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Executive Summary
The County of Simcoe's Solid Waste Management Strategy (Strategy) was approved by Council
in 2010, and provides the framework for waste disposal options and diversion programs.
Regarding the transfer of materials, the Strategy recommended assessing long‐term transfer
requirements based on the status of contracts for collection, processing of organics and
recycling, and waste export.
The Strategy recommended that consideration be given to developing Transtor‐type transfer
facilities at various sites in the short term, with further assessment of long term transfer needs
pending the establishment of new collection and recycling processing contracts and direction
on waste export. The County later determined that the Transtor units proposed in the Strategy
would not be suitable as the projected tonnages exceed the upper threshold for which they
would be effective, and instead recommended conventional clear‐span buildings with loading
platforms.
While the County initially contemplated a decentralized transfer system involving several sites,
it was later decided that to take advantage of economies of scale, planning would consider the
transfer of garbage, organics, and recyclables from a single facility. Further to this, Genivar Inc.
undertook an engineering review and options analysis for both the transfer of two‐stream
recyclables and the transfer of garbage, and recommended a more comprehensive siting
assessment to determine the preferred site.
Further to this, in August 2014 County Council endorsed work by Conestoga‐Rovers &
Associates (CRA) to determine the optimal site for a County transfer facility (Study). To more
accurately reflect the nature of this Study, the term transfer facility was replaced with Materials
Management Facility (MMF). Development of the MMF is expected to take approximately four
years, with the facility being brought online in early 2019. This would follow a comprehensive
siting, approvals, procurement, and construction process.
In order to arrive at an appropriate site, the siting process for the MMF is proposed to occur in
three major stages and will be documented in three separate, but complimentary reports, as
follows:
Part 1 – Planning – Siting Methodology and Evaluation Criteria
Part 2 – Long List Evaluation
Part 3 – Short List Evaluation
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Each of the above parts represents a separate, stand‐alone report that will be submitted to
Council for direction prior to proceeding with the next stage.
This report, Part 1 – Planning – Siting Methodology and Evaluation Criteria, provides an
overview of the siting process, including:


The general approach to siting the County's MMF, which is modeled on the Ministry of the
Environment and Climate Change's (MOECC's) Statement of Environmental Values (SEV)



The proposed stages in the siting process



A description of and rationale for the evaluation criteria that will be applied



A description of the evaluation (screening and comparative) process at each stage



A description of how public feedback received to date was addressed and incorporated into
the project

Consultation with stakeholders will be key to successfully siting the MMF. In late 2014, County
Council endorsed the formation of a Community Engagement Committee (CEC) with a mandate
of providing a forum for focused discussion on public engagement during siting and
procurement of a County Organics Processing Facility (OPF). The mandate for this committee
has since expanded to include the MMF in consideration of obvious synergies between the
projects. Public information sessions will be held during all stages of the siting process,
ensuring that the general public understand the purpose and need for the MMF, and
encouraging their involvement in the decision making process.
As mentioned above, the initial stage of the Study is the planning stage, which sets the
framework for how the potential sites will be identified and evaluated so that a recommended
site can be brought forward for Council review. This stage will define the search area within
which the MMF will be located, identify a comprehensive list of candidate sites including both
County‐owned sites and privately‐owned sites, and establish a series of criteria to screen and
evaluate potential sites.
Defining the search area for the MMF is crucial since the facility will function as a central point
for consolidation of material from curbside collection vehicles arriving from throughout the
County. Siting a transfer facility close to where the materials originate (i.e., the 'waste
centroid') can significantly reduce costs related to hauling. As part of the overall facility
requirements, using a waste centroid approach to define the search area will serve to optimize
the facility location.
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A list of exclusionary criteria can be applied to the list of candidate sites as Screen 1 to arrive at
a long list of sites, setting up the long list evaluation stage. Additional screening criteria will
then be applied to the long list of sites as Screen 2 to generate a short list of sites.
During the short list evaluation stage, Screen 3 will be applied to the short‐listed sites in the
form of a comparative evaluation. The comparative evaluation will consider the potential
effects, control measures (i.e., avoidance, mitigation, compensation and/or enhancement
measures), and the net effects for all of the established criteria and indicators. The sites will
then be compared against one another and ranked, and the preferred site will be identified
based on the appropriate balance of strengths (advantages) and weaknesses (disadvantages)
and how well the site satisfies the goals and objectives of the project.
The next report, Part 2, will describe the long list evaluation process and short‐listed sites, while
Part 3 will detail the evaluation of the short‐listed sites and the identification of a preferred
site. Each of these reports will be attached to a County Staff Report, which will summarize the
findings, input received from the public, recommendations and key items for Council's
consideration and direction. It is anticipated that the preferred site will be presented to County
Council in early 2016.
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Introduction

The County of Simcoe's Solid Waste Management Strategy (Strategy) was approved by Council
in 2010, and provides the framework for both short‐term and long‐term waste disposal options
and diversion programs for the next 20 years. With respect to the transfer of waste, the
Strategy outlined transfer options based on the County's existing system and identified new
operations that may be required to support future processing and/or disposal elements of the
waste management system. Long term transfer requirements were uncertain at the time of the
Strategy's development since the procurement of new collection and recycling processing
contracts were forthcoming and Council direction on waste export was unclear. The Strategy
recommended that consideration be given to developing Transtor‐type transfer facilities at
various sites in the short term, with further assessment of long term transfer needs. The
County later determined that the Transtor units proposed in the Strategy would not be suitable
as the projected tonnages exceed the upper threshold for which they would be effective, and
instead recommended conventional clear‐span buildings with loading platforms.
While the County initially contemplated a decentralized transfer system involving several sites,
it was later decided that to take advantage of economies of scale, planning would consider the
transfer of garbage, organics, and recyclables from a single facility. Further to this, Genivar Inc.
undertook an engineering review1 and options analysis for both the transfer of two‐stream
recyclables and the transfer of garbage at Site 11 – Oro.
It was recommended in the Genivar report that the County should further assess if Site 11 – Oro
or an alternate site should be used for the proposed facility. Further to this, work has
continued on assessing long‐term transfer requirements as new contracts began for curbside
collection, transfer of recycling, and waste export in 2013. Currently, the County transfers
approximately 25,000 tonnes per year of curbside garbage for processing, 10,000 tonnes per
year of source‐separated organics, and over 25,000 tonne per year of recycling (paper fibres
and containers).
With detailed information on transfer costs, a financial analysis for a County transfer facility
was presented to County Council in August 20142. It outlined the contracted costs for transfer,
the estimated capital costs for the building, and the potential for funding from Continuous
Improvement Fund. The financial analysis determined that a County MMF could save
approximately $13 million over the next 20 years compared to the current system.

1

Transfer Station and Fibre Processing Analysis Final Report, Genivar Inc., March 2012
County of Simcoe Staff Report, Item Number CCW 14‐253, Transfer Facility Assessment
http://docs.simcoe.ca/ws_cos/groups/public/%40pub‐cos‐sta‐com/documents/web_content/rsc442308.docx

2

086822 (3)
February 2015

1

County of Simcoe ‐ Materials Management Facility

Planning – Siting Methodology and Evaluation Criteria Report

From this, County Council endorsed additional siting work by Conestoga‐Rovers & Associates to
proceed with works related to siting a County transfer facility (Study), herein referred to as a
Materials Management Facility (MMF) to better reflect the nature of the proposed facility.
Moving forward, it is proposed that a formal, structured siting process be applied to the MMF.
The siting process for the MMF is proposed to occur in three major stages:
1.

Planning – Siting Methodology and Evaluation Criteria – This stage will define the
search area, identify a comprehensive list of candidate sites and develop a siting
methodology along with a series of criteria to screen and evaluate potential sites.

2.

Long List Evaluation – This stage will apply the screening criteria to the list of candidate
sites to arrive at a long list of sites. Further, more detailed screening criteria will then be
applied to the long list to generate a short list of sites.

3.

Short List Evaluation – This stage will include the comparative evaluation of short‐listed
sites using pre‐determined evaluation criteria. Potential effects, mitigation measures
and net effects will be determined for each site, which will then be ranked accordingly
to determine a preferred site.

It should be noted that at each of the three stages outlined above, public input will be sought.
The overall Siting Report, which includes, methodology, screening, evaluation and selection, will
be made up of three separate, but complimentary parts, as follows:
Part 1 – Planning – Siting Methodology and Evaluation Criteria
Part 2 – Long List Evaluation
Part 3 – Short List Evaluation
Each of the above parts represents a separate, stand‐alone report that will be submitted to
Council for direction. This report represents Part 1, and will be submitted to Council in
February 2015.
1.1

Study Background

The County of Simcoe is located north of the Greater Toronto Area (GTA) in South‐Central
Ontario, between Lake Simcoe in the east, and Georgian Bay in the west, encompassing an area
of 4,840 square kilometers. The County is composed of 16 member municipalities: the towns of
Bradford West Gwillimbury, Collingwood, Innisfil, Midland, New Tecumseth, Penetanguishene,
and Wasaga Beach; and the townships of Adjala‐Tosorontio, Clearview, Essa, Oro‐Medonte,
Ramara, Severn, Springwater, Tay, and Tiny. The cities of Barrie and Orillia, Base Borden, and
First Nation Lands (Beausoleil First Nation [Christian Island 30, Christian Island 30A] and
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Chippewas of Rama First Nation) are located within the census area, but are separated from
County administration.
In 1990, the Government of Ontario passed Bill 201 under the Municipal Act, empowering the
County to assume waste management responsibilities from all 16 member municipalities. The
County also inherited responsibility for approximately 50 landfills and waste disposal facilities.
Today, the County offers a wide range of waste management services within an integrated
system, serving approximately 293,500 residents in 137,500 serviced residential and
commercial units. In addition to residential curbside collection of garbage, recyclables, and
organics, 2013 brought uniform special collection service for leaf and yard, bulky waste, and
Christmas trees throughout the County. Following Council direction in 2011, curbside service,
including the collection of recycling and organics, was expanded to the Industrial, Commercial
and Institutional (IC&I) sector.
The County currently operates 8 waste receiving facilities, 4 active landfill sites, 4 permanent
household hazardous waste (HHW) depots, and 5 leaf and yard waste composting facilities,
and, in addition, manages 29 closed landfill sites.
1.2

Previous Studies and Reports

A number of previous studies and reports have been completed that provide recommendations
and the supporting rationale for pursuing a dedicated, County‐owned MMF. A summary of the
key studies and reports that set the groundwork for this current Study (i.e., to determine the
viability of locating a MMF within the County) is provided below.
Solid Waste Management Strategy – County of Simcoe, Stantec Consulting Ltd., June 2010
The Strategy, approved by Council in 2010, assessed all aspects of the County's solid waste
management system, including waste generation and diversion, collection, transfer, processing,
and disposal. The transfer of materials is directly linked to these elements and cannot be
evaluated in isolation. As such, the performance of the County's existing transfer system was
assessed, and new transfer operations were identified that may be required to support
potential processing and/or disposal elements of the overall waste management system.
At the time of the Strategy's development, longer term transfer requirements were not clear.
Other factors such as the new collection contract, processing options for both organics and
recycling, and the potential for waste export would impact the County's transfer requirements.
It was recommended that the County assess transfer requirements based on the status of
processing capacity development and export capacity.
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In the short term, a decentralized transfer model using the Transtor system was deemed to be
the most appropriate option for the County. Transtors are hydraulic bins that receive and store
incoming material until it can be off‐loaded into an open top transfer trailer to be hauled to the
end destination.
County of Simcoe – Staff Report – CS 11‐103 – Recyclables Transfer Facilities Funding
Application, June 15, 20113
In June 2011 County Staff determined that increased efficiencies and increased revenues could
be gained through the development of decentralized transfer facilities for recyclable materials,
and through shipment of the materials to a Material Recovery Facility (MRF) for processing
under a separate contract where the County would retain the revenues from commodity sales.
Through review of a study undertaken by the Continuous Improvement Fund (CIF), the County
determined that the Transtor units proposed in the Strategy would not be suitable since the
projected tonnages exceed the upper threshold for which they would be effective, and instead
recommended conventional clear‐span buildings with loading platforms at four transfer station
locations.
The County began working towards securing funding for the construction of three transfer
facilities at Site 10 ‐ Nottawasaga, Site 11 ‐ Oro, and Site 13 ‐ Tosorontio. County staff
submitted a funding application to CIF, which was created to help Ontario municipalities
undertake best practices initiatives to improve the effectiveness and efficiently of blue box
recycling programs. The application initially assumed a decentralized model, transferring at
various existing waste management facilities as had been outlined in the Strategy. It became
clear upon discussions with CIF that a single, central transfer point would be most efficient,
resulting in greater economies of scale and reduced operating costs.
Considering best practices, CIF funding would be contingent on the potential for the facility to
be jointly utilized by other local municipal jurisdictions on a cost recovery basis. In
consideration of this, the most central existing waste management facility, Site 11 – Oro, was
selected for further analysis.
Transfer Station and Fibre Processing Analysis Final Report, Genivar Inc., March 2012
Genivar was retained in late 2011 to conduct an engineering review and options analysis for the
transfer of two‐stream recyclables and garbage from a central transfer location. The study
outlined the quantities and characteristics of the materials to be transferred, transfer station

3

County of Simcoe Staff Report, Item Number CS 11‐103, Recyclables Transfer Facilities Funding Application
http://docs.simcoe.ca/ws_cos/groups/public/@pub‐cos‐sta‐com/documents/web_content/rsc117194.docx
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design considerations, site considerations, approvals requirements, implementation timelines,
and recommended next steps.
Site 11 – Oro was used as the basis for the study, however, the transfer facility's components
were developed using a generic approach such that the study findings could also be applied to
another site should one be identified.
Based on the cost estimates, area footprint and other facility aspects presented, the study
recommended that the County determine if Site 11 – Oro or another location could be used for
the proposed MMF. The study also recommended that the County determine if the facility
should be a transfer station and fibres processing facility or just a transfer station.
County of Simcoe – Staff Report – CO 12‐023 – Results of Initial Analysis of Request for
Proposal Responses for Recycling Transfer Options for Budget Consideration,
November 27, 20124
In November 2012, County Staff prepared a report for Council consideration with respect to the
capital budget required for a proposed County blue box transfer facility. The purpose of the
report was to obtain funding for development of a County facility as part of the 2013 budget
process. Given that the facility would not be constructed in time for the start of a new waste
collection contract (April 1, 2013), a temporary contracted arrangement was required.
With respect to the transfer and haulage component of the procurement process, bids were
received and compared with estimated capital, equipment and operating costs for a County
owned and operated transfer operation. Through staff analysis, it was determined that there
were a number of scenarios that showed a potential benefit to the County, should they develop
their own transfer capacity. Staff noted that the analysis reflected County blue box tonnages
only; however, the proposed facility and processing arrangements reviewed would allow for
additional tonnages from neighbouring municipalities, thereby reducing operating costs per
tonne and realizing economies of scale.
County of Simcoe – Staff Report – CCW 14‐253 – Transfer Facility Assessment,
August 12, 20145
With 2013 contracts in place (curbside collection, recycling transfer, haulage, processing, and
waste export), a financial analysis was conducted comparing the continuation of the current
4

County of Simcoe Staff Report, Item Number CO 12‐023, Results of Initial Analysis of Request for Proposal
Responses for Recycling Transfer Options for Budget Consideration
http://docs.simcoe.ca/ws_cos/groups/public/@pub‐cos‐sta‐com/documents/web_content/rsc343304.docx
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http://docs.simcoe.ca/ws_cos/groups/public/%40pub‐cos‐sta‐com/documents/web_content/rsc442308.docx
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system of contracting transfer services (also known as the status quo option) and construction
of a County transfer facility. The analysis considered changes in tonnages with the closure of
County landfills and growth, capital costs of both the building and equipment, and estimated
annual operating expenses over a 20‐year period.
The financial analysis determined that a County MMF could save approximately $13 million
over the next 20 years compared to the current system. The payback period for a
County‐owned facility was estimated to be between five and six years (dependent on funding)
and would bring additional benefits such as security in managing materials in‐house and the
flexibility to respond to collection changes.
Based on the financial analysis, Staff recommended that siting a transfer facility allow for
potential expansion to incorporate a MRF (which would include both fibres and containers
processing) should it prove to be a viable option in the future. It should also be noted that CIF
funding is contingent on the facility being able to expand to a full MRF.
The County also has a future project to locate and construct a truck servicing facility. There
would be an obvious benefit to co‐locate this facility with a transfer facility. However, the costs
of the servicing facility were not included in the analysis as these costs will be required whether
the transfer facility is constructed or not.
As noted in the Strategy and as previously directed by Council, the County is also currently
considering the development of an Organics Processing Facility (OPF). While initial
consideration would appear beneficial to co‐locate these facilities, Staff did not recommend
siting the MMF and OPF together for the following reasons:


Different Siting Requirements – an OPF and a MMF are each suited to different types of
properties. An OPF is best suited to a more rural setting, away from significantly populated
areas and would require a large property to ensure compliance with provincial odour unit
requirements. A MMF, with less potential for odour impacts, would not require a
significant amount of land. It will be best suited in proximity to the "waste centroid" – with
a greater emphasis on access to transportation routes and a more central location.



Approvals Complexities – siting two facilities together has the potential to further
complicate already lengthy and difficult provincial approvals processes. The composting
technology approvals process is more complicated than that for a transfer facility.



Continuity of Service – in regards to business continuity planning, separate facilities would
reduce the risk to the County in the event of an emergency situation. Impacts from a
natural disaster, fire, or even a lengthy power outage would be mitigated by operating
these facilities independently.
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In order to realize synergies between the two projects, County Council expanded the original
mandate for the OPF and endorsed additional work by Conestoga‐Rovers & Associates to
proceed with works related to siting a County MMF.
County of Simcoe – Staff Report – CCW 14‐344 – Transfer Facility Funding Update,
August 26, 20146
Pursuant to the updated financial analysis of transfer costs, Staff met again with CIF to
discuss the status of the funding application, the availability of funding, and moving forward.
CIF confirmed that funding was available with the following contingencies:


The submission and approval of a monitoring and measurement plan



The Council approval of a facility to be jointly utilized by other local municipal jurisdictions
on a cost recovery basis



The County will seek a letter of intent from the other local municipal jurisdictions with
respect to utilizing capacity at the facility on a cost recovery basis to the satisfaction of
the CIF



Provision in the facility Environmental Compliance Approval to permit transfer of blue box
materials from other municipalities across Ontario, to be done on a cost recovery basis



Design of the facility to allow for its potential future expansion to accommodate a full
MRF operation and involvement of CIF staff in the design



Documentation and evidence of savings achieved, including baseline data collection on the
current system, to the satisfaction of the CIF

The County received notice from CIF in late 2014 that the funding and associated terms and
conditions had been approved, guaranteeing funding of 47 percent of blue box‐related project
costs to a maximum limit of $2,187,840.
In addition, letters of intent have been received from the Cities of Barrie and Orillia confirming
their intent to incorporate the County's proposed recycling transfer facility as an option for
consideration in the procurement of their next collection and processing contract(s).

6

County of Simcoe Staff Report, Item Number CCW 14‐344, Transfer Facility Funding Update
http://docs.simcoe.ca/ws_cos/groups/public/%40pub‐cos‐sta‐com/documents/web_content/rsc445869.docx
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County of Simcoe – Staff Report – CCW 15‐020 – Infrastructure Projects – Update,
January 13, 20157
This report outlined development of the two Solid Waste Management infrastructure projects –
the OPF and the MMF. On December 2, 2014, public information sessions were held at the
Simcoe County Museum. The purpose of these sessions was to formally introduce the MMF
project, summarize the proposed siting process and methodology for both Solid Waste
Management infrastructure projects, and to obtain public feedback on site evaluation criteria.
1.3

Goals & Objectives

Further to Council direction in 2014 to proceed with development of a County transfer facility,
this report outlines a methodology for siting the MMF and evaluating prospective sites. This
follows the engineering review and options analysis undertaken by Genivar, as it was
recommended that the County assess the siting of a centralized facility prior to proceeding with
further analysis of specific facility requirements.
In order to ensure that the optimal location is identified for the facility, the siting process
should:


Follow a clearly defined methodology



Meet all applicable regulations and standards



Be consistent with best practices



Consider relevant evaluation criteria



Provide opportunities for stakeholder input

The goal of this report is to establish a practical siting methodology with associated evaluation
criteria that will be undertaken in a step‐wise process, ultimately leading to a preferred site for
developing the MMF.
The main objective of this report is to describe the siting methodology, including:


The general approach to siting the County's MMF (modeled on MOECC's Statement of
Environmental Values)



The proposed stages in the siting process



A description of and rationale for the evaluation criteria that will be applied

7

County of Simcoe Staff Report, Item Number CCW 15‐020, Infrastructure Projects – Update
http://docs.simcoe.ca/ws_cos/groups/public/@pub‐cos‐sta‐com/documents/web_content/rsc462239.docx
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A description of the evaluation (screening and comparative) process at each stage



A description of how public feedback received to date was addressed and incorporated into
the project

In addition, the report will provide information to County Council, the public and other
stakeholders in a concise fashion for further direction on proceeding to approvals and
construction of the facility.
1.4

Siting Report – Approach

As previously mentioned, the overall Siting Report will be made up of three separate, but
complimentary parts, as follows:
Part 1 – Planning – Siting Methodology and Evaluation Criteria
Part 2 – Long List Evaluation
Part 3 – Short List Evaluation
This report, Part 1, will document the planning and siting stage of the overall process. It should
be noted that at each of the three stages outlined in this report, public input and Council
direction will be sought. Three separate, stand‐alone reports that will be submitted to County
Council and Part 3, the final report, will ultimately recommend the preferred location for the
MMF.

Section 2.0
2.1

Materials Management Facilities

Overview

A transfer facility is an integral part of a waste management system – the link between a
community's collection operations and moving material to final waste disposal/processing
locations. Transfer facilities provide a location for the consolidation of waste from multiple
collection vehicles into larger, higher‐volume transfer vehicles for more economical shipment
to disposal/processing sites or end markets. There is no long‐term storage of materials at these
facilities. The proposed County‐owned MMF would eliminate the need to rely on private
facilities.
2.2

Regulatory Framework

The regulatory framework for a MMF in Ontario comprises facility development and operations.
An overview of the various provincial and municipal approvals required for the development
086822 (3)
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and operation of a MMF is provided in the sections that follow. It is important to note that if a
site is selected that already has existing approvals in place, only amendments may be
necessary. As a result, a review of the applicable regulatory requirements should be
undertaken once the preferred location for the MMF has been selected.
2.2.1

Facility Development and Operations

As part of the siting process it is important to highlight the appropriate legislative framework
that may apply to the development of the facility and, ultimately, operation. The mandate of
the MOECC is to ensure protection and, where degraded, rehabilitation of the natural
environment, and the conservation of environmental and material resources for the enjoyment
and benefit of present and future generations of people, as well as for other users of the
environment.
This mandate is supported by several pieces of applicable Ontario legislation, including:
1.

Environmental Assessment Act

2.

Environmental Protection Act


Ontario Regulation 347 (General Waste Management)



Ontario Regulation 419/05 (Air Pollution – Local Air Quality)
-

3.

Ontario Regulation 419/05 and Guide for Applying for Approval (Air and Noise),
S.9 EPA, November 2005, Guideline 4174e

Ontario Water Resources Act

These Acts, along with the Regulations under them, are used to establish and detail the
authority and responsibility of the MOECC as well as the legal requirements for proponents of
various proposals. With respect to their impact on public health and the environment, the
obligations of the owners of existing facilities and equipment, along with the rights of residents
of Ontario are detailed.
Approvals or permits must be obtained prior to implementation of proposals with a potential
for impact on public health or the environment. The residents of Ontario also have the right to
be made aware of the proposal, so that the public has the opportunity to comment.
Applications for MOECC approvals go through the Environmental Bill of Rights public posting
(30 days), during which time they are displayed publicly for comment on the material. The
MOECC and the project proponent must take due account of all comments and respond in a
reasonable fashion.
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Environmental Assessment Act
The Ontario Environmental Assessment Act (EA Act) is a provincial statute that sets out a
planning and decision‐making process to evaluate the potential environmental effects of a
proposed undertaking. In March of 2007, the Ontario Government enacted Ontario
Regulation (O. Reg.) 101/07, the Waste Management Projects Regulation, made under the
EA Act. The purpose of the regulation was to bring greater clarity to what waste projects are
designated as an undertaking under the EA Act and to establish new environmental assessment
requirements for waste projects consistent with the potential significance of such projects.
The Regulation provides for three waste project EA processes:


Projects exempt from Part II of the EA Act (generally small scale and known through past
experience to have insignificant environmental effects).



Projects exempt from Part II of the EA Act, subject to the legal requirement of completion of
the Environmental Screening Process (generally moderate in scale, considered to have
predictable environmental effects that can be readily reduced to acceptable levels).



Projects designated under the EA Act that must undergo an Individual EA (usually more
complex and major in scale with potentially far‐reaching environmental effects requiring
significant levels of assessment and mitigation. This process requires both a Terms of
Reference and an EA).

If a proposed undertaking has not been designated or defined under the EA Act or
O. Reg. 101/07, then the legislation does not apply. CRA has reviewed O. Reg. 101/07 as well as
the accompanying Guide to Environmental Assessment Requirements for Waste Management
Projects and as the MMF will not transfer, on an annual basis, an average of more than
1,000 tonnes of residual waste per day from the site for final disposal, it will not require any
EA Act approvals as it is not designated as an undertaking to which the EA Act applies.
It should be noted, however, that as an application under the Environmental Protection Act
(EPA), the public has the opportunity to request that the application be subjected to a
discretionary hearing and/or be designated under the EA Act. In preparation for such a
request, it would be advisable to apply EA principals during the evaluation of sites. A public
consultation element should also be included in the study approach.
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Environmental Protection Act
Under EPA Regulation 347, various Environmental Compliance Approvals (ECA8) or
Amendments to existing ECAs will be required for the MMF. ECAs typically required for a
MMF include: a Waste Disposal Site ECA; an Air and Noise ECA; and a Stormwater
Management ECA under Section 53 of the Ontario Water Resources Act (OWRA).
The statutory requirement for an ECA for a Waste Disposal Site is contained under Part V,
Section 27 of the EPA. Section 27 requires that approval be obtained from the Director of the
Environmental Approvals Access and Service Integration Branch (EAASIB) before using,
operating, establishing, altering, enlarging, or extending a waste management system or a
Waste Disposal Site. For clarification, a MMF is considered as a Waste Disposal Site under the
legislation even though it does not necessarily correspond with the conventional definition of
waste disposal (i.e., landfill, incineration). Supporting information and documentation typically
required for a Waste Disposal Site ECA includes a Design and Operations Report and a Site
Drainage Report. For a MMF, the Part V approval would typically set out limits on incoming
material, define operating restrictions, identify storage and processing functions, and quantify
residual wastes produced.
Air and Noise ECAs are required for facilities that release emissions into the natural
environment (excluding water). Section 9 of the EPA requires equipment, structures, or
processes that may discharge a contaminant to the atmosphere to be approved before
construction, alteration, extension, or replacement of any equipment or structure of any
ongoing operation. For a MMF, a Section 9 approval typically relates primarily to possible noise
sources such as equipment.
Ontario Water Resources Act
The EAASIB of the MOECC issues ECAs under the OWRA for the treatment and disposal of
sewage by municipal and private systems. An ECA is required for any facility that discharges
contaminants to groundwater and/or surface water. Section 53 of the OWRA requires that an
ECA be obtained in order to establish any sewage works (sewage works are defined as works
used for the collection, transmission, treatment, or disposal of wastewater) including
stormwater management facilities.
If any surface water discharge were to be directed to an existing sanitary system, an OWRA
approval will likely be required. However, discharging surface water directly to a sanitary
8

In October 2011, the ECA process was enacted and the former approvals process, the Certificate of Approvals
(C of A) process, was discontinued. Under the C of A process, a separate C of A would be issued for each approval
required, i.e. one for waste, one for air, etc. The ECA process provides for one approval for all activities at a site.
All existing C of A's will be transitioned to an ECA over time.
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system is not a common practice or generally employed methodology. Discharge of process
water to the sanitary sewer is regulated by the municipal sewer use by‐laws, but requirements
for a Section 53 ECA should be examined. Any discharge of water to the natural environment
requires either a new Section 53 ECA or an amendment to an existing one. Supporting
information and documentation typically required for a Sewage Works ECA includes an
Environmental Study report (including a hydrogeological assessment and drainage study).
Other Approvals
Aside from the MOECC, requirements under the following authorities and standards may also
be applicable for the Site works:


Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry



Ministry of Transportation



Technical Standards and Safety Act



Ontario Building Code



Occupational Health and Safety Act



Ontario Fire Code

Standard municipal approvals such as building permits and Site Plan approval will also be
required for the MMF. The Planning Act establishes land use by means of Official Plans at both
the county and township level, and zoning by‐laws at the township level. A D‐4 Study may be
required to support these planning applications if the selected site is either on, or within the
D‐4 study area of an existing or closed landfill site. Future developments around the MMF
would not be subject to a D‐4 Study provided that the facility is not sited on an existing or
closed landfill site.
2.3

Case Histories

A summary of various other municipally owned transfer facilities within Ontario is provided in
Table 1 below.
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Table 1 – Summary of Municipally Owned Transfer Facilities in Ontario

Facility

Owner /
Operator

Waste Material

Date
Commissioned

Bermondsey
Transfer
Station

City of
Toronto

Municipal waste; April 2012
leaf and yard
waste; WEEE;
single stream
recycling material
(SSRM); HHW

Kenora Area
Solid Waste
Transfer
Facility

City of
Kenora

Recyclable
material or
recyclable waste;
municipal waste;
HHW

Baxter Waste
Transfer Site

The District
Municipality
of Muskoka

Elmira
Transfer
Station

The Regional
Municipality
of Waterloo

Capacity

7.2 ha

2,000 tonnes per
day (tpd) residential
and commercial
non‐hazardous, solid
waste and green bin
waste (up to 200,000
tonnes per year [tpy]);
1,000 tpd leaf and yard
waste (up to a
maximum of 50,000
tpy); 2.4 tpd WEEE;
1,000 tpd SSRM (up to
90,000 tpy); 6 tpd
HHW

August 2002

5 ha

150 tpd

Solid,
non‐hazardous,
HHW, Waste
Electrical and
Electronics
Equipment

February 2009

1,000 tpy
49 ha (HHW
& WEEE
facilities, and
1.66 ha
closed
landfill)

solid
non‐hazardous
waste,
recyclables, yard
waste and waste
class 252 limited
to waste oil
generated by
private residents

March 2012

2.11 ha
(transfer
station);
4.21 ha (total
including
closed
landfill)
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Considerations for the County of Simcoe

Current System for Transfer

As new contracts for curbside collection, recycling processing, and waste export were
implemented in 2013, contracted transfer capacity has been secured in the interim as a
contingency. The County is currently utilizing a transfer facility in Barrie operated by BFI. In
2014, approximately 63 percent of curbside garbage, or approximately 25,000 tonnes per year,
was transferred from the BFI facility in Barrie and hauled to a private energy‐from‐waste facility
in Brampton for processing. Over 25,000 tonnes of blue box recycling was brought to BFI for
consolidation and hauled to Canada Fibers in Toronto. Organics management is the subject of a
separate, but concurrent siting exercise, but for information purposes, approximately
10,000 tonnes per year of curbside source‐separated organics are currently transferred from
BFI's facility and County landfill sites and hauled to AIM Environmental in Hamilton.
The 2015 budgeted amount for transfer of garbage and recycling (exclusive of haulage) was
estimated at approximately $985,000.
3.2

Facility Requirements

The requirements for MMF facilities can vary depending on many factors, including: the type
and size of facility, material types and tonnages, and allowances for future expansion. Given
the uncertainty surrounding the exact type of MMF that will be developed for the County, it is
difficult to generate a definitive list of facility requirements at this stage. However, considering
the County's current Solid Waste Management System, the MMF should allow for the:


Receiving, short term storage and transfer of garbage, organics, and two‐stream recycling
(paper fibres and containers) at projected 20‐year tonnages



Future expansion to allow for processing of fibres, containers (full MRF), and/or a truck
servicing facility

Based on previous experience with these types of facilities, CRA anticipates that a minimum site
size of 7 hectares (ha) [17 acres] will be sufficient to accommodate the noted facilities,
including potential expansion areas and on‐site buffers. This is also supported by the facility
sizing presented in the Genivar Transfer Station and Fibre Processing Analysis Report, and by
the sizes and capacities of similar facilities in Ontario as presented in Table 1.
In terms of site servicing, the proposed facility would require sanitary service (which could
consist of municipal service, a septic system, an on‐site treatment system, or storage tanks),
water supply (including both potable water and water to satisfy fire flow requirements,
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supplied either through municipal servicing or importation and storage on‐site), electrical
service, and possibly gas service for HVAC equipment. The siting process will consider the
availability of utilities and servicing as well as the associated costs of servicing a site to meet the
requirements noted above.
One of the key functions of a transfer facility is to act as a consolidation point: collection
vehicles from throughout the County will transport materials to the facility so that they can be
consolidated and loaded into larger transfer trailers and hauled to their end destination(s). As
such, transfer facilities are highly dependent on transportation networks. Siting a transfer
facility close to where the materials originate (i.e., the centre of waste generation or the 'waste
centroid') can significantly reduce costs related to hauling. As part of the overall facility
requirements, using a waste centroid approach to define the search area will serve to optimize
the facility location. The waste centroid approach is described in detail in Section 4.0.

Section 4.0
4.1

Siting Methodology

Overview

The general approach to siting the County's MMF has been modeled after the MOECC's
Statement of Environmental Values (SEV), which is considered whenever decisions that might
significantly affect the environment are made by the MOECC. The SEV outlines the MOECC's
vision for an "Ontario with clean and safe air, land and water that contributes to healthy
communities, ecological protection, and environmentally sustainable development for present
and future generations". In this regard, the siting and development of the MMF will be based
on the:


Prevention, reduction, and elimination of impacts to the environment



Protection and conservation of natural resources and ecologically sensitive areas



Integration of social, economic, and other considerations



Provision of opportunities for an open and consultative process

Adhering to these principles throughout the siting process will be paramount to identifying the
best potential site that not only satisfies the objectives of the project, but accomplishes it in a
manner that is both efficient and fully approvable. The siting methodology should also be well
defined to ensure that the site selection process itself runs smoothly, and that the decisions
being made are traceable and defendable.
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The proposed siting process will be completed in the following stages:
1.

2.

3.

Planning – Siting Methodology and Evaluation Criteria
a.

Define the search area

b.

Develop siting methodology and series of evaluation criteria (Screens 1, 2, and 3)

c.

Public consultation

d.

Seek County Council approval on the siting process and criteria

Long List Evaluation
a.

Identify candidate sites

b.

Screen 1 – apply exclusionary criteria to the list of candidate sites to generate a
long list of sites

c.

Screen 2 – apply further screening criteria to the long list of sites to generate a
short list of sites

d.

Presentation of short‐listed sites to County Council

e.

Public consultation

Short List Evaluation
a.

Refine details of short‐listed sites and collect additional data as required

b.

Conduct a comparative evaluation of short‐listed sites using all identified
Screen 3 evaluation criteria

c.

Identify the potential impacts, mitigation measures, and net effects of each site

d.

Rank the sites and identify the preferred location

e.

Seek County Council direction on preferred location

For reference, the siting process is outlined on Figure 1.
The remainder of this section provides additional details on the steps that will be taken during
each stage of the siting process.
4.1.1

Public Consultation

Involving the general public from the early stages of the siting process will ensure that they
understand the purpose and need for the site, and will encourage their involvement in the
decision making process. A well‐executed consultation process will increase the likelihood of
gaining public support for the project, offer a level of familiarity with the selected site and
facility design, provide assurances that all views have been considered, and will ensure the
accountability of decisions.
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The public consultation process for siting the MMF will involve many aspects, including but not
necessarily limited to:


Establishing the need for the facility by explaining the County's waste management system,
including the status of existing facilities and the reason a new site is needed



Explaining alternatives that have been considered and the reasons that they have been
rejected or selected



Explaining site operations, management, and controls



Describing the impacts of the development and operation of the facility on the local
environment and residents



Making every effort to clearly understand the concerns of residents who live near the
selected site



Keeping options open – if new information becomes available as a result of consultation
with the public, then the selection process should have the flexibility to incorporate the
public's comments into the final selection



Reviewing previous assessments of impacts of the potential sites as new or more
information is collected as a consequence of the discussions of the situation with people
and businesses potentially affected by the proposal

To facilitate the public consultation process, the County has established three distinct vehicles
for soliciting feedback: a Community Engagement Committee (CEC), public information
sessions, and a dedicated project website, which allows for the provision of information to the
public, while also allowing for public feedback via an electronic comment form.
Community Engagement Committee
In late 2014, County Council endorsed the formation of a CEC with a mandate of providing a
forum for focused discussion on public engagement during siting and procurement of the
Organics Processing Facility (OPF). Considering synergies between this facility and the MMF,
the mandate was subsequently extended to include both Solid Waste Management
infrastructure projects. A Terms of Reference (TOR) document was developed to define the
CEC's scope of activities, membership composition and selection criteria, roles and
responsibilities, and function.
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The approved TOR outlined that the CEC was to be constituted with representation from
interested public representatives and/or associations. Its composition includes:


3 Staff members from the County



2 Staff members from member municipalities



1 member from the Aboriginal community



3 members representing the community‐at‐large

To ensure a fair and open application process, all interested individuals were requested to
submit an application form. This form was available on‐line to download or to submit
electronically directly via the project webpage. It included the following questions for
perspective candidates:


Why are you interested in participating on the CEC?



What would you bring to the CEC in terms of knowledge of the County of Simcoe, interest in
the project, other qualifications, etc.?



Why do you feel that you would make a good addition to the CEC?



If representing an organization, which organization do you represent and what is your role
in that organization (member, Chair, etc.)?

Further to this, interested individuals were sought using various forms of advertising. Seeking
municipal and Aboriginal representatives, letters were sent to the County's member
municipalities, the Beausoleil First Nation, and the Chippewas of Rama First Nation. Print
advertisements were placed in local papers throughout the County on September 25 and
October 2, 2014 and social media was utilized to remind applicants of the pending
October 9, 2014 deadline for applications. Individuals who had previously signed‐up to receive
updates on the project were sent an e‐mail message with information on the committee and
directing them to the webpage for application details.
In total, eleven responses were received – four representing member municipalities and seven
representing the community‐at‐large. From that, two municipal representatives and three
representatives from the community‐at‐large were selected following a formal evaluation
process. A Staff Report9 was submitted to the Committee of the Whole on October 30, 2014,
outlining the formation of the CEC. Note that no First Nations applications were received prior
to the first meeting in November. A place on the CEC, however, was reserved and Aboriginal
9

County of Simcoe Staff Report, Item Number CCW 14‐407, Community Engagement Committee,
http://docs.simcoe.ca/ws_cos/groups/public/@pub‐cos‐sta‐com/documents/web_content/rsc455296.docx
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representation was confirmed in December 2014. The committee members are outlined below
in Table 2.
Table 2 – Community Engagement Committee Members
Representing

Member

County

Ms. Debbie Korolnek

County

Mr. Rob McCullough

County

Mr. James Nightingale

Member Municipalities

Mr. Andy Campbell
Innisfil

Member Municipalities

Ms. Marie Kavanagh
Bradford West Gwillimbury

Public

Mr. Christopher Baines

Public

Mr. Ray Millar

Public

Ms. Susan Antler

First Nations

Mr. David Barber

CEC meetings will be conducted at key milestones for both Solid Waste Management
infrastructure projects in order to provide input to the Project Team on public engagement
during the MMF siting and procurement process. The CEC is intended as a non‐voting advisory
committee that will make recommendations to the Project Team for consideration. This
committee will seek consensus when making recommendations to the Project Team and will
ensure that each representative has the opportunity to be heard and has come to an
understanding, not necessarily agreement, on the recommendation being put forward. The
Project Team will take all CEC recommendations into consideration during their
decision‐making.
Public Information Sessions
Additional input will be (and has been) solicited through public information sessions. These
sessions will be open to any interested members of the community, including residents,
politicians, special interest groups, and the press. Sessions will be held at key project
milestones and will provide an opportunity for the public to have a say in the development and
implementation of the siting process. Sessions will typically be held at a central location
(e.g., the Simcoe County Museum), and in the communities surrounding the proposed sites
identified during the short list evaluation stage.
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The sessions may follow an open format, with various presentation boards displaying relevant
project information, and members of the Project Team engaging in open discussions with
attendees. Sessions can also follow a more structured format, with a brief presentation
followed by a question and answer period with members of the Project Team. The format of
future public information sessions will be discussed with the CEC for their recommendation to
the Project Team.
Concerns raised by the general public at these sessions commonly include:


Proximity: the potential for increased noise, dust, odour, and traffic in the neighbourhood
from site operations.



Real estate values: those living near the proposed site will be concerned about a decline in
property values.



Leisure use: the view that the presence of a site will negatively impact leisure activities.



Aesthetical: perception that the presence of the site will diminish the quality of life of those
living or working near the site.



Health: concern that the presence of waste will influence air quality and potentially affect
people living in the neighbourhood.



Environmental: worry about disturbances in ecosystems and freshwater resources.

In addition to direct discussions, members of the public will be able to provide feedback
throughout the siting process using other channels such as comment forms and the project
website. Feedback received will be documented, taken into consideration, and, where feasible,
incorporated into the siting process. This demonstrates that not only is public feedback valued,
but that it also has the ability to influence the outcome of the project.
4.1.2

County Council Approval

Staff will report to County Council project details, creating a traceable record of project
development. These reports will be prepared at each stage of the project, and will contain
specific recommendations for Council to endorse. The Project Team will ensure that the
appropriate Council direction is received prior to proceeding with any subsequent stages of the
work.
4.1.3

Schedule

The initial planning and siting of the MMF is expected to occur over the next year, culminating
with the presentation of the final site selection to Council in early 2016. By fall 2016 it is
anticipated that engineering studies will be undertaken to confirm site conditions, a facility
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design will be developed, the Design and Operations report will be prepared, and applications
submitted for the necessary approvals. Approvals are expected to take approximately one
year, with procurement and construction to occur through early 2019. During this process,
Council direction will be sought at key milestones. Key 2015 milestones are:


February – Siting Report Part 1 – Planning – Siting Methodology and Evaluation Criteria



Summer – Siting Report Part 2 – Long List Evaluation



Fall – Public Consultation – Short‐Listed Sites



Early 2016 – Siting Report Part 3 – Short List Evaluation

4.2

Planning – Siting Methodology and Evaluation Criteria

Tasks within the planning stage help set the framework for how the potential sites will be
identified and evaluated, and how ultimately one recommended site will be brought forward
for Council review. The planning stage will set the search area that will be used to search for
potential sites, and establish the methodology and evaluation criteria that will be used to assess
and comparatively evaluate the potential sites. Defining the search area for the MMF will be
critical to ensure that the facility is sited for efficiencies and in consideration of CIF funding
contingencies.
As previously mentioned, the siting methodology is modeled after a number of policies,
technical guidance documents and approaches – most notably the MOECC's SEV. Primarily,
siting and development will consider the prevention of impacts and protection of the existing
environment. Complimentary processes that utilize criteria as part of their evaluation process
were also reviewed.
Public input and feedback on the siting methodology and evaluation criteria will be sought as
part of this stage and revisions to the criteria may occur. The siting methodology and
evaluation criteria will be presented to County Council in February for their direction.
The subsequent sub‐sections describe each of the steps to be undertaken during the initial
planning stage.
4.2.1

Search Area

The first step in the planning stage is to define the search area within which the MMF will be
located. As noted previously, one of the key functions of a transfer facility is to act as
consolidation point: collection vehicles from throughout the County will transport materials to
the MMF so that materials such as garbage, organics, and recycling can be consolidated and
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loaded into larger transfer trailers and hauled to their end destination(s). As such, these
facilities are highly dependent on transportation networks. Siting a transfer facility close to
where the materials originate (i.e., the 'waste centroid') can significantly reduce costs related to
hauling. Using a waste centroid approach to define the search area will serve to optimize the
facility location.
The search area for the MMF was defined using the waste centroid approach described below.


All data required for mapping was sourced from the County's Graphical Information
Systems (GIS) Department, and manipulated using ArcGIS.



Population was used as a proxy for waste generation, which is typically based on a per
capita rate.



The entire County was subdivided into a series of 'parcels' based on municipal boundaries.



A single waste generation node was created within each parcel, weighted in terms of size
and location based on population density.



The waste centroid was determined by combining the individual waste generation nodes
into a single point, again weighted in terms of size and location based on population
density.



A radius of 15 kilometres (km) was used to expand the singular waste centroid point into a
two dimensional area. A radius of 15 km was chosen based on a variety of reasons,
including:



-

Transportation efficiencies – maximizing the search area to include a reasonable list of
candidate sites, while minimizing the distance from the centroid as transportation costs
increase with distance.

-

The radius encompasses a relatively large area within which a sufficient number of
County‐owned and private sites can be identified.

-

The area encompasses major transportation routes, including both north‐south and
east‐west corridors.

-

The area encompasses properties with consistent zoning (e.g., industrial) for a MMF.

-

The private transfer facility (i.e., BFI in Barrie) currently used by the County is located
within the 15 km radius. This is used as an indicator only, in that a privately owned
facility would also consider similar siting factors such as minimizing haul distances.

The outer boundary was adjusted to exclude lands within the City of Barrie.

It should be noted that the waste centroid calculations include data from the separated cities of
Barrie and Orillia in consideration of CIF funding previously discussed. Again, this funding is
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contingent on the County's transfer facility including consideration for other neighbouring
municipalities utilizing this facility on a cost recovery basis.
A map outlining the extents of the search area is presented in Figure 2.
4.2.2

Evaluation Criteria

CRA reviewed a number of other complimentary processes that utilize criteria as part of their
evaluation process. For example, while the proposed undertaking is not subject to the Ontario
Environmental Assessment Act (OEAA), evaluation criteria10 utilized for projects under the
OEAA were reviewed and added, where appropriate. The OEAA contains a broad definition of
the "environment" that we believe is appropriate for the proposed undertaking. The
OEAA suggests criteria that would fall under the natural, social, economic, cultural, and built
(technical) environments. Further, CRA have been involved in a number of other siting projects,
including for transfer facilities, so a review of past experiences was conducted to determine
what criteria were utilized for the siting of other transfer facilities. In addition, CRA considered
the evaluation criteria presented in the various technical guidance documents identified in
Section 2.2.1.
Based on the factors noted above and best practices gained through siting other transfer
facilities, a comprehensive list of evaluation criteria was developed. Each criterion has been
grouped into a common component (similar to those described above under the OEAA), and
assigned a series of indicators11 that are used in the evaluation. It should be noted that the
components selected mirror those from the OEAA and as such, reflect each aspect of the
broadly defined "environment" under this provincial legislation. One further component,
"legal", was added to ensure that specific criteria that might not be captured under an
"environmental" component were included that may influence the selection of a particular site
(i.e., land acquisition risk and liability). A complete list of the evaluation criteria, indicators and
screens is provided in Table 3. Table 4 provides a statement of rationale for each criterion.

10

Evaluation criteria are considerations or factors taken into account in assessing the advantages and
disadvantages of various sites being considered.
11
Indicators are specific characteristics of the evaluation criteria that can be measured or determined in some
way, as opposed to the actual criteria, which are fairly general.
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Table 3: Revised Siting Criteria

Revised1 Siting Criteria
Materials Management Facility
Component

Criteria

Indicator

Screen 1

Screen 2

X

Wind Speed and Direction
Air Quality

Odour
Noise

Environmental

Terrestrial

Aquatic
Surface Water

Groundwater

Agricultural
Sensitive Receptors

Land Use/Zoning

Transportation
Visual

NOTES:
1. Siting Criteria
revised as per public feedback received.
Cultural
2. Oak Ridges Moraine added as per public feedback received.

X

Proximity to Sensitive Receptors

X

Species of Special Concern, Threatened, and/or Endangered

X

Wind Speed and Direction

X

Proximity to Sensitive Receptors

X

X

Proximity to Sensitive Receptors

X

X

Topography

X

Soil Type

X
4

X

X

Niagara Escarpment Land Use

X

X

Oak Ridges Moraine Land Use2

X

X

Affected Greenlands

Species of Special Concern, Threatened, and/or Endangered

X

Species of Special Concern, Threatened, and/or Endangered

X

Wetlands, Floodplains and Water Bodies

X

X

Groundwater Depth

X

Groundwater Flow and Direction

X

Source Water Protection Areas

X

X

Prime Agricultural Areas4 (Specialty Crop Areas, Class 1, 2, and 3 3 Agricultural Lands)

X

X

Number and Distribution of Sensitive Receptors (e.g., residential areas, parks, recreational areas, and institutions)

X

X

Buffer Zones and Separation Distances to Sensitive Receptors

X

X

Current Land Use, Zoning, Approved Development Plans, and Proposed Land Use Changes

Social

Screen 3

X

X
X

Opportunity for Brownfield Development, Enhanced Use
Compatibility with Existing Land Uses/Zoning Designations on Adjacent Sites

X

X

Existing/Required Transportation Infrastructure

X

X

Neighbourhood Traffic Impacts

X

Buffer Zones and Visual Screening

X

3. Revised to reflect all Prime Agricultural Areas based on public feedback to include Class 3 Agricultural Lands.
4. Certain sites may be exempt from meeting this criterion based on existing zoning or land use. Refer to Screen 1 - Evaluation Criteria for details.

Revised1 Siting Criteria
Materials Management Facility
Component
Cultural

Criteria
Archeological
Air
Quality
Heritage
Permitting/Approvals
Safety
Utilities and Services

Technical

Suitability

Environmental
Flexibility

Capital Costs

Economic

Operation and
Maintenance Costs

Legal

Land Acquisition
Agreement

NOTES:
1. Siting Criteria revised as per public feedback received.

Indicator

Screen 1 Screen 2 Screen 3

Archeologically Significant Areas

X

X

Areas of Important Cultural Heritage

X

X
X

Feasibility and Complexity of Permitting/Approvals

X
X

Potential Safety Risks
X

Availability and Distance from Utilities and Services

X

Meets Minimum Size Requirements (MMF - 7 ha/17 acres)

X

X

Within Search Area

X

X

Site Layout, Topography, and Soil Conditions

X

X

Compatibility with Existing Infrastructure

X

Design/Operational Flexibility Provided by Site

X

Surplus Lands for Expansion

X

Property Acquisition

X

Infrastructure

X

Design

X

Construction

X

Permits/Approvals

X

Site Remediation

X

Facility Operation and Maintenance

X

Transportation from Feedstock Sources

X

Transportation to Markets and End Users

X

Monitoring Requirements

X

Mitigation Requirements

X

Land Acquisition Complexity, Risk, Liability

X

Structure and Complexity of Operating Agreement

X
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Table 4 – Criteria Rationale
Component
Environmental

Criteria

Indicators

MMFs have the potential to
produce contaminants that affect
air quality if they are emitted to
the atmosphere. Construction
and operation activities at a
MMF can lead to increased levels
of particulates in the air.



Wind Speed and Direction



Proximity to Sensitive
Receptors



Species of Special Concern,
Threatened, and/or
Endangered

Due to the material accepted
during operation of the MMF,
odours may be present at the site.



Wind Speed and Direction



Proximity to Sensitive
Receptors

Noise

Construction and operation
activities at the facility may result
in increased noise levels.



Proximity to Sensitive
Receptors

Terrestrial

MMF construction and operations
may remove or disturb the
functioning of natural terrestrial
habitats and vegetation.



Topography



Soil Type



Affected Greenlands12



Niagara Escarpment Land Use



Oak Ridges Moraine Land Use



Species of Special Concern,
Threatened, and/or
Endangered



Species of Special Concern,
Threatened, and/or
Endangered



Wetlands, Floodplains and
Water Bodies

Air Quality

Odour

12

Rationale

Aquatic

MMF construction and operations
may remove or disturb the
functioning of natural aquatic
habitats and species.

Surface
Water

The construction of physical works
may disrupt natural surface
drainage patterns and may alter
runoff and peak flows. The
presence of the facility may also
affect base flow to surface water.
Contaminants associated with a
MMF have the potential to impact
clean surface runoff.

Certain sites may be exempt from meeting this criterion based on existing zoning and land use.
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Component

Criteria

Environmental

Groundwater

Social

Rationale
Contaminants associated with a
MMF have the potential to enter
the groundwater and impact
off‐site receptors.

Agricultural

Agricultural land may be displaced
by the development of the MMF.

Sensitive
Receptors

MMFs can potentially affect local
sensitive receptors from a
nuisance perspective in the
vicinity of the site.

Land Use/
Zoning

Transportation

Visual

13

Planning – Siting Methodology and Evaluation Criteria Report

The MMF may not be fully
compatible with certain current
and/or planned future land uses.
Current land uses (e.g.,
agriculture) may be displaced by
MMF development. MMFs can
potentially affect the use and
enjoyment of recreational
resources in the vicinity of the
site.
Truck traffic associated with the
MMF may adversely affect
residents, business, institutions
and movement of farm vehicles in
the site vicinity. Upgrades to the
surrounding road network may be
required.
The MMF can affect the visual
appeal of a landscape and change
the overall perceptions of
landscapes and views.

Indicators


Groundwater Depth



Groundwater Flow and
Direction



Source Water Protection Areas



Prime Agricultural Areas13
(Specialty Crop Areas, Class 1, 2
and 3 Agricultural Lands)



Number and Distribution of
Sensitive Receptors (e.g.,
residential areas, parks,
recreational areas, and
institutions)



Buffer Zones and Separation
Distances to Sensitive
Receptors



Current Land Use, Zoning,
Approved Development Plans,
and Proposed Land Use
Changes



Opportunity for Brownfield
Development, Enhanced Use



Compatibility with Existing Land
Uses/Zoning Designations on
Adjacent Sites



Existing/Required
Transportation Infrastructure



Neighbourhood Traffic Impacts



Buffer Zones and Visual
Screening

Certain sites may be exempt from meeting this criterion based on existing zoning and land use.

086822 (3)
February 2015

28

County of Simcoe ‐ Materials Management Facility

Component
Cultural

Technical

Criteria
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Rationale

Archaeological Archaeological resources are
non‐renewable cultural resources
that can be destroyed by the
construction of a MMF.



Archeologically Significant
Areas

Heritage

Cultural/heritage resources could
be displaced by the construction
of a MMF. The use and enjoyment
of cultural resources may also be
disturbed by the ongoing
operation.



Areas of Important Cultural
Heritage

Permitting/
Approvals

The MMF may not be fully
compatible with certain current
and/or planned future land uses.
There may be instances where the
design of the MMF may not suit a
given site due to constraints.



Feasibility and Complexity of
Permitting/Approvals

Safety

The construction and operation of
the MMF may pose health and
safety risks to workers, as well as
nearby residents.



Potential Safety Risks

Utilities and
Services

The MMF requires connections to
municipal services and other
utilities for both construction and
operation.



Availability and Distance from
Utilities and Services

Suitability

The MMF must ensure that the
site is suitable for construction
and operation from a size, location
and site constraints perspective.



Meets Minimum Size
Requirements (MMF – 7 ha/17
acres)



Within Search Area



Site Layout, Topography, and
Soil Conditions



Compatibility with Existing
Infrastructure



Design/Operational Flexibility
Provided by Site



Surplus Lands for Expansion

Flexibility

The site must ensure that there is
the potential to amend and
expand the MMF.

086822 (3)
February 2015

Indicators

29

County of Simcoe ‐ Materials Management Facility

Component

Criteria

Economic

Capital Costs

Operation
and
Maintenance
Costs

Legal

Planning – Siting Methodology and Evaluation Criteria Report

Rationale
The construction of the MMF will
require significant capital
investment.

The operation of the MMF will
require an annual operating
budget.

Land
Acquisition

The construction of the MMF may
require the acquisition of either
public or private lands.

Agreement

The operation of the MMF may
require an agreement with a
future operator.

Indicators


Property Acquisition



Infrastructure



Design



Construction



Permits/Approvals



Site Remediation



Facility Operation and
Maintenance



Transportation from Feedstock
Sources



Transportation to Markets and
End Users



Monitoring Requirements



Mitigation Requirements



Land Acquisition Complexity,
Risk, Liability



Structure and Complexity of
Operating Agreement

The identified criteria will be applied to the sites in a series of "screens" that correspond with
each stage of the siting process. Sites that satisfy the evaluation criteria at each screen are
deemed to be the most feasible, and will be carried forward for further evaluation in the
subsequent stage.
Screen 1 (Figure 3) will be applied to all potential sites that are generated within the search
area. Sites that do not satisfy the Screen 1 criteria/indicators will not move forward. The
Screen 1 criteria/indicators are provided as a minimum threshold in order for a site to be
considered further. From this screen, a long list of sites will be determined for further
evaluation. A further description of Screen 1 is provided in Section 4.3.2.
Screen 2 (Figure 4) will be applied to the long list of sites and contain additional
criteria/indicators to add another threshold level to be met in order to be carried forward for
further investigation. From this screen, a short list of sites will be determined, and these sites
will be comparatively evaluated as part of Screen 3. A further description of Screen 2 is
provided in Section 4.3.3.
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Screen 3 will be applied to the short list of sites in the form of a comparative evaluation. All
criteria/indicators will be utilized for this screen and the comparative evaluation will consider
the potential effects, mitigation measures and net effects for each of the criteria/indicators.
The sites will then be compared against one another and ranked as to whether they offer
advantages or disadvantages for each component (i.e., natural, social, technical, etc.).
Ultimately, the preferred site will be identified based on the appropriate balance of strengths
(advantages) and weaknesses (disadvantages) and how well the site satisfies the goals and
objectives of the project.
It should be noted that the criteria listed above have been modified based on input from the
public information session, described below in Section 4.2.3. The following criteria have been
modified (with the change underlined and italicized):


Environmental, Agriculture – Prime Agricultural Areas (Specialty Crop Areas,
Class 1, 2, and 3 Agricultural Lands)



Environmental, Terrestrial – Oak Ridges Moraine Land Use

Further clarification was also provided on these criteria in terms of exemptions during Screen 1.
While these criteria are guided by the intent of the given land use designation, there are certain
exemptions that need to be considered. These exemptions include sites where the existing
zoning is consistent with the proposed facility (e.g., waste disposal facilities, quarries), but that
fall within the noted land use boundaries. Sites that are exempt will pass Screen 1, and will be
assessed in greater detail in subsequent screens by confirming the current land use and the
Official Plan designation of the lower‐tier municipality.
It should also be noted that the criteria stated in this report may come back to Council for
amendment and/or further direction.
4.2.3

Public Consultation

The first public information sessions were held on December 2, 2014 at the Simcoe County
Museum14. The two sessions, held from 2:00 to 4:00 pm and from 6:00 to 8:00 pm, were open
house format and provided the public and interested stakeholders the opportunity to receive
information and discuss the MMF siting methodology and evaluation criteria. Note that this
session presented information on both Solid Waste Management infrastructure projects – the
MMF and OPF.

14

County of Simcoe Staff Report, Item Number CCW 15‐020, Infrastructure Projects – Update,
http://docs.simcoe.ca/ws_cos/groups/public/@pub‐cos‐sta‐com/documents/web_content/rsc462239.docx
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Addressing "Where will the facility go?" and "How will the site be selected?" the purpose of the
sessions was to:


Introduce the Materials Management Facility Project



Summarize the proposed siting process and methodology



Provide information and obtain feedback on evaluation criteria



Outline next steps in the siting process

CRA staff were present to discuss their experience and expertise with siting waste management
facilities and to provide the opportunity for interested parties to ask questions and obtain more
detailed information on the facility siting process. The sessions were advertised on‐line, in local
newspapers, and through County social media accounts. In total, there were 55 visitors to the
sessions. Storyboards and handout materials developed for the sessions are presented in
Appendix A. Feedback received from the general public in regards to siting criteria for the
infrastructure projects is summarized in Appendix A. It should be noted that some of the
comments received relate specifically to the OPF project. These comments were included in
this report if they impacted the siting criteria that are consistent between the two projects.
As mentioned above, in response to public feedback received at the public information session,
the Agricultural indicator has been revised to include Class 3 Agricultural Land. Based on this,
and recognizing that the County's development policies classify Prime Agricultural Areas as
Specialty Crop Areas followed by Class 1, 2, and 3 soils (in order of priority), the indicator was
revised to reflect the wording presented in Section 4.2.2.
4.2.4

Community Engagement Committee

The first CEC meeting was held on November 4, 2014. Minutes from the meeting are provided
in Appendix B. General discussion topics included the Terms of Reference, the role and
function of the CEC, and an overview of the MMF project. Communication material for the
December 2, 2014 public information session was reviewed, and proposed changes were
incorporated into the final versions.
4.2.5

County Council Approval

Going forward, the overall siting methodology and the groundwork completed up to this stage
of the project are scheduled to be presented to Council in February 2015. The long list
evaluation of the sites will only proceed once Council approval is received.
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Long List Evaluation

As outlined above, the long list of sites will be reviewed through a two stage screening process
that will culminate in a short list of sites for comparative evaluation. The first stage, or
Screen 1, applies exclusionary criteria to the sites; sites that do not satisfy the Screen 1 criteria
will not be carried forward for further consideration. Those sites that do move forward from
Screen 1 will be subjected to a further screening, which is more detailed in application. This is
referred to as Screen 2 in the process. Ultimately, the sites that make it through Screen 1 and 2
will be considered as short‐listed sites.
It is the intent of this Study to consider as many potential options at the outset in order to
explore all potential opportunities for a MMF site.
4.3.1

List of Candidate Sites

In order to apply the screens, the first step is to develop a comprehensive list of candidate sites
that are located within the defined search area. At this stage, the list is expected to be
compiled from two main sources: existing County‐owned sites, and willing vendor
privately‐owned sites that might be suitable to host the MMF.
County‐Owned Sites
Existing County‐owned sites within the search area consist of open and closed waste facilities
(i.e., landfills, transfer stations), County Forest Tracts (as identified in "Simcoe County Forests,
2011‐2030" and as amended from time to time), and vacant lots that are currently
undeveloped.
County‐owned sites can offer significant advantages over privately‐owned sites, with the
potential to simplify the siting process and to decrease capital costs. Siting the MMF on a
County‐owned property is an effective way to maximize the use of resources, and provides an
opportunity to build a facility that complements the County's existing infrastructure. The
County's open and closed waste facilities may have the required regulatory framework in place
for a waste management site such as permits and ECAs, simplifying the approvals process and
avoiding potential delays. It is also likely that the zoning and land use considerations for these
sites are consistent with the surrounding properties, limiting exposure of the facility to sensitive
receptors.
County‐owned sites can offer significant savings in capital costs compared to privately‐owned
sites by avoiding the cost of acquiring a property. In addition, it mitigates the exposure to risk
and liability that could arise during the procurement of a private site.
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Despite the advantages noted above, it is conceivable that considering the limited search area
for the MMF (15 km radius from the centre of waste generation), no suitable County‐owned
sites will be identified through the siting process. Expanding the search to privately‐owned
sites offers a more comprehensive approach to siting a MMF. Including privately‐owned sites
in the evaluation will increase the likelihood that an ideal site can be identified.
Privately‐Owned Sites
Privately‐owned sites will also be considered for inclusion alongside County‐owned sites on the
list of candidate sites. Privately‐owned sites create unique challenges for a number of reasons,
including:


Real estate markets are fluid and there is no guarantee that current sites will be available
for purchase at the conclusion of this Study



Additional costs will be incurred for land acquisition that may not have been budgeted



The legal due‐diligence of the purchase may add complexity and impact the project
schedule



Some information may be more difficult to obtain for private sites, hindering its evaluation

Notwithstanding the above, it is still reasonable to include private sites in the evaluation since
there will be many other factors that influence the final decision, and it is possible that none of
the County‐owned sites located within the search area will be deemed suitable. Including
private sites allows for a comprehensive site search and ultimately a more robust site selection
and evaluation process.
A preliminary search will be conducted on the Multiple Listing Service (MLS) of the Canadian
Real Estate Association to identify potential sites. Following this step, it is expected that a
Request for Expression of Interest (REOI) will be issued to seek privately‐owned sites with
willing vendors that are interested in selling to the County. A 30 day response to an REOI would
be appropriate for this type of project.
Certain constraints may need to be developed at this stage in order to limit the number of sites.
Examples include a financial cap, agreement to the County's terms and conditions for site
acquisition, agreement on purchase date that suits the project timeline, and agreement to
disclose information that may be used in the evaluation. As a result, it will likely be necessary
to complete this step once the evaluation criteria have been finalized, and the siting
methodology has been approved by Council.
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Screen 1 – Establish Long List of Sites

The first stage of the screening process, Screen 1, will use a number of exclusionary criteria to
reduce the large number of sites down to a manageable long list for further evaluation. These
criteria can be considered as "must pass", which a given site must satisfy in order to be carried
forward for further evaluation.
The exclusionary criteria are based largely on the technical requirements of a MMF that meets
the program needs set out by the County. The final list of exclusionary criteria, presented as
Figure 3, was developed by CRA with input from the County, as well as the public and other
stakeholders.
If a site fails to meet all of the requirements set out in the exclusionary criteria, it will be
excluded from further consideration. Each of the sites considered will be presented in a tabular
and mapped format to show the results of Screen 1. A summary table will show those sites that
meet all of the exclusionary criteria and therefore will be carried forward to form the long list of
sites for further evaluation and screening.
4.3.3

Screen 2 – Long List to Short‐Listed Sites

The long list screening criteria, presented as Figure 4, build on the exclusionary criteria and
focus on key criteria that can be used to differentiate the sites. This will ensure that only the
best candidate sites are carried forward to the short list comparative evaluation.
Screen 2 criteria are based on siting best practices, appropriate legislation, and other relevant
County practices. A key element to the above relates to the "Proximity to sensitive receptors".
When screening the long list of sites, separation distances from sensitive receptors will be
incorporated as in Table 5.
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Table 5 ‐ Additional Factors that Affect Required Separation Distance
Factors that Reduce the Need for
Separation Distance

Factors that Increase the Need for
Separation Distance

Sensitive receptors located upwind from
facility, relative to prevailing winds

Sensitive receptors located downwind
from facility, relative to prevailing winds

Favourable topography and vegetative
buffer

Unfavourable topography and vegetation

Receipt of lower‐odour materials
(e.g., recyclables)

Receipt of materials with greater
odour‐generating potential (e.g., organic
materials, garbage)

High degree of odour containment and
control

Low degree of odour containment and
control

Fully‐enclosed operations, noise control
measures in place

Open air operations with no noise control
measures in place

Flexibility and redundancy in facility design
and operations to account for operational
upsets and changing conditions

Limited design and/or operations
flexibility

Low population density, and no
particularly sensitive receptors such as
hospitals nearby

High population density or close proximity
to particularly sensitive receptors such as
hospitals

The results of Screen 2 will provide a reasonable number of short‐listed sites that will be carried
forward for further detailed comparative evaluation. In our experience, the screening from a
long list to a short list should generally result in approximately 3‐5 sites. Having this number of
sites will assist in completing a more detailed short list comparative evaluation.
The final report outlining the short‐listed sites is expected to be provided to the County in
summer 2015.
4.3.4

County Council Approval

Prior to moving forward on the comparative evaluation of the short‐listed sites, County Council
approval will be sought. The presentation of short‐listed sites to Council is expected to take
place in summer 2015 following the evaluation of both County‐owned and private sites. In
addition, we anticipate discussion on the forthcoming comparative evaluation process for the
short‐listed sites.
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Public and Stakeholder Consultation

Following direction from County Council, public and stakeholder input will be sought. Results
will be presented to the CEC and to the public at the public information session(s), which will
focus on Screen 1 and Screen 2 results. A further description on the short‐listed sites that will
be carried forward for Screen 3 and the comparative evaluation will also be presented.
The session may follow an open format, with various presentation boards displaying relevant
project information, and members of the Project Team engaging in open discussions with
attendees. Sessions may also follow a more structured format, with a brief presentation
followed by a question and answer period with members of the Project Team. The format of
the public information sessions will be discussed with the CEC for their recommendation and
input and presented to County Council for direction.
4.4

Short List Evaluation

Following Council approval and public information sessions(s), the resultant short‐listed sites
will be evaluated in a comparative fashion to determine the most suitable site. This is also
referred to as Screen 3. The process involved in the evaluation of the short‐listed sites is as
follows:


Provide a further description of each of the short‐listed sites



Confirm the evaluation criteria and indicators to be applied to each site



A description of the potential effects (based on the criteria and indicators) on each
component (environmental, social, cultural, technical, economic and legal) for each site



The development of avoidance, mitigation, compensation and/or enhancement measures
to minimize potential impacts on each component



A description of the net effects on each component for each site relative to the other
short‐listed sites, taking into account reasonable mitigation methods (i.e., methods for
which there is a reasonable expectation that they can be implemented both technically and
economically)



A comparative evaluation between each of the short‐listed sites, reviewing the advantages
and disadvantages to each component for each of the sites, and a rationale for the
preferred site

4.4.1

Refine Details and Provide Description of Short‐Listed Sites

A greater level of detail will be provided on each of the short‐listed sites, building on the
descriptions provided in the Screen 1 and Screen 2 evaluation stages. The purpose behind this
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first step is to ensure that each site's characteristics are adequately defined to provide a
detailed analysis/evaluation on the site, but also to ensure the comparative evaluation is
consistent across all short‐listed sites. The Project Team will develop the minimum site
characteristics required in order to complete the comparative evaluation and may include some
details on the potential Design and Operations of the facility. Effectively, at the end of this first
step, each site will have a project description providing details on how the site would be
developed (conceptually) to accommodate a MMF.
4.4.2

Undertake Net Effects Analysis

With the evaluation criteria and indicators confirmed and a more detailed description of each
of the sites presented, the next step in the process is to carry out the net effects analysis of
short‐listed sites, which consists of the following activities:


Identify potential effects (based on criteria/indicators) on each component (environmental,
social, cultural, technical, economic and legal)



Develop and apply avoidance/mitigation/compensation/enhancement (AMCE) measures



Determine net effects on each component

Each of these activities will be documented in a separate table for each short‐listed site
(example provided below).
Table 6 ‐ Example: Net Effects Analysis
Component

Criteria

Environmental Odour

Indicators
Wind Speed and
Direction

Potential Effects
Site experiences
moderate wind
speeds from a
south‐easterly
direction.

Proximity to
Nearest Sensitive
Sensitive Receptors Receptor is X and it
is X metres away.
(residential
properties, public
facilities, businesses
and institutions).
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Mitigation
Measures

Net Effects

Address potential
issues to downwind
receptors through
proper site layout
and implementing
additional buffer.

Potential odour
issues to receptors
downwind would
be reduced
marginally.

Address potential
issues to Sensitive
Receptors through
proper site layout
and implementing
additional buffer.

5 Sensitive
Receptors will still
be 105 metres from
the facility and
125 metres from
the property
boundary.
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Identify the Potential Effects
Potential effects on the environment will be based on the information provided on each of the
short‐listed sites. The evaluation criteria will be applied to each short‐listed site to determine
the potential environmental effects. Specifically, this will be accomplished by applying the
indicators to each short‐listed site. The results of applying these indicators will be expressed in
the context of their corresponding measures, either quantitatively or qualitatively, as
appropriate, in the potential effects column of the net effects table.
Develop and Apply the Avoidance/Mitigation/Compensation/Enhancement Measures
Once the potential effects on each of the environmental components have been identified for
each short‐listed site, the appropriate AMCE measures will be developed and documented in
the net effects table for each indicator. The intent of these measures is as follows:
Avoidance:

The first priority is to prevent the occurrence of negative/adverse effects
associated with a particular site.

Mitigation:

Where adverse effects cannot be avoided, it will be necessary to develop the
appropriate measures to remove or alleviate to some degree the negative
effects associated with a particular site.

Compensation:

In situations where appropriate mitigation measures are not available, or
significant net adverse effects will remain following the application of
mitigation, compensation measures may be required to counterbalance the
negative effect through replacement in kind, or provision of a substitute or
reimbursement.

Enhancement:

Wherever possible, the opportunity should be taken to enhance the positive
environmental effects associated with a particular site rather than simply
mitigate and/or compensate.

With these intentions in mind, the AMCE measures will be developed based on the professional
expertise of the Project Team reflecting current procedures, historical performance, and
existing environmental conditions. These developed measures will be documented in the
AMCE measures column of the net effects table.
Determine the Net Effects
Once the appropriate AMCE measures have been developed and applied to the potential
effects of each short‐listed site, the remaining net negative or net positive effect will be
determined and documented in the "net effects" column of the net effects table. In cases
where the net negative or net positive effect cannot be addressed through the application of
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AMCE measure(s), the potential net effect will remain unchanged and therefore, will still be
identified as the "net effect".
4.4.3

Undertake the Comparative Evaluation

The comparative evaluation methodology proposed is often referred to as the Reasoned
Argument or "Trade‐off" approach. Under this approach, the differences between the sites are
highlighted. Based on these differences, the advantages and disadvantages of each alternative
site are identified according to the evaluation of tradeoffs between the various evaluation
criteria and indicators. The relative significance of potential impacts is examined to provide a
clear rationale for the selection of a preferred site.
The term "Trade‐offs" is defined as "things of value given up in order to gain different things of
value." Essentially, a balancing of attributes, all of which are not attainable at the same time.
Each short‐listed site will be compared against the other sites to distinguish relative differences
in impacts to the "environment" (grouped into components = environmental, social, cultural,
technical, economic, legal) taking into account possible mitigation measures.
For example, during the detailed comparative evaluation of the alternative short‐listed sites,
the rankings will be combined (aggregated) for each indicator within a criterion into a single
preference rating. The ranking for each criterion within a component will then be combined
into a single preference ranking.
These results will be aggregated further into a single preference rating for each site in order to
rank the alternatives (incorporating tradeoffs and professional judgment) and identify a
preferred site.
This method is based on the following two activities:


1st Activity ‐ Identify the level of effect ('No Effect', 'Low', 'Medium' or 'High') associated
with each short‐listed site for each indicator



2nd Activity ‐ Rank each short‐listed site based on the identified level of effect from each
indicator; criteria rankings for each short‐listed site; component specific rankings for each
short‐listed site; and, overall short‐listed site rankings

Each of these activities will be documented in a comparative evaluation table (example
provided below).
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Table 7 ‐ Example: Comparative Evaluation Table
Net Effects
Component

Criteria

Environment Air
Quality

Indicators

Site #2

Site #4

Wind direction is
away from Sensitive
Receptors
LOW EFFECT
Nearest Sensitive
Receptor is over
500m from the
property boundary

Wind direction is
away from Sensitive
Receptors
LOW EFFECT
Nearest Sensitive
Receptor is over
200m from the
property boundary

Wind direction is
away from Sensitive
Receptors
LOW EFFECT
Nearest Sensitive
Receptor is over
300m from the
property boundary

LOW EFFECT
No Species of Special
Concern, Threatened,
and/or Endangered in
the immediate area
NO EFFECT
1st

LOW EFFECT
No Species of Special
Concern, Threatened,
and/or Endangered in
the immediate area
NO EFFECT
3rd

LOW EFFECT
No Species of Special
Concern, Threatened,
and/or Endangered in
the immediate area
NO EFFECT
2nd

Wind Speed
and Direction

Wind direction is
towards residential
areas
HIGH EFFECT

Wind direction is
away from Sensitive
Receptors
LOW EFFECT

Wind direction is
away from Sensitive
Receptors
LOW EFFECT

Wind direction is
away from Sensitive
Receptors
LOW EFFECT

Proximity to
Sensitive
Receptors

5 Sensitive Receptors
will be 105m from
the facility and 125m
from the property
boundary.
HIGH EFFECT

Nearest Sensitive
Receptor is over
500m from the
property boundary

Nearest Sensitive
Receptor is over
200m from the
property boundary

Nearest Sensitive
Receptor is over
500m from the
property boundary

LOW EFFECT

LOW EFFECT

LOW EFFECT

st

rd

2nd

Species of
Special Concern,
Threatened, and
/or Endangered
Criteria Ranking:

Criteria Ranking:

4

th

1
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Site #3

Wind direction is
towards residential
areas
HIGH EFFECT
5 Sensitive Receptors
will be 105m from
the facility and 125m
from the property
boundary.
HIGH EFFECT
No Species of Special
Concern, Threatened,
and/or Endangered in
the immediate area
NO EFFECT
4th

Wind Speed
and Direction

Proximity to
Sensitive
Receptors

Odour

Site #1

41

3

County of Simcoe ‐ Materials Management Facility

Planning – Siting Methodology and Evaluation Criteria Report

Net Effects
Component

Criteria

Environment Noise

Indicators
Proximity to
Sensitive
Receptors

Site #1
5 Sensitive Receptors
will be 105m from
the facility and 125m
from the property
boundary.
HIGH EFFECT

Site #2

Site #3

Site #4

Nearest Sensitive
Receptor is over
500m from the
property boundary

Nearest Sensitive
Receptor is over
200m from the
property boundary

Nearest Sensitive
Receptor is over
500m from the
property boundary

LOW EFFECT

LOW EFFECT

LOW EFFECT

Criteria Ranking:

4th

1st

3rd

2nd

Component Ranking

4th

1st

3rd

2nd

Rationale: Option #2 is ranked as the preferred from an Environmental perspective as it has the lowest net
effect on potential receptors as well as air concentrations, odour and noise emissions.
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The comparative evaluation will be prepared as per the steps outlined above so that a clear,
traceable, and replicable process is provided.
4.4.4

Recommendation of the Preferred Site

At the completion of comparative evaluation, a preferred site will be selected and
recommended to Council. The rationale (trade‐off) that favours one site over all others will be
derived from:
1.

Study purpose

2.

Legislation, policies/guidelines

3.

Municipal policy

4.

Issues/concerns identified during consultation with stakeholders

5.

Experience and expertise of the Project Team

6.

The site rankings as completed during the comparative evaluation

The preferred site will be recommended and documented in a report showing how a decision
was made in the step‐wise process described above. Further, a more detailed narrative on the
key trade‐offs for each of the sites will also be described, as well as the advantages and
disadvantages of each of the sites.
4.4.5

County Council Approval

The preferred site will be recommended and presented to County Council in early 2016. No
further work will be carried out on the preferred site until County Council have provided
direction on the recommendations around the preferred site. Further, Council direction will be
sought to proceed with technical studies to confirm site conditions.
4.5

Next Steps

The overall Siting Report, which includes methodology, screening, evaluation and selection, will
be made up of three separate, but complimentary parts, as follows:
Part 1 – Planning – Siting Methodology and Evaluation Criteria
Part 2 – Long List Evaluation
Part 3 – Short List Evaluation

086822 (3)
February 2015
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This report, Part 1, has documented the planning and siting stage of the overall three stage
process, and will be submitted for County Council direction in early 2015.
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figure 1
SITING PROCESS
COUNTY OF SIMCOE MATERIALS MANAGEMENT FACILITY
PART 1 - PLANNING - SITING METHODOLOGY AND EVALUATION CRITERIA
SOURCE: COUNTY OF SIMCOE.
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figure 3
SCREEN 1 - EVALUATION CRITERIA
COUNTY OF SIMCOE MATERIALS MANAGEMENT FACILITY
PART 1 - PLANNING - SITING METHODOLOGY AND EVALUATION CRITERIA
SOURCE: COUNTY OF SIMCOE.

86822-02(003)GN-WA002 FEB 2/2015

figure 4
SCREEN 2 - EVALUATION CRITERIA
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Development
of Infrastructure
Projects

Welcome
Public Information Session – Siting Methodology
December 2, 2014

simcoe.ca
Storyboard 1

Development
of Infrastructure
Projects

Welcome
Public Information Session – Siting Methodology
December 2, 2014
Organics Processing Facility (OPF) and
Materials Management Facility (MMF) Projects
We are interested in receiving your feedback; speak with members
of our Project Team and complete a comment form.
Visit simcoe.ca/opf and
simcoe.ca/mmf for more information.

simcoe.ca
Storyboard 2

Development
of Infrastructure
Projects

Managing Your Waste
t BQQSPWFECZ$PVODJMJO UIF4PMJE8BTUF.BOBHFNFOU4USBUFHZ
provides the road map for waste management planning
t EFWFMPQNFOUPGUIF4USBUFHZJODMVEFEFYUFOTJWFQVCMJDDPOTVMUBUJPO
t NBOEBUFUPJODSFBTFEJWFSTJPOBOEFOTVSFTFDVSFBOEDPTUFGGFDUJWF
management of diverted materials

simcoe.ca
Storyboard 3

Development
of Infrastructure
Projects

Why are we here?
The purpose of this session is to:
t introduce the Materials Management Facility Project
t summarize the proposed siting process and methodology for both facilities
t provide information and obtain feedback on site evaluation criteria
t PVUMJOFOFYUTUFQTJOUIFTJUJOHQSPDFTT

simcoe.ca
Storyboard 4

Materials
Management
Facility

Background
t EFWFMPQJOHUSBOTGFSJOGSBTUSVDUVSFXBTSFDPNNFOEFEJO        
UIF4PMJE8BTUF.BOBHFNFOU4USBUFHZ
t JO"VHVTU $PVOUZ$PVODJMFOEPSTFEEFWFMPQNFOUPG      
B.BUFSJBMT.BOBHFNFOU'BDJMJUZ ..' 1SPKFDU
t TIPSUUFSNUSBOTGFSDPOUSBDUTIBWFCFFOQVUJOQMBDFJOUIFJOUFSJN

August 2014

August 2014

$PVOUZ$PVODJM
FOEPSTFTEFWFMPQNFOU
PG..'QSPKFDU

→

simcoe.ca
Storyboard 5

$POFTUPHB3PWFST
"TTPDJBUFTSFUBJOFEUP
DPNQMFUFTJUJOHTUVEZ

December 2, 2014

→

1VCMJD*OGPSNBUJPO
4FTTJPOJOUSPEVDUJPO
UP..'BOETJUJOH
NFUIPEPMPHZ

Materials
Management
Facility

What is a Materials
Management Facility (MMF)?
t JOUFHSBMQBSUPGBXBTUFNBOBHFNFOUTZTUFNoUIFMJOLCFUXFFO
DPMMFDUJPOPQFSBUJPOTBOEmOBMXBTUFEJTQPTBMQSPDFTTJOHMPDBUJPOT
t QSPWJEFTBMPDBUJPOGPSDPOTPMJEBUJPOPGXBTUF
t OPMPOHUFSNTUPSBHFPGNBUFSJBMT
t OPQVCMJDESPQPGG

t DVSSFOUMZVUJMJ[JOHBUSBOTGFSGBDJMJUZJO#BSSJF

simcoe.ca
Storyboard 6

Materials
Management
Facility

Why develop a MMF?
t TBWFBOFTUJNBUFE.JOUSBOTGFSDPTUTPWFSUIFOFYUZFBST
t QSPUFDUGSPNSJTLPGGVUVSFJODSFBTFTUPUSBOTGFSDPTUT
t TFDVSFNBOBHFNFOUPGPVSNBUFSJBM
t CFOFmUGSPNnFYJCJMJUZBOEUIFBCJMJUZ
UPBEBQUUPDIBOHFT

simcoe.ca
Storyboard 7

Organics
Processing
Facility

Background
t development of a local organics processing facility was recommended in
the Solid Waste Management Strategy
t in January 2014, County Council endorsed development of an Organics
Processing Facility Project

County Council
endorses OPF
project plan

simcoe.ca
Storyboard 8

June 17, 2014

May 2014

January 2014

→

Conestoga-Rovers &
Associates
retained as County’s
consultant

→

Public Information
Session No.1 project introduction

December 2, 2014

October 2014

→

Community
Engagement
Committee (CEC)
formed

→

Public Information
Session No.2 siting methodology

Development
of Infrastructure
Projects

Where will the facilities go?

$VSSFOU
Transfer
Location

simcoe.ca
Storyboard 9

Development
of Infrastructure
Projects

How will we site
the facilities?
t approach modeled after the Ministry of Environment’s Statement of
Environmental Values
t siting and development will be based on:
t QSFWFOUJPOPGJNQBDUTBOEQSPUFDUJPOPGUIFFYJTUJOHFOWJSPONFOU
t JOUFHSBUJPOPGTPDJBM FDPOPNJD BOEPUIFSDPOTJEFSBUJPOT
t an open and consultative process

t NVMUJTUBHFE XJMMPDDVSPWFSUIFOFYUNPOUIT BOEXJMMTFFL$PVODJM
direction at important junctures
t opportunities for public consultation and stakeholder involvement

simcoe.ca
Storyboard 10

Development
of Infrastructure
Projects

Siting Considerations
OPF & MMF
Environmental

Facility
Siting
Considerations

Economic

Legal

simcoe.ca
Storyboard 11

Social

Cultural

Technical

Development
of Infrastructure
Projects

Proposed Screen 1
t TJUFTUIBUEPOPUTBUJTGZUIF4DSFFODSJUFSJBXJMMOPUNPWFGPSXBSE
meets minimum size requirement
avoids areas of known
important cultural heritage

OPF - 13 hectares/33 acres (facility and buffer)
MMF - 7 hectares/17 acres (facility and buffer)

Suitability

Heritage

Archeological
CU
LT
U

avoids known
archeologically
significant areas

L
RA

is within the search area

Surface
Water

TECHN
ICA
L

avoids wetlands
and floodplains

Screen 1
Criteria

EN

TA L

Storyboard 12

NM

simcoe.ca

Groundwater
avoids Source Water
Protection Areas

Terrestrial
considers impacts to
County Greenlands or
Niagara Escarpment Areas

O

Sensitive
Receptors

IR

L
CIA
SO

ENV

avoids sensitive receptors
e.g. residential areas,
parks, recreational areas,
and institutions

Agricultural
avoids Class 1 and 2
agricultural lands

Development
of Infrastructure
Projects

Proposed Screen 2
t identify best suited sites for short list evaluation
site layout, topography
and soil conditions
existing/required
transportation infrastructure

availability and distance from
utilities and services

Suitability
Utilities and
Services

Transportation

Land Use/
Zoning

SOCIAL

TE
CH

L
CA
NI

current land use, zoning,
approved development
plans, and proposed
land use changes

Permitting/
Approvals

feasibility and complexity
of permitting/approvals

Screen 1
Criteria

EN

NM E N TA L

Air
Quality

Noise
proximity to sensitive
receptors

simcoe.ca
Storyboard 13

RO

Land Use/
Zoning

VI

compatibility with
existing land
uses/zoning
designations on
adjacent sites

proximity to sensitive
receptors

Proximity
to Sensitive
Odour
Receptors
proximity to sensitive
receptors

Development
of Infrastructure
Projects

Screen 3 – Detailed
Comparative Evaluation
t TIPSUMJTUFETJUFTXJMMCFDPNQBSFEUPBMMJEFOUJmFEDSJUFSJB TFFIBOEPVU 
t FWBMVBUJPOXJMMDPOTJEFSQPUFOUJBMFGGFDUT NJUJHBUJPONFBTVSFT BOE
net effects for each criterion
t sites will be compared against one another and ranked as to whether
UIFZPGGFSBNBKPSBEWBOUBHF BEWBOUBHF OFVUSBM EJTBEWBOUBHFPS
major disadvantage for each component
t UIFQSFGFSSFETJUFXJMMCFJEFOUJmFE CBTFEPOBOBQQSPQSJBUFCBMBODFPG
TUSFOHUIT BEWBOUBHFT BDDFQUBCMFXFBLOFTTFT EJTBEWBOUBHFT BOE
IPXXFMMJUTBUJTmFTUIFHPBMTBOEPCKFDUJWFTPGUIFQSPKFDU

simcoe.ca
Storyboard 14

Development
of Infrastructure
Projects

Siting Process
propose siting methodology
Public
Consultation
(we are here)

December
2014
Early
2015

finalize siting methodology and evaluation criteria – report to County
unty Council

identify potential County-owned sites and
willing vendor privately-owned sites
Screen 1 - use exclusionary criteria to remove sitess

from further evaluation and develop long list of sites
Screen 2 - further screening of remaining sites using
ng
additional criteria to determine short list

present short list of sites to County Council
Public
Consultation

Spring
2015

Screen 3 - detailed comparative

evaluation of short list
preferred site presented to
County Council
technical studies
to confirm
site conditions

simcoe.ca
Storyboard 15

Fall
2015

Development
of Infrastructure
Projects

Where do we go from here?
t $POFTUPHB3PWFST"TTPDJBUFTXJMMTVCNJUUIFESBGUTJUJOHNFUIPEPMPHZ
SFQPSUGPSSFWJFXJOFBSMZ
t $PVOUZ$PVODJMXJMMCFQSFTFOUFEXJUIUIFTJUJOHNFUIPEPMPHZSFQPSU
and provide further direction
t GPMMPXJOH$PVODJMBQQSPWBMPGTJUJOHNFUIPEPMPHZ TDSFFOJOHPGQPUFOUJBM
sites will begin

$PNNFOUTPSRVFTUJPOTDBOCFTVCNJUUFEPOMJOFBOZUJNFBU
simcoe.ca/opf and simcoe.ca/mmf.

simcoe.ca
Storyboard 16
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PUBLIC FEEDBACK SUMMARY

Comment No.

Date Received

Feedback Received

Project Team Notes - Siting Criteria

Concerned only Class 1 & 2 are listed under ag use. Prime ag lands include 1, 2, & 3.
Will compost be available for the agricultural community?
1

December 2, 2014
At the next public meeting, will overlay mapping be available to the public showing Greenlands & natural heritage zone designations?

Class 3 Agricultural Land will be included with Class 1 and Class 2 Agricultural Lands as part of the siting criteria. The indicator has been
amended to reflect all confirmed Prime Agricultural Areas, which includes Special Crop Areas, and Class 1, 2, and 3 Agricultural Lands, with
noted exemptions outlined in Figure 3.

What output (volume) is proposed from the OPF?

I would like to thank you for hosting the Public Information Session on Dec.2, 2014 regarding the Organics Processing Facility Project.
The session was very informative and it was satisfying to be able to voice community concerns and thoughts regarding this facility at this very early stage of its
development process.
2

December 3, 2014

Our concern was that the old ethanol plant in Collingwood may be considered as a possible site for the processing facility. This would be unacceptable due to
proximity to homes at less than 200 metres.
The Ministry of Environment’s 250 metre minimum setback from sensitive receptor points such as residential dwellings is not sufficient especially in areas such
as Simcoe County which are subject to a variety of atmospheric and weather conditions which can affect the dispersal of odours. It is our hope and
recommendation that all possible sites for the Organic Processing Facility will have much greater setback requirements.

This site should be located in existing industrial areas away from pristine rural/natural areas and should fit in with adjacent land use.
3

December 4, 2014

I would like to see a detailed cost analysis of constructing/operating and maintaining an organics processing facility compared to trucking the waste to another
existing facility.

MOECC minimum setback distance will be considered in Screen 1 as a minimum requirement for all potential sites. During Screen 3
evaluation, the separation distance length for each site will be taken into consideration in order to determine the site rankings (i.e., sites
with a longer separation distance will rank higher for this indicator than those with smaller separation distances).

Sites within County Greenlands, the Niagara Escarpment, and Oak Ridges Moraine will be considered during the Screen 1 evaluation, with
noted exemptions outlined in Figure 3. Adjacent land use considerations will be evaluated in Screen 2.
Both Capital Costs and Operation and Maintenance Costs are criteria under the Economic component and will be applied in the Screen 3
evaluation, which is the comparative evaluation of the short-listed sites.

There aren't many sites in Simcoe County, that would meet Screen 3 criteria - "Environmental, Social, Cultural, Technical, Economic, Legal" ("Proposed Siting
Criteria").
Add
under Economic: Capital Costs, Legal, Environmental - add compensation to nearby property owners/IMPAC - reduced property values/tax? reduction
Legal - zoning/surrounding sites, protection property owners
Environment - Terrestrial - e.g., Oro Moraine, Oak Ridge Moraine
4

December 5, 2014
MOE - new COA certificates - ECA - need more info
Siting Criteria - Screen 1, 2, 3 - how was the criteria arrived at?
Separated cities Barrie/Orillia - how do cities fit into this plan?
Are "Conestoga Association" consultants still involved with OPF, MMF - June 14 workshop

5

CRA Appendix A2.xlsx

January 12, 2015

Was there an open house in South Simcoe?
Was the same format used?
Questions still not answered. How is pet waste, diapers, dead animals (farm animals, vet, humane society) handled at CCF or MMF?
Pathogens; human, animal

Capital Cost is a criteria under the Economic component and will be considered in the Screen 3 evaluation.
Land Use and Zoning are criteria under the Social component and will be considered in the Screen 2 evaluation.
The Oak Ridges Moraine will be considered under the Terrestrial criteria and will be considered in the Screen 1 evaluation.
The Oro Moraine will be considered with the Land Use/Zoning criteria under the Social component and will be considered in the Screen 2
evaluation.
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County of Simcoe – Organics Processing Facility Project
Community Engagement Committee
Terms of Reference
Background
In early 2014, the County began development of a Council-endorsed, multi-year project for the siting
and procurement of an organics processing facility. Siting of the facility will be a comprehensive,
18-month process followed by procurement of a qualified design, build, and/or operate vendor.
During this process, there will be opportunity for various public information sessions and meetings
with stakeholders.
Mandate
The Community Engagement Committee (CEC) shall serve to provide a forum for focused discussion
on public engagement during siting and procurement of the organics processing facility. The
committee will consist of a group of County, local municipal Staff, a member from the Aboriginal
community, and public representatives and will make recommendations to the Project Team on the
frequency, format, and materials to be used at public and stakeholder consultations.
Scope of Activities
The scope of the CEC shall include:




work jointly with the Project Team to ensure informed public and stakeholder participation through
to the end of the siting and procurement process;
provide feedback and recommendations to the Project Team in regards to the frequency and
format of public and stakeholder consultation events; and
review and provide input on communication materials prepared for consultation sessions and
other public activities.

The Committee is not empowered to hear public delegations.
Composition
The CEC is to be constituted with representation from interested public representatives and/or
associations and is structured to provide a balance of regional perspectives. Its proposed
composition will include the following 9 non-voting members, appointed by the Chief Administrative
Officer for the County of Simcoe in consultation with the Project Team:





3 Staff members from the County of Simcoe;
2 Staff members from member municipalities;
1 member from the Aboriginal community; and
3 members representing the community-at-large.

Community Engagement Committee
Terms of Reference

Page 1 of 3

Individuals with experience within the business and/or agricultural communities with an interest in
waste management/composting from a regional perspective are preferred.
Community Engagement Committee members may send a pre-registered alternate to the meetings.
Call for Membership for Public Representatives
Selection criteria will include:



live or are employed within the County of Simcoe;
willingness and ability to commit to the necessary time-line (estimated to span approximately
two years);
interest and knowledge in solid waste management, particularly processing of organics and
composting operations, and have an understanding of similar project planning processes;
balanced neighbourhood and regional perspective;
skills and experience related to previous work with community-based and/or planning projects or
experience within the agricultural community;
reasonable assurance that the selected member does not have a conflict of interest related to
this project; and
represent or be a member of a community group, neighbourhood group, or association within
the County of Simcoe.







The Project Team will invite representatives of local stakeholder groups to apply to be designated as
a community member of the CEC. A public call for community involvement will be advertised and the
Project Team will accept applications from any resident or group. In addition, member municipalities
will be notified of formation of this committee as the Project Team seeks interested staff for
consideration.
To ensure fair representation, when appointing members the Project Team will consider:



the geography and demography of the CEC; and
a balance between technical and non-technical interests.

CEC Members – Roles and Responsibilities
In accordance with these Terms of Reference, the members of the CEC committee shall:







serve in an advisory (non-voting) capacity, providing input in regards to public and stakeholder
consultation during the siting and procurement process;
strive to attend all meetings or have a pre-approved delegate attend in their place;
carry out their functions with integrity and act in the best interest of the mandate;
treat all discussion in a professional and appropriate manner;
have the opportunity to be heard and shall respect the viewpoints of other members; and
be courteous and respectful of one another.

Community Engagement Committee
Terms of Reference

Page 2 of 3

Chair
The first meeting of the Community Engagement Committee (CEC) shall be chaired by the County of
Simcoe’s General Manager of Engineering, Planning, and Environment. Further options on facilitating
these meetings will be presented to the committee for consensus. These include:




continuation of the General Manager, Engineering, Planning and Environment acting as Chair;
the Deputy Warden; Chair of Corporate Services Business Section; or another member of
County Council acting in this capacity; or
selection of an independent facilitator by the County, in consultation with the CEC.

Decision Making
The CEC is a non-voting advisory committee that makes recommendations to the Project Team for
consideration. The CEC will seek consensus when making recommendations to the Project Team
and will ensure that each representative has the opportunity to be heard and has come to an
understanding, not necessarily agreement, on the recommendation being put forward. The Project
Team will take all CEC recommendations into consideration during their decision-making.
Meeting Organization
Meetings will be event or milestone-driven and called by the Project Team. They will take place
during business hours at an accessible location arranged by the County of Simcoe. The general
format will be as follows: a review of comments from the previous meeting, presentations, and
comments and questions.
Meeting Resources
The County of Simcoe will provide staff resources to the CEC including coordinating and arranging
meetings, agendas, note taking, distribution of materials, and other administrative functions as
required.
Meeting Notes
The Project Team will circulate the agenda at least two days prior to the meeting and capture
recommendations of the Committee in meeting minutes. These minutes will be posted on the
Organics Processing Facility webpage.

Community Engagement Committee
Terms of Reference
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Solid Waste Management – Infrastructure Projects
Community Engagement Committee
MINUTES

NOVEMBER 4, 2014

10:00 – 2:50 PM

MIDLAND PENETANGUISHENE
BOARDROOM

MEETING CALLED BY

Project Team

TYPE OF MEETING

Community Engagement Committee

NOTE TAKER

Stephanie Mack

ATTENDEES

Debbie Korolnek (County – Chair), Rob McCullough (County), Marie Kavanagh (Bradford
West Gwillimbury), Ray Millar (Public Member), James Nightingale (County), Brian Dermody
(CRA), Susan Antler (Public Member), Christopher Baines (Public Member)

Agenda topics
VARIOUS ADMINISTRATION ITEMS
DISCUSSION





DK

 welcome
 “housekeeping” items

DK welcomed committee, reviewed agenda
no additional items to be added
informal, open meeting – members encouraged to ask questions, further discussion
REVIEW OF TERMS OF REFERENCE

DISCUSSION






DK

 outline of Terms of Reference
 Mandate and Scope of Activities
 introduction of two infrastructure projects – OPF and MMF

DK reviewed the Terms of Reference – CEC to act as a “sounding board”
advisory, non-voting committee
pre-approved delegate may be sent should member be unable to attend
DK to chair this meeting, going forward will be determined by the committee (to be discussed further on the agenda)
INTRODUCTIONS
 introduction of Project Team
 introduction of Community Engagement Committee members

DISCUSSION



DK

each member introduced themselves and provided information on their background and experience
OVERVIEW OF PROJECTS

DISCUSSION









RM

brief overview of projects – OPF and MMF

RM provided information on both projects – two unique projects but using same consultant, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates
(CRA)
brief discussion on diversion, “what’s in our garbage?”
discussed the collection of source-separated organics (SSO), how the material is currently processed, and project background
introduced the Materials Management Facility (MMF) Project and provided overview of project development to date
informal discussion on project specifics – overview of aerobic and anaerobic processing technology, project development to
date, benefits of pursuing these infrastructure projects
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PUBLIC INFORMATION SESSION – DECEMBER 2, 2014
DISCUSSION








overview of the upcoming Public Information Session – date, time, location, etc.
outline of material to be presented

date of next public meeting will be December 2, 2014 – two separate sessions – 2:00 to 4:00 pm, 6:00 to 8:00 pm
central location – the Simcoe County Museum
will discuss siting methodology for both projects – provided overview of the purpose of this session
COMMUNICATION MATERIAL FOR DECEMBER 2

DISCUSSION



RM



BRIAN DERMODY (CRA)

presentation of storyboards to be presented on December 2, 2014

Brian Dermody from CRA presented the storyboards to the committee – discussion on the information presented on each board
with the committee members making suggestions and reaching a consensus on suggested changes

CEC comments on storyboards:






should include boards/information on the Solid Waste Management Strategy (SWMS) – infrastructure development was outlined in
the Strategy and this work is a continuation of that
public input to date – consultation on the Strategy process, potential to include awards, background on Solid Waste Management
could go back to the beginning – why are we here?
relaying information that this has been “driven by the public”
opportunity to use other display material such as the display bins – provides a visual of diversion



“why?” for the MMF – potential to increase diversion options could be indicated on this board








discussion on the term “waste centroid” – may want to look for other description, terminology
too technical – “search area” instead, easier to understand
delete first bar – “propose siting methodology” would be the first bar
put map slide first (no. 8) – information on how the “search area was determined”
map area – dotted line, change colour, potentially more information on how this was calculated (center of waste generation, etc.)
discussion of term “screen” – consensus was that this was understandable




one map for both projects – show that the entire County will be the search area for the OPF, smaller area for MMF
move the siting process slides to the end






“siting criteria” visual, words for Screens 1, 2, and 3 – visual storyboards combined into one table as a handout
table will outline all the criteria
slides renumbered and edited
slides to contain more information on providing feedback
PERSON
RESPONSIBLE

ACTION ITEMS



consider edits as noted to the storyboards

Project Team



provide final version of the storyboards to committee for their records

SLM

DEADLINE

SPECIFICS OF DECEMBER 2, 2014 SESSION

DISCUSSION












RM

format
location
advertising
obtaining feedback at session and following session
providing handouts/electronic files session
uploading information post December 2

discussion on format – open house or formal presentation?
questions could be posted on-line with answers
consensus – for this session on siting methodology, an open house would be viable but going forward, the committee will
discuss at each stage – presentation may be necessary going forward as siting continues
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SPECIFICS OF DECEMBER 2 SESSION continued







print advertisement provided for review
outlined the advertising plan – print advertisement (1/2 page, two weeks), social media (week before, day before, day of) –
twitter, County of Simcoe Facebook, e-mail sent to contact list
advertising plan was acceptable to the committee
contacting member municipalities – using County’s CCD to provide information to our member municipalities to include on
their websites, for example
committee discussed notifying the NVCA, neighbouring municipalities
providing information at the sessions – electronic versions of the storyboards, only a few handouts to be provided
PERSON
RESPONSIBLE

ACTION ITEMS



contact County Clerk to ensure Council is notified of the meeting,
extending invitation to municipal members and new Council members

SLM/RM



begin advertising session as discussed

Project Team



create handouts to be available at session on December 2

Project Team

DEADLINE

FREQUENCY OF CEC MEETINGS GOING FORWARD
DISCUSSION







discussion on upcoming meetings

consensus – debriefing on December 2 session, looking forward to 2015, reporting on the public information session
consensus – meet in January (prior to January 22)
meeting in spring to discuss June public information session
PERSON
RESPONSIBLE

ACTION ITEMS



DK

send meeting invite to committee members for January

DEADLINE

SLM

FACILITATION OF MEETINGS
DISCUSSION






DK

outline options as presented in the TOR

discussion on facilitating future meetings – other options outlined in the TOR
consensus was that DK should continue to chair the meetings, format worked well
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