g. single-serving meal products packaged in plastic, the
accessibility of plastic checkout bags), and a need to move to “slower”, more sustainable options
such as reusable glass containers for beverages, and waste-free bulk shopping options.

“All consumers need to stop using plastics before the manufacturer will
discontinue their use of plastics. Sell milk in glass only. Sell coffee, spices, etc. by
using potato sack materials...\We need to think back to how groceries were
purchased 100 years ago. That is the only way to deal with our pollutants!”

“...In my view this is a very serious global problem and BC and Canada needs to set
an example on how to eliminate plastic from the environment.”
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What We Heard from Local Governments, Indigenous
Communities and Interested Stakeholders

Summary of Respondents

As mentioned previously, this engagement received a total of 129 written submissions from a
variety of groups. These submissions were grouped according to type; a summary of the number
of submissions received from each group is provided below.

Table 3: Breakdown of Groups Participating in Submission Process

Impacted Group Type Number of Submissions Received

Indigenous communities 1
Local governments 53
Businesses and retailers 38
Producers and recyclers* 12
Non-governmental organizations 25
Total 129

*Note: Recyclers refer to organizations and businesses that undertake the work of recycling products,
such as bottle depots.

Views on Plastic Packaging Bans

Overall Attitudes towards a Single-Use Plastic Packaging Ban

Attitudes towards single-use plastic packaging bans tended to vary from supportive to mixed.
Slightly less than one-half of all submissions that spoke to the overall issue of a single-use plastic
packaging ban were supportive (46%), and slightly less than one-half were mixed (48%); 20% of
submissions indicated negative views towards single-use plastic packaging bans.?!

Responses that were supportive of a ban on single-use plastic packaging tended to emphasize two
themes: the urgency of the environmental impacts being created by plastic waste, and the
effectiveness of bans in preventing that waste from being created in the first place. For example,
an Indigenous community indicated majority community support for a ban on all single-use plastic
products, not just single-use plastic packaging products. Community members also indicated that
they would prefer to see fewer plastics so readily available in the marketplace, in order to
encourage reduction in use of plastics and overall plastic waste. The vast majority of supportive
submissions came from local governments and from NGOs: 41 of 43 submissions expressing
support on a ban came from these two groups.

Among those responses that indicated mixed attitudes towards a single-use plastic packaging ban,
one major concern emerged. Both local governments and business and retail interests expressed

21 Submissions could voice multiple opinions on issues, and so percentages may add to more than 100%.
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concern that banning single-use plastic packaging could result in replacement packaging that has
more severe environmental impacts (e.g. using glass containers instead of plastic which are
heavier to transport and result in greater greenhouse gas emissions).

Submissions that expressed negative or unsupportive views towards a plastics packaging ban
tended to come from businesses and retailers, or plastics producers; 17 of 19 submissions that
expressed views opposing the ban on single-use plastic packaging came from these two groups.
Concerns raised in these submissions included: the potential net negative environmental impact of
a change to non-plastic packaging alternatives; food safety requirements that make plastics the
material of choice; and, overall economic competitiveness with other jurisdictions (both within
Canada, such as other provinces, and internationally).

Recommendations for a Ban

Types of Bans

Written submissions responded to several questions in the consultation paper regarding how such
a ban should be implemented, including details such as what types of bans should be used, what
products are priorities to ban, and what level of government should be responsible for the certain
bans.

The most popular type of ban identified was a ban on the sale and distribution of types of single-
use plastic packaging. Twenty-six submissions explicitly endorsed such a ban type, while only two
were opposed. Similar to the support for a ban on single-use plastic packaging generally,
submissions that endorsed a ban on sale and distribution emphasized that such a ban would be
the most effective way to prevent plastic waste from being created at all.

A disposal ban was favoured by 12 submissions, but opposed by 18. Submissions that favoured a
disposal ban tended to focus on the possibility of recycling single-use plastic packaging content
and emphasized increasing diversion from landfill to recycling. Among those who opposed a
disposal ban, however, the issue of resources was frequently raised, particularly by local
governments. It was noted that disposal bans can be challenging and costly to implement, and
often download responsibility for waste management away from the producers of the waste to
municipalities and taxpayers. Further, some local governments noted that rural and remote
regions of the province may not have easy access to recycling facilities, putting local residents in
the position of either holding on to their recyclables indefinitely, or illegally dumping them
(whether at landfills, in contravention of a disposal ban, or in public spaces).

Priority Items for Banning

One of the topics included in the invitation for submissions was what, if any, items should be a
priority for banning under a single-use plastic packaging ban. Forty submissions identified specific
items or types of items to be prioritized for a ban. Priority items for banning included:

e Plastic straws (n=28);
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e Plastic bags (n=25);

e Polystyrene packaging (n=18);

e Oxo-degradable plastics (n=15);

e Biodegradable or compostable plastics (n=13); and

e Take-out containers, single-use utensils and cutlery (n=12).

Exemptions
Fifty-four submissions discussed exemptions to a ban on single-use plastic packaging. Among those

submissions that included discussion of exemptions, nearly all identified reasons for identifying
exemptions, rather than specific items to be exempted. The most common considerations or
reasons that were considered to be valid for exemptions included medical, health, and disability or
accessibility issues. Eleven submissions identified food safety concerns as grounds for exemptions;
seven of these submissions came from business and retail groups.

One submission, from an advocacy organization for people with disabilities, responded specifically
to the concern that single-use plastic straws would be targeted for banning. This respondent
strongly discouraged government not to ban plastic straws, even with exemptions for accessibility
needs. This submission noted that most single-use straw alternatives (e.g. those made from
silicone, stainless steel or bamboo) do not meet the accessibility needs of some people with
disabilities and therefore cannot be substituted if a ban on plastic straws were to come into effect.
Further, this respondent noted that making plastic straws available upon request for accessibility
needs does not support true accessibility for people with disabilities, as it forces these people to
undertake additional effort to have access to the utensils they need, and requires them to “out”
themselves as having a disability in order to get access to a straw.

Appropriate Levels of Government to Manage Bans

A large number of submissions touched on the issue of what level of government should be
responsible for bans on single-use plastic packaging: 72 submissions addressed this issue. Nine
submissions stated that bans should be implemented at the highest level of government possible,
to ensure consistency and stability for business and reduce cross-jurisdictional disposal (e.g.
residents dumping or recycling their materials in other towns). Five of these nine submissions
came from business and retailers.

Forty of the submissions discussed the implementation of bans at the provincial or federal levels.
Although there were a variety of views expressed, major trends within the submissions indicated
that bans on the production, sale, and/or distribution of specific plastic products were preferable
at the provincial or federal level, as it helps to create consistency for businesses and aligns with the
environmental protection responsibilities of these levels of government. Some (n=6) local
governments indicated that they would like the authority to ban problematic plastics in their
communities in addition to bans at these higher levels of government, as they believed that
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municipal governments would be more flexible and able to respond quickly to plastics that were
creating waste issues in their communities. This issue coincided with the concern about a need for
clarity on municipal authority, described below.

Thirty-nine submissions addressed the issue of municipal authority over single-use plastic
packaging bans; the vast majority of these submissions came from local governments throughout
B.C. In these submissions, two themes emerged:

1. A need for clarity on the authority of municipal governments to ban problematic items,
given the recent B.C. Supreme Court decision against the City of Victoria Checkout Bag
Regulation Bylaw; and

2. The implications that a province-wide disposal ban could have on smaller municipalities
and regional districts, which may not have the capacity to properly check and filter loads
for unacceptable plastics.

Views on More Recycling Options and Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR)
Programs

Items for Inclusion in an Expanded EPR Program

The overall sentiment towards inclusion of packaging-like and single-use items in an expanded EPR
program was positive. Thirty-eight submissions were supportive, while only 10 were unsupportive,
and 27 expressed mixed views; mixed views were defined as being supportive in principle of an
expanded EPR program, but alongside identification of practical issues, or the limitations of
recycling to reduce material use.

Support for this change came from a variety of groups, including local governments, Indigenous
communities, NGOs, plastics producers and recyclers, and retailers and businesses. Mixed
responses to this change were largely concerned with three issues:

1. Recycling infrastructure capacity and the challenges that an increase in the return of
recyclable materials could create;

2. The limitations of recycling in reducing the use of single-use items, as consumers will
continue to purchase single-use items and then recycle them, rather than cut down on
their use of the items; and,

3. Concerns about the efficacy of existing EPR programs in B.C. given recent media coverage
of recyclable materials being incinerated or shipped overseas.

Similar issues were raised by submissions that were opposed to the change, in addition to two
businesses or retailers’ groups opposing government intervention in the market.
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Few submissions identified specific items to be included in expanded EPR regulations, compared to
comments on items for banning. Specific items identified as appropriate for inclusion in an
expanded EPR program included:

e Plastic films and soft plastics often used in Industrial, Commercial, and Institutional (ICl)
sectors (e.g. plastic pallet wrap, bubble wrap, building and lumber wrap) (n=3);

e Disposable hot and cold drink cups (n=3);
e Plastic cigarette filters (n=2); and

e Polystyrene foam (n=2).

Exemptions

Fourteen submissions addressed packaging-like products or single-use items that should
potentially be exempt from the recycling regulations under an expanded EPR scheme. Four of
these submissions indicated that no exemptions should be granted — these submissions came from
local governments and NGOs. A further six submissions identified exemptions based on health and
safety — for example, contaminated building materials, biomedical waste, and plastics required for
food safety. Finally, four submissions from plastics producers, retailers and businesses indicated
that any plastics that can be reused — even if intended or marketed as a single-use item, like a
plastic take-out container or a sandwich bag — should be exempted.

Overall Attitudes towards more Recycling Options and Expanded EPR Programs

A large number of submissions identified adding waste (in particular, packaging) from the
Industrial, Commercial, and Institutional (ICl) sector to the Recycling Regulation. Fifty-one
submissions — mainly local governments and non-governmental organizations — identified this as a
recommendation to the provincial government. Many of the submissions reported that
participating in private diversion programs for businesses is largely driven by the market value of
diverted materials (i.e. the cost markets are willing to pay for recycled plastics). In situations where
the value of those materials is low, ICl waste producers have little incentive to participate in
diversion programs as it becomes more costly for them to do so. It was suggested that including ICI
materials with a focus on packaging in the Recycling Regulation would make diversion a
requirement for these businesses, rather than an optional activity.

In general, attitudes towards expanding the EPR program were highly mixed: 47 submissions
expressed mixed attitudes towards it, 18 were supportive, and one was negative or unsupportive.

Of the 47 submissions that expressed mixed attitudes towards the proposed expansion of the EPR
program, 37 came from local governments. “Mixed attitudes” were defined as expressing some
level of support for recycling programs and the principle of recycling materials that cannot be
reused, but identified challenges with the implementation of the changes or limitations on the
ability of recycling programs to reduce overall use of the targeted materials. Among these
submissions, a few commonly expressed concerns or themes emerged:
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1. Some local governments and businesses expressed concern that current recycling
infrastructure is not equipped to handle an increase in recycling volume that the suggested
expansion of EPR would entail, and that significant investment in recycling facilities would
be necessary;

2. Making items recyclable does not support a reduction in their use or a move to more
sustainable alternatives, and bans on single-use plastic products are preferable to recycling
them; and

3. Concerns about the efficacy of the current EPR model in B.C. and the perception that the
collection of recyclable materials does not result in them being recycled.

Submissions that were supportive of an expanded EPR program tended to comment on the overall
justness or appropriateness of a “polluter pays” principle. Some of these supportive submissions
(n=6) also noted that an expanded EPR program would be beneficial to the production of goods
made with recycled plastics, as more recycling of products would result in more feed stocks
available to plastics manufacturers in B.C.; all six of the submissions that raised this consideration
came from organizations that are involved in the production, distribution, and/or recycling of
plastic products.

Views on Changes to the Beverage Deposit-Refund Schedule

Uniform 10 cent Deposit on Beverage Containers

Fifty-one submissions commented on the proposed change to make the deposit-refund on all
beverage containers a uniform 10 cents. Of these, 18 indicated support, two were unsupportive,
and 32 expressed strong support and urged the government to go further by raising the deposit-
refund rate even higher.??

Among those local governments, Indigenous communities and interested stakeholders who
indicated support, nearly all supported the idea of a uniform deposit level as it would promote
clarity and ease for consumers. Thirty-two respondents disagreed with the deposit level proposed.
These submissions suggested that 10 cents was too low to incentivize bottle returns, and a higher
level such as 25 cents should be set for all beverage containers instead.

The two submissions that indicated opposition to the proposed change suggested instead that
B.C.’s beverage container deposit-refund levels be harmonized with Alberta’s, which are currently
set at 10 cents for containers under one litre and 25 cents for containers over one litre.

22 Submissions could voice multiple opinions on issues, and so numbers may add to more than the total number of
submissions that commented on an issue.
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Addition of Milk and Milk-Substitute Containers to Deposit-Refund Schedule

Fifty-four submissions discussed the proposal to include milk and milk-substitute containers in the
deposit-refund schedule. Forty-two submissions indicated support for this proposal, while 14
indicated mixed support or suggestions for modifications to the plan, and one was opposed to the
idea.3

Among the 42 submissions that were supportive of including milk and milk substitute containers in
the deposit-refund schedule, the benefit noted by nearly all was that adding a deposit to these
containers would incentivize their return and increase recovery rates. A small number of
submissions simply voiced their support for the change without expanding on why they supported
it or any benefits expected to be seen from the change.

Submissions that indicated mixed support for the proposal identified a few areas of concern for
the implementation of such a change. These included:

e Affordability concerns, particularly if the deposit applied to larger “family-sized” milk
containers rather than just single-serving milk and milk-substitute beverage containers;

e The ability of households in rural communities to recoup their deposits, as some rural and
remote regions of the province do not have easy access to a bottle collection facility; and

e Capacity issues for retailers obligated to accept beverage container returns, as larger
gallon-sized milk jugs are bulky and difficult to store.

Non-cash Refund Options

Forty-two submissions addressed the proposal to allow facilities to offer non-cash refund options
for beverage container returns. This proposal was largely received positively: 35 submissions were
supportive of the idea, and a further seven expressed mixed support. Among those whose
attitudes were mixed, the primary concern was that facilities should be required to continue
offering cash refunds to those who prefer that payment option, and cash refunds should not be
replaced by alternative payment forms. Some of these submissions noted that binners?* may be
particularly impacted by this change, and so a requirement that facilities continue to offer cash
refunds is necessary to protect this vulnerable group.

Views on Reducing Plastics Overall

Forty-one submissions commented on the topic of B.C.’s participation in creating national recycled
content performance standards for post-consumer recycled content and on EPR regulations. Of

23 Submissions could voice multiple opinions on issues, and so numbers may add to more than the total number of
submissions that commented on an issue.

24 A binner is a person “who collects redeemable containers and other things from bins to sustain their livelihood and
to divert waste from landfills”; Definition courtesy of https://www.binnersproject.org/
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these, 31 expressed support, 11 were mixed or suggested modifications to the plan, and two were
unsupportive of the plan.?

Among submissions that expressed support for the introduction of national recycled content
standards, a number of expected benefits were identified. The most common anticipated benefits
of such recycled content standards included:

1. High recycled content standards at the national level would strongly incentivize the design,
development, and production of goods that use less virgin plastics and more recycled
plastics;

2. Requirements for high levels of recycled content in goods would increase the value of feed
stocks (i.e. post-consumer recycled plastics) which would in turn incentivize return rates
and reduce the amount of recyclable plastics being dumped, or otherwise lost to create
waste in the environment; and

3. This effort being most impactful at the national level, as individual provinces and territories
may have economies and plastics supply chains that are too small to effectively implement
these changes in a way that can be competitive and cost effective in a global marketplace.

Among those who expressed mixed support, or no support, for nationally harmonized recycled
content standards, six identified issues relating to the broader national and/or global markets for
recycled plastics, including both supply (e.g. the capacity of other provinces currently to collect
and supply sufficient plastic materials to support the production of post-consumer recycled plastic
feed stocks) and demand (e.g. the capacity for post-consumer recycled plastics to be priced
competitively against virgin plastics in global markets).

A further five submissions expressing mixed or no support indicated that certain plastic product
uses are not appropriate for post-consumer content. In some cases, there are health and safety
regulations limiting the quality of plastics that can be used for a specific purpose (e.g. food
packaging plastics); in others, concerns were raised about the overall reduction in quality of
plastics through the recycling process and that recycled plastics can typically only be used for
lower-quality purposes when compared to virgin plastics.

Submissions identified some other suggestions related to reducing plastics overall, beyond what
was included in the consultation paper. The most common recommendations included:

1. Setting strong targets for both plastic waste diversion and post-consumer recycled content
(n=32);

25 Submissions could voice multiple opinions on issues, and so numbers may add to more than the total number of
submissions that commented on an issue.
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2. Increasing demand for recycled plastic content by including stipulations for such plastic
content in its own procurement initiatives (either at the federal or provincial levels) (n=28);
and

3. Investing in research and innovation to reduce plastics such as chemical recycling,
alternative materials to plastics, and composting technology for biodegradable plastics
(n=17).

Additional Views Brought Forward

In addition to the specific questions put forward in the engagement invitation, many submissions
from local governments, Indigenous communities and interested stakeholders identified issues to
be incorporated into considerations regarding these changes, as well as suggestions for additional
or alternative actions that the Province could undertake.

Some of the considerations or issues raised by groups through their submissions included:

e The need for coordination at multiple levels of government (including from disparate
ministries such as the Ministry of Health), Indigenous communities, as well as impacted
groups such as coastal communities (n=37);

e Recommendations to take a phased-in approach to banning or expanding EPR to
packaging-like and single-use plastic items (n=28);

e Recommendations that the Province take a life cycle analysis perspective when considering
what types of single-use plastic packaging to ban (n=21); and

e Recommendations to consult with industry on all proposals (n=20).
Further, there were specific actions or policies that some groups recommended that the Province
pursue. The most commonly recommended actions or policies included:

e Government support to make packaging-free shopping more accessible (n=34);

e Holding stewards under EPR programs more accountable for recovery rates and the final
destination of materials they collect (n=32);

e Using government policy and incentives to emphasize higher levels of the waste reduction
hierarchy (redesign of packaging, reusable packaging, reduction of overall packaging) rather
than recycling (n=28);

e Government support for research into alternatives to plastics, environmental impacts of
plastics, and other studies to support moving away from plastics (n=17); and

e Increasing consumer awareness of how to recycle, what can be recycled, and benefits of
recycling (n=17).
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Summary

The Engagement Process

The Government of British Columbia is considering a variety of proposed amendments to the
Recycling Regulation of the Environmental Management Act and as such has collected the
following feedback on the proposed changes from local governments, Indigenous communities,
interested stakeholders, and the general public:

e 35,397 responses submitted to an online survey;
e 131 email comments and 15 long-form written submissions from the general public;

e 129 formal submissions from local governments, Indigenous communities and interested
stakeholders; and

e Transcripts from the question and answer periods from four webinars attended by 142
people including representatives from local governments, businesses and producers, non-
governmental organizations and members of the general public.

Plastic Waste as a Priority for Action

British Columbians, local governments, Indigenous communities and a variety of interested
stakeholders such as non-governmental organizations and businesses, all recognize the urgent
problem posed by plastic waste. While some groups differed on the appropriate approach to the
issue, there was broad consensus through this engagement that plastic waste is a major
environmental issue that needs addressing.

Bans on Types of Plastic Packaging

Among the general public, there appears to be strong support for considering bans on types of
single-use plastic packaging and polystyrene foam packaging: 93% and 94% of the public
supported consideration of such bans, respectively. Comments received through emails from
members of the public tended to reflect this sentiment and were supportive of bans on types of
single-use plastic packaging.

Local governments and interested stakeholders were more likely to differ on their attitudes
towards bans. While most local governments and NGOs were supportive of bans in principle,
producers, retailers, and businesses were more likely to identify potential challenges to bans on
types of single-use plastic packaging and be in favour of broad exemptions for issues such as food
safety in grocery stores and restaurants.

Some major concerns were raised by respondents in this engagement that may be taken into
consideration for a potential ban on single-use plastics packaging.

CleanBC Plastics Action Plan Public Engagement and Policy Consultation Paper 29
R.A. Malatest & Associates Ltd.



e

malatest

L

First, accessibility issues may need to be taken into account; it was noted that making certain items
like straws available on an as-requested basis is not true accessibility, as it requires an effort and
disclosure from a person in need of a straw that able-bodied people do not have to make in the
same situation.

Second, many local governments and interested stakeholders raised the issue of the type of ban
that should be implemented. While producers, retailers, and businesses tended to favour a ban on
disposal of these plastics, it was noted by many local governments that disposal bans can be
difficult to enforce and place an additional burden on municipalities to monitor and deal with such
bans. Other respondents preferred a ban on the sale and distribution of single use plastic
packaging and products, as such bans are perceived to be more effective in preventing the
creation of plastic waste in the first place.

Third, the issue of what level of government should be responsible for bans was raised in many
submissions from local governments and interested stakeholders. Many, including most retailers,
producers, and businesses, emphasized that they preferred bans at the highest level of
government possible (i.e. provincial or federal) in order to support consistency and
competitiveness across jurisdictions. Local governments often supported a ban on the sale and
distribution of certain single-use plastic products at the provincial level; some wanted, in addition
to such bans, the authority for local governments to ban additional items that are problematic for
their communities. It was noted in these submissions, though, that local governments’ authority to
implement such bans is currently uncertain; clarification from the Province, particularly regarding
the rights and responsibilities of local governments under the Community Act, is desired.

Expanded Recycling Programs

A majority of participants in the public engagement survey (55%) indicated that confusion over
what is recyclable and what is not, is a barrier to recycling for them. Further, three-quarters of
participants in the survey reported that making more items recyclable would help them to recycle
more. Submissions from members of the general public appear to support this attitude, with most
either supporting an expansion to EPR programs or requesting specific materials be added to EPR
programs, and very little opposition to this proposal.

The majority of interested stakeholders who spoke to the issue of an expanded EPR program in
their submission expressed mixed support, however many were still supportive of expanding the
program to include more items, including single-use plastic products. While those who were
supportive of the plan endorsed a “polluter pays” principle as fundamentally fair, those with mixed
attitudes tended to raise practical considerations for the program and the limitations of recycling
programs in reducing the use of targeted materials.

Some of the practical concerns raised regarding expanding the EPR program included recycling
facility capacity to handle an influx of additional materials, and worry that the EPR program is
already not effective in handling the current programs as there is a perception that stewards do
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not always recycle materials collected. These groups emphasized the need to improve the existing
EPR regulation in conjunction with the proposal to expand EPR programs to single-use plastic
products and packaging-like products.

While the overall sentiment towards inclusion of packaging-like and single-use plastic items in an
expanded EPR program was positive, some submissions noted that increasing EPR programs to
collect these items is not a complete solution to the issue of plastic waste, as it does not prevent
these waste products from being created in the first place. These submissions recommended focus
on higher levels of the waste reduction hierarchy, such as reduction, redesign, replacement, and
reuse.

The issue of ICl recyclables was raised in a large number of submissions, particularly from local
governments and NGOs. These groups noted that the ICl sector is a large contributor to overall
waste in B.C., and the incentive to participate in private diversion programs is waning due to the
low market prices obtained for recycled plastics. These groups called for the inclusion of ICI sector
waste, in particular packaging, in the Recycling Regulation.

Expanded Beverage Container Deposit-Refund System

On the whole, the proposals for change to the beverage container deposit-refund system were the
least controversial among all included in the CleanBC Plastics Action Plan paper. Among survey
participants, 85% supported the creation of a uniform 10 cent deposit on all beverage containers,
and 78% supported including milk and milk-substitute containers in the beverage container
deposit-refund schedule. Among members of the general public who provided submissions, those
that commented on these changes tended to be supportive of a uniform deposit on beverage
containers, but several (n=6) suggested that the 10 cent deposit rate was too low and should be
increased. Comments on the creation of a deposit on milk and milk-substitute containers, and the
offering of non-cash payment options for returns, was not spoken to among submissions from the
public.

The vast majority of respondents that commented on the beverage container deposit-refund
system were supportive of them. Most agreed that the uniform deposit rate created clarity for
consumers, although there were many groups who suggested that a 10 cent deposit may be too
low and should be raised to 20 or 25 cents. Support was also strong for the inclusion of milk and
milk-substitute containers in the beverage deposit-refund schedule, although some groups did
raise the issues of affordability for low-income households and the ability of households in rural
and remote regions to return these containers to a depot. Finally, all groups supported the offering
of non-cash refund options in principle, although several did emphasize the need to retain a cash
refund option at all sites that accept returns.
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Reducing Plastics Overall

A large majority of survey participants (86%) reported that they were interested in seeking out
products made with post-consumer recycled content, even if that meant paying a little more for
the product. This was slightly less than the proportion of participants who reported that plastic
waste was a concern for them (94%), but still high overall.

The majority of respondents that provided formal submissions were supportive of efforts to create
nationally harmonized standards for post-consumer recycled content. Businesses, retailers, and
producers were supportive of this approach as it would lead to consistency across jurisdictions and
avoid a “patchwork” of regulations. A number of benefits to the supply chain for recycled plastic
content were also noted as likely outcomes of a national standard for post-consumer recycled
content in plastic products, such as incentivizing and increasing return rates for recyclable plastic
products and the ability of efforts at the national level to be most impactful and likely to be cost
competitive in global plastics markets.

Respondents also identified a number of additional efforts that could be made at the provincial or
federal levels to support a reduction in plastic waste. Some of these suggestions included:
government support to make plastic-free shopping more accessible to consumers, such as
refillable beverage containers and use of reusable containers in bulk shopping; encouraging a
market for post-consumer recycled content through requirements in its own procurement
initiatives; and, government support for research into plastics recycling and plastics alternatives.

Next Steps and Further Information

The CleanBC website, including the original policy consultation paper can be found here:
https://cleanbc.gov.bc.ca/plastics

Formal submissions submitted by local governments, Indigenous communities, interested
stakeholders can be found here: engage.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/121/2023/02/Plastics-
Actions-Plan-2019-organization-submissions.pdf
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The Province is considering a range of options to reduce plastic waste and help people in B.C. to
use less plastic overall.

Your input is important, and it will help us understand better how these steps might affect you. For
more information visit cleanbc.gov.bc.ca/plastics.

This feedback form will take approximately 10 minutes to complete and will be open until
September 30, 2019 at 4 pm.

1. How concerned are you about the problem of plastic waste?

[ ] 1-Not at all concerned

[ ] 2 - Slightly concerned

[ ] 3 -Somewhat concerned
[ ] 4 - Moderately concerned
[ ] 5 - Very concerned

The Ministry’s proposal would require companies to take responsibility for many more plastic products and
packaging. This would make more single-use plastic items like sandwich bags, ‘disposable’ plastic cups,
straws, and cutlery get recycled.

2. What are some barriers you face when it comes to recycling? (select multiple)

[ ] 1 don’t have curbside recycling

[ ] It’s inconvenient to go to a recycling depot
[ ] I'm confused about what is recyclable

[ ] It’s too much effort

[ ] Other

3. What would help you to recycle more? (select multiple)

[ ] Clear information about what is recyclable and what isn’t
[ ] Making more products recyclable

[ ] Knowing what happens to recycled products

[ ] If it was more convenient

[ ] Other

Many governments are moving forward with bans on plastic packaging. For example the City of
Vancouver has committed to banning plastic straws, foam cups, and foam take-out containers
beginning in 2020.

Bans on plastics can impact everyday activities like shopping and eating out. They may require
industry to use alternative materials, the costs of which might be passed on to consumers.
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4. How important is it to you that the provincial government consider bans -- with appropriate
safety, medical, and accessibility exemptions in place — for single-use plastic packaging?

1- Not at all 2 -Slightly = 3 —Neither 4 - 5 - Very
important unimportant  important = Moderately Important
nor important

unimportant

Single-use plastic o) o) o) o) o)
packaging
Styrofoam o o o o o

packaging such as
foam take-out
containers

We’'re looking to expand the deposit-refund system to cover all beverage containers, and change the
refundable deposit to 10 cents for all containers — keeping more single-use containers out of landfills and our
waterways.

5. When Alberta and Oregon raised their bottle deposits to 10 cents, millions more bottles were recycled
every year.

Please rate your support for increasing the beverage container refundable deposit fee to 10 cents:

[ ] 1-Not at all supportive

[ ] 2 - Slightly unsupportive

[ ] 3 - Neither supportive nor unsupportive
[ ] 4 - Somewhat supportive

[ ] 5 - Very supportive

6. Deposit refund systems have the highest recovery rate of all recycling programs. Some products like milk
jugs and similar containers currently do not have a deposit.

Do you think milk jugs and other similar containers should have a refundable deposit, even if it means paying
10 cents more at the check-out?

[] 1-Strongly disagree
[ ] 2 - Disagree
[ ] 3 - Neither agree nor disagree

[] 4-Agree
[ ] 5 - Strongly agree
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7. A number of products are currently being made from recycled plastic. Recycled content standards would
require a minimum content of recycled plastic in new packaging and products.

If you had the choice, how important for you is it to purchase products made with recycled
content, even if they might cost you more?

[ ] 1-Not at allimportant

[ ] 2 - Slightly unimportant

[ ] 3 - Neither important nor unimportant
[ ] 4 - Moderately important

[ ] 5- Veryimportant

8. In conclusion, what change would make the biggest difference for you when it comes to reducing plastic
waste (for example at home, in the workplace, or in stores or restaurants)?

About You

To get a better understanding about who is responding to this survey, please provide a bit of detail
about yourself.

(all questions are optional)

A) What best describes how you responded to this survey.

| am responding as a:

Citizen

Producer

Retailer

Recycler

Small business owner

Local government

Non-governmental Organization (NGO)
Other

N

CleanBC Plastics Action Plan Public Engagement and Policy Consultation Paper R.A. Malatest & Associates Ltd.



B) In what region of B.C. or area do you live?
[ ] Vancouver Island / Sunshine Coast

[ ] Lower Mainland / Fraser Valley

[ ] Thompson/Okanagan

[ ] Kootenay

[ ] Cariboo

[ ] Northwest and North Coast

[ ] Nechako

[ ] Northeast

[ ] Outside B.C.

C) What is your gender?
[ ] Male gender

[ ] Female gender

[ ] Gender diverse

D) Which is your age?
[ ] Under 18

[] 18-39years

[ ] 40 - 64 years

[ ] 65-75years

[ ] Over 75 years

E) Do you identify as an Indigenous person, that is, First Nations (status or non-status),
Métis or Inuit?

[] Yes
[ ] No

Thank you for your time and input.
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Coding Frameworks for Plastics Consultation

Q2_other: What are some barriers you face when it comes to recycling?

Code
Number

Code Name

Description of Code

1 I don’t have curbside Respondent reports that they don’t have curbside recycling in their
recycling municipality / region, and this creates a barrier to recycling for them.

2 It’s inconvenient to go to a | Respondent reports that going to a recycling depot to recycle some or all
recycling depot of their recyclables is inconvenient and this creates a barrier to recycling

for them.

3 I’'m confused about what Respondent reports that they do not have a good grasp of what items are
is recyclable recyclable and which are not. Note that this DOES NOT include comments

where respondents are aware of recycling rules but frustrated by the
different requirements for different materials.

4 It’s too much effort Respondent indicates that recycling takes too much time or effort to do.
Note that comments about the need to clean recyclables should go here,
but concerns about contamination by other unclean recyclables put in by
others belongs under 12, “Item contamination”

10 Certain items are not Respondent indicates that certain items are not recyclable either through
recyclable in curbside / their curbside program or their condo building / apartment building’s
private recycling programs | private recycling program

11 Certain items are not Respondent indicates that local recycling depots do not accept certain
recyclable at depots recyclables, and this creates a barrier to recycling for them.

12 Items not recyclable in any | Respondent notes challenges from items that are not recyclable
program anywhere, including mixed materials, non-recyclable plastics, etc.

13 Item / recycling bin Respondent indicates that item contamination creates barriers to
contamination and items recycling items. Contamination may be due to dirty recyclables and/or
going to landfill improper use/sorting in shared recycling bins. Also code comments where

response simply identifies concerns about recycling being thrown out,
even if it does not specifically identify contamination as the cause.

14 Concern about recycling Respondent indicates that they have concerns about their recycling being
being sent overseas shipped overseas to be recycled

15 Concern that recycled Respondent indicates that they believe most recycled materials don’t get
materials don’t get used used by consumers again anyways, so recycling is not helpful.
by consumers again

16 Insufficient municipal Respondent indicates that recycling programs available to them are
support for volume of insufficient to meet their recycling needs, due to infrequent pickup or
recycling small volume limits on recycling pickup.

17 Recycling options outside Respondent indicates that it is difficult to properly recycle items when
of home scarce outside the home, due to limited recycling bins compared to garbage bins.

18 Other Respondent’s comment substantively responds to the question, but
cannot be coded to any of the above codes

95 No barriers Respondent reports having no barriers to recycling

96 Call for reducing plastic Respondent’s answer calls for reduced use of plastics in everyday life, not
use a response to the question about barriers to recycling

97 Green waste / composting | Respondent’s answer addresses issue of green waste and composting
(including lack of options for them to compost), not about plastics

98 Complaint about public Respondent’s answer brings up the issue of the cost of recycling programs
cost

99 Unclear meaning or off Respondent’s answer is not clear in meaning / could be interpreted
topic multiple ways, or is unrelated to the question
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Q3_other: What would help you to recycle more?

Code
Number

Code Name

Description of Code

1 Clear information about Respondent reports wanting better information / more public awareness
what is recyclable and raising about what items can be recycled and which ones can’t
what isn’t
2 Making more products Respondent reports that making more types of materials, packaging and
recyclable products recyclable would increase their recycling
3 Knowing what happensto | Respondent reports that having a clearer idea of what happens to recycled
recycled products products would encourage them to recycle more
4 If it was more convenient Respondent reports that making recycling more convenient (specific ways
may vary by respondent) would increase their recycling. This includes the
following: increasing convenience of depot-based recycling; increasing the
number of items accepted in curbside recycling; and increasing access to
curbside recycling at all (some areas do not have it)
10 Raising public awareness Respondent reports that making the public more aware of what happens
of importance of cleaning | to contaminated recycling would encourage more / better recycling
/ avoiding contamination behaviour
11 Financial penalties or Respondent suggests financial incentives or penalties to encourage
incentives aimed at reduction of plastic packaging use at the producer / business level
producers / businesses
12 Financial penalties or Respondent suggests financial incentives or penalties to encourage
incentives aimed at end greater recycling and / or reduce waste
users / citizens
13 Reduce or ban —all Respondent suggests a reduction of, or ban on, all plastics
plastics
14 Reduce or ban — plastic Respondent suggests a reduction of, or ban on, plastic packaging
packaging
15 Reduce or ban — non- Respondent suggests a reduction of, or ban on, non-recyclable plastics
recyclable plastics
16 More recycling options Respondent suggests making recycling options more available at
outside the home businesses and in public spaces
17 Other Respondent’s comment substantively responds to the question, but
cannot be coded to any of the above codes
97 Already recycle fully Respondent reports that they already recycle, though don’t offer any
suggestions
98 Compost / green waste Respondent reports a need for composting / green waste collection to
improve their recycling habits
99 Unclear meaning or off Respondent’s answer is not clear in meaning / could be interpreted
topic multiple ways, or is unrelated to the question
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Q8: What change would make the biggest difference for you when it comes to reducing plastic waste (for
example at home, in the workplace, or in stores or restaurants)?

Code
Number

Code Name

Description of Code

1 Recycling available at Respondent identifies a need for making recycling options available to
businesses for customers at businesses such as restaurants, hotels, coffee shops, etc. Also
customers code for recommendations to require retailers, restaurants, etc. to have in-

store recycling options to take back packaging they provide

2 More reusable Respondent identifies a need for allowing customers to use reusable
packaging accepted at packaging for a wide variety of purposes at retailers e.g., coffee cups, take-
retailers and businesses | out containers, grocery store packaging, etc.

3 Alternatives to plastic Respondent identifies a preference for alternative disposable / compostable
packaging at retailers single-use packaging options
and businesses

4 Make all plastics Respondent identifies a need to make all plastics recyclable
recyclable

5 Financial incentives Respondent identifies creating financial penalties for end user plastic
and/or penalties to consumption, and/or financial incentives for consumers to reduce plastic
consumers to reduce use, recycle plastics (e.g., deposit on plastic containers), etc.
use of plastics

6 Financial incentives Respondent identifies creating financial penalties for companies using
and/or penalties to plastic packaging / plastic in products, and/or financial incentives for
manufacturers / companies using alternatives to plastics
producers / retailers to
reduce use of plastics

7 Encourage recycling Respondent identifies businesses and organizations as areas to focus
among businesses (non- | recycling efforts, e.g., regulations on what type of recycling they must use
retail) on-site. Note that this code should apply to NON-RETAIL businesses (e.g.,

offices). If commenting on recycling or plastics use by retailers, restaurants,
etc., code elsewhere as 6, 8, 9 etc. as appropriate

8 More recycling options Respondent recommends adding more recycling stations to public spaces to
in public spaces support more recycling. Note that this should be coded only when

respondent refers to public spaces like parks and sidewalks. If commenting
about recycling options at restaurants, cafes, businesses, etc., codeas 1, 7, 8
as appropriate

9 Reduce unnecessary Respondent identifies needing to reduce unnecessary / excessive packaging
plastic packaging as an area for action. NOTE that if the comment identifies pairing excessive

packaging with fines or taxes, that should be coded as a 6

10 Ban — select plastics Respondent suggests banning select plastics (narrower than all single-use

plastics)

11 Ban —all single-use Respondent suggests banning all single-use plastics
plastics

12 Ban — all plastic Respondent suggests banning all plastics entirely

13 Improved curbside Respondent suggests improving access to curbside recycling and/or making
recycling more items recyclable through curbside recycling programs to reduce plastic

waste

14 Reduce burden on Respondent suggests making recycling easier for individual citizens by doing
citizens to recycle things like sorting and cleaning at facilities rather than making individuals do

it, making recycling depots or drop-offs more available / convenient, etc.

15 Require more post- Respondent suggests regulations or incentives to require packaging to make
consumer recycled greater use of recycled materials
content in packaging
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Q8: What change would make the biggest difference for you when it comes to reducing plastic waste (for
example at home, in the workplace, or in stores or restaurants)?

Code Code Name Description of Code

Number

16 Clearer information Respondent recommends making information more available, easier to find,
about what is recyclable | easier to understand, etc., regarding what can and cannot be recycled

97 Against government Respondent uses text box to argue against government intervention or
intervention / changes changes to support recycling, does not suggest any ways to reduce plastic

waste NOTE: if respondent is against government involvement but suggests
business- or citizen-led ways to reduce plastic waste, code 1 through 16 as
appropriate. This code only applies if respondent ONLY complains about
government intervention and does not offer alternatives

98 Already recycle Respondent says they already recycle, does not actually respond to the
question of how to help them reduce plastic consumption
99 Unclear meaning or off Response could be interpreted multiple ways, cannot be made sense of, or
topic is incomplete or not an answer at all
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Participant Characteristics and Demographics

Table C1: Participant Type

In what capacity did you respond to this survey? Frequency Valid Percent

Public and recyclers?® 33700 96.6%
Business and industry 1019 2.9%
Local government 94 0.3%
Non-governmental organization 72 0.2%
Valid Total 34885 100.0%
Missing 512 -
Total 35397 -

Table C2: Participant Region

In what region of B.C. do you live? Frequency Valid Percent

Vancouver Island / Sunshine Coast 13648 39.1%
Lower Mainland / Fraser Valley 13686 39.2%
Thompson / Okanagan 4500 12.9%
Kootenay 1526 4.4%
Cariboo 530 1.5%
Northwest and North Coast 400 1.1%
Nechako 358 1.0%
Northeast 238 7%
Valid Total 34886 100.0%
Missing 511 -
Total 35397 -

Table C3: Participant Gender

What is your gender? ‘ Frequency Valid Percent

Male gender 9362 27.0%
Female gender 24721 71.2%
Gender diverse 624 1.8%
Valid Total 34707 100.0%
Missing 690 -
Total 35,397 -

26 Due to apparent confusion among participants regarding the definition of “recycler”, the categories of “general
public” and “recycler” were collapsed. Based on review of the data, it appears that some members of the general
public identified themselves as recyclers as they participate in their local recycling programs, whereas the intended
definition was organizations and businesses that undertake the work of recycling products, such as bottle depots.
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Table C4: Participant Age Groups

What is your age? ‘ Frequency Valid Percent

Under 18 863 2.5%
18 - 39 years 16690 48.0%
40 - 64 years 12536 36.1%
65 - 75 years 3886 11.2%
Over 75 years 781 2.2%
Valid Total 34756 100.0%
Missing 641 -
Total 35397 -

Table C5: Participant Indigenous Identity

Do you identify as Indigenous? \ Frequency Valid Percent

No 33335 96.1%
Yes 1352 3.9%
Valid Total 34687 100.0%
Missing 710 -
Total 35397 -
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Overall Survey Responses

Table C6: Concern about Plastic Waste

How concerned are you about the ‘

problem of plastic waste? Frequency Valid Percent

Not at all concerned 446 1.3%
Slightly concerned 632 1.8%
Somewhat concerned 989 2.8%
Moderately concerned 3527 10.1%
Very concerned 29438 84.0%
Valid Total 35032 100.0%
Missing 365 =
Total 35397 -

Table C7: Barriers to Recycling (Closed-Ended Responses)

What barriers do you face when it comes to

Valid Percent

recycling? Frequency (n=35,397)*

I'm confused about what is recyclable 19,370 54.7%
It's inconvenient to go to a recycling depot 11,873 33.5%
| don't have curbside recycling 3,773 10.7%
It's too much effort 2,629 7.4%

* Respondents were able to select as many responses as they felt were applicable, therefore

percentages may add up to more than 100%.

Table C8: Barriers to Recycling (Open-Ended Responses)

Valid Percent

What barriers do you face when it comes to recycling?

Frequency

(n=1,952)*

Iltems not recyclable in any program 452 23.2%
Certain items are not recyclable in curbside / private recycling programs 389 19.9%
Item / recycling bin contamination and items going to landfill 264 13.5%
Other 260 13.3%
Recycling options outside of home scarce 135 6.9%
Certain items are not recyclable at depots 62 3.2%
Insufficient municipal support for volume of recycling 59 3.0%
Concern about recycling being sent overseas 39 2.0%
Concern that recycled materials don't get used by consumers again 10 0.5%
Off-topic: No barriers to recycling® 284 -
Off-topic: Call for reducing plastic wastet 153 -
Off-topic: Comment about green waste / composting® 9 -
Off-topic: Complaint about public cost 23 -
Off-topic: Unclear meaning or does not respond to question® 44 -

* Due to the high volume of responses to this question, a random 20% sample of all comments was selected for coding and summary in
this table. These counts are not representative of all open-ended comments received in response to this question.

" Off-topic comments were not included in the calculation of valid percentages.

Table C9: Needed Support for Recycling (Closed-Ended Responses)

Valid Percent

What would help you to recycle more? Frequency (n=35,397)*

Making more products recyclable 27,718 78.3%
Clear information about what is recyclable and what isn't 21,005 59.3%
Knowing what happens to recycled products 18,747 53.0%
If it was more convenient 12,837 36.3%

*Participants were able to select as many responses as they felt were applicable, therefore percentages may

add up to more than 100%.
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Table C10: Needed Support for Recycling (Open-Ended Responses)

Valid Percent

What would hel : Frequency (n=855)*

Other 109 12.7%
Reduce or ban - plastic packaging 87 10.2%
Financial penalties or incentives aimed at producers / businesses 77 9.0%
Reduce or ban - all plastics 68 8.0%
More recycling options outside the home 60 7.0%
Financial penalties or incentives aimed at end users / citizens 45 5.3%
Reduce or ban - non-recyclable plastics 37 4.3%
Raising public awareness of importance of cleaning / avoiding contamination 12 1.4%
Off-topic: Already recycle fully® 68 -
Off-topic: Comment about compost / green waste’ 17 -
Off-topic: Unclear meaning or does not respond to question® 30 -

* Due to the high volume of responses to this question, a random 20% sample of all comments was selected for coding and summary in
this table. These counts are not representative of all open-ended comments received in response to this question.
" Off-topic comments were not included in the calculation of valid percentages.

Table C11: Support for Considering Bans on Single-Use Plastics

How important is it to you that the provincial government consider

bans for: Single-use plastic packaging Frequency Valid Percent

Not at all important 1258 3.6%
Slightly unimportant 508 1.4%
Neither important nor unimportant 831 2.4%
Moderately important 3996 11.3%
Very important 28623 81.3%
Valid Total 35216 100.0%
Missing 181 -
Total 35397 -

Table C12: Support for Considering Bans on Styrofoam Packaging

How important is it to you that the provincial government consider

bans for: Styrofoam packaging Frequency Valid Percent

Not at all important 1023 3.0%
Slightly unimportant 376 1.1%
Neither important nor unimportant 616 1.8%
Moderately important 2756 8.0%
Very important 29776 86.2%
Valid Total 34547 100.0%
Missing 850 =
Total 35397 -

Table C13: Support for Increasing Beverage Deposit Amount to Ten Cents

Please rate your support for increasing the beverage ‘
container refundable deposit fee to 10 cents Frequency Valid Percent

Not at all supportive 1580 4.5%
Slightly unsupportive 692 2.0%
Neither supportive nor unsupportive 3086 8.8%
Somewhat supportive 4922 14.0%
Very supportive 24713 70.9%
Valid Total 34993 100.0%
Missing 404 -
Total 35397 -
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Table C14: Support for Including Milk and Milk-Substitute Containers in the Deposit-Refund Schedule

Do you think milk jugs and other similar containers should have a refundable Valid
deposit, even if it means paying 10 cents more at the check-out? Frequency Percent
Strongly disagree 1869 5.3%
Disagree 1775 5.0%
Neither agree nor disagree 4037 11.5%
Agree 7054 20.0%
Strongly agree 20263 58.2%
Valid Total 34998 100.0%
Missing 399 -
Total 35397 -

Table C15: Interest in Purchasing Goods with Recycled Content

If you had the choice, how important for you is it to purchase products made

with recycled content, even if they might cost you more? Frequency Valid Percent

Not at all important 1161 3.3%
Slightly unimportant 706 2.0%
Neither important nor unimportant 2956 8.4%
Moderately important 10607 30.1%
Very important 19573 56.2%
Valid Total 35003 100.0%
Missing 394 -
Total 35397 -

Table C16: Changes Needed to Reduce Plastic Waste

What change would make the biggest difference to you when it comes to reducing Valid
plastic waste? Frequency Percent
Reduce unnecessary plastic packaging 4,208 23.8%
Alternatives to plastic packaging at retailers and businesses 2,435 13.8%
Ban - select plastics 1,604 9.1%
Ban - all single-use plastics 1,502 8.5%
More reusable packaging accepted at retailers and businesses 1,302 7.4%
Improved curbside recycling 1,201 6.8%
Financial incentives and/or penalties to manufacturers / producers / retailers to reduce 1176 6.6%
. , .6%
use of plastics
Financial incentives and/or penalties to consumers to reduce use of plastics 814 4.6%
Reduce burden on citizens to recycle 756 4.3%
Clearer information about what is recyclable 732 4.1%
Ban - all plastic 551 3.1%
Make all plastics recyclable 372 2.1%
More recycling options in public spaces 303 1.7%
Recycling available at businesses for customers 292 1.7%
Encourage more recycling among businesses (non-retail) 276 1.6%
Require more post-consumer recycled content in packaging 166 .9%
Valid Total* 17,690 100.0%
Off-topic: Against government intervention / changes 19 -
Off-topic: Already recycle 127 -
Off-topic: Unclear meaning or unresponsive to question 827 -

* Due to the high volume of responses to this question, a random 60% sample of all comments was selected for coding and summary in
this table. These counts are not representative of all open-ended comments received in response to this question.
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Cross-Tabulations: Select Demographic Factors by Select Survey Items

Table C17: Age Group Comparisons

What is your age?

Survey ltem Response Option Under 18 18 - 39 years \ 40 - 64 years 65 - 75 years Over 75 years Total
Count Column% Count Column % Count Column % Count Column %
Not at all concerned 10ac4 1.3% 155,45 1.0% 190, 1.7% 35p4 1.0% 8acd 1.2% 398 1.3%
How concerned Slightly concerned 1241 1.5% 227, 1.5% 247, 2.2% 77be 2.2% 11ap 1.7% 574 1.8%
are you about the | Somewhat concerned 47, 5.9% 395, 2.6% 376, 3.3% 85p.c 2.4% 10 1.5% 913 2.9%
y!
problem of plastic Moderately concerned 158, 19.8% 1804, 11.9% 978 8.7% 2054 5.9% 464 7.0% 3191 10.2%
waste? Very concerned 572, 71.6% | 12537, 82.9% | 9486, 84.1% | 3071, 88.4% 586, 88.7% | 26252 83.8%
Total 799 100.0% 15118 100.0% | 11277 100.0% | 3473 100.0% 661 100.0% | 31328 100.0%
How important is it Not at all important 35,4 4.3% 469, 3.1% 488, 4.3% 113p4 3.2% 21,04 3.1% 1126 3.6%
p
to you that the Slightly unimportant 20, 2.5% 178, 1.2% | 210, 1.9% 504 1.4% 4 0.6% 462 1.5%
gg‘z,‘gprfﬂm l’:ﬁﬁ:‘g&'{;‘ﬁf’ta”t nor 49, 6.1% 309, 20% | 302 27% | 79 23% | 13, 1.9% 752 2.4%
consider bans for: Moderately important 133. 16.5% 1896, 12.5% 1237, 10.9% 2954 8.4% 604 8.8% 3621 11.5%
Single-use plastic | Very important 568, 70.6% | 12313, 81.2% | 9104, 80.3% | 2966, 84.7% 580, 85.5% | 25531 81.1%
packaging Total 805 100.0% 15165 100.0% | 11341 100.0% | 3503 100.0% 678 100.0% | 31492 100.0%
How important is it | Not at all important 55, 6.9% 433, 2.9% 332, 3.0% 72 2.2% 13, 2.1% 905 2.9%
p
to you that the Slightly unimportant 28, 3.5% 148, 1.0% 123, 1.1% 43, 1.3% 5p 0.8% 347 1.1%
gg‘z,‘gprfﬂm l’:'r’fi"n:‘:(:r'trgrﬁ’f”a”t nor 61, 7.7% 242, 16% | 206, 1.9% 54, 1.6% 7 1.1% 570 1.8%
consider bans for: | Moderately important 128, 16.1% 1192, 7.9% 883, 8.0% 238, 7.2% 59 9.5% 2500 8.1%
Styrofoam Very important 525, 65.9% 13111, 86.7% 9530 86.1% 2879 87.6% 538y 86.5% | 26583 86.0%
packaging Total 797 100.0% 15126 100.0% | 11074 100.0% | 3286 100.0% 622 100.0% | 30905 100.0%
| Not at all supportive 11, 1.4% 580, 3.8% 627, 5.6% 154, 4.4% 23ab.c 3.5% 1395 4.5%
Euep%?rtrgf your Slightly unsupportive 125 1.5% 331, 2.2% 222, 2.0% 42, 1.2% Bab 0.9% 613 2.0%
increasing the l':'rfs't:; (fr‘:if’lzom"e nor 87, 10.9% 1538, 10.2% | 899, 8.0% | 210, 6.1% | 43y, 6.5% | 2777 8.9%
?;‘lﬁrdag; ecggfc')rs‘letr Somewhat supportive 200, 25.0% 2378, 15.7% | 1448, 12.9% | 353 10.2% 7204 10.9% | 4451 14.2%
fee 10 10 cents Very supportive 491, 61.3% | 10309, 68.1% | 8062, 71.6% | 27054 78.1% 515, 78.1% | 22082 70.5%
Total 801 100.0% 15136 100.0% | 11258 100.0% | 3464 100.0% 659 100.0% | 31318 100.0%
Do you think milk Strongly disagree 15, 2.1% 624, 4.2% 767, 6.9% 2004 5.8% 23ap4d 3.5% 1629 5.3%
jugs and other Disagree 23, 3.1% 7434 5.0% 626, 5.6% | 1624 4.7% 42 6.5% 1596 5.2%
similar containers i
<hould hove & (’;'I‘:ggfé Saree nor 119, 16.3% | 2026, 13.5% | 1106s 9.9% | 255, 74% | 59, 9.1% | 3565 11.5%
refundable deposit, | Agree 234, 32.0% 3274, 21.9% | 2027, 18.1% | 592, 17.2% | 139, 21.5% | 6266 20.2%
even if %means Strongly agree 340, 46.5% 8309, 55.5% | 6669, 590.6% | 22314 64.9% | 385pcq 59.4% | 17934 57.9%
paying 10 cents
more at the check- | Total 731 100.0% 14976 100.0% | 11195 100.0% | 3440 100.0% 648 100.0% | 30990 100.0%
out?
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Survey ltem

If you had the
choice, how
important for you is
it to purchase
products made
with recycled
content, even if
they might cost
you more?

Response Option

Under 18
Count | Column %

What is your age?
18 - 39 years \ 40 - 64 years

Count Column % | Count Column% Count

65 - 75 years

Column %

Over 75 years

Count

Column %

Count

Total
Column %

Not at all important 21, 2.6% 392, 2.6% | 479, 4.3% | 1360, 3.9% 1740 2.6% | 1045 3.3%
Slightly unimportant 27, 3.4% 338, 2.2% | 2264 2.0% 45, 1.3% 105 1.5% 646 2.1%
Neither important nor 118, 14.7% | 12964 8.6% | 993, 8.8% | 235, 6.8% Y 5.6% | 2679 8.6%
unimportant

Moderately important 283, 35.3% 4950, 32.7% | 3250, 28.8% | 909, 26.2% | 20625, 31.3% | 9598 30.6%
Very important 352, 43.9% 8152, 53.9% | 6320, 56.1% | 2139 61.7% | 38%.q 50.0% | 17352 55.4%
Total 801 100.0% | 15128 100.0% | 11268 100.0% | 3464 100.0% 659 100.0% | 31320 100.0%

Note: Values in the same row and sub-table not sharing the same subscript are significantly different at p<0.05 in the two-sided test of equality for column proportions. Cells with no subscript are not
included in the test. Tests assume equal variances.!
1. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost sub-table using the Bonferroni correction.
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Table C18: Region Comparisons

In what region of B.C. do you live?

: Vancouver Island / Lower Mainland / Thompson /
Survey Item Response Option Sunshine Coast Fraser Valley Okanagan Kootenay Cariboo Cont’d...
Count Column % Count  Column % Count Column % Count Cqumoz Count = Column %
Not at all concerned 167.p 1.4% 120, 1.0% 82, 2.0% 1841 1.3% Tap 1.5%
How Slightly concerned 241, 2.0% 150, 1.2% 125.4 3.1% 22400 1.6% 14404 3.0%
Concebme?tﬁfe Somewhat concerned 362, 3.0% 310, 2.5% 163, 4.1% 28, 2.1% 21ape 4.5%
ou about the
)F;roblem of Moderately concerned 1201, 9.8% 1253, 10.0% 450, 11.2% 130, 9.7% 61.p 13.0%
plastic waste? Very concerned 10276, 83.9% 10673, 85.3% 3191, 79.6% 1142,y 85.2% 365, 78.0%
Total 12247 100.0% 12506 100.0% 4011 100.0% 1340 100.0% 468 100.0%
How important | Not at all important 472, 3.8% 346, 2.8% 205, 5.1% 48abc 3.6% 265 5.6%
isitto you that | Slightly unimportant 185, 1.5% 160, 1.3% 73ap 1.8% 17, 1.3% 12.p 2.6%
the provincial ; ;
government m‘fi'rt:]‘sgr'trgrﬁ’to”am nor 296, 2.4% 247, 2.0% 1375, 3.4% 31ap 2.3% 17ape 3.6%
fcé’r’:‘ss'?neél gi”sse Moderately important 1379, 11.2% | 1419, 11.3% | 531p0e 13.2% 1344, 9.9% 73c.00 15.7%
plastic Very important 9995, 81.1% 10383, 82.7% 3089, 76.6% 1118,p 82.9% 338; 72.5%
packaging Total 12327 100.0% 12555 100.0% 4035 100.0% 1348 100.0% 466 100.0%
. Not at all important 364, 3.0% 309, 2.5% 152 4 3.9% 38ap 2.9% 23pca 5.1%
How important - :
is it to you that Slightly unimportant 142, 1.2% 99, 0.8% 70p 1.8% 11.p 0.8% 6ab.c 1.3%
the provincial | Neither important nor 202 1.7% 213 1L7% | 104 2.6% 20 1.5% 14 3.1%
government unimportant ? i 2 : > : 0 i e :
consider bans Moderately important 964, 8.0% 920, 7.4% 402, 10.2% 94, 7.2% A1, 9.1%
L°£éf§§ﬁg°am Very important 10413, 4 86.2% | 10847, 87.6% 3199, 81.5% 1151, 87.6% 3664 81.3%
Total 12085 100.0% 12388 100.0% 3927 100.0% 1314 100.0% 450 100.0%
Please rate Not at all supportive 541, 4.4% 529, 4.2% 2165 5.4% 53, 4.0% 32.p 6.9%
your support Slightly unsupportive 241, 2.0% 260, 2.1% 74, 1.8% 14, 1.0% 6, 1.3%
for increasing ; :
the beverage Eﬁg::g;‘t‘isgomve nor 1072, 8.7% | 1120, 9.0% 382, 9.5% 102, 7.6% 44, 9.5%
fgfﬁt:égirl . Somewhat supportive 1661, 13.6% | 1875, 15.0% 57645 14.4% 16345 12.2% 5745 12.3%
deposit fee to Very supportive 87384p 71.3% 8711, 69.7% 2763, 68.9% 1007, 75.2% 325, 70.0%
10 cents Total 12253 100.0% 12495 100.0% 4011 100.0% 1339 100.0% 464 100.0%
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In what region of B.C. do you live?

: Vancouver Island / Lower Mainland / Thompson /

Survey Item Response Option Sunshine Coast Fraser Valley Okanagan Kootenay Cariboo Cont'd...

Count Column % Count  Column % Count Column % Count Cqumoz Count Column %
Do you think Strongly disagree 625, 5.1% 647, 5.2% 272 6.8% 53, 3.9% 3Mape 7.4%
Qﬂ‘;ﬂ”s?;ﬁ:rd Disagree 605404 4.9% | 643400 5.1% 243, 6.1% 45, 3.3% 27acd 5.9%
Cﬁntallijnﬁrs (’;‘éggfé:gree nor 1408, 11.5% | 1533, 12.3% 458, 11.4% 117, 8.7% 43, 9.3%
shou ave a
refundable Agree 2451, 20.0% 2542, 20.4% 861, 21.4% 240, 17.8% 88, 19.1%
deposit, even if | strongly agree 7155, 58.4% | 7124.pq 57.0% | 21824 54.3% 895, 66.3% | 269 pca 58.4%
it means
paying 10
cents more at | Total 12244 100.0% | 12489 100.0% 4016 100.0% 1350 100.0% 461 100.0%
the check-out?
If you had the | Not at all important 412, 3.4% 333, 2.7% 2064 5.1% 4641 3.4% 25.c4 5.4%
Icr:g'ocr'fa:tof"(‘)’r Slightly unimportant 259, 2.1% 238, 1.9% 101, 2.5% 19, 1.4% 15, 3.2%
you is it to Neither important nor 970, 7.9% | 1041, 8.3% 426, 10.6% 102, 7.6% 54gpc 11.6%
purchase unimportant
products made | Moderately important 36564 29.8% | 3864ap 30.9% | 1281, 31.9% 383, 28.5% 149, 32.0%
W'tht fefyc'ed o | very important 6954, 56.8% 7023, 56.2% 2001, 49.8% 794, 59.1% 223y, 47.9%
content, even |
they migh}) cost | Total 12251 100.0% | 12499 100.0% 4015 100.0% 1344 100.0% 466 100.0%
You more-

Survey Item

Response Option

Northwest and North
Coast

Count Column %

In what region of B.C. do you live?

Nechako

Count

Column

%

Northeast

‘ Count

Column
)

Total

Count

Column
%

Not at all concerned 3a,b 0.9% 4a,b 1.3% 5a,b 2.4% 406 1.3%
How Slightly concerned 5a,b,c 1.4% 5a,b,c,d 1.6% 13d 6.3% 575 1.8%
Sgﬂcszrgﬁ?tzree Somewhat concerned 1la,b,c 3.1% 6a,b 1.9% 18c 8.8% 919 2.9%
problem of Moderately concerned 36a,b 10.2% 41a,b 13.0% 37b 18.0% 3209 10.2%
plastic waste? | Very concerned 297a,b,c 84.4% 260a,b,c 82.3% 132d 64.4% 26336 83.8%
Total 352 100.0% 316 100.0% 205 100.0% 31445 100.0%
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In what region of B.C. do you live?
Northwest and North

Survey Item Response Option Coast Nechako Northeast Total
Column Column Column
Count Column % Count ) Count ) %
How important | Not at all important 11apc 3.1% 11ape 3.5% 214 10.2% 1140 3.6%
is it to you that | Slightly unimportant 3ab 0.8% Tab 2.2% 9% 4.4% 466 1.5%
the provincial ; ;
government Er?i'rt]:‘;gr't':ﬁto“am nor Zane 2.0% 10ape 3.2% 13, 6.3% 758 2.4%
consider bans - o . 5 p
for: Single-use Moderately important 33ap4 9.3% 38apde 12.0% 41, 19.9% 3648 11.5%
plastic Very important 301, 84.8% 251apc 79.2% 1224 59.2% 25597 81.0%
packaging Total 355 100.0% 317 100.0% 206 100.0% 31609 100.0%
) Not at all important Sab 1.4% 8ab.d 2.6% 154 7.3% 914 2.9%
_HQW important lightl - o o o o
is it to you that Slightly unimportant 3abe 0.9% Sapbc 1.6% 10, 4.9% 346 1.1%
the provincial | Neither important nor Bane 1.4% Y 2.3% 12, 5.9% 577 1.9%
government unimportant
consider bans | Moderately important 34ap 9.8% 29.p 9.5% 29, 14.1% 2513 8.1%
L";;ks;gggoam Very important 299, 86.4% 257ac 84.0% 139, 67.8% | 26671 86.0%
Total 346 100.0% 306 100.0% 205 100.0% 31021 100.0%
Please rate Not at all supportive 13ap 3.7% 9 2.9% 20, 9.8% 1413 4.5%
your support Slightly unsupportive 9p 2.5% 3a 1.0% 12, 5.9% 619 2.0%
for increasing ; :
the beverage m?;tlt‘:g;‘t‘isgo”"’e nor 24, 6.8% 30, 9.6% 18, 8.8% 2792 8.9%
f;ﬂfég%rl . Somewhat supportive 49, 13.9% 4700 15.0% 35,5 17.2% 4463 14.2%
deposit fee to | Very supportive 25841 73.1% 225.1 71.7% 119, 58.3% 22146 70.5%
p
10 cents Total 353 100.0% 314 100.0% 204 100.0% 31433 100.0%
Do you think Strongly disagree 104p 2.8% 15.p¢ 4.7% 21, 10.2% 1677 5.3%
mikjugs and " pisagree 22400 6.2% 23,4 73% | 14 6.8% | 1622 5.2%
containers Neither agree nor 40, 11.3% 31.p 9.8% 33, 16.1% 3663 11.7%
should have a | disagree
refundable Agree 67, 18.9% 65, 20.5% 42, 20.5% 6356 20.2%
g‘?tpgse'gnesve” Strongly agree 215.p¢ 60.7% 183apcd 57.7% 954 46.3% 18118 57.6%
aying 10
Ee%tsgmore at | Total 354 100.0% 317 100.0% 205 100.0% 31436 100.0%
the check-out?
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Survey Item Response Option

Northwest and North

Coast

Count Column %

Nechako
Column
Count

%

Northeast

‘ Count

Column

%

Total
Column

In what region of B.C. do you live?

%

If you had the | Not at all important 10ap,0a 2.8% 1aped 3.5% 174 8.3% 1060 3.4%
choice, how - -

important for S"Q*:'y unimportant 5a 1.4% 4q 1.3% 9, 4.4% 650 2.1%
youisitto | NEIhST Faportant nor 324 00% | 32|  10.3% 38, |  185% | 2695 8.6%
purchase unlmportant

products Moderately important 116ap 32.8% 117, 37.6% 684 33.2% 9634 30.6%
made with | very important 191, 54.0% 7y, | 47.3% 73, | 356% | 17406 | 554%
recycled

content, even

if they might | Total 354 100.0% 311 | 100.0% 205 | 100.0% | 31445 |  100.0%
cost you

more?

Note: Values in the same row and sub-table not sharing the same subscript are significantly different at p<0.05 in the two-sided test of equality for column proportions. Cells with no subscript are not
included in the test. Tests assume equal variances.!

1. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost sub-table using the Bonferroni correction.
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Survey Item

Response Option

Table C19: Participant Type Comparisons

Public and recyclers

In what capacity are you responding to this survey?
Non-governmental
organization Total

Local government ‘

Business and industry

Column % Count Column %

Column %

Column % Count

Column %

Not at all concerned 416, 1.2% 13, 1.3% 1. 1.1% 1a 1.4% 431 1.2%
Slightly concerned 596, 1.8% 24, 2.4% 0 0.0% o 0.0% 620 1.8%

How concerned Somewhat o o . . .

are you about the | concerned 955, 2.9% 14, 1.4% 3an 3.3% Lap 1.4% 973 2.8%

prob em af plastic Moderately 3377, 10.1% 84, 8.3% 10, 10.9% % 12.7% 3480 10.1%
Very concerned 28085, 84.0% 876, 86.6% 784 84.8% 60, 84.5% 29099 84.1%
Total 33429 100.0% 1011 100.0% 92 100.0% 71 100.0% 34603 100.0%
Not at all important 1185, 3.5% 41, 4.0% 2a 2.1% 2a 2.8% 1230 3.5%

?OW i":ﬁotrttar\]nt isit | slightly unimportant 490, 1.5% 12, 1.2% 2. 2.1% ot 0.0% 504 1.4%

0 you that the - -

provincial wgr'tgﬁirr:]mgggﬁ‘t”t 796, 2.4% 16, 1.6% 4, 4.3% 1o 1.4% 817 2.3%

government Moderatepl

consider bans for: im ortanty 3835,p 11.4% 90, 8.9% 11,4 11.7% 14, 19.4% 3950 11.4%

Single-use plastic p -

packaging Very important 27306, 81.2% 856a 84.3% 75a 79.8% 55a 76.4% 28292 81.3%
Total 33612 100.0% 1015 100.0% 94 100.0% 72 100.0% 34793 100.0%
Not at all important 960, 2.9% 34, 3.4% 2. 2.2% 3. 4.3% 999 2.9%

How imﬁoﬁint isit | slightly unimportant 362, 1.1% 6a 0.6% 1a 1.1% o 0.0% 369 1.1%

to you that the ———

provincial E()e:tgr?rr:]mgrct);triltnt 599, 1.8% 10 1.0% 2, 2.2% ot 0.0% 611 1.8%

government Moderateﬁ

consider bans for: important y 2651, 8.0% 58, 5.8% 5a 5.5% 8, 11.4% 2722 8.0%

Styrofoam

packaging Very important 28403, 86.1% 889, 89.2% 81ap 89.0% 59 84.3% 29432 86.2%
Total 32975 100.0% 997 100.0% 91 100.0% 70 100.0% 34133 100.0%
Not at all supportive 1484, 4.4% 61, 6.1% 3a 3.2% 1, 1.4% 1549 4.5%

Pleasetf?te your Slightly unsupportive 654, 2.0% 26, 2.6% 3 3.2% 2, 2.9% 685 2.0%

support tor T -

increasing the E;'th‘ﬁgj;‘gggﬁg’e 2951, 8.8% 90, 8.9% 7a 7.4% 3 4.3% 3051 8.8%

beverage

container fl?mimaet 4738, 14.2% 102, 10.1% 1045 10.6% 1045 14.3% 4860 14.1%

refundable deposit pp -

fee to 10 cents Very supportive 23584, 70.6% 728, 72.3% 71, 75.5% 54, 77.1% 24437 70.7%
Total 33411 100.0% 1007 100.0% 94 100.0% 70 100.0% 34582 100.0%
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In what capacity are you responding to this survey?

Survey Item Response Option . . . ‘ Non-govgrnmental

Public and recyclers Business and industry Local government organization Total

Count Column % Count Column % Count Column % Count Column % Count Column %
Do you think milk Strongly disagree 1771, 5.3% 58, 5.8% 2, 2.2% 2a 2.8% 1833 5.3%
jugs and other : o . o o o
similar containers Dls.agree 1717, 5.1% 37, 3.7% 3. 3.2% 1, 1.4% 1758 5.1%
should have a Neither agree nor 3887, 11.6% 92, 9.1% 13, 14.0% 4, 5.6% 3996 11.6%
refundable disagree
deposit, even if it Agree 6780, 20.3% 152, 15.1% 19,5 20.4% 164 22.5% 6967 20.1%
means paying 10 gy 1 agree 19260, 57.6% 669, 66.4% 564 60.2% 48,5 67.6% 20033 57.9%
cents more at the
check-out? Total 33415 100.0% 1008 100.0% 93 100.0% 71 100.0% 34587 100.0%
If you had the Not at all important 1097, 3.3% 37, 3.7% 2, 2.2% 2a 2.8% 1138 3.3%
choice, holyv Slightly unimportant 675, 2.0% 17, 1.7% 3a 3.2% 0! 0.0% 695 2.0%
important for you - -
is it to purchase w;'tt‘ﬁl'r:]mgr‘gﬁ”t 2824, 8.4% 81, 8.0% 9 9.7% 4, 5.6% 2918 8.4%
products made Mo deratepl
with recycled iMoo rtanty 10226, 30.6% 215, 21.3% 27ap 29.0% 174p 23.6% 10485 30.3%
content, even if p -
they might cost Very important 18601, 55.7% 659, 65.3% 52ap 55.9% 49,1 68.1% 19361 56.0%
you more? Total 33423 100.0% 1009 100.0% 93 100.0% 72 100.0% 34597 100.0%

Note: Values in the same row and sub-table not sharing the same subscript are significantly different at p<0.05 in the two-sided test of equality for column proportions. Cells with no subscript are not
included in the test. Tests assume equal variances.!
1. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost sub-table using the Bonferroni correction.
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