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Report Template

This report template and the companion spreadsheets provide a framework to assist in the writing of final reports for CIF Multi-residential best practice projects.   As these projects have been structured to follow the established guidelines for implementing best practices it is expected that there will be many similarities amongst municipalities that will lend themselves to following a template format in the writing of the final report.  The best practices implementation guideline is available from CIF website.

How to use this template  
Throughout this template you will find three kinds of information:

1. Black font text – generic text that will apply to most multi-residential best practices type projects.  The text may be used as a starting point, edited or if it fits, copied verbatim.  
2. Italicized blue font text – instructions to report writers to be followed where applicable.  
3. Tables and graphs – where indicated these are linked to excel worksheets on the companion excel files.  While the tables and graphs have been populated with data to give them more relevance and illustrate how numbers are arrived at, keep in mind that this is ‘dummy’ data and thus data used in one set of graphs or tables is not necessarily the same as used in another set.   

Report writers are not tied to the style and format of this template (e.g. title page, font style, table & graph layout, etc).  Some municipalities may have corporate standards they are required to follow and others may wish to get creative with format and develop their own style.  All final project reports will be posted on the CIF website.   

For questions regarding the use of this template contact Anne Boyd at aboyd@london.ca or 519-661-2500 ext 7304.
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1. Executive summary
This is the final report of a project implemented by Municipality between data and date.  The project goal was to increase recycling rates by implementing best practices in the municipal multi-residential recycling program.  Waste Diversion Ontario - Continuous Improvement Fund (WDO – CIF) provided financial and technical assistant and consulting services provided by Company were employed to work with municipal staff in completing the project.  

Municipality currently provides blue box recycling to xxxx households, including xxxx households in multi-residential buildings.  The number of multi-residential buildings provided with municipal recycling service increased from xx to yy during this project.  This represents a corresponding increase in terms of residential units from xxxx to yyyy. The best practices that were implemented during this project included: creating a database of multi-residential properties, evaluating the recycling performance of individual buildings and estimating the overall program recycling rate, increasing the number of recycling containers at buildings and distributing new promotion and education materials to residential and building staff.  Additional work included in this project was:  list initiatives.  The average recycling rate at buildings was estimated at xx kg per unit; the total amount recycled for all buildings is estimated at xxx tonnes per year.  XX size/type recycling containers were added to the program, increasing the recycling capacity from xx litres per unit to yy litres per unit.  It is estimated that implementing best practices had the effect of increasing recycling by xy per cent or from xx kg per unit to yy kg per unit.   The data noted above is examples of some of the expected data that may be presented in the executive summary.    You may prefer to present the data in summary tables.  

Indicate if project is part of a larger overall strategy or goal and what the next step is.

The cost to complete the project budget was $ xxxxx.  Municipality was approved up to $zzzz funding from the Continuous Improvement Fund.  The estimated return on investment of the CIF portion is x years.  

Provide contact details for more information about the project.




2. Introduction 
This section should introduce the municipality and the project with a discussion about the rationale of the project and what the project goals and objectives where.  This may be framed in a larger context of municipal waste diversion goals.
Provide an overview of the nature of the work that was completed during the project.  

3. Background: multi-residential recycling program overview
This section will provide a descriptive overview of the municipal multi-residential program.  Where applicable, information should be provided in the context of the larger blue box recycling program.  Information in this section will include:
· How many buildings of 6 plus units, how many multi-residential units are within your municipality
· What percent of total households are multi-res
· Recycling program details:
· Collection frequency, two stream, single stream, etc
· Recycling requirements set by municipality (e.g. by-laws)
· Type of collection containers used and how containers are provided (at cost, no cost, property owner responsibility, etc.)
· How many containers are provided (or recommended) and on what basis
· Number of trucks, are these designated routes or is multi-res picked up with curbside or IC&I
· How many buildings and units are provided with recycling collection, % of total buildings, units
· Program performance measures:  amount recycled (kg/unit) and program cost ($/unit, $/tonne), indicate if estimated or actual
· Overview of garbage collection system, particularly of any best practice elements that would increase recycling rates (user fees, container limits, etc.)
Please note: It is important to clarify that information presented in this background section refers to program statistics prior to implementing the project.  Specify when, and if data refers to post-implementation results.
The following example tables may be used to provide summary information:
Table 3.1: Number of households in municipality (month, year)
	 
	Households
	Percent

	Curbside
	75,000
	75%

	Multi-res
	25,000
	25%

	Total
	100,000
	100%



Table 3.2:  Number of households with municipal blue box program (month, year)
	 
	Curbside
	Multi-res
	Total

	All households
	75,000
	25,000
	100,000

	Households with municipal blue box program
	75,000
	15,000
	90,000

	% with blue box program
	100%
	60%
	90%



Table 3.3 shows further details on buildings with and without recycling service.  Provide a discussion about any notable features, such as in the example provided, buildings that participate in the municipal recycling program are on average larger buildings (64 units/building) compared to buildings that do not participant in the recycling program (38 units/building).  If data is available additional information about private recycling could be added to this table.  



Table 3.3: Number of multi-residential buildings and units with municipal blue box service (month, year)
	
	Buildings
	Units
	Average # of units per building

	Total
	500
	25,000
	50

	With recycling
	235
	15,000
	64

	Without recycling
	265
	10,000
	38

	% recycling
	47%
	60%
	



If the number of multi-residential units provided with recycling serviced increased as a result of the project include this information in Table 3.4.
Table 3.4:  Multi-residential recycling before and after project (month, year)
	
	Before project
	After project
	% change

	Buildings with recycling
	235
	415
	77%

	Units with recycling
	15,000
	20,000
	33%

	Unit/building
	64
	48
	95%



Table 3.5 provides program performance measures.  Where this information is not available estimates may be provided.  Explain the process for obtaining estimates.
Table 3.5: Recycling program performance measures (month, year)
	
	Effectiveness
	Efficiency

	Quantity
	1,450 tonnes
	$394,000 

	Multi-res units
	15,000
	15,000

	Per unit
	97 kg per unit
	$26 per unit



4. The project scope
The project scope included four main phases:
· Phase 1:  Develop and maintain a database of buildings 
· Phase 2:  Benchmark recycling performance
· Phase 3:  Increase recycling container capacity
· Phase 4:  Provide promotion & education materials 
Each of the phases is discussed in the following sections.
List additional phases included in your project.  For example if your project included making substantial changes to the number of buildings served in your program or changing elements of the recycling program (e.g. adding new materials, two-stream to single-stream) add sections to describe the work done.   
4.1	Phase 1:  Develop and maintain a database of buildings 
Creating and maintaining a database of all multi-residential properties is an important step towards implementing best practices.   To obtain the list of multi-residential properties, there are a number of potential sources of data, including:  
· Municipal departments such as planning, taxation, or technology services may be able to identifying properties and provide basic information (addresses, owners, and number of units, etc.)  
· Property management or rental associations may have listings of their members’ buildings and contact information for owners and property managers.  
4.1.1	Sources & collection methodology
Discuss your data sources.  This may include:  what data sources you used, data obtained, how complete and reliable was it.  
While some preliminary data can be collected by the methods discussed above, in-person site visits to each building were completed to collect detailed information such as how well the recycling program is currently working, building characteristics that may create recycling challenges or opportunities (e.g., room for recycling bins), contact information for the on-site representative (e.g. superintendent) and the role that the on-site staff play in managing the building’s recycling program.   
Discuss how the data for your project was collected and stored.  Include:
· Methodology – how was the data collection, describe the process, who collected it, how was consistency ensured?  This will include details of how site visits were conducted.
· Discuss challenges of site visits.
· Attach a copy of your site visit form in the Appendices and refer to it in this section.     
4.1.2	Database and completeness of data
What type of database program was used to ‘house’ the data collected from the site visits (Access, Excel, Oracle, MySQL, Kronos)?  Was the project successful in creating a database of all properties will full information.  How confident are you in your data?  What percentage of buildings is included in the data set?  If the data is incomplete, how will the missing information be completed?  Include in the Appendices a sample spreadsheet (Excel) or screen capture (Access, Oracle, etc) of your database.  Include a table with summary information on data completeness. An example table is provided below, customize to meet your program and provide accompanying notes as necessary.  
Table 4.1:  Database summary
	Buildings
	Total in municipality1
	Recycling provided by  municipality
	Site visits completed2
	Data updated2

	Number of buildings
	500
	415
	480
	480

	% of all buildings
	100%
	83%
	96%
	96%


Notes
1 Total number of buildings of six or more residential units.
2 Site visits and data updates were completed at all buildings where access was permitted.

4.1.3	Data maintenance 
After the initial investment to create an up-to-data database has been it is important to protect this investment by maintaining the database and ensuring a process of keeping it up-to-date.  
Describe the process that has been initiated to ensure that resources are allocated to update the database on an on-going basis and after the project is completed.  Who will update the database, what is the mechanism that will trigger the need to update data?
4.1.4	Header
As applicable, add a section to capture anything not already captured in this section about property data.  This may include interesting or unique features about the data or how you collected, maintain, or will use it. Some examples may include:  riding with the collections to obtain visual spot checks, use of electronic system to identify all containers (RFID tags, electronic tracking of collection vehicles, sharing data with MOE office to identify non-recycling buildings, etc.)
4.1.5	Summary and recommendation:
Include a brief summary of Phase 1 work:  how many buildings are now updated on the database, how the information is stored, plans for maintenance, upkeep and inputting new information.  
If applicable provide recommendation(s) for continued upkeep of data and to share with other municipal staff reading this report.  
4.2	Phase 2:  Benchmarking recycling performance
A key step in implementing program improvements is to benchmark current performance so that future recycling targets can be established and program improvements can be tangibly measured as you move towards meeting these desired targets. 
Evaluating performance is a quantitative assessment that measures the following:
1) How much each building is recycling (kg/unit), and 
2) How much is being recycled by all the buildings collectively.   
Performance indicators such as container fullness and contamination were monitored during site visits.  Performance data completed during site visits is an estimate only as it is not based on precise weights.  However if done consistently research suggests that performance data has been found to be within 10-15% accuracy of actual weights.  Obtaining this information from each building was instructive both for flagging low performing buildings and for highlighting top performers.  Low performers were flagged for follow-up strategies and top performers provided useful model buildings.   
4.2.1	Procedure for estimating recycling rates
Provide an overview of the procedure for estimating recycling rates at the buildings.  Detailed information on procedure can be included in the Appendix.   Include a photo to capture the procedure (e.g., project staff completing an inspection at a building). 
4.2.2	Recycling rate estimates
In this section include tables and graphs to quantify recycling rates.  Provide explanatory comments on the tables and graphs. Below are sample tables and graphs. Include the data that the data refers to.
Table 4.2:  Building recycling rates, Date 

Table 4.2 shows the distribution of recycling rates (estimated kg/unit/year) based on estimates completed at visual site inspections at x buildings.  Note any adjustments to the data, for example removal of outliner points that may not be accurate, etc.  Note the average recycling rate for all buildings (in this example 70 kg per unit per year).  Note the dates when the audits were completed and they are estimates based on visual inspections and represents a ‘snap-shot’ of the multi-res program at that time.  
If you completed two sets of visual inspections – baseline and post-implementation – during the project, include graphs and table to compare the results.  Examples are provided below.  Graph 4.3 and Graph 4.4 represent the same date in different graph formats.  Graph 4.4 works better for larger programs where there are too many building addresses to list.  Graph 4.3 can be included with and without the building addresses. Graph 4.5 is a summary of the data presented in Graphs 4.3 and 4.4.
Graph 4.3:  Comparative building recycling rates








Graph 4.4:  Comparative building recycling rates


Graph 4.5:  Summary of baseline and post-implementation recycling rates

In additions to the graphs above provide tables of summary data, such as Table 4.5.


Table 4.6:  Distribution of buildings by recycling rates
	Recycling rate
Kg/unit/yr
	Baseline
	Post-implementation

	Low
	< 60
	4
	16%
	0
	0%

	Mid
	60 to 120
	15
	60%
	6
	24%

	High
	>120
	6
	24%
	19
	76%

	Total buildings
	25
	100%
	25
	100%



Discuss findings.  In the example of Table 4.5 it can be noted that 76% of buildings are now ranked within the ‘high’ recycling rate, compared to 24% prior to implementing best practices.  Criteria of what is considered ‘low,’ ‘mid’ and ‘high’ will vary by municipality and also over-time as recycling targets evolve.  If your municipality has completed multi-res waste audits this information should be used to set parameters of what you define as ‘low,’ ‘mid’ and ‘high.’  
4.2.3	Weigh scale data
If your program has designated multi-residential routes with weigh scale data include comparative data for quantities recycled before and after the project.  Include comparative data from the previous year.  Compare the weigh scale data against the site visit estimates and comment on how accurate the visual audit data is.  






Table 4.7:  Weight scale data for monthly tonnes collected
	2010
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec

	Tonnes  
	      126 
	       92 
	      120 
	      125 
	      170 
	      175 
	      155 
	      169 
	      145 
	      155 
	      166 
	      169 

	MR units
	 20,281 
	 20,394 
	 20,394 
	 20,394 
	 20,394 
	 20,464 
	 20,464 
	 20,464 
	 20,464 
	 20,657 
	 20,840 
	 20,848 

	kg/unit/yr
	       75 
	       54 
	       70 
	       74 
	      100 
	      103 
	       91 
	       99 
	       85 
	       90 
	       96 
	       97 

	2009
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec

	Tonnes  
	      132 
	       98 
	      122 
	      113 
	      135 
	      124 
	      108 
	      136 
	      120 
	      131 
	      144 
	      132 

	MR units
	 19,873 
	 19,918 
	 19,918 
	 19,918 
	 19,918 
	 19,918 
	 19,918 
	 20,055 
	 20,055 
	 20,108 
	 20,108 
	 20,108 

	kg/unit/yr
	       79 
	       59 
	       74 
	       68 
	       81 
	       74 
	       65 
	       81 
	       72 
	       78 
	       86 
	       79 

	2008
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec

	Tonnes  
	       97 
	       94 
	      105 
	      121 
	      121 
	      121 
	      105 
	      121 
	      118 
	      120 
	      121 
	      123 

	MR units
	 19,405 
	 19,420 
	 19,420 
	 19,463 
	 19,511 
	 19,517 
	 19,561 
	 19,648 
	 19,740 
	 19,850 
	 19,850 
	 19,873 

	kg/unit/yr
	       60 
	       58 
	       65 
	       74 
	       74 
	       74 
	       64 
	       74 
	       71 
	       72 
	       73 
	       74 



Graph 4.8:  Monthly recycling rate

Weight scale data will lend itself to further trend analysis, review and generation of graphs such as Graph 4.8.  The data should be examined to determine the impact of the project on recycling rates.  
If your program does not have weigh scale data, discuss plans of how you will continue to track multi-residential program performance.   It is recommended that programs that are not able to isolate multi-residential tonnes should complete follow-up site inspections on a routine basis.  Visual inspections are a reliable method of quantifying how much is being recycled at each building and in your program.
4.2.4	Barriers to Recycling
In this section discuss findings related to barriers observed during site visits. Summary data can be presented in Table 4.9.  Summarize the procedure for evaluating barriers used or include as an Appendix.  Note the total number of buildings where site visits were completed and if not at 100% discuss plan for how these will be completed.  Discuss follow-up action taken or planned for those buildings found to require corrective action.  Were the buildings responsive?  Discuss the buildings that were found to exhibit high standards.  Why were they ranked as model buildings?  Have you made use of this (e.g. featured in a newsletter, etc.)
Include photo of example buildings that were ranked as either high or low.
Table 4.9:  Barriers to recycling noted at site visits completed at x buildings
	 Barrier to increased recycling
	Require corrective action
	% of total
	Set high standard ‘model building’
	% of total

	OCC managed well
	3
	9%
	2
	6%

	Contamination
	7
	20%
	0
	0%

	Access to recycling
	2
	6%
	2
	6%

	Loose materials noted
	3
	9%
	0
	0%

	Containers overflowing
	7
	20%
	0
	0%

	Cleanliness of area
	2
	6%
	0
	0%

	Area well lighted
	1
	3%
	0
	0%

	Well labelled & signed
	5
	14%
	1
	3%

	Total
	30
	 
	5
	14%



4.2.5	Featured buildings
Highlight one or more buildings.  Include photos and estimates of quantities recycled.  For example, you may wish to feature a building that increased their recycling rate over the period of the project.  Describe what changes they made and estimate their recycling rate before and after.  Another suggestion would be to feature a high performing building and discuss factors that may be related to their high recycling rate (e.g. recycling on every floor, keen superintendent, garbage limitation).  Some programs may feature high performing buildings in a newsletter, recycling guidebook or on their website.  If you do, provide a copy of this in the Appendix.  Below is a photo of a building where the superintendent took extra efforts to place a recycling station on each floor of the building.
Figure 1:  ‘Building address’ provided recycling stations on each floor
[image: P:\Eng Photos\Solid Waste\Apartments\CIF113\Guidebook\Best\Recycle in chute room.jpg]
4.3	Phase 3:  Increase recycling container capacity
Having enough storage space for recyclables is one of the most critical factors in a successful recycling program and it is important to address this first before other program improvements are put in place.  During Phase 2 site visits the baseline container quantities were recorded and information was collected about where containers could be relocated within the building to provide more convenience to residents.  Site visits also provided the opportunity to determine if additional containers are required and where additional containers would be stored and ultimately used.    
4.3.1	Type of recycling containers
Recycling storage space is referred to as ‘capacity’ and is the shared recycling containers used by building residents to deposit their recyclables.  Discuss the type of recycling container used in your program (95 gallon carts, 4 yard bins, etc.) and how buildings obtain them (supplied by your municipality, purchased from municipality, etc.).  Also discuss the process by which you would determined the number of containers to provide (or recommend) at each building and how this has changed as a result of the current project.   Some of this information has already been highlighted in the Program Overview section; it is useful to repeat with full details in this section. 
4.3.2	How much recycling capacity is being provided?
Based on the provincial target of recycling 70% of all recyclables it is recommended that each residential unit be provided with a minimum of 50 litres of storage capacity.  This is equivalent in size to a standard 14 gallon blue box.  In terms of multi-residential containers, the following guidelines are recommended by CIF and are considered best practices:
· 360 litre carts – one cart for every 7 residential units
· Bulk bins - one cubic meter for every 15 residential units (eg, a 4-yard bin for 60 units)

Continuous Improvement Funding is provided on the basis that municipalities implement these best practice ratios.  The guidelines represent average requirements and it is assumed that at the building level there will be ranges depending on the demographics.  
Report on capacity in your program before and after project implementation.  This will include summary information of the number of containers and litres capacity per unit determined during the site visits and comparative data after extra containers were put in place.  Table 4.10 summarized the data.  Adjust table to report on only the specific containers used in your program, delete or add rows as require. A 95 gallon cart is 360 litres.  A cubic yard is 765 litres.
Table 4.10:  Total number of recycling containers 
	
	Baseline
February 2010
	Post implementation August 2010

	Units with recycling service
	5,050
	5,120

	95 gallon carts
	300
	450

	3 yard bins
	0
	12

	4 yard bins
	0
	16

	6 yard bins
	0
	8

	Total program capacity in litres
	108,000
	275,220

	Capacity per unit (l/unit)
	21
	54


Buildings that provide more capacity for recycling will see an increase in recycling activity (up to an optimum level). This relationship is illustrated in Graph 4.11.  The R value in the graph indicates the degree of correlation between the two variables, with a maximum of 1.0.
This relationship can be graphed before and after adding containers and you may wish to present both sets of data on one graph for comparison.   
Graph 4.11: Relationship between number of recycling containers and recycling 

Include a discussion on challenges faced in implementing the best practices capacity ratio.  Give examples of buildings where it was not implemented.  This may be buildings in downtown areas that did not have enough space for the recommended number of containers.  Will you implement other means of increasing capacity at these buildings, such as increased collection frequency or on-site compaction of some materials?  Also include a discussion about buildings where the recommended capacity ratio was adjusted upwards (as for buildings with a higher number of residents per unit, such as family or student buildings) or downwards (as in seniors’ buildings where generation rates are lower and the number of residents per residential unit is lower).    
If you completed post implementation visual audits to determine estimated recycling kg/unit summarize this information in Table 4.12.  
Table 4.12:  Recycling capacity and recycling rate, baseline and post-implementation
	Capacity range
	Baseline
	Post-implementation

	
	Number of Buildings
	Kg/unit
	Number of Buildings
	Kg/unit

	Best practice range: 45 to 55 litres/unit
	2
	106
	9
	119

	Low: less than 45 litres/unit
	18
	78
	1
	100

	High: more than 55 litres/unit
	5
	140
	15
	142



The information in Table 4.12 can also be represented in the Graph 4.13 below.  Graph 4.13 shows that the average recycling rate for buildings that provide 45 to 55 litres per unit capacity is 70 kg per unit per year (estimated based on visual audits).  Buildings with more or less than the recommended capacity are shown to have greater and lesser recycling rates as indicated in the Graph.








Graph 4.13:  Recycling capacity and recycling rate, baseline and post-implementation

4.3.3	Specify other initiatives to increase recycling
If your project included other elements designed to increase recycling rates add sections to describe the work done.  This may include any of the following:
· Efforts to increase the number of buildings participating in the  recycling program.  
· Implementation of new by-law or enforcement of existing by-law to increase recycling.  
· User fee for garbage 
· Roll out of new program elements
4.4	Phase 4:  Provide promotion & education materials 
4.4.1	Print materials
A project goal was to distribute new print materials to promote recycling and educate building residents and staff about what can and cannot be recycled.  Municipalities have access to print templates (resident flyers, posters and signs for buildings, container labels and a guidebook for superintendents, property managers and building owners) through the CIF website. The template materials were customized with municipal specific information.            
The CIF Best Practice Guidelines recommends strategies for distribution of print materials which include that municipalities take responsibility for:
· Distributing print materials directly to residents, 
· Distributing and displaying posters at multi-residential properties, and
· Applying labels to recycling containers.  
These materials should not be left with building staff for distribution.  Past experience has found that stacks of flyers and posters left with superintendents may not get handed out to residents and posters will not be displayed.  If time permits, a good practice is to handout the superintendents’ handbook and display posters and signs at the time when recycling containers are being delivered to the building.  
Provide details about the materials that were produced and distributed.  Attached PDFs of materials used in the Appendix and refer to them in the report.  Complete Table 4.14 with quantities of print materials used and how they were distributed. 
Table 4.14:  Summary of Promotion & Education materials used
	Promotion & Education component
	Number distributed
	Method of distribution

	Resident flyers
	10,500
1 per residential unit
	By municipal staff to each unit

	Posters
	1,500
5 to 10 per building, depending on bldg size
	Posted by municipal staff on each floor (chute room), laundry room, lobby, mail room, etc.

	Signs
	500
2 per buildings – one for each stream
	By municipal staff

	Containers labels
	3,000 – 2 per cart (top and front)
	By municipal staff

	Recycling guidebook
	400
For each superintendent, property manager and property owners
	By mail or provided during site visits



4.4.2		Header to describe outreach activities or other promotional materials 
If your municipality engaged in outreach activities and produced other promotional materials not included in the previous section, describe these here.  Common outreach activities include:
· Superintendents’ workshops, 
· Lobby displays, 
· Residents meetings, and 
· Recruitment of building recycling leaders.  
Other promotional materials may include banners, fridge magnets, in-unit containers (mini blue boxes or blue bags).  Include a table where appropriate to summarize and quantify these initiatives (e.g. number of in-unit containers distributed and how they were distributed, price per unit, number of lobby displays conducted, etc.)
4.4.3	Timing of Promotion & Education campaign
Include information about the timing and duration of your promotion & education campaign and general information about how this aspect of the overall project was implemented.  
· Site visits at x buildings
· Evaluation of buildings and estimates of how much was being recycled at each building
· Database of x properties developed, updated
· Increased number of recycling container by x
· Print and distribution of p&e materials (x quantities)
· Distribution of x number of in-unit containers
· Brief description of out-reach activities, and quantity
· Project schedule, timing
· Budget:  projected, actual and CIF approved funding

5.	Project budget and schedule
Using the budget and schedule from the project agreement review planned against actual.  Use Tables 5.1 and 5.2 to present this information, and as required add further details report in the Appendix. Discuss differences.

Table 5.1 Project budget, planned and actual
	Description
	Unit
	Quantity (est.)
	Unit Cost (est.)
	CIF Approved (upset limit)
	Quantity (actual)
	Unit Cost
	Cost

	Staff support
	Building
	400
	$35 
	$14,000 
	428
	$35 
	$14,980 

	Increase capacity
	Specify container (add rows for more than one type)
	200
	$80 
	$8,000 
	200
	$65 
	$6,500 

	Final report
	Report
	1
	$4,000 
	$2,000 
	1
	$2,000 
	$1,000 

	In-unit containers
	specific container (add rows for more than one type)
	12,000
	$1.00 
	$6,000 
	12,000
	$0.88 
	$5,280 

	Print costs
	Specify 
	13,000
	$1.00 
	$6,500 
	13,000
	$0.80 
	$5,200 

	Other p&e materials
	Specify
	5
	$750 
	$1,875 
	4
	$750 
	$1,500 

	Other costs
	Specify
	1
	$2,500 
	$1,250 
	1
	$2,500 
	$1,250 

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	$39,625
	 
	 
	$35,710




Table 5.2 Project schedule, planned and actual
	Project Deliverables
	Approved Payment (upset limit)
	Percent
	Expected Completion Date
	Completion Date

	Phase A and B details
	$20,000
	50%
	Oct-10
	Oct-10

	Phase C and D details
	$10,000
	25%
	Feb-11
	Mar-11

	Submit final report
	$10,000
	25%
	Jun-11
	Aug-11

	CIF Funds Requested
	$40,000
	100%
	
	




6. Concluding comments  

7. Appendices 
List of appendices
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Kg/unit/yr (estimated)


Baseline vs post-implementation 
Kg/unit/year by building
Baseline	Building 1	Building 10	Building 11	Building 12	Building 13	Building 14	Building 15	Building 16	Building 17	Building 18	Building 19	Building 2	Building 20	Building 21	Building 22	Building 23	Building 24	Building 25	Building 3	Building 4	Building 5	Building 6	Building 7	Building 8	Building 9	0	21.428571428571427	81.632653061224502	117.64705882352926	37.815126050420155	95.744680851063862	98.57142857142847	91.428571428571388	95.238095238095255	84.717607973421849	102.85714285714285	125	75.630252100840309	62.717770034843205	84.03361344537835	162.85714285714312	160.7142857142855	119.04761904761918	153.06122448979607	116.8831168831169	71.428571428571388	96.428571428571388	125	0	136.36363636363657	Post-implementation	Building 1	Building 10	Building 11	Building 12	Building 13	Building 14	Building 15	Building 16	Building 17	Building 18	Building 19	Building 2	Building 20	Building 21	Building 22	Building 23	Building 24	Building 25	Building 3	Building 4	Building 5	Building 6	Building 7	Building 8	Building 9	187.5	123.21428571428572	91.83673469387756	134.45378151260522	123.94957983193279	123.10030395136779	137.14285714285697	120	125	139.53488372093005	132.85714285714312	133.92857142857142	122.89915966386565	125.43554006968641	126.05042016806723	111.42857142857135	214.28571428571428	130.95238095238128	153.06122448979607	116.8831168831169	119.04761904761918	100	133.92857142857142	123.37662337662329	155.84415584415558	
Kg/unit/year (estimated)


Baseline vs post-implementation
 Kg/unit/year by building
Baseline	Building 1	Building 10	Building 11	Building 12	Building 13	Building 14	Building 15	Building 16	Building 17	Building 18	Building 19	Building 2	Building 20	Building 21	Building 22	Building 23	Building 24	Building 25	Building 3	Building 4	Building 5	Building 6	Building 7	Building 8	Building 9	0	21.428571428571427	81.632653061224502	117.64705882352926	37.815126050420155	95.744680851063862	98.57142857142847	91.428571428571388	95.238095238095255	84.717607973421849	102.85714285714285	125	75.630252100840309	62.717770034843205	84.03361344537835	162.85714285714312	160.7142857142855	119.04761904761918	153.06122448979607	116.8831168831169	71.428571428571388	96.428571428571388	125	0	136.36363636363657	Post-implementation	Building 1	Building 10	Building 11	Building 12	Building 13	Building 14	Building 15	Building 16	Building 17	Building 18	Building 19	Building 2	Building 20	Building 21	Building 22	Building 23	Building 24	Building 25	Building 3	Building 4	Building 5	Building 6	Building 7	Building 8	Building 9	187.5	123.21428571428572	91.83673469387756	134.45378151260522	123.94957983193279	123.10030395136779	137.14285714285697	120	125	139.53488372093005	132.85714285714312	133.92857142857142	122.89915966386565	125.43554006968641	126.05042016806723	111.42857142857135	214.28571428571428	130.95238095238128	153.06122448979607	116.8831168831169	119.04761904761918	100	133.92857142857142	123.37662337662329	155.84415584415558	Kg/unit/year (estimated)


Baseline vs post-implentation 
kg/unit/year - average of all buildings
Baseline	
92.971028464510425	Post-implementation	
131.02735532660537	Kg/unit/year (estimated)


Recycling rate
2010	Jan	Feb	Mar	Apr	May	Jun	Jul	Aug	Sep	Oct	Nov	Dec	74.826557530632797	54.105474783631998	70.351827788265865	73.552847721087588	100.03187290067908	102.6217411488747	90.893542160431878	99.103281452341918	85.029442666210571	90.029772710768881	95.585412667946272	97.275518035303108	2009	79.470037644527011	58.90746254880581	73.569356512586481	68.169679799566609	81.398703159469676	74.441030791863867	65.071813847093409	81.242693466825727	71.969249140071497	78.260319034426018	85.741141365162335	78.967549421857626	2008	59.675341406853903	57.77697675017383	64.574268132547118	74.296724470134876	74.419558197939608	74.396679817594816	64.415531300324588	73.900651465798106	71.430380708731178	72.243633340890227	73.150457190357386	73.971568750786219	
Kg per unit per year


Capacity and Recovery

37.241379310344833	24.827586206896555	45	46.153846153846033	72	29.189189189189189	31.698113207547149	33.333333333333336	65.454545454545467	15.483870967741936	19.411764705882351	60	0	21.176470588235286	16.8	37.729257641921443	24.732824427480931	29.387755102040831	14.693877551020408	0	33.559322033898304	0	0	11.900826446281	21.951219512195102	20.76923076923077	39.272727272727273	44.081632653061178	24	24.545454545454547	65.454545454545467	45.714285714285715	25.846153846153829	28.125	0	0	25.263157894736818	28.514851485148561	22.677165354330736	23.773584905660357	30	45	27.169811320754746	180	40	30	17.622377622377623	40	32	24.545454545454547	21.021897810218995	11.920529801324504	17.419354838709676	36.923076923076962	25	46.956521739130395	45	94.827586206896441	25.862068965517242	31.25	64.102564102563946	168.75	65.315315315315317	75.471698113207538	83.333333333333258	181.81818181818181	40.322580645161288	50.245098039215691	62.5	0	53.308823529411754	35	102.62008733624435	62.977099236641195	69.727891156462434	34.013605442176882	0	76.271186440677965	0	0	29.958677685950413	39.634146341463406	43.269230769230766	109.09090909090909	102.04081632653055	58.333333333333336	39.772727272727273	113.63636363636363	107.14285714285704	58.974358974359014	78.124999999999986	0	0	43.859649122806971	51.980198019801982	49.212598425196852	58.962264150943341	81.597222222222314	31.25	67.610062893081604	343.75	69.444444444444528	80.729166666666671	43.706293706293707	55.55555555555555	83.333333333333258	45.454545454545389	52.919708029197075	31.456953642384107	48.387096774193473	54.487179487179475	69.444444444444528	76.08695652173914	52.083333333333336	Capacity in litre per unit available for recycling

Kg/unit/year (estimated)

Recycling rate and capacity
Baseline	
Best practice range: 45 to 55 litres/unit	Low: less than 45 litres/unit	High: more than 55 litres/unit	106.31389886709029	77.852052146250642	140.45640074211519	Post-implementation	
Best practice range: 45 to 55 litres/unit	Low: less than 45 litres/unit	High: more than 55 litres/unit	118.96614935386178	100	142.33439295379881	
Kg/unit/year
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