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REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF OTTAWA-CARLETON REPORT
MUNICIPALITE REGIONALE D'OTTAWA-CARLETON RAPPORT
Our File/N/Réf. 3157-96-0005-H

Your File/V/Réf.

DATE 30 September 1996

TO/DEST. Co-ordinator

Planning and Environment Committee
FROM/EXP. Environment and Transportation Commissioner

SUBJECT/OBJET RESPONSE TO OUTSTANDING INQUIRY NO. P & E - 20
SOLID WASTE COLLECTION CONTRACT

DEPARTMENTAL RECOMMENDATION

That the Planning and Environment Committee receive this report for information.

INTRODUCTION

On 10 September 1996 Rkanningand Environment Committee, CouncilBeamishrequested a
response to nine questions pertaining to the Solid Waste Collection Contract CE-5244.

BACKGROUND

Regional Councilapproved changes in waste collectieervicesthat would promote greater
waste diversion and standardization of servieeslsacross thenunicipalities. Since June of this
year, the Region and itsontractors have beemplementing major changes in sohkdaste
collection practices in Ottawa-CarletomMany of the changes have beenplemented with the
start of Contract CE-5244, but inraumber of casethe existing contractors agreed tearly
implementation of enhanced service levels gmomote the standardization arfdcilitate
information to the public. Early implementation of somelbof theimproved services has taken
place in Goulbourn, West Carleton, Kanata, Vanier and Cumberland.

In an effort to pursue the goals of the 3Rs Study, Blue Box collection has been increased from the
basic materials to a muchore comprehensiviest of 14 materials and diversion l&faf and yard
material has increased withe implementation of bi-weekly collecticscross the RegionDuring

the transition, quantities ofmaterials in the various waste stream&ave changed
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significantly and, in fact, have dtmes greatly exceeddtie changes anticipated btaff at the

time the above-noted tender was prepared and quantities were estimated. In addition to the
unanticipated quantities of materiaise changes in collection days, collectronites,equipment

and contractors havelso presentedhallengedor the those who provide the wastellection
services and the residents of Ottawa-Carleton who receive these services.

We have undergone an enormous transformation in weastagement servicéisathad remained
unchanged and generaliyntendered foapproximatelyten years. We choghis course tomeet
the economic andnvironmental challengdbatlie ahead. Based on projectedstsavings and
early material diversions, we are progressing towards our goals.

RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS

Question 1: Is Exel Environmental meeting all performance criteria as set out in the terms of
our contract with them?

Answer: Exel's performance tatehasnot metall the pick-up requirements. With respect
to the pick-up ofmaterials by6:00 p.m.,Exel is meeting this requirement for
garbage and leaf and yard materials. This is confirmeéteogata in Chart 1 (data
up to 17 September 1996), attacheddasex A. The chartindicatesthe number
of vehicles which arrived athe Trail Road Landfill Site later than the stated
closing time. It should beoted thatgenerally closing time i$:00 p.m. It is
possiblethat truckswhich may haveompleted collection prior to 6:00 p.m. could
appear as “late” on the Chart. Theail Road data is the beatailableindicator
we have at this timdor leaf and yard material and garbage, and presents an
accurate trend.

With respect tdBlue Box pick-ups,Exel has had a problem meetitigg 6:00 p.m.
requirement on th&/ednesday and Fridagutes. Inearly September, completion
of pick-up was running 2 to Bours late. By the end of the month, collection was
within | to | %2 hours of the 6:00 p.m. requirement.

Question 2:  Is Laidlaw meeting all of the same performance criteria?

Answer: Laidlaw’s performance tatehasnot metall the pick-up requirements. As noted
above, Chart henerally indicates performance witkspect to garbage arehf
and yard. In addition, we are awadtet Blue Box occasionally runs late on
Tuesdays.

Question 3:  Severakports have been brought to office thatExel is dumping recyclables at
thelandfill site. What measures dveingtaken to curtail this problem and ensure
that recyclables and compost materials are not picked up with the regular garbage?



Answer:
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Question 5:

45

Through the start-up of theew contract,various techniques have been used to
collect material including the use of rear packer trucks to cditretmaterial. As
the public traditionally perceivesear packer trucks as garbage trucks,initally
received a number aeports offibre material beingicked-up by garbage trucks,
when it was actually being compacted in these vehicles and recycled.

We continue to receive amall number of commentgabout both contractors
putting recyclable materiahito garbage trucks. We haraviewed this matter with
all contractors. On occasioBlue Box put-out is contaminated with non-
recyclable materialshat therecycling vehicles willnot collect. In an effort to
provide complete service tiie public, the recycling vehicle iften followed by
the garbage pick-upehicleand the garbagkandler will emptythe unacceptable
Blue Box material intothe garbage truck. laur discussions with Exel, we have
pointed out thatthis sendsthe wrongmessage to residents becal($g they
mistakenly believeheir BlueBox put-outwas correctand(2) they concluddhat
the Region imot serious aboutecycling becaus¢éhe material was collected as
garbage.

This is a difficult issue taneasure exactly. We have told Exel to instruct their
recycling staffthatwhen a BlueBox is setout incorrectlythat the box be tagged
and left for the homeownempt emptied by the garbagrick. Inaddition, staff at
the landfill site regularlywatch for the quantity anduality of material being
unloaded from the garbage trucks to ensw®yclable material&re notbeing
included.

How widespread is the theft &lue Box materials(i.e., aluminiumcans) and what
measures are being taken to counteract this problem?

Theft of material fronthe Blue Box continues to be a problem. During the
summer months, witkthe start-up of th@ew collectioncontracts, ouinspection
staff focused orthe start-up of theollection programs. This month, wehave
accumulatedhll of our previous complaints of scavenging aack continuing a
blitz in an effort to reduce the problem. It should be noted that staff mehders
been successful in summonsing and charging a numbeiolators whohave
stolen fromthe Blue Box. We have now reached the point where tHumiag
found guilty are facing increasing fines.

What percentage of complasts logged aWWindow onthe Region fronExel’s
zone in comparison to Laidlaw’s three zones?
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Thefollowing table (Table 1) summarizéle complaints received bthe Solid
WasteDivision. Both contractorsnform usthat some of these complainése a
result of late put-out by the residents.

Table 1
Exel Laidlaw

Weekend ending - Sept. 16 30 25
Sept. 17 11 18
Sept. 18 6 29
Sept. 19 17 21
Sept. 20 24 21

Total 88 114
Weekend ending - Sept. 23 22 24
Sept. 24 7 27
Sept. 25 8 30
Sept. 26 32 25
Sept. 27 22 18

Total 91 124
Estimated Households served per week 70,000 104,000
Complaint Frequency per households 1 per 780 1 per 870
Complaint Frequency per stops* 1 per 1,950 1 per 2,175

*Service per household includes 2.5 stops per week - 1 for garbage,
1 for Blue Box, and 0.5 for leaf and yard.

Did Council reduce the bonding requirements for Exel?

Council didnot formally reduce thebonding requirement$or Exel. Coucil
granted Exel additional time to meet the bonding requirements of the Contract.

What exactly is the bonding requirement for Exel and is this bonding in place now?
If not, what is the deadline for it to be in place?

The tender documents requisetcessful bidders to provide performance security

in the form of a combination détters of credit and a performance boigbth the

letters of credit and the performance bond were required to be in the amount of
25 percent of th@nnual value othe contract. In the case Bkel, theoriginal
requirement was for a letter of credit in excess of $1,000,000 and a performance
bond in excess 0$1,000,000. Council approved annitial letter of credit of
$700,000which the Region currently possesseswad as retainings25,000 per
month from contract payments until atotal of $1,000,000 is reached.
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This $1,000,000 amount will be retained for thedlance othe contract term. As
previously stated, Council granted Exel additional time to meet its bonding
requirements. The bonding company ha# issued a $250,000 bond and details
are being worked out to increase that bond to $700,000.

Is the Region still contracting with haulers other than Exel to pick up waste within
Exel's zone?

The Region is no longer contracting with hauteher tharExel to pick-upwaste

in Zone C. This measure wamkenwhile Exelawaiteddelivery oftheir full fleet

of vehicles. Exel hasow receivedhatfull fleet and, in fact, they have purchased
extravehicles, although from time to time they have supplemented their fleet with
rental vehicles. Our initial consultation with localwaste managementirms
suggested that wead allowed adequatene for purchase ofehiclesbetween the
award of the contracand thephased-instart-up, ourexperience has proved
otherwise.

How many tonnes have been picked up by these haulers and at what cost? How
does this cost, per tonne, compare to the cost if Exel picked up the waste?

During the periodwhen other contractors werassisting withthe pick-up in
Zone C, approximately Hoercent of the total tonnage wascked up by
contractors other thaBxel. That total tonnage waapproximately830 tonnes.
Although final review ofthe charges from the other contractorsas compete,
the amount ispproximately$155,000. Exel has been advised tbfe charges and
review and reconciliation is iprogress. Any extra cost will be absorbed Ixel
Environmental.

M.J.E. Sheflin, P.Eng.

PM/AMF/GC/md

Attach. (1)
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