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NO: R198 COUNCIL DATE: OCTOBER 7, 2013
REGULAR COUNCIL
TO: Mayor & Council DATE: October 2, 2013
FROM: General Manager, Engineering FILE: 2320-20 (Manufacture and

Supply of Waste Carts)

SUBJECT:  Extension of Contract No. 1220-030-2012-004
for the Manufacture and Supply of Waste Carts

RECOMMENDATION
The Engineering Department recommends that Council:

1. Approve an extension to Contract No. 1220-030-2012-004 with Toter Inc. for the
manufacture and supply of waste collection carts to October 1, 2015 with options in favour
of the City to extend the contract for each of two additional one-year terms beyond
October 1, 2015; and

2. Approve an increase in the expenditure authority related to Contract No. 1220-030-2012-
004 with Toter Inc. in the amount of $1,540,000 including GST and a contingency.

BACKGROUND

At its Regular meeting on March 12, 2012 (see Corporate Report No. Ro47; 2012 attached as
Appendix I) Council approved the award of Contract No. 1220-030-2012-004 to Toter Inc. for the
manufacture and supply of waste carts and at the same time approved an expenditure
authorization limit for the contract of $14,500,000 including HST. The initial procurement was
for approximately 300,000 waste carts that were subsequently distributed to the City’s 100,000
waste collection customers (at 3 carts per household) prior to the commencement of the City’s
new Rethink Waste Collection program, which occurred on October 1, 2012.

DISCUSSION

The Request for Proposals process that was initiated by the City in early 2012 for the purpose of
procuring the manufacture and supply of waste carts referenced an initial three-year term with
two additional one-year terms at the City’s option. In essence, the RFP contemplated a year-to-
year supply of carts beyond the initial City-wide disbursement of carts in 2012. This on-going
supply is required for the following reasons:

1. There is annual average increase of approximately 1,500 new households in the residential
curbside collection customer base with each new household requiring 3 waste carts, one
for each of the three collection streams;



2. There are approximately 1,000 single family household customers that are being added to
the waste services coverage area within the City’s Agricultural Land Reserve area;

3. There is a need to provide additional carts to some households for organics and/or
recyclables; and

4. There is a need to replace carts that are damaged.

Staff estimates that the additional expenditure for waste carts for the first 5 years of the new
Program beyond the original expenditure authority provided by Council will be $1,540,000
including taxes and a small contingency. An extension to the current contract with Toter Inc.
based on the terms of the RFP that was issued in 2012 is reasonable. The same unit price per cart
as was originally tendered by Toter will apply through the term of the recommended Contract
extension. This pricing is considered to be reasonable relative to the market.

Funding to cover the recommended extension to the Contract is available within the approved
2013 Solid Waste Utility budget and is included in the approved 5-year Financial Plan for 2014 and
beyond.

Staff is satisfied with Toter’s product and performance to date. The carts supplied by Toter are
durable with the experience to date showing only a dozen or so instances of premature wear.

It is recommended that the City’s current contract with Toter Inc. be extended as described in
this report.

CONCLUSION
Based on the above discussion, the Engineering Department recommends that Council:

1. Approve an extension to Contract No. 1220-030-2012-004 with Toter Inc. for the
manufacture and supply of waste collection carts to October 1, 2015 with options in favour
of the City to extend the contract for each of two additional one-year terms beyond
October 1, 2015; and

2. Approve an increase in the expenditure authority related to Contract No. 1220-030-2012-
004 with Toter Inc. in the amount of $1,540,000 including GST and a contingency.

Vincent Lalonde, P.Eng.
General Manager, Engineering

VL/RAC/ras/brb

Appendix I:  Corporate Report No. Ro47, dated March 12, 2012
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REGULAR COUNCIL
TO: Mayor & Council DATE: March 8, 2012
FROM: General Manager, Engineering FILE: 2320-20(garbage)

SUBJECT:  Award of Contract No. 1220-030-2012-004 for the Manufacture and Supply of
Waste Carts

RECOMMENDATION
The Engineering Department recommends that Council:

L Award Contract No. 1220-030-2012-004 for the manufacture and supply of waste carts to
Toter Inc. at the unit price for each cart size quoted in their proposal with the total
amount of the contract to be determined based on the total number of carts in each size
as selected by the City’s waste collection customers; and

2. Set the expenditure authorization limit for Contract No. 1220-030-2012-004 at $14,500,000,
including HST.

BACKGROUND

At a meeting on December 12, 2011 Council approved the award of the contract for Curbside
Waste Collection Services to BFI Canada Inc. with the contract to commence on October 1%, 2012.
The approved waste collection services will be carried out by way of a cart-based collection system
with organic waste being collected weekly and garbage and recyclables being collected on an
alternating bi-weekly cycle. This model was selected based on the success of a pilot program,
which was initiated in November 2010 and involved 2,000 households in neighbourhoods in
various areas of the City. The efficacy of this model was reinforced by a 2010 survey where
respondents strongly favoured this approach to waste collection.

Based on the results of the pilot program, this service model also achieves a high level of organics
waste diversion and offers lower overall cost for waste collection services in comparison to the
approach that the City has been using,.

A copy of the Corporate Report that was considered by Council on December 12, 2013, titled
“Award of Contract for Curbside Waste Collection Services”, is attached as Appendix I.

Collectively, there are currently approximately 100,000 households from which waste is collected
in Surrey as follows:



L 68,500 Single Family Houses without a secondary suite
2. 17,000 Single Family Houses with a secondary suite
3. 14,500 Townhomes

100,000

Each household will require 3 separate carts; one for each of organics, garbage and recyclables. As
such, a total of 300,000 carts will need to be manufactured and delivered in advance of October 1,
2012, the date on which the new contract commences.

DISCUSSION

In January 2012 Request for Proposals No. 1220-030-2012-004 (the “RFP”) was issued for the
Manufacturing and Supply of Waste Carts that are required for the new waste collection service
model. The RFP closed on February 8, 2012. The City received a proposal from each of the
following proponents (listed in alphabetical order):

Cascade Engineering (Cascade)

IPL Inc. (IPL)

Otto Environmental Systems North America, Inc. (Otto)
Rehrig Pacific Company (Rehrig)

Schaefer Systems International Ltd. (Schaefer)

Toter Inc. (Toter)

AV p W o

~ Proponents were required to provide samples and unit pricing for each of various cart sizes
ranging from less than 120 litres in volume to 360 litres in volume all meeting certain defined
specifications. A summary of an assessment of each cart size is provided in Appendix II.

RFP Results

Each of the proposals was reviewed for accuracy and completeness with no errors or omissions
being found. The carts as proposed in each case were deemed to meet the City’s technical
specifications. The warranty period offered by each proponent was consistent at 10 years and
each offered similar coverage. All of the proponents are deemed to be experienced and reputable
with regard to the manufacturing and supply of waste carts.

EVALUATION

Each of the proponents was required to provide the City with sample carts representing the
various sizes on which they bid. The samples allowed staff to better understand the design and
scale of each cart. Images of the carts offered by each proponent are attached as Appendix IILI.

Surveys and Field Analysis for Size of Carts

A survey of households in the City’s pilot waste collection program solicited information on the
level of satisfaction customers experienced related to the cart provided in pilot program. In the
pilot program 1,000 households were provided with 240 litre carts for each of organics, garbage
and recycling. The survey results show that the 240 litre cart size was viewed as being satisfactory
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for each of organics, recycling and garbage by a majority of owners. The following list
summarizes the level of support that was shown for the 240 litre cart size:

1. 24o litre Organics cart size:
2. 24o litre Recycling cart size
3. 24o litre Garbage cart size:

87% support;
: 83% support; and
86% support

The 24o0 litre volume was sufficient in the significant majority of households to receive the
amount of organics, recycling and garbage produced during the weekly or be-weekly collection
cycle. A relatively low percentage of households were found to use additional waste receptacles
due to having volumes of waste that exceeded the capacity of a 240 litre cart as follows:

1. 3% Organic waste overage (weekly collection)

2. 13% Recycling waste overage (biweekly collection)

3. 12% Garbage waste overage (biweekly collection)

It was estimated that 15% of the 1,000 pilot households contained a secondary suite, which
contributed waste to the same carts as the principal dwelling and which likely caused the majority

of weekly overages.

Recommended Cart Sizes

Using the information in the previous section of this report and based on a survey of the

experiences of other municipalities who are already involved in cart-based collection waste

services, staff developed a “recommended cart size” for each of the various types of households as

summarized in Table 1 below.

Table 1: Recommended Cart Size

No. of Cart Size & Total Number of Carts
Customer Unit Type Customer Required (at 3 Carts Per Unit)
Units 360 litre | 240 litre | 180 litre | 120 litre
Single Family Household (no suite) 68,500 205,500
Single Family Household containing a
secondary suite 17,000 34,000 17,000
Multi-family dwelling 14,500 14,500 14,500 14,500
Totals: 100,000 34,000 | 237,000 14,500 14,500
households carts carts carts carts

In March 2012 the Engineering Department will canvass each household that receives waste

collection service to determine the cart size that the occupants of each household prefers and will
use the information in the above table to provide advice on the size that appears to be best suited
for each particular type of household. Although the Engineering Department will recommend

sizes for each type of household, residents will ultimately have a choice of size.

A communication plan is being developed that will explain to residents that the carts will be

delivered during the summer months of 2012 and that will provide illustrations of the carts they
will be receiving. In addition, a Questions & Answers section will be included that will cover a

number of commonly asked questions. The communication forwarded to residents will also
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advise that “sample carts” of each size will be made available for viewing at specified City
recreation centres and libraries to assist them in selecting the appropriate cart size to meet their
individual needs. Customers will be advised that they can inform the City of their selection by
way of the City website or by standard mail. It is expected that the process may result in some
variance in numbers for each cart size than the estimated numbers that are listed in Table 1 above.

RFP Evaluation
Cascade Engineering

The proposal from Cascade could not deliver the supply of the carts to meet the start-up deadline
of October 1, 2012.

Staff has entered into an agreement BFI Canada that specifies an October 1*, 2012 contract start
date and has given the City’s current waste collection contractor, Emterra Environmental, notice
that their contract will terminate on September 30™, 2012. Staff has also announced to the public
October 1%, 2012 as the start date for the new waste collection service start date and established a
number of targets relating to this date. '

Delaying the contract start date is outside the terms of the contract that has been executed with
BFI.

Recommended Service Provider: Toter Inc.

Toter is the lowest bidder that has the capacity to manufacture the City’s required carts volumes
and sizes within the specified delivery time frame.

Toter carts were used in the City’s pilot waste collection program and have been functioning
without any significant issues. Toter is a leading supplier of wheeled carts used for curbside
automated waste collection by cities and private waste haulers throughout North America.
Locally, the cities of Vancouver and Burnaby use the Toter brand cart for their respective curbside
collection programs.

Environmentally, the Toter carts are 100% recyclable, repairable if damaged, which avoids the
need for replacement carts, and are manufactured using up to 50% recycled content.

Qutcome of Evaluation

Based on the evaluation of the proposals, it is recommended that the City award the
Manufacturing and Supply of Waste Cart Contract to Toter, Inc. Toter is the lowest bidder that
has the capacity to manufacture the City’s required carts volumes and sizes within the specified
delivery time frame. Toter’s carts also deliver the best on the overall preferred aesthetics and
functionality.

Funding

The maximum total cost to purchase the Toter carts based on quantity and size is $14,500,000
including HST.



The cart expenditure would be amortized over the 10-year warranty period of the cart. Using a 10-
year straight-line amortization period, this translates to an annual maximum cost of $14.50 per
household/year ($4.83 per cart per year), which is consistent with budgeted estimates.

RFP Related to Cart Assembly, Delivery and Managements

The Engineering Department has issued a separate RFP for the Assembly, Distribution and
Management of the waste carts. The contractor awarded this contract will be responsible for
receiving the manufactured carts; preparing each cart for delivery; delivering the requested size of
carts to each household; and providing ongoing management of customer requests/complaints
relating to the carts. These components of work were separated from the cart manufacturing and
supply component since they represent a significantly different set of skills. Staff's objective is to
procure the best value for the City’s waste collection customers.

A separate report complete with recommendations will be forwarded to Council in due course in
relation to this RFP process.

RFP for Marketing and Communications Assistance

The Engineering Department is also presently engaged in an RFP process for the purpose of
retaining a Marketing and Communications firm to provide assistance in relation to informing the
City’s waste collection customers about the waste collection service changes that will occur at the
start of the new contract on October 1, 2012.

A separate report complete with recommendations will be forwarded to Council in due course in
relation to this RFP process.

Disposal of Existing Waste Receptacles

A question that is expected to arise pertains to what household owners should do with their
existing waste receptacles. In this regard, staff will be advising all households that, at the option
of the homeowner, the City will collect and recycle these receptacles at no charge. Residents will
also be advised that they can use their existing receptacles for any overages of waste materials
(i.e., amounts that exceed the cart capacity) that may occur from time to time.



CONCLUSION
Based on the above discussion, it is recommended that Council:

e Award Contract No. 1220-030-2012-004 for the manufacture and supply of waste carts to
Toter Inc. at the unit price for each cart size quoted in their proposal with the total
amount of the contract to be determined based on the total number of carts in each size
as selected by the City’s waste collection customers; and

¢ Set the expenditure authorization limit for Contract No. 1220-030-2012-004 at $14,500,000,
including HST.

Vincent Lalonde, P.Eng.
General Manager, Engineering

VL/RAC/brb

AppendixI:  Corporate Report dated December 12, 201, titled “Award of Contract for Curbside
Waste Collection Services” :

Appendix II:  Comments on Carts of Varying Sizes

Appendix [II:  Proponent Carts - Appearance and Size
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NG COUNCIL DATE:  December 12, 2011
TO: Mayor & Council ’ DATE: December 8, 2011
FROM: General Manager, Engineering FILE: 2320-20(garbage)

SUBIECT:  Award of Contract for Curbside Waste Collection Services

RECOMMENDATION
The Engineering Department recommends that Council:

1) approve the award of the Curb-side Waste Collection Services Contract to BFI Canada, Inc., as
recommended by the Evaluation Committee, in accordance with the terms included in the
RFP, for a seven-year term commencing on October 1, 2012 and ending on September 30, 2019,
with an option in favour of the City to extend the contract for up to an additional 3 years on
the same terms and conditions, with the contract having an annual cost in the first year of
$9,505,923 and providing for the following price adjustments:

a) The Harmonized Sales Tax (HST) will be payable until the Goods and Services Tax (GST)
is reinstated, after which the GST will be paid on the contract;

b) Monthly adjustments to reflect growth in the customer base that will be reflected in the
ongoing increase to the number of waste carts to be serviced and waste tonnage collected
and transported to waste facilities;

¢) An inflation adjustment, which will be applied annually at the anniversary date of the
contract, based on a blend of the changes in the following indices for the immediately
preceding 12 month period:

(1) Vancouver Consumer Price Index;

(2) The percentage change as reported by Statistics Canada in the annual average
price for commercial fuel natural gas for Vancouver; and

(3) The percentage change as reported by Statistics Canada for Total Compensation
per Hour Worked for Waste Management Services for the most recently completed
calendar year;

d) A transportation adjustment amount in the event of that the contractor is directed to off-
load waste at an alternative waste disposal facility other than those reflected in the current
contract for a prolonged period of time;

e) Monthly benefit payment or deduction based on the frequency of “missed collections”;

f)  Monthly Non-Performance Deductions; and

g) Quarterly Collaboration Payments or Deductions; and

2) authorize staff to make public this report and Council’s resolution related to this report once
all of the proponents have been informed by staff about the City’s decision in relation to the
award of the contract.



INTENT

This report provides an overview of a Request for Proposals (RFP) process that has been
undertaken for the purpose of engaging a contractor for the provision of residential curbside
waste collection services for a seven-year period commencing on October 1, 2012 and seeks to
obtain Council approval for the award of such a contract with an option in favour of the City to
extend the contract for a period of up to an additional three years.

BACKGROUND

Existing Service Provider

The City’s current Curb-side Waste Collection Contractor is Emterra Environmental (Emterra).
This contract includes weekly waste, recycling and yard waste collection for single-family
residences and recycling collection for multi-family residences. The services include disposal of
these materials at appropriate facilities located within the Region. The current collection services
also include a Large Item Pick-Up (LIPU) program, which allows residents the opportunity to
dispose of up to 4 large household items at curbside during each calendar year. The contract also
includes the weekly collection of recyclables from City facilities.

The current contract with Emterra expires on September 30, 2012.

Objectives for Waste Collection Services

In early June 20u an RFP was issued for Curbside Waste Collection Services. The objectives for
these services as defined in the RFP document are as follows:

Surrey is interested in entering into a cooperative, mutually beneficial commercial relationship
with a Proponent, or a number of Proponents if Surrey elects to divide the Services into more
than one contract, to assist Surrey in achieving the following objectives relating to the Services:

a. the performance of the Services in a cost effective manner, maximizing overall collection
system value and optimizing capital, operation and maintenance costs;

I~

the provision to customers of a high quality and reliable collection service which includes the
flexibility to revise or replace the Services, in whole or in part, to deal with poor service
performance;

c. the reduction of adverse environmental impacts from the performance of the Services,
including where appropriate the adoption of clean technologies;

d. the increase of diversion of materials from traditional disposal sites such as landfills;

e. the minimizing of customer complaints, confusion and service disruptions, particularly
during the initial implementation of the Services;

f. the provision of opportunities for contractor innovation and public/private partnership
participation in the preparation of Proposals under this RFP, and in the performance of the
Services during the term of the Contract; and



g. theretention of flexibility during the term of the contract to allow for the introduction of
new services desired by customers and for the modification of the Services during the term of
the contract where appropriate.

Organics Pilot Program

The Metro Vancouver (MV) Integrated Solid Waste and Resource Management Plan (ISWRMP)
requires regional waste diversion to increase from 55% to 70% by 2015. Diversion of municipal
residential curbside organic (food) waste is identified as one of the significant requirements of the
ISWRMP. Accordingly, MV proposes a full organics waste ban at landfills by 2015.

In November 2010, the Engineering Department initiated a pilot cart-based organic waste
collection program (food and yard waste collected in the same cart) to over 2,000 households
across the City. The purpose of the pilot was to gauge the effectiveness of alternative waste
collection approaches in diverting residential organics waste. The pilot program was also used to
gauge customer acceptance of cart-based collections and service frequency options.

Under the pilot program 1,000 households were provided with new waste carts for each of
garbage, recyclables and organics and continued on the standard weekly collection program
receiving weekly garbage, recyclables and organics collection. A second group of 1,000
households were provided with new garbage carts and were provided with an alternative waste
collections cycle. Under this alternative cycle, the households received weekly organics collection
service and alternating bi-weekly garbage and recycling collection. For the purpose of the pilot
program, and based on previous surveys carried out by the City regarding preferred cart sizes,
both groups received 240 litre waste carts. Corporate Report No. R229; 2010, titled “Pilot Program
- Curbside Residential Organics Collection” attached as Appendix I, describes the pilot program in
more detail. '

Organic Pilot Program Results

Waste Composition Study

In February 2011, 4 months following the initiation of the pilot cart-based organics collection
program, the Engineering Department carried out a waste composition study to determine the
level of organic waste present in the garbage stream. In July 20n, a similar study was conducted.
The results of these waste composition studies are reflected in Table 1 below:

Table 1: Waste Composition Results: % of Organic Waste Present in the Garbage Stream

2009/2010 Baseline Waste

Composition Study February 2om Study July 201 Study

No Organics Collection Pilot Group 1 Pilot Group 2 Pilot Group 1 Pilot Group 2 )
Current City Service: Weekly |Weekly Organics Cart,| Weekly Organics Cart, Weekly Organics Cart, | Weekly Organics '

Garbage, Recycling and Yard | with Weekly Garbage | Alternating Biweekly with Weekly Garbage | Cart, Alternating
Waste Collection & Recycling (no carts) |Garbage & Recycling Carts| & Recycling (no carts) [ Biweekly Garbage
ycling Carts

65% 32% 33% 32%
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Pilot households receiving weekly organics collection with biweekly garbage and recyclables
collection service are achieving the highest level of organic waste diversion compared to other
households that receive weekly collection of all waste streams. These results are consistent with

similar studies carried out across a number of North American cities.

Customer Satisfaction Survey

Staff undertook a customer satisfaction survey in July 2on with the 1,000 pilot households
receiving weekly organics collection with biweekly garbage and recyclables service. Responses
were received from 50% of these households, representing a 99% confidence level with a 4%

margin of error.

The high level results of this survey are outlined in Table 2 below:

Table 2: Survey Questions l?e ‘;;I:E:e
1. Onascale of 1to 10, with 10 being the most convenient, how would you rate the 8
convenience of the cart-based collection program? 3
2. Ona scale of 1 to 10, with 10 being the most supportive, how would you rate your
supportiveness of the cart-based collection program? 20
3. Are you still using your organics cart? 94% (yes)
4. 'What are you using your organics cart for? 85‘;:y10<j}$§i1‘;v?:;:te
5. Are you still using Kraft bags for your yard waste when your cart is full? 63% (yes)
6. If given the option would you prefer a larger (364L) organics cart? 87% (no)
7. Are you still using your City provided (in kitchen) kitchen catcher? 83% (yes)
8. Are you finding that you have less garbage with the organics collection program? 76% (yes)
9. How often do you place your garbage collection cart out? 96% biweekly

Survey results are documented in greater detail in Appendix II attached to this report.

Effectiveness of 240-litre Cart-Size

In the fall of 2011, Engineering staff carried out a study at the pilot households receiving weekly
organics collection with biweekly garbage and recyclables service to determine if the 240 litre
waste carts have sufficient capacity for this service frequency. The results of this analysis are

documented in Table 3 below:

Table 3: Organics Pilot Program Cart Capacity: % of Waste Volume
Present in Each Waste Cart at Curbside
Collection Day Week: Week 2
Organics Cart Recycling Cart Organics Cart | Garbage Cart

Monday 68% 82% 71% 63%
Tuesday 56% 89% 59% 78%
Wednesday 67% 81% 67% 74%
Thursday 51% 85% 48% 73%
Friday 37% 87% 41% 71%
City Average 56% 84% 57% 72%
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The results of the study confirm that, on average, the 240-litre cart provides the necessary
capacity for single-family households for the stated collection frequency. In instances where the
collection cart was at full capacity, residents were placing overages in other waste receptacles
alongside the full cart.

DISCUSSION

A Request for Proposals was issued in June 20u for the provision of residential curbside waste

collection services. The following is a synopsis of the Scope of Services as contained within the
RFP:

CATEGORIES OF WASTE SERVICE REQUIREMENTS

The RFP described categories of services required by the City as follows:

1.

Waste Collection Services

a)
b)

e)

Collection of garbage, recyclables and organics (kitchen and yard waste) from single-
family dwellings including secondary suites;

Collection of recyclables from multi-family complexes with a phase-in approach to
including organics collection;

Collection of recyclables from City facilities with a phase-in approach to including
organics collection;

Large Item Pick-up (LIPU) collection from single-family dwellings — up to 4 large items
per residence per year as scheduled by residents; and

Extra services including the provision of equipment and resources (via hourly rates).

Waste Disposal and Processing

Collected waste was to be delivered to drop off points as follows:

a)

b)

Garbage: Garbage waste is to be delivered to the Surrey Transfer Station located in Port
Kells. Billing of disposal costs will be managed between Metro Vancouver and the City,
with Surrey providing payment directly to Metro Vancouver as per Surrey’s existing
practice;

Organic Waste (Kitchen and Yard Waste): Proponents were instructed that organic waste
would be delivered to City’s existing yard waste processor, Fraser Richmond Soil & Fibre
(FRSF), located in Richmond, BC. Proponents were also advised that the City is
considering the development of an Organics Biofuel Processing facility in Port Kells to
which organics waste may be diverted during the term of the contract.

As per the RFP, if the contractor is directed to transport organics to a facility other than
the FRSF site, a Transportation Adjustment mechanism in the Contract will apply to the
contract price. When applying the Transportation Adjustment, a diversion of organic
waste to the proposed Surrey Organics Biofuel processing facility will reduce contract
costs by approximately $131,000 per year. (The Transportation Adjustment factor would
also be applicable to all waste streams if the City were to redirect waste to alternative
disposal facilities for periods beyond two weeks.)



c) Recyclables: Proponents were required to demonstrate that the recyclables collected as
part of the services would be delivered to a viable processor that will accept single-stream
recyclables materials for the purpose of sorting and sale to commercial markets with the
intent of maximizing revenues.

RFP BASE REQUIREMENTS AND SERVICE FREQUENCY VARIATIONS

The following outlines the base requirements and potential variations as identified in the RFP.
Proponents were requested to provide proposals with pricing based on some or all of stated
options. Proponents were also free to provide alternative options to any or all of the base service,
price adjustment terms or technology requirements.

1. Seven Year Contract Term with Three Year Option Period

The Contract term is seven years, with an option in favour of the City for up to a three-year
extension of the contract on the same terms and conditions as the original contract.

2. Option to Bid on City-wide Collection Services or Two sub-areas into which the City
would be divided: ‘

The RFP divided the City into 2 separate approximately equal sub-areas with each containing
approximately 50,000 single-family households. Proponents could submit a proposal on one
or both of the sub-areas.

3. CNG Fleet:

The RFP document required the waste collection fleet to be powered by Compressed Natural
Gas (CNG) from the outset of the contract term. Given that CNG has a carbon emission factor
that is 30% lower than diesel, this provides a reduced carbon footprint for the City consistent
with the objectives of the City’s Sustainability Charter. The development of an Organics
Biofuel Processing Facility by the City could provide fuel for CNG-powered vehicles.

4. Cart-based Collection System:

The RFP requested proponents to provide prices reflecting a cart-based collection system.
Cart-based collection systems generally improve aesthetics, reduce potential for scattered
litter, reduce worker injuries and facilitate the introduction of modified waste collection
schedules.

5. Service Frequency Options

The RFP allowed proponents to provide pricing for each or any of the following service
frequency options:

a) Collection of all materials on a weekly basis (i.e., each of organics, garbage and recyclables
collected weekly);

b) Weekly collection of organics and recyclables with bi-weekly collection of garbage; and

c) Weekly collection of organics with alternating bi-weekly collection of garbage and
recyclables.
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In each case, Proponents were allowed to provide pricing under each of the above-referenced
options for each of the following two scenarios:

i.  Surrey-Supplied CNG Fuelling Facilities Option: Under this option Surrey would
build, operate, maintain and own a CNG fuelling facility and a truck parking lot for the
CNG-powered trucks, both located on Surrey-owned land adjacent to the Surrey
Transfer Station and Surrey would provide CNG fuel and use of the storage area at no
cost to the Contractor.

ii.  Contractor-Supplied CNG Facilities Option: Under this option the Contractor
would provide or obtain from a third party all the CNG facilities including the CNG
fuelling facility and the truck parking facility. The Contractor would pay for all CNG
fuel and related services.

6. Contract Deductions and Bonus Incentives

The RFP specifies a list of Performance Deductions that will be applied in the event of specific
failures by the Contractor to provide the Services or otherwise comply with the Contract. The
failures listed in Appendix III reflect Service deficiencies that would trigger a deduction from
the price the City would pay for the Services and which would be applied on a month by
month basis.

The RFP specified that on a monthly basis, the City will apply contract bonus or deduction
payments separately based on the frequency of missed collections and repeat missed
collections up to a maximum monthly bonus of $20,050 (in the unlikely event of zero missed
collection over the entire month).

The RFP provides that the Contractor will work collaboratively with the City to provide
effective service delivery, self monitoring and timely and accurate communication. Each
quarter the City will credit or deduct from the Contract payments up to $3,000 for each of the
following listed items in relation to the performance of the Contractor in each area:

a) Monitoring, resolving and reporting all service discrepancies;

b) Completing all electronic communications as described in the Contractor’s contract plan;
c) Performing all services in accordance with Service standards; and

d) Other major components as agreed by the City and the Contractor.

As such, if the Contractor was to meet all of the above targets on a consistent and continuous
basis, they would receive bonus payments of $12,000 each quarter ($48,000 annually).

7. Recyclables Reporting and Processing

The Contract will require the Contractor to select and enter into a commercial agreement
with a reputable operator of a recyclables Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) for the disposal
and processing of recyclables.

The Contractor will be required to provide the City with detailed records of the recyclables
that are collected at curbside on a monthly basis. The Contract provides for fines or penalties
for improper handling or delivery of curbside recyclables to the MFR and also makes the
Contractor responsible for all recyclables residual disposal costs.



The Contract will also require the operator of the MRF to report to the City information
regarding the end-use of the recyclables, including the location of any markets to which the
recyclables are sold and any additional information relative to the processing of the
recyclables as may be requested by the City. The frequency of these reports will be at the
discretion of the City.

The operator of the MRF facility will be required to use reasonable commercial efforts to
minimize residual disposals. To this end, the City will work with both the collection
Contractor and the MRF operator to define targets for residuals or contamination of the
various product streams in an effort to maximize diversion and the end value of the
recyclables as a commodity. These requirements should meet the intent of EAC’s
recommendations to Council from its October 26, 2011, meeting.

WASTE RFP ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

The RFP closed on October 28, 2ou. The City received a total of six Proposals from each of the
following Proponents (in alphabetical order):

BFI Canada Inc. (BFI)

GFL Environmental East Corporation (GFL)

Halton Recycling Ltd. dba Emterra Environmental (Emterra)
Sierra Waste Services Ltd. (Sierra)

Smithrite Disposal Ltd. (Smithrite)

Waste Management of Canada Corporation (WM)

OV AW N

All of the Proposals were found compliant and were fully evaluated by the Evaluation Committee
as required by the RFP.

EVALUATION OF PROPOSALS
Evaluation Committee

Under the RFP, an Evaluation Committee comprised the following members was identified as
being responsible for evaluating all proposal:

¢ General Manager, Engineering

e Manager, Operations

e Deputy Manager, Operations

e Assistant City Solicitor

¢ John Gibson, External Consultant
e Ed Steyh, External Consultant

The non-City members of the Committee, Mr. Ed Steyh and Mr. John Gibson, are consultants and
recognized experts in waste collection from Seattle, Washington. '

For the past 25 years, Mr. Gibson has delivered expert consultation services to municipalities
within the Puget Sound area with a specialty in utility economics and a major emphasis on
municipal solid waste including development of rates, forecasting, program evaluation and
planning, contract evaluation and negotiations.



Mr. Steyh is the former Seattle Public Utilities Solid Waste Contract Manager. Following his
retirement from Seattle Public Utilities in 2003, he has provided consulting services, mainly in
partnership with Mr. Gibson, in relation to municipal solid waste RFPs.

Both consultants have significant experience with Puget Sound area municipalities, including the
City of Seattle, and have successfully assisted municipalities with the formulation of RFPs and the
selection of waste collection services contractors.

EVALUATION COMMITTEE CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS

Overall, Sierra and Smithrite were evaluated as not meeting the same threshold for consideration
as the other four Proponents.

While there are differences between the remaining four Proponents (BFI, Emterra, GFL and WM),
all of them are experienced and are capable of performing the Contract. The price of the Services

to be delivered under the Contract was identified as the determining factor that would be used to

establish the preferred proponent.

The RFP states that:

The Evaluation Committee may apply the evaluation criteria on a comparative basis,
evaluating the Proposals by comparing one Proponent’s Proposal to another Proponent’s
Proposal. Specific weightings are not assigned to the individual evaluation criteria, but jt is
anticipated that the Proposal that offers the greatest value for money will be judged as most
advantageous. (emphasis added).

Accordingly, using price as the final determinant is consistent with the RFP.
The proposal from BFI is the least costly proposal under all service options.

Summary of Evaluation Results:
The Evaluation Committee has concluded the following:
1. Use of a Single Contractor to Service the Entire City is Recommended:

The RFP price submissions demonstrated that this option provides the lowest costs in relation
to the delivery of the contract services.

2. A Proponent Supplied CNG Fuelling Facility is Recommended:

The RFP submissions demonstrate that there is no price advantage, in fact there is a price
disadvantage, in relation to the City providing a CNG fuelling facility and related fuel to the
Contractor.

3. The Service Option that Provides for Cart-based Weekly Organics Waste Collection
with Alternating Bi-Weekly Cart-based Garbage & Recyclables Collection is
Recommended:

Based on the City’s pilot program weekly collection of organics with alternating bi-weekly
garbage and recyclables collection is supported by residents. This service model also achieves
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a high level of organics waste diversion and offers the lowest overall cost for waste collection
services under the Contract.

RECOMMENDED PROPONENT - BFI CANADA, INC.

Based on the above, the Evaluation Committee has concluded that the proposal from BFI Canada,
Inc. is most advantageous to the City.

With respect to the Evaluation Committee’s Recommended Service Options as noted in the

immediately preceding section of this report, the prices offered by each of the Proponents are
listed below:

Proponent: Annual Price:
1. BFI $9,505,923
2. GFL $11,499,353
3. Emterra $12,192,761
4. WM $16,257,215
5. Sierra $33,561,217
6. Smithrite No Price Offered

In addition to providing the lowest price for the recommended service option, BFI also submitted
the lowest price bid in comparison to the proposals from the other proponents for all of the
combination of services or service-delivery options articulated in the RFP.

In consideration of all service delivery options and alternatives proposed by the proponents to the
RFP, the average premium relative to BFI's proposed prices is documented below:

Average Premium

Proponent: Compared to
BFI’s Prices:

1. BFI

2. Emterra 16%

3. GFL 19%

4. WM 50%

5. Smithrite 111%

6. Sierra 202%

The City is currently paying $12.3 million per year for waste collection services under a contract
with Emterra. BFI’s proposal represents a savings to the City solid waste utility of approximately
$2.8 million per year for collection services.

BFI Canada, Inc. - Corporate Profile

BFI Canada, Inc. is the third largest non-hazardous solid waste management company in North
America. They serve the needs of commercial, industrial and residential customers.

In the Lower Mainland, BFI cover the area from the North Shore to Harrison Hot Springs, with
Commercial, Residential, and Industrial services for Garbage, Organics, and Recycling Services. In
addition, BFI owns and operates a waste transfer station and a recycling facility located in
Abbotsford (formally the Salish Waste Transfer Station).
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BFI's offices and maintenance facilities are located in Abbotsford and Coquitlam. In Canada, BFI
provides residential and commercial waste collection services across six provinces.

In the US, BFI acquired IESI Corp. in 2005, adding operations in the US south and the US
Northeast comprising 10 states. In 2010 BFI acquired Waste Services, Inc. (WSI) and added to its
operations throughout Canada.

BFI Canada, IESI and WSI exist under the corporate name Progressive Waste Solutions, which is
listed on the Toronto Stock Exchange and the New York Stock Exchange.

BFI Canada, Inc. - RFP Departures

BFI Canada did not reflect any departures to the RFP within their Proposal that were deemed to
be material.

One of BFI's suggestions was that the City consider a Performance Bond in lieu of the RFP
performance security requirement of a $5 million dollar per year Letter of Credit (LOC). BFI did
clarify that it would comply with the City’s LOC’s requirement if the Performance Bond was not
deemed acceptable.

It is recommend that the City maintain its $5 million LOC requirement for performance security
at least at the outset (i.e. first year) of the contract based on the nature of this contract and the
benefit that a LOC offers the City (immediately cashable) in the event of a service failure.

As noted previously in this report, BFI also suggested an alternative recyclables revenue sharing
model. However, based on the Evaluation Committee’s assessment, the Contract will adhere to
the City’s current revenue-risk sharing model for recyclables as was articulated within the RFP.

BFI Canada - Contract Commencement

BFI Canada has confirmed that they will be in position to commence service delivery on
October 1, 2012 provided that a contract award occurs in December 2011, Any delays to the award
will require the new contract start date to be delayed for a similar period of time.

BFI have also confirmed that they have additional resources at their disposal to address any
service delivery issues that may arise during the contract start-up/transition stage or for that
matter during the term of the contract.

Monthly and Annual Contact Adjustments

The Contract will be subject to the following ongoing price adjustments:

1. The Harmonized Sales Tax (HST) will be payable until the Goods and Services Tax (GST)
is reinstated, after which the GST will be paid on the contract;

2. Monthly adjustments to reflect growth in the customer base that will be reflected in the
ongoing increase to the number of waste carts to be serviced and waste tonnage collected
and transported to waste facilities;

3. An inflation adjustment, which will be applied annually at the anniversary date of the
contract, based on a blend of the changes in the following indices for the immediately
preceding 12 month period:
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i. Vancouver Consumer Price Index;
ii. The percentage change as reported by Statistics Canada in the annual
average price for commercial fuel natural gas for Vancouver; and
iii. The percentage change as reported by Statistics Canada for Total
Compensation per Hour Worked for Waste Management Services for the
most recently completed calendar year;

4. A transportation adjustment amount in the event of that the contractor is directed to off-
load waste at an alternative waste disposal facility other than those reflected in the current
contract for a prolonged period of time;

5. Monthly benefit payment or deduction based on the frequency of “missed collections”;

6. Monthly Non-Performance Deductions; and

7. Quarterly Collaboration Payments or Deductions.

CART PROCUREMENT AND DELIVERY

To ensure that carts are procured and delivered ahead of an October 1%, 2012 contract start date,
the Engineering Department will immediately initiate a cart procurement process with a view to
award this contract by mid-February 2012. This will provide the cart manufacturer the time
required to manufacture the carts and for cart distribution to occur well in advance of the
October 1* contract start date.

The City will be required to secure and deploy approximately 300,000 carts to its customer base
(100,000 households x 3 carts per household).

Although 240-litre carts will be deployed, the Engineering Department will define a process for
residents to opt for larger carts at a specified premium cost per cart.

For households containing secondary suites that are on the City’s tax rolls, 3 larger 364-litre carts
will be deployed per household for use by all residents within the household. Property owners

may opt to purchase additional carts from the City if desired.

Smaller carts will be deployed at multi-family (townhouse) developments that have opted for
door-to-door waste collection service from the City.

Cart Costs and Impacts to Annual Solid Waste Levy

It is estimated that the total cost for the purchase and distribution of waste carts will be in the
order of $15 million with an additional cost of approximately $600,000 per year for cart
management by way of an independent contractor.

The cart expenditure would be amortized over the warranty period of the cart, which has been
identified as 10 years (industry-wide standard). Using a 10-year straight-line amortization period,
this would translate to an annual cost of approximately $1.5 million, or $15 per household/year ($5
per cart per year).

In recognition of the savings in cost of collection services that the City will achieve under the new
Contract (i.e., $11.6 million, comprising $9.5 million from the collection services plus an estimated
$2.1 million for the amortization and maintenance of the carts in comparison to $12.3 million per
year under the current contract) staff will undertake a detailed review of the Solid Waste Utility
financial position during 2012 with a view to recommending any appropriate rate adjustment for
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2013 after taking into account such factors as actual cart costs, MV tipping fee adjustments and
other relevant factors.

Communications Plan

Efforts need to be made to ensure that the City’s solid waste customers are well informed of the
new waste collection services and their responsibilities relative to cart placement at curbside.
Given that the City in addition to introducing carts will be moving to a weekly organics collection
service with alternate bi-weekly collection for garbage & recyclables, a well-developed
comprehensive communications strategy is clearly necessary.

Staff will procure the services of a professional communications firm to formulate and carry out
an appropriate communications plan to ensure that Surrey’s solid waste customer base are
properly informed of the changes in service, the benefits that can be expected and their
responsibilities.

Communications will commence in May of 2012 and continue at least 3 months beyond the start
date of the new contract.

Based on best similar deployments in other municipalities, customer inquiries from between 4%
and 7% of the customer base are received immediately following delivery of carts to households.
These calls are a combination of general inquiries and complaints. In Surrey’s case, this would
translate to 4,000 to 7,000 calls following cart deployment; however, inquiry levels generally fall
significantly in the weeks following deployment with service and customer inquiry patterns
returning to normal levels within 2 to 3 months. This is consistent with the Surrey experience in
relation to the pilot program to which this report refers in an earlier section.

To ensure that customer inquiries are addressed promptly, the Engineering Department will be
deploying additional call-taking staff in the first few months of the new Contract.

In addition, staff will work with a team including the communications consultant, the cart
manufacturer and the new waste collection contractor to minimize customer frustration related
to the pending changes.
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CONCLUSION
Based on the above discussion, it is recommended that Council:

1) approve the award of the Curb-side Waste Collection Services Contract to BFI Canada, Inc.,
for a seven-year term commencing on October 1, 2012 and ending on September 30, 2019, with
an option in favour of the City to extend the contract for up to an additional 3 years on the
same terms and conditions, with the contract having an annual cost in the first year of
$9,505,923 and providing for the following price adjustments:

a) The Harmonized Sales Tax (HST) will be payable until the Goods and Services Tax (GST)
is reinstated, after which the GST will be paid on the contract;

b) Monthly adjustments to reflect growth in the customer base that will be reflected in the
ongoing increase to the number of waste carts to be serviced and waste tonnage collected
and transported to waste facilities;

¢) An inflation adjustment, which will be applied annually at the anniversary date of the
contract, based on a blend of the changes in the following indices for the immediately
preceding 12 month period:

(1) Vancouver Consumer Price Index;

(2) The percentage change as reported by Statistics Canada in the annual average
price for commercial fuel natural gas for Vancouver; and

(3) The percentage change as reported by Statistics Canada for Total Compensation
per Hour Worked for Waste Management Services for the most recently completed
calendar year;

d) A transportation adjustment amount in the event of that the contractor is directed to off-
load waste at an alternative waste disposal facility other than those reflected in the current
contract for a prolonged period of time;

e) Monthly benefit payment or deduction based on the frequency of “missed collections”;

f) Monthly Non-Performance Deductions; and

g) Quarterly Collaboration Payments or Deductions; and

2) authorize staff to make public this report and Council’s resolution related to this report once
all of the proponents have been informed by staff about the City’s decision in relation to the
award of the contract.

[ORIGINAL SIGNED BY]

Vincent Lalonde, P.Eng.

General Manager, Engineering
VL/RAC/kd/brb

Appendix I:  Corporate Report No. R229; 2010, titled “Pilot Program - Curbside Residential
Organics Collection

Appendix II:  Dillon Consulting Report — Summary of Follow-up Consultation for Residents In
the City of Surrey Curbside Organics Pilot Program

Appendix III:  List of Performance Deductions as per the Waste RFP
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SUBJECT:  Pilot Program - Curbside Residential Ofganics Collection

RECOMMENDATION

The Engineering Department recommends that Council receive this report as information.

INTENT

The purpose of this report is to provide information to Council about a pilot program that is being
implemented by the Engineering Department related to curbside organics collection.

BACKGROUND

During its Regular meeting on November 2, 2009, Council considered Corporate Report No. R2o1;
2009 that was titled,. Curbside Residential Organics Collection Service — Proposed Public
Consultation and Pilot Collection Program. ‘A copy of that report is attached as Appendix III.
Council adopted the recommendations of that report, including that staff initiate a public
consultation process in 2010 with respect to curbside organics collection options with a view to
implementing a pilot program in the latter part of 2010.

DISCUSSION

The Engineering Department has completed a public consultation process regarding the
collection of curbside organics (kitchen waste with yard waste). The survey and public
consultation sessions spanned a five-week period commencing in early June. The public
consultation sessions were held at several venues and events throughout the City as follows:

City Facilities: Special Events: Shopping Centres:
North Surrey Recreation Centre World's Ocean Day Guildford Mall
Surrey Sports & Leisure Centre Ocean Park Day Central City Mall
Guildford Recreation Centre Whalley Festival
Cloverdale Recreation Centre Canada Day
South Surrey Recreation Centre
Newton Library
City Hall

The public surveys included both website and telephone surveys.



Details of the public consultation process and the survey responses are contained in the attached
- Appendix I titled Curbside Organics Collection Service - Report of Findings.

Summary of Survey Results

The following is a summary of the survey results.

A total of 1,356 survey responses were received. If it is assumed that the survey respondents are a
statistically random sample of the City's residents, the results have a 95% confidence level with a
5.5% margin of error. The following charts provide information about the survey and the
respondents:

» .Where data was collected:

» Where do respondents live?

Special Evénl
L 20%.

: Telaphoria
ST Yy

» . Type of living arrangement:
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* Overall, the public consultation process demonstrated overwhelming support for an organics
curbside collection program. The following chart illustrates the public sentiment regardmg the
City initiating a curbside orgamcs collection program: :

> Would you support a weekly Organics Collection Program ( k’z’t&hen with yard waste)?

The primary goal of the consultation program was to assess the public’s views on different
organics collection options. It was recognized that the consultation process would bring
considerable public awareness to the City’s preferred approach to organics collection mcludmg a
wheeled cart-based, semi-automated collection system, and a proposed “Weekly Organics
Collection Cycle” coupled with a “Bi-weekly Garbage and Recycling Collection Cycle”. The
following is a summary of the merits of such an approach to garbage and organics collection:

Residents will be motivated to ensure that their kitchen organic waste is collected on a weekly
basis so as to avoid the nuisance odours that this waste stream produces if it is left in a
garbage container for a two-week period. This would maximize organics diversion.

A number of cities across North America and Europe have successfully introduced such a
weekly/bi-weekly collection process. The City of Toronto implemented a program of this
nature in 2004. In British Columbia, the community of Ladysmith introduced this collection
system. Within a year, each of these Canadxan municipalities reported an 80% diversion of
the kitchen organic waste stream.

More recently, the City of' Port Coquitlam mtroduced the same collection system w1th posmve
‘results.

If Surrey were to achieve the same results as Toronto, the City’s annual resxdentlal waste
diversion rate would be well beyond the Region’s goal of 70% by 2015.

The size of the waste collection fleet required to service the City would be reduced by one-
third, given that only two waste streams would be servxced each day instead of three waste
streams as is currently the practice. -

Semi-automated collection reduces worker injuries and worker fatigue. ,
From a curbsidéwaste "management perspective, intrusi'on'by animals a’nd scattered litter is

which have “flip lxds” that keep any loose waste from blowmg away Blow away garbage is the
greatest contributor to street-side litter in Surrey. ,




Semi-Automated Waste Collection Services Using Curbside Carts for Organics, Garbage
and Single Stream Recyclables:

During the public consultation and survey processes, respondents were advised that the City's
residential garbage stream is comprised of nearly 70% odorous organic waste (kitchen waste), all
of which could be diverted away from landfills. It was also explained that the proposed weekly
organics collection service combined with alternating bi-weekly garbage and recycling collection
service was found in other jurisdictions to maximize organics waste diversion. To this end, the
survey set out to establish the level of public receptivity to the proposed semi-automated cart-
based weekly (organics)/alternating bi-weekly (garbage/recycling) service.

Residents were advised that they would be provided with three separate wheeled carts (one for
each waste stream) which are significantly larger than typical current waste receptacles. These
larger carts were identified as being either 240 or 364 litre in volume. The survey response to this
approach for waste collection service was relatively positive as illustrated in the following chart:

» . Would you support a cart-based weekly Organics Collection Program withi'alte”rnating
bi-weekly Garbage & Recycling Collection:
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With respect to paying more for cart-based collectlon services, residents were nearly equally
divided as illustrated on the following chart:

> Would you be willing to pay more for a cart-based waste collection program?

With the survey results in hand, the Engineering Department is focused on instituting a curbside
collection program that maximizes waste diversion and waste collection efficiencies without
significantly increasing costs.

The Engineering Department recognizes that the adoption of a new type of waste collection
service will require a concerted and sustained public education process at the outset of the
program to ensure that the public understands the operation of the program and their
responsibilities.

Pilot Residential Organics Curbside Waste Collection program

A Pilot Residential Organics Curbside Waste Collection program has been developed to allow
staff to review and compare the operation of a weekly/alternating bi-weekly waste collection
service with the existing weekly collection service for all three waste streams. The pilot program
will allow staff to analyze operational effectiveness, customer concerns, waste diversion ’
percentages and costs. A decision on a preferred approach to recommend to Council will be
based on the data derived from the pilot program. The City’s next waste collection contract (that
will commence in July 2012) will be based on the results of the pllot program.

The Pilot program will be focused on 2,000 households and will commence in early November
2010 and run through until the next City-wide collection contract commences in July 2012. The
2,000 households that are part of the pilot include 400 households that will receive collection
services on each day of the work week, respectively. The households involved in the pilot -
program will be further segmented as follows: ,
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Group A - Weekly organics collection with alternating bi-weekly garbage and recycling .
collection

e Number of residences in pilot program: 1,000 households per week (or 200 households
per day); ,
~«  Each household in Group A will be provided with three 240 litre wheeled carts (one for

gacir waste strearr forganics; recycling; garbagel)-along with-a-ventilated “under-the-sink”
kitchen waste receptacle that will be used to transport food waste to the organics cart; and

s Ifany residence requires a larger receptacle for any of the three waste streams, the City
will upgrade the receptacle to a 364 litre wheeled cart. Alternatively, each residence can
use their existing receptacles for any waste overage.

Group A residences will experience the following waste collection cycle (typical monthly
collection schedule): '

Collection of
Organics Collection of Collection of
Week (kitchen and yard Garbage Recyclables
waste)
1 v R { -~ nocollection
2 N no collection Y
3 v o no collection
4 v no collection v
Group B - Weekly collection of all three waste streams [organics, garbage, recycling] (

¢ Number of residences in pilot program: 1,000 households per week (or 200 households
per day); | |

* Each household will be provided with one 240 litre cart (for organics only) along with a
ventilated “under-the-sink” kitchen waste receptacle that will be used to transport food

. waste to the organics cart; and

s Ifresidents require a larger receptacle for organics, the City will upgrade the organics cart
to a 364 litre wheeled cart.

Group B residences will experience the following waste collection cycle the three waste

streams
Collection of Garbage Collection | Recyclables Collection
Organics Cart residents use their residents use their
existing garbage cans | existing Blue Box
Weekly
Collection v v v

Other Comments on the Pilot Program

Carrying out the pilot program on the two groups of residences as noted above will allow the
Engineering Department to carefully assess both collection systems and determine more -
definitively the costs and service benefits/detriments of each system. The collection contractor
will measure the daily organics tonnage derived from each group and provide the City with
ongoing data so that a comparison between the two groups can be made.
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Ultimately, the Engineering Department will use the information from the pilot to structure an
effective program for the City's overall waste collection program, which will be used as the basis
for cal]mg for proposals in relation to a new waste collectlon contract that will commence on
July 1™, 2012.

Educating the Households that are Involved in the Pilot Program

The Engineering Department produced educational materials for distribution to those households
that are involved in the pilot program. These materials were disbursed door-to-door during the
weekend of October 16, 2010. During the week of October 18", 2010, representatives of Dillon
Consulting, on behalf of the City, visited all pilot households in the early evening hours to explain
the program to resxdents of each household and answer any questions or concerns. During the
week of October 25", 2010, the Engineering Department arranged for the delivery of the wheeled
waste carts to each of 2,000 households that are involved in the pilot.

The following processes will be followed to ensure minimal impacts to residents involved in the
pilot program during the initial few weeks of the program:

* Residents have been provided with phone numbers to call if they experience any problems
with waste collection;

* Residents can also contact the City through the City’s website and by email;

¢ “Group A” households will be carefully monitored to ensure that these households are
appropriately serviced to the maximum extent possible. A shadow vehicle will follow the
waste collection trucks as observers. If there is any instance where a household has put
out the wrong receptacle for collection, they will be alerted immediately to ensure that
they do not miss any collection; and

 0 City staff will carefully monitor the program and react quickly to resident concerns.

The educational materials that were distributed to each of the residences in Groups A-and B are
attached to this report as Appendix II.

Organics Waste Diversion at City Hall

Commencing on December 1, 2010, an organics diversion program will be implemented at City
Hall. All organic materials generated by City Hall operations will be diverted from the waste
stream. Appropriate organic waste receptacles will be placed in each business unit. Educational
materials will be disbursed to City Hall staff by way of the intranet and email. A “Lunch and
Learn” session is also being organized to present the City’s and Metro Vancouver Region’s waste
diversion goals and to explain the broader context of waste diversion including the sustainably
benefits that will be derived as organics diversion is implemented.
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Information about the Renewal of the City-wide Residential Waste Collection Services
Contract

The Engineering Department plans on releasing a Request for Proposals (RFP) in early 20m for a

renewal of the City-wide residential waste collection contract. It is expected that the RFP process

will lead to an award of a new contract by mid-year zou. The new contract would commence on
July1®-zor2-The time -between-the-award-date-in-the-summer of 20n-and the contract start date
of July 1%, 2012, will allow the successful proponent to properly prepare for the contract including

procurement of equipment and recruitment of staffing,

Given the challenges that the City faced as a result of the transition between waste collection
contractors the last time the residential waste collection contract was awarded, it was decided
that the next contract should commence on July 1* rather than January 1** so as to assist in
minimizing service impacts. Waste volumes are the lowest during the summer months and the
weather is not problematic at that time of the year relative to waste collection. It is expected that
City-wide organics waste collection services will be implemented as part of the next contract.
This will probably require the delivery of wheeled waste carts to the City’s residential waste
customers. This process would be best handled during the summer months.

A farther report will be provided to Council in advance of the issuance of an RFP for the next city-
wide residential waste collection contract.

CONCLUSION

This report provides information about a pilot curbside organics waste collection program that is
being initiated by the Engineering Department in November 2010 and that will remain in place on
an on-going basis for the purposes of informing the Engineering Department about how best to
implement curbside organics collection services on a city-wide basis. The results of this pilot will
assist the Engineering Department in structuring and carrying out a Request for Proposals during
201t in relation to the renewal of the City-wide Residential Waste Collection contract.

Vincent Lalonde, P.Eng.
General Manager, Engineering

RAC/brb

AppendixI:  Dillon Consulting Report: Curbside Organics Collection Service — Report of
Findings ‘ :

Appendix [I:  Education Materials for Pilot Households

Appendix IlI:  Corporate Report R201: Curbside Residential Organics Collection Service —
Proposed Public Consultation and Pilot Collection Program
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City of Surrey " THEFUTURE IS
Curbside Organics Collection Service, Public Consultation Program o GREE{\;
July 8, 2010 . . . SuU i N§

1.0 Introduction

There is growing public interest and support throughout the Lower Mainland, spurred on by Metro Vancouver's 70% diversion target,
for sustainable solutions to municipal solid waste management. One solution - residential curbside organics colle’r:tion - is gaining
momentum with the recent implementation of new programs in a number of BC municipalities. Residential c'prbside organics
collection is also being considered for implementation in the City of Surrey. The design of a Surrey-based progra‘;m must carefully
consider the balance between program logistics/economics and public expectations. !
!

Dillon Consulting Limited (Dillon) was retained by the City’s Engineering Operations Department (City) to develop ;and implement a
public consultation program to gauge the level of interest, and solicit opinions, of Surrey residents regardxrrg the proposed
implementation of curbside organics collection service in the City. While the primary goal of the consultation program was 1o assess
the public’s relative acceptability of different organics collection options, it was recognized that the program would also bring
considerable public awareness of the City's proposed plans for waste diversion.

Dillon Consulting Limited - Project No.10-3376 Page 1 \\—-’//‘
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City of Surrey
- Curbside Organics Collection Service, Public Consultation Progfam
July 9, 2010 :

CREEN:

| 2.0 Methodotogy

Dillon, in conjunction with the City, designed a comprehensive public consultation program to reach as many Sufrey residents as |

possible. Both passive and active approaches to connecting with residents were employed and focused on raising public awareness
through education and soliciting feedback on individual preferences/opinions. The three components of the consultation program
were: 1) a webpage linked to the City of Surrey’s website; 2) a telephone survey; and 3) informational/educational displays set up at
- public lecatiqns and community events. For each component, questionnaires were provided to document indjvidual feedback.

Details of each component follows. ~

1) Webpage: A curbside organics collection program webpage, linked to the City
of Surrey’s website and accessed directly from the website’s home page title

banner, was developed and launched on June 1¥, 2010. The webpage detailed
the purpose and benefits of the proposed curbside organics collection service
and presented various options associated with its rmplementatron The webpage
was drsplayed in English with hyperlinks to French and Punjabi versions.

An onhne questronnarre was created and linked to- the curbside organics.
collection webpage. The questronnarre was offered in English; -French and
Punjabi and was accessible from June 3 to July 5" 2010.

2) Telephone Survey: A telephone survey was completed by the Vancouver-

based telemarketing firm TSN Canadian Facts. The survey content was based : ;
on the online questionnaire associated with the City’s website with minor amendments to ensure rt was surtadle for telephone

participants. The telephone survey was conducted in English between June 14" and 17%, 2010. The survey was dFsrgned to solicit
feedback from all Surrey neighbourhoods at a frequency that was roughly proportlonal to populatlon distribution. ThF margin of error
for the survey was 15.5% at the 95% confidence level. | : ~ I

3) lnformatrona!lEducat:onal Dlsplays Informatronal/educatronal drsplays were set up at a number of public locations and
community events between June 9" and July 1% These passive displays included Surrey recreation/community entres, libraries
and Surrey Crty Hall and were almost exclusively manned by Surrey and Dillon staff. The drsplays included a series of presentatlon
boards examples of vanous-srzed collection bins, kraft bags etc :

Dilon Consulting Limited - Project No. 10-3376 TE : ‘ ==
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City of Surrey )
Curbside Qrganics: Collection:Service, Public Consultation Program
July 9; 2010 . :

A newspaper advertisement was created by the City for
publishing in the three local Surrey newspapers — the K2
Surrey Leader, Surrey Now, and Peace Arch News. The
advertisement provided a brief overview of the proposed
residential organics collection service program and
invited readers to attend the information meetings and

events that were scheduled throughout Surrey in June. A :
listing of the events and locations was provided. The
advertisements were run in the local newspapers in late
May and early June. ~

all regions of Surrey throughout June. A manned display was set up in the main lobby of each location with Surrey and Dillon staff

present to introduce the proposed organics collection service and discuss the benefits and options for its implel
sheets were distributed and engaged members of the pubic were encouraged to complete a questionnaire. For
enough time to fill out a questionnaire, they were directed to the City’s website and on—li_ne questionnaire.

Presentations were held at the folldwing locations:

North Surrey Recreation Centre June g® Surrey Sports and Leisure Centre June 24"
Newton Library June 10" South Surrey Recreation Centre June 23"
Guildford Recreation Centre June 16" Surrey City Hall June 29"
Cloverdale Recreation Centre June 17"

mentation. Fact
those not having

Public/Community Events: \nformational/educational displays were also set up at four public events around Sufrey in Jupeand
-early July. The same display materials were set up as those used at the public/community facilities. Dillon staff were on-hand at all

events to discuss the proposed organics collection 'service program, to distribute fact sheets, and tfo encourage
public to complete a questionnaire.

members of the

Dillon Consulting Limited - Project No.10-3376 ngg}
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City of Surrey
Curbside Organics Collection Service, Public Consultation Program

July 9, 2010

The public/community events attended were:

World's Ocean Day June 6"

Ocean Park Day June 19"
Whalley Festival ~ June 19"
Canada Day S July 1#

A condensed version of the questionnaire was developed for the Canada Day ‘
Festival in anticipation of a large turnout and the expectation of only having the
attentron of respondents for-a short period of time.

Shopping Malls. A manned display was set up at two Surrey malls on the weekend on June 12/13™ and taffed by Dillon
employees. Similar to the other public events, the objective of the mall displays was to raise awareness and eduqate the public on
the proposed new organics collection service and different options considered for-its implementation. Again, \}act sheets were
distributed and engaged members of the pubic were encouraged to complete a questionnaire on-site. Those not ﬁble to fill out the
questlonnatre at the mall were encouraged to wsnt the City website and complete the on-line questlonnalre at their let‘sure

E

The malls attended were the Guildford Mall and Central City Shopping Centre.
i
!

City Hall Display. Program presentation boards were displayed at Surrey City Hall for a two week period betwee,tn June 22™ and
July 6", The display was located in the main lobby of City Hall in an area of high traffic. No Surrey or Dillon staff attended the -
display during this period with the exception of one evening session held on June 29" Fact sheets and questionnaires were
available at the City Hall display for interested members of the public and City staff to take and fill out.

DRLILLON
COMRULTING
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3.0  Results

The consultaﬁon program was initiated on June 1% with the launching of the program webpage and completed on July 6" with the

removal of the display from City Hall. A total of 1357 responses were obtained from Surrey residents through the t
The distribution of responses for the three consultation: components. was:

components during this time.

pree consultation
ebpage (on-line)

questionnaire — 361; telephone survey — 313; and public/community facilities/events displays - 682. Respondents were asked to

coniplete the entire questionnaire, however some chose not to answer all of the questions which is why the tot
varies for each question. Following are response summaries for each question. Details are presented as an appen

response count
dix to this report.

Data were collected from:

MethodVenue | TEoReSe | ROt
Cnline Questionnaire L 27T% 361
Telephone Survey 23% 313
Canada Day 16% 213
Guildford Mall 7% 92
World's Ocean Day : 5% wondd
Central Surrey Shopping Centre 5% 66
Ocean Park Day ' 5% - 64
Whalley Community Festival 3% 45
Newton Library 2% 29
North Surrey Recreation Centre 2% 25
Surrey Sports and Leisure 2% 2
Centre
Guildford Recreation Centre 1% 20
Surrey City Hall. - : 1% 15
Cloverdale Recreation Centre 1% 10
South Surrey Recreation Centre 1% 9
TOTAL 100% 1357

Where Data Were Collected F

City Hall, 1%
[Cloverdale Rec, 1%

Guildford Rec, 1%
Surrey Sports & Leisure,
; 2%
North Surrey Rec /2%
Newton Library ;2% \

Whailey Festival, 3%

/—-Sth Surrey Rec, 1%

Ocean Park Day, 5%—\

Cenfral Shopping, 5%—\

World's Ocean Day, 5%

—
Guildford Mall , 7%

|/

Canada Day, 16%

Online, 27%:

: \—TTlephone, 23%

Dillon Consulting Limited - Project No.10-3376
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Responses were obtained from residents representing all Surrey regions and residing mainly in single-family homes

(75%).

‘R‘esp“ondents livein:

Suliivan Station

- Region oot | oot
Newton 19% 257
South Surrey 17% 234
Cloverdale 17% 234
Fleetwood 15% 199
Whalley 14% 189
Guilford 11% 143
Qther 7% 100
TOTAL 100% 1356

“Other” includes: Fraser Heights, Panorama Ridge and

Whére Do Respondents Live?

Guilford, 11%

Whalléy, 14%: T -

Other, 7%

&

Flestwood,; 17%

7%

e Clo»erdaie, 17%

Respondents living arrangement:

Type of Living Arrangement

Duplex, 1%

Condaminium,3%=— = /

Multifamily dwelling, 8%

Townhouse, 10%-—

Aparimeny Condo, 3%'—\

Other ;1%

Single-family dweling;

75%

100%

Response | - ~Response
Type Perpcent ‘ Cgunt
Single-family dwelling 75% 1010
Townhouse 10% 130
Multi-family dwelling 8% 103
Apartrent/ Condo 3% 37
Condominium 3% 36
Duplex 1% 20
| Fourplex = 0% 5
‘Business/Commercial .| 0% 1
Triplex . 0% 0
Other 1% 13
TOTAL

Dillon Consulting Limited - Project No. 10-3376
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City of Surrey ;
Curbside Organics Collection Service, Public Consultation Program
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Composting

Approximately one third of Surrey residents currently compost their organic waste in their backyard (Yes = 36%, Ng = 64%). Those
that already backyard compost-seemed to be pleased to find-an alternative to dispose of materials, such as meats, IPones and soiled
paper products, through the proposed program. Respondents were asked to detail the reasons why they did, or did not, compost.
~Multiple responses ‘were “allowed. The desire for “nutrient-rich fertilizer was the ‘main reason for composting, followed. by
environmental benefits, convenience, and reduced impact on the landfill. “Concerns about pests, flies and odours Were the primary
reasons for not composting, followed by a lack of composting knowledge.

Why Do You Compost?

Number of Responses.

—r T

Ksaconvenientway  Fsigoodforthe ~Food scraps smellup’ Iwanttoproduce a- - -tsaves vajuable
to manage ny organic environment my garbage nutrient-rich fertiizer landfi space

waste for the garden

Why Do You Not Compost?

‘Concemsd Concemed  Nomamfor - Itis . - Nointerestin Noussfor ~ Dénliiow - Don‘tknow
apertment/. . about pén& about odour. compodlrin Inconvenient ‘camposting compost whem to get. howto
SONdG flies my backyard a composter. . compost

'WWSYRATAWWWM

Dillon Consulting Limited --Project: No.10-3376
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July 9, 2010

Yard Waste Colléction Service

Surrey résidents are taking édvantage of the City’s yard waste collection service with 78% of the total respondents indicating that :

they utilize this service. Respondents were asked to detail the reasons why they did, or did not, use the yard
service. Multiple responses were allowed. Convenience and environmental benefits were the main reasons for us
followed by reduced impact on the landfil. The main reasons for not using the yard waste collection servig
respondents do not generate a lot of yard waste, did not have a backyard, or preferred to compost it themselves.

waste collection
e of the service,
e were that the

Why Do You Participate in the Yard Waste Program?

800

(73
@
©
<
S
=%
&
@
bl
©
173
o
a
E
i's'a convenient way to Saves valuable landfill . Goed for the environment My neighours do it COther

dispose of y yard waste space

Why Do You Not Participate in the Yard WastekPrdgram? :

Number-of Responses

Liveinan Don't genarété yard. Inulch ny yardwaste ltakenmy yardwaste Icompostny yard
-apartment/condo & wasle elsewhere waste in my backyard
have no backyard " : : B

Othed” inckides: STRATA hives laws care senvices

“Dillon Consulling Limited - Project No.10-3376 Page 8
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City of Surrey .
Curbside Organics Collection Service, Public Consultation Program :
July 9, 2010 ‘ ’ ' SURREY

Combined Organics Collection Service

There was overwhelming support by respondents (88%) fer the implementation of a residential curbside collection service for
combined food and yard waste in the City of Surrey. Residents were also supportive of biweekly garbage and recyclables collection
(Yes = 78%, No = 22%) if their food waste was going to be coliected weekly. The main exception to this response was families with
children in-diapers who would not be comforiable waiting two weeks for garbage collection: :

Support for the implementation of a curbside organics Would you Support a Weekly
coliection service: Curbside Organics Collection Service?
Response Response No, 12% '
Answet . Percent Count
Yes , : 88% 1158
Na 12% 159
TOTAL 100% . ; 1317
" 'Yes,88%
Support for bi-weekly collection of garbage and Support Weekly Organics Collection and Bi-Wegkly !
recyclablos: - Recyclables and Garbage?
Response Response '
Answer Percent Count
Yes 78% 958
No 22% . 267
TOTAL 100% | = 1225
= Dillon Consulting Limited - Project No.10-3376 Page 9 : “\../‘
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July 9, 2010

Container Options

Different container options were presented to respondents with a brief outline of the benefits and pricing informatior} for each option.
- Respondents showed a slight preference for large, city-supplied roll-out carts (42%) although the 46-litre green bin was also popular
(27%). Those that supported the cart-based systemialso generally supported the idea of moving to a program using three separate

carts (i.e., one each for garbage, recycling and composting) if they could select the size of cart that best suited their needs.
Respondents also seemed to prefer to have the indoor kitchen catcher regardless of container size.

Container preference:

. Respon ’
Container S | e

Coysuppied outdaor 42% 517
City-supplied green A
bin with indoor 27% 331
kitchen catcher
Purchase own ; :
garbage bin 23% ‘ 279
Use Kraft bag - 4% 48
Other 4% 49

TOTAL 100% 1224

Which Type of Curbside Container Would You Prefer to Use?

COther , 4%

Kraftbag, 4%

Purchase myown
garbage bin, 23%

City-supplied 46 litre ™
green bin with indoor

City-s upplied 364 litre
.+ putdoor roll-out cart, 42%

kitchen catcher, 27%

Diffors Consulting Limited - Project No. 10-3376

Page 70

D N

ENC 1 e e




City of Surrey : : i
Curbside Organics Collection Service, Public Consultation Frogram o

July 9, 2010

The advantages of moving to a curbside three-cart system to sort and collect waste were explained to responder
were then asked about their willingness to pay more for such a service. Opinion of respondents was split almost 50
willing and 46% willing to pay more forthe service.

ts. Respondents
50 with 51% not

Willingness to pay for a cart-based curbside :
collection program . . ;
i Res‘:)bfse Response Would You Be Willing to Pay More for a Cart-Based Curbside Collection
Container Percent Count Program?
Yes 51% 657 .
No 46% 590 | Other, 3%
Other 3% 42
TOTAL 100% 1289
Yes, 51%
Dillon Consuiting Limited - Project No. 10-3376 Page 11 \_;/4
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Liners

Respondents were informed that plastic and biodegradable bags would not be acceptable in the proposed organics ¢ollection system
and were asked which type of liner they would prefer to use instead. Responses were mlxed

Li eference: e . k
e ; What Type of Liner Would You Prefer
Liner ‘R‘esponse Response 3
: Percent Count : ~ Other, 5%

Use a newspaper or

a paper bag to fine 62%: 738
your bin S Use alnewspaperora
" - g . paper bgg to line your bm
Use no liner and 33% 394 Use no linerand clean 62%
cleanyourbin . ~ e your bin, 33%
Other e b % 63 .
TOTAL | - 100%. 1196

“Other" includes:
eithFr optionand
conrposwble bags

“Other" includes: elther option is OK and compostable
bags

Dillon Consulting Limited - Project No.10-3376 ] ] . Page 12 " : : \-——/
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Garbage Collection
Most Surrey residents (90%}) put their garbage on the curbside for collection each week.

Garbage collection period: How Often do you Put Garbage at the Curbside for Collection?
Period Response Response
Pel'cent count Once pef month; 1% Qther, 4%
Weekly 90% 1190 - Eiery other week, 5 : :
Every other week 5% ' 71 y
Once per month 1% 19
Other 4% 48

TOTAL : 100% 1328

" Weekly, 50%

Recyclables Coliection

Similar to garbage collection, the majority of Surrey residents (90%) also put their recyclables on the curbside fO{ collection each
week. There was solid support (73%) by respondents for the current single-stream recycling collection program oyver the previous
process of separating recyclables.

- Support for single-stream recyclables collection: What Do You Think About Single-Stream Recycling?
Period ‘Response Response j
Percent Count .
| prefer the current 1 don't have a preference
single-stream 73% 915 18%
recycling : :
! preferred the ; 9% 119 | preferred the prevous
previous program program, 9%
| :i:fn t have a 18% 297
preterence — : O | prefer the curgent
TOTAL 100% 1261 ; Fsingle-stream recycling,
73%
D_{"llon Consulting Limited = Project No.10-3376 Page \1 3 \_7’«
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82% of respondents would support tﬁe City’s plan to have their recyclables collected once every two weeks if the
large wheeled cart that could hold approximately four times the amount of recyclables than the current blue box.

City provided a

Support for larger carts and bi-weekly collection of

recyclables:
o Response Response
Period Percent Count
Yes 82% 983
No 18% 211
TOTAL . 100% 1194

If the City Provided Households with"Larger Carts for |
Would You Be Receptive to Set Out Recyclables Every

Yes, 82%

Recyclables,
Other Week?

Dillon Consulting Limited - Project No.10-3376 -
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July 9, 2010 . i . . S ORLEN&

4.0 Conclusions

The City’'s public consultation program was an effective approach to solicit and receive input from residents of Surrey on the
proposed residential curbside organics collection program. Almost 1,400 responses were logged through the 3 cgmponents of the
consultation program, and many more Surrey residents were made aware of the proposed plans for organics management through
the program efforts. These responses should provide a solid foundation upon which the City can make informed defisions regarding
the planning and initiation of a pilot program this fall. Overall, respondents were very supportive of the City's pan to implement
curbside organics collection service with aimost 90% of those surveyed supporting the program. The environmental benefits of the
organics collection program were top of mind to those surveyed.

As expected, possible barriers to implementing this service are fear of attracting pests and flies, and concerns about odour. Similar
to the approach taken for backyard composting, the City should consider the preparation of instructional kits for resjdents on how to
avoid or minimize these potential concerns.

The majority .of respondents supported the idea of moving to a collection program where organics are collected Fvery yveek' and
garbage and recyclables are collected every other week (alternating between garbage and recyclables every week). Regarding
existing waste management programs, most residents place recyclables and garbage out for collection on a wegkly basis and a
majority of respondents prefer the City's switch to single stream recycling. ‘ '

Regarding container options, respondents exhibited a much broader range of preference that bresumably reﬂecth their specific
needs and likings. Just over 40% of respondents supported a cart-based program, 27% preferred the 46-litre organics cart and only
23% supported purchasing their own container.

Respondents appeared to appreciate the fact that they were consuited prior to the program’s implementation. Ongoing
communication with the public (through the City's website and local newspaper) is recommended to ensure a smooth and effective
transition to the implementation of a curbside organics collection service.

Dillon Consulting Limited - Project No.10-3376 Page 15 . N
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What about compo

The City of Surrey sells the Earth Machine

backyard composter 1o residents for

$25. We encourage residents who are

currently using backyard composting 1o

continueto do s0. For residents wishing

tolearn more about the City’s backyard
mposter availability, please contact us
604-590-7289,

. e helieve that backyard ¢composting

is a cost-effective and enviranmentaify-
beneficial means of dealing with food
waste. However, backyard composting
cannot deal with inariy types of raw

and cacked food waste, such as meats,
poultry, fish; fals, rice; and pasta. All of
these miore volatile arganic materials can

© be‘placed at curbside to be processed )

at industrial facilities where they are.
composted inta tich soil amendments,
ofin Surrey's case, to be coaverted in
the future into a carbon-neutral biofue]
that will be used to fuel the trucks that
pickup your waste.

Also, we acknowledge that backyard
campasting Is not something that ali

tesidents wish to participate in, nordo =

all residents have a convenjent autlet
to1 gethe d ial,

e

There are no fimitations 1o the
types of food waste that you can
place into your Qrganics waste cart:

For more information

In this regard, even if backyard
composting were ta'be made a

: I andatory.requirement, ensuring

compliance would be a very difficuit
undertaking. Curbside crganic diversion
provides a simple and balanced outlet to

ensure participation,

Questions? Concerns? For the most current information about the Organics Collection Pilot Program:
- Cali the Organics Collection Program Hotline at 604-551-1170
- Call the Garbage & Recycling Hotline at 604-590-728%

« Emailus aanQOpelaﬁmx@sunexca

+ Visit www.surrey.ca,

[Come 1o e grograhn
The new City of Surrey curbside Organics Callection progy]

is the key toreducing waste delivery to the landfill by 7094
Here's how you can help reach that goal.

InJune of this year, the City engaged

a month-fong consultation and survey
process with Surrey residents to discuss
plans ta collect kitchen waste at the
curbside.Tha result was a'strong 88%.
support of thisiew green initiative.

A big part of thenew plan is finding
away to make use of the waste we
collect. That's called waste diversion. The
current recycling system goesa fong way
toward that goal, and the new Qrganics
Collection plan wilf take another giant
step forward. But the most progressive
part of the plan is what we intend to

do with the organic waste. Under the
new system, we're planning to turn your
kitchen leftovers and yard wasté into a
valuable resource. Using a new plant to

1 Welcome
How things change
2 What goes where?
Keep it fresh and clean
3 Nowand then
Kitchen ¢onvenience
Need more collection space?
4 °What about composting?
For more information "

* be builtin Surrey, the organics picke

an lly-friendly and car)

. énsure maximum participation, which

- 70% waste diversion goal

-+ The-cart with the green~coloured lid i

up from your curb will be converted

neutral biofuel, which will be used td
power the very trucks that pick itup
your home.

How things.change

The Organics Collection program has
baen carefully planned to make itas
simple as possitla for Surrey househglds:
We feel that a simplified approach will

will succassfully lead us to achieving pur

Essentially, theve are just two changes—
the first deals with separatinig organi¢s
in the kitchen, and the second deals with
how you place them out for coliection.

You will soon receive a set of three new.
carts from the City, colour-caded for
each type of waste:

your new Orgariics cart

¥+ The cartwith the blue lidis for your
other Recyclables.

< Thé cart with thie black lid is for the fest

of your Garbage-—the waste thatis
nefther organics nor typical récyding.

The new Organics Collection program will .
help us reach our 70% waste diversion goal
The othermajor change will be to your
pickupschedule. Your pickup day will be
the same asit’s always been, but you'lt
only be putting two of the three carts at
the curb'each week The green Organics
cartwill be placed out atcurbside every
week, but your Garbage and Recycling
carts will alternate so that they're each *
picked up only once every two weeks,
For example, on week'one, you'll put out
the Organics cart with'the green lid and
the Recycling cart with the blue lid; but
ot thé Garbage cart Then on week two,
you'll place out the Organics cart and the
Garbage cart, but not the Recyding cart.
(Please see the attached calendar for
easyrefefencel}




What goes
where?

Organics

The simplest way to describe what

goes in the new Organics cart is that it
includes-anything you prepate for your
meals'at home, and anything that grows
on 'your praperty. in-other wotds, kitchen
and yard waste.

Kitchen waste includes ail food scraps

including meats, vegetables, fats, bones,
( -“and cheese, Don't scrape plates

:he garbage-—scrape them into
41 Organics kitchen catcherand
art.Kitchen waste also includes coffee

groundsin their paper filters, tea leaves

and bags, as well as used napkins, tissues

and paper towels.

Yard waste includes your plant, flowers
and grass cuttings, leaves; and branches;

Recycling

This category remains the same as in

the existing City of Surrey program; and
- includes cardboard, cans, paper, and

plastic bottles and containers. Far amore

detailed list of what can be placed in the
Recyding cart, see page 15 of the

City of Surrey 2010 Waste Collection
Program.caleéndar.

Garbage

Simply put; everything else thatis
aljowed for curbside pickup, and which
does not fit Inta the Recydling and
Organics categories, goes into the
Garbage cart (with the black id),

Organics

Three new carts are‘being provided under the Pilot Program. The green-top Organics cart goes
ta the curb every week The biue-top Recycling cart and black:top Garbage cart each go tothe -

Recycling

curb once every two weeks: See the endosed calendar for a detailed pickup schedule.

Keep it fresh and ciean

The biggest concerns many people
have about kitchen waste pickup are
potential sdours, and the attraction

of pests. Neither of these should be
issues with the new Organics Collection
program, since we are notaltering the
contents:of the waste we are picking up.
Your kitchen scraps are'still going to be
atthe curb as they have always been—
they'll just be in the new Organics cart
instead of your garbage cans. There are,
hawever, simple ways to minimize both
concerns under any pickup plan.

About cart liners
ifyou want to line your Organics cart 1o help contain your waste, please use ONLY

newspaper or compastabie paper bags.

those labeled compostable.”

«+‘Place yaur Organics cart at the'curb

each and every pickup day—even ifit’s

only partially filled that weeic

- Keep the lids fully dosed at all times—
don'taliow the carts to get so full that
thelids are propped open.

« As much as possible, try to place
kitchen saraps and yard waste in
alternating Jayers in the cart, keeping
drier yard waste'on top of wetter
kitchen waste,

« Between pickups, keep your cartsina
" shady area, away from direct sunlight.

NEVER use any form or plastic bags, even

ey

Now & then

Under the present collection system,
half of the household waste collected
from Surrey homes goes to the landfill
Recyding accounts for:30%, and yard
waste recovery makes up the other
20%. Our target is to double organics
diversionita 40%-—by removing
kitchen waste from the garbage and
adding it to the yard waste through the
pllot program—in order to achieve the
overall goal of 70%.diversion from

the landfill.

Ritcnen convenienge

Current

Yo make it even easier for.you to keep your kitcheén waste

separated out, wee also providing you with a smailey
“kitchen catcher” collection pail for organics. Usé
this pail in‘your kitchen to discard your. foodwa%te
throughout the day, then transfer itall to the
greenvlid Organics cart when it's convenient. Fe
free to line the kitchen catcher with newspaper
or paper towe}, but please, NO plastics under any -
circumstances. Both your kitchen catcher and the
o larger Organics, Recycling, and Garbage carts.can bg
e cleanad out with mild soap and water when necessan.

Need more coliection space?

i youfind you're exceeding the capacity of the new collection carts, here are somq

options for the overflow:

~ Organics cart: Use Kraft bags or your
existing yard waste cans and set them
nextto your Organics cart at the curb.

+:Recycling cart Use your existing “blue
hox"and place it out with the new
Recycling cart.

- Garbage cart: Use your existing
garbage cans and place them next ¢
your new.Garbage cart.

- Contact us at one of the information;
numbers on the naxt page and we will
upgrade you to.a largercart or.carts.

Pilot program
differences.

The informatian in this newsletter
is speific to your home and your
immediate neighbours. Other
areas of the City of Surrey that are
participating in the Pllot Program
will aperate under slightly different
rules, and the rest of the City will
beé continuing under the previous
system of collection, for now.

Throughout the Pilot Program time
span, we'll be evaluating how the
collections are going from many
standpaints-—induding costs, trick
schedules and staffing, the new
<arts, and your feedback on how
easy the plan is to follow. Once

the Pilot Program énds; all of this
information will be used to finalize:
the system and put itinto aperation
throughout the City.




‘Organics Co}[é tion Pilot Pr Dgé’am., |

What ab{)ut ‘.ompsscmg

- The City of Surrey- sells the Earth Machine

backyard composter to residents for

$25. We encourage residents who are
currently using backyard composting to

continue 1o do so: For residents wishing

to learn more about the Gity’s backyard
Ampaster availability, please contactus

4t604-590-7289.

We believe that backyard compasting

is a cost-effective and enviranmentally-
beneficial means of dealing with food
waste. However, backyard composting
cannot deal with many types of raw

and cooked food waste, such as meats,
poultry, fish, fats; rice, and pasta. Allof
these more volatile organic materials can

For more ir

be placed at curbside to be processed
atindustiial facilities where they are
[ )sted into nc.h il

- or,inSurrey’s case, o be convertedin

the futtire into a carboneneutsal biofuel
that will be used to fuel the trucks that
pick up your waste.

Also, we acknowledge that backyard
composting'is not something thatall
residents wish ta participate in, nor.do

:“ all residents have a convenient outiet

tomanage the composted mateal.

" Thee are rio limitations to the
types of food waste that you can
place into your Organics waste cart.

iToTrimation

In this regard, even if backyard

: .composting wereto bemade a

mandatory requirement, ensuring

: comphance would be a very difficult

undertakjng Curbside organic diversion

- provides a simple and balanced outlet 1o
ensure maximum participation,

Questions? ConcemsfFor the mostcurrent infoﬁnaﬁon about the Organics Collaction Pilot Programi:
< Calithe Organics Colléction Pragram Hotline at 604-551-1170 g
< Callthe Garbage &Recycling Houine 2t604-590-7289

< Email usat EngOpemuons@smrey ca :
. V's;t www_ﬂmeyca

:Jt:ikui“

to the e Lo

Graiiy

The new City ofESurrey curbside Organics Collection prognam is the key to reducing waste
delivery to the landfill by 70%. Here's how you ¢an help reach that goal.

inJune of this year, the City engaged

a month-jong consultation and survey
pracess with Surrey residents to discuss
plansto coliect kitchen'waste at the
curbside. The result was a strong 88%
support of this new.green initiative.

Abig part'ofthe new plan is finding

a way to make use of the waste we
coliect That’s called waste diversion. The
éurrent recycling system goes a long way
toward that goal, and the new Organics
Collection plan will take anodrer glant

Hovv things change for you

The Organics Collection progrém‘h
been carefully planned to make it as

simple as possible for Surrey househ ds.

Wa feel that a simplified approach il
ensire maximum participation, whi

will successfully lead uis to achieving jour
705 waste diversion goal,

Essentially; there are justtwo changes—
the first deals with separating organi

““inthe kitchen, and the second deals with

partof the plan is what weintend to-

do with the organic waste. Under the
new system, we're planning 1o turn your
kxtcben leftavers and yard wasteinto a -
valuable resotrce. Using a new plant to
be built in Surrey, the organics picked
up from your curb will be converted irito.

Jan env:ronmentally#nendly and carbon-

neutral biofuel, which will be used1o
power the! very t:udG thatpickitupat

" Howthings cange

h 1 place them ot for'collection,

You will soon receive a new Organics

- collection cart from the City, colour-. -
codeq with a green lid. This means you
will now have three containers to place
out for colfection each week:

» The new Organics cart.
« The normal Recyding "blue box”

- Yournormal Garbage can{s) for waste
that is composed of neither organlcs
nor typlcal recycling, :

ey =
The new Orgamcs Collection program will help us reach our70% waste diversion goal.




Organics Collection Pilot Program

What goes
where?

Organics

The simplest way to describe what
goes in-the new Organicsicart is that it
includes anything you prepare for your
meals at home, and anything that grows
an your property. tn:other words, kitchen
and yard waste.

.Kitchen waste includes al} food scraps

induding meats, vegetables, fats, bones,
s, and cheese. Dan't scrape plates
10:the garbage—scrape them into

Lur Organics kitchen catcher and
cart. Kitchen waste also includes coffee
grounds intheir paper filters, tea leaves
and bags, as well as used napkins, tissues
and paper towels,

Yard waste includes your plant; flowers
and grass cuttings, leaves, and branches;

Recycling

Thiscategory remains the same asin

the existing City of Sutrey. program, and
includes cardboard, cans, paper, and
plastic botties and containers. For a more
detailed list of what can be placed in'the
recycling blue bax; see page 15'of the
Clty of Surrey 2010 Waste Coilection
Pragram calendar,

Garbage

Simply put, everything else thatis
aliowed for curbside pickup, and which
doesnotfitinto the Recycling and
Qrganics categories, goes into your
regulargarbsge can(s):

L #, surey
T Gep Rpcydes

The new Organics cart with the green lid is being provided for you under the Pilot Program.
Simply wheel it out to the curb along with your normal recycling biue'box and garbage cans,

every week on your-narmal collection day,

Reep it fresh and clean

The biggest concerns many people
have about kitchen waste pickip are
potential odours, and the attraction

of pests. Neither of these should be
issies with the new Organics Callection
program, since we are not altering the
contents af the waste we are picking up.
Yatr kitchen scraps are stili going to be
at the curb as they have always been—
they'll just be in the new Organics cart
instead of your.garbage cans. There are,
however, simple ways to minimize both

" ‘concerns under any pickup plan.

About cartliners

- Place your Organics cart at the curb

each and every pickup day—evenifits

only partially filed that week:

« Keep the lid fully dosed at all times—
don't aliow the cart to get so full that
the lid is propped open.

+ As much as possible, try to place
kitchen scraps and yard waste in
alternating layers in the cart, keeping
drier yard waste on top of wetter.
kitchen waste.

< Between pickups, keep yourcartina
shady area, away from direct sunlight:

If you want to line your Organics ¢art to help contain your waste, please use ONLY.
newspaper or. compostable paper bags. NEVER use any form or plastic bags, even

those labeled compostable:

Under the present collection system,
half of the household waste collected
from Surrey homes goes to the landfil.
Recyding accounts for 30%, and yard
waste recovery makes up the other
20%. Ourtarget is to-double organics
diversionto:40%—by removing
kitchen waste from the garbage and
adding it to the yard waste through the
pilot program—in-order to achieve the
overall goal of 70% diversion from

the landfill.

© Recychng

KOS bk i e
ritchen Conveniernd

To miake it even easier for you to keep your Kitchen
waste separated out, we're-also providing you
with a smaller “kitchen catcher’ coflection
pail for orgariics. Use this pail in your kitcheg

to discard your food waste throughout

the day, then transfer it all to the green-lid
Organics cart when it’s convenient. Feel free
1o line the kitchen catcher with newspaper o
paper towel; but please, NO plasti¢cs under an

circumstances: Both youc kitchen catcherand the

larger Grqanics cart can be deaned out with mild
soap and water when necessary.

E ) o~

S s BY in ey s i T
Need miGie Conuaellon .vg.:a\_s::?
If you find you're exceading the capacity.of the new Organics collection cart, here
w0 options far the overflow:

+ Use Kraft bags or your existing yard

waste cans.and set them nextto your
Organics cart at the curb:

« Contact us at ong of the informa(ioa
numbers on'the next page and we will
' upgrade you ta a larger cart,

Pilot program
differences

The information in this newsletter
is specific to your home and your
immediate neighbours. Other
areas of the City of Surrey that are
participating in the Pilot Program
will operate undaer slightly different
rules, and the rest of the City will
be continuing under the previous
system of collection, for now.
Throughout the Pilot Program time
span, we'll be evaluating how the
collections are going from many.
standpoints—induding costs, truck
schedules and staffing, the new.
carts; and your feedback onhow
easy the plan isto follow. Once

the Pilot Program eads, all of this
information will be used to finalize
the system and put itinto operation
throughout the City.
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" Placeallofthese in yourgreen-lid Organics cart for weekly pickup at curbside.

» All raw, cooked and leftover food, including meat, poultry,
fish, seafood, eggs, dairy, vegetables, fruit, bread; pasta, and
grains. Include all leftovers and plate scrapings, including the
dressing on:salads

'« Coffee grounds in their used paper filters,
‘tealeaves and tea bags

+Used paper towels, napkins, tissues, paper plates, and
pizza dehvery boxes

« Plants, flowers and grass cuttings, leaves, and
branches

No! Do not place these in with your Organics—See page 15 of the City of Surrey 2010 Waste Collection
Program calendar to see which items can be placed out with your recyclables.

e Nothing made of glass or plastic—=including biodegradable 7
plastic—and no:paper cartons or containers such as juice boxes,
vmilk cartons, coffee cups, plastic wrappers or take-out containers. .’

f . thhing made of metals, including aluminum foil,
~cans, and twist ties

+‘Nothing made-of paper unless it's specifically listed
above as acceptable, including no toilet paper :
of magazines
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o - Appendix III

BISURREY ~ CORPORATE REPORT

the future lives hera.
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NO: R201 - COUNCIL DATE: November 2, 2009

REGULAR COUNCIL
T6: Mayor & Council ' : DATE:  October 29, 2009
FROM: General Manager, Engineering FILE:  2320-20 (Garbage &

Recycling)

5UBJECT:  Curbside Residential Organics Collection Service - Proposed Public
Consultation and Pilot Collection Program

RECOMMENDATION

The Engineering Department recommends that Council direct staff to initiate a public
consultation process with respect to curbside organics collection options with a view to
implementing a pilot program in the latter part of 2010.

INTENT

The purpose of this report is to outline options that are available to reduce solid waste in Surrey
by way of an expansion of the City's residential curbside waste diversion program involving a
residential organics collection service.

DISCUSSION

To achieve the 70 per cent waste diversion goal set out in the Regional Solid Waste Management
Plan (SWMP) and to reduce green house gas emissions, Metro Vancouver (MV), in consultation
with it's member municipalities, has decided that a Region-wide food waste (organics) diversion
program should be established. Each of the Region's municipalities is in the process of
-developing a curbside organics diversion program,.

Metro Vancouver recently awarded a contract to Fraser Richmond Soil and Fibre (FRSF), which
will receive organics at its organics processing (composting) facility in Richmond. Member
municipalities will be encouraged to transport curbside organics to this facility. The residential
organics disposal rate at this facility has been established at $40/tonne.

Several municipalities within the Region, including Surrey, were already disposing of their
residential curbside yard waste at the FRSF facility. FRSF composts yard waste into nutrient-rich
soil and sells this product to the public via various retail outlets throughout the Region, including
four outlets in Surrey.



City of Surrey Curbside Waste Diversion Trends

For the past 15 years, the City has experienced a steady annual increase in diverted residential
curbside waste tonnage per capita and a corresponding decline in regular waste tonnage per
capita. These trends are also evident throughout the Region.

The following grapirillustrates Surrey's Tesidential waste voturmes and-trends simce g9

Table One:
. City of Surrey Residential Waste Disposal and Diversion Trends: 1994 to 2009
Number of Surrey Households
e Metric Tonnes of Diverted Waste
90,000 w—— Metric Tonnes of Garbage (Landfifled) |
"+ 90,000
80,000 o
1+ 80,000
70,000 | -
"y 70,000 =
y 60,000 - 3
[ ! "L 60,000
€ oo | g
! 50,000 ! :
| & 0 : L 50,000 2,
S : < £
'S 40,000 : -\ 40,000 g
g 1 oo 3
30,000 | - 30,000 F
i . 2
20,000 4 3
20, ] ; - 20,000 =T
Q
| - o
10,000 - i+ 10,000 @
"' ."
[ ity » - et et o o - 0
Zoo 49, 9. Yo, Yoo Voo o0 <o Yo <o S0 o o o <, Y
R, o5 05 %05 " 0p 05 "%, "%y %05 " %5 %0y "5 "% "> " %y g,
* Projected to
12/31/09

In 2007, Surrey diverted approximately 38 per cent of the 107,800 tonnes of residential curbside
waste that was generated within the City. The diversion rate increased to 48 per cent in 2008 and
is projected to increase to 49 per cent in 2009, which is slightly above the Regional average

- residential waste diversion rate. The increase in Surrey’s diversion rate is mainly attributed to:

e the City's single stream recycling program;

s the 2008 Metro Vancouver ban on the receipt of household recyclablts and yard waste at
the Regional transfer stations; and

» various Provincial Extended Producer Recycling Stewardship programs.




City of Surrey Food Waste Diversion

For a four-week period, commencing in late July 2009, staff undertook a curbside waste
composition analysis to determine the tonnage of organic waste material that could potentially be
further diverted from the waste stream. The analysis included the collection of a random sample
of curbside garbage from over 150 households across the City. Each sample was weighed and then

its-contents-were-separated-into-an-organic-waste-{food-waste) componentand-a non=divertible

waste component. Each component was then weighed and compared to the total original weight
of the sample. Through this study it was established that the average household in Surrey
generates 16.3 kg of curbside garbage per week and that 67% is organic and the remainder is non-
divertible as reflected in the following table:

*Table Two: |
Garbage Composition for the Average Surrey Household per Week
Average weekly weight of divertible organic material o
(kitchen waste) separated from the garbage: 10.9 kg 67%
Average weekly weight of non-divertible material ) o
separated from the garbage: >4 %6 337
Total: 16.3 kg 100%

- Based on the projected total residential waste tonnage of 61,000 tonnes for 2009 and based on the
waste composition findings as documented in ‘Table Two, it is estimated that the City will
generate approximately 41,000 tonnes of divertible organic material per year and approximately
20,000 tonnes of residual (non-divertible) waste,

Table Three:

Composition of Surrey’s Annual Residential Garbage Stream
2009 estimated divertible organic material (kitchen o
. ) . . 41,000 tonnes 67%
waste) derived from Surrey’s residential waste stream: .
2009 estimated non-divertible material derived from o
) \ . 20,000 tonnes 33%
Surrey's residential waste stream:
Total: | 61,000 tonnes 100%

Even if organics waste collection were put in place immediately, it would take a number of years
to maximize the level of organics diversion. Itis estimated that the City could realize a 60%
organics diversion rate from a curbside organics collection program in the initial diversion year.
This.would divert approximately 24,400 tonnes of kitchen waste from the current garbage stream,

The following table documents the positive overall impact that organics diversion would have on
Surrey's residential curbside waste stream:
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Table Four: |
Potential City of Surrey Curbside Organics Diversion

~ ™

Non-Diverted
(Landfilled) .+ Total Diverted Waste Total Waste \
Total
Waste {(Non- Diverted

s ' Curbside | Curbside | Diverted & o

Curbside . , Waste{%)

Garbage Recyclables Yard Kitchen Diverted}

Waste Waste

Projected Tonnages with )
Organic Collection 36,600 34,200 24,500 24,400 19,700 69%
Program
Status Quo (with no .
Organics Collection 61,000 34,200 24,500 o 119,700 49%
Program) :

Curbside Collection Service Requirements

Kitchen organic waste is generated at a relatively uniform rate throughout the year while organic
yard waste fluctuates dramatically by season and is dependent on lot size, the amount of

. landscaping that is located on the lot, and the frequency of landscaping work done by the home
‘owner., :

Weekly regular garbage output is more uniform throughout the year. Kitchen waste content
within the regular curbside garbage stream is one key factor that drives the frequency and
consistency of residential curbside participation. Kitchen waste tends to decompose and create
foul odours, which motivates homeowners to put out their garbage regularly. Table Five
illustrates the relative uniformity of the regular garbage waste stream over the months of the year
and the more dramatic fluctuations in the yard waste stream.

Table Five:
Average Monthly Quantities of Curbside Yard Waste and Regular Garbage*
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*based on 2005 to 2008 data (averaged)




Table Six illustrates the City’s average month-by-month tonnage of yard and kitchen organics
“combined and regular garbage.

Table Six:
Estimated Monthly Fluctuations to Waste Volumes with
Curbside Organics Diversion Program (based on 2009 projected tonnages)

- Garbage
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; e Full Organics (with Yard
5000 Waste)
i
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= !
£2000 |
1000 |
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jlun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

Given the results of the recent organic waste composition study for Surrey, a move to a full

. separate curbside organics collection program presents a significant opportunity in relation to the
City's sustainability objectives and will significantly assist in reaching the waste diversion
objectives of the Region's Solid Waste Management Plan. .

Proposed Public Consultation Process

There is a growing interest by the public for sustainable solutions relating to municipal solid
waste management. While moving towards a full curbside organics diversion program will fulfill
the City's and region’s diversion goals, the design of such a program must be carefully considered.

" Certain organics waste collection options are more economical than others but will yield lower
diversion rates, while others are conducive to ensuring high diversion rates but at higher service
costs. The key factors including ease of collection, service cost per unit and diversion
effectiveness must be balanced with public expectations.

For example, an option that could be immediately implemented with the least service impact
would be to require residents to simply place weekly organics in a separate receptacle (i.e.,
garbage can) that contains an “organics” label, or in a Kraft bag (similar model to the City’s
existing yard waste program). The difficulty with this type of service model is that organic waste
is highly odorous and the use of a standard receptacle or kraft bag will very likely attract animals
and pests. In addition, this type of service model typically yields low diversion rates from
households that do not wish to dedicate additional waste receptacles or purchase additional kraft
bags for this purpose.

Some major municipal jurisdictions are using a “semi-automated cart system” where households
are provided with animal/odour resistant waste carts within which to discard their household

v
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organics/yard waste, garbage and recyclables materials. Organic/yard waste is collected weekly
while other garbage and recyclables are collected bi-weekly. While this model is conducive to
driving higher levels of organic waste diversion and is generally appreciated by residents due to its
simplicity and effectiveness, the cost for this service is higher than the traditional manual
collection process due to the automation and the specialized waste carts. This model is explained
in greater detail in Appendix [, ‘

Given the size of the Surrey’s waste collection customer base and the potential for significant
" change to the existing weekly services, staff intends to undertake a study of several viable options
related to the collection of organic waste. These options will be presented to the publicvia a
series of open public consultation sessions and surveys. The information that is presented will
reflect the waste diversion potential for each option, the technology that each option will entail
and the customer service costs. '

The public consultation/survey process will be undertaken during the first half of 2010, with the
goal of the consultation being to determine relative acceptability to the public of the different

- collection options. A side benefit of the process will be increased public awareness of efforts
related to waste diversion by the City. The consultation process will assist staff in determining a
“preferred approach” to organics collection. The results of the consultation process will be
reported to Council.

Pilot Program for Kitchen Waste Organics

Subsequent to the public consultation process during the latter half of 2010, a pilot organics
collection program will be established with a select number of households in the City, which

~ allow staff to refine the “preferred” approach to organics waste collection so that it can be
implemented more effectively across the City after the pilot. The pilot program will also allow for
a more accurate determination of equipment requirements.

Contractor Engagement

. The move towards a full curbside organics diversion program represents a major scope change to
the current waste collection services contract with International Paper Industries, Ltd. (IP1). The
- City’s contract with IPI runs to the end of 2012.

The proposed pilot program for organics diversion would conclude in zon. Staff are intending to
implement the full organics waste collection service as an element of the City’s next waste
collection contract, which will be awarded in 2012.



CONCLUSION

Based on the above discussion, it is recommended that Council direct staff to initiate a public

‘consultation process with respect to curbside organics collection options with a view to

implementing an organics collection pilot program in the latter part of 2010.

Vincent Lalonde, P.Eng.
General Manager, Engineering

VL/RAC/brb
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Appendix I:  Weekly Organic Collection and Alternating Bi-weekly Collection of Garbage and
Recyclables

Appendix II: Semi-Automated Waste Collection Services Using Curbside Carts for Organics,
' Garbage and Single Stream Recyclables



APPENDIX 1

Considerations with Regard to
Organics, Garbage and Recyclables Collection

Frequency of Collection

Given the dramatic drop in the volume of regular non-divertible garbage that would be realized
from a full organics curbside collection program, the City is well positioned to introduce a weekly
organics collection service combined with a biweekly garbage and recyclables collection service.
This would be a significant change to the City's current practices with respect to waste collection
but would be justified based on the relative volumes of the different waste collection streams.

The following table illustrates a typical mon'tf';ly collection schedule based on weekly organics
collection and bi-weekly collection of regular garbage and recyclables.

Week -| Organics Collection Garbage Collection | Recyclables Collection

1 J J v
2 J N
3 J J J
4 J ' ‘

Sustainability Benefits

By introducing bi-weekly regular garbage collection and weekly organics collection, residents
would be motivated to ensure that their kitchen organic waste was collected on a weekly basis so
as to avoid the nuisance odours that this-waste stream produces if it is left in a garbage container
for longer periods of time (i.e., 2 weeks).

A number of cities across North America and Europe have successfully introduced such a
weekly/bi-weekly collection process. The City of Toronto implemented a program of this nature
in 2004, In British Columbia, the community 6f Ladysmith introduced this collection system,
Within a year, each of these Canadian municipalities reported an 80% diversion of the kitchen
organic waste stream, '

If Surrey were to achieve the same results as Toronto, the City's annual waste diversion rate would
be well beyond the Region goal of 70% by the year 2015,

Service Benefits

Weekly Organics Collection:

A curbside organics collection program involves the collection of kitchen waste materials mixed
with yard waste materials. This combination of organics is actually preferred by compost process
operators since the nitrogen-rich kitchen waste provides a good balance with the carbon-rich yard
waste, which accelerates the composting process and acts to minimize odours.



Semi-Automated Waste Collection

Staff has reviewed options with respect to how organics waste should be collected. A semi-
automated curbside waste collection process would require that the City provide each household
with standard wheeled waste receptacies The receptacles are rolled out to curbside by the

resident-for-the-weekly-cotlectiomrtooccur—Thetollection crew placestie full cart at the back or
side of the collection truck where specially designed hydraulic lifts known as “flippers” lift the cart
and empty its contents into the waste collection vehicle. Photographs and a description of a
typical collection cart and emptying procedure are contained in Appendix II.

Semi-automated collection reduces worker injuries and worker fatigue. The design of the typical
organics receptacles, which contain tight-fitting “flip lids”, minimizes the potential for intrusion
of animals into the waste and for scattered litter,

The 364 litre cart is considered large enough to accommodate weekly volumes of kitchen and yard
waste that would be generated by a typical household. However, at times some households may
generate more weekly yard waste and/or kitchen waste than can be accommodated in the cart
(i.e., in the fall when property owners are cleaning up leaves and branches). In these
circumstances, residents would be required to place kitchen waste in the cart and place any
overflow yard waste in separately marked yard waste cans or Kraft bags. Residents would also
have the option of obtaining an additional organic waste cart for weekly collection subject to
paying a higher service rate. For the vast majority of households, this would not be necessary.

Other Information about the Organics Waste Stream;

The following organic waste materials can be placed at curbside and processed at the FRFS
Richmond facility:

* Food Items: Vegetables & fruits, corn cobs, meats, fish, bones, breads, dairy items, oily and
fatty foods, coffee grinds, egg shells, etc.;

+ Non-food related items: Food-soiled paper products mcludmg napkins, newspapers and
cardboard; and

* Untreated wood products provided that they are bundled alongside curbside yard waste
materials.

It is important to note that the FRFS organics processing facility does not accept plastic bags since
plastic bags do not decompose in the composting process. This means that residents
participating in a municipal curbside organics diversion program anywhere within the Region
must either use biodegradable bags to line their kitchen waste containers or newspapers or
choose not to-use any liners and dispose of their kitchen waste directly into the curbside cart.

Bi-weekly Garbage Collection:

Once organics are removed from the regular garbage stream, that garbage stream would include
mainly non-odorous materials such as textiles (clothing), treated wood products, furniture,
leather goods, footwear, rubber, styrofoam and unrecyclable cardboard. Currently, a typical
Surrey household produces approximately one and a half cans of garbage (including kitchen
organics) each week. Once the kitchen organics are removed from this waste stream, it is
anticipated that weekly garbage output will drop to less than one can per week for the typical
household. On this basis, using a semi-automated pick up, a 242 litre cart (64 gallon) cart would
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provide sufficient volume for regular garbage from a tyﬁic:al household if collection occurred on a
bi-weekly basis.

Bi-Weekly Recyclables Collection:

With a semi-automated pick-up model, bi-weekly collections and based on the volume of

recyctables generared by a typical household;, azgz titre (67 gattons)cart-would-accommodate—
single-streamed household recyclables in the two-week period between collections.

Estimated Collection Costs

Semi-automated eollection service is generally slower than manual collection due to the time
required to engage and disengage the carts from the collection vehicle. Each semi-automated
collection vehicle and related crew can handle 700 to 8oo households daily while a vehicle and
manual collection crew can handle up to 1,200 households daily. As such, more vehicles are
required to implement semi-automated collection in comparison to manual collection for any

- given area. However, by converting from full weekly collection services to the weekly collection
of organics and the bi-weekly collection of garbage and recyclables, the overall increase in costs is
minimal.

Estimated Cart Costs

Waste receptacle carts range in price depending on size. A 264 litre (64 gallon) cart costs $57
including delivery to the household. To supply each Surrey household with a cart for the organic

~waste stream would cost a total of $5 million. If each household was provided with a cart for each
of organics, garbage and recyclables (3 carts), it would cost a total of $15 million.

Based on a simple straight-line amortization over a 10-year period, the carts would cost
approximately $o.5 million per year per waste stream which equates to approximately
$6/year/household/waste stream, This cost would be recovered through adjustments in the
annual solid waste collectlons service levy.



APPENDIX II

’ Semi-Automated Waste Collection Services Using
Curbside Carts for Organics, Garbage and Single Stream Recyclables

WASTE CARTS (approximately $60/each)

Universal design fits all U.S. fully automated gripper arms and semi-automated Bar-Loc
collection systems

Vented rim allows air flow through cart contents

Lower ventilation louvers provide ventilation for leachate evaporation and aeratlon of
waste '

HDPE plastic grill features stainless steel hinges for leachate drainage and will not rust
Reduces odors, inhibits anaerobic decomposition, and reduces volume and wenght of
contents

Sealed lock bar design eliminates leakage in semi-automated operations

The hinged, plastic grill swings open when dumped for complete emptying of materials
Large opening for easy loading from grass baggers

One-piece continuous handle molded into cart for easy maneuvering

Smooth rolling wheels for easy handling on lawn

Multiple bottom wear chimes for extended cart life and abrasion protectlon

Description Dimensions (I x wx h) JL Load Rating ..‘

364 litre Cart 90 CIM X 75 CM X 120 ¢m 102 kg
(96 Gallon) (3ftx2.5ftxqft) (224 lbs)

242 litre Cart i 76 ¢m X 70 M X 101 M , 68 kg
{64 Gallon.Cart) (2.5 ftx 1 ft x 3.5 ft) : (150 1bs)
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DILLI AN

CONSULTING

" Suite 510

3820 Cessna Drive
TO: Harry Janda Richmond
) . British Columbi
FROM: Alida Bishop rrish oMo
Canada

DATE: August 10, 2011 © V7B 0A2

! Telephone

FILE NO.: 11-5061-5000 ;
. (604) 278-7847

Summary of Follow-Up Consultation for Residents in The City of Surrey Fax

SUBJECT: . .
Curbside Organics Pilot Program ! (604) 278-7894

Between July 23 and 29, 2011, Dillon Consulting Limited (Dillon) staff targeted the
approximately 950 households located in the five different neighbourhoods of Surrey
involved in the 'bi-weekly' organics pilot program. The five neighbourhoods are located
in areas with different collection days from Monday through Friday. Households were -
initially contacted door-to-door by Dillon staff to participate in a short survey and were |
provided with a letter from The City of Surrey (The City. The letter presented an update
on the overall program and also provided households with a link to an online survey,
making it convenient for residents who were unable to speak to Dillon staff during the
door-to-door consultation. Following the door-to-door consuitation, Dillon staff
contacted households that were not home at the time, but who had previously provided

i
j
[
i
{
l
|
their phone number to request their participation in the survey. !
|
i
S
{

Dillon staff collected a total of 496 responses about the program from households based
on a combination of door-to-door consultations, telephone calls and the online survey.
Actual participation rates within each of the five neighbourhoods ranged from 46% to
58% of total households. An analysis of the survey data was completed and key findings
are highlighted below under the following categories:

¢  Overall results on the 3-stream cart-based collection program;
¢ Recycling Collection Program;

»  Organics Collection Program; and

Garbage Collection Program.

| Dillon Consulting
. Limited
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The City of Surrey

Follow-Up Consultation: Organics Pilot Program
August 10, 2011

Overall Results

Convenience

Results indicated that when households were asked on a scale of one to ten, with ten
being the highest, to rate the convenience of the cart-based collection program. The
overall result for all households was an average of 8.3 (refer to Table 1, below). When
analyzed specifically for each of the five neighbourhoods, the results ranged from 7.7 to
8.7 with Wednesday having the highest value followed by Monday (8.6}, Friday (8.3),

Tuesday (8.2) and Thursday (7.7).

o
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80

o0

0

40

30

Page No. 2

Table 1: Convenience Results

On a scale of 1 to 10, 10 heing the most convenient, how would you rate
the convenience of the cart hased collection program?

8.6 8.7

Monday Toegday Wednesday Thursday Friday Average
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The City of Surrey

Follow-Up Consultation: Organics Pilot Program
August 10, 2011

Supportiveness

Households were also asked to rate, on a scale of one to ten, their supportiveness for
the cart-based collection program. The overall result for all households was an average
of 9.0 (refer to Table 2, below}. When analyzed specifically for each of the five
neighbourhoods, results ranged from 8.5 to 9.2. Wednesday had the highest value of
9.2. Monday, Tuesday and Friday all had the value of 9.1. Thursday had the lowest
value of 8.5.

Table 2: Supportiveness Results

On a scale of 1 ¢o 10, 10 being the most supportive, how would you rate
your supportiveness of the cart based collection program?

100
4 ]
2 o1 9.1 9.2 9.1
o)
G
AN}
40

30

10

00 -
Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Average
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The City of Surrey

Follow-Up Consultation: Organics Pilot Program
August 10, 2011

Recycling Collection Survey Results

Recycling Cart Preferences

During the survey, households were provided with information on the results of a
recently completed waste composition study indicating that there had been a slight
increase of recyclables in the garbage stream. To ensure the maximum diversion of
recyclables from disposal, residents were asked of their preference between two
options for recycling cart(s). These options included:

1. Households keeping their 241L cart and supplementing it with a blue box when
they had excess materials; or

2. Households exchanging their 241L cart for a larger 364L cart.
An overall average of 71% of households throughout the five neighbourhoods indicated
that they would prefer to keep their 241L cart and supplement it with a blue box {refer
to Table 3, below 4). This result was consistent when looking at the individual
neighbourhood results, as the majority of.neighbourhoods would prefer to keep their
current cart and supplement with a blue box rather than exchange it for a larger one.

Table 3: Recycling Cart Preference Results

Would you prefer te exchange your 241L recycling cart for a larger
364L cart or to keep your current cart and supplement it with a blue
box?

T1% 9% 69% 189 1% %

Keep
- Exchange

Mounday Tuesday Wednesday Thugzdav Friday Average
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The City of Surrey :
Follow-Up Consultation: Organics Pllot Program
August 10,2011

Excess Recyclables

Househoids were asked what they currently. did .with their recyclables: when their
recycling cart was full and there were still a few days until their coliection day. -On
average, 25% of households indicated: that their recycling cart was never full and

therefore this was not an issue (refer to Figure 1, below). Of the remaining 75%, 46%

indicated that they already supplemented their cart with a-recycling bin, 24% kept their
recyclables until the following week, 3% put their excess recyclables into the garbage
cart; 1% took their recyclables to a depotior recycling centre and 1% indicated that they
used-one of thefr neighbours bins that had space in it on collection day.

When revieWin‘g each of the five neighbourhoods, the results varied for each of the
categories (refer to Table 4, on page 6). 'In the Friday collection area; the largest
percentage of households indicated that they put their extra items into a blue box or a

cleat plastic bag {53%).' The Monday, Wednesday and: Thursday collection areas also-{

had similar results (52%, 42% and 43%, respectively). For the Tuesday collection area,
the largest percentage of households indicated that they kept their recyclables until the
following week (43%): It should be noted that the Tuesday area also had-the lowest
percentage of households indicate that their cart was neverfall (12%).

Figure 1: Excess Recyclablés, Results

o : i
What.do yveu do with your recyclables when your recycling cartis full
i and there are still a few daysuntil your collection day? =~
Takerevyclables to Use aneighbous bm

depot recu*ln entre L
epo ng ~. / ‘ \\1(];:pace
o

Putrecy ¢lables mto
garbaze cart
3%
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Table 4: Excess Recyclables Results

VY hat do you do with your recvelables when your recycling cart is full
and there are still a few days until your collection day?

Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Fuday Average

® Cart 5 Never Full Don'tRecycle
£Takerecyclables to depot recyeimgeentre  Keep reevelables until the folloswmaweek
wPutrecy clables mto garbage cart & Put extra items mto blue box

% Ulke a neaghb ours bunwath space
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The City of Surrey

Follow-Up Consultation: Organics Pilot Program
August 10, 2011

Recycling Awareness

Households were asked if they were aware of all of the recyclables that The City accepts
as part of their recycling program and that recyclables are banned from garbage.
Overall, an average of 86% of households indicated that they were aware of what is
recyclable as well as the ban (refer to Table 5, below). individual results for the five
neighbourhoods were similar and ranged from 82% to 92%, with Monday having the
highest result (92%), followed by Wednesday (91%) and Thursday (87%). Both Tuesday
and Friday results indicated that 82% of households were aware of the recyclables that
The City accepts and that recyclables are banned from garbage.

Table 5: Recycling Awareness Results

Are you aware of all the recyclables that Surrey accepts as part of their
recyvcling program and that recyclables are banned from garbage?

92% 82% 91% 87% 82% 86

Yes

Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thuwrsday Frday Average

Page No. 7
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Follow-Up Consultation: Organics Pilot Program
August 10, 2011

Recycling Information

As part of the survey, household; were also asked if more information, frequent
updates and reminder tips would assist them in recycling more. Overall, 49% of all
collection areas indicated that this would be beneficial for them (refer to Table 6,
below). Monday, Wednesday, Thursday and Friday collection areas ranged from 43% to
46% in favour of receiving additional information (43, 45, 46 and 45%, respectively);
however, 65% of the Tuesday collection area households indicated that they would
prefer more information to assist them.

Table 6: Recycling Information Results

Wouldmore information or frequent updates and reminder tips help
youto recycle more?

3% 65% $5% 46% 45% J95,

Yex
= No

SEAETE Fohs

Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thwsday Fuuday Average
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Follow-Up Consultation: Organics Pilot Program
August 10, 2011

Organics Collection Survey Results

Organics Cart Use

Survey results indicated that, on average, 94% of households are still using their
organics cart. Individual neighbourhood results were similar through all of the five
collection areas and ranged from 91% to 96% of households {refer to Table 7, below).
Households which indicated during the survey that they were not using their organics
cart (approximately 6% of the respondents) were asked to provide feedback on why
they were not using their cart. Results indicated that 25% of households felt that they
did not have enough organic waste, 21% thought that separating organics was too much
of a hassle, 11% did not have enough information about the program, 11% were
concerned with cleaning the carts, 7% were concerned with rats or pests and 25%
indicated other responses. Among the other responses were: residents had issues with
odours or they already composted their organics in their backyard.

Table 7: Organics Cart Use Results

Are you still using your organics cart?
1000

0%

0%,

60%¢

91%

95% 9328 960 LY 949 )

Yes
No

123505

Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Average
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Follow-Up Consultation: Organics Pilot Program
August 10, 2011

Organics Cart Materials

Households that indicated they were still using the organics cart were also asked what
they were using the cart for. On average, 87% of households put yard waste into their
organic cart while 88% put kitchen waste into their organic cart {refer to Table 8, below).
These results indicate that while some households are using their carts for both yard
waste and kitchen waste, there are some households that are only using their cart for
one type of organic waste.

Table 8: Organics Cart Materials Results

What are you using your organics cart for?

1000
91%

900, §5%¢ 870,

SO,
= W i)
6005

ey = Yoard Wagte

Kitchen Waste
400,
308,

0% -

(%o

OD‘)
Monday Tuesday  Wednesdavy  Thursday Friday Averame
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Follow-Up Consultation: Organics Pilot Program

August 10, 2011

Organics Information

Similar to recycling collection, households were surveyed to determine if more
information, frequent updates or reminder tips would raise their awareness on the
organics program. On average, 44% of households indicated that this would assist them
in increasing their organics diversion (refer to Table 9, below). Between 32% and 36% of
the Wednesday and Friday collection area were in favour of receiving more information.
Monday and Thursday collection area results were between 43 and 49%, and Tuesday

collection area results indicated 57% were in favour.

Table 9: Organics Information Results

Would more inforn:ition or frequent updates and reminder tips raise
Your awarenessabout the organics program resulting in an increase of
your organics diversion?

3%
1385

Monday Tuesday Wednesday

Page No. 11

36%

1984

Yes
No

Thursday

Friday Average
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Follow-Up Consultation: Organics Pilot Program
August 10, 2011

Organics Cart Preference

Survey results indicated that, on average, 87% of households preferred to keep their
current 241L organics cart than to exchange it for a 364L cart {refer to Table 10, below).
Actual results ranged from 76% to 93% for preference to keep their current cart, with
76% of the Wednesday collection area preferring to keep the current carts, Monday and

AT

Thursday at 87%, Tuesday at 92% and Friday at 93%.

Table 10: Organics Cart Preference Results

If given the option would you prefer a Iarger (364L ) organics cart?

76%%

95 g P
87% 93% 87% 63% 87%

Monday Tuexday Wednesday

Page No. 12
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The City of Surrey

Follow-Up Consultation: Organics Pilot Program
August 10, 2011

Kraft Paper Bag Usage

Households were also asked if they were still using Kraft paper bags for their yard waste
materials when their cart was full. On average, 63% of households indicated that they
did not currently use Kraft paper bags {refer to Table 11, below), with Thursday
collection area households at 78%, Friday at 74%, Wednesday at 64% and Tuesday at
58%. In the Monday collection area, however, 60% indicated that they did continue to
use Kraft paper bags for their yard waste materials when their cart was full.

Table 11: Kraft Paper Bag Usage Results

Are you still using Krafe paper bags for vour yard waste materials
when your cart is full?

$0%
58%

61% 63%
789% 4%

No

Yee

Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thurzday Friday Avaage
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Follow-Up Consultation: Organics Pilot Program
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Kitchen Catcher Use

Overall, 83% of households indicated that they were using their kitchen catcher. Resuits
ranged throughout the five neighbourhoods, with 75% to 90% of households indicating
that they continued to use their kitchen catcher (refer to Table 12, below). Households
who did not use their kitchen catcher (approximately 17% of the respondents) were
asked to indicate why they chose not to. Of these, 16% indicated that they were
concerned with cleaning the kitchen catcher, 14% felt that the kitchen catcher was
inconvenient to use or too small, 12% used paper food waste bags instead, 11% didn’t
want to use it because of the odours from the organics and 11% mentioned that they
did not receive the kitchen catcher. Other concerns were indicated as well: 6% of
households did not want food waste in the house, 6% were concerned with rats or pests
and 6% used another type of container. The remaining 15% of households indicated
that they did not have enough information to begin using the kitchen catcher and
tossed their organics directly into the organics cart or used a garborator instead.

Table 12: Kitchen Catcher Use Results

Are you still using your City provided Kitchen catcher?

: 8%
- $1% - . . - e T B T T 83%
o1 b:2 02
. Yes
& No

Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Frday Average
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August 10, 2011

Additional Organics Feedback

When asked if there were any specific issues that households had encountered with the
organics pilot program, 54% of households indicated that there had not been any issues.
Feedback indicated that odour was the most common issue that households
encountered. Messiness and the difficulty of cleaning the organics cart were also
common issues.

Page No. 15
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Follow-Up Consultation: Organics Pilot Program
August 10, 2011

Garbage Collection Survey Results

Garbage Cart Use

Of the 496 households that were surveyed, only one household indicated that they did
not use The City-provided garbage cart. This household felt that the garbage cart was
too large and used their own container for garbage instead.

Garbage Reduction

The survey results indicated that, overall, 76% of households found that they had less
garbage with the organics collection program (refer to Table 13, below). Results
throughout the five collection areas varied between 76% and 82% households indicating
less garbage, with the exception of the Thursday collection area with 64% indicating
such,

Table 13: Garbage Reduction Results

Are you finding that you have less garbage with the organics collection
program? )

824 76% 8% %% 76%

Yes
“No

Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Average
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Frequency of Placement of Garbage Curbside

in the survey, households were asked how often they placed their garbage out for
collection. Results indicated that, overall, 96% placed it out on a bi-weekly basis, 2% on
a monthly basis, 1% every six weeks and 1% when their cart was full (refer to Table 14,
below). Results were similar for each of the five neighbourhoods, with the exception of
the Wednesday collection area with 92% indicating placement at the curb on a bi-
weekly basis and 8% on a monthly basis.

Table 14: Frequency of Placement of Garbage Curbside Results

How often do you put yeur garbage collection cart out?

100°o
Y0
ol -
98¢a
9%
919, When Full
St Weeks
929 Monthiy
E B]~\Veek‘_\'
90%
88°%
860, i

Monday Tuesday  Wednesday  Thursday Friday Average
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Fullness of Garbage Cart

Households were asked to indicate how full their garbage carts were on: collection day.

Feedback from households indicated that, overall, 12% of households” garbage carts

were overflowing, 35% were just full, 21% were three-quarters full, 25% were half full
and 7% were a quarter full {refer to Figure 2 below and Table 15 on page 19}. Results
for each of the collection areas varied. For all of the collection areas, except the
Thursday area, results indicated that the majority of households had full carts on
collection day. ' .

Figure 2: Fullness bf Garbage Cart Results

How full on average is your garbage cart on collection day?

Page No: 18
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Table 15: Fullness of Garbage Cart Resuits
How full on average is your garbage cart on collection day?
B AL
40%

. }5%

3o

20% &
'15%

10%6

Monday Tuesday Wednesday Tlunsday Friday Average

aCvaFull wFull  TlueeeQuaters wHalf % Quarta

Additional Program Comments

When asked if households had any additional comments, the most common ones
provided were that they loved the program (27%), wanted weekly collection again
(22%), wanted a new collection schedule mailed out {7%) and that wanted more
information on what materials go where (6%}.

Summary

Overall, on a scale of one to ten, convenience of the program was ranked as 8.3 and
support for the program was 9.0. Over 70% of households surveyed indicated that they
would prefer to keep their current recycling cart and supplement it with a biue box
when they had excess recyclables on their collection day. Currently 46% of households
are already supplementing excess recyclables with a blue box. Survey results indicated
that 86% of households were aware of all of the recyclables that The City accepts as part
of their recycling program and that recyclables are banned from garbage; however, 49%
of households indicated that more information, frequent updates and reminder tips
would encourage them to recycle more.

Page No. 19
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The analysis indicated that 94% of households are still using their organics cart, with
87% using it for yard waste and 88% for kitchen waste. Households who were not using
their organics cart identified that they did not have enough organic waste or thought
that separating organics was too much of a hassle. Similarly in regards to recycling
collection, 44% of households indicated that mare information, frequent updates or
reminder tips would raise their awareness of the organics program. On average, 87% of
households would prefer to keep their current organics collection cart than to exchange
it for a larger 364L cart.

Feedback also indicated that 63% of hauseholds did not use Kraft paper pages for their
yard waste materials when their cart was full. When surveyed, 83% of households
indicated that they were continuing to use their kitchen catcher. The main reasons for
not using the kitchen catcher included: concerns around cleaning it, that it was
inconvenient or that a paper food waste bag was used instead.

When asked if there were any specific issues that households had encountered with the
organics pilot program, 54% of households indicated that there had not been any.
Feedback indicated that odour was the most common issue that househoids
encountered. Messiness and the difficulty of cleaning the organics cart were also
common issues.

Feedback indicated that 76% of households found that they had less garbage with the
organics collection program. Survey results indicated that 96% of households placed out
their garbage cart on a bi-weekly basis. Additionally, households reported that, on
average, 53% of garbage carts were between a quarter full and three quarters full on
collection day.

Households were also invited to provide any additional program comments during the
survey. The most common comments provided were that households loved the
program (27%), wanted weekly collection again (22%), wanted a new collection
schedule mailed out [7%), and wanted more information on what materials go
where {6%).

Page No. 20




APPENDIX IIT

WASTE CONTRACT PERFORMANCE DEDUCTIONS

Without limiting in any way the City’s rights under the Contract or otherwise, the following
deductions will be applied to specific failures by the Contractor to provide the Services or
otherwise comply with the Contract. The failures listed below reflect a lower quality of Service
that the Contractor expressly agrees calls for a deduction from the price the City should be
required to pay for the Services:

Item Performance Requirement Deduction
Collection Failure
L Failure to collect a (Missed Collection) in accordance with .
) $100 per Container
Section 12.8.
2. Missed collection of an entire block (three or more houses on the
same side of the street or lane between two streets) not expressly | $300 per block
authorized by the Contract.
3. A third "miss" within one year of any particular service at a -
. $500 per incident
particular address.
Manner of Collection
4. Performing collections outside of the hours as specified in $250 per incident, to a
Section 12.4. maximum of $1000 per
truck per day
5. Performing collections on a day contrary to Section 12.5. $100 per Customer Unit, to
a maximum of $1000 per
truck per day
6. Failure to inspect and correct hydraulic/oil fluid leaks daily $250 per incident
7. Failure to provide and maintain vehicle identification numbers,
company name and phone number on each side of all vehicles $250 per incident
used in the performance of this Contract ‘
8. Failure to repair the City’s or a resident’s property that was
damaged by the Contractor within 14 days of the occurrence of $250 per incident
the damage
9. Failure to provide follow-up written reports concerning
complaints to the City by the close of the next working day of the | $250 per incident
event
10. | Failure to place Containers and/or lids back in original location or | $100 per incident
collect spillage in accordance with Section 11.6. $1000 per route per day
1L Using collection trucks exceeding weight limits set in o
. . $250 each incident
accordance with Section 14.1.
12. | Unsatisfactory performance by Contractor after two notices to

correct specific incidences involving the same address or collector
in any six-month period, e.g., leaving gates or doors open,
crossing planted areas, abusive language to customers, failure to
return Containers to their original location after

collection, failure to perform collections, or similar violations.

$300 each incident




Item Performance Requirement Deduction
13. | Organics discarded into collection vehicle (during Garbage $1,000 for first failure,
Collection). $5000 for second failure.
Driver and Swamper
prohibited from
performing work after
third failure
14. | Damage to a Container caused by the Contractor $100 per incident
Significant Omissions
15. Submitting false data, information or reports to the City. $5,000 per incident
16. | Not having the required number of collection vehicles at the
Collection Commencement Date or failing to maintain an $10,000 per day
adequate inventory of collection vehicles during the Term.
17. | Using a vehicle assigned to this Contract to service property, a $10,000 per vehicle per
firm or an establishment not part of the Services. property, firm, or
establishment
18. | Using a vehicle assigned to this Contract to service another

municipality.

$10,000 per vehicle per
municipality




APPENDIX II

Comments on Carts of Varying Sizes

The information contained in this appendix is a summary of staff’s assessment of the carts as
proposed by those firms who responded to Request for Proposals No. 1220-030-2012-004.

360 Litre Cart

These carts are approximately 1.2 metres in height (just below 4 feet) and carry a footprint of
approximately 0.56 m* (6 ft”. Toter provides the shortest version of this cart standing at a
height of 1.1 metres (3.6 feet) but with a larger footprint at 0.68 m* (7.3 ft*).

Based on public consultation sessions hosted by the Engineering Department during the
months of June and July 2010, the public’s immediate impressions when viewing the 360 litre
cart was that it was too large. Many residents cited a concern that they do not generate
enough waste to justify the size of this cart. Another common concern was related to the
ability to store this size of cart conveniently.

Based on the City’s pilot waste collection program, the 360 litre cart appears to be necessary
for garbage and recyclables for single family homes containing secondary suites based on the
generation of waste from this category of households.

240 Litre Cart

All proponents offered similarly sized 24o litre carts that on average are approximately 1.06
metres in height (3.5 feet) and have a footprint of approximately 0.5 m* (5.3 ft*). During
public consultation sessions, residents favoured this cart size over the others. For this
reason, this size of cart was used in the pilot collection program with generally positive
results as noted in this report.

Smaller Cart Sizes

The City’s pilot collection program included single family household without a secondary
suite and single family households with a secondary suite. The pilot program was not
extended to townhouses.

Based on to the scale of townhouses and the lower average number of occupants per
townhouse unit in comparison to single family households, staff solicited pricing for cart
sizes smaller than the 240 litre size. Proponents responded with pricing for cart sizes
including 8o litres, 120 litres, 132 litres, and 180 litres.

Given that most townhome units do not generate'yard waste, or will generate significantly
less yard waste in comparison to a typical single-family household, it is expected that a cart
size of 120 litre would be adequate for weekly organic waste collection for these customers. It
is also estimated that a 180 litre cart for garbage and a 240 litre cart for recyclables would
provide sufficient capacity for the alternating bi-weekly garbage and recyclables collection
while recognizing storage constraints that usually exist in townhouse units.



APPENDIX III

Proponent Carts - Appearance and Sizes
1.  Toter Inc. (Recommended Supplier)

Toter Inc. m— T
(recommended supplier) ' -

55,

. EsEEs

: 360 litre
e y ! 1'8 m
e B i g l 1 EHN {5““")

G130
80 litre 120 litre 180 litre

2.  Cascade Engineering

Cascade Engineering

:’/

e “ 0611330974 I 3 N Y
- L (5!11!!)

I=
240 litre 360 litre

0015

120 litre




4.

RehRig Pacific Company

RehRig Pacific

| - (5!11 ||)
W™ 120 litre
80 litre
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Otto Environment Systems North America, Inc.

Otto Environmental

N

120 litre 240 litre 360 litre ‘ 1.8m
511"




5.

6.

_3_

Schaefer Systems International Ltd.

Schaefer Systems

:

360 litre §§ |
1.8 fm

.. 5|1’1 n
120 litre 240 litre — - (5117

2 109 AM

IPL Inc.

IPL Inc.

360 litre

120 litre 240 litre

80 litre
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