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GET THE FACTS
What are these facilities?
A Materials Management Facility (MMF) is a location 
for consolidation and transfer of waste from multiple 
collection vehicles for more economical shipment to other 
disposal or processing locations. There is the potential 
at this facility to co-locate a truck servicing facility and 
for future recycling processing. An Organics Processing 
Facility (OPF) is a location where organics green bin 
material (kitchen waste, soiled paper products, etc.), 
potentially materials such as leaf and yard waste, pet 
waste, diapers, and sanitary products) are processed and 
converted into other valuable products, such as compost 
or fertilizer.

What is a “co-located” facility?
With evaluation of the candidate sites, the County’s 
consultant determined that there was the potential that 
both facilities could be located on one common site 
and share infrastructure. This co-located facility would 
include a building with areas for receiving garbage, 
green bin material, and recycling, truck servicing, and in 
addition, there would be an on-site area for processing 
of the organics. There would be common administration 
space, shared scale facilities, and shared storage. As 
added benefit, this site could also house an education 
centre.
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Why is this facility being developed? 
Through the 2010 Solid Waste Management Strategy we listened to residents as Simcoe County spoke strongly about 
no new landfills. We are now undertaking this process to do the right thing to enhance our diversion programs and 
improve services for our residents. These facilities offer a solution to securely manage our own waste, control transfer 
and processing costs, and help to reduce our waste disposal by creating our own processing capacity. They also 
bring added environmental benefits such as reducing the number of trucks hauling County organics long distances 
for processing, the ability to add materials to our green bin program, and creation of valuable end products such as 
compost or fertilizer to support local agricultural initiatives.

What is the anticipated cost?

Although actual costs of the MMF will 
be determined through 
the procurement 
process, it is estimated 
that the capital cost 
of the MMF will be 
$4.7 million. 
This considers 
$1.15 million in 
significant funding 
which has been 
secured from 
the Continuous 
Improvement Fund.

It is estimated 
that capital costs 
to develop the OPF could range 
from $10 to $35 million or higher, 
dependent on selected technology. 
Accurate costs, however, will only be 
determined through site-specific design 
and a procurement process. As such, siting 
of the OPF was initiated as the first step 
in developing the facility. With public and 
stakeholder consultation on design, a site-
specific Request for Proposal process can 
be undertaken to determine technology and 
costs to develop the facility.

Will garbage or recycling be processed  
or sorted at these facilities? 
Garbage and blue box recycling taken to the 

facility will be transferred from our collection 
trucks into larger trailers for processing 

outside of the County. However, secured 
funding is contingent on siting the 

facility so that recycling processing 
could be developed here in the 

future. Organics accepted in 
the County’s green bin program 
and potentially leaf and yard 

waste, pet waste, diapers, and 
sanitary products will be processed 

into products such as compost or 
fertilizer.

Is this a landfill?
No. Assessing development of the OPF and 
MMF were recommended in the County’s 
Solid Waste Management Strategy as a 
result of County Council’s direction that 
no new landfills would be developed. This 
infrastructure will support the County’s 

diversion initiatives and transfer of wastes 
for export to processing and disposal 
locations.
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What approvals are required?
Both facilities are regulated under the Environmental 
Protection Act and will require Environmental 
Compliance Approvals (ECAs) issued by the Ministry of 
the Environment and Climate Change (MOECC). ECAs 
are regulatory documents overseen and enforced by 
the Province and cover waste operations, air and noise, 
and surface water and groundwater monitoring and 
control. The approvals process will require submission 
of environmental and technical reports and assurances 
that public, Aboriginal, and stakeholder consultation has 
been undertaken.

It is anticipated that development of these facilities will 
require an amendment to County and local municipal 
official plans, a zoning bylaw amendment, and site plan 
approval. The extent of planning applications required 
will be contingent on the location of the preferred site.

Is an Environmental Assessment required for these projects?
Although an Environmental Assessment (EA) is not required, the County has approached these projects using this 
framework. This allows for a comprehensive and transparent process, while ensuring environmental protection remains 
paramount. Extensive consultation, for example, will be undertaken at various stages of the siting and procurement 
process. Under the Ontario Environmental Assessment Act, an EA is required if more than 1,000 tonnes per day of 
residual waste is transferred from the site for final disposal. This is based on the design capacity of the facility. With 
anticipated growth over a 30-year design period, it is estimated that the County will manage approximately 435 tonnes/
day of waste for final disposal (for a combined facility in 2048). This is well below the 1,000 tonnes/day trigger outlined 
in the Act. Furthermore, these projections do not take into account any further increases in diversion, which would 
further lower the projected tonnes of waste for final disposal.

Spring/Summer 2016

April 19, 2016

• Public Information Sessions held to provide an 
overview of the projects, siting process  
to date, details on the preferred site, and the 
upcoming project timeline.

• Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), geotechnical, 
and engineering studies to confirm site conditions. 
These studies will support procurement of 
technology and planning and environmental 
approvals.

• Begin discussions with the County’s procurement 
team and our consultant in preparation for a report 
to County Council and public consultation on the 
procurement process.

• Seek direction on the Request For Proposal, 
anticipated to be released in early Fall 2016. The 
results will form the basis of a business case for the 
facilities, set to be presented to County Council in 
early 2017. This will allow Council the opportunity 
to provide full direction for development of the 
facilities.

Where does the process go from here?
In March 2016, County Council will provide direction 
on the recommendation that development of the OPF 
and MMF proceed with consideration to co-locate the 
facilities on a single site, located at 2976 Horseshoe 
Valley Road West, Springwater. From there, it’s 
anticipated that key milestones will include:

Will this facility accept waste  
from other municipalities?
The facility will be designed to accommodate current 
County needs and future growth. In the interim, 
there would be potential capacity to accept some 
source-separated organics and recycling from other 
jurisdictions such as the separated cities of Barrie and 
Orillia. This would offset some of the County’s costs.
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Was groundwater considered when selecting the preferred site?
Yes. Source Protection mapping, overseen by Conservation Ontario, was used to determine which candidate sites were 
in a Wellhead Protection Area (WHPA), Highly Vulnerable Aquifer (HVA), or had medium to high vulnerability Significant 
Recharge Areas (SGRAs). This important exclusionary criteria was used to remove sites from further evaluation. Of 
the 502 candidate sites evaluated, 184 were excluded in consideration of groundwater. In Screen 3, groundwater 
considerations such as depth, flow, and direction were further used to evaluate the short list of sites.

The preferred site has favourable groundwater conditions. Placement of the facility on the site and design will now 
consider site-specific groundwater conditions to be confirmed with further engineering studies on the preferred site.

What will the County do to mitigate the impact on the forest?
Preserving forested areas on the site is important as they act as visual 
screening for the neighbouring landowners. Only a small portion of this large 

site will be required for the footprint of the facility (11 acres/4.5 ha out of 
207 acres/84 ha). Compensation for the forested areas cleared will 
be considered in consultation with neighbouring landowners and the 
public. Replanting of trees on a 1:1 ratio or higher may be considered, 

for example.

The County’s forestry program is highly regarded throughout 
the province and our protection of working forests has 

always been paramount to the County. 

Did the County consider  
Greenlands mapping?
The Screen 3 evaluation considered both the 
approved Greenlands mapping and that which 
is pending a decision from the Ontario Municipal 
Board (OMB). Only a small portion of Site C136 is 
currently designated as Greenlands but the entire 

site is designated as such under the revised 2008 Draft 
Simcoe County Greenlands.

Development on Greenlands is not precluded and was not considered 
exclusionary Screen 1 criteria. It would, however, require additional 
consultation and a scoped Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), both 
of which the County will undertake regardless of the status of the 
draft mapping. As part of the EIS, development of the property must 
demonstrate no negative impact to site natural heritage features and 
ecological function. The siting evaluation has already considered many 
of the features and functions that make up the Greenlands Designation 
– notably significant wetlands, Species at Risk, and Areas of Natural 

and Scientific Interest (ANSIs) – and no to low effects were 
determined for this site.



Page 5

Will nearby neighbours  
be impacted by odours? 
Mitigation of odour was important in determining 
the preferred site and will be further considered as 
technology is procured. The Screen 3 evaluation 
utilized criteria such as size of the shortlisted sites, 
distance and number of residences from the proposed 
facility footprint, and wind direction. The preferred site, 
which is large and offers good buffer distances, has 
no residences within 500 m of the proposed footprint. 
Design of the facility will incorporate odour control 
measures such as receiving of waste inside enclosed 
buildings and modern odour control systems.

Control and mitigation of odours will be a very 
important factor in the permitting of the facility by 
the Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change 
(MOECC). The Environmental Compliance Approval will 
contain operating conditions including the monitoring 
of odours and reporting. 

Why wasn’t a County landfill site selected as the preferred site?
All County open and closed landfills were considered as potential sites, with 53 related properties evaluated. Using 
the first set of evaluation criteria, 32 did not meet the minimum size requirements, 15 were not carried forward since 
they were in sensitive groundwater areas, two were excluded for wetlands, and one for prime agricultural land with 
access issues. The three remaining sites were further evaluated, with only the Clearview site being carried forward to 
the short list as a potential site. In the Screen 3 evaluation, the Clearview site was evaluated for the OPF and ranked 
second behind the preferred site. This site offered no advantage for brownfield redevelopment as no landfilling has 
occurred here and it comprises prime agricultural land.

What would be the size  
of a combined facility?
The approximate footprint of a co-located facility is 
approximately 11 acres (4.5 hectares). This would 
include buildings, paved areas around them, and 
storage. Only a portion of the preferred site, which 
is 207 acres, (84 hectares) will be required for the 
infrastructure itself, allowing for preservation of the 
forested areas, good screening, and significant buffer 
distance from neighbouring residences.

Will nearby neighbours hear noise?
The Environmental Compliance Approval issued by the 
MOECC will contain operating conditions pertaining 
to noise and hours of operation for the facility. As 
mitigation, the preferred site is large and offers good 
buffer distances, with no residences within 500 m of 
the proposed footprint. Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) related to noise will be implemented such as 
conducting site operations inside enclosed buildings, 
where reasonable.

Will nearby neighbours  
be able to see the facility?
Visual screening of the facility was considered in 
the evaluation of the shortlisted sites. It was noted 
that the preferred site has limited potential effects 
as the site is quite large, well-screened by existing 
vegetation, and has favourable topography. The ideal 
location for the facility in consideration of setbacks 
and environmental features will allow for the footprint 
to be set back from neighbouring properties and 
Horseshoe Valley Road West.
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What about wildlife?
The Screen 3 evaluation considered effects of 
developing these sites on species of special 
concern, threatened, and endangered (including 
aquatic species). Low net effects on species at risk 
was identified with preliminary review of historical 
records. However, to confirm site conditions, a series 
of environmental studies will now be undertaken on 
the preferred site. This will include an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) which will further study 
wildlife and fish habitat on the site. As part of the EIS, 
development of the property must demonstrate no 
negative impact to site natural heritage features  
and ecological function.  

Will neighbours of the site  
be compensated?
Potential effects identified for the preferred site 
during the Screen 3 evaluation will be further studied. 
Avoidance through measures such as site layout 
and design will be the most advantageous scenario. 
Where adverse effects cannot be avoided, mitigation 
to remove or lessen the effects will be determined. 
Examples of this may include engineering measures 
such as odour control, paving, visual screening berms, 
and/or landscaping. With avoidance and mitigation 
being established first, there remains the potential 
for compensation in situations where adverse 
effects remain. The purpose of compensation would 
be to counterbalance any negative effects through 
replacement in kind, provision of a substitute, or 
reimbursement. This will be at the direction and 
discretion of County Council.

Will there be any impacts to soils or surrounding agricultural land?
Operations conducted at this facility do not involve landfilling. Garbage and recycling brought on-site will be 
transferred from an enclosed building and hauled to other processing or disposal facilities. Processing of source-
separated organics at this site will be conducted in an environmentally responsible manner, adhering to all MOECC 
regulations and guidelines. Mitigation measures such as conducting operations under cover, containing process water, 
and environmental monitoring of groundwater and surface water will be undertaken. 

DID YOU KNOW 
our garbage, organics, and recycling is currently transferred 

from a contracted private facility located in Barrie? 

The County of Simcoe hauls approximately 10,000 tonnes per year of 
green bin material to a facility in Hamilton. Our five-year contract will expire in 2018
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How many vehicles would be going to this facility daily?

Scenario Co-located Facility

Vehicles to Accommodate 
County Materials (2018)

87

Vehicles to Accommodate 30 
Years of Growth (2048)

210

Transportation considerations were an important component of the Screen 3 evaluation. Existing and required 
infrastructure, neighbourhood traffic impacts, and the capital cost of any required road improvements were factored 
into the evaluation of the sites. The preferred site offered transportation advantages – low net effects in local 
traffic as relatively high existing traffic volume currently exists on Horseshoe Valley Road West, excellent access 
to transportation networks (Highway 400, Highways 26 and 27, County Road 22), and lower costs associated with 
transportation from feedstock sources and to end markets. Based on current traffic volumes, it is anticipated that at 
the 30-year design capacity, a co-located facility would increase traffic in this section of Horseshoe Valley Road West 
by 6.2 per cent.

Are road alterations needed to accommodate traffic turning in and out of the site?
The net effects analysis noted that the hill west of the access point off of Horseshoe Valley Road West may have some 
impact on sight lines and necessitate road upgrades. A Traffic Impact Study will be undertaken in consultation with 
the County’s Transportation and Engineering Department to determine what improvements will be necessary (such as 
climbing, turning, and acceleration/ deceleration lanes). County staff have visited the site and preliminary assessment 
indicates that these improvements are feasible. It should be noted that for the purposes of the short list evaluation, 
the cost of upgrading the road was considered. 

Where can I find more information? 
Additional information, including upcoming milestones, information materials,  

and related staff reports, can be found at simcoe.ca/opf and simcoe.ca/mmf.  
Feedback or questions can be submitted directly via these pages  

or by calling Customer Service at 1-800-263-3199



For more information or to submit feedback, please visit simcoe.ca/opf or simcoe.ca/mmf  
or contact Customer Service at 1-800-263-3199 or info@simcoe.ca


