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To: COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Section: Corporate Services - Solid Waste Management 

Item Number: CCW 14-025 

Meeting Date: January 28, 2014 

Subject: Central Composting Facility Update 
 

 

 

Recommendation: 
 
THAT the phased approach and overall project timeline outlined in Item CCW 14-025, to develop a 
central composting facility to handle existing feedstock and potentially pet waste, with the future option 
to expand to process diapers and sanitary products, be approved;  
 
AND THAT staff be directed to initiate public notification of this project, including organizing a public 
information session. 

 
Executive Summary: 
 
In accordance with Council’s direction from the Solid Waste Management Strategy workshop held in 
June 2013, staff has reviewed the potential cost of including pet waste, diapers and sanitary products in 
the development of a County central composting facility (CCF).  This report summarizes staff’s findings, 
recommends a phased approach to development of the CCF, and presents a proposed project plan 
and timeline. 
 
Anaerobic digestion is the currently accepted technology for processing feedstock which includes 
diapers and sanitary products.  In general, this technology is substantially more expensive to construct 
and operate than the lower technology aerobic composting and the cost per tonne is substantially 
higher than the County’s current contract costs for organics processing.  The cost of anaerobic 
digestion can be offset through the recovery of energy from biogas production.  At this point in time, 
however, no Ontario municipality has been successful in cogeneration and negotiating an acceptable 
energy purchase agreement through the Feed-In Tariff Program or utilizing renewable natural gas from 
such a facility. 
 
For these reasons, staff is recommending a phased approach to development of the CCF which would 
include an initial phase of lower technology aerobic composting with the opportunity of a future 
expansion to include anaerobic digestion if and when the energy market is proven and overall costs are 
reduced.  Processing of pet waste in the initial phase could be considered contingent on Ministry of the 
Environment approval.  Siting criteria for the CCF would include the potential ability to be expanded to 
include anaerobic digestion and energy recovery. 
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Moving forward, a proposed project plan and timeline for Phase I has been included.  This process, as 
outlined, is expected to take approximately five years, with commissioning of the facility coinciding with 
the end of the County’s current processing contract.  Initial planning, siting, and procurement tasks are 
set to occur over a two-and-a-half year time frame, with opportunity for Council to review and direct 
staff in regards to the process and allow for various meetings with stakeholders and public notification 
sessions.  Following direction from Council, this project is set to continue with public notification, 
including a public information session in June. 
 

Background/Analysis/Options: 
 
On June 27, 2013, County Council met to discuss the Solid Waste Management Strategy, its diversion 
goals, and the framework in which to achieve them.  The presentation included a review of the 
Strategy’s inception, performance targets, and the current waste management system.  Moving 
forward, the Strategy’s planned Year 3 to 5 initiatives were outlined, which includes the development of 
a County CCF.   Staff continues work on this project and this report is provided as follow-up to the 
following resolution (2013-163): 
 

THAT County Council supports in principle adding pet waste, diapers and sanitary products to the 
source separated organics program; 
 
AND THAT staff be requested to prepare a report for the Corporate Services Committee regarding 
the potential cost of including pet waste, diapers and sanitary products in the source separated 
organics program. 

 
In this regard and further to Council discussion at the workshop, costing information previously outlined 
in Genivar’s report “Central Composting Facility Viability Assessment Report” (May 2012) is 
summarized.  In addition, staff recently toured Toronto’s new Disco Road anaerobic digestion facility 
and Guelph’s Organic Waste Processing Facility and have included information on these facilities and 
current cost estimates for reference.  Although these costs are project-specific and are provided as 
merely a guideline, they are discussed further as the County’s central composting facility project, in 
particular siting of the facility, moves forward. 
 
Summary of Cost Estimates 
 
In 2012, Genivar compiled costing information for both aerobic composting and anaerobic digestion 
facilities.  This was based on study work for various Ontario municipalities and through their 
involvement with compost facility procurement processes.  The costing information was not provided as 
“actual costs” but capital cost curves as a function of plant capacity.  For information, these curves have 
been provided as Schedule 1.  It should be noted that the cost curves for aerobic composting reflect an 
in-vessel bay system (such as the Miller Ebara system) followed by curing using outdoor windrows with 
GORE® cover.  The wet pre-processing step is for only the anaerobic digestion facility.  If a wet pre-
processing step was included with aerobic composting, the capital cost would essentially be the same 
for both in-vessel aerobic composting and anaerobic digestion.  The report stated that if pet waste and 
diapers were to be included in the County’s source-separated organics (SSO) stream, this stage was 
recommended regardless of the technology selected.  It is noted, however, that pre-processing for pet 
waste alone is not operationally required if pet waste is contained in certified compostable bags. 
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As indicated, Genivar estimated that a 30,000 tonnes/year anaerobic digestion facility would have a 
capital cost in the order of $35 million and annual operating costs of $80/tonne.  With the inclusion of 
the amortized capital component, the total cost for processing SSO in this process would be in the 
order of $160/tonne.  For comparison purposes, under the renegotiated 5-year contract with AIM Waste 
Management Inc. which began in October 2013, the County currently pays $108/tonne processing and 
approximately $30/tonne transfer and haulage (by County). 
 
Recently, staff had the opportunity to tour Toronto’s new anaerobic digestion facility located at their 
Disco Road Waste Management Facility, 120 Disco Road (at the intersection of Disco Road and 
Carlingview Drive, by the Toronto airport).  This facility will have the capacity to process between 
75,000 and 90,000 tonnes per year of SSO (or approximately 70% of Toronto’s collected organics) and 
is a design, build, operate relationship between the city and AECOM Canada (with partners ES Fox 
Construction and BTA International for the design and build portion).  Initial commissioning of the facility 
commenced this fall with AECOM Canada being a key member of the operating team that includes CCI 
BioEnergy Inc. and Veolia Water Canada. 
 
Information provided indicates that the capital cost for this facility, will total $73 million which includes 
$14 million of additional expenses for works associated with construction on the former landfill.  The 
operating contract to process the material is $85/tonne for a term of three years and in addition, the 
final digestate must be sent for processing (aerobic composting) at $34/tonne.  The total cost to 
process SSO by this project, including the amortization of capital, is estimated to be $165/tonne. 
 
For comparison purposes, capital and operating costs have been compiled for various aerobic 
composting technologies.  Costing of a common low-technology option (aerated static pile system with 
GORE® Cover) has been provided.  It is noted that this process is not considered “in-vessel” and its 
costs are not displayed on the cost curves of Schedule 1.  This system has been implemented in 
several Ontario jurisdictions such as the Walker Environmental Group’s facility in Thorold, recently 
toured by Council. 
 
The City of Guelph opened their Organic Waste Processing Facility (OWPF) in 2011.  Designed to 
handle processing of 30,000 tonnes of SSO per year, this facility utilizes an in-vessel modular tunnel 
system from the Christiaens Group and was designed and built by Maple Reinders with AIM 
Environmental Group (AIM) being responsible for ongoing operations, including the marketing of 
finished product.  The facility currently accepts approximately 10,000 tonnes/year of SSO from the City 
of Guelph and 10,000 tonnes/year of SSO from the Region of Waterloo, who currently have a “put-or-
pay” contract with AIM to process 20,000 tonnes/year at this facility.  It is noted that this system is 
nearly identical to the one employed by AIM in Hamilton which currently processes the County’s SSO 
material. 
 
For reference, Table 1 is provided as a general summary of costs associated with various processing 
technologies. 
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Table 1:  Summary of Cost Estimates 
Various Source Separated Organics Processing Technologies 

 

Facility Technology 
SSO 

Capacity 
(tonnes/year) 

Capital 
Cost 

($ millions) 

Annual 
Operating 

Cost 
Total Annualized Cost 

Current County costs 
for processing SSO 

 

11,000   

$138/tonne 

 $30/tonne transfer and 
haulage (by County) 

 $108/tonne - 5-year contract 
extension with AIM began 
October 2013 

Aerobic Composting Technology 

Genivar 2012 

In-vessel bay 
with agitation, 

GORE®  
Cover System 

30,0001 $30 $80/tonne $154/tonne2 

Full-scale GORE®  
Cover System 
Facility3 

GORE®  
Cover System 

2,500 $2.9 $55/tonne 

$96 - $133/tonne 5,000 
$3.4 

(4,500 tpy) 
$45/tonne 

10,000 n/a $35/tonne 

Walker Environmental 
Group's Compost 
Facility in Thorold 

GORE®  
Cover System 

35,000 (SSO) 

30,000 (L&Y) 
~$8.5 n/a n/a 

City of Guelph Organic 
Waste Processing 
Facility (OWPF) 

In-Vessel 
Modular Tunnels 

(Christiaens) 
30,000 $31.525 ~$79/tonne $154/tonne (calculated) 

Anaerobic Digestion 

Genivar 2012 
estimate 

 
30,0001 $35 $80/tonne $166/tonne2 

City of Toronto – 
Disco Road4 

 

90,0005 $59 $85/tonne 

 
$165/tonne (calculated) 

 

This estimate includes: 

 processing cost 

 hauling digested solids 

 disposing of contamination 

 digestate processing 
($34/tonne) 

 

Notes: 
 
1. Genivar design capacity – chosen to balance rewards due to economies of scale with risks of constructing a 

facility that could prove larger than necessary. 
2. Genivar estimate calculated using an average amortization of 20 years and interest rate of 4%. 
3. City of Kawartha Lakes, Source Separated Organics Composting Facility, Summary Report and Business 

Case (UEM, November 2011). 
4. Based on information provided on staff tour of City of Toronto’s Disco Road facility and staff reports.  Capital 

cost excludes remediation costs for building on former landfill. 
5. Capacity is based on information provided by the City of Toronto.  This is the cost lower limit as capacity 

information provided varies from 75,000 to 90,000 tonnes/year. 



January 28, 2014 Committee of the Whole CCW 14-025 5 

It should be noted that the above cost estimate for anaerobic digestion is approximate.  Although 
anaerobic digestion technology has been used to process source separated organics (SSO) in Europe 
for approximately 20 years, City of Toronto’s Dufferin Road and Disco Road facilities join a group of 
only four large-scale anaerobic digestion facilities processing municipal SSO in Canada.  Three of 
these projects are in their initial stages of commissioning and pioneering any technology brings 
uncertainty.  In particular, staff notes that costing estimates for the Disco facility are uncertain as the 
yearly throughput may vary from 75,000 to 90,000 tonnes.  This variance in throughput significantly 
impacts the cost per tonne – to an upwards limit of $180/tonne.  Also, it is our understanding that there 
has been no recouping of operating costs from energy recovery through cogeneration or utilization of 
the renewable natural gas at these facilities.  The new Disco facility is currently in the Ministry of the 
Environment’s comprehensive Renewable Energy Approval (REA) application process.  An REA is 
required for certain types of renewable energy projects regardless of whether the project is part of the 
province’s Feed-In Tariff (FIT) Program.  Staff will continue to monitor the progress of these facilities 
and report to Council any further information on actual operating costs. 
 
Application to a County Central Composting Facility 
 
Without progressing to a site-specific Request for Proposal (RFP) in regards to a County central 
composting facility, the above costs serve only as an estimate of the capital and operating costs 
associated with various technology options.  These estimates have provided staff with some direction in 
regards to project planning and implications of siting the County facility. 
 
In addition to continuing the current system of exporting organics for processing, various options for 
processing may be considered.  These options center on the degree of complexity of the technology – 
aerobic composting options (such as the GORE® Cover System or Christiaens Tunnels, for example) 
could be used to process the County’s existing feedstock.  Also, there may be the potential to add pet 
waste to these systems (contingent on Ministry of Environment approval).  Higher technology options, 
such as anaerobic digestion, would be required to process material such as diapers, where removal of 
plastics and pre-processing is necessary.  As indicated in Table 1 above, the cost/tonne of higher 
technology options, such as anaerobic digestion, is significantly higher than what the County currently 
pays for organics processing. 
 
It should be noted that anaerobic digestion appears to be the leading technology to manage SSO 
feedstock that includes diapers.  Other technologies do manage this material but, as our review 
indicates, there have been previous odour issues at these facilities.  Although these issues are not 
necessarily the result of processing diapers, it does consequently impact regulatory approval of other 
facilities seeking to utilize non-anaerobic digestion technology. 
 
Considering the limited operational experience in Canada and uncertainties regarding the cost of 
anaerobic digestion, it may be in the County’s best interest to apply for approval to process the existing 
feedstock and pet waste (approximately 20,000 tonnes total capacity to consider some growth) using 
aerobic composting (Phase I), with the option to expand the facility to process additional tonnage or 
diapers at a later stage by expanding the facility, adding pre-processing technology or an anaerobic 
digester (Phase II).  Staging the SSO processing and utilizing aerobic composting first is likely more 
financially viable given the County’s current organics tonnages as the overall capital cost is not as 
sensitive to economies of scale. 
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Staff notes that the central composting facility will require supporting infrastructure regardless of the 
technology selected for the high-rate composting phase.  This includes storage areas for feedstock 
preparation, leachate and stormwater management, scales, and an administration/office area.  In 
addition, processing SSO material which includes diapers using aerobic composting with a pre-
processing stage or anaerobic digestion would ultimately require a final low-rate curing phase and 
utilization of aerobic composting infrastructure. 
 
This is in keeping with the Solid Waste Management Strategy which recommended that any facility 
constructed in the County should have the potential to accommodate additional organic materials (e.g. 
pet waste and diapers) with modifications to the technology and site operations. 
 
It should further be noted that wet pre-processing systems used to effectively remove the plastics of the 
diapers which are not compostable, also remove the compostable bags and bones in the SSO.  The 
tonnages removed are significant as observed at Toronto’s Dufferin facility and may limit or remove 
entirely the increased tonnage gains that the addition of the diapers provides.  This would be part of 
additional analysis prior to moving forward with Phase II. 
 
Phasing of construction may also prove prudent in consideration of the province’s proposed Waste 
Reduction Act (WRA) and forthcoming organics strategy (consultation on this is proposed long-term, in 
year 4 of implementation).  The proposed waste reduction framework lists non-food organics for 
consideration as designated wastes in the long-term plan.  This may ultimately provide additional 
financial incentive to consider expanding County infrastructure to process source separated organic 
(SSO) material such as diapers. 
 
To facilitate any scenario, it is recommended that all prospective sites be evaluated on criteria related 
to the potential for energy recovery.  This would allow for recovery of biogas which is produced by an 
anaerobic system (and recouping some operating expenses) either with initial construction of the facility 
or future expansion. 
 
To summarize, phasing construction of the central composting facility would present as follows: 
 
Phase I – aerobic composting system, current SSO feedstock with the potential to add pet waste 
 

 fully-expandable system designed to initially process 20,000 tonnes of SSO and utilize the 
County’s leaf and yard waste and brush as amendment 

 addition of pet waste would be contingent on Ministry of Environment approval 

 potential for future expansion to Phase II – Option A or B 
 

Leaf and Yard 

Waste

Windrow 

Composting

Compost to Market

Actively Aerated 

Composting

Source Separated 

Organics

(existing program + 

potentially pet waste)
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Expansion of the facility to incorporate the processing of diapers could involve either a pre-processing 
stage (Option A) or anaerobic composting (Option B) – noting that infrastructure constructed in Phase I 
is fully utilized in either scenario. 
 
Phase II 
 
Option A – pre-processing system added to existing facility, diapers added to SSO feedstock 
 

Leaf and Yard 

Waste

Windrow 

Composting

Compost to Market

Actively Aerated 

Composting

Source Separated 

Organics

(with diapers)

Pre-Processing 

System

 
 
 
 
Option B – high-technology anaerobic digestion, diapers added to SSO feedstock 
 

 potential for the recovery of biogas (and recouping some operating expenses) 
 

Leaf and Yard 

Waste

Windrow 

Composting

Compost to Market

Actively Aerated 

Composting

Source Separated 

Organics

(with diapers)

Anaerobic 

Digestion

utilization of 

biogas
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Recommended Next Steps 
 
A proposed project plan and timeline for Phase I has been included as Schedule 2.  As indicated, 
furthering the construction of an aerobic composting facility will encompass an initial planning, siting 
and procurement stage followed by approvals and construction.  Staff has prepared a detailed work 
breakdown structure and from this, determined that the process will take approximately five years to 
complete, with commissioning of the facility coinciding with the end of the County’s current processing 
contract in October 2018. 
 

Project planning, siting, procurement  January 2014 to August 2016  
 

Approval process     September 2016 to September 2017  
(contingent on Ministry of Environment) 

 
Construction     October 2017 to October 2018 
 

The planning, siting, and procurement stage will include a series of eight reports to Council and 
culminate in final direction to proceed with the approvals process.  These reports are proposed to 
present information at each stage of siting and procurement, seeking direction to proceed at critical 
junctures.  This process is set to occur over a two-and-a-half year time frame with opportunity for 
Council to review and direct staff in regards to the siting and procurement process and allow for various 
meetings with stakeholders and public notification sessions. 
 
Following direction from Council, this project is set to begin with public notification, including a public 
information session.  This information session, proposed to occur this June, would provide an update 
on the status of the project, anticipated timing of the siting and procurement process, and provide an 
opportunity for discussion. 
 

Financial and Resource Implications: 

 
The 2013 Capital Budget allocated $300,000 towards continuing work on the central composting facility 
project.  It was anticipated that these funds would further consultant work.  Moving forward, the 
$300,000 is being carried into 2014 and applied to siting the facility, consultant work, and associated 
tasks. 
 

Relationship to Corporate Strategies: 
 
In Section 7.0 – Organics of the Solid Waste Management Strategy (Strategy) and the accompanying 
document Appendix 2:  Draft Task F Technical Report, various approaches were presented in regards 
to the County’s short and long-term plan for processing organics. 
 
In the short term, the Strategy recommended that the County initiate discussions with its current 
organics processor to determine capacity and potential to extend the existing contract, which expired 
on September 30, 2013.  After discussion, and with the approval of Council, a five-year extension was 
approved with AIM Waste Management Inc. in late 2012. 
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In the longer term, the Strategy recommended development of a centralized composting facility within 
the County.  Through the Strategy process, public input indicated support for processing within the 
County as well as for the addition of pet waste and diapers to the program.  In regards to technology, 
aerated static pile, enclosed agitated bed, in-vessel, and anaerobic digestion were outlined to be 
suitable for the County’s organics waste feedstock and processing capacity requirements.  The 
Strategy recommended that a facility developed in the County be owned by the County with a design, 
build, operate arrangement with a qualified vendor. 
 
It recommended that this development process begin no later than Year 2 of the Strategy’s 
implementation. 
 

Reference Documents: 
 
County of Simcoe – Various Solid Waste Management Projects RFP 2011-064, Central Composting 
Facility Viability Assessment Report (Genivar, May 2012) 

 
Item CS 12-141 - Organics Processing Contract Extension, September 2012 

 
Technical Document on Municipal Solid Waste Organics Processing (Environment Canada, 2013) 

http://www.ec.gc.ca/Publications/default.asp?lang=En&xml=6CC55580-0271-46F0-99CC-
CADD171C1976 

 
City of Karwartha Lakes, Source Separated Organics Composting Facility, Summary Report and 
Business Case (UEM, November 2011) 

http://www.city.kawarthalakes.on.ca/city-hall/agendas-and-minutes/lindsay-ops-landfill-public-review-
committee/UEM_SSO_Composting_Facility_Business_Case_final_Nov_22_2011.pdf 

 
Aecom presentation on the City of Toronto Disco Road facility 

http://www.nysaswm.org/pdf/4DICKINSON_IAN.pdf 

 
CCi Bioenergy Inc. information summary sheet on the Disco Road facility 

http://www.ccibioenergy.com/userfiles/html_file/case-study-disco-final-WEB.pdf 

 
City of Guelph information – Organic Waste Processing Facility 

http://guelph.ca/living/garbage-and-recycling/owpf/ 

 
The State of Anaerobic Digestion in Canada June 21, 2013 
SWANA Northern Lights 2013 Annual Conference  

http://www.swananorthernlights.org/edmonton2013/proceedings/4a/The%20State%20of%20Anaero
bic%20Digestion%20in%20Canada%20-%20Scott%20D.%20Kyle.pdf 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.ec.gc.ca/Publications/default.asp?lang=En&xml=6CC55580-0271-46F0-99CC-CADD171C1976
http://www.ec.gc.ca/Publications/default.asp?lang=En&xml=6CC55580-0271-46F0-99CC-CADD171C1976
http://www.city.kawarthalakes.on.ca/city-hall/agendas-and-minutes/lindsay-ops-landfill-public-review-committee/UEM_SSO_Composting_Facility_Business_Case_final_Nov_22_2011.pdf
http://www.city.kawarthalakes.on.ca/city-hall/agendas-and-minutes/lindsay-ops-landfill-public-review-committee/UEM_SSO_Composting_Facility_Business_Case_final_Nov_22_2011.pdf
http://www.nysaswm.org/pdf/4DICKINSON_IAN.pdf
http://www.ccibioenergy.com/userfiles/html_file/case-study-disco-final-WEB.pdf
http://guelph.ca/living/garbage-and-recycling/owpf/
http://www.swananorthernlights.org/edmonton2013/proceedings/4a/The%20State%20of%20Anaerobic%20Digestion%20in%20Canada%20-%20Scott%20D.%20Kyle.pdf
http://www.swananorthernlights.org/edmonton2013/proceedings/4a/The%20State%20of%20Anaerobic%20Digestion%20in%20Canada%20-%20Scott%20D.%20Kyle.pdf
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Attachments: 
 
The following schedules are attached and form part of this Item: 
 
Schedule 1 – Capital Cost and Annualized Cost Curves for CCF Facilities (Genivar, May 2012) 
 

for CCW 14-025 
Schedule 1.pdf

 
 
Schedule 2 – Proposed Project Timeline 
 

for CCW 14-025 
Schedule 2.pdf

 
 

Prepared By: Stephanie Mack, P.Eng. – Special Projects Supervisor 
 

Approvals:  Date  

Rob McCullough, Director, Solid Waste Management  December 13, 2013 
Debbie Korolnek, General Manger, Engineering, Planning and Environment December 18, 2013 
Lealand Sibbick, Treasurer  January 21, 2014  
Mark Aitken, Chief Administrative Officer  January 21, 2014 
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