Meeting Minutes _~Guelph

Making a Difference

Meeting

Date
Location
Time

Present

Regrets

Solid Waste User Fee Working Group -
Meeting 2

28/05/2025

Meeting Room A

9:00-10:30am

City of Guelph: Nectar Tampacopoulos, Heather
Connell, Robertson Reid, Tracy Suerich, Maxine
Koehler, Ghina Tarhini

Working Group: Hilary Ebert, Heather Grummett,
Jason Durfey, Chad Root, Cidalia Melo, Chuck Nash

Organizations: Luiza Furtado (WM), Heather Coyne
(Sustainable WR), Tova Davidson (Sustainable WR),

Cameron Walsh (City of Guelph), Nolan Kelly (City of
Guelph)

Working Group: Jennifer Hunt

Discussion Items

1. Welcome and introductions

e C(City identified emergency procedures and building amenities.
e Participants were invited to introduce themselves.
e City provided an overview of the first meeting.

Working Group flow and the main topics to be discussed in each of the four
scheduled meetings.

Downtown waste recent and upcoming projects timeline.

Review of the Downtown challenges.

Overview of the current findings and knowledge.

e City scheduled the dates of the two next meetings with the Working Group.

The third meeting was discussed to be held on Wednesday, June 18" at
9:00 am till 10:30 am. Note: after this meeting, the date was rescheduled
due to other time conflicts.

The fourth meeting was discussed to be held on Wednesday, July 2" at
9:00 am till 10:30 am.

2. Downtown engagement 2025 Results

e City presented the current sorting habits within Downtown.
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¢ The majority of Downtown businesses sort Garbage and Recycling.
e Approximately 60% of Downtown businesses sort Large Cardboard.
e Less than half of the businesses sort Organics.

e City presented the frequency of collection of all streams by public space
containers and City carts.

e The majority of users set out their waste for collection 1 or 2 days a week
or less.

e About 25% of users set out their waste for collection 6 days a week or
more.

e City presented the current storage practices.

¢ Most Downtown businesses are currently using public space containers
rather than City carts.

e A similar proportion of Downtown businesses don’t have enough space to
store their own carts on their own property.

e City presented the responses on the suggested short-term solutions.

e Less than 10% of Downtown businesses preferred to store their own carts
in an enclosure in front of their businesses.

e Less than 30% of Downtown businesses preferred to store their own carts
inside their businesses.

e The majority of Downtown businesses preferred to share a storage area
outside their businesses.

3. Activity: What values does a future solution need to uphold?

¢ Using Mentimeter, participants were asked to rank the importance of various
values related to Waste container, collection and fee models. Results are
shown in Figure 1 below.

e The highest ranked values were user friendliness and economic solutions,
while environmentally friendly ranked lowest.

e These findings differed slightly from the Waste Collection working group
results where Serviceable and Economical were also ranked lower, however
the City noted that a user fee structure was not part of the scope of that

group.



Figure 1 Mentimeter results
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e Participants also used a comment section to share their thoughts. Comments
included:

e A call for the City to fund waste collection going forward
¢ Need for reasonable levels of service
¢ Need to maintain similar distances to waste drop off locations

e The same list of values were shared with the Downtown Waste Collection
working group.

4. Future Possibilities
e City presented three key user fee system requirements:

e Associating waste generation to the user and limit free riding.

e Limiting the usage of public space containers to pedestrians only.

¢ Administering the system through registration, billing, providing customer
service and manage contractors.

e The group discussed fairness implications of different billing approaches.
Free ridership was raised as a concern with respect to businesses whose
waste would end up in litter containers for free (e.g., take-out drink cups
thrown out by customers) versus those who waste would remain on
premises and be paid for (e.g., kitchen waste, cardboard boxes).
Discussion was deferred to Meeting #3 which would focus on costs and
fee structures specifically.

e City provided an overview of the underground container system.

e The underground container system would meet all requirements because:



Accessing the underground containers would require a registered
account.

Underground containers could track usage and support detailed billing.
Updated litter containers would be limited to pedestrians’ usage only and
would not accept large bags.

City presented an illustrative map showing the implementation of the
underground container’s locations and phases within the Downtown.

5. Interim System Options

The Working Group participated in an exercise to identify opportunities,
concerns and what it would take for success with three alternate methods of
collecting waste while charging a user fee before underground containers are
fully available. The following input and feedback was discussed:

Bag or tag system:

Working Group members proposed not requiring cardboard to be bagged
due to difficulty getting cardboard into the bags.

¢ Depending on the fee structure, if recycling is free then it doesn’t
need to be bagged or tagged.
e If it needs to be paid, tape could be used to designate paid materials.

It was suggested that a paid system shouldn’t require sorting, since
many commercial establishments outside the Downtown paying for
private waste collection don’t sort, but it was pointed out that there are
Ontario regulations and a City bylaw that require sorting.

Working Group members expressed concerns about the strength of the
bags.

e Other municipal bag programs have experienced quality issues in the
past - recommend pay for tag rather than designated bag.

Concerns were raised over aesthetics, scavenging and litter creation with
more bags in the streetscape.

Reacting to a straw poll, most Working Group members preferred to
avoid more bagged waste.

e Carts:

The majority of the Working Group members agreed on the difficulty
around storing carts inside their businesses.

Working Group members expressed concern about the security of the
carts, especially with a user fee system, e.g., what is someone steals a
cart and the original owner keeps paying the fees?

A more carts would create more clutter on the street and accessibility
challenges.

e Options for outdoor storage of carts in enclosures in front of
businesses would also create permanent clutter on the street.



e Working Group members generally preferred the use of expanded
carts in communal locations.

¢ Communal container sites:

¢ Working Group members were concerned about distance, accessibility,
and safety that might be an issue for the communal locations.

e Ergonomic hazards of carrying bags were a concern. The potential of
requiring a dolly or cart to safely move bags was raised.

e Personal safety concerns of travelling alone at night, especially if
communal locations are not visible from the street or not well-lit.

e Carrying large cardboard would be more difficulty than carrying
bagged waste.

e Working Group members were concerned about the environmental
impact of the communal sites such as litter, odour, pests, and leachate.

¢ Working Group members proposed to ensure communal sites would be
available to businesses on both sides of the street.

e Working Group members suggested dividing the streets into sections and
assigning a communal site for each one.

6. Next Steps

e Staff to catch absent members up with minutes, presentation slides, and
invitation to connect one-on-one before next meeting to facilitate full
participation.

e Staff to bring costs for options discussed in this meeting to Meeting 3 to
inform discussion of which provide the best value for the Downtown
community.



