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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF CENTRAL KOOTENAY
Resource Recovery Plan Advisory Committee
MINUTES
A meeting of the Resource Recovery Plan Advisory Committee was held on Tuesday, March 3, 2020 at
10:00 am in the RDCK Board Room, 202 Lakeside Drive, Nelson, BC.
COMMITTEE MEMBERS:
Director Watson
Director Jackman
Director Popoff
Director Newell
Colin Farynowski
Kevin Cormack
Bruce Edson
Brant Gray

Chair, RDCK Board (attending via phone)
Chair, East Resource Recovery Committee; Chair, RRPAC
Chair, West Resource Recovery Committee
Chair, Central Resource Recovery Committee
Town of Creston
City of Nelson
Community Member
Gray’s Contracting

MEMBERS ABSENT:
Steve Harrhy
Todd Veri
Patrick Gauvreau

Alpine Group
MyCrobz Bacteria Solutions
City of Castlegar

STAFF:
Uli Wolf
Amy Wilson
Travis Barrington
Todd Johnston

General Manager of Environmental Services
Resource Recovery Manager
Resource Recovery Technician
Environmental Coordinator, Environmental Services

CONSULTANT(S):
Carey McIver

Carey McIver and Associates Ltd.

1.

Welcome and Introductions
Committee Chair Jackman called the meeting to order at 10:00 am.

2.

Minutes of the previous meeting
•

3.

Review of Minutes of the previous meeting.

Plan Monitoring & Measurement
•

The following items concerning a Waste Composition Study (WCS) were discussed:
o Process, costs, frequency, funding sources, demographic considerations and the need
for statistical validity.
o The function and value of a WCS in identifying the success of diversion initiatives and
areas that still require attention.
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High cost of a WCS compared to monitoring waste streams through current tracking
systems.
o Potential sites to conduct WCS – Ootischenia landfill is likely as it receives the most
waste and serves two Sub-regions.
Discussion of monitoring ICI and satellite recycling depots for performance and efficiency
once established. The RRP would allow for adjustments to site locations.
The purpose of the proposed Resource Recovery Plan Monitoring Committee was discussed.
The Committee will gauge the effectiveness the RRP at key stages and recommend
adjustments and improvements as necessary.
o

•
•

4.

Dispute Resolution
•

5.

Resource Recovery Administration, Bylaws & Policies
•

•

6.

RRP requires dispute resolution procedure, a recommended procedure is provided by the
Ministry of Environment. Discussion of clarification over procedures definition of “parties”.
Several members requested that it be made clear who can seek resolution through this
procedure and what role RDCK bodies such as the Joint Resource Recovery Committee will
hold. A legislative review of the procedure was suggested.

It was noted by Carey McIver that the RDCK is atypical in that it has a higher number of
facilities, staff and management committees than most other regional district. Streamlining
RDCK services and committee structures was identified as a potential action in the 2011
RRP. Some improved efficiencies have been implemented to the existing structures over the
past 10 years e.g., fewer sub-region resource recovery committee meetings, using the Joint
Resource Recovery Committee as a “committee as a whole”.
Implementation of phased material bans rather than variable tipping was suggested as a
strategy for maximizing diversion. Bans should only be implemented when alternatives are
in place and in conjunction with transparent engagement with ICI and hauling stakeholders.

Recommended Residual Options
•

•

•
•

Landfill gas capture was discussed as a method of reducing GHG emissions for previouslylandfilled organic materials. Benefits of gas collection versus organics composting were
discussed in terms of costs and total GHG reductions. Scale and lack of lining at RDCK
landfills makes gas capture difficult to predict and utilize for commercial sales and GHG
credit trading.
Thermal technologies including incineration, refuse derived fuel, gasification and pyrolysis
were discussed as methods of managing waste in the RDCK. None are recommended at this
time due to the relatively small scale of waste that is generated in the district. It was
suggested that a private-public partnership with Mercer in Castlegar be explored.
Recommended options for residual management are closure of the Nakusp landfill and
conversion to a transfer station, optimizing the footprint of the Ootischenia landfill and the
continued operation of the Creston landfill with a liner exemption.
Further options for residual management were presented for consideration: updating the
hauling model in the West Subregion, conducting waste composition studies, assessment of
full cost recovery through user fees, a review of fleet support and facilities and an analysis of
contracted hauling versus in-house.
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7.

Financing the RDCK Resource Recovery System
•

•

•

8.

Draft 10 year financial plans forecasting revenues and expenses, including existing and
proposed operating and capital costs, were presented for each subregion. Costs were
separated by operating and capital as well as those for zero waste initiatives (recycling,
household hazardous waste, organics) and residual waste (landfills, transfer stations).
Demonstration of cost recovery for residuals through tipping fees for each subregion was
presented. The East and Central subregions’ residual waste management tipping fee
revenue are not reaching full cost recovery, whereas the West subregion looks to be
generating funds. Taxation fills any shortfalls between revenues and operating costs. The
assessment was generalized for all residual operations including those materials with lower
rates to incentivize diversion (such as wood waste). A detailed analysis is proposed in 2021
to look at cost recovery for each material. The RDCK could identify a goal for the amount of
cost recovery through user fees with consideration of mixed waste and other residuals vs.
diversion materials.
It was suggested that alternative descriptions of budgets and revenues such as a per capita
or assessment value be prepared for each subregion before presented during public
consultation.

Adjournment
Meeting adjourned at 2:20 pm.

CERTIFIED CORRECT

Director G. Jackman
Chair, March 3, 2020 Resource Recovery Plan Advisory Committee meeting

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
TO:

Amy Wilson

DATE:

FROM:

Maura Walker

PROJECT: RDCK RRP

SUBJECT:

Plan Monitoring and Measurement

November 5, 2019

As per the MOE Guidelines for Solid Waste Management Planning, the implementation of a solid waste
management plan / resource recovery plan should be monitored to determine its on-going
effectiveness. Annual measurement and monitoring allows course corrections to be made in a timely
manner.
The following monitoring and measurement activities are recommended for RDCK’s Resource Recovery
Plan (RRP).
1. Plan Monitoring Advisory Committee: Establish a Plan Monitoring Advisory Committee with a
mandate to monitor the implementation of the plan, evaluate its effectiveness, and advise the
regional district regarding the Plan’s on-going implementation. On an annual basis, Regional
District staff would compile data that reflects the status of the Plan’s implementation and
progress toward waste reduction targets. This data would be provided to the Plan Monitoring
Advisory Committee.
2. BC Disposal Calculator: RDCK continue to compile data annually on all of the municipal solid
waste disposal activities in the regional district for reporting to the BC Ministry of Environment’s
on-line disposal calculator.
3. Interim Assessment: As per the MOE Guidelines for Solid Waste Management Planning, five
years into the implementation of the Plan, the RDCK should carry out a review of the plan’s
implementation and effectiveness. As prescribed by the Ministry of Environment, this review
may include:
•
•
•
•
•

Overview of all programs or actions undertaken in first five years to support the plan goals
and targets, including status and implementation costs for each.
Description and forecasted budget for programs or actions not yet started and status,
including explanations for delays or cancellations of plan components.
Five-year trend information for waste disposal per person.
Five-year trend of greenhouse gases emitted and avoided, if available.
Any significant changes that might impact the solid waste management system over the
next five years.

4. Waste Composition Study: A study that looks at the composition of the waste being sent to
landfill provides a wealth of information on the effectiveness of current programs and policies,
and also assists in identifying opportunities to further minimize the amount of waste sent to
disposal. Waste composition studies are recommended at the following points:
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•

In advance of implementing the Organic Waste Diversion Strategy, and

•

In advance of the interim review noted above

•

In advance of the next RRP update.

The table below provides the estimated costs and staffing implications associated with the above
recommendations.
New Capital
New Operating

$0
$25,000 for a Plan Effectiveness Review (if
contracted out)
$50,000 - $75,000 for each waste
composition study

Staffing Implications
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None
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
TO:

Amy Wilson

DATE:

FROM:

Maura Walker

PROJECT: RDCK RRP

SUBJECT:

Proposed Dispute Resolution Process

November 5, 2019

The Ministry of Environment requires that solid waste management plans (like the RDCK’s Resource
Recovery Plan) include a dispute resolution procedure and that this procedure be developed in
consultation with input from the advisory committee. The Ministry’s Guidelines for preparing solid waste
management plans state, ”Although consultation efforts may prevent or minimize conflicts, at times
disputes may arise during development or implementation of the plan and regional districts should be
prepared to quickly and equitably resolve any conflicts that may arise. To this end, regional districts should
establish dispute resolution procedures to address any complaints or concerns that occur during plan
development or implementation.” The Guidelines also include a suggested dispute resolution procedure
to assist regional districts in creating their own procedure. This procedure is provided below as a proposed
process for the RDCK to include in the RRP, and for discussion at the November 13th RRP Advisory
Committee meeting.
Proposed Dispute Resolution Procedure
This dispute resolution procedure may apply during plan development as well as to the following
types of conflicts that could arise during plan implementation:


Administrative decisions made by regional district staff



Interpretation of a statement, bylaw, policy or provision in the plan



Any other matter not related to a proposed change to the wording of the plan or an operating
certificate.

The following principles will be followed:
i.

The parties will make all reasonable efforts to attempt to resolve the dispute in an
amicable manner without outside intervention

ii.

Disputes will be attempted to be resolved as early and at the lowest administrative level
as possible; every effort will be made to avoid disputes requiring a formal resolution
process

iii.

The formal process is not intended to deal with inconsequential or frivolous disputes

iv.

The cost of mediation or adjudication will be shared by the parties to the dispute

v.

Information or data related to the dispute will be shared by the parties

vi.

Rules of confidentiality and freedom of information will apply

RDCK RRP Update
Dispute Resolution Procedure
Disputes will be settled using the following procedure:
Negotiation

Parties involved in the dispute shall make every effort to resolve the dispute
on their own through non-facilitated communication. If necessary, the
parties will provide each other with a written summary of their position and
any relevant supporting documentation
Parties may agree to make use of a facilitator

If this is unsuccessful
Plan Monitoring
Advisory Committee

Parties involved in the dispute will have opportunity to speak to the
Committee
Committee will review, consider and provide recommendations to the
Board

If this is unsuccessful
Board

Parties involved in the dispute will have opportunity to speak to the Board
Board will receive recommendations from the Committee and settle the
dispute; or, recommend mediation

If the board is unable to settle the dispute
Mediation

A neutral, impartial third party facilitator who is acceptable to all the parties
to the dispute will be selected. Using appropriate mediation techniques, the
facilitator will attempt to develop a solution which satisfies all parties. The
facilitator has no decision making authority. If the parties cannot agree on a
mediator, the matter shall be referred to the BC Mediation Roster Society or
equivalent roster organization for selection of a mediator.
All efforts will be made to reach an agreement through mediation
Costs for mediation will be shared by the parties in dispute

If this is unsuccessful
Independent arbitrator
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If the dispute cannot be resolved by a mediator, the matter will be referred
to arbitration and the dispute will be arbitrated in accordance with the any
applicable legislation. A neutral, impartial third party arbitrator who is
acceptable to all the parties to the dispute will be selected. The arbitrator
hears each party’s evidence and arguments and renders a final, binding
decision.
Costs for arbitration shall be apportioned at the discretion of the arbitrator
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
TO:

Amy Wilson, Resource Recovery Manager
Regional District of Central Kootenay

FROM:

Carey McIver
Senior Advisor, Maura Walker & Associates

DATE:

February 28, 2020

PROJECT: RDCK RRP Update

SUBJECT: RRP Update – Resource Recovery Administration, Bylaws and Policies

1. INTRODUCTION
The Regional District of Central Kootenay (RDCK) is currently updating its 2012 Resource Recovery Plan
(RRP). The process to review the 2012 RRP is being conducted in three phases as indicated in Figure 1-1.
The first phase, which is complete, consisted of the establishment of the Regional RRP Advisory
Committee (RRPAC) as well as an assessment of the current solid waste management system and a status
report on the implementation of the 2012 Plan. This work was completed by RDCK staff.
Figure 1-1: Plan Review Process

Phase1

Establish RRP
Advisory Committee

Assess existing
system
Community Survey
SWMP Web Page

Phase 2

Consider options for
the future:
- Waste Diversion
- Residual waste
- Admininistration
,Bylaws & Policies
- Financing

Establish tools for
community access
and input

Phase 3

Obtain community
feedback on
preferred options

Finalize plan update

The second phase entails a review of options to address the region’s future waste solid waste
management needs and the selection of preferred options. The third phase will consist of a community
and stakeholder consultation process to obtain input on the selected options.
The planning process is currently in the second phase. Maura Walker and Associates’ (MWA) Options
Discussion Paper #1 described a range of possible approaches to reducing the amount of waste sent to
landfill. The RRPAC reviewed this paper in April 2019. MWA Options Discussion Paper #2 provided an
update on actions to divert organic waste contained in the Draft Regional Organics Diversion Strategy as
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well as presenting a range of options related to illegal dumping mitigation, household hazardous waste
(HHW) and specified risk material (SRM). The RRPAC considered this discussion paper in May 2019.
Based on RRPAC feedback on the first two discussion papers, MWA Discussion Paper #3 provided a list of
preferred waste diversion options including estimated capital and annual operating costs as well as
staffing implications. The RRPAC reviewed this discussion paper in November 2019. The final list of
diversion options flowing from this meeting has been used to develop the proposed diversion components
of the draft RRP.
With respect to residual waste, the RDCK staff report entitled Resource Recovery Plan 2020 Costing Model
Overview dated February 12, 2020 provided background on the RRP financial modelling to date,
summarized the outcomes of the 2020 landfill development scenario(s) and provided a recommendation
for the preferred landfill development scenario to be approved by the Board for inclusion in the Draft RRP.
The RRPAC reviewed this staff report, as well as the Landfill Optimization and Waste Transfer Option
Financial Model prepared by consultants SNC-Lavalin in February 2020.
This technical memorandum provides information on the resource recovery system administration,
bylaws and policy. The financial implications of the diversion and residual management options on the
RDCK Financial Plan for the next 5-year (2020-2024) and following 5-year period (2025-2029) will be
discussed at the March 3, 2020 RRPAC meeting in a PowerPoint presentation.

2. RESOURCE RECOVERY SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION
Resource Recovery services are delivered through three established sub-regional service areas as
indicated in Table 2-1.
Table 2-1: RDCK Resource Recovery Sub-Regional Service Areas
Sub-Region

Establishing Bylaw and Service Area

West

West Waste Management Subregion Municipal Solid Waste Disposal/Recycling Local
Service Area Establishment Bylaw No. 1070, 1994
RDCK Electoral Areas H, I, J & K and City of Castlegar, Village of New Denver, Village
of Silverton, Village of Nakusp and Village of Slocan (population 22,603)

Central

Central Waste Management Subregion Municipal Solid Waste Disposal/Recycling
Local Service Area Establishment Bylaw No. 1071, 1994
RDCK Electoral Areas D, E, F & G and City of Nelson, Village of Salmo, and Village of
Kaslo (population 23,382)

East

Creston and Electoral Areas A, B and C Municipal Solid Waste Disposal Local Service
Area Establishment Bylaw No. 924, 1992
RDCK Electoral Areas A, B & C, Lower Kootenay Indian Band and Town of Creston
(13,644)
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Each sub-region is operated as a completely independent service with separate waste transfer and
disposal facilities, recycling programs, and mix of contracted and in-house service provisions. The location
of facilities is indicated in Figure 2-1.
Figure 2-1: Resource Recovery Facilities Regional Map
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Figure 2-2 provides a list of facilities by sub-region. There are 10 resource recovery facilities in the West
Sub-Region, 10 in the Central Sub-Region and 11 in the East Sub-Region for a total of 31 facilities.
Figure 2-2: Sub-Regional Facilities
West Sub-Region

Central Sub-Region

•Recycling & Landfill (2)
•Ootischenia
•Nakusp
•Recycling & Transfer
Station (3)
•Edgewood
•Burton
•Slocan
•Transfer Station (1)
•Roseberry
•Recycling Depot (4)
•Crescent Vallery
•Winlaw
•Silverton
•New Denver

•Recycling & Transfer
Station (4)
•Grohman
•Balfour
•Kaslo
•Marblehead
•Transfer Staton (2)
•Central
•Ymir
•Recycling Depot (4)
•Salmo
•Ymir
•Nelson
•Kokanee Creek

East Sub-Region
•Recycling & Landfill (1)
•Creston
•Recycling & Transfer
Station (3)
•Yahk
•Boswell
•Crawford Bay
•Recycling Depot (7)
•Creston
•West Creston
•Wynndel
•Kitchener
•Gray Creek
•Crawford Bay
•Riondel
•Lower Kootenay Band

Annual budgets and tax requisition are entirely separate for each sub-region and governance is provided
by three sub-regional Resource Recovery Committees which are Committees of the RDCK Board of
Directors as indicated in Figure 2-3.
Figure 2-3: Resource Recovery Committees

Joint Resource
Recovery Committee

West Sub-Region
RRC
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RRC
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2.1. Staff Establishment
The RDCK Resource Recovery Service resides within the Environmental Services Department as indicated
in Figure 2-4. The detailed organizational structure of the service is illustrated in Figure 2.5.
Figure 2-4: Environmental Services Department Organization Chart
General Manager
of Environmental
Services

Resource Recovery
Manager

Admin
Coordinator

Admin Assistant

Senior Project
Manager

Utility Services
Manager

Water Operations
Manager

Figure 2-5: Resource Recovery Services Organization Chart

Resource
Recovery Manager
Resource
Recovery
Technician

ES Coordinator
(Temp./0.7 FTE)
Enviro Services
Programs
(Temp./0.3 FTE)

Environmental
Coordinator - RR
(Temp)

HB
Facility/Environ.
Technologist

RR Operations
Supervisor

Transportation
Supervisor

RR Operations
Coordinator

Facility
Operators (6)

Landfill
Attendants (30)

RR Educator
(May-Sept)

Drivers
(6)

Waste &
Recycling
Educator (24)
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The Resource Recovery Services are supported by RDCK staff based out of the head office located in
Nelson. Resource Recovery group work is also supported by other shared positions within the
Environmental Services department, including Administrative Assistants, Project Managers, a CAD/ GIS
Technician, and the General Manager of Environmental Services.
The Resource Recovery operations group is comprised of landfill attendants, site operators/assistants,
educators and truck drivers and is based within the RDCK’s network of Resource Recovery facilities. The
daily operation of RDCK landfills is contracted out to specialist landfill operations contractors. Table 2-4
describes the positions within the Resource Recovery department and summary of duties current to
February 2020. All positions are permanent full time equivalent (FTE) positions unless noted.
Table 2-4: Resource Recovery Positions and Summary of Duties
Position

Summary of Duties

Resource Recovery
Manager

The Resource Recovery Manager is responsible for providing general supervision
and guidance to staff responsible for the maintenance and operation of the
Regional District solid waste management and resource recovery operations,
including landfills, transfer station, recycling depots and transportation
The Manager leads the implementation of the Regional District’s comprehensive
Resource Recovery Plan as well as direct operation of the various aspects to the
Resource Recovery services including service planning, staff and consultant
supervision, contract tendering and administration, and construction project
management on smaller projects. The Resource Recovery Manager regularly
provides technical reports and makes recommendations relating to Resource
Recovery activities to Directors on the three Sub-Regional Resource Recovery
Committees, the Joint Resource Recovery Committee and the Board.

HB/Environmental
Technologist

The Environmental Technologist performs tasks primarily related to the general
operations and ongoing compliance of all RDCK Resource Recovery services,
facilities, and programs including landfill, transfer stations, recycling programs
and facilities, composting facilities, septage management facilities, storm water
management facilities, tailings storage facilities and dams.

Environmental
Coordinator

The term Environmental Coordinator supports Resource Recovery (70%) and
general Environmental Services team projects (30%) to meet 2019 and 2020
work plan goals. The Environmental Coordinator performs tasks primarily
related to RDCK Resource Recovery services, facilities, and programs, and select
Environmental Services programs.

Term

Operations
Supervisor
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The Resource Recovery Operations Supervisor performs work primarily related
to the general operations of all RDCK resource recovery services, facilities and
programs. This is a supervisory and operational role. The Supervisor ensures
activities are carried out according to policies, standards and regulations and to
optimize operation effectiveness. The Supervisor has considerable contact with
RDCK employees, contractors and the public. The position supervises the
February 28, 2020
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Resource Recovery Operations Coordinator, Resource Recovery Facility
Operators, Resource Recovery Site Assistants and Waste & Recycling Educators.
Operations
Coordinator

The Resource Recovery Operations Coordinator provides technical, operational
and administrative support to assist in the operations of Resource Recovery
services, facilities and programs throughout the RDCK. The Operations
Coordinator is responsible for coordination of site maintenance and repairs, staff
orientation, training and program roll-outs, administration of safety program,
data collection and management, completing compliance inspections of RDCK
facilities, procurement and contract management.

Resource Recovery
Facility Operator

The Resource Recovery Facility Operator / Assistant, under the direction of the
Resource Recovery Operations Supervisor, or designate, is responsible for safe
and efficient operations of Resource Recovery Facilities. The Resource Recovery
Facility Operator is required to operate machinery and perform general
maintenance where required. The Site Assistant is required to operate small
equipment and perform general maintenance where required.

2 FTE & 2 casual
Site Assistant
2 casual
Landfill Attendant
30 – mix of
FTE/casual
Resource Recovery
Educator
May – Sept FTE

Waste & Recycling
Educators
2 FTE / 2 casual
Post RBC depot
launch
7 FTE / 17 casual

Transportation
Supervisor
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The Landfill Attendant directs public activity and collects user fees from
customers at RDCK Resource Recovery facilities and ensures that the site and
buildings are kept in a safe, secure and orderly manner. This is a unionized
position.
The Resource Recovery Educator’s primary function is to work on behalf of the
RDCK to ensure awareness of and compliance with RDCK Resource Recovery
policy and bylaw. The Resource Recovery Educator works collaboratively with
the Resource Recovery Operations Supervisor, Environmental Services
Coordinator, Landfill Attendants, Facility Operators and other stakeholders to
respond to waste acceptance enquiries and to deliver disposal/recycling
education within the regional district.
The Waste & Recycling Educator’s primary function is to work on behalf of the
RDCK to ensure awareness of and compliance with RDCK Resource Recovery
policy and bylaw through on-site customer education and support. The Waste &
Recycling Educator is responsible for screening waste loads at specific resource
recovery sites to ensure only acceptable material is landfilled, and to redirect
unacceptable or recyclable materials. The Waste & Recycling Educator also
responds to waste acceptance enquiries and provide waste reduction education.
Upon launch of the Recycle BC recycling program the Waste & Recycling
Educators will be responsible for oversight and maintenance of the Recycle BC
recycling depots.
The Transportation Supervisor is responsible for the coordination and efficient
operations of the transportation and collection of solid waste and recyclables.
This role also performs regular duties as a Driver.
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Driver (6)

Reporting to the Driver Foreman, the Driver operates trucks in line with the
operational and safety requirements of RDCK Resource Recovery Operations

2.2. Harmonization Across Sub-Regions
The operation of three distinct sub-regional resource recovery services within the RDCK can pose
economic and administrative challenges to optimal service delivery. Unlike most regional districts in BC
that have regionalized solid waste management services, the RDCK with its three separate sub-regional
service areas and associated committees operates almost like three separate regional districts.
The issue of harmonization across the sub-regions was addressed in the 2012 RRP. The 2012 RRP
recognized that the RDCK would retain three distinct sub-regions through the plan period, but that the
RDCK would attempt to standardize policies, procedures and service levels across the three sub-regions.
Where feasible and where mutual benefit could be established between sub-regions the 2012 RRP
envisioned that the RDCK would try to create shared service models between sub-regions in order to
achieve improved economies of scale and reduce administrative costs.
The 2012 RRP anticipated that there would be considerable cooperation in service delivery between the
West and Central sub-regions during plan implementation. While the two sub-regions would remain as
separate RDCK services through the implementation period, the 2012 RRP anticipated that efficiencies
realized through the ongoing sharing of services could result in the eventual amalgamation of the two
service areas.
Since at the time of the 2012 Plan development, there was not a strong economic justification for sharing
landfill and waste transfer services between the East Sub-Region and the West and Central Sub-Regions,
the Plan anticipated that limited integration of the East Sub-Region with the others would occur during
the Plan period.
The current level of harmonization still creates a heavy administrative burden compared to other regional
districts with a simpler committee structure and fewer facilities. Given new programs and services
recommended for the updated RRP, harmonization between the sub-regions becomes essential to
provide efficient and cost-effective service delivery. The updated RRP should investigate the costs and
benefits of providing organics composting, recycling and septage management as region-wide or multi
sub-regional services.
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3. RDCK Resource Recovery Facilities Bylaw No. 2694
Regional District of Central Kootenay Resource Recovery Facilities Bylaw No. 2694, 2019 defines the “rules
of the road” for how solid waste is managed in the RDCK. Bylaw No. 2694 applies to all RDCK resource
recovery facilities, establishing regulations, conditions of use as well as user fees and penalties. Table 31 provides an outline of the sections and schedule of this bylaw.
Table 3-1: RDCK Resource Recovery Facilities Bylaw 2694
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Sections
Application
Definitions
Site Regulations
Severability
Offences and Penalties
Repeal
Effective Date
Title

Schedules
Schedule A-1 User Fees – Central Sub-Region
Schedule A-2 User Fees – West Sub-Region
Schedule A-3 User Fees – East Sub-Region
Schedule B – Recyclable Materials
Schedule C – Controlled Waste
Schedule D – Prohibited Waste
Schedule E – Resource Recovery Facilities
Schedule F – Regional Map
Schedule G – Noxious Weeds

The bylaw defines certain materials as prohibited waste, controlled waste and recyclable material.
Prohibited Waste means gaseous waste, liquid waste or other categories of solid waste not accepted for
disposal at Resource Recovery Facilities. Controlled Waste means source separated waste categories
which because of their inherent nature and quantity may require special handling and storage techniques
to avoid creating health hazards, nuisances and environmental pollution. Recyclable materials refer to
the items listed in Schedule B of the bylaw.
Table 3-2 lists the materials that are included as prohibited waste, controlled waste and recyclable
materials in Bylaw 2694
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Table 3-2: Prohibited Waste, Controlled Waste and Recyclable Materials in Bylaw 2694
Prohibited Waste































Antifreeze
Auto Hulks
Biomedical Waste
ODS Containing
Products
Free Liquids
Gas Cylinders
Gasoline
Hazardous or Reactive
Chemicals
Hazardous Waste
Hydrocarbon
Contaminated Soils
Ignitable Materials
International Waste
Lead-Acid Batteries
Loads Smoldering or on
Fire
Out-of-Area MSW
Paint Products
Pesticide Products
Petroleum By-Products
Pharmaceutical
Products
Radioactive Material
Rechargeable Batteries
Steel Cable
Solvents and
Flammable Liquids
Specified Risk Material
Tight-head Barrels
Tires
Use Oil
Used Oil Containers
Used Oil Filters
Waste Sharps

Controlled Waste






















Animal Feces
Asbestos – Friable
Asbestos – Non friable
Municipal Wastewater
Biosolids
Municipal Wastewater
Residuals
Buckets
Bulky Waste
Condemned Foods
Dead Animals
Dusty Material
Food Processing Waste
Fuel Tanks
Industrial Waste
Infested Vegetation
Landclearing Debris
Large Load
Noxious Weeds
Rubble
Tight-Head Barrels
Tires
Waste Soil

Recyclable Materials
























At Landfills & Transfer
Stations
ODS Containing
Products
Scrap Metal
Wood Waste
Yard and Garden
Waste
Propane Tanks
At Product
Stewardship Depots
Antifreeze
Beverage Containers
Electronic and
electrical products
Flourescent tubes and
bulbs
Packaging and Printed
Paper (as defined in
Recycling Regulation)
Paint Products
Pesticide Products
Pharmaceutical
Products
Rechargeable
Batteries
Solvents and
Flammable Liquids
Tires (as defined in
Recycling Regulation)
Used Oil
Used Oil Containers
Used Oil Filters
Other products in
Recycling Regulations








At Recycling Areas
and Recycling Depots
Glass Containers
Metal Containers
Mixed Waste Paper
Old Corrugated
Cardboard
Plastic Bags
Plastic Containers #1#7

The Site Regulations established in the Bylaw contains the following subsections: vehicles, loads, safety,
fees, prohibited waste, controlled waste, recyclable material, general, conditions of use and
contraventions. These regulations are consistent between the three sub-regions.
User Fee Schedules
A tipping fee schedule has multiple purposes. Applying tipping fees to incoming waste contributes to
funding for current operations, future capital expansion and final closure costs. In addition, through the
application of variable rates to the different waste streams, the RDCK provides a financial incentive to
their customers to separate and divert Recyclable Materials from disposal.
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Another purpose for the tipping fee schedule is to track the quantities of the different categories of waste
that are handled at the facilities. Having detailed information on the volumes and revenues associated
with each waste stream is invaluable for planning purposes.
Tipping fees at RDCK resource recovery facilities are weight based at facilities with a weigh scale or volume
based at facilities not equipped with a weigh scale. In the past tipping fees varied between the sub-regions
however recently tipping fees have become more consistent between each sub-region. Table 3-3
indicates user fees for a selection of Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) and Recyclable Materials by sub-region
for 2020. It is anticipated that the tipping fee for MSW in the East Sub-Region will catch up to the fees in
the West and Central Sub-Regions by 2021. With all subregions moving to $125/tonne for Mixed Waste
in the draft 2020 Financial Plan in an effort to move towards full cost recovery.
Table 3-3: Weight Based User Fees for MSW and Select Recyclables by Sub-Region

Municipal Solid Waste
Mixed Waste-Per container (applies to first two
containers)
Mixed Waste – Minimum charge for all loads larger than
two containers
Mixed Waste
Construction, Demolition, and Renovation Waste
Recyclable Materials
Scrap Metal
Wood Waste

West
$2.50

Central
$3.00

East
$3.00

$5.00

$6.00

$6.00

$110/tonne
$200/tonne

$110/tonne $95/tonne
$200/tonne $200/tonne

$40/tonne
$55/tonne

$40/tonne
$55/tonne

$40/tonne
$55/tonne

The tipping fees for controlled waste are consistent between each sub-region however there are still
some minor variations in the fees for recyclable materials between the sub-regions. These variations
will likely diminish over time as user fees become more consistent.
One issue identified with fees for recyclable materials is that although they have been set to encourage
diversion, they may not be high enough to recover costs and are therefore subsidized by other user fees
or taxation. This is the case with wood waste where the $55 per tonne fee is insufficient to cover the cost
of grinding. The updated RRP needs to address the issue of subsidization with respect to a user pay
philosophy.

4. POLICIES – DISPOSAL BANS
To encourage even more source-separation and diversion without relying solely on variable tipping fees,
many regional districts and municipalities implement disposal bans on recyclable and compostable
materials. This is a low-cost policy tool used to signal to waste generators and waste collection companies
that they are expected to separate and recycle/compost specific materials for which alternatives are
readily available (e.g. cardboard and residential printed paper and packaging).
Disposal bans are enforced at the point of disposal (i.e. at transfer stations and landfills) through the
application of significant surcharges on garbage found to contain banned materials. To ensure sustained
success, disposal bans require the local government to work closely with Industrial, Commercial and
Institutional (ICI) waste generators and particularly commercial waste haulers in the design, start up and
on-going maintenance of this policy. The Regional District of Nanaimo (RDN), whose disposal ban on
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cardboard was implemented in 1992, has a consistent approach whenever they introduce a new disposal
ban:
1. Regulate (decide to ban a waste stream with a readily available alternative to landfilling)
2. Collaborate (work with affected stakeholders to determine the timing of implementation and the

ramp up of enforcement measures)

3. Educate (make sure all haulers and waste generators are aware of the upcoming new disposal

ban, and plan to communicate regularly)

4. Enforce (enforce the disposal ban at the point of disposal).

Approaches to Disposal Ban Enforcement
The approach to enforcing disposal bans has evolved over the last decade as regional districts have gained
more experience with this policy tool. Enforcement is only one component of an integrated approach to
implementing a disposal ban. As indicated in Figure 4-1, collaboration with waste haulers and generators
is essential not only during the design of a disposal ban but also during implementation.
Many regional districts have discovered that the need to enforce a disposal ban is short-term and minimal
if adequate up-front collaboration with waste haulers, supported by effective education of waste
generators, results in diversion becoming “business-as-usual”. In effect, waste haulers become the
enforcers since the implementation of a disposal ban provides them with an opportunity to increase their
market share if they can provide more cost-effective collection options to their customers.

Collaborate

Enforce

Diversion
Opportunities

Regulate

Educate

Figure 4-1: Integrated Disposal Ban Design and Implementation
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Nevertheless, local governments do need to provide some level of enforcement. With respect to disposal
bans on cardboard, some local governments such as the Capital Regional District, who contract out
disposal operations, have dedicated bylaw enforcement officers at the landfill inspecting loads at the
working face and issuing fines if required. In the RDN, bans are enforced at the landfill by RDN equipment
operators who notify a supervisor to inspect the load, take pictures and then advise the scale clerk to
apply a surcharge to the load. This information is then passed on to a Zero Waste Compliance Officer who
follows up with the hauler and generator to educate then on compliance options.
It is important to note that the goal of the surcharge is not to make money for the regional district but to
provide an opportunity to educate. In most cases the first infraction results in a warning while the second
infraction results in a surcharge. However, based on experience, most infractions occur within the first six
to twelve months of ban implementation after which fines are minimal as waste diversion becomes
business as usual.
Metro Vancouver (MV) refined this approach with the introduction of their food scraps disposal ban in
January 2015. From 2012-2013, MV planned their organics diversion strategy in collaboration with
stakeholders and then released their implementation strategy in 2014. The strategy was based on a
phased implementation approach as illustrated in Figure 4-1 below. Although the ban was effective
January 2015, the first six months was considered as an education period with no surcharge on tipping
fees. However, from July to December 2015, if a hauler arrived with a load at a transfer station or disposal
facility containing more than 25% food scraps, a 50% surcharge was applied to their tipping fee. This 20%
threshold was reduced to 10% in 2016 and then down to 5% in 2017.

Figure 4-1: Metro Vancouver Organics Disposal Ban Phased Implementation

Although MV hired contracted enforcement staff at their facilities to inspect incoming loads for food
waste, most regional districts have used their own staff to enforce disposal bans on a wide range of
materials. This is because, as discussed above, enforcement activity is usually short-term while waste
generators and haulers adjust to new waste management behaviours.
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MV’s phased approach was extremely successful and has been adopted by other regional districts as they
introduce their own disposal bans. Most recently, in 2017 the Regional District of Fraser-Fort George
approved a commercial cardboard diversion program that will apply phased surcharges and thresholds to
loads containing cardboard. This program will be implemented by regional staff.

5. SUMMARY
1. The operation of three distinct sub-regional resource recovery services within the RDCK can pose
economic and administrative challenges to optimal service delivery. Unlike most regional districts in
BC that have regionalized solid waste management services, the RDCK with its three separate subregional service areas and associated committees operates almost like three separate regional
districts. The updated RRP should consider the costs and benefits of providing organics composting,
recycling and septage management as region-wide services.
2. The updated RRP needs to consider the issue of subsidization of recyclable materials where the tipping
fees charged do not cover the full cost of management (eg. Wood waste).
3. The updated RRP should consider implementing disposal bans instead of variable tipping fees
particularly for organic waste.
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