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AGENDA TOPICS

FACILITATOR

TIMELINE

1. Welcome, Introductions and review of the Minutes of the
previous meeting (Attachment A)
2. Resource Recovery Project Updates
 Recycle BC program
 Asset assessment of representative RR sites
 2021 Financial Plan update
 Staffing updates
 Septage update
 Organics update
o Compost facilities update
o Curbside Organics Collection Program Feasibility
Study dated December 3, 2020 (Attachment B)
o Organics Infrastructure & Collection Program Grant
o Consultation with Municipalities
3. Planning for Consultation
 Memo dated March 5, 2021 re Consultation Strategy
for the Draft RRP (Attachment C)
 Memo dated March 5, 2021 re Consultation Strategy
for the Curbside Collection Service (Attachment D)
4. Wrap Up
 Next Steps
 Next Meeting Dates
o April 13, 2021 (8:30am-12:30pm)
o June 15, 2021 (8:30 am-12:30pm)
5. Closure

RRPAC Chair
Director Jackman

9:00 am - 9:15 am

Amy Wilson

9:15 am - 10:00 am

Maura Walker

10:00 am - 11:00 am

Amy Wilson

11:00 am - 11:15 am

RRPAC Chair

11:15 am - 11:30 pm

ATTACHMENT A
File: 01-0515-20-PAC

REGIONAL DISTRICT OF CENTRAL KOOTENAY

Resource Recovery Plan Advisory Committee
MINUTES
A Resource Recovery Plan Advisory Committee (RRPAC) meeting was held on Tuesday, October 13, 2020
at 9:05 am by remote meeting due to Novel Coronavirus 2019 (COVID-19).
COMMITTEE MEMBERS
Director Watson
Director Jackman
Director Newell
Director Popoff
Colin Farynowski
Chris Barlow
Brant Gray
Kevin Cormack
Bruce Edson

Chair, RDCK Board
Chair, East Resource Recovery Committee; Chair, RRPAC
Chair, Central Resource Recovery Committee
Chair, West Resource Recovery Committee
Town of Creston
City of Castlegar
Gray’s Contracting
City of Nelson
Community Member (left the meeting @ 10:00 am)

MEMBERS ABSENT:
Steve Harrhy

Alpine Group

STAFF
Stuart Horn
Uli Wolf
Amy Wilson
Todd Johnston
Kellie Leedham
Shanna Eckman

Chief Administrative Officer
General Manager of Environmental Services
Resource Recovery Manager
Environmental Coordinator, Environmental Services
Environmental Coordinator, Resource Recovery
Administration Coordinator

CONSULTANTS
Carey McIver
Maura Walker

Carey McIver and Associates Ltd.
Maura Walker and Associates Ltd.

1.

CALL TO ORDER
Committee Chair Jackman called the meeting to order at 9:05 am.

2.

MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING – 9:08am
Review of Minutes of previous meeting.
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3.

RESOURCE RECOVERY PLAN FINANCES– AMY WILSON – 9:10am














4.

Some errors were discovered in the Financial Analysis Memo sent out to RRPAC members as
part of the agenda. These were adjusted in the PowerPoint presented at the meeting and
distributed to members.
Revisited that the March 2020 RRP Financial Plan (RRPFP) presentation identified the draft
10 year financial plan. Preliminary analysis of tipping fee revenue and residual expenses
suggests that tipping fees are not adequately financing the residual management related
expenses in the East and Central subregions; thereby not abiding by the user pay system
goals of the RDCK. Which materials will require rate changes is part of assessment scheduled
for early in the RRP period.
Staff reviewed each subregion’s 10 year financial plan with existing and proposed expenses,
including reserve and asset management considerations, and funding scenarios for
consideration.
With the Legacy Landfill estimates for consulting fees and closure costs being a crude
estimate, the actual costs, when known, may be assessed for a Liability Fund.
A more refined process to direct the amount of annual reserve contributions, rather than
just placing available surplus, and asset management funding should be developed.
Examples were presented for consideration; the RRP should direct RDCK intent on this
matter.
RDCK Staff were asked for the percentages of contributions provided by Tipping Fees vs.
Taxation for each Sub-Region to be shared at the next RRPAC.
There was a verbal consensus amongst Committee Participants that continued work
towards a “User Pay” model is the most appropriate direction to move. Funding for residual
expenses from taxation should be limited, as property values are not a determinant of the
amount of waste generated, which could lead to some households being disproportionately
taxed relative to their actual generation of residual waste. This is a long term planning
process; the differences between tipping fees and taxation will likely be adjusted annually,
influenced by fluctuating diversion program costs.
Decreasing landfill activity through composting and RecycleBC and subsequent lower
revenues is a consideration that RDCK Staff should incorporate into analysis.
The numbers presented for the gap funding analyses as taxation scenarios were for
demonstration purposes only. A “smoothing formula” for taxation should be applied to
level extreme fluctuations.
Further development of how the liability funds are depicted in the RRP is something that
Staff need to work with further.

WEST SUB-REGION COST MODEL – KELLIE LEEDHAM – 10:45am




Reviewed the Joint Resource Recovery Committee (JRRC) report and recommendations.
The model assumes that RDCK is doing all of the hauling in addition to owning and maintaining
the equipment and trucks.
A move to an external contracted service could be looked at in a future analysis if directed.
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The lowest cost option over the 25 year period is the roll-off scenario, it also allows for the most
flexibility with changing waste systems such as organics diversion.

5. DRAFT CURBSIDE FEASIBILITY STUDY AND NEW OICP GRANT - CAREY MCIVER – 11:20am








Carey re-capped the commitments and RDCK efforts to date and discussed new provincial grants
to support curbside programs.
Grant funds have a three year window to be utilized.
The new OICP program will cover the cost of collection bins and promo/education materials, but
not collection vehicles or transfer locations.
The possibility of extending curbside pickup was discussed and also the use of private haulers
for picking up this service. The question of “how far out can we go” is what is being explored. It
is, in some cases, reasonable to collect up to 50km away.
There are concerns for smaller, local haulers getting out-competed for curbside service
provisions.
There are geographic conditions in several areas within RDCK which have created close clusters
of households to the highway corridors. Small side roads may present some challenges for these
areas though snow removal and access. Smaller trucks might remedy some of these challenges.
Diversion rates must be quantified through weight.

NEXT MEETING AND FINAL COMMENTS – AMY WILSON – 12:05am






6.

There are still a number of outstanding items to be incorporated in to the DRAFT plan; Staff are
predicting the DRAFT will be completed in November/December, but dependent on many
factors such as the curbside collection feasibility study.
Public Consultation will launch in new year following approval of DRAFT.
Initiatives can start in 2021/2022 once the Ministry approval is complete.
Please direct any question or concerns via email to Staff.
Next meeting is tentatively scheduled for 9:00 am, November 17, 2020.

ADJOURNMENT
Meeting adjourned at 12:08 am.

CERTIFIED CORRECT

___________________________
Director G. Jackman
Chair, October 13, 2020 RRPAC meeting

ATTACHMENT B

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
TO:

Alayne Hamilton, Environmental Technologist
Regional District of Central Kootenay

FROM:

Carey McIver
Senior Advisor, Maura Walker & Associates

DATE:

December 3,2020

PROJECT: Organics Diversion
Strategy Update

SUBJECT: Regional Curbside Organics Collection Program Feasibility Study – Final Draft

1. Introduction
The Regional District of Central Kootenay (RDCK) has expressed support for diverting organics from landfill
disposal to not only save landfill capacity but also address the climate crisis by reducing greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions. In July 2020, the RDCK engaged Maura Walker & Associates (MWA) in collaboration
with Carey McIver & Associates (the Project Team) to investigate the feasibility of optimizing diversion
and GHG emission reductions by implementing a regional residential organics curbside collection program.
This technical memorandum provides relevant background to the development and need for the study; a
review of curbside collection programs delivered by various BC regional districts; the results of
consultations with existing private sector service providers; the identification of possible areas for
curbside collection; potential delivery options and costs; and a summary and recommendations.

2. Background
2.1. Draft Regional Organic Waste Diversion Strategy
In 2017 the RDCK engaged the Project Team to develop a Regional Organic Waste Diversion Strategy (the
Draft Organics Strategy) focused on the diversion of food waste and food-soiled paper given that systems
were already in place to manage yard and garden waste. The objective of the strategy was to provide a
financially sustainable road map that would lead to a robust organic waste diversion program that would
reduce the RDCK disposal rate, save landfill space and reduce GHG emissions
The process to develop RDCK’s organic waste diversion strategy was organized into four key stages: a
review of the current system for managing organic wastes in the RDCK; a scan of best practices in organic
waste diversion; the development of realistic and practical diversion options for the RDCK and the
development of a regional organic waste diversion strategy.
As part of developing the strategy, stakeholder input was sought through: a questionnaire emailed to all
municipalities in the RDCK; a questionnaire emailed to all private waste haulers providing services in the
RDCK; and, a series of four stakeholder workshops.
The RDCK also asked residents to respond to a questionnaire about their current waste management
practices. Approximately 600 people responded to the questionnaire. Respondents were asked to
indicate their level of agreement with the following statement, “It is important to introduce programs for
diverting food waste from the landfill, even if it increases user costs.” 53% of respondents agreed with
this statement, 26% disagreed, and 21% neither agreed nor disagreed.

Regional Curbside Organics Collection Program Feasibility Study – Final Draft
The Draft Organics Strategy, finalized in August 2017, is outlined in Figure 1.
Figure 1: Regional Organic Waste Diversion Strategy Final Draft August 2017

The Draft Organics Strategy assumed that only residents within municipalities that already provided a
curbside garbage collection service would be provided with curbside collection of food waste. As
indicated in Figure 2, most households in the RDCK (58%) self-haul their waste to transfer stations while
only 42% of households are provided with a curbside collection service by their municipality.
Figure 2: Household Service Levels by Sub-Region
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Based on data from other regional districts, the Draft Organics Strategy estimated that each household
receiving curbside collection would divert 117 kg of food waste per year while each self-haul household
would divert less than 23 kg per year. This lower recovery rate for self-haul has a major impact on
potential diversion and GHG emission reductions.
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Regional Curbside Organics Collection Program Feasibility Study – Final Draft
2.2. Actions to Date
Since 2017, the RDCK has initiated the strategy components that relate to processing, transfer, and
support to municipalities.
In 2018 the RDCK engaged the Project Team to prepare multi scenario curbside collection program cost
estimates for Castlegar, Nelson and Creston. In February 2019, the RDCK held a municipal curbside
organics collection workshop to provide municipal partners with the information required to make an
informed decision regarding implementation of curbside organic waste collection in their respective
municipalities.
As indicated in Table 1, curbside collection programs are different in each municipality, directly impacting
the costs associated with adding food waste collection to current programs under various scenarios.
Table 1: Municipal Collection Programs 2018

□ Contracted Service

□ In-House Service

□ Garbage Automated

□ Manual System

□ Recycling Manual

□ Bi-Weekly garbage

□ Bi-Weekly garbage

□ Bi-Weekly (same day)
recycling

□ Bi-Weekly recycling
□ Recycle BC funding
□ Seasonal yard waste
collection
□ Yard waste composting
facility
□ 2018 Utility Fee $122
□ Adding organics
increase to$163-$192

□ Blue Bag System for
recycling (changed to
container in 2020)
□ Recycle BC funding
□ Bag Tag System for
garbage

□ Contracted
Service
□ Manual System
□ Weekly garbage
□ No curbside
recycling
□ 2018 Utility Fee
$90
□ Adding organics
increase to $134$157

□ Low curbside tonnage
□ 2018 Utility Fee $66
□ Adding organics
increase to $170-$216

For the City of Castlegar, adding organics to the existing collection service would increase the annual utility
fee by 34% to 57%. For the City of Nelson, adding organics would increase the annual utility fee by 158%
to 227%. For the Town of Creston, adding organics would increase the annual utility fee by 49% to 74%.
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As a result of this workshop, and in support of the regional district’s application to the provincial Organics
Infrastructure Program (OIP), each of the three municipalities provided RDCK with an Agreement in
Principle (AIP) that they will collect organic waste by 2022 to supply feedstock to the new facilities.
Based these agreements, in May 2019 the RDCK submitted applications to the OIP to construct two
organics composting facilities, one at the Central Landfill and the other at the Creston Landfill. The Central
Landfill facility will process feedstocks from the Central and West Sub-Regions as well as feedstocks from
the Regional District of Kootenay-Boundary (RDKB). The Creston Landfill will process feedstocks from the
East Sub-Region. Rather than turned windrow, these facilities will use aerated windrow technology.
In January 2020, the Province notified the RDCK that their application was successful. In March 2020, the
RDCK held another regional compost workshop with participation from the RDKB as well as the
municipalities of Castlegar, Nelson and Creston. This networking session was designed to share and
gather information, learn about what is being done elsewhere and discover potential synergies that will
ensure the launch of successful municipal collection programs.
In April 2020, the RDCK issued a request for proposals for the design, regulatory and construction support
for the regional composting facilities at the Central Landfill and Creston Landfill, and upgrades at the
Grohman Narrows Transfer Station and Ootischenia Landfill for organics transfer infrastructure. In June
2020, the RDCK awarded a contract to Tetra Tech to undertake the required works. The current schedule
anticipates construction of these facilities between June and October 2021.
2.3. Study Objectives
Although there was no interest in providing a regional curbside collection program during the
development of the Draft Organics Strategy, the current Resource Recovery Plan Update process has
recommended that the RDCK should investigate the costs and benefits of providing organics composting,
recycling and septage management as region-wide or multi sub-regional services.
Municipal partners have also expressed an interest in the feasibility of establishing a regional curbside
organics collection program particularly if a regional service would be less expensive than direct municipal
delivery. Under this service model the RDCK could potentially provide collection services to municipal
partners as well as to households in the electoral areas.
Expanding curbside collection to households in the electoral areas, where practical, would optimize
organics diversion and GHG emission reductions while promoting more regional equity. With respect to
food waste generation, there is little to no difference between the food waste generated by a household
located in a municipality versus a household located in an electoral area, particularly in the suburban
development areas adjacent to municipal boundaries. Curbside collection in the electoral areas could also
provide benefits with respect to reducing wildlife interactions while also resulting in quantifiable GHG
emission reductions.
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3. Clean BC Organics Infrastructure and Collection Program
In September 2020, the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change Strategy announced the Clean BC
Organic Infrastructure and Collection Program (OICP). The OICP aims to reduce GHG emissions by
diverting increased amounts of organic waste from material that is currently send to landfill.
The OICP will support communities throughout BC, by contributing up to two-thirds of eligible project
costs for new, or expanded, organic waste processing infrastructure, and residential organic waste
collection programs.
Under the OICP, the RDCK will be able to apply for funding through two distinct project streams:
1. Organic Processing Infrastructure: Funding under this stream will support the building of new, or
the expansion of existing, organic waste processing infrastructure that will result in increased
processing capacity.
2. Residential Curbside Collection: Funding under this stream will support the development of new,
or the expansion of existing, residential organic waste curbside collection programs that result in
an increased amount of organic waste diverted from landfills. Under this stream funding will be
provided for program materials , such as the purchasing of curbside and/or kitchen bins,
development of communication and educational outreach packages and/or programs, and the
initial distribution of funded materials, to residents.
With respect to residential curbside collection, the OICP provides an excellent opportunity to reduce the
costs of delivering residential curbside organics collection programs, however the new program presents
a range of issues that the RDCK must be resolve if the RDCK elects to submit an application by the January
12, 2021 deadline.
For example, if as a result of this feasibility study, the RDCK elects to pursue the implementation of a
curbside collection program should the RDCK submit one application to the OICP on behalf of the electoral
area service and participating municipalities or should the RDCK and each participating municipality
submit their own application. If this is the case, what level of assistance should the RDCK provide to the
municipalities.
The number of households that will be provided with curbside food waste collection must also be resolved
prior to the application deadline. Depending on the results of this study, program materials, including
green bins, would be purchased for 12,000 to 27,000 households.
Many regional districts in BC also encourage participation in curbside organics collection programs by
implementing disposal bans, however before the RDCK can consider restricting the disposal of organic
waste, the transfer and processing infrastructure must be in place. It is doubtful that a region-wide system
could be in place by the OICP deadline of 2024, however bans, fines, or pricing differentials can be
implemented at a facility or sub-regional level.
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4. Regional Curbside Collection Service Review
Regional districts perform a variety of functions for residents inside and outside of municipal boundaries.
The creation of regional districts by the Province arose out of a need for greater regional cooperation and
equitable cost sharing between municipalities and electoral areas. Regional districts help achieve regional
economies of scale and provide flexible service arrangements in which residents only pay for the services
they receive.
Although regional districts are only mandated to provide solid waste management planning services,
almost all regional districts are responsible for residual waste management because collaboration often
results in better service through economies of scale, less administration and better access to equipment
and staff. With respect to collection services, of the 27 regional districts in BC, 18 provide some level of
regional curbside collection services.
Table 2 lists the 18 applicable regional districts as well as materials collected with respect to garbage,
recycling, food waste and yard waste.
Table 2: Regional Districts with Regional Curbside Collection Services
Regional District
Alberni-Clayoquot
Capital
Cariboo
Central Okanagan
Comox Valley
Cowichan Valley
Fraser Valley
Kitimat-Stikine
Kootenay Boundary
Mount Waddington
Nanaimo
North Coast
Northern Rockies
Okanagan-Similkameen
Squamish-Lillooet
Strathcona
Sunshine Coast
Thompson-Nicola

Population Garbage
33,241
Y
413,406
N
65,312
Y
208,852
Y
71,535
Y
90,380
Y
319,120
Y
39,263
Y
33,149
Y
11,594
Y
167,156
Y
18,814
Y
5,524
Y
88,545
Y
45,393
Y
48,127
Y
31,977
Y
142,299
Y

Recycling
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
N
Y
Y
N
N
Y
Y
Y
N
Y

Food Waste
N
N
N
N
N
N
Y
Y
Y
N
Y
N
N
N
Y
N
Y
N

Yard Waste
N
N
N
Y
N
N
Y
Y
N
N
N
N
N
Y
Y
N
N
N

The materials collected vary considerably by regional district. The most common regional curbside
collection service is for garbage and recycling (7), with the remaining regional districts collecting garbage,
recycling, food and yard waste (3), garbage recycling and yard waste (2), garbage and food waste (2),
garbage only (2), recycling only (1), and garbage, recycling and food waste (1).
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As indicated in Figure 3, there are eight regional districts collecting some type of organics however there
are no regional districts that collect only food waste.
Figure 3: Regional Districts Collecting Organic Materials
FVRD, RDKS, SLRD

3

RDKB, SCRD

CORD, RDOS

2

RDN
1

0
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The following sections provide a brief overview of collection services provided by 10 of the 18 regional
districts listed in Table 2 above. These regional districts have been selected because of their comparable
demographics (population), geography (density and location) or that the lessons learned during planning
and implementation have applicability to the RDCK.
4.1. Capital Regional District
The Capital Regional District (CRD) consists of 13 municipalities and 3 electoral areas. The CRD has
provided residential curbside recycling to all single-family homes in the CRD (127,000), except for homes
in the electoral areas since 1989. In 2014 the CRD entered into an agreement with Recycle BC to collect
printed paper and packaging on their behalf. Prior to 2014 the cost of the service was funded through
tipping fees and the sale of recycables. The service is currently funded by Recycle BC.
In January 2015, a landfill ban on kitchen scraps (food waste and soiled paper products) was implemented.
Six of the region’s municipalities provide residential kitchen scraps collection, either by way of municipal
collection staff or through a contracted service. Private subscription services and various public and
private depot drop-off locations are available to residents in the remaining seven municipalities and three
electoral areas. Port Renfrew residents have access to a transfer station to drop off kitchen scraps.
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4.2. Cowichan Valley Regional District
The Cowichan Valley Regional District (CVRD) is comprised of four municipalities (Lake Cowichan,
Ladysmith, Duncan, North Cowichan), nine electoral areas and 10 First Nations communities.
Each of the four municipalities are responsible for providing curbside service to their residents. The CVRD
currently provides automated curbside recycling collection service to all nine electoral areas
(approximately 13,500 homes) and provides garbage collection service to five of the electoral areas
(approximately 5,500 homes). The service was established in 1999. The fees charged for garbage and
recycling collection range from $122 to $138 dependent upon the size of garbage cart selected by the
resident.
The reason the CVRD provides only provides garbage collection services to five of the nine electoral areas
is that the referendum to authorize the garbage collection service failed in four electoral areas and as a
result residents in these electoral areas have no mandatory garbage collection but can access private
haulers and subscribe to a garbage collection service. In 2014 the CVRD entered into an agreement with
Recycle BC to collect printed paper and packaging on their behalf. Currently, there is no organic (food
waste) curbside pick-up service.
The recent Ministry approved (August 2020) regional Solid Waste Management Plan (SWMP) includes an
action item to implement universal curbside service which will provide three stream (garbage, recycling
and food waste) curbside pick-up service from all single family residential homes located in the nine
electoral areas (approximately 13,500 homes). By including this in the SWMP the need to seek approval
by referendum is eliminated. The CVRD is currently seeking proposals from consulting firms for the
preparation of a Business Plan to assist them in setting the new program in place.
4.3. Regional District of Nanaimo
The Regional District of Nanaimo (RDN) consists of four municipalities (Nanaimo, Lantzville, Parksville,
Qualicum Beach) and seven electoral areas. The RDN provides curbside collection of garbage, recycling,
and food waste to approximately 29,000 homes located in the seven electoral areas and the municipalities
of Lantzville, Parksville and Qualicum Beach. The service is performed by a contractor to the RDN.
Curbside garbage collection and recycling was introduced in 1991, and the collection service was
expanded to include food waste collection in 2010. In 2014 the RDN entered into an agreement with
Recycle BC to collect printed paper and packaging on their behalf. Starting in October 2020 the collection
method switched from manual collection to cart-based automated collection. The fee for manual service
was $140 and the fee for automated service will range from $165 to $250 depending on the size of carts.
4.4. Alberni-Clayoquot Regional District
The Alberni-Clayoquot Regional District (ACRD) consists of three municipalities (Port Alberni, Tofino,
Ucluelet), four Treaty First Nations and six electoral areas. The ACRD provides garbage and recycling
collection to 1,300 households in the West Coast communities of Tofino, Ucluelet, Port Albion &
Millstream (the latter two communities located in electoral area C). In 2014 the ACRD entered into an
agreement with Recycle BC to collect printed paper and packaging on their behalf. The annual user fee
charged to residents for this service in 2020 is $130.
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Recycling only service is provided by the ACRD to 7,850 residents located in the City of Port Alberni,
Electoral Area ‘E’ (Beaver Creek), Hupacasath First Nation, and Tseshaht First Nation. Garbage collection
for the City residents is provided by the City, and for the First Nation communities by the respective band
offices or is self-managed. The electoral area E residents (and residents of the other Alberni Valley
electoral areas) either pay for a subscription garbage collection service or manage it themselves through
self-haul at the landfill.
The ACRD is currently planning to implement a phased-in three stream automated collection system.
When the implementation is complete the number of homes in the municipal and electoral areas receiving
curbside collection will have increased from 9,150, to an estimated 11,250. Of this, almost 3,500 homes
in the electoral areas will be receiving local government garbage collection for the first time, over 2,100
additional homes will be receiving recycling collection, and organics collection will be new for all residents.
4.5. Comox Valley Regional District
The Comox Valley Regional District (Comox Valley RD) consists of three member municipalities
(Courtenay, Comox, Cumberland) and three electoral areas. The Comox Valley RD provides curbside
collection of garbage and recycling to the community of Royston, which is a subset of electoral area A.
The service is provided by a contractor to the Comox Valley RD.
The Comox Valley RD is considering the introduction of curbside garbage and recycling collection in
defined areas of the three electoral areas. An online survey asked for residents’ input on how they
currently manage their garbage and recycling, and how they would like to manage it in the future.
A program would be pursued only in areas where there is community support and if technical and
operational requirements can be met. In 2013 a referendum on rural waste collection services failed
however, residents continued to express interest for this type of service and options for recycling have
changed.
The survey results will inform staff on the interest in moving forward with a service in the different
electoral area communities. The results will be summarized and presented to the electoral area directors
in November 2020, for a future decision about whether to move forward with additional steps.
4.6. Sunshine Coast Regional District
The Sunshine Coast Regional District (SCRD) consists of two municipalities (Sechelt and Gibsons), one First
Nations government (Sechelt Indian Government) and five electoral areas. Curbside collection services
for garbage are provided by the SCRD to residents of four electoral areas. Service is not provided to areas
deemed difficult to access by the collection vehicles. Commencing October 2020, collection changed from
weekly garbage to weekly food waste and bi-weekly garbage. Residents are being provided with a 45 litre
cart for food waste which incorporates a tight locking latch to restrict wildlife interactions with the food
waste.
The SCRD operates the curbside collection program as a utility. The user fee for manual weekly garbage
collection in 2019 was $154 per household. The user fee for manual weekly food waste collection and biweekly garbage collection is anticipated to by $218 in 2021.
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4.7. Regional District of Central Okanagan
The Central Okanagan Regional District (CORD) consists of four member municipalities (Kelowna, West
Kelowna, Peachland, and Lake Country) and two electoral areas.
Curbside collection of garbage, recycling, and yard waste is provided to approximately 60,000 homes in
Kelowna, West Kelowna, Lake Country, Peachland and the two electoral areas. The cart-based automated
service is provided by a contractor to the regional district. The cost of the service ranges from $167 to
$334 annually depending on the size and number of carts used by each household.
4.8. Regional District of Kitimat-Stikine
The Regional District of Kitimat-Stikine (RDKS) consists of five member municipalities (Terrace, Kitimat,
New Hazelton, Hazelton Stewart) and six electoral areas. RDKS provides curbside collection for residents
of the suburban communities surrounding Terrace (portions of electoral areas C and E). Collection is
performed by a contractor to the RDKS, and consists of food waste, yard waste, recycling, and garbage.
The recycling component, while mirroring the Recycle BC stewardship program, is not currently a Recycle
BC partnering program. The cost of service is $200 annual however this does not include tipping fees
which are paid through property taxes.
4.9. Regional District of Okanagan-Similkameen
The Regional District of Okanagan-Similkameen (RDOS) consists of six municipalities (Penticton
Summerland, Osoyoos, Oliver, Princeton and Keremeos) and nine electoral areas. The RDOS Curbside
Recycling and Garbage Collection program is a mandatory service for the Village of Keremeos and most
rural households in eight of the nine electoral areas. The service consists of four main programs: weekly
garbage collection, every-other-week recycling collection, seasonal yard waste pickups, and yearly pickup
of two large items. Food waste is not collected. The annual fees range from $132 to $162 depending on
the area and services provided.
4.10.

Regional District of Kootenay Boundary

The Regional District of Kootenay Boundary (RDKB) consists of eight municipalities (Rossland, Warfield,
Trail, Montrose, Fruitvale, Grand Forks, Greenwood and Midway) and five electoral areas. The RDKB
provides curbside collection of garbage and food waste in the Boundary wasteshed in the western portion
of the region which includes Grand Forks, Greenwood, Midway and Electoral Areas C (Christina Lake), D
and E. The RDKB does not currently provide any collection services in the McKelvey Creek wasteshed to
the east which includes Rossland, Warfield, Trail, Fruitvale and Electoral Areas A and B. Recycle BC directly
delivers curbside recycling to all households in the RDKB.
The RDKB service in the Boundary wasteshed is not operated as utility. The curbside green bin collection
is free however each bag of garbage must be affixed with an RDKB $3 garbage tag. The cost of the
collection contract in the is roughly $80 per household. Except for the sale of garbage tags the RDKB
system in the Boundary wasteshed is funded entirely from the regional solid waste management service
budget.
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4.11.

Regional Collection Service Cost Summary

Table 3 provides a summary of the collection service costs outlined in the previous section. These varied
costs are dependent on location, materials collected, collection method, tipping fees and private sector
competition in each regional district.
Table 3: Regional Collection Service Cost Summary
Regional District

Materials

Cowichan Valley

Garbage + Recycling

Nanaimo

Garbage + Recycling + Food
Waste

Annual
Cost/Household

Method

$122-$138

Automated

$140

Manual

$165-$250

Automated

Alberni-Clayoquot

Garbage + Recycling

$130

Manual

Sunshine Coast

Garbage

$154

Manual

Garbage + Food Waste

$218

Manual

Central Okanagan

Garbage + Recycling + Yard
Waste

$167-$334

Automated

Kitimat-Stikine

Garbage + Recycling + Yard
Waste + Food Waste

$200+

Manual

Okanagan Similkameen

Garbage + Recycling + Yard
Waste

$132-$162

Semi-Automated

Kootenay Boundary

Garbage + Food Waste

$80 (collection only)

Manual
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4.12.

Regional Service Approval Process

A regional district has broad authority to operate any service it considers necessary or desirable for all or
a portion of the regional district. Accordingly, to operate a regional collection service, the regional district
board must first adopt an establishing bylaw for the service.
According to the Local Government Act, all regional district establishing bylaws must:
•
•
•
•
•

Describe the service: for example, solid waste collection
Define service boundaries: for example, which properties are in the service
Identify the participants: for example, which electoral areas or municipalities are in the service
Indicate the method of cost recovery: for example, property value taxes, parcel taxes, fees, or
other charges
Set the maximum amount that the regional district may requisition (collect) for the service.

Almost all regional district service establishing bylaws require some form of participating area approval
before they are adopted. Participating area approval may be obtained in one of four ways:
•

Assent voting (referendum): is a form of elector approval that allows electors to vote on whether
a local government proposal moves forward or not

•

Alternative approval process: allows electors to indicate whether they are against a local
government proposal moving forward. If 10% or more of eligible voters object to the service the
local government cannot proceed without the assent of the electors

•

Municipal and Treaty First Nation Consent: Municipalities and Treaty First Nations may provide
consent on behalf of their electors as participating area approval for a regional district service
bylaw

•

Electoral Area Consent: regional district electoral area directors may provide consent on behalf of
their electors where the participating area includes the whole electoral area, and the service can
be established without borrowing.

However, despite any requirements in the Community Charter or in the Local Government Act, under the
Environmental Management Act, if a Solid Waste Management Plan has been approved by the Minister,
a bylaw adopted for the purpose of implementing the waste management plan does not require a
petition, the assent of the electors or the approval of the electors.
This means that if the draft RDCK Resource Recovery Plan includes the intention to implement a regional
curbside organics collection program and the Minister approves the Plan based on meaningful public
consultation, the RDCK can approve any bylaw to establish the service without the assent of the electors.
Each of these various approval processes have been used by the regional districts described above. In the
RDN program, since the participating area included the entire electoral area and did not require any
borrowing, the establishing bylaw was approved by the assent of the electoral directors and participating
municipalities.
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In 1999 the Cowichan Valley Regional District obtained the assent of the electors for a regional curbside
garbage and recycling collection program by way of a referendum however this resulted in garbage
collection services rejected by some electoral areas. As described previously, the CVRD included universal
collection of garbage, recycling, and food waste in their recently approved SWMP which means that any
establishing bylaw will not require the assent of the electors.

5. Consultation with Private Haulers
In the RDCK there are several private companies providing
curbside collection services on a subscription basis to residents
living outside municipal boundaries. The Project Team
contacted four of the major haulers currently providing this
service (Alpine Disposal, Doug’s Disposal, Kootenay Waste
Services and Tip-It Waste Solutions) to ascertain their views on
the feasibility of the RDCK providing some level of regional
curbside collection services to the electoral areas.
In the West Sub-Region, Alpine Disposal already provides
curbside recycling collection services on behalf of Recycle BC to
roughly 2,330 homes in electoral areas I and J. Alpine did not
provide the number of homes where they provide garbage
collection by subscription. Alpine is also the contacted collector
for the Village of Salmo.
Doug’s Disposal provides subscription garbage service to
roughly 500 households in electoral areas H and I. The cost is
based on a fixed service fee of $240 annually plus $1.50 per bag
of garbage. If a customer sets out one bag per week, their cost
would be $318 per year increasing to $390 per year at a set out rate of two bags per week.
Kootenay Waste Services (KWS) operates in electoral
areas D, E and F, providing curbside collection services to
roughly 300 subscription households. KWS is also the
contracted collector for the Village of Kaslo. Collection
service options include weekly or bi-weekly collection of
garbage and recycling as well as a monthly service for
recycling. The cost is $14 per month plus $1.65 per bag
of garbage or recycling with equates to roughly $250 to
$275 per year for 1-2 bags of weekly service.
Tip-It Waste Solutions provide subscription collection
service to roughly 600 homes in electoral areas A, B and
C. Tip-It is the current contractor collection of the Town
of Creston. Tip-It did not provide their cost of service.
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In general, the private haulers agreed that a regional curbside collection program would be feasible in the
areas outside of municipal boundaries in the RDCK where they are already providing a subscription service.
With respect to an RDCK contracted service, the local haulers would prefer that this be structured on a
sub-regional basis which would allow them to compete against the larger players such as Alpine Disposal
who are now owned by GFL. If the RDCK decides to implement a disposal ban on organics these firms
would be willing to provide a organics collection service to their customers. However private haulers were
not willing to provide their opinion as to the potential cost of a regional curbside collection service.

6. Potential Areas for Curbside Collection
The Project Team worked with RDCK Resource Recovery and GIS staff to undertake a mapping exercise to
identify potential areas for curbside collection outside of municipal boundaries. GIS staff provided a
variety of maps for this exercise, the contents of which included:
•
•
•
•
•

Electoral area boundaries
Municipal boundaries
RDCK Resource Recovery sub-regions
Disposal and transfer facility locations
Incremental distances from disposal
facilities

•
•
•
•

Address counts
Major transportation (highway) corridors
Housing clusters/address points
Residential zoning in electoral areas

In addition to the mapping exercise a Project Team member accompanied RDCK staff on a field visit to
gain first-hand knowledge of potential areas for curbside collection.
Initially the Project Team focussed attention on the
highway corridors and the housing clusters located
within 50-kilometre radii from the Creston Landfill,
Grohman Narrows Transfer Station, and the
Ootischenia Landfill. The Team then pulled back to a
higher overview and looked at housing densities for
each electoral area, regardless of distance to the
disposal facilities or their proximity to highway
corridors.
Based on this mapping exercise a set of assumptions
was prepared to estimate the percentage of
households in each electoral area where curbside
collection would be feasible. These assumptions were
presented to the Joint Resource Recovery Committee
at their October 14, 2020 meeting.
To assist in giving a greater level of confidence to the
service feasibility assumptions made, the electoral
area directors were invited to provide their input
directly to the Project Team. Video linked conversations or phone conversations were held with eight
directors over the period of October 29 to November 6. The insights provided during those conversations
have resulted in updated assumptions.
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6.1. Estimated Households for Curbside Collection
The following tables 4-6 provide the updated assumptions for providing curbside collection in the electoral
areas by resource recovery service sub-region. Curbside feasibility refers to the percentage of households
in the electoral area where curbside collection would be feasible.
Table 4: Potential Households for Curbside Collection West Sub-Region
Electoral
Area

Collection
Feasibility

Observations to Guide Assumptions

H

80%

Crescent Valley, Krestova and the Hwy 6 corridor between Nelson, Winlaw
and Slocan are candidate areas. North of Slocan the distances get greater
with sparser pockets of homes. The villages of Slocan, Silverton and New
Denver are candidates.

I

65%

Organics collection could be added to those currently receiving Recycle BC
curbside recycling; however, this service does not cover the entire
electoral area.

J

85%

Organics collection could be added to those currently receiving Recycle BC
curbside recycling, however this service doesn’t cover the entire electoral
area. The private sector collectors felt service was feasible for most of the
area.

K

35%

If Nakusp introduces organics collection a large number of Area K residents
live within 10 km of the Village and would be contenders for collection. In
addition to those immediately adjacent to the Village, homes located
south along the lake to Bay View Estates, Donnelly’s Rd, and east to Box
Lake may be considered. It is not feasible for the remainder of the area
given the distances.
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Table 5: Potential Households for Curbside Collection in the Central Sub-Region
Electoral
Area

Collection
Feasibility

Observations to Guide Assumptions

D

15%

If Kaslo introduces organics collection the homes in the areas surrounding
Kaslo are contenders for collection. These are located in the Allan
Subdivision, Back Road and Pineridge Rd. Ainsworth Hot Springs may also
be a contender.

E

35%

The homes adjacent to Nelson are candidates. This includes south on Ymir
Rd to the Whitewater turnoff, the Rosemont area, west on Granite and
Blewett Rds, and the eastern fringe. Harrop and Procter might be feasible
if there was overwhelming community support. The Balfour Transfer
Station serves those living on the Kokanee Creek-Balfour corridor. The
private sector collector working in that area felt it was feasible for the
highway corridor homes if the RDCK mandated collection, but roads off the
highway pose winter access challenges.

F

75%

Hwy 3 corridor and adjacent to Nelson. The private sector collector working
in that area felt it was feasible for the highway corridor homes if the RDCK
mandated collection, but roads off the highway pose winter access
challenges

G

35%

Collection is feasible for homes in the vicinity of the Village of Salmo. The
private sector collector who provides service for Salmo also offers collection
to rural residents along Hwy 3 west to Ross Spur and believes organics can
easily be added. The residents of the 300 +/- homes in and around Ymir are
unlikely to support organics collection.

Table 6: Potential Households for Curbside Collection in the East Sub-Region
Electoral
Area

Collection
Feasibility

Observations to Guide Assumptions

A

60%

The area from Wynndel to Mountain Shores just north of Boswell is feasible.
Riondel has community garbage bins – there may be interest in organics
collection or diversion. There is private garbage collection offered which
could be an opportunity to promote organics collection.

B

100%

Collection is feasible for homes adjacent to Creston and as far out as Yahk
on Hwy 3 (East). The private sector collector working in this sub-region felt
that service was feasible along the highway corridor.

C

75%

Adjacent to Creston in the area from Alice Siding to Wynndel, West Creston
and to Goat River south. There are few homes on Hwy 3 west from West
Creston.
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6.2. Potential Impact to Diversion Estimates
The potential diversion from a regional residential curbside collection program is a function of the number
of households receiving curbside collection multiplied by the estimated diversion rate per household.
As discussed in section 2.1, based on data from other regional districts, the 2017 Draft Regional Organic
Waste Diversion Strategy estimated that each household receiving curbside collection would divert 117
kg of food waste per year while each self-haul household would divert less than 23 kg per year, thereby
decreasing diversion and GHG emissions reductions.
Based on the assumption that all electoral area households would self-haul food waste to a transfer site,
the 2017 Strategy calculated diversion estimates for each sub-region. Table 7 provides the estimate
contained in the 2017 Strategy for the West Sub-Region.
Table 7: Food Waste Diversion Estimates for the West Sub-Region 2017

West Sub-Region

Census
Census
Curbside Residential
Population Households Households Food Waste
tonnes

City of Castlegar
Village of New Denver
Village of Silverton
Village of Nakusp
Village of Slocan
EA H
EA I
EA J
EA K
TOTAL

8,039
473
195
1,605
272
4,667
2,534
3,137
1,681
22,603

3,499
243
107
761
140
2,128
1,107
1,345
831
10,161

3,000
305
152
750
200
4,407

351
36
18
88
23
47
25
31
17
636

The diversion estimate tables in the 2017 Draft Strategy used numbers of households from the 2016
Census (census household) as well as the number of households currently receiving curbside collection.
These numbers were provided by each municipality in response to a questionnaire from the RDCK.
Consequently, curbside household numbers were based on data from each municipality while electoral
area household counts were derived from Census data.
For this regional curbside feasibility study, the diversion estimates calculated in 2017 have been updated
to include a revised household counts for the Castlegar, Nelson and Creston as well as potential curbside
households in the electoral areas. These are maximum diversion estimates and do not reflect the timeline
associated with providing transfer and processing infrastructure to support the communities in and
around Kaslo and Nakusp.
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As indicated in Table 8, the residential food waste diversion estimate for the West Sub-Region increases
from 636 tonnes to 1,025 tonnes which is an increase of 61%. For the Central Sub-Region, the residential
food waste diversion estimate increases from 675 tonnes to 894 tonnes which is an increase of 32% (Table
9 and 10). For the East Sub-Region, the diversion estimate increases from 315 tonnes to 658 tonnes which
is an increase of 109% (Table 11 and 12). The region wide increase is 60%.
Table 8: Food Waste Diversion Estimates for the West Sub-Region with Regional Curbside Collection
Census
Curbside Revised Curbside Self-Haul Residential
Households Households
Housholds
Households Food Waste

West Sub-Region

tonnes

City of Castlegar
Village of New Denver
Village of Silverton
Village of Nakusp
Village of Slocan
EA H
EA I
EA J
EA K
TOTAL

3,499
243
107
761
140
2,128
1,107
1,345
831
10,161

3,190
305
152
750
200
4,597

3,190
305
152
750
200
1,702
720
1,143
291
8,453

373
36
18
88
23
209
93
138
46
1,025

426
387
202
540
1,555

Table 9: Food Waste Diversion Estimates for the Central Sub-Region 2017

Central Sub-Region

Census

Census

Curbside

Residential

Population

Households

Households

Food Waste
tonnes

City of Nelson

10,572

4,822

3,857

451

Village of Salmo

1,141

547

474

55

Village of Kaslo

968

469

520

61

EA D

1,343

653

-

13

EA E

3,772

1,736

-

38

EA F

3,963

1,707

-

40

EA G

1,623

747

-

16

23,382

10,681

4,851

675

TOTAL
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Table 10: Food Waste Diversion Estimates for the Central Sub-Region with Regional Curbside
Collection
Census
Central Sub-Region

Curbside

Households Households

Revised Curbside
Households

Self-Haul

Residential

Households Food Waste
tonnes

City of Nelson

4,822

3,857

3,890

455

Village of Salmo

547

474

474

55

Village of Kaslo

469

520

520

61

EA D

653

-

98

555

24

EA E

1,736

-

608

1,128

97

EA F

1,707

-

1,280

427

160

747

-

261

486

42

7,131

2,596

EA G
TOTAL

10,681

4,851

894

Table 11: Food Waste Diversion Estimates for the East Sub-Region 2017

East Sub-Region

Census
Census
Curbside Residential
Population Households Households Food Waste
tonnes

Town of Creston
EA A
EA B
EA C
TOTAL

5,351
1,930
4,657
1,482
13,420

2,590
967
1,922
654
6,133

2,000
2,000

234
19
47
15
315

Table 12: Food Waste Diversion Estimates for the East Sub-Region with Regional Curbside Collection
Census
Curbside
Revised
Self-Haul Residential
East Sub-Region Households Households Curbside Households Households Food Waste
tonnes

Town of Creston
EA A
EA B
EA C
TOTAL
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As indicated in Figure 4, under a maximum curbside collection scenario, 21,524 households (83%) in the
RDCK could be provided with a curbside collection service while only 4,274 households (17%) would
need to self-haul their waste to transfer stations.
Figure 4: Potential Curbside Service Levels by Sub-Region
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Expanding curbside collection will also significantly increase diversion and further reduce GHG emissions.
However, with respect to the timeframe associated with the OICP program, which requires that collection
and processing systems be in place by 2024, the regional district is not positioned to pursue the maximum
curbside scenario at this point.
Instead, for the purposes of applying to the OICP, only electoral area households in areas where curbside
collection vehicles would be within practical travel distance (50 km) to the Creston Landfill, Central
Transfer Station, Grohman Narrows Transfer Station and the Ootischenia Landfill would be considered for
a regional curbside organics collection system. As indicated in Table 13, 10,074 households in
municipalities and 8,707 households in the electoral areas would receive curbside collection
Table 13: Potential Municipal and Electoral Area Households for OICP Application
West Sub-Region

Curbside Central Sub-Region Curbside
East Sub-Region Curbside
Housholds
Households
Households
City of Castlegar
3,190 City of Nelson
3,890 Town of Creston
2,520
Village of New Denver
Village of Salmo
474
Village of Silverton
Village of Kaslo
Village of Nakusp
Village of Slocan
Municipal Sub-Total
3,190
4,364
2,520
EA H
1,702 EA D
EA A
580
EA I
720 EA E
608 EA B
1,922
EA J
1,143 EA F
1,280 EA C
491
EA K
EA G
261
Electoral Area Sub-Total
3,565
2,149
2,993
Total
6,755
6,513
5,513
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7. Service Delivery Options
There are a range of delivery options available for consideration by the RDCK. Given that the RDCK is
already divided into three sub-regional service areas and that existing private haulers (with the exception
of Alpine/GFL) would not be able to compete on a program that covered the whole regional district, the
delivery options discussed below assume a sub-regional delivery model.
The annual cost estimates provided for the options below are based on a contract collection fee for one
or two trucks ($1.50/week), garbage tipping fees ($125/tonne), organics tipping fees ($100/tonne),
program administration staff costs, promotion and education costs as well as a 10% contingency.
Option 1: RDCK Curbside Food Waste Collection – Municipal and Electoral Areas
Under this option the RDCK could operate a weekly manual green bin food waste collection program in
each sub-region for municipal and electoral area households within practical hauling distance to the
Creston Landfill, Central Transfer Station, Grohman Narrows Transfer Station, and the Ootischenia Landfill.
For this exercise, the Project Team has chosen a manual system as this type of collection is cheaper than
automated and more realistic for terrain in the electoral areas. Based on the cost of collection in similar
regional district programs, the Project Team estimate that the annual cost to provide a weekly food waste
only service would be roughly $115 per household.
For the City of Castlegar, this option may not be attractive since the current garbage collection service is
automated and the City was interested in providing automated collection of food waste and yard waste
for an additional cost of between $40 and $70 per household annually based on collection frequency.
For the Town of Creston, this option may also not be attractive, given that the Town has already issued
an RFP for various collection options and are in the middle of public consultation regarding the level of
service desired by residents. In all cases a stand-alone green bin program delivered by the RDCK as a
regional service would be more expensive for Creston residents than the cost of providing green bin
collection as part of their own garbage, food waste and recycling collection service.
However, the City of Nelson may find this to be an attractive option given the cost increase associated
with designing a collection service that encourages resident participation. Currently many residents in
Nelson do not use the curbside collection service and instead self-haul their waste to the Grohman
Narrows Transfer Station as demonstrated by low tonnage from curbside and high traffic at the transfer
station.
In 2018 the Project Team estimated that redesigning the City of Nelson’s program for either in-house
manual or automated collection would increase the annual $66 utility fee for garbage to from $170 to
$215 for garbage and food waste. Although, at $115 per household, the cost of a contracted regional
system may fall in the lower end of the range, Nelson could likely obtain a lower cost if they contracted
out the service themselves. Due to higher density, we estimate that a contracted weekly manual food
waste collection program in Nelson would cost roughly $85 per household based on the results of the
recent RFP process in the Town of Creston.
With respect to collection in the electoral areas, a weekly food waste only curbside program (at $115 per
household) combined with self-haul garbage (varied cost) may not be attractive since residents will be
paying for the convenience of curbside food waste collection, but will still need to self-haul their garbage
Page 21 of 24

December 3, 2020

Regional Curbside Organics Collection Program Feasibility Study – Final Draft
(however fewer trips will be required due to the inert nature of the remaining garbage). Based on the
current tipping fee schedules, residents who self-haul garbage to RDCK transfer station will be paying $156
per year for self-haul of one container weekly or two containers every other week. Also, many electoral
area residents subscribe to a private collection service at costs ranging from $250 to $390 per household.
These residents may not be willing to pay an additional $115 per year for a weekly food waste collection
service provided by the RDCK.
Option 2: RDCK Curbside Food Waste Collection – Electoral Areas Only
Under this option the regional district could operate a weekly food waste collection program in practical
areas to electoral area households only. The Project Team estimate that the cost to provide a singlestream, food waste only service would be roughly $115 per household.
However, as discussed above, a weekly food waste only curbside program (at $115 per household)
combined with self-haul garbage (estimated at $156 per year depending on number of containers,
frequency and future tipping fees) may not be attractive since residents will be paying for the convenience
of curbside food waste collection, but will still need to self-haul their garbage.
Also, many electoral area residents subscribe to a private collection service at costs ranging from $250 to
$390 per household. These residents may not be willing to pay an additional $115 per year for a weekly
food waste collection service provided by the RDCK
Option 3: RDCK Curbside Garbage and Food Waste Collection - Electoral Areas Only
Under this option the regional district could operate a weekly food waste and bi-weekly garbage collection
program in practical areas for electoral area households only. Based on the cost of collection in similar
regional district programs, the Project Team estimate that the cost to provide a garbage and food waste
collection service would cost within the range of $135 to $180 per household depending on whether the
collection service used one truck per week (two materials in a split packer truck) or two trucks (one for
each material).
Given that the cost of a regional collection system would be considerably less than a private subscription
service due to economies of scale, electoral area residents that currently pay for a private collection
service may consider this to be an attractive option due to cost and convenience. Residents that currently
self-haul their waste may also consider this to be an attractive option at that cost point. Curbside
collection will also reduce traffic and congestion at transfer stations which will also have positive impact
on operating costs.
Option 4: RDCK Curbside Garbage and Food Waste Collection – Electoral Areas and Municipalities
Under this option, which is identical to Option 3 above, the regional district could operate a weekly food
waste and bi-weekly garbage collection program in practical areas for electoral area households. However,
the program could be offered to municipalities if they so choose. Each municipality would need to review
the costs and benefits of their own service to determine whether there may be any advantages to joining
the regional district program. While it is unlikely that the City of Castlegar and the Town of Creston would
pursue this option, it may be attractive to the City of Nelson as they evaluate the performance and cost
of their current in-house collection system.
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8. Summary and Recommendations
The Regional District of Central Kootenay (RDCK) has expressed support for diverting organics from landfill
disposal to not only save landfill capacity but also address the climate crisis by reducing greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions. In July 2020, the RDCK engaged Maura Walker & Associates (MWA) in collaboration
with Carey McIver & Associates (the Project Team) to investigate the feasibility of optimizing diversion
and GHG emission reductions by implementing a regional residential organics curbside collection program.
Based on a review of curbside collection programs delivered by various BC regional districts; the results
of consultations with existing private sector service providers; the identification of possible areas for
curbside collection based on GIS mapping and discussions with private haulers and electoral area
directors; as well as potential delivery options and costs, the Project Team offer the following
recommendations.
1. The RDCK should consider the establishment of a weekly green bin food waste and bi-weekly
garbage collection service under either Option 3 or 4 given that both these options would optimize
organics diversion and GHG emission reductions, provide convenience to electoral area residents
and promote cost-efficiencies and regional equity.
2. The RDCK should include the potential for establishing a regional collection service in the Draft
Resource Recovery Plan (RRP). A public engagement program should be designed to inform
residents in the electoral areas about the opportunity for curbside food waste and garbage
collection and consult with them to determine their level of interest in a new service. This first
phase of public engagement would be based on the proposed service areas, service levels and
high-level cost estimates contained in this feasibility study.
3. Based on obtaining public support through the first phase of public engagement, the RDCK should
include the establishment of a regional curbside garbage and food waste collection service in the
final RRP for submission to the Minister of Environment and Climate Change Strategy (ENV) for
approval.
4. Following submission of the Final RRP to ENV for approval, the RDCK should issue a Request for
Proposals (RFP) or Expression of Interest (RFEOI) to private haulers to obtain more detailed and
localized information related to households densities and accessibility to allow for more refined
service area boundaries and cost estimates.
5. Based on the information obtained through either an RFP or REOI, the RDCK should undertake a
second phase of public engagement based on refined service area boundaries, service levels and
costing. The results of this final consultation should provide Electoral Area Directors with
sufficient feedback to determine whether they would support the establishment of a curbside
collection service in portions of their respective electoral areas.
6. Subject to ENV approval of the Final RRP and the results of Phase 2 consultation, the RDCK should
proceed with preparing the service establishment bylaw and issue an RFP or, if an RFP was already
issued, award a contract for the service.
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7. The RDCK should apply to Clean BC Organics Infrastructure and Collection Program to obtain
funding for program materials, such as the purchasing of curbside and/or kitchen bins,
development of communication and educational outreach packages and/or programs, and the
initial distribution of funded materials, to residents.
The RDCK should request funding for roughly 10,000 households in the municipalities of Castlegar,
Nelson, Salmo and Creston as well as 8,700 households in portions of some electoral areas. Under
this regional partnership model, the RDCK would procure the required bins and containers and
develop consistent communications materials on behalf of partnering municipalities and electoral
areas.
The communication package would be tailored to each partner with respect to collection method
(automated or manual) and schedules but provide consistent information on the organic
materials accepted for processing at RDCK facilities as well as the recyclable materials accepted
at curbside (for municipal partners) and at depots (for the proposed regional collection service)
under the Recycle BC program.
Given that applicants to the OICP must commit to having programs operational by March 31, 2024, the
Project Team believe that the RDCK can establish a new regional curbside garbage and food waste
collection service in defined portions of the electoral areas and participating municipalities based on the
implementation schedule provided in Figure 5 below.
Figure 5: Regional Curbside Garbage and Food Waste Collection Service Implementation Schedule

2021

•Q1 Phase 1 Potential Service Consultation Program Design
•Q2 Phase 1 Potential Service Consultation Program Included in Draft RRP Consultation
•Q3 Board intent to establish service included in Final RRP for submission to ENV
•Q4 Phase 2 Refined Service Establishment Consultation Program Design - RFEOI/RFP

2022

•Q1 Phase 2 Service Establishment Consultation - Refined Service Areas and Costs
•Q2 Board approval to establish service
•Q3 Service Establishment Bylaw (assumes ENV approval of Final RRP
•Q4 Issue RFP or Award contract(s) for service

2023

•Q1 Procurement process - trucks (contractor) and containers (RDCK)
•Q2 Program Launch Design
•Q3 Pre-Launch Communication Program
•Q4 Program Launch October 2023
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ATTACHMENT C

To:

Todd Johnston, Environmental Coordinator, RDCK

From:

Maura Walker

Date:

March 5, 2021

Re:

Consultation Strategy for the Draft Resource Recovery Plan

Background
Approval of the RDCK’s updated Resource Recovery Plan (RRP) by the Minister of Environment and
Climate Change (MoE) requires the RRP to have undergone adequate consultation with the general
public and potentially affected stakeholders. This memo outlines a proposed consultation strategy for
the draft RRP.
The Ministry’s expectations for consultation, as stated in their Guide to Solid Waste Management
Planning, are:
•
•
•

The public and other interested parties are aware of the solid waste management planning
process and of all opportunities to provide input.
The consultation process is transparent, planning documents are publicly available (including
online) and the rationale for decisions is clear.
Through documentation of the consultation process, regional districts can show how they have
met legislative requirements.

The requirement to consult is driven by two key features of an approved plan:
1. An approved plan allows local governments to borrow money for implementation of the
plan without the approval of electors (capital projects and costs must be included in the
plan); and
2. There is no mechanism to appeal a plan once approved by the minister.
Consultation to Date
Consultation has been underway since the start of this planning process, with the Resource Recovery
Plan Advisory Committee (RRPAC) being the mainstay of this program. Other components of the
program that have been implemented include:
•

The Resource Recovery Plan page of the RDCK website that includes all reports and memos
prepared by the consultants, as well as the minutes of the advisory committee meetings,
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•
•
•
•

An email link on the website that allows for input into the RRP by any member of the public at
any point in the planning process,
An on-line questionnaire to ask the public about their opinion on the current system and ideas
for the future,
A press release to let citizens know about the planning process and to promote the
questionnaire, and
Four Stakeholder Workshops were held as part of developing the Organic Waste Diversion
Strategy. Stakeholders included Industrial, Commercial, and Institutional (ICI) organic waste
generators, the waste management industry, municipalities, and those interested in small-scale
solutions to organic waste.

Objectives
The objectives of the consultation strategy for the draft RRP are:
1. To inform the general public and potentially affected stakeholders about the content of the
draft RRP,
2. To obtain input from affected stakeholders, including general taxpayers, on the proposed plan
components,
3. To incorporate public and stakeholder interests into the final version of the plan; and
4. To meet the expectations of the Ministry of Environment for consultation associated with
updating a regional solid waste management plan (i.e., RDCK’s RRP).
Target Audiences
The following lists identify the audiences that will be the subject of the communication and consultation
program and messages. The list includes:
•

Internal audiences which are elected officials, key staff and the consultants who either
represent the organization or are directly involved in undertaking the consultation process.

•

Stakeholders are those audiences that have or may have a vested interest in the the RRP
and/or solid waste management in the RDCK.

•

General audiences who are those that may not have a direct interest in the draft RRP but
should be made aware of its existence and the opportunities to provide input into the plan.
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Internal
• Resource Recovery staff
•Uli Wolf
•Amy Wilson
•Todd Johnston
•Shanna Eckman
•Other RDCK staff
•Stuart Horn, CAO
•Dan Elliot, Communications
Coordinator
•Front end staff
• RRP AC Board members
•Dir. Jackman
•Dir. Newell
•Dir. Popoff
•Dir. Watson
•Joint Resource Recovery Committee
•Consultants
•Maura Walker
•Carey McIver

Stakeholders
• RRP AC
• Potentially affected communities
• Lower Kootenay Band
• Potentially affected ICI sectors
• Municipal councils
• Waste management industry

General
• General public
• Media
• Environmental organizations
• Community organizations
• Ratepayer groups
• Chambers of Commerce
• Business organizations
• Major waste generators
oCDR Businesses
oSchool Districts
oHospitals
oMajor grocery chains
• Neighbouring regional districts

Key Messages
1. The RRP continues to guide the RDCK in its progression towards zero waste.
2. Over the past decade, the RDCK has focused on improving its waste transport and disposal
systems. Moving forward, the plan is to focus on strategies that move the RDCK to zero waste,
i.e., reducing, reusing and recycling.
3. One of the biggest opportunities to reduce waste and address the climate crisis is to reduce
organic waste sent to landfill; many of the plan’s recommendations are focused on the diversion
of organic waste, and food waste in particular.
4. Because solid waste affects everyone, we want you to know what’s being proposed in the new
RRP, and we want you to have a say in finalizing the plan for managing our solid waste.
5. How to get more information on the draft RRP
6. How to provide feedback
Considerations
There are a number of factors that need to be considered when selecting communication tools for this
consultation process:
• COVID 19
• Geography
• Capacity to engage with online content (access, comfort, capability)
• Timeline for consultation process
• Cost
• Integration with RDCK consultation associated with potential curbside collection in electoral
areas
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•

Integration with municipal communications associated with curbside collection program
changes

Tools
Solid waste management affects everyone. The objectives of this consultation are to create awareness
of the content of the draft plan through a broad range of media, and provide opportunities to provide
input on the plan through multiple channels. The proposed communication tools presented in this
section of the memo are divided into those that will assist in creating awareness (getting the word out),
and those that are intended to gather feedback.
Tools for Getting the Word OUT
1. Bulletin summarizing key components of the draft RRP
• Delivered to all RDCK addresses
• Extra copies distributed to community locations (libraries, recreation centres) and
Resource Recovery facilities
• Posted on RDCK website
• Distributed electronically to Board, RRPAC, RDCK staff, other interested parties
2. RDCK RRP webpage
• Update content of web page
• Request that link is put on municipal websites
3. Community and business organizations
• Compile list of major organizations and offer to make a virtual presentation as part of a
regular meeting and/or submit an article to their electronic newsletter (if distributed
during the consultation timeframe)
4. Online video that summarizes the key aspects of the plan and how to provide input (post on
website, Facebook, distribute widely via email)
5. Direct mail-out to large ICI waste generators, relevant business associations and neighbouring
regional districts
• Letters to describe the proposed actions in the plan, potential impacts and an invitation
to provide feedback and offer to meet virtually
6. Webinars
• One per subregion
• Post recorded version online (link on RDCK website)
• Promote via mailed bulletin, paid advertising, social media, media release, email
distribution list
7. Posters on community bulletin boards and at RR facilities
8. Social media (postings and paid advertising)
9. Media engagement (solicit interviews with local media)
10. Paid advertising (print and online media)
11. Media releases
• Plan’s key recommendations, notification of consultation, webinar, survey, where to get
more information
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•

“Closing of the loop” media release at the end of consultation process to summarize the
feedback, input and impact of the consultation on the RRP
12. Community-owned marquee boards and roadside boards to promote webinar and survey
Tools for Getting Feedback
1. Online survey/questionnaires
o Promote and provide a simple link through mailed bulletin, media releases, letters,
posters, website and on social media
o Provide link at end of the webinar (including recorded version)
o Offer a prize for participation
o Offer phone-in completion of survey for those that don’t have internet access or would
prefer this option
o Promoted in bulletin distributed at RR facilities
2. Meetings with affected industry stakeholders (meetings set up in response to the letter sent to
large ICI waste generators, relevant business associations and neighbouring regional districts)
3. Correspondence
o Include an email address link on website and in paid advertising
o Promote mailing and email contact in bulletin, on website and in print media
Timing/Schedule
Detailed consultation work plan
Prepare for consultation (prepare engagement materials, book events,
etc.)
Undertake consultation
Consultation Results (Collation, Analysis and Memo)
RRPAC Meeting
JRRC Meeting

March 2021
April 2021
May 1- 30, 2021
June 1 – 5, 2021
June 15, 2021
June 16, 2021

Consultation Team and Roles
The consultation process will be lead by Maura Walker (consultant) and Todd Johnston (RDCK staff).
They will be supported by Carey McIver (consultant) and a broad range of RDCK staff, including Resource
Recovery, Communications and Planning. RDCK Board members will provide support through the
provision of advice on local engagement opportunities, and hosting community events (expected to be
on-line).
Next Steps
Once this strategy has been reviewed by RRPAC and refined accordingly, a detailed consultation work
plan will be prepared that will detail the tasks to be completed, responsible personnel, timelines and
estimated costs. This will be a live document that will be updated as needed throughout the
consultation process.

ATTACHMENT D

To:

Todd Johnston, Environmental Coordinator, RDCK

From:

Maura Walker

Date:

March 5, 2021

Re:

Consultation Strategy for the RDCK Curbside Collection Service

Background
Based on data from other regional districts providing food waste collection services, the RDCK’s Organic
Waste Diversion Strategy estimated that each household receiving curbside food waste collection could
divert 52 kg per capita of food waste per year while each household without access to a curbside
program would divert less than 10 kg per capita per year. Expanding curbside collection to households in
the electoral areas, where practical, could have a positive impact on food waste diversion rates and
greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction in the RDCK.
In July 2020 the RDCK engaged MWA to investigate the feasibility of optimizing organic waste diversion
and GHG emissions reductions by implementing a residential curbside organics collection service for
residents in electoral areas living adjacent to municipal boundaries. The results of the study indicated
that a regional program was feasible and could increase the number of RDCK households receiving
curbside collection from 42% to 83%. In response to the study, the RDCK Board directed staff to:
1. Consult with the electoral areas on the potential of adding curbside collection of food waste and
garbage.
2. Based on obtaining public support through the first phase of public engagement, include the
establishment of a regional curbside garbage and food waste collection service in the final RRP
3. Issue a Request for Proposals (RFP) or Expression of Interest (RFEOI) to private haulers to obtain
more detailed and localized information related to household densities and accessibility to allow
for more refined service area boundaries and cost estimates.
4. Based on the information obtained through either an RFP or REOI, undertake a second phase of
public engagement based on refined service area boundaries, service levels and costing. The
results of this final consultation should provide Electoral Area Directors with sufficient feedback
to determine whether they would support the establishment of a curbside collection service in
portions of their respective electoral areas.
This memo outlines a consultation strategy associated with #1 above.
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This consultation strategy is intended to be conducted in tandem with the RRP consultation strategy,
and it is, to a great extent, a sub-consultation process to the overall RRP consultation.
Objectives
The objectives of this consultation strategy are:
1. To inform residents in the electoral areas about the proposed curbside collection service.
2. To solicit community-specific feedback to help determine the level of interest in the service by
area.
3. To obtain the input required to refine the recommended curbside service area(s) for inclusion in
the RRP and for the subsequent tasks (i.e., the RFP/RFEOI and next stage of consultation).
Target Audiences

Internal

 Resource Recovery staff
 Uli Wolf
 Amy Wilson
 Todd Johnston
 Shanna Eckman
 Key RDCK staff members
• Stuart Horn, CAO
• Dan Elliot, Communications Coordinator
• Front end staff
 Electoral area directors
 RRP Advisory Committee
• Joint Resource Recovery Committee
• Consultants
• Maura Walker
• Carey McIver
• Jeff Ainge

External

 Electoral area residents
 Media
 Waste management industry
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Key Messages
Communications associated with the consultation process will aim to include:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

What service is being proposed and where
Why these locations
Why organic waste diversion is important
The benefits of the service
Estimated cost
How to get more information
How to provide feedback
Consultation timeframe
Next steps

Considerations
There are a number of factors that need to be considered when selecting communication tools for this
consultation process:







COVID 19
Geography
Access to the internet / Comfort with the internet
Timeline for consultation process
Cost
Integration with RRP

Tools
1. Mailer: Information on the proposed curbside collection service in the electoral areas will be
included in the RRP mailer that will be sent to all homes in the RDCK.
2. RDCK Resource Recovery webpage: Add a section to the webpage on the proposed curbside
service, including all the details of the services and options for providing feedback.
3. Webinars: A webinar for each sub-region where information is presented on the proposed service
that provides an opportunity for questions. These webinars will be specific to the proposed
curbside service. All participants will be asked to complete an online survey at the end of the
webinar. Each presentation will be recorded and made available online (through the RDCK website)
for people that are not able to attend the live session. The webinars will be promoted via paid
advertising, social media, media release, email distribution lists and the letter sent to each electoral
area household.
4. Survey: An on-line survey tool will be used as the primary mechanism to solicit feedback. The
survey will be promoted through the mailer, during the webinars, in social media, paid advertising,
email distribution lists, a media release and through a handout distributed to users of the Resource
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Recovery facilities. For residents unable or disinclined to complete a survey online, a phone in
option will be available. This option is preferable to a mail in survey because it reduces any concern
with handling physical materials (due to COVID 19), it removes the challenge of interpreting
handwriting, and allows for direct engagement with residents who are keen to provide their
feedback.
5. Social media: Social media will be employed to create awareness of the proposed service, options to
learn more and opportunities to provide feedback. The number of views will be enhanced through
paid, targeted Facebook boosts.
6. Telephone and email: Residents and property owners will also have the option of providing
feedback through telephone and email. Contact information will be included in the mailer and in
paid print advertising.
7. Media release: A media release specific to the proposed curbside service will be sent to print, radio
and online media in the regional district. The release will highlight where to get more information
and how to provide feedback. A second release will be sent out in advance of the end of the
consultation period to nudge residents that want to provide feedback but have not yet done so.
Targeted releases will also be sent out to promote the webinars in each subregion.
8. Media engagement: RDCK communications staff will solicit interviews with local media as a means
of promoting awareness.
9. Community displays: An informative display will be prepared that can be set up in high-traffic areas
of each of the targeted communities (e.g., farmers market or recreation facility), if such a locale is
available. The display could also be setup at any community events that are underway during the
consultation period. These displays, in addition to the RDCK website, will be able to show residents
the proposed collection areas in detail.
10. FAQ: A detailed information sheet identifying all the details of the proposed service will be prepared
and posted on the Resource Recovery webpage. Hard copies to be made available at community
locations such as libraries and community halls and included as part of the community display.
11. Hand Out: The mailer will be distributed to residents at RDCK Resource Recovery facilities.
Timing/Schedule
Detailed consultation work plan
Prepare for consultation (prepare engagement materials, book events,
etc.)
Undertake consultation
Consultation Results (Collation, Analysis and Memo)
RRPAC Meeting
JRRC Meeting

March 2021
April 2021
May 1- 30, 2021
June 1 – 5, 2021
June 15, 2021
June 16, 2021
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Consultation Team and Roles
The consultation process will be lead by Maura Walker (consultant) and Todd Johnston (RDCK
staff).They will be supported by Carey McIver (consultant) and a broad range of RDCK staff, including
Resource Recovery, Communications and Planning. RDCK Board members will provide support through
the provision of advice on local engagement opportunities, and hosting community events (expected to
be on-line).
Next Steps
Once this strategy has been reviewed by RRPAC and refined accordingly, the strategy will be reviewed
by the electoral area directors so that a work plan can be prepared that incorporates communityspecific engagement details. The work plan will include the tasks to be completed, responsible
personnel, timelines and estimated costs. This will be a live document that will be updated as needed
throughout the consultation process.

