
Hanover
Ontario, Canada

HANOVER-WALKERTON WASTE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MINUTES

Wednesday, November 14t^,2018 | 1:30pm
Winkler Room / Hanover Civic Centre

3.

MEMBERS PRESENT: Ron Cooper I Peter Hambly lJamie Morgan I Bruce Davidson I

Chris Peabody I Rick Plantt

OTHERS PRESENT: Brian Tocheri - Town of Hanover

MEMBERS ABSENT: None

1. DISCLOSURE OF PECUNIARY INTEREST

2. ADOPTION OF PREVIOUS MEETING MINUTES

Moved by PETER HAMBLY lSeconded by BRUGE DAVIDSON
THAT the minutes of September 241h,2018 meeting be approved as printed and circulated

CARRIED

BUSINESS ARISING

3.1 Polystyrene Densifier
The Committee was advised that a $3,000 grant has been received from Community
Foundation Grey Bruce for training and $9,700 U.S. grant from Foodservice Packaging
lnstitute towards the purchase of the densifier.
Bruce Davidson to followup regarding funding from Bruce Power and retail outlets.

Moved by BRUGE DAVIDSON I Seconded by RICK PLANTT
THAT the HanoverMalkerton Waste Management Committee proceed with the purchase of
the densifier to operate a pilot project for a 3 year term for the densification of polystyrene
foam at the Walkerton Recycling Centre located a|320 Kincardine Hwy 9, Walkerton.

CARRIED

4. ITEMS FOR DECISION/DISCUSSION

4.1 Seagull Gontrol
The Committee reviewed a report from Predator Bird Services lnc. following the one week
trial on having a hawk present to deter seagulls. They are recommending 2 days per week
during the summer months at a cost of $8,075.00.
The Committee requested Ron Cooper research costing from other service providers to be
considered in the 2019 budget.

4.2 Landfill Site Operations Review
The Committee received a report from Ron Cooper regarding a landfill operations review to
provide site operations with municipal staff/equipment as well as reducing the hours of
operation from 5 days to 4 days per week which would provide an annual savings of
$40,600.

Moved by PETER HAMBLY I Seconded by BRUGE DAVIDSON
THAT the HanoverMalkerton Waste Management Committee recommend to proceed with
operations review as presented. CARRIED



4.3 2018 Rate Review 
The Committee reviewed landfill rates from other municipalities (see attached) noting that 
tipping fees increased from $110.00 to $120.00/tonne as well as from $220.00 to 
$240.00/tonne for non-hazardous waste and non-sorted waste effective January 1st, 2018. 
Based upon a review of rates with other municipalities the Committee is not recommending 
any rate changes for 2019. 

5. ITEMS FOR INFORMATION

5.1 Landfill Gas Monitoring 
The Committee reviewed correspondence from WSP that 3 additional landfill gas monitors are 
proposed to be installed this fall north of the landfill along the westerly site of the lands 
fronting onto CR No. 22. The estimated cost for the additional landfill gas monitoring wells is 
$30,000 plus HST. This work will be completed when ground conditions freeze and allow 
access in 2019. 

5.2 Resource Productivity and Recovery Authority 
The Committee reviewed the 2019 business plan which is involved in providing information 
to those involved in resource recovery and waste reduction activities in Ontario. 
No specific timelines were provided with respect to changes to the current blue box 
program. The report can be obtained from their website at www.rpra.ca. 

5.3 Pricing Waste Property 
The Committee reviewed an article regarding challenges and opportunities facing our waste 
management systems (see attached). 

5.4 Budget Status 
The Committee reviewed the budget status to October 31st, 2018 with no concerns 
expressed. 

6. LANDFILL MONTHLY REPORT
The Committee reviewed the landfill quantities to October 31st

, 2018 with no concerns 
expressed (see attached). 

7. LANDFILL OPERATIONAL REPORT
The Committee reviewed the landfill site operations reports for September and October 
2018. Ron Cooper advised that as of October waste is being placed in Cell No. 1 b which will 
increase the disposal and treatment of leachate by approximately one-third. The new 
site trailer is to be operational effective November 20th

. 

8. NEW BUSINESS- None

9. NEXT MEETING - To be determined

10. ADJOURNMENT
Moved by PETER HAMBLY
THAT the meeting be adjourned at 2:30pm.

Minutes prepared by Ron Cooper, Director of Public Works

Chair/Secretary, Ron Cooper 
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EXTRA

Spr¡ng Mattresses
S15.oo ea
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Freon S21.00
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HANOVER/WALKERTON LANDFILL SITE PRICE SURVEY 2018

SHINGTES TONNE

s120.00

s10s.00

S95.oo

s100.00

NON-SORTEO

TONNE

s220.00

s210.00

s190.00

s212.24

2x reg

s200.00

s210.00

NON.

HAZARDOUS*

INDUSIRIAL
WASTE TONNE

s24o.oo

s100.00

s1s9.18

S150 special

waste handling

fee added to
total cost

s200.00

RES/COMM

WASTE TONNE

s120.00

s10s.00

s9s.00

s106.12

s94.00

s100.00

s103.oo

+ conteminated so¡ls asbestos

MIN. CHARGE

s1o.oo

230k9 or less

s2s.oo

s2o.oo

ss.oo

s10.00

under 20kg

Ss

ss.oo

s1oo.o0

SITE

HanoverA!'alkerton

K¡ncardine
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Southgate



WASTE PR¡GING

Pricing waste
properly

r.j.ir

Aproposal to manage Canødían
waste rnore fficiently
By Dale Beugin and Jonathan Arnold

educe, Reuse, Recycle.

This simple heuristic has
guided waste-manage-
ment policy in Canada
for decades. Yet despite

its grip on how we think about waste
management, it paints an incomplete
picture of the complex challenges
and opportunities facing our waste
management systems.

Instead, we need to think bigger.
How can rue make our waste
management systems more efficient?
How can we reduce costs and
increase benefits for municipalities,
taxpayers, and the environment? A
recent report by Canada's Ecoflscal
Commission takes a closer look at
these issues and, in a nutshell, finds
that our solid-waste management
systems can and should rely more on
market forces.

Ëconomic challenges
and opportunities
Waste management professionals
need little convincing that Canadian
communities face big challenges in how
they manage their waste. China's recent
import ban on recycled materials has

turned the global recycling market on
its head. At the same time, Canadians
are among the biggest generators of
waste in the world.

It's also no surprise that there's no
free h¡nch in waste management: the
more waste we produce, the costlier it
is to manage. Building and operating

land-fills is expensive, especially with
increasingly stringent environmental

standards. Finding sites for new

landfills is a lengthy and grueling

process: few people want more landfills
in their community. And since one-third
ofCanadian landfills operate at or near

capacity, many communities will soon

reckon with a shortage of landfill space

and high replacement costs.

Diversion and prevention of solid

waste present clea¡ opporbunities,

but these options can also be costþ
Facilities that process organics and

recyclables are expensive to build
and operate, as are the programs that
collect this waste from the curb. There

are also limits to howmuch solid waste

consumers andproducers are willing or

able to eliminate through prevention.

All these factors present important
challenges to governments. WhY do

Canadians generate so much solid

waste, and why does so much of it
get landfilled? How can governments

discourage waste disposal whjle mini-
mizing the costs of waste diversion
and prevention? 'vl/hat is the optimal
balance between waste disPosal,

diversion, and prevention? Or more

practica$r what policies can helP

get our waste systems closer to that
optimal spüt?

More efficient systems
Creating more-efficient waste manage-

ment systems requires that we go

beyond traditional yardsticks of

progress. Waste diversion targets, for
example, establish long-term goals, but
they tell us little about the complex
trade-offs associated with actually
achieving these goals. Reducing

disposal is important, yet it is not
always the best solution; depending on

context and existing levels of service,

diversion can be very expensive.

And in some cases, excessive waste
disposal is a symptom of deeper, more

systemic issues.

Instead, we argue that govern-

ments should pursue a broader
objective: improving the overall effi-
ciency of our waste management
systems. More-efficient systems
deliver greater benefits of waste
management at lower costs. Criti-
cally, these costs and benefits must
include both financial and environ-
mental factors.

But there is no single model of an
efficient waste management sYstem.

12 wwwsolidwastemag.com
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0ne-third of Canadian landfills operate at on near capacity, many communities will soon reckon w¡th a shontage

of landfill space.

In practice, the efficient balance

between waste disposal, diversion, and

prevention depends on many factors,

including local context, cu¡rent tech-

nologies, and even international
markets for recyclable materials'

Addressing six problems
The best way to improve efficiencY is

to make waste-management sYstems

work more like well-functioning
markets. As we find in our rePort,

however, waste-management markets
are not normal, well-functioning
markets. Prices for waste management

- where they exist - do not typically
reflect the fi;Il costs and benefits
associated with waste management
services and materials.

We identify six interconnected
problems that cascade throughout

solid waste markets. Each of these

issues makes waste management

systems inefficient:

1. Most Canadian households do not
pay directþ f,or waste management
Households typically pay for waste

collection through property taxes or
as a monthly fee. In other words, the
amount residents or businesses pay

for waste management has - in manY

cases - no connectionwiththe quantity
or composition of the solid waste they
generate.
As a result, households tend to

generate and dispose of more solid
waste than they otherwise would if
they paid directly for the service. Low
waste disposal prices also weaken
the incentive to divert waste through
recycling or composting.

2. Landfflls do notcharge largewaste
generators the f¡¡ll cost of disposal
\Maste disposal prices are more trans-

parent for the commercial sector,

including businesses, large buildings'
institutions, and industry' Commer-

cial waste is typically hauled directly to

landfills, where waste generators pay a

fee to dump their waste based on the

weight or type of waste being tipped'
In many cases in Canada, however,

the fee for disposing of every tonne

of garbage is less than the full cost'

encouraging waste generators to
landfill more waste than theY would
otherwise. Fees in Canada often do not
reflect the long-term costs oflandfilling

- that is, the future costs of building new

tandfill sites when existing ones reach

capacifi. Similarly, fees often exclude

some of the social costs of landfllling,

FalllWinter 2018 13



WASTE PRIGING

such as environmental risks to water
and soil, greenhouse gas emissions,
and impacts on local property values
due to odour and unsightliness.

3. The porous boundaries of solid
waste managernent systems make it
difficult for rnunicipalities to price
waste disposal at its ft¡ll cost
The boundaries of solid waste manage-
ment systems are porous. Unlike
municipal water and wastewater
systems, where municipalities have

near complete control over treatment
and distribution infrastructure, solid-
waste systems - andthe flows ofwaste
within them - are more decentralized.
These porous boundaries can make it
difficr¡lt for municipalities to charge
the firll cost of waste disposal, as it
can encourage waste to be exported
to jurisdictions with lower tipping fees.

VVhile waste exports aren't neces-

sarily a problem in and of themselves,
they can undermine a municipality's
ability to recover its costs. Building,
maintaining, and closing landûlls
is capital intensive, meaning that a

large portion of disposal costs is fixed.
rily'hen waste exports increase, munici-
palities generate less revenue to cover
these costs. Waste exports can also
undermine environmental outcomes
if waste is exported to landfills that
are less secure or to systems that put
less emphasis on waste diversion and
resource recovery.

4. Markets alone may provide inad-
equate waste diversion opporttlni-
ties for sorne ¡naterials
Even if communities address Issues I
to 3 and charge the full cost of waste
disposal, the private sector would
not necessarily provide adequate
diversion alternatives. Collection and
management systems for diversion
often make financial sense only
when operated on a broader scale.

Achieving this scale can be difficult,
particularly in small, rural, and
northern communities.

Persistently high contamination
rates may also stymie waste diversion

Persistently high contamination rates can stand in the way of waste
diversion projects.

opportunities. Service providers have

Iimited control over how waste is
sorted before they collect it, relying
on households and businesses
to separate their waste correctly.
But despite better education and
awareness, contamination rates
are as high as 25 per cent in some

communities, which increases
processing costs' and reduces the
value of diverted materials. Tighter
restrictions imposed by China have

amplified these problems and made
recycling markets more unpredict-
able, leading many companies to shut
down across North America.

5. Municipal pricing policies have
limited effect on goods manufac-
turers
If waste management services were
priced according to their full cost -
in all jurisdictions - consumers
would have clear incentives to
purchase goods made with less

packaging or from materials thatare
easier to recycle. Producers, in turn,
would have incentives to design and
manufacture goods that generate
less waste.

',,,,,,,, ¿

¡â"
Contamination as high as 25 per
cent incneases costs.

But even if individual municipalities
charged residents directþ for waste
disposal, and even if these prices
approached the fi;ll net cost of the
service, prices would have a negli-
gible impact on upstream production.
Waste is priced local\r and Canada

may be too small to affect global
manufacturers.

6. Exüracting and processÍng natural
resources generates negative envi-
rorunental externalities frrrther
upstream

14 www.solidwastemag.com
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The majority of consumer goods
produced in the economy use virgin
materials, extracted and processed
from the natural environment. These
processes, however, can cause signifi-
cant environmental damages that ar e

unpriced or underpriced in markets.
This effectively subsidizes the use of
virgin materials and distorts markets
fulther downstream for recycling,
reuse, and prevention. Firms have
an incentive to use more virgin
materials and fewer recycled and
reused materials in their manufac-
turing processes.

New policies needed
Policies that address these six issues
can make our waste markets work
better, improving the overall perfor-
mance and efficiency of waste manage-
ment systems in Canada.

To this end, our report lays out
several recommendations for govern-
ments. It also includes a detailed
case study on the City of Calgary
that explores these challenges and
solutions in practice (see inset, below).

Improving efficiency starts with
smarter disposal pricing. First, this
means charging tipping fees at
landfills that reflect the full cost of
the service - including both financial
and social costs. Second, it means
adopting pay-as-you-throw programs
in municipalities, which charge
residents directly for the amount of
garbage they generate. Both policies
encourage waste diversion and
prevention, while allowing waste
generators to find the cheapest way of
doing so.

Yef relying on municipal pricing
policies is not enough to address
the six issues above. In particular,
Extended Producer-Responsibility
(EPR) policies have a key role to play.
EPR policies require manufacturers
to manage the waste generated from
their products and provide market-
based incentives to make products
and materials that generate less

waste in the fi.rst place. They can, in
other words, help overcome key chal-
lenges in waste markets that disposal
pricing policies alone cannot. Other

complementary policies that target
organics, such as municipal collection
programs or backyard composting
programs, also have an imPortant
role to play.

Ultimately, the case for improving
waste management is an economic
one. The EcoFiscal Commission
report and related online course
have more on how municipalities and
provincial governments can better
utilize market-based tools to manage
solid waste. @

Dale Beugin is the executive director
of Cønadab Ecofiscal Commissíon.

Jonathan Arnold is a senior research

associøte with Canada's Ecofiscal

Commission.
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Case Study: Assessing Calgary's
Waste Management System

Overall, the City of Calgary has made considerable progress in

how it manages its waste. lt increased landfill tipping fees to better
reflect the cost of service. lt has also proposed a pay-as-you-throw
program for households, strengthening the link between how much

waste people produce and how much they pay. A new organics

collection program is also helping divert a significant quantity of
waste from its landfills.
Progress at the provincial level, however, has been slower. Most
notably, Alberta is the only province that does not have legislated

extended producer responsibility (EPR) programs and is falling
behind in its commitments under the Canada-wide Action Plan for
EPR. lf Alberta were to follow the lead of other provinces, such as

8.C., and implement {ull EPR, it would make producers financially

and physically responsible for managing the waste generated from
their products. An EPR program for residential recycling would also

reduce costs to municipalities that would no longer have to provide

these services. @
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HANOVERMALKERTON LANDFILL QUANTITIES
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RESIDENTIAL. HANOVER ONLY
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EõMTiERICALI/VATKERTONONLY
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CLEAN FILL. WALKERTON PUBLIC WORKS
CLEAN FILL. HANOVER CONSTRUCÏION PROJECTS
ETEÃÑ-ILL-HdÚSE DEMO

CLEAN FILL. OTHER S.OURCES

TOPSOIL. HANOVER PUBLIC WORKS
TOPSOIL. OTHER SOURCES

CONCRETE . HANOVER PUBLIG WORKS
CONCRETE.HANOVER CONSTRUCTION' PROJECTS

RECYCLABLES
CARDBOARD
DRYWALL
SHINGLES

STYROFOAM
BRUSH

FILM PLASTICS

DIVERSIONS

ncludes Wood Ch¡Ps

IMETAL (ou1

COMPOST

-1

-67.54%

7.88%
60.17%


