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Dear Mr. Hall 

 
MacViro Consultants Inc. in association with Welch Consulting Group and Compost 
Management Associates is pleased to provide this final report for the Ottawa Valley Waste 
Recovery Centre Business and Master Plan.   
 
This report reflects the discussions over the past few months on the draft report including the 
session held on January 26, 2006 and written comments submitted by partner municipalities, and 
presents the results of: 

- Our investigations and review of information related to the programs and services provided 
by the Ottawa Valley Waste Recovery Centre (OVWRC) and waste management services 
provided throughout Renfrew County; and 

- The analysis of business case options for all waste management system components. 

 
An implementation plan of recommended business case options is included in the Appendix E 
that reflects our analysis of the options that best meet the OVWRC business planning objectives 
and the priorities identified by the partner municipalities. 
 
We are available to assist in supporting the OVWRC review and adoption of this final report. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 

MacViro Consultants Inc.      
 
 
 
Janine Ralph, B.Sc. (Hon.)   
Project Manager 
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1. Project Objectives 

The intent of this project was to develop both a business plan and waste management master plan 
for the Ottawa Valley Waste Recovery Centre (OVWRC). The primary objectives of this 
initiative were to: 

� Identify opportunities for growth in the services provided by the OVWRC; 

� Identify options that will maximize operational efficiencies and improve cost effectiveness 
for all areas of operation; and 

� Identify opportunities to expand service provision, particularly for waste diversion services. 

These objectives have been addressed for all components of the waste management system 
offered by OVWRC. Specific project objectives in regards to Material Recycling Facility (MRF) 
Rationalization/Optimisation have been identified, and were the focus of a funding application 
under the Stewardship Ontario Efficiency and Effectiveness fund (E&E fund), with the intent 
being to increase the efficiency of recycling service delivery in Renfrew County. 

1.1 Business Plan Objectives 

The objectives that will guide the recommendations and priorities outlined in this plan have been 
set out in the Centre’s strategic planning documents, the inter-municipal agreement, other 
reference materials, as well as from discussions with the staff, board and PLC. The key explicit 
objectives are as follows:  
 

1. Ensure cost effectiveness of programs for partner municipalities, including identifying 
and pursuing business opportunities that will improve the Centre’s financial position 
and/or reduce shareholder costs. 

2. Maximizing use of MRF capacity as a result of achieving a goal of 65% residential 
diversion as well as diversion from the IC&I sector and non-partner municipalities.  

3. Encourage and support source separation, recycling, diversion, material and energy 
recovery as an integral part of the waste management strategy.  

4. Encourage and promote a waste management system that will provide the most 
economic, socially sound and environmentally safe system for the handling, 
transportation, processing, recycling and disposal of solid waste.  

5. Provide an effective and efficient governance and corporate structure for the Centre so as 
to serve existing partner municipalities and attract new partners. 

6. Expand services provided to partner municipalities (i.e. septage treatment, management 
of collection contracts, depot/transfer station management). 

7. Provide diversion options (including organics processing capacity) for both partner 
municipalities and non-partner municipalities in Renfrew County. 

8. Increase public, stakeholders and government awareness of the Centre’s roles, 
responsibility and advocacy positions. 

9. Implement a quality management program. 
10. Operate in accordance with the Centre’s mission to “To Walk Lightly on the 

Environment.”  
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While sections 3 and 5 of this plan contemplate various and alternative courses of action. The 
consultant’s recommended actions are those that strongly aligned to achieving the objectives 
above within the constraint of limited resources.  As noted below, some modifications to the 
recommended actions have arisen out of the review of the Draft Business and Master Plan. 

A summary of recommendations is presented in Section 6, and an action plan has been 
developed and presented in Appendix E based on our understanding of the OVWRC priorities 
and reflecting a “business” perspective. 

1.2 Review of the Draft Business and Master Plan 

A draft version of the Business and Master Plan was issued to the OVWRC on December 15, 
2005 and was distributed to the members of the OVWRC board shortly thereafter.  Following an 
approximately 30 day review period, a session was held with OVWRC Board members on 
January 26, 2006 to review the key recommendations in the Draft Report and to discuss the 
Board’s priorities for the Business Plan. 

A total of twenty seven (27) attendees were at the January 26th session, including Board 
members, interested members of Council from the Partner municipalities and municipal staff, as 
well as OVWRC staff and the consulting team. 

Appendix F to this report includes a copy of the presentation made on January 26th, and a list of 
the attendees from the partner municipalities present at this session. 

The primary feedback from the Partner Municipalities during this session includes: 

• Making it a priority in the Plan to focus on initiatives that result in more tonnage being 
processed and marketed from all areas of diversion operations. This should improve the cost 
effectiveness of the programs and make the OVWRC diversion services attractive to new 
partner municipalities and to non-partner municipalities or commercial sector that would be 
interested in using OVWRC diversion services. 

• In terms of marketing diversion services, priority is the marketing of services to other Renfrew 
County municipalities and the IC&I sector within Renfrew County. 

• To increase the tonnage of recyclable materials processed by OVWRC, there was general 
support to reduce the tipping fees for most if not all materials to zero at the gates, in order to 
compete for the commercial material stream. 

• Primary focus of the Business Plan should be to bring additional municipal partners into the 
OVWRC.  This is a more secure arrangement over the long term versus service contracts.  In 
order to ‘sell’ the OVWRC option to more partners, have to be able to offer an attractive, cost 
effective service package and a reasonable formula for buy-in.  As a result, reviewing and 
recommending changes to the buy-in formula and partnership model is a critical Business Plan 
item. 

• Business Plan options that are outside of the core service areas that are currently within the 
sphere of the OVWRC, including Collection and Septage treatment are low priority items. 
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Following the January 26th session, the OVWRC Board members and partner municipalities 
completed their review of the draft report, and formal comments from four (4) of the five (5) 
partner municipalities were issued to the consulting team through the OVWRC general manager.  
Copies of these formal comments are included in Appendix F. 

Based on the outcome of this review, revisions have been made to the final recommendations 
included within this report to reflect Board priorities. 

1.3 Planning Timeframe 

This plan has been developed based on a 1 to 5 year planning timeframe. All recommended 
business plan action items have a corresponding implementation timeframe identified. Action 
items to be completed within 2006 have been given quarterly completion timeframes such as Q1 
through Q4. Items to be completed in subsequent years have been noted for the relevant year 2 
(2007) through year 5 (2010). 
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2. Overview of Current OVWRC Operations 

2.1 Organization 

The Ottawa Valley Waste Recovery Centre (OVWRC) is located in the Township of Laurentian 
Valley and began operation in January 2002. The OVWRC is a partnership between the Town of 
Petawawa, the City of Pembroke, the Township of Laurentian Valley, the Township of North 
Algona Wilberforce, and the Sebastopol Ward of Bonnechere Valley, all located within Renfrew 
County. 

The OVWRC is governed by the Ottawa Valley Waste Management Board, made up of five 
board members, one from each of the partner municipalities.  The OVWRC is managed by the 
General Manager, who reports to the Board. 

Principal Board roles include: 

- Policy formulation and determination 

- Advocacy 

- Public Relations 

- Reporting to the member municipalities 

- Planning 

- Compliance with Legislation and 
Regulations 

- Financial, including budgeting, monitoring 
performance, receipt of annual auditors 
report, contract & salary determination 

- Human resources 

- Risk Management 

- Evaluating the performance of OVWRC 
programs 

 

The structure of the OVWRC is set out in an agreement developed and ratified in October 1998, 
and amended as of April and September 2001.  Some of the key provisions of the agreement and 
current Board policy are set out as follows: 

- Partner municipalities contributed $2.5 million towards the total $12.5 million capital cost of 
the OVWRC facilities as well as study costs associated with the Environmental Assessment 
for the landfill expansion. 

- The host municipality for the OVWRC facility (Laurentian Valley) holds the $10 million 
debenture issued to finance the remainder of the capital costs for the facility, and directly 
collects the annual debt payment cost from the other partner municipalities. 

- Laurentian Valley collects royalty payments as the host municipality via two methods, per 
tonne and per capita. 

- The per tonne royalty fee for waste entering the OVWRC facility (both disposed and 
diverted) is set at a different rate for materials collected and brought to the OVWRC facility 
by partner municipalities and materials brought to the OVWRC by other generators.  A 
summary of the 2004, 2005 and projected 2006 royalties are as follows: 

o 2004, $2.67/tonne for partners, $4.79/tonne for non-partner materials 
o 2005, $2.72/tonne for partners, $4.88/tonne for non-partner materials 
o 2006, $2.81/tonne for partners, $5.05/tonne for non-partner materials 
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- Setting a royalty fee per tonne of material entering OVWRC diversion programs is unusual 
compared to the royalties considered in other host-municipality agreements in Ontario.  
There are no similar cases within the experience of the Consultant for this study.  Normally 
royalty fees are only applied to waste that is disposed, as this is the material that remains 
within the municipality over the long-term and has the potential to have impacts on the 
surrounding community. 

- The per capita royalty fee of $4 per capita (set in 2002), is adjusted annually based on CPI. 
This is paid directly to Laurentian Valley by the other partners and is not included within the 
OVWRC financial structure.  This is also an unusual approach as there is already a per tonne 
royalty in place. 

- The agreement also set out the cost sharing formula for the annual operating and capital costs 
associated with the OVWRC operations (see Section 2.3 for details). 

- To join as new partners, other municipalities must ‘purchase’ a portion of the current 
assessed value of the facility as well as make a contribution towards the cost of the EA study 
that has been undertaken to expand the OVWRC landfill, through a cost sharing formula 
based on both % of population and % of assessment, which returns some of the funds 
invested by the original partner municipalities.  

- Only partner municipalities have access to the landfill, however, non-partners can pay to use 
diversion services on a fee per tonne basis. 

- Partner municipalities are allocated 1 vote on the Board per 5,000 population. 
 

2.2 OVWRC Services 

The Centre includes a Material Recovery Facility (MRF), a centralized composting facility, an 
outdoor composting area, a construction and demolition (C&D) waste recycling area, a 
Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) depot, a waste oil transfer station and a landfill. In 2004, 
the Centre received approximately 42,800 tonnes of material.   Of this material, approximately 
13,500 tonnes (32%) was collected and delivered to the site by the partner municipalities and 
approximately 29,300 tonnes (68%) was hauled to the facility from other sources.  Materials 
from other sources includes waste and diverted materials from the commercial sector and self-
hauled materials from residents located within the partner municipalities, and diverted materials 
generated by other sources outside the partner municipalities. 

OVWRC services a total population of approximately 43,000, which is approximately 45% of 
the total population of Renfrew County. 

OVWRC has a very small role in the collection of materials, servicing a drop-off depot located at 
the OVWRC site on Woito Road, and transfer facilities/depots located in the two partner 
municipalities (Township of North Algona Wilberforce and Bonnechere Valley) that do not have 
curbside collection programs. 

The partner municipalities with curbside collection programs (Petawawa, Pembroke, Laurentian 
Valley) have individual collection contracts administered by municipal staff.  The tender for the 
current contracts was issued jointly, and each municipality has a separate contract with the 
preferred bidder. All of the collected materials are hauled to and processed by OVWRC. 
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Figure 2-1 illustrates the amount of waste managed by each operational area within the Centre, 
the quantity of materials marketed and disposed.  Table 2-1 provides a breakdown of the 2004 
gross cost, revenue and net unit cost for each area of operations.  Note, 2004 marked only the 
second full year of operation of the OVWRC (which began operations mid-way in 2002), and as 
such these costs have not yet stabilised.  Significant fluctuations in some costs and revenues have 
been noted between 2003 and 2004, and are reflected in Appendix C of this report. 

As noted in Section 2.3, there are specific costs associated with the debt repayment for the 
OVWRC facility that is recovered from the other partners directly by Laurentian Valley, which 
is not part of the OVWRC budget and is not represented in the unit cost calculations in Table 2-
1.   In addition, the unit cost calculations in Table 2-1 do not include all capital expenditures and 
capital reserves expenditures, as some of these costs could not be reasonably allocated to the 
individual service areas including: 

• Capital expenditures on vehicles & rolling stock, machinery/equipment/parts, facility 
maintenance & repairs and land acquisitions, where the details on these expenditures should 
be used to properly allocate them to a specific service area rather then a generic allocation 
formula; and 

• Capital reserves expenditures for working capital, vehicle  & rolling stock, transfers to 
reserves and land acquisition, where either details on potential expenditures should be used to 
allocate costs to specific service areas or an allocation formula should be developed to 
reasonably allocate these costs. 
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Figure 2-1 Summary of Materials Managed for OVWRC Areas of Operation 
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Table 2-1 Unit Costs per Tonne per Service Area (2004)  

(details included in Appendix C) 

 

 MRFMRFMRFMRF    SSOSSOSSOSSO    Leaf &Leaf &Leaf &Leaf & Yard Yard Yard Yard    C & DC & DC & DC & D    LandfillLandfillLandfillLandfill    

Gross Operating Costs $209 $115 $78 $84 $22 

Annual Capital ExpendituresAnnual Capital ExpendituresAnnual Capital ExpendituresAnnual Capital Expenditures     $1 $23 $0 $0 $0.2 

Annual Capital Reserve Fund Annual Capital Reserve Fund Annual Capital Reserve Fund Annual Capital Reserve Fund 

ExpendituresExpendituresExpendituresExpenditures     $5 $7 $0 $0 $6 

Gross Annual Operating and Capital Gross Annual Operating and Capital Gross Annual Operating and Capital Gross Annual Operating and Capital 

ExpenseExpenseExpenseExpense     $215 $144 $78 $84 $28 

Annual Revenue (Annual Revenue (Annual Revenue (Annual Revenue (not including tipping not including tipping not including tipping not including tipping 

fees from partners)fees from partners)fees from partners)fees from partners)    $ 173 $ 9 $ 11 $ 60 $ 38 

Net Total Cost (not including tipping fees Net Total Cost (not including tipping fees Net Total Cost (not including tipping fees Net Total Cost (not including tipping fees 

from partners)from partners)from partners)from partners)    $ 42 $ 135 $ 67 $ 25 $ -10 

Annual Revenue (including tipping fees Annual Revenue (including tipping fees Annual Revenue (including tipping fees Annual Revenue (including tipping fees 

from all sources)from all sources)from all sources)from all sources)     $199 $60 $49 $60 $51 

Net Total Cost (including all tipping fee 

revenue)  $16 $84 $29 $24 $-23 

 

 

Note: in regards to the abbreviations used in Table 2-1 and in following tables and figures: 

o MRF is Materials Recycling Facility; 

o SSO is Source Separated Organics processing; and  
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o C&D is Construction and Demolition waste.
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The Centre employs 30 full time employees and 8 seasonal staff.  In the order of 10 full time 
staff positions are associated with ‘shared’ services, such as administration, communications, 
gatehouse operations etc. For the purpose of this study, particularly to determine unit costs for 
each service area, shared staff costs were allocated (allocation methodology described in Section 
2.3). The distribution of staff between operational service areas and shared services is shown in 
Figure 2-2.  

Figure 2-2 Percentage of Staff per Service Area 
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2.3 OVWRC Financial Structure 

An overview of 2003 and 2004 actuals and the 2005 budget for operational service areas are 
provided in Appendix C. 

Table 2-2 provides a summary of the 2004 Financial Activities for the OVWRC. 

Table 2-2 Summary of 2004 Financial Activities 

 2004 Year End Actual 

Revenue  

Party Contributions $1,338,304 

All Other Revenue Sources $3,784,534 

Total Revenues $5,122,838 

Expenditures  

Operating Expenditures $2,572,471 

Capital Expenditures $2,346,320 

Total Expenditures $4,918,792 

Net Income (Revenue over Expenses) $204,046 
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Note: the total expenditures reflected in Table 2-2 include all capital expenditures, including 
those that were not included in the unit cost calculations noted in Table 2-1. 

Key aspects of the financial structure of the OVWRC are as follows: 

- Annual budget shortfalls or surpluses are allocated after the financial year-end to the partner 
municipalities and integrated into the calculation of party contributions for the following 
budget year.  The use of the surpluses over the past years to offset partner contributions has 
been undertaken under mutual agreement with the partner municipalities. 

- Revenues: 

o The main sources of revenue for the Centre include tipping fees, shipments to market and 
party contributions from the 5 partner municipalities.  

o A breakdown of 2004 actual revenues per service area (not including partner 
contributions or appropriations from reserves) are indicated in Figure 2-3. 

o Disposal tipping fees are used to allocate the cost of the disposal system on a per tonne 
basis to the OVWRC partner municipalities and to other generators of waste within the 
partner service area (primarily the commercial sector) that use the site. The current fee of 
$65.87 is based on a pre-set rate determined by the Board to which an agreed escalation 
factor is applied on an annual basis. 

o Diversion tipping fees are used to allocate some of the cost of the diversion system on a 
per tonne basis to the OVWRC partner municipalities, and are used to charge non-
partners for the use of the service.  The current fee is $54/tonne based on a pre-set rate 
determined by the Board to which an agreed escalation factor is applied on an annual 
basis. 

o Over 70% of the total tipping fee revenue in 2004 came from landfill tipping fees. The 
distribution of tipping fees per service area is shown in Figure 2-4.  

o Party (partner) contributions cover the net cost of the operating and capital budget after 
all other revenue sources, and are allocated on the basis of an apportionment formula 
based on the average percentage of current assessed value and population. As noted 
previously, on an annual basis if there is an operating surplus from previous years, that 
has not been identified as being required for capital reserves, it is used to offset the party 
contributions. 

o Non-partner municipalities that use OVWRC diversion services pay the tipping fees 
determined by the Board on an annual basis, which in 2004 was $54 per tonne. The total 
revenue from non-partner sources using OVWRC diversion services in 2004 was 
approximately $55,000, 12.5% of the total tipping fees collected for diversion services. 
The only exception is that a cost allocation formula is used to allocate a portion of HHW 
costs to Westmeath and Beachburg (two non-partner municipalities) that use this service.  

- Operating Expenditures 

o Significant effort has been made to apportion operating expenses to specific areas of 
service for the OVWRC within the OVWRC budget structure. 
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o There is a significant portion of costs related to ‘shared services’, being those support 
services such as administration, operation of the scalehouse, etc. that service the 
OVWRC operations. In order to determine an approximate cost per service area (included 
in Figure 2.1), these costs were shared amongst the service areas based on various 
allocation methods as set out in Appendix C.  

o Operating expenditures include payment of the royalty fees described in Section 2.2 to 
Laurentian Valley. 

- Capital Expenditures 

o A detailed capital budget, along with an annual capital reserve contribution across the 
OVWRC operational service areas is prepared annually. 

o There is a portion of capital expenditures and capital reserves expenditures that either 
relate to ‘shared services’, or to specific activities that are not allocated to individual 
service areas within the budget. Allocation of these expenditures using generic allocation 
methods as used for allocating operating costs, is not appropriate and should be based on 
detailed capital budget requirements for each service area. 

o Capital expenditures are either financed through party contributions in the annual budget, 
or from capital reserves. 

As noted in Section 2.1, the OVWRC budget does not reflect the per capita royalty fees paid to 
Laurentian Valley by the other partner municipalities or the $10 million debenture that was 
incurred for the majority of the initial investment in the OVWRC site. 

Given that 2005 is only the third full year of operation for the OVWRC, there is insufficient 
information to undertake a full evaluation of the financial performance of the operations. 

Figure 2-5 provides an overview of the 2004 gross operating costs per service area. Figure 2-6 
compares the gross operating costs per service area for 2003 and 2004. The 2004 gross annual 
expenditures (both operating and capital) per service area are shown in Figure 2-7, including the 
‘other’ capital costs that were not allocated to individual service areas. 
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Figure 2-3  2004 Revenues per Service Area (see Appendix C for details) 
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Of the total revenues in 2004 of $ 4.6 million (not including party contributions or appropriation 
from reserves), $600,000 or 13.1% was the revenue associated with the marketing of recovered 
materials. The majority of the remaining revenues were derived from tipping fees. 
Appropriations from reserves were not included in this table as these reserves are derived from 
surplus revenues in prior years and so do not represent ‘real’ revenues for operational service 
areas in 2004.  Party Contributions were not included in this table as these revenues cannot easily 
be allocated to any specific service area. 
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Figure 2-4 2004 Distribution of Tipping Fees per Service Area 
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Note: 26% of Tipping fees for landfill are from member 

municipalities and the remainder is from other users (mainly 

commercial) of the site within the partner service area.

 

 

Figure 2-5 2004 Gross Operating Costs per Service Area (see Appendix C for details) 
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Figure 2-6 Comparison of 2003 and 2004 Gross Operating Costs per Service Area 
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Figure 2-7 2004 Gross Annual Expenditures (Operating and Capital) per Service Area 
(see Appendix C for details) 
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3. Business and Master Plan – Common Elements 

3.1 Organizational Change 

DeDeDeDescriptionscriptionscriptionscription    

The structure of the partnership drives the cost sharing, member fees and new partner entrance 
requirements. 
Relevant Objectives Relevant Objectives Relevant Objectives Relevant Objectives     

- Ensure cost effectiveness of programs for partner municipalities, including identifying and 
pursuing business opportunities that will improve the Centre’s financial position and/or reduce 
shareholder costs. 

- Maximizing the use of the MRF capacity.  
- Provide an effective and efficient governance and corporate structure for the Centre so as to 

serve existing partner municipalities and attract new partners. 
SituationSituationSituationSituation    

- Note: this business and master plan has been prepared based on the current organizational 
structure. Explicit investigation of different partnership structures (including Joint Municipal 

Services Boards or Municipal Business Corporations) is not within the scope of this project. In 

a letter dated March 9, 2006 to the Town of Petawawa the OVWRC clarified that the Centre 

will not be moving towards a JMSB but will remain a Local Board. 

- Although thoroughly revisiting the current partner agreement will be complex undertaking, 
there is growing concern that the existing agreement needs to be changed. The Centre has been 
advised (John Tidball, January 2005) that the current agreement minimally requires updates as 
a result of changes to the Municipal Act (2001). As well, issues such as the royalty payments 
for tonnes of waste diverted and requirements in the agreement for minimum tipping fee 
charges should be addressed to support the marketing of capacity at the facility and concerns 
regarding compliance with ISO 14001 requirements.  

- There is clear concern with the agreement’s current formula for admitting new partners. This 
formula has proven to be a substantial barrier for prospective new partner municipalities.  

- Non-member municipalities in Renfrew County have the choice of operating their own waste 
management services, outsourcing their waste management to other private or public operators, 
or negotiating an arrangement with the Centre. An arrangement with the Centre could take the 
form of either an arms-length commercial relationship (utility model) or becoming a partner of 
the Centre (partnership model). To date, both options have failed to attract non-member 
municipalities. The cost of either buying into the partnership, or simply purchasing service at 
non-partner rates, is too expensive relative to the costs of other waste management alternatives.  

- There are three major cost components of the current buy-in formula that appear to be the 
problem for prospective partner municipalities.  

o First, new members are required to pay a “Surcharge Fee” which includes a study fee to 
cover a portion of the costs for the EA Study for the landfill site, an apportionment 
share for a portion of the assets and liabilities (based on the current value of the Centre 
that does not take into account the outstanding debt for the facility) and an amendment 
fee for amending the Board Agreement. The formula to apportioning assets and 
liabilities is based on current value assessment and population.  Municipalities with 
current value assessment (for properties such as farms, woodlots and seasonal 
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waterfront properties) that is proportionately higher then their tax base could be 
required to pay a fee that exceeds the ability of the taxpayers within the municipality to 
assume this cost. In addition, this formula requires new partners to immediately pay for 
a share of all of the capital costs for the facility, whereas, current partners will be 
funding the debt for the facility over the next 16 years. 

o Second, new members are required to cover a portion of the Centre’s operating costs 
that can be higher then competitive alternatives.  

o Third, the current tipping fees for waste disposal and diversion services at the Centre 
are higher than competitive alternatives.  

- The current valuation methodology valued the Centre as of the end of fiscal year 2004 at 
$14,480,000, disclosing but not accounting for the long-term debenture with a current balance 
of $9,000,000. The debenture funds, originally totalling $10,000,000, were used to finance the 
initial capital assets of the Centre. The debenture is an interest-bearing loan due to the founding 
partners from the Centre. It is paid in annual instalments of $500,000 plus interest until the 
year 2022. 

- Growing the use of the Centre with new sources of waste and diversion streams is a necessary 
condition to: 

o Reducing the costs and liability exposure the founding partners share; and  
o Achieving economy of scale efficiency improvements. 

- Until the Centre can operate at a level whereby members can receive waste and diversion 
management services at less than locally competitive alternatives, there is little reason to 
believe any non-member would pay to become a member. To achieve this the Centre should 
undertake a multi-year program of measures to reduce operating costs and increase revenues as 
set out in the various options considered in Section 5 of this report and summarized in Section 
6. 

Recommendation(s) Recommendation(s) Recommendation(s) Recommendation(s)     

- Proceed with amendments to the OVWRC agreement, to address legislative and existing 
partner requirements 

- Attract new municipal partners by: 
o Amending the “Surcharge Fee” required for new partners to buy into the OVWRC 

partnership, that is fair to both existing and new partners.  ; 
o Focusing management and Board energy on implementing recommendations directly 

associated with reducing operating costs and increasing revenue. 
- Attract diversion streams from the IC&I sector and non-member municipalities based on a 

utility model to reduce net operating costs. 
- Options for amending the “Surcharge Fee”(buy-in formula): 

o Valuation for the “Surcharge Fee” calculation for new partners could be for only the 
assets and liabilities that have been fully funded by the current partners (i.e. not include 
the portion associated with the remaining debenture).  The annual yearly contribution 
from new partners could then include a proportionate share of the remaining debenture. 

o Distribution of any future net revenues to partners should be calculated after the 
debenture servicing costs. 

o The joint and several guarantees on the debenture, currently shared by founding 
partners, should not be extended to new partners. New partner liability should be 
limited to their share as calculated in the apportionment formula. 

o Alternatively, new partners could contribute to a reserve fund for perpetual care of the 
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landfill, in lieu of a contribution to offset the current assets and liabilities, so that 
current partners would continue to fund capital and new partners would fund future 
liabilities. 

Action ItemsAction ItemsAction ItemsAction Items 

- Develop necessary amendments to the OVWRC agreement to satisfy current partner 
requirements.  

- Develop alternative “Surcharge Fee” models for consideration by the Board and the Partner 
Municipalities as part of the package of amendments to the OVWRC agreement. 

- Bring the proposed revisions to the OVWRC agreement to the Partner municipalities for 
approval. 

- Proceed with operating cost reduction and revenue generation action items described 
throughout this business plan. 

- Timing:  
o Q2 to Q4 2006 to develop amendments to OVWRC agreement 
o Q1 2007 bring revised agreement to Partner Municipal Councils for approval 
o 2006 and 2007 (for specific cost reduction and revenue generation action items) 

- Priority: High 
- Budget:  

o From $50,000 to $75,000 for assistance in developing amended OVWRC agreement and 
changes to the buy-in formula 

o As outlined for specific cost reduction and revenue generation action items 
 

3.2 Finances 

DescriptionDescriptionDescriptionDescription    

Develop financial management tools that will assist the OVWRC in reporting on program 
performance, and on setting fee rates to support the marketing of the OVWRC services. 
Relevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant Objectives    

- Will assist in providing an effective and efficient governance and corporate structure for the 
Centre so as to serve existing partner municipalities and attract new partners. 

- Will support the expansion of services to partner and non-partner municipalities by providing 
appropriate methodology of allocating service costs. 

SituationSituationSituationSituation    

- Large proportion of operating costs are shared costs that must be allocated to the OVWRC 
service areas to determine true cost of service 

- A proportion of capital expenditures and reserves expenditures are also either for shared costs 
or may be for specific service areas, and must be allocated to the OVWRC service areas to 
determine the true cost of the service 

- Note:  the existing debt for the OVWRC facility, while not included within the OVWRC 
budget, is an expense borne by the member municipalities and should be apportioned to the 
operational service areas to determine the ‘true cost’ of providing the service. 

- An allocation methodology will assist in the reporting of the OVWRC financial information to 
the WDO (hence supporting WDO funding) and in the development of tipping fee calculations 

- A formal mechanism for calculating tipping fees on an annual basis is needed, to ensure that 
the tipping fees set for both partner and non-partner municipalities reflect the cost of the 
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service as well as ensuring that the OVWRC can be competitive with other service providers. 
- Significant portions of the OVWRC operational costs are associated with MRF operations. The 

processing of certain materials streams (paper fibre) is usually less labour intensive then 
container processing, and the reported costs from many municipalities indicate a significant 
difference in unit costs between the two material streams. The OVWRC should allocate MRF 
operating costs between the materials streams processed at the facility. 

- An Activity Based Costing methodology, to allocate MRF costs between material streams, will 
assist in tipping fee calculations and in understanding the performance of the OVWRC MRF. 

Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)    

- Develop financial management tools, including cost allocation, tipping fee calculation and 
Activity Based Costing (ABC) methodologies. 

Action ItemsAction ItemsAction ItemsAction Items    

- Review known cost allocation methodologies (including the method developed by the Ontario 
Municipal Benchmarking Initiative Treasurers group to allocate administration costs) 

- Identify any OVWRC specific cost drivers associated with shared service costs that can be used 
to develop OVWRC cost allocation methodology(ies) 

- Research examples of Tipping Fee and ABC allocation methods 
- Determine if internal staff resources are sufficient to develop OVWRC specific methodologies 
- If necessary, retain outside assistance to develop these financial tools.  Likely required, at 

minimum, for ABC. 
- Contact the WDO to determine if financial assistance through the Effectiveness and Efficiency 

fund would be available to develop the OVWRC cost allocation and ABC methodologies, and if 
so apply for funding. 

- Timing:  
o Shared Cost Allocation Q3, Q4 2006,  
o Tipping Fee calculation Q3, Q4 2006,  
o Activity Based Costing Q1, Q2 2007 

- Priority: High to Medium 
- Budget: in the order of $50,000 to $75,000 if outside assistance required, potential for WDO 

E&E funding to offset costs. 

 

3.3 Strategic Planning 

Appendix A, outlines a proposed strategic planning framework which represents a formalization 
of several existing processes, while introducing enhancements designed to improve effectiveness 
and productivity. Figures A-1 and A-2 present annual and 3-year views of the proposed strategic 
planning and implementation process.  
 

DescriptionDescriptionDescriptionDescription    

Strategic planning determines the overall direction, priorities and specific long-term objectives for 
the Centre. It drives management’s annual planning, such as business plans and budgets, as well as 
important decisions made on an ongoing basis.  
Relevant Objectives Relevant Objectives Relevant Objectives Relevant Objectives     

- All business plan objectives, including the overall objective of setting objectives, are addressed 
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by this option.  
SituationSituationSituationSituation    

- As representatives of the owners, the Board has the primary responsibility to ensure the Centre 
has a relevant and achievable strategic plan in place. The General Manager has the primary 
responsibility to ensure that business planning and major management decisions are made in 
accordance with the priorities set out in the strategic plan. 

- The Centre is a new venture without any established policies and protocols. While an inter-
municipal agreement provides some outline as to the role of the Board, the roles and 
responsibilities of the organization are absent.  In several instances, the activities of the 
Partners, Board and Centre contravene the agreement.  Notwithstanding this, efforts to operate 
the Centre in accordance with by-laws, legislation and permits as well as grow the “business” 
must be accomplished within the confines of an updated governance model and agreement if 
long-term success is to be achieved.  

- The long-term objectives for the Centre have been documented in a Board planning session in 
January 2003.  The strategies/objectives documented require further clarification with attention 
to setting relative priorities of objectives. While valuable progress has been on a wide number 
of initiatives over the last three years, all with the consent and approval of the board, it is not 
possible in retrospect to determine if the most important objectives have always been reflected 
in major decisions. 

- To date, strategic planning has been weakly linked to the annual business planning, budgeting, 
information systems and performance review. A tight alignment of strategic planning, business 
planning and performance review dramatically improves the likelihood that the priority 
objectives of the member municipalities will be achieved.  

- Tightly linked strategic and annual planning would share the following characteristics:  
o Long-term strategic objectives are defined such that the Board would be essentially 

satisfied with the overall performance of the Centre if they were achieved. 
o Annual business planning objectives, budgets, ongoing decision-making and 

performance reviews is clearly consistent with achieving or making progress towards 
achieving the long-term strategic goals.  

Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)    

- Institute a more formalized and comprehensive strategic planning process. 
ActActActAction Itemsion Itemsion Itemsion Items    

- A committee of the Board along with the General Manager will define the Centre’s strategic 
planning process. A clear and comprehensive set of current strategic planning objectives will 
be determined and approved.  

- Timing: Q2 2006 
- Priority: High 
- Budget: $10-15,000  
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3.4 Measurement, Review and Reporting Mechanisms 

DescriptionDescriptionDescriptionDescription    

Measurement and reporting systems track and communicate the progress of business plan 
implementation and key performance indicators. 
Relevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant Objectives        

- Performance measurement, review and reporting are essential to effective strategic and 
business plan implementation and continuous improvement. 

SituationSituationSituationSituation    

- Current reporting procedures include bi-weekly managers meetings and monthly board 
meetings. Ad hoc reporting among the Centre’s management and staff also takes place.  

- Currently, the annual report to the board consists of a compilation of tonnage reports, annual 
financial statements, valuation, and budget reports (future year and prior variance), each of 
which is prepared for other purposes. 

- Progress reports to the board on strategic plan implementation are completed when actions 
have been taken rather than on a regular basis. 

- As this is the Centre’s first waste management and business plan, no related measurement and 
reporting scheme is currently in place. 

- OVWRC reports that annual residential diversion rates for materials collected by partner 
municipalities appears to have reached a plateau of approximately 55% over the past 2 years 
since implementation of the current diversion system.  Measures to increase residential 
diversion rates should be considered, as this will increase the efficiency of diversion operations 
as well as reduce consumption of disposal space.  The measures that could be considered 
include: 

o Development of consistent container limits and/or user pay approach for all partner 
municipalities, as currently three partner municipalities have a 4 bag limit on the 
amount of waste that can be set at the curb on a bi-weekly basis, while the other two 
have a full user pay approach and charge $1 per bag.  

o Development of a By-law enforcement approach in co-operation with the Partner 
municipalities to enforce use of the OVWRC diversion system. 

o Expansion of promotion and education activities to address problem areas of system 
performance, including reducing contamination rates for curbside collected organic and 
recyclable materials and targeting key recyclable streams to encourage higher capture 
rates for high value streams. 

 
Recommendation(s) Recommendation(s) Recommendation(s) Recommendation(s)     

- The existing biweekly management meetings should be a forum for reporting progress or 
delays in implementing the business plan action items.  

- Quarterly business plan implementation status reports will be prepared by each manager and 
compiled into a Business Plan Implementation Summary spreadsheet (see Appendix E). These 
reports are simply an update of each manager’s action items in the Business Plan 
Implementation Summary spreadsheet. 

- Quarterly progress reports will be submitted to the board, again re-using the Business Plan 
Implementation Summary spreadsheet. 

- An annual report for the board will be prepared that becomes the year-end report card on the 
past year’s business plan implementation. 
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- Implement an internal and a market benchmarking system that captures key operational and 
financial performance indicators, for example: 

o Market benchmarks 
For each member municipality: 

• Residential waste generated, in tonnes per capita 

• Residential diversion, in tonnes per capita 

• ICI waste, total tonnes  

• ICI diversion, total tonnes  
Competitive waste management benchmarks as defined in E&E benchmarking 
initiative. 

o MRF/Organics/Landfill internal benchmarks 
• Tonnes (received and/or marketed) per FTE (full time equivalent employee) 

• Revenue per FTE 

• Variable cost per FTE (as determined from activity based costing) 

• Revenue per tonne 

• Variable cost per FTE (as determined from activity based costing) 

• Tonnes diverted/managed per 1000 residences (partner municipalities) 

• IC&I tonnes 
- OVWRC should consider undertaking seasonal waste audits in accordance with the protocols 

developed by Stewardship Ontario/Waste Diversion Ontario, to track operational performance 
of its diversion programs.  Funding may be available from the WDO E&E fund to support 
these audits. 

- A link should be made between the annual waste audits and annual communication and 
education expenditures in areas where capture rates and compliance need to be improved.    

Action ItemsAction ItemsAction ItemsAction Items    

- Adopt the recommended Business Plan Implementation Summary spreadsheet and or a suitable 
variation.  

- Define relevant key performance indicators that can be automatically generated from within 
existing computer information systems. Define relevant key performance indicators that can be 
manually compiled with little clerical effort. 

- Become an active participant or observer in the Stewardship Ontario’s benchmarking initiative. 
- Timing: Q2 2006 
- Priority: High 
- Budget: Nil for all components except potential waste audit component (activity based costing 

budget described elsewhere in this report) 
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4. Overview of Process Reviews and Options for Change 

On October 20th, 2005 the OVWRC Board and Staff were presented with a series of tables 
outlining the results of the process reviews for each area of OVWRC operations, and a series of 
tables outlining potential options for change that would be considered as part of this Business 
and Master Plan. 

Since that time, additional information has been obtained and included in the process review 
tables that are included in Appendix B of this report.  The process review for Materials 
Recycling Operations included both a process review of the OVWRC system, and an acquisition 
analysis of the Beaumen operations.  Note, Appendix B does not include the acquisition analysis 
of the Beaumen operations as the recommendations regarding options relative to rationalization 
of OVWRC/Beaumen operations require further staff consideration and discussions with 
Beaumen and cannot be disclosed until such time as a final recommendation is made to the 
Board. 

Also included in Appendix B are outlines of the potential options for change, modified based on 
discussions with the OVWRC Board and Staff in October/November 2005. These have been 
expanded in some cases to include additional discussion regarding the options to supplement the 
information provided in Section 5. 

Appendix B is organized such that the process review information and the potential options for 
change for each service area are grouped together for ease of review and reference. 

The information reviewed and presented in Appendix B provides the foundation for the Business 
Case Analysis presented in Section 5. 

Note: the process review tables have not been revised based on the results of the January 26th, 
2006  Strategic Planning session with the OVWRC Board, as these tables provide the foundation 
for the original consultants recommendations.
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5. Business Case Analysis 

5.1 Material Recycling Facility / Processing Operations  

Outlined in this section are the base case and three options for the operation of the OVWRC 
Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) within the business planning cycle.   

Description: Base Case (Status Quo)Description: Base Case (Status Quo)Description: Base Case (Status Quo)Description: Base Case (Status Quo)    

- Recycling system largely intact, with only minor changes to current operations to increase 
efficiencies 

Relevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant Objectives 

-  This option does not meet the objectives of the study as it does not maximize the use of the 
MRF capacity 

SituationSituationSituationSituation    

- The current facility is operating one shift per day. 
- Sorting of containers and fibres are done on alternating days (i.e., a full shift of containers 

sorting one day; a full shift of fibres sorting the next). 
- As “half” of the capital is sitting idle on alternating days, the cost per throughput tonne is much 

higher than it could be (up to four times assuming the ideal MRF operation is two shifts per 
day). 

- MRF uses additional staff to remove materials from bags (placed in bags as a convenience, by 
residents) resulting in lower throughput tonnages than could be achieved without plastic film 
present.   

- Adding more sorters, to increase the throughput rate, is not cost effective at this point. 
- The sorting order on the containers line is considered reasonable.  Minor changes to the sorting 

room and openings to the HDPE and PET were recommended and have been implemented. 
- The sorting order on the fibres line was reviewed and minor changes are recommended. 
- Current cost data suggests that sorting just residential material is not sustainable over the long 

term.  Overall, processing costs are higher than typically found in the industry.  This can be 
attributed to three key factors: 

o High capital cost for the facility; 
o Higher than average wage costs for the sorters1; and 
o Low overall tonnage of material means that the cost per throughput tonne is higher. 

- Potential revenues from the WDO Blue Box Program Plan are lower than average and may be 
further affected in future years of funding program 

- The risk of maintaining Status Quo is that partner municipalities will pay a higher cost for the 
management of recyclables. Ultimately, there will be a point where the municipalities will find 
it financially difficult to continue with the operations.  

  

                                                 
1 The higher than average costs reflect the fact that there are no labour pools/temp agency companies that can 
provide support, as is typically the case in urban centres.  As an added benefit of hiring full time staff is that with an 
average wage of $11.50/hour plus 20% for benefits, there is very little turnover in staff which, in turn, results in 
better productivity than average and a higher product quality than what would be typically found in MRFs using 
temporary staff.   Therefore, the net impact of the higher labour rates are somewhat offset by the benefits of a full 
time staff.  At this level of study however, these benefits have not been quantified. 
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RecommRecommRecommRecommendation(s)endation(s)endation(s)endation(s) 

- Without ready access to additional tonnes of materials, the status quo has to be considered for 
at least the short term. 

- Minor changes will be made to the sorting order on the fibres line to increase efficiencies. 
Responses by OVWRC Members toResponses by OVWRC Members toResponses by OVWRC Members toResponses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s) Recommendation(s) Recommendation(s) Recommendation(s)    

- Current status recognized as not sustainable for the long-term. 
- Investigate options to market OVWRC recycling capacity to non-partners within Renfrew 

County as a means of increasing the financial viability of the recycling operations. 
- Investigation opportunities to increase quantities of recyclables from IC&I sources. 
- Drop the tipping fee for recyclables to zero to compete with surrounding MRFs (i.e., 

Beaumen’s). 
Action ItemsAction ItemsAction ItemsAction Items    

- Leaving the status quo for an extended period, i.e., nine more years – to the point where the 
capital in the facility is fully monetized would result ultimately in a much lower cost per tonne 
for the operations.  As the equipment is not being fully utilized in the facility, its replacement 
cycle can be extended, thereby allowing the OVWRC to keep its future cost exposure to a 
minimum.  However, this is really a false economy situation, subjecting the current users of the 
facility to unnecessarily high recycling processing costs.  Therefore, it is important that the 
OVWRC consider revising its buy-in structure for new members and/or look at establishing 
costs for processing non-members’ materials based on incremental cost-plus analysis rather 
than a full cost recovery basis. 

- Revise tipping fees for recyclables to zero as soon as is reasonably possible, taking into 
account the potential effect on the OVWRC budget.  Promote tipping fee changes to IC&I 
sector, particularly in the Pembroke area where haul costs to the OVWRC facility will be 
minimal. 

- Timing for change on fibre line: Q4 2005 (implemented) 
- Timing for change in tipping fees: Q1 or Q2 2006 
- Priority: High 
- Budget: Nil  

 
Description: Description: Description: Description: Option #1, Market Recycling Capacity 

- Sell capacity in the OVWRC processing facility 
- Set tipping fee rate at level to increase revenues to offset high cost per throughput tonne 
- Market the capacity to other municipalities (current service area and beyond) 
- Market the capacity to IC&I sectors 
- Introduce new partners to the operations 

Relevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant Objectives 

- This option does meet one of the objectives as it helps maximize the use of the MRF capacity 
SituationSituationSituationSituation    

- Current cost data suggests that sorting just the current stream of materials is not sustainable 
over the long term.  For example, the City of Ottawa pays its contractors approximately $88 
per tonne for the processing of its fibres and containers collected in the same manner as 
Ottawa-Valley (i.e., alternating weeks fibres and containers).  However, the City of Ottawa 
also retains all revenues, which averaged approximately $122 per tonne in 2004.  Therefore, 
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the all-in-cost to the residents of the City of Ottawa actually receive net revenue of 
approximately $34 per tonne.  This is opposed to the “charged”2 cost to municipalities under 
the OVWRC program of $54 per tonne (plus the remaining net cost of recycling recovered 
through party contributions which was $14 per tonne in 2004).  This is a price differential of 
$90 to $100 per tonne per year.  Across the residential tonnes being managed by the OVWRC, 
just on costs charged, the added cost under the Ottawa Valley program is more than $250,000 
annually.  Cost review as justification is outlined under the status quo option. 

- The risk of maintaining the operations in their current state is that municipalities will pay a 
higher cost for the management of recyclables and WDO funding will decrease. 

- Cost structure for introducing new members to the OVWRC is punitive.  There is no incentive 
to join, as the costs associated with operating the facility are not low enough to offset the high 
buy in cost. 

- Competition, with a more rudimentary MRF and/or processing operations will easily be able to 
undercut the costs of operating the OVWRC MRF, leaving little or no opportunity to attract 
additional tonnes to the facility.  For example, Beaumen offers processing to its clients for $0.  
Through the sale of materials, they recover their processing costs and still turn a profit.  
Therefore, there is a direct threat to the OVWRC’s longer-term viability.  It is recognized that 
Beaumen does not have any allowance for capital cost replacement.  However, without seeing 
the books but observing the capital assets under Beaumen’s control, it is quite possible that the 
used equipment is actually incurred as an annual operating expenses monetized over the tonnes 
of the entire program (i.e., one year capital replacement equivalent).  As Beaumen tends to 
purchase used equipment rather than new equipment, it is reasonable that there is no formal 
capital replacement schedule or process.  This is typical of small operators.  Therefore, to be 
competitive with small operators, it is critical that the OVWRC either work in a similar nature 
or establish a differential structure for pricing the processing of additional tonnes (i.e., cost 
recovery plus, not full cost recovery), possibly in exchange for no membership (and no say) in 
the group. 

- Ultimately, there will be a point where the municipalities will find it financially difficult to 
continue with the operations.   

RecommendationsRecommendationsRecommendationsRecommendations 

- Investigate options to increase the number of partners in OVWRC and the marketability of 
OVWRC recycling capacity to non-partners. 

Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)    

- Current status recognized as not sustainable for the long-term. 
- Investigate options to market OVWRC recycling capacity to non-partners (focussed on Renfrew 

County) as a means of increasing the financial viability of the recycling operations. 
- Investigation opportunities to increase quantities of recyclables from IC&I sources. 
- Drop the recyclables tipping fee to zero to compete with surrounding MRFs (i.e., Beaumen’s). 
DiscussionDiscussionDiscussionDiscussion    

- A change is required to the viewpoint on capital cost recovery in the facility.  The buy in costs 
for additional member municipalities.  The monetized aspects of the facility, i.e., specifically 
the capital, should be discounted from the overall value of the site and the capital cost buy in 
provision of the system, i.e., they should be treated as a sunk cost, non-recoverable.  Unless 

                                                                                                                                                             
2 This “charged” cost is the operating cost/tipping fee charged to member municipalities over and above the initial 
capital costs incurred and debentured by the OVWRC to establish the MRF. 
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there is a change to the structure, there is no opportunity to increase the membership to the 
system. 

- A change in the viewpoint on capital cost recovery is required in order to determine the 
incremental cost for the “next tonne” of materials and the development of a costing formula 
that would allow OVWRC to compete in the current marketplace. 

- Incremental cost analysis is necessary to determine if and how the OVWRC could act as the 
processing arm of team bidding on collection and processing to other municipalities as their 
contracts come up for renewal.  Once an incremental cost per tonne is established, the 
OVWRC should meet with local collection operators to establish a “team”.  The team would 
then bid on contracts as they come up for renewal.  This approach would allow the OVWRC to 
increase its throughput tonnage and decrease its overall average cost per throughput tonne, 
better utilizing the capital resources in the facility. 

- This incremental cost would be offered to the IC&I sector for mixed materials.  For specific 
material streams, e.g., OCC, the net cost for the management of the individual materials could 
be applied and used to attract more tonnes.    

Action ItemsAction ItemsAction ItemsAction Items    

- Undertake Incremental cost analysis 
- Meet with local collection operators to establish a “team” to bid on contracts as they come up 

for renewal.   
- Timing:  First quarter 2006  
- Priority: High 
- Budget: Nil   

 

Description: Description: Description: Description: Option #2, Expansion of Recycling Tonnage Processed 

- With the impending retirement of Dan Menard (Beaumen), investigate opportunities to 
increase service area for processing through service delivery fee option to existing Beaumen 
clients. 

Relevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant Objectives 

- This option does meet the objectives as it does help maximize the use of the MRF capacity 
- It is not currently considered viable to improve cost effectiveness of services. 
Situation 

- Current cost data suggests that sorting just the current stream of materials is not sustainable 
over the long term.  Cost review as justification is outlined under the status quo option. 

- The risk of maintaining the operations in their current state is that municipalities will pay a 
higher cost for the management of recyclables and WDO funding will decrease. 

- Ultimately, there will be a point where the municipalities will find it financially difficult to 
continue with the operations.   

- The results of the initial analysis suggest that the outright purchase of Beaumen is not cost 
beneficial to the OVWRC.  However, there is tremendous value in the tonnes that Beaumen 
currently processes.  Therefore, it would be cost advantageous to pursue contract with the 
municipalities that use Beaumen’s services, as they become available. 
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Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s) 

- Investigate with Beaumen the transition of the processing tonnages to the OVWRC ahead of 
retirement as a transition plan for Beaumen clients 

- Investigate with Beaumen clients directly the opportunities to provide processing services 
- Talk with collection operators to find opportunities to increase tonnages through the facility 

from their contracts 
- Work cooperatively with collection operators to provide processing operations in a competitive 

environment (i.e., don’t allow Beaumen to renegotiate an extension).  Proactively look for new 
tonnes for the facility. 

Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)    

- Do not pursue any acquisitions of any businesses in relation to any activities currently 
undertaken by the OVWRC 

- OVWRC not in the business of acquiring other businesses. 
- Drop the recyclables tipping fee to zero to compete with surrounding MRFs (i.e., Beaumen’s). 
Action ItemsAction ItemsAction ItemsAction Items    

- Investigate additional processing contract opportunities 
- Timing: Immediately would be most cost beneficial to the OVWRC, but at the latest, after 

sale/retirement of Beaumen 
- Priority: High 
- Budget: part of Business and Master Plan 

 

Description: Description: Description: Description: Option #3, Close OVWRC Recycling Operations and Ship to Ottawa 

- Close the MRF and ship all the material to another facility (i.e., Ottawa) 
Relevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant Objectives 

- This option provides an opportunity to minimize the financial impacts of the MRF operations 
on the overall cost of the Ottawa Valley system and fees paid by partners. 

Situation 

- Current cost data suggests that sorting just the current stream of materials is not sustainable 
over the long term.  Cost review as justification is outlined under the status quo option. 

- The risk of maintaining the operations in their current state is that municipalities will pay a 
higher cost for the management of recyclables and WDO funding will decrease. 

- Current cost data suggests that sorting just the current stream of materials is not sustainable 
over the long term.  For example, the City of Ottawa pays its contractors approximately $88 
per tonne for the processing of its fibres and containers collected in the same manner as 
Ottawa-Valley (i.e., alternating weeks fibres and containers).  However, the City of Ottawa 
also retains all revenues, which averaged approximately $122 in 2004.  Therefore, the all-in-
cost to the residents of the City of Ottawa actually receive net revenue of approximately $34 
per tonne.  This is opposed to the “charged”3 cost to municipalities under the OVWRC 
program of $54 per tonne (plus the remaining net cost of recycling recovered through party 
contributions which was $14 per tonne in 2004).  This is a price differential of $90 to $100 per 
tonne per year.  Across the residential tonnes being managed by the OVWRC, just on costs 
charged the added cost under the Ottawa Valley program is more than $250,000 annually.   

                                                 
3 This “charged” cost is the operating costs/tipping fee charged to member municipalities over and above the initial 
capital costs incurred and debentured by the OVWRC to establish the MRF. 
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- Ultimately, there will be a point where the municipalities will find it financially difficult to 
continue with the operations.   

- Shipping to Ottawa would require a transfer station for the recyclables and a shipping contract 
for the materials 

- Eliminating the MRF would currently not result in any savings.  The capital that has been put 
into the facility currently resides in long-term debentures that require repayment.  Therefore, 
the true “cost” for recycling would only increase. 

- Total costs would be comprised of tipping fees at another MRF ($90-$100 per tonne); transfer 
station capital and operating costs ($20-$30 per tonne); shipping costs to the new MRF ($50-
$75 per tonne); current debenture annual costs ($40-$60 per tonne); Total costs – $200 - $265 
per tonne 

Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s) 

- Until the debentures on the MRF are fully retired, there is no financial benefit to closing the 
operations and shipping the materials to another facility for processing. 

- Keep current operations going, looking for additional tonnages to reduce overall cost per 
tonne. 

Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)    

- Do not consider closing the OVWRC MRF 
- Investigate options to market OVWRC recycling capacity to non-partners (focus on Renfrew 

County) as a means of increasing the financial viability of the recycling operations. 
Action ItemsAction ItemsAction ItemsAction Items    

- Investigate alternative measures for increasing the throughput of the existing facility to 
minimize the overall costs per tonne in the plant  

- Timing: First quarter of 2006 
- Priority: High 
- Budget: part of Business and Master Plan 
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5.2 Waste Disposal (Landfill Operations) 

Outlined in this section is the base case and three options for waste disposal (landfill operations) 
within the business planning cycle.  Each optional scenario could be pursued on its own, 
however the three also represent a logical developmental progression that the OVWRC may 
choose to pursue in that order, over time.  

Description: Base Case (Status Quo)Description: Base Case (Status Quo)Description: Base Case (Status Quo)Description: Base Case (Status Quo)    

- Landfill expanded and used by current partner municipalities 
Relevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant Objectives    

- Does not meet any of the Business Plan objectives 

Situation 

- Site currently used only by partners, but C of A and EA include potential for broader service 
area 

- Gross costs for landfill operations are quite low, in the order of $28/tonne for 2004 
- Tipping fee revenues ($65.87) generate a surplus of revenue for this area of operation, 

significant contribution to reserves and to offset costs of other areas of operation 
- Tipping fees from partner municipalities in 2004 were approximately $400,000 (26% of total), 

and tipping fees from other sources within service area of the partner municipalities were $ 
1.17 million (74% of total) 

- EA currently underway and would provide between 25 to 40 years of additional capacity, 
depending on the diversion rate achieved by the partner municipalities 

- Capital investment in Leachate Treatment system in the order of $400,000 (based on recent 
cost estimates) required to support landfill expansion 

- Currently 1.2 million tonnes of in-place waste, with expansion, landfill gas collection and 
energy recovery may be viable 

- Availability of low cost landfill capacity contributes to the cost effectiveness of other areas of 
operation, by providing low-cost option for the disposal of residues generated by other 
OVWRC operations 

- Continuing with the status quo is a low risk option 
Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)    

- Status Quo meets the needs of the OVWRC partners, although it does not meet with the 
objectives of the Business Plan 

- Evaluate the option of landfill gas collection and recovery for expanded landfill 
Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)    

- No further comments on recommendations. 
Action ItemsAction ItemsAction ItemsAction Items 

- Retain consulting services (potentially as part of larger study on landfill gas recovery in 
Eastern Ontario) to assess the viability and cost of collecting landfill gas and energy recovery 

- Timing: 2007/2008 
- Priority: Low 
- Budget: TBD 
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Description: Option #1, Market Landfill CapacityDescription: Option #1, Market Landfill CapacityDescription: Option #1, Market Landfill CapacityDescription: Option #1, Market Landfill Capacity    

- Landfill expanded and used by current partners and by non-partner municipalities 
Relevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant Objectives    

- Has the potential to further increase cost effectiveness of programs for partner municipalities 
- Offers an economic, socially sound and environmentally safe system for disposal of solid 

waste in Renfrew County 
Situation 

- Site currently used only by partners and other waste generators within the partner service area, 
but the site approvals and Environmental Assessment study include potential for broader 
service area 

- Gross costs for landfill operations are quite low, in the order of $28/tonne for 2004 
- Increasing the tonnages managed at the landfill can further increase the economies of scale of 

the landfill operations, and can help offset the capital and operating cost for leachate treatment 
and the potential landfill gas system noted under Status Quo 

- Current tipping fee structure would have to be examined  (see Financial Recommendations in 
Section 3.2), to ensure the OVWRC provides local cost competitive option for disposal of 
materials generated outside the current partner municipalities 

- Most of the larger non-partner municipalities in Renfrew County have sufficient landfill 
capacity, however, in the order of seven non-partner municipalities may require disposal 
capacity within the business planning period. Total annual quantity estimates for these 
municipalities is approx. 14,000 tonnes of waste annually, less then ½ of the quantity disposed 
by the OVWRC in 2004 

- Three of these municipalities are within 60 km of the OVWRC facility on major transportation 
routes, and could consider the direct haul of waste to the OVWRC as an option for disposal 

- OVWRC could consider setting an annual limit of waste that it would accept from non-partner 
municipalities (say ¼ of the annual amount of capacity used to dispose of waste generated 
within the partner municipalities), balancing revenue generation and efficiencies, with the 
retention of 25 years of landfill capacity for partner municipalities 

Recommendation(s) in Support of the Business PlanRecommendation(s) in Support of the Business PlanRecommendation(s) in Support of the Business PlanRecommendation(s) in Support of the Business Plan    

- Consider permitting use of the disposal capacity at the OVWRC landfill for non-partner 
municipalities on a fee for service basis 

Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)    

- The landfill capacity should not be marketed to non-partner municipalities. 
- Concern was expressed that compromising the projected 40 year lifespan of the expanded 

landfill would not be in the best interest of the partner municipalities. 
- Most (but not all) members expressed support for providing landfill disposal as part of the 

package of services available to new partner municipalities. 
Action Items (if pursued in the future)Action Items (if pursued in the future)Action Items (if pursued in the future)Action Items (if pursued in the future) 

- Determine potential affect on landfill life of options where a portion of landfill space would be 
marketed 

- Contact non-partner municipalities to determine level of interest in hauling waste to the 
OVWRC landfill 

- If this appears viable, amend Board agreement/update Board policies as required 
- Undertake review of tipping fee structure (see Section 3.2) 
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Description: Option #2, Shared Service ArrangementsDescription: Option #2, Shared Service ArrangementsDescription: Option #2, Shared Service ArrangementsDescription: Option #2, Shared Service Arrangements    

- OVWRC coordinates shared service contracts for certain areas of landfill operations (i.e., 
monitoring, etc.) 

Relevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant Objectives    

- Has the potential to further increase cost effectiveness of disposal for partner and non-partner 
municipalities 

Situation 

- A number of services at the OVWRC and other Renfrew County landfill sites are contracted to 
service providers including: 

o Equipment rental 
o Landfill monitoring 

- Shared service contracts offer economies of scale and potential for savings 
- Could issue joint tenders, administered by each participating municipality 
- Could issue joint tender, administered by the OVWRC, with cost recovery 
Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)    

- Initiate discussions with non-partner municipalities on shared service options 
Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)    

- No further comments on recommendations. 

Action ItemsAction ItemsAction ItemsAction Items 

- Identify areas of the OVWRC landfill operations where there is a potential for shared service 
options for contracted/purchased goods and services 

- Contact non-partner municipalities to determine level of interest in shared service arrangements 
- Timing: year 2 
- Priority: Moderate 
- Budget: Nil 

    

Description: Option #3, Renfrew County Landfill ManagementDescription: Option #3, Renfrew County Landfill ManagementDescription: Option #3, Renfrew County Landfill ManagementDescription: Option #3, Renfrew County Landfill Management    

- OVWRC assumes responsibility for the management of operating landfills in Renfrew County  
Relevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant Objectives    

- Has the potential to further increase cost effectiveness of disposal for partner and non-partner 
municipalities 

- Offers potential for an economic, socially sound and environmentally safe system for disposal 
of solid waste in Renfrew County 

Situation 

- There are 17 operating landfills in Renfrew County, serving a population of less than 100,000 
- Operation of numerous small landfills, given permitted landfill design and operational 

parameters, has greater potential for negative environmental affects and is not as cost effective 
as the operation of fewer larger sites 

- This option could benefit municipalities in Renfrew County as OVWRC could provide 
dedicated staff to focus on effective management of the landfills, including a compliance 
officer to deal with regulatory compliance and environmental issues related to the sites.  
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- Under this option it may be possible to apportion costs of each landfill back to the host 
community and users of the site 

- The apportionment methodology would have to reflect costs incurred by the OVWRC in site 
administration, as well as the individual costs associated with each facility 

- The potential transfer of risk to the OVWRC and other municipalities associated with this 
option would have to be mitigated, given the potential for environmental issues at existing 
older sites 

- The value of this option is in the fact that dedicated staff could focus on management of waste 
for the communities and a dedicated project officer could be hired to deal with all 
environmental operations. 

Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)    

- If discussions with non-partner municipalities on shared service options (Option #2) are 
positive, raise the option of OVWRC providing a broader management role for landfill sites in 
Renfrew County 

Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)    

- There is no support to take over the responsibility for the operations of other landfill sites. 
Action Item(s) (if pursued in the future)Action Item(s) (if pursued in the future)Action Item(s) (if pursued in the future)Action Item(s) (if pursued in the future) 

- Develop outline of potential landfill management structure, including apportionment of costs 
and risk management for discussion with non-partner municipalities. 
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5.3 Depot / Transfer Services 

Description: Base Case (Status Quo)Description: Base Case (Status Quo)Description: Base Case (Status Quo)Description: Base Case (Status Quo)    

- No major change in the operation of depot/transfer system operated by the OVWRC and partner 
municipalities 

- Potential to assist partner municipalities in operational improvements. 
RRRRelevant Objectiveselevant Objectiveselevant Objectiveselevant Objectives    

- Some potential to assist in increasing cost effectiveness and efficiency of depot operations for 
partner municipalities 

Situation 

- There are a total of 35 depots located across Renfrew County, all operating landfills have some 
form of depot, and most municipalities have at least one if not more additional depot locations  

- In many cases this network of depots is provided in lieu of curbside collection which is not cost 
effective for many of the municipalities without a major population centre 

- The range of materials collected varies considerably, including recyclables, compostables, 
HHW, tires, scrap metal, construction and demolition materials, and mixed waste 

- The cost to operate depots and transfer materials varies.  The WDO datacall, indicates that 
some of the non-partner municipalities which use depot collection have some of the lowest 
costs per tonne for managing residential recyclables, while others have some of the highest 
costs in comparison with other Renfrew County municipalities 

- Anecdotal information has been provided that the cost per lift of waste can be in the order of 
$250 for each load where the haul time from pick-up to drop-off is 1hour or less and higher for 
longer haul distances. Some partner municipalities have reported concerns with the cost of 
operating their current depot system. 

- Maintaining the status quo is a low risk option, and continued provision of depot/transfer 
services is essential to support diversion in the two partner municipalities that do not have 
curbside collection of recyclables 

- One of the partner municipalities has installed a ‘Molok’ system to collect SSO at one of its 
depots, to determine the cost effectiveness and performance of this option in comparison to the 
use of large green carts that have considerably less capacity and operating issues (odours). 

- Other options to improve performance of depots are being considered by partner municipalities 
to reduce operational costs associated depot collection of waste, particularly bulky items that 
occupy large volumes of space and require more frequent removal for disposal. Depot systems 
like that offered by V-Quip provide for compaction of materials and the potential for more 
efficient depot/transfer operations. 

Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)    

- Continue with current depot/transfer system in the short term 
- Consider options and the OVWRC role in providing support for implementing improved depot 

options for partner municipalities 
Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)    

- OVWRC will work with partner municipalities that wish to pursue different options for depot/ 
transfer operations. 

- Must be full cost recovery for any significant costs incurred 
Action ItemsAction ItemsAction ItemsAction Items 

- Work in partnership with partner municipality to verify performance etc. of Molok based depot 
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collection of SSO and other potential depot modifications (for example V-Quip system, 
modified front end containers) and potential OVWRC role to support depot improvements 

- Timing: Q1 to Q4 2006 
- Priority: Moderate 
- Budget: Nil 

 

Description: Option #1, OVWRC Depot/Transfer ServiceDescription: Option #1, OVWRC Depot/Transfer ServiceDescription: Option #1, OVWRC Depot/Transfer ServiceDescription: Option #1, OVWRC Depot/Transfer Service    

- OVWRC expand role as depot/transfer service provider to partner (and potentially non-partner) 
municipalities 

Relevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant Objectives    

- Potential to encourage and promote a waste management system that will provide the most 
economic, socially sound and environmentally safe system for the handling, transportation, 
processing, recycling and disposal of solid waste.  

- Potential to expand services provided to partner municipalities  
- Potential to provide diversion options (including organics processing capacity) for both partner 

municipalities and non-partner municipalities 
Situation 

- Majority of partner and non-partner municipal depots would have same issues as noted in 
Status Quo: 
° Cost per lift for waste can be quite high, and space in roll-off containers may not be 

efficiently used, if C&D and bulky materials are allowed in bins 
° Cart based Depot collection of SSO is relatively inefficient and often associated with 

odours and other issues 
° Often the materials are hauled a considerable distance for processing/disposal 

- OVWRC could design and develop a depot service with common elements to replace the 
current inefficient system in municipalities based on the use of roll-off containers.  Numerous 
options for the handling and management of materials are available based on current literature, 
which would allow for the compaction of materials and options to reduce the potential impact 
of certain materials collected via depot system 

- This could be offered as a “turn key” service where the OVWRC purchases new containers, 
responsible for developing facility, and turn over to municipalities to operate, or, the OVWRC 
could operate new depots 

- As part of service, depot materials would be hauled to the OVWRC for management 
(recyclables, composting and C&D materials from partner and non-partner municipalities, and 
waste from partner and potentially non-partner municipalities depending on implementation of 
landfill option related to marketing disposal capacity 

Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)    

- Consider options and OVWRC role in providing improved depot service, to partner and non-
partner municipalities 

Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)    

- No consensus from Partner municipalities on this option, as one of the two municipalities that 
depend on depots for collection of materials prefers to continue to maintain its own 
depot/transfer operation. 

Action ItemsAction ItemsAction ItemsAction Items 

- Investigate options for improved depot service, including potential costs, service provision 
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models etc. 
- Report back to the OVWRC Board on options and make recommendation on potential role for 

OVWRC with regards to depot/transfer operations. 
- Timing: year 2 (2007) 
- Priority: Moderate 
- Budget: TBD 
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5.4 Composting Operations 

Outlined in this Section are the base case and three options for the operation of the OVWRC 
Composting Facility within the business planning cycle.  While each optional scenario could be 
pursued on its own, the three also represent a logical developmental progression that the 
OVWRC may choose to pursue in that order, over time. 

Description: Base Case (Status Quo)Description: Base Case (Status Quo)Description: Base Case (Status Quo)Description: Base Case (Status Quo)    

- Organics processing system remains as is, with SSO processed in-vessel and a portion of Leaf 
& Yard processed in outdoor windrows, (i.e., Base Case defined as no change in composting 
technology) 

Relevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant Objectives 

- Does not meet any of the Business Plan objectives 

SituatioSituatioSituatioSituationnnn    

- Current facility nearing capacity, and may be unable to meet existing partner needs within one 
to two years, depending on growth of waste stream 

- Majority of all materials entering the site is mixed SSO, only some separated L&Y materials 
collected and processed in the outdoor windrow area 

- Cost of expansion to designed capacity using Comptainers is in the order of $500,000 to 
$625,000 in capital investment 

- OVWRC staff have noted significant, premature corrosion and other wear on existing stock of 
Comptainers, suggesting that original projections for equipment life may not be reasonable 

- Current estimates are that almost 80% of SSO processed in Comptainers is yard waste material 
(need to undertake audits of incoming materials) 

- The cost of SSO processing in 2004 was $144/tonne gross, $84/tonne net (majority of revenues 
are for tipping fees) and for Leaf & Yard waste processing was in the order of $78/tonne gross, 
$29/tonne net.  Net costs for SSO processing increased from 2003 to 2004 and net costs for 
leaf & yard composting decreased. 

- Composting SSO using an in-vessel approach is moderately more complex then outdoor 
windrow, however, has the benefit of increased odour control 

- Low Risk alternative, as site has already been approved for in-vessel SSO composting and can 
accommodate expansion of facility (add five more units) 

- Originally, the facility was designed with a significant staff allocation to pre-sorting the 
incoming organics feedstock, to remove contaminants.  Other than continued vigilance for 
contaminants that may have the potential to damage downstream mixing equipment, this level 
of pre-sorting may not be justified, as all finished product will be screened regardless 

Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)    

- Recognize that Status Quo Option, without commitment to more Comptainers, is not viable 
beyond short term 

Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)    

- Current status recognized as not sustainable for the long-term. 
- Investigate options to market OVWRC composting capacity to non-partners (focus on Renfrew 

County) as a means of increasing the financial viability of the composting operations. 
Action ItemsAction ItemsAction ItemsAction Items    

- Undertake audit of SSO stream entering facility to determine proportion of various materials  
- OVWRC staff should consider a trial suspension of virtually all tipping floor pre-sort activity 
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as part of organics approach—this may be an unnecessary use of staff resources, given that 
some contaminants remain regardless, and that all finished product will still be screened.  Trial 
could be undertaken immediately, and monitored for effectiveness by staff 

- Retain consulting engineer to conduct preliminary evaluation of state of existing stock of 
Comptainers – goal is to reassess remaining life of containers, recommend any remedial action 
or repairs that might be merited to extend life at reasonable cost 

- Develop detailed cost estimates for expansion under Status Quo (purchase of Comptainers) 
- Timing: Q2, Q3 2006 
- Priority: High 
- Budget: $10K for engineering assessment of existing Comptainers (assuming the OVWRC 

staff undertake all other recommendations internally) 

 
 
Description: Option #1 Shift Towards Lower Cost Composting Approach, With Only Limited Description: Option #1 Shift Towards Lower Cost Composting Approach, With Only Limited Description: Option #1 Shift Towards Lower Cost Composting Approach, With Only Limited Description: Option #1 Shift Towards Lower Cost Composting Approach, With Only Limited 

Expansion of Tonnage ProcessedExpansion of Tonnage ProcessedExpansion of Tonnage ProcessedExpansion of Tonnage Processed    

- Use Comptainers only for certain materials streams (those with high food waste content) 
- Majority of current SSO stream and Leaf & Yard materials composted outdoors 
- Could phase in this approach, moving an increasing amount of SSO to outdoor processing over 

time 
- Will free up capacity in Comptainers in the mid-term, that could be marketed to IC&I sources 

of SSO in partner municipalities and other non-partner municipalities 
- Eventual goal would be to eliminate Comptainers entirely as existing equipment reached the 

end of its service life 
- Use of Comptainers may also be eliminated earlier if cost of ongoing use prohibitive compared 

to other options developed by then.  No sense in continuing to use this system if a lower-cost 
system is available that meets needs 

- This option represents a deliberate strategic shift, over time, towards the adoption of a different, 
lower-cost composting technology for all organic streams 

- In the mid-term, and through what may be a gradual transition, some continued use of the 
Comptainers will be required to aid that transition, and if tonnages merit their continued use 

Relevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant Objectives 

- This option offers a lower cost option to expand SSO processing services to non-partner 
municipalities and to expand IC&I SSO processing services 

- This option has the potential to increase cost effectiveness of composting in the mid to long 
term 

SituationSituationSituationSituation    

- As noted under Status Quo, the needs of the existing program partners will outstrip the 
capacity of the current facility in as little as one to two years’ time 

- Processing the SSO stream using outdoor windrow costs less on a per tonne basis ($37 per 
tonne less in gross operating costs) and will require significantly less capital investment  

- Required capital investment would include compost pad expansion, stormwater treatment pond 
and dedicated compost equipment (dedicated front-end loader). Additional investment will 
increase costs, but they should still remain less than $100/tonne. 

- Issue related to the availability of land in current composting area for expansion of compost 
pad.  Will have to examine carefully to determine ideal size and configuration. 

- The OVWRC site is ideal for outdoor windrow composting as it is very isolated and is 
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compatible with surrounding land-use (agriculture, aggregate extraction) 
- Approval to amend the C of A for the site (and C of A Air) will be needed to expand the 

windrow composting area and to shift residential SSO to the outdoor system.  Both Ministry 
and OVWRC staff will need to gradually transition to this new approach, to minimize chances 
of problems and ensure all parties comfortable with shift 

- It is possible that SSO materials can be blended/bulked without the need for continued use of 
existing shredding/blending equipment (to be determined) and composted outdoors, under tight 
operating guidelines 

- Moderate to low risk, will need good odour management protocols and operating guidelines to 
ensure outdoor windrow facility operates at optimum performance. Recommend that over a 
period of time increased tonnes of SSO be composted outdoors.  A staged shift in the change in 
technology would ensure that the potential for operational issues are minimized, at manageable 
scales, before full-scale operation is pursued. 

- This option offers the lowest cost alternative to expand composting capacity, as the capacity of 
the in-vessel system can be marketed to the IC&I sector in partner municipalities, non-partner 
municipalities and can accommodate for example, greater quantities of depot collected 
materials (for example materials collected via Molok containers) 

Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)    

- No later than 2007, seek MOE approvals for a staged change in composting operations for 
outdoor windrow processing of SSO and expand outdoor windrow component of facility.  This 
shift is recommended even to accommodate normal growth in waste generation among existing 
partners.  Design and permitting of new capacity should presume initial incremental capacity of 
at least 2,000 annual tonnes over current use, include future expansions beyond local needs, 
with construction and implementation to take place when needed and viability demonstrated.  
Incremental growth at this scale will provide enough capacity for mid-term partner and local 
ICI needs, allow ‘full-scale’ demonstration of outdoor approach, while allowing all parties 
including MOE to gain comfort with this approach before agreeing to abandonment of 
Comptainers 

ResponseResponseResponseResponses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)s by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)s by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)s by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s) 

- No further comments on these recommendations 
Action ItemsAction ItemsAction ItemsAction Items    

- Develop detailed cost estimates for expansion of compost pad, storm-water management pond, 
dedicated compost equipment (i.e. front end loader).  Capital costs will be heavily dependent 
on engineering review of potential site, but creation of incremental 2,000 tonnes of annual 
capacity using this approach will require on order of $250K for site construction.  This shift 
would likely justify procurement of dedicated rubber-tired loader for this function at 
approximate cost of $200K. 

- Prepare and submit Application to amend C of A for staged shift to outdoor composting of all 
types of materials 

- Market in-vessel capacity (see Option 2) 
- Timing: Q2 to Q4 2006 
- Priority: High 
- Budget: will require approximately $50K budget for engineering design of new composting 

system (including runoff management), assistance for MOE approvals 
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Description: Option #2 Create Significant New Composting Capacity to Offer Outside of Description: Option #2 Create Significant New Composting Capacity to Offer Outside of Description: Option #2 Create Significant New Composting Capacity to Offer Outside of Description: Option #2 Create Significant New Composting Capacity to Offer Outside of 

CurrCurrCurrCurrent Service Areaent Service Areaent Service Areaent Service Area    

- Undertake detailed design and feasibility exercise to allow for accurate pricing of new capacity 
that can then be offered to outside municipal waste generators.  Scale of potential expansion to 
be determined by assessment of available space 

- Offer this capacity on long-term, contracted basis to other municipalities in Renfrew County, 
the rest of Ontario and Québec who are expected to be searching for capacity of this type in 
coming years.  It is not unreasonable to expect that this capacity can be offered to municipalities 
as far away as the GTA, since Ontario is expected to experience a severe deficit of this type of 
capacity in coming years 

- Develop this new capacity only if it results in operating surpluses that will reduce partner costs 
for core system 

Relevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant Objectives 

- This option offers option to expand SSO processing services to non-partner municipalities 
- This option has the potential to increase cost effectiveness of composting, by increasing 

economies of scale, and to generate outside operating surpluses to reduce core costs for partners 
SituationSituationSituationSituation    

- Since this Option is premised on comparatively large-scale use of outdoor windrow 
technology, it assumes that use of this approach is already successfully demonstrated and 
proven locally.  Use of Comptainers likely abandoned under this scenario 

- There is likely to exist in Ontario, in the remainder of this decade at least, a wide gulf between 
municipal demand for composting capacity and the ability of compost facility operators to 
meet this demand.  Currently, the City of Toronto is hauling collected organic material as far as 
eastern Québec for composting, suggesting that OVWRC’s distance to many parts of southern 
Ontario is not a significant barrier to servicing this market 

- City of Ottawa is one municipality now in process of seeking such capacity, but timing of their 
process (Request for Proposals in spring 2006) would make it very difficult to complete 
sufficient analyses to offer a proposal to Ottawa in confidence 

- This would be a highly cost effective option for non-partner municipalities within Renfrew 
County (Renfrew) to expand the diversion services provided to their residents. 

- Approval to amend the C of A for the site (outside of that noted for Option 1) would not be 
needed unless the service area and tonnages managed expanded beyond current limits 

- Set appropriate level of tipping fees so that they are attractive competitively with other options 
and have an appropriate level of cost recovery. The OVWRC should not be trying to expand to 
other service areas unless they can benefit by it. 

- Could increase viability of purchase of other support equipment for site, such as a screening 
plant, by increasing the total volume of materials processed and successfully marketed. In the 
order of 10,000 tonnes could justify purchase of a, modest-sized screening plant, at least 
depending on the context of the OVWRC marketing plan (need to have a market for added 
value products).   

- This option increases system complexity, as higher tonnages and materials from other sources 
would be accepted at site.  Quality control provisions needed 

- Moderate risk, will need to set cost competitive rates to encourage IC&I and other municipal 
users to haul materials to the OVWRC for processing 
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Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)    

- Create new capacity on paper by 2007/2008, and determine at what price this might be 
marketed, and that is advantageous to OVWRC 

- Use this capacity to respond to other municipalities in Ontario and Québec who are seeking 
such capacity 

- Actually construct and implement this Option only if significant, new, long-term contracts can 
be negotiated with remote municipalities 

Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)    

- Investigate options to market OVWRC composting capacity to non-partners (focus on Renfrew 
County) as a means of increasing the financial viability of the composting operations. 

- Do not pursue at this time, options for marketing composting capacity beyond the boundaries of 
the County 

Action ItemsAction ItemsAction ItemsAction Items    

- Include engineering design and approvals for this level of expansion in all planning work done 
in pursuit of Option 1, above 

- Develop detailed operating cost projections for one or more Option 2 scenarios 
- As soon as developmental work is underway, promote potential for future availability of 

capacity.  Goal is to be included in future search processes of other municipalities. 
- Plan to strategically respond to potential client municipalities as opportunities arise through 

balance of decade 
- Timing: 2007 Q2 and onwards 
- Priority: Moderate 
- Budget: some minor cost for communication materials.  May require budget for outside 

support on developing cost scenarios in 2007 

 
Description: Option #3 Expansion of Organic Streams ManagedDescription: Option #3 Expansion of Organic Streams ManagedDescription: Option #3 Expansion of Organic Streams ManagedDescription: Option #3 Expansion of Organic Streams Managed    

- Expand range of organic materials managed on-site, such as biosolids 
- Composting/Blending of materials to produce landfill cover and remediation of the OVWRC 

owned aggregate extraction area 
- This scenario represents a lateral shift, and can be pursued with either existing partner group or 

possibly with larger outside client base 
- Ultimate potential capacity of OVWRC for organics processing is not infinite.  At some point, 

may need to make strategic choice between partner needs for biosolids management vs. 
potential for reducing partner costs through selling capacity to outside actors (i.e. Option 2) 

RelevantRelevantRelevantRelevant Objectives Objectives Objectives Objectives 

- Primary rationale for this option is the potential to expand services to Partner Municipalities, 
providing an outlet for biosolids management 

- This option has the potential to expand diversion services to the IC&I sector in the partner 
municipalities, by offering an option to divert certain organic materials (ex. sawdust) 

SituationSituationSituationSituation    

- Capacity is required in the future to manage biosolids 
- Current IC&I organic material streams that require management are not known 
- Consideration of these other types of materials not possible with current capacity limitations 
- Approval to amend the C of A for the site will be needed to compost an expanded material 

stream, may be difficult for materials such as biosolids as it does not meet composting 
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guidelines 
- Potentially results in production of compost materials which can legally only be used in 

restricted fashion, (e.g. landfill cover, pit remediation), and will require special approvals from 
MOE for these uses 

- This option increases system complexity 
- Moderate to High risk, will need good odour management protocols and operating guidelines 

to ensure outdoor windrow facility operates at optimum performance.  Need to keep certain 
materials separate, so as to not compromise quality of existing, ‘clean’ compost product. 

- Procuring MOE approvals for this Option may prove more complex 
Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)    

- Undertake preliminary investigation to quantify approximate scale of biosolids management 
function that OVWRC might offer. 

- Monitor emerging biosolids management situation in Renfrew, and as appropriate, bring 
strategic discussion to Board in context of possible marketing of capacity under Option 2.  

Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)    

- No comment on these recommendations within written submissions from partner municipalities 
- No real support for this option expressed at the January 26th, 2006 session 
Action ItemsAction ItemsAction ItemsAction Items    

- Ensure that OVWRC management are fully apprised of emerging biosolids management issues 
and options being explored in Renfrew County. 

- As information is available, determine potential scale of biosolids role for OVWRC, and 
strategically assess need to address this before committing to Option 2 scenarios. 

- Timing: 2006-2010 
- Priority: Low 
- Budget: Nil 
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5.5 Collection Services 

Outlined in this Section are the base case and three options regarding the potential role for 
OVWRC in regards to the provision of collection services within the business planning cycle.   

Description: Base Case (Status Quo)Description: Base Case (Status Quo)Description: Base Case (Status Quo)Description: Base Case (Status Quo)    

- Current split in service delivery continues, partner municipalities issue joint tender and 
administer collection contract 

- OVWRC continues to have no direct role in collection service 
Relevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant Objectives    

- Does not meet any of the Business Plan objectives 

Situation 

- Current collection contract in three of the five partner municipalities expires in 2008 
- Tender for new collection contract for the partner municipalities should be issued in early 2007  
- The majority of collection contracts for non-partner municipalities in Renfrew County will 

expire within the next 3 to 5 years or less in some cases  
- Current curbside collection contract includes collection of two streams of recyclables 

(containers, fibres), SSO, waste, large item collection, seasonal leaf & yard waste collection, 
Xmas tree collection 

- All materials collected at the curb are received by the OVWRC for processing or disposal 
- If the OVWRC were to determine the need for a program change, within the current term of 

the contract, this would require separate municipal negotiations with the current collection 
service provider 

- Partner municipalities administer contracts, including public complaints and contractor 
performance issues 

- Some overlap currently in administrative responsibility as the OVWRC monitors collection 
contractor performance on the quality of materials brought to the facility and enforcement of 
set-out requirements.  In addition, many public complaints or queries related to collection 
service are managed by the OVWRC. 

- There is minimal risk in continuing with current arrangements, however, greater program 
flexibility and administrative efficiencies would be associated with the OVWRC assuming 
responsibility for collection contract administration (see Option 1) 

Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)    

- Continue with Status Quo in short term; consider Option 1 to increase administrative efficiency 
and program flexibility for preparation and issuance of tender for new collection contract. 

Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)    

- There is no support for OVWRC in assuming a stronger role in the administration of contracts. 
- Could consider a role for OVWRC in the development of tenders for municipal collection 

services to take advantage of knowledge base through Stewardship Ontario on contracts, etc. 
Action ItemsAction ItemsAction ItemsAction Items 

- OVWRC General Manager assist in the preparation of the next collection tender 
- Timing:  

o Q4 2006, for development of tender document 
o Q1 2007, for issuance of tender for new collection contract 

- Priority: Moderate 
- Cost: Nil 
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Description: Option #1, OVWRC Assumes Responsibility for Collection Contracts (Partner Description: Option #1, OVWRC Assumes Responsibility for Collection Contracts (Partner Description: Option #1, OVWRC Assumes Responsibility for Collection Contracts (Partner Description: Option #1, OVWRC Assumes Responsibility for Collection Contracts (Partner 

Municipalities)Municipalities)Municipalities)Municipalities)    

- OVWRC assumes responsibility for development of tender documents for new contract, 
issuance, award and administration 

Relevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant Objectives    

- Will contribute to an effective and efficient structure for service provision to the OVWRC 
partners 

- Will expand services provided to partner municipalities 

Situation 

- Current collection contract in three of the five partner municipalities expires in 2008 
- Tender for new collection contract should be issued in early 2007  
- The level of service provided through the collection contracts is set by the partner 

municipalities, although the OVWRC provides the specifications on material streams that are 
brought to the facility for management 

- Differences in the level of service provided to the sectors within each community could 
continue to differ in the new contract, however, it would be reasonable to examine options to 
ensure a consistent level of service where possible. For example, the level of service provided 
to single family residential homes should be consistent, but there may be a need to continue 
variability in the services provided to the commercial core of Pembroke and Petawawa 

- Need to review the material streams that would be collected under the new contract, as it 
pertains to other system changes proposed to increase program performance (i.e. removal of 
film plastic from recycling collection) 

- If the OVWRC were to determine the need for a program change, within the term of the new 
contract it could directly negotiate with the collection service provider 

- Would eliminate most of the current overlap in administrative responsibility. Some public 
complaints or queries in the early stage of the new contract may be directed to municipalities. 

- There is minimal risk associated with the OVWRC assuming responsibility for collection 
contract administration. 

- OVWRC budgeting process would have to be modified to allow for allocation of direct 
contract costs to the partner municipalities as well as a portion of shared costs associated with 
contract administration.  The development of financial tools as set out in Section 3.2 will be 
essential to support this. 

Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)    

- OVWRC should assume responsibility to administer and issue new collection contract 
- Review current arrangements to determine if the OVWRC should also assume administrative 

responsibility for existing contract in the short term 

Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)    

- There is no support for OVWRC in assuming a stronger role in the administration of contracts. 
- Could consider a role for OVWRC in the development of tenders for municipal collection 

services to take advantage of knowledge base through Stewardship Ontario on contracts, etc. 
Action Item(s) (if pursued in the future)Action Item(s) (if pursued in the future)Action Item(s) (if pursued in the future)Action Item(s) (if pursued in the future) 

- Review current collection arrangements and report back to the OVWRC Board on viability of 
assuming existing contract for next contract period, including revisions to budget structure 

- Prepare collection tender  
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Description: Option #2, OVWRC Assumes Responsibility for Developing and Administering Description: Option #2, OVWRC Assumes Responsibility for Developing and Administering Description: Option #2, OVWRC Assumes Responsibility for Developing and Administering Description: Option #2, OVWRC Assumes Responsibility for Developing and Administering 

Collection Contracts for other Municipalities in ReCollection Contracts for other Municipalities in ReCollection Contracts for other Municipalities in ReCollection Contracts for other Municipalities in Renfrew County nfrew County nfrew County nfrew County     

- OVWRC assumes responsibility for development of tender documents for new contract, 
issuance, award and administration 

Relevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant Objectives    

- Could contribute to an effective and efficient structure for service provision to the OVWRC 
partners, by reducing collection contract costs 

Situation 

- As noted in Option 1, OVWRC partners need to issue a tender for new 2008 collection contract 
in early 2007 and other Renfrew County municipalities will also be tendering or otherwise 
securing collection services within the same time frame 

- Experience in many areas of Ontario indicates that where local municipal collection contracts 
have been replaced with consolidated contracts for a number of municipalities, cost savings 
have resulted.   

- This has usually resulted from the amalgamation of municipalities and/or municipal waste 
programs, however, the same result could be achieved if there was agreement by a number of 
municipalities to pursue a shared contract 

- OVWRC could offer to prepare and manage a consolidated collection service contract, through 
agreement with other non-partner municipalities. 

- The level of service provided through the collection contracts would continue to be set by the 
participating municipalities to reflect the differences in service requirements between the 
various communities 

- This could also open the opportunity for non-partner municipalities to implement new services, 
for example, implementation of source separated organics collection in Renfrew which does 
not currently offer this program 

- Consolidation of administrative responsibility would improve efficiencies in addressing 
collection issues, as OVWRC would be able to offer dedicated staff for this function. 

- There would be some risk associated with the OVWRC assuming responsibility for collection 
contract administration, that could be mitigated through the agreement developed between the 
OVWRC and participating municipalities 

- Such shared service arrangements are being encouraged by the WDO as a means of improving 
the efficiency of recyclables collection, and funding through the E&E fund could be available 
for a detailed investigation of this option 

- This option is a logical progression from Option 1, and would be difficult to pursue if progress 
is note made on the OVWRC assume the role for preparing and administering the collection 
contracts for its existing partners 

Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s) 

- OVWRC should prepare an outline of this potential option as the basis for initiating discussion 
with non-partner municipalities, pending progress on implementing Option 1. 

- OVWRC should prepare and submit an application for E&E funding, to undertake a detailed 
investigation of a consolidated Renfrew County collection service contract 

Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)    

- There is no support for OVWRC in assuming a stronger role in the administration of contracts. 
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- Could consider a role for OVWRC in the development of tenders for municipal collection 
services to take advantage of knowledge base through Stewardship Ontario on contracts, etc. 

Action Item(s) Action Item(s) Action Item(s) Action Item(s) (if pursued in the future)(if pursued in the future)(if pursued in the future)(if pursued in the future) 

- If Option 2 is pursued in the future, approach other Renfrew County municipalities and 
determine potential interest in studying options for a consolidated collection contract 

 

Description: Option #3, OVWRC Assists Renfrew CountyDescription: Option #3, OVWRC Assists Renfrew CountyDescription: Option #3, OVWRC Assists Renfrew CountyDescription: Option #3, OVWRC Assists Renfrew County Municipalities in Developing more  Municipalities in Developing more  Municipalities in Developing more  Municipalities in Developing more 

Efficient Collection ContractsEfficient Collection ContractsEfficient Collection ContractsEfficient Collection Contracts    

- OVWRC coordinates a study to develop more effective tender documents for new collection 
contracts for waste, organics and recyclables 

Relevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant Objectives    

- Could contribute to an effective and efficient structure for service provision to the OVWRC 
partners, by reducing collection contract costs 

Situation 

- As noted in Option 1, OVWRC partners need to issue a tender for new 2008 collection contract 
in early 2007 and other Renfrew County municipalities will also be tendering or otherwise 
securing collection services within the same time frame 

- Currently Beaumen offers a very cost-effective collection service for recyclable materials, 
however this service option depends on the use of very old collection vehicles and upon the 
continued operation of Beaumen.  If Beaumen’s operations were to cease, the cost of recycling 
collection can be anticipated to escalate significantly. 

- Co-collection options can lower the cost of collection a variety of material streams. 
- OVWRC could offer to coordinate and manage a study of collection options for Renfrew 

County municipalities, to determine the most cost effective collection approach for both 
partner and non-partner municipalities. 

- Such studies are being encouraged by the WDO as a means of improving the efficiency of 
recyclables collection, and funding through the E&E fund could be available for a detailed 
study and the development of a standard tender for use in the next round of collection tenders 
in Renfrew County. 

Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s) 

- OVWRC should prepare an outline of this potential option as the basis for initiating discussion 
with non-partner municipalities. 

- OVWRC should prepare and submit an application for E&E funding, to undertake a detailed 
investigation of collection options in Renfrew County and to prepare a standard tender 
document. 

Action ItemsAction ItemsAction ItemsAction Items 

- Approach other Renfrew County municipalities and determine potential interest in studying 
options for collection services 

- Timing: Q3 2006, to approach other Renfrew municipalities and determine if E&E fund 
application should be submitted 

- Timing: Q4 2006, for Detailed Investigation 
- Timing: Q2/Q3 2007, for issuance of tender for new collection contract (delayed to facilitate 

consolidated tender) OR delay until next contract for implementation 
- Priority: Moderate 
- Cost: $25,000 to $50,000 for study, potential E&E funding and cost sharing 
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5.6 Construction & Demolition Waste Services 

Outlined in this Section are the base case and one option for the provision of construction and 
demolition (C&D) waste services within the business planning cycle.   

Description: Base Case (Status Quo)Description: Base Case (Status Quo)Description: Base Case (Status Quo)Description: Base Case (Status Quo) 

Relevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant Objectives    

- Does not meet any of the Business Plan objectives 
Situation 

- Current OVWRC C&D operation services used by partner municipalities only 
- Service area includes all of Renfrew County, and C of A permits up to 8,000 tonnes per year of 

materials to be received and processed at the OVWRC facility 
- Current rate of use by partners is well below permitted capacity, on average less then 2,000 

tonnes per year of C&D managed 
- The 2004 gross cost per tonne for C&D operations was $84 (Appendix C) and the average net 

cost after tipping fee revenues was $24/tonne 
- Unit Costs are comparatively high, as facility is under-used.  Usually the cost of diverting 

C&D materials is significantly less then many other diversion options 
- Current tipping fee structure may be discouraging use of facility, although fee for clean C&D 

at $54 per tonne is less than landfill disposal cost 
- At current rate of use, cannot justify capital purchases to support C&D operations, such as 

grinder.  Renting of required equipment would continue under Status Quo 
- C & D operations, generate materials that can be used as cover materials to support landfill 

operations and wood chips used to support composting operations 
Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)    

- Continue with current level of C&D services in short term 
- As this is not cost effective for longer term, investigate options to increase use of facility (see 

Option #1) 
Responses by OVWRC Members to RecomResponses by OVWRC Members to RecomResponses by OVWRC Members to RecomResponses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)mendation(s)mendation(s)mendation(s)    

- No further comments on these recommendations. 

    

Description: Option #1 Market C&D Processing CapacityDescription: Option #1 Market C&D Processing CapacityDescription: Option #1 Market C&D Processing CapacityDescription: Option #1 Market C&D Processing Capacity    

- Market capacity for C&D processing to non-partner municipalities and IC&I sector in Renfrew 
County 

Relevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant Objectives    

- Has the potential to increase cost effectiveness of C&D management for partner municipalities 
- Offers a ‘triple bottom line’ solution (economic, socially sound and environmentally safe) for 

the management of C&D materials in Renfrew County 
Situation 

- In the order of 6,000 tonnes of C&D processing capacity is available at the OVWRC site 
- Current information indicates very little C&D diversion by the non-partner municipalities in 

Renfrew County, the majority of materials are assumed to be landfilled 
- Increasing the quantities of materials managed would reduce gross unit costs and the cost of 

C&D service to all users including partner municipalities 
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- Current tipping fee structure may be discouraging use of facility, although fee for clean C&D 
at $54 per tonne is less than landfill disposal cost. Need to review and revise tipping fees to 
encourage use of facility 

- Increased rate of use, could justify capital purchases to support C&D operations, such as 
grinder which would be useful for other OVWRC site operations 

- Another option would be to provide C&D management services at other municipal locations; 
for example, OVWRC purchases mobile grinder and provides on-site grinding of C&D 
stockpiles at other municipal locations.  Materials could be left, or hauled to OVWRC for use. 

- Expanded C & D operations would generate additional materials that can be used as cover 
materials to support landfill operations and wood chips used to support composting operations 

- Outdoor composting approaches require substantial quantities of wood chips as amendment 
material to improve the characteristics of the material being composted 

Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)    

- Investigate options to increase use of C&D facility, focusing primarily on marketing available 
capacity 

Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)    

- No further comments on these recommendations. 
Action ItemsAction ItemsAction ItemsAction Items    

- Develop tipping fee calculation for C&D, that addresses cost recovery while remaining cost 
competitive with other options for managing C&D materials (landfill) 

- Develop communications materials, to be issued to IC&I sector and non-partner municipalities 
in Renfrew County on available capacity, materials that would be accepted, quality parameters 
and costs 

- Explore potential markets for capacity with other municipal governments located within a 
reasonable haul distance 

- Timing: Q4 2006 onwards    
- Priority: Moderate    
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5.7 Leachate / Wastewater Treatment 

Outlined in this Section are the base case, which addresses the need for the OVWRC to develop 
a landfill leachate treatment facility to support the expansion of the OVWRC landfill and an 
option for the OVWRC to expand the services it provides to partner (and potentially non-partner) 
municipalities to provide wastewater treatment services (septage management) within the 
business planning cycle.   

Description: Option #1, DeDescription: Option #1, DeDescription: Option #1, DeDescription: Option #1, Develop Landfill Leachate Treatment Facilityvelop Landfill Leachate Treatment Facilityvelop Landfill Leachate Treatment Facilityvelop Landfill Leachate Treatment Facility    

- Develop small scale leachate treatment facility 
Relevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant Objectives    

- Treatment of landfill leachate will provide an economic, socially sound and environmentally 
safe system for the management of discharges related to the disposal of solid waste.  

Situation 

- Currently issue with leachate impacted ground/surface water entering marshland adjacent to 
the OVWRC landfill 

- Development of leachate treatment system required to support EA for landfill expansion 
- Recommended treatment option (pond and sand filter), is capable of treating the leachate from 

the OVWRC landfill, and is the least expensive with respect to capital (approx. $400,000), 
operating and maintenance costs (approx. $20,000) 

- The capital cost is within the limit of funds accumulated in the capital reserve for leachate 
system construction 

- This design cannot accommodate treatment of septage, and it is recommended that 
opportunities for a separate septage treatment facility be studied (see Option 2) 

RecommendationRecommendationRecommendationRecommendation(s)(s)(s)(s)    

- OVWRC continue with plans to develop leachate treatment system, adjacent to landfill site, for 
low flow of leachate impacted water 

Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)    

- No further comments on these recommendations. 

Action ItemsAction ItemsAction ItemsAction Items 

- Timing: year 2 (2007) 
- Priority: High 
- Budget: $400,000 capital, $20,000 annual operating cost 

 

Description: Option #2, Develop Septage Treatment FacilityDescription: Option #2, Develop Septage Treatment FacilityDescription: Option #2, Develop Septage Treatment FacilityDescription: Option #2, Develop Septage Treatment Facility    

- Investigate the potential to develop a septage treatment facility on the OVWRC property, to 
manage septage generated by partner and possibly non-partner municipalities 

Relevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant ObjectivesRelevant Objectives    

- Could contribute to provision of economic, socially sound and environmentally safe system for 
the management of septage.  

- Would expand services provided to partner municipalities 
Situation 

- Septage management is an issue with increased significance to rural municipalities 
- Current and future management options for Septage are limited 
- Four of the five partner municipalities require a long-term option for septage management 
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- Currently private haulers are responsible for the management of septage, and directly charge 
the consumer to recover their costs to remove, haul and land-apply septage. 

- Significant individual capital costs if each municipality pursues separate options  
- Land application of septage is being phased out by 2008 leaving municipalities responsible for 

adequate treatment capacity 
- Renfrew County commissioned a Biosolids and Septage Management Plan, noting that there is 

a need to develop local septage management options.  
- In this study it was determined that: 
- Private haulers would prefer municipalities to assume responsibility for treatment 
- While they have indicated willingness to enter into long-term contracts with municipalities 

to ensure that they have year-round treatment and that municipalities have a secure revenue 
stream to offset costs, development of treatment facilities will add expense to the septage 
management system and allow for lower cost competitors to enter the market 

- Upgrades of existing treatment facilities in Petawawa, Eganville and Barry’s Bay could 
provide a year-round treatment option for septage 

- Geotubes could provide option for dewatering and storage of biosolids and septage 
- Reed beds could be used for stabilizing and dewatering septage and biosolids, and provide 

for long-term storage and volume reduction 
- Reed bed stabilization could be a feasible option for an OVWRC based facility: 
- Comparatively low capital investment (preliminary estimate around $2 million) and offers a 

relatively fast capital recovery rate (7.5 years) 
- Lower maintenance costs ($1.73 per tonne) 
- Requires space (preliminary estimate up to 38 acres of space for county-wide septage 

treatment) 
- Was rated high by the Renfrew County report in terms of technical feasibility and 

environmental soundness 
- Would require on-site effluent treatment from reed beds 

- OVWRC development of a septage treatment facility would offer economies of scale for a 
Renfrew County solution, and OVWRC does have available property that has to potential to 
accommodate a facility 

- Septage treatment could be provided on a full cost recovery basis for both partner and non-
partner municipalities 

- Following initial investigations to determine if a cost effective septage treatment option could 
be developed by the OVWRC, at a minimum the partner municipalities would have to be 
approached as well as the haulers that provide service in their jurisdictions.   

- Proceeding with the detailed design etc. would require at a minimum a firm commitment from 
the partner municipalities requiring septage treatment and from haulers operating within these 
jurisdictions.   

Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)Recommendation(s)    

- OVWRC investigate options for Septage Treatment for both Partner and Non-partner 
municipalities in Renfrew County 

Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)Responses by OVWRC Members to Recommendation(s)    

- There is no role for OVWRC on the issue of septage disposal at this time; something for future 
discussions pending other activities. 

- Continue to monitor progress on study on septage treatment in Renfrew County. 
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Action ItemsAction ItemsAction ItemsAction Items 

- Continue to monitor progress on study regarding septage treatment in Renfrew County 
- Timing: 2006-2007 
- Priority: Low 
- Budget: No budget requirements 
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6. Summary of Recommendations 

Table 6.1 below summarises the recommendations as outlined in the OVWRC Business and 
Master Plan.  

The options recommended for further action are presented in an Excel report called the OVWRC 
Business Plan Implementation Summary, located in Appendix E.  This reporting mechanism will 
allow for ease in sorting recommendations by priority, timing, responsibility and status as well as 
facilitating easy updates by management through the business plan implementation cycle. 

Table 6-1 Summary of Recommendations 

Category Recommendations 

Organizational 
Change 

- Proceed with improvements to the OVWRC agreement designed to 
address legislative and existing partner requirements 

- Attract new municipal partners by amending the “Surcharge Fee” 
calculation for new partners to buy-in to OVWRC and by improving the 
cost effectiveness of programs 

Finances - Develop financial management tools, including cost allocation, tipping 
fee calculation and Activity Based Costing (ABC) methodology. 

Strategic 
Planning 

- Institute a more formalized and comprehensive strategic planning 
process. 

Measurement, 
Review and 
Reporting 
Mechanisms 

- Quarterly business plan implementation reports, these progress reports 
submitted to the board 

- An annual report for the board will be prepared that becomes the year-
end report card on the past year’s business plan implementation. 

- Implement internal and market benchmarking system that captures key 
operational and financial performance indicators 

- Improve capture rate and compliance linkage between annual waste 
audits and annual communication and education expenditures 

- Consider implementing seasonal waste audits to track operational 
performance of diversion programs 

Material 
Recycling Facility 
/ Processing 
Operations 

- Status quo has to be considered for short term. 
- Reduce tipping fees for recyclables 
- Market recycling as part of diversion service package for new partners 
- Pursue markets for processing capacity to non-partner municipalities 

(current service area and beyond) and IC&I sector4 

Waste disposal 
(Landfill 
Operations) 

 

- Evaluate the option of landfill gas collection and recovery for expanded 
landfill 

- No consideration will be given to permitting the use of the disposal 
capacity at the OVWRC landfill for non-partner municipalities on a fee 
for service basis 

                                                 
4 Greater Madawaska agreed in December 2005 to send their materials to the OVWRC for processing. 
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Depot / Transfer 
Services 

- Continue with current depot/transfer system in the short term 
- Consider options and OVWRC role in providing support for 

implementing improved depot options for partner municipalities 
- Consider on a case-by-case basis, options and OVWRC role in 

providing improved depot service, to partner and non-partner 
municipalities 

Composting 
Operations 

- In the short term continue with Status Quo 
- Seek approval for a staged change in composting operations to outdoor 

windrow processing of SSO  
- Look for additional sources of materials, focussing first on 

municipalities within Renfrew County, on a fee for service basis 
- Actively market composting capacity 2007/2008 onwards, and make 

investments in expanding capacity as demand can be demonstrated 
- Monitor the need for management of biosolids in Renfrew County 

Collection 
Services 

- Continue with Status Quo in short term 
- Additional responsibility for only the development of tenders; no 

support for taking on additional responsibility for administration 
- Determine interest in OVWRC led study, funded by the WDO E & E 

fund to develop new tender documents for collection 

Construction & 
Demolition Waste 
Services 

- Continue with current level of C&D services in short term 
- Investigate options to increase use of C&D facility, focusing primarily 

on marketing available capacity 

Leachate / 
Wastewater 
Treatment 

- Continue with plans to develop leachate treatment system, adjacent to 
landfill site, for low flow of leachate impacted water 

- Monitor progress on septage treatment studies carried out in Renfrew 
County 

 


