Meeting Minutes _~Guelph

Making a Difference

Meeting

Dates (3 sessions)

Location

Time

Present

Solid Waste User Fee Working Group -
Meeting 4

1: 02/07/2025

2: 03/07/2025

3: 09/07/2025

Meeting Room A

1 & 2:9:00-10:30am, 3: 11:00 am-12:00 pm

1: Cidalia Melo (online), Chad Root, Luiza Adsett
(WM, online), Heather Coyne (Sustainable WR,
online), Tova Davidson (Sustainable WR). City:
Heather Connell, Jordyn Divok, Tracy Suerich,
Robertson Reid

2: Cidalia Melo/ Sherri (online), Heather Grummett,
Heather Coyne (Sustainable WR, online), City: Tracy
Suerich (online), Robertson Reid, Jordyn Divok
(online)

3: Hilary Ebert, Jason Durfey. City: Robertson Reid

Discussion Items

1. Reported back on approximate costs of additional services raised last time:

e $100,000 year bag pickup/ street cleaning service.

e $10,000 per year per parking spot for aboveground communal sites.

e Sunday curbside collection not priced, staff explained that permits for sites
and trucks may not allow overnight storage in trucks or Sunday drop off,
guests commented that unionized labour environments may also make
Sundays more difficult to schedule. Bidders will need to price in potential
changes to site permits, staffing, which is difficult on a small contract
(Downtown does not fill a truck on its own).

e $20,000 for a weekly dedicated cardboard route.

e $20 per stop to send a truck Downtown from another route.

e Group member noted that commercial organics service can cost more than
this (just for organics).

Highlighted that administrative overhead would be an additional cost, and

would depend on who was administering the system.

2. Discussed administrator roles and factors contributing to administrative cost.
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3. Discussed administrator types in turn:

Municipal

Working group members placed highest trust and reliability in municipal
sector.

Easier to continue municipality as administrator than onboard a new
organization.

Best ability to implement standardized system instead of multiple
commercial collectors operating in same area.

Best ability to consider factors other than price, e.g., Downtown aesthetics
Already integrated with other departments that might be needed, like
Bylaw, Downtown Maintainers.

Can be seen as not responsive to customer needs; at the same time,
people will continue to call the City about waste issues no matter who is
providing service.

Perceived as having high overhead, being risk averse.

Efficiency perceived as average - private sector can be better.

e In this case, local operations provide the City an efficiency advantage
over private companies without local yards.

Jobs administered by City perceived as good, union jobs.

Final accountability falls to City to resolve outcomes of problems in any
scenario. Provides ultimate continuity compared to actors that may come
and go.

Limitation of City organics: can’t accept packaging while some others can.

Commercial

Prefer not to administer many small customers.

Would not directly perform education, compliance activities.
Despite consumer choice and competition, not always responsive to
customer needs, especially if customers are small/ few.

Nonprofit

Wide range - national versus local — with different value propositions.
Small non profits may not have as much influence as a municipality.

Still, consolidating contracts through a non-profit saves money - for
example 50% of costs in SWR’s organics program.

As a third party, may be less accountable to customers.

Conversely, third party status may make them more objective and better
positioned to administer fairly and sensitively; has a “softer touch” than
municipality.

Better positioned to do value-added services like training, education,
proactive compliance; deliver on environmental/ social benefits.

Adding another layer of administration decreases efficiency; non-profit
wouldn’t have any in-house operations.

All of downtown is a lot of customers for a small non-profit, may be hard to
administer.



¢ Nonprofit may have specific angle (e.g., organics) and not be set up for
general waste services outside their mission.

e Consortium

e Observation from County waste consortium: Lots of work to retender and
adjust to new service providers.

e City would sit within Downtown waste consortium to represent residential
sector being funded from taxes.

e Unclear whether any people or organizations have interest or capacity to
convene and coordinate the consortium; would need to be an organization
with extra capacity as business owners are overloaded already.

e Might be an eventual option down the road, but hard to transition waste
system and administrator at same time.

e Wariness of power imbalance in individual/board administering contract;
potential for some voices to be stronger.

e Can be outsourced - e.g., Kitchener BIA contracted SustainableWR and the
Working Centre for Downtown cleaning and waste collection. Arms-length
partners can help administer more fairly.

e Consortium stronger when more members to make contract attractive and
drive price down through competition. If members need to see pricing
before committing, lack of certainty will drive prices up. Can ask for
provisional unit prices on ranges of numbers of participants to help
mitigate.

e Diverse needs of businesses may make one-size fits all group approach of
standard consortium terms untenable.

e More uniform service offering/ better pricing can come with fewer pickups
from larger bins, but aesthetics and space are concerns.

e Ability for haulers to pickup on days they are already nearby can help
pricing too.

¢ No administrator (Individual arrangements with private hauler)

e Adds administrative burden to businesses.

e Businesses do not have experience navigating market.
e Pricing typically higher (e.g., double).

e Everyone needs their own bin(s) and space is limited.

e Aspects of each of these ideals could be featured in a service model applied to
Downtown Guelph.

e Businesses reiterated that bottom line is cost, despite other factors reviewed
here, so difficult to evaluate options without this information.

4. Discussed needs during transition to underground containers, potential new
administrator.

e During construction is bad time to bring fee in, start a new administrator. Risk
of more businesses closing/leaving, feeling not supported by the City.

e Additional fee cannot be explained the same as a change from tax to user
fee.



e Taxpayers not clear on where money goes/ lack confidence that it is being
spent wisely.

Once all underground containers are built is better time to transition to new
administrator, City is positioned to manage multiple collection types at once
(curbside, aboveground communal, underground) during transitional period
rather than having multiple administrators.

Doorknocking, town hall, instructional posters for back of house, pamphlets
would be needed to onboard Downtown businesses to new containers or new
administrator.

Kitchens generate the most waste and need some coaching to improve their
practices, during transition to underground is good time to get them diverting
better.

e Noted that restaurant industry is not represented in Working Group and
further consultation needed with that sector.

Discussed rebating as incentive to perform better — preference was to have
savings be realized more immediately through the fee structure. Can provide
“bills” showing waste production and comparison to benchmarks before fees
being to ease people into idea.

Change for the better is motivating for businesses and customers to
persevere through the hardship of the DTIRP construction; transitions need to
make sure people feel supported, on the same side and working together;
can’t be acrimonious.
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