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MINUTES

PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE

REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF OTTAWA-CARLETON

CHAMPLAIN ROOM

25 JUNE 1996

3:00 P.M.
PRESENT:
Chair: G.Hunter
Members: D. Beamish, P. Clark, A. Cullen, B. Hill, P. Hume, J. Legendre, A. Munter,

W. Stewart and R. vaden Ham

CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES

That the Planning and Environment Committeeconfirm the Minutes of the
meeting of 11 June 1996.
CARRIED

PLANNING ITEMS

RENAMING BECKETT'S LANDING ROAD - RIDEAU TOWNSHIP
- Planning and Property Commissioner’s report dated 14 May 96

That the Planning and Environment Committee (acting as the Regional
Street Name Committee) approve the following proposed street name change
and that public notices be placed in a local newspaper having general
circulation in the municipality and a public meeting be convened if

necessary:

That “Beckett’'s Landing Road” ( Regional Road 5) be changed to
“MERLYN WILSON ROAD?” (see attached map).

CARRIED

1. Underlining indicates a new or amended recommendation.
2. Reports requiring Council consideration will be presented to Council on 10 July 1996 in Planning and
Environment Committee Report Number 38.
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ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES ITEMS

2. WATER ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION DIVISION
PRIVATE SECTOR INVOLVEMENT OPPORTUNITIES
- Director, Water Environment Protection Division report dated 10 May 96
- Annex B, Discussion Papers on file with the Regional Clerk
- Appendix A, Motions tabled at P&EC meeting of 28 May 96
(Deferred from P&EC meeting of 28 May 96)

NancySchepers, Director Water EnvironméhbtectionDivision, provided an update on

this item and briefed the Committee on the most recent report of 21 June 1996. She noted
that staff held aworkshop with the industry on 13 June and, of the eighited,
representatives from seven comparitended. Thdeedback received wagenerally
positive and the 21 Jumeportcontains unedited comments preparedhgyfacilitator of

the workshop. Ms. Schepengihlightedthe changesnade tothe Guiding Principles of

the 10 May report as a result of the workshop and the Committee discussion of 28 May.

Responding to questions from Councill@Qullen with respect toprinciple 12, Ms.
Schepers explained this princi@éempts to capture arathrify all of the components of
preparing thbenchmark. Shaoted a report will be presented to tBiemmittee in the
fall which will detail the process by which the proposals will be evaluated.

Referring to a letter received from Professional Servieesup (PSG) dated 19une
1996, which outlines theirconcerns, CouncilloCullen asked staff for their comments.
Ms. Schepers advisdbat the letter from PS®ad been reviewed ardose suggestions
that staff were in agreement with were incorporated into the new guiding principles.

Councillor Stewart,referring tothe proposed termination with notice clausited if the
privatesectorhas to include a price to terminatier 1, 2 or 3 years, it would make their
bid less competitivéhan staff's bid; she askddr staff comment on this. Ms. Schepers
clarified that the costs proposed by each of the propometitse evaluated against one
another but will not beevaluated against thieaselinebudget. These costs would be
relevantonly if the Regioropted touse the termination clause. Staff would theake an
assessment based on twest toterminate provided by theontractor, thedemobilization
costs and other pertinent costand then come forward with a recommendation.
Councillor Stewart askedtaff if they feltthe concerns of the privatectorhad been
adequately addressed in the redrafjedling principles. Ms. Scheperseplied staff are
recommending what is ithe best interest of thgublic andfeel this is a balandeetween
fostering innovation ithe privatesectorand theability to protect thepublic interest (e.qg.
health, environmengtc.) Commissioner Sheflimdded that, througbonversations with
at leastfive members othe industrythey have indicated theyre readywiling andable

to bid on this contract with the current guiding principles in place.
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Councillor Legendre asked fatarification regardinghe performance bond and letter of
credit. Geoff Cantello, Solicitor, Regional Legal Department advisedastdtriving to
arrive at the appropriatievel of security that satisfiesthe Regionthat in the worst
scenario, the corporation gotected. Heexplainedthe worstscenario would be if the
company operatinghe facility suddenlygoesout of businessand, obviously the facility
would have to continue toperate. Under gerformance bond, thikonding company
would make arrangements to cathe Region through the scenahat this couldtake
time. However, it could behat funds would need to bavailablefor somethingvery
quickly; this iswhere a letter of credit would come inptay. Staff will determine the
exact performance security required through discussions with experts in this area.

Referring to Guiding PrincipleNo. 1, Councillor Legendre asked whahe word
“affermage” impliesandwhy staff are recommendinghe use othis term. Ms.Schepers
explainedthat typically, pure contract operations would havépass through”(to the
Region) onall of the maintenance risks. As well, does notypically includecustomer
relations, billing or rate settingwhereas affermageloes. Although staff have not
determined everythinghat will be included (details will beset out in the Request for
Proposals (RFP)}hey recommenthat amaintenance rislevel be established gbat the
private sector isresponsiblefor some of themaintenance risk. Ms. Schepersalso
confirmed the intent is that the firm that operates the plant, will deal with the public.

Councillor Legendre askeghy staff were proposing tdimit lobbying. Ms. Schepers
noted theno-lobbying policywould come into effect whethe Request foQualifications
(RFQ) is issued. Shexplained this policy is recommended as migshthe indstry as it
is for staff, as it createslavel playing field. She alsaoted the idustrywidely supports
the current proposalCouncillor Legendrelarified hehad no problem with a single point
of contact at thé&region and wanted to ensure there Is\wel playing fieldhowever, he
couldnot see howunlimited lobbyingwould create amnlevel playing field. Mr. Cantello
explained lobbying in manystance creates opportunity fibre exchange of information.
Staff want to be sure th#bow of information fromthe Region is controlled, sthat
everyone is receivinthe same information and bidding @he same basis. Thenly way
to do this is to control the contact with the Region as a whole.

Councillor Hume asked staff if they had consideskifting the focus of the Pedteview
Committee tahat of a &irnessarbitrator. He suggested the Committee could be chaired
by the Internal Auditor (therebgnsuring some independence) and it could monitor the
process and ensure a level playing field. The Councillor felt this might assuage the fears of
the privatesector. Ms. Schepers suggestbids would best be dealt witthrough the
evaluation processvhich will establish ateam. This issue was discussed with the
consultant (whdnas beenhrough over ten of these requests for proposals) and he agreed
that theevaluation process the most important stage, as it mustabée to withstand a
courtchallenge irterms of fairnessMs. Schepers suggested the FReview Committee
should remain as it is and whéme report on thevaluation process comes back to the
Committee in the fall, the composition of the evaluation team can be discussed.
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Responding to questions from Councillor Hume, regarding maintenance risk, Ms.
Schepers stated that if all of the maintenance risk is passed through to the Region, then the
costs associatedith monitoring and processing theosts associatedith equipment
maintenance will be gater. If all ofthe risk is transferred to thentractorthen there

will be a highprice associated witthatrisk. Staff areeecommendinghere be @alance
between cost effectiveness and providing a reasonable level of risk.

Councillor Hume asked staff there were anotheway to achievedhe necessary security
without including the termination with notice clause. Ms. Schepers adhiaestaff have
looked at thigssue in detail; if a clause regarding terminafmncause wer@cluded, the
risk of missing apotential cause would exisMr. Cantello advisedhat virtually all long
term Regional contracts have tieemination with notice claugeneaningthe contract can
be terminated for any reason whatsoever).

Responding to questions from Committee Cliduinter, Ms. Scheperadvisedthat the
Region of Halton established some generdicy guidelines withrespect tgorivatization

and staff have done a lot of reseangth regard to requests for proposals, however, there
was nothing available that relatesspecifically to guidelinesfor privatization of a
wastewater facility.

ChairHunter noted the letter from PSG poiot# the differences between affermage and
contract operations. He askedsiaff are proposing to transfeesponsibilityfor billing
and customer relations to treontractor. Ms. Schepemdvised billing will not be
transferred to the contractor, however, they beelements ofrate settingand billing
that should appropriately be includéor serviceghe contractomay provide (i.e.hauled
liquid waste) in addition to the basic service attached to the hifiteStaff are proposing
that customerelations for each area of WEPD bkgamined to determinehere the
responsibility should resideMr. Sheflinacknowledged imay not be appropriate toall
the proposednodel “affermage”, however, it really just a name and ithe end it will be
what Council decides staff are going to do and not the name that will dictate this.

In response to questions from ChEunter concerning thbusiness uniapproach, Ms.
Schepers advised stadfe recommendinghe use ofbusiness units as it provides for
flexibility in the evaluation process; eachtbi business units can be evaluated against its
own criteria. Aswell, this approach will permit the Region to enter irdontracts for
some or all of the business units and it can choose to terminate some or all of them.

Regional Chair Clark asked staff tiie option ofselling the whole facility had been
considered. Ms. Schepers advised this option was not considered asadt wakided in
the direction fromCouncil. Shenoted the option o$elling the facility would require an
extensive period of study and public consultation.

Councillor Legendrenoted thein-house budgetypically includescontingencies (dollars
not necessarilgpent); he felt this presents a disadvanfagstaff inthattheyare “stuck”
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with this number and offers an advantagehi® privatesector aghey will know what the
targetis. He suggested a better alternative would be to havwstexnal team formulate
their own bid, separate from the budget. Ms. Schegmbrisedthe baselinebudget will be
formatted in exactly the same way as the RFP that the private sectorwdgihée.g. if a
level of maintenancask is established ithe RFP, thdaselinebudget will have thalevel
of maintenance risk). She confirmétht what theCouncillor was suggesting msically
what staff are proposing.

David Jewitt, representing CUPE Local 503, urged the Committdeto support the
proposedmnodelfor privatization of the WateEnvironmentProtectionDivision (WEPD).

He noted thédrief provided to the Committemembers by CUPB03 (onfile with the

Regional Clerk) outlinesvhy CUPE 503 isvigorously opposed to workingvith any

private sectoremployer. Mr. Jewitt stated theinion would be openlyooperative in
working with Regional in-house staff to achiemastsavingsbut to datel ocal 503 has
not beemapproached with such a proposal. mtged that in othemunicipalities, CUPE

503 has worked with management and staff to achieve savings and hbegaxample of
the City of Ottawa and the Don Gamble Centre.

Mr. Jewitt suggested an-house staff team, in consultation wittJBE 503,should be
provided with the opportunity to meet the mosesteffective bid. If staffare unable to
achieve thigyoal, thenCouncil would havehe option of proceeding with privatization of
this facility. Referring to pagé7, Tab 1 of the CUPIBrief, Mr. Jewitt readfrom an
article written by JacMiiller of PeatMarwick whichsupports CUPE 503’s argument that
labour and management team work is the way to proceszhteve quality public service.
Mr. Jewitt stated it is CUPE 503's positighat thelabour/management partnership
concept should be thoroughéxaminedprior to looking at a private/public partnership.
He guestioned where tlsavingswould be achieved bthe privatesectorand he stated
that if the savings are to be achieved through cuts to labour costs, the collective agreement
would still have to be complied with.

Referring to Tab 6 othe CUPE 503submission,Mr. Jewitt drew theCommittee’s
attention to the letter frorRrofessional ServiceSroup (PSG). He noted in the letter,
PSG clearly suggests that the costs foraintenance be assumed thy Region. Mr.
Jewitt stated the RMOC would be assugna greatrisk and referred to thexample of
Hamilton-Wentworth and Philips Utilities (press clippings contained in Tab 8).

Mr. Jewittalsonoted if thefacility is pdsed at this time t@enerate profits or moreost
effectiveness, therhe facility should be maintained as a pubfacility and these
profits/savings should be passed on to the taxpayer. Asthe#imployeesvho currently
work at thefacility should maintairtheir employmentvithout loss of securityvhich will
happen with the transfer of the facility to a private operator.

Speaking to the labour relations aspecthed matter, Mr. Jewitt referred theommittee
to Tab 2 of the CUPE 50Brief. He explained, should thfacility be managed by a
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private contractor,all of the employees will in effect be laid off ipe Region anall of

the rights andbenefits afforded ttheseemployeegnow thattheir positions are no longer
availablewith the Region) becomenmediately crystallized. Halsonoted theemployees

do not have to take a job with the contractor. Mr. Jewitt poiotethe workforce at the
Pickard Centre istate of the arnwith all current CUPE 503nembersnow certified. He
noted, although theollective agreemerstates if theRegioncontractsout to a contractor
who has a collective agreement and eifiploythese employeethere is no breach of the
contract, this does not avoid the Region’s liability with respect to the severance options.

Mr. Jewitt reiterated that CUPE 503nst interested in pursuing a collectibargaining
relationship with a private contractor but is interested in preserving the agreement with the
Region. He pointedut thatshould privatization be pursued, CUPE 503 will have the
option of making application tahe Ontario LabouRelationsBoard to have th&egion
declared theightful employer, notwithstandingny commerciabrrangement. Mr. Jewitt
suggested the Labour Relatiddsard couldind the Region &Common Employer’{two

or more legal entities carrying on related activities in businesses jointly) and he referred the
Committee to a case at Tab 2, Page 7 of the CUPE brief.

In conclusion,Mr. Jewitt asked that th€ommittee look at a laboumanagement
partnershipor, atthe very least,jnvolve CUPE503, togethewwith the in-house team, in
the process. He recommendbdat CUPE 503nd the in-house team be permitted to
evaluate their currentontract, termsand conditions inorder to meet omatch any
competitive bid received frorthe outside in order to kedhpis operation as @ublic
service that works.

Pierre Lalonde, CUPE National, referring to the CUPE 503 brief, noted examples of utility
privatization in the Uniteingdom (UK) were included at Tab 3vhich speak ofcost
savings achievethroughmassive layoffand cutting back on maintenance. the UK,

the price ofwater went from $150 perear to up to $80@er year after privatization;
thousands of families are having their water cut off every month.

Beginning at page 5, ofab 3, Mr. Lalonde drew the Committee’s attention to the
example of Hamilton-Wentwortlwhich was privatized in December of 1994 Rhilip
Utilities. He referred to guote on page 6 of thwief, attributed to théregional Chair of
Hamilton-Wentworth, TerryCooke,which saidthe Regional Municipality of Hamilton-
Wentworth (RMHW) assumed all responsibility fEmergency expenditures or unforeseen
circumstances. As a result, tRMHW is faced with payinghe bill for cleaning up 180
million litres of raw sewage and stormwatidat flooded residences and businesses. Mr.
Lalonde went on tsay Philip Utilitiesalso decided to cloggart of theplant in Hamilton-
Wentworth at asavings of up to $illion dollars. Henoted themunicipality could have
decided to close the plant, save the $2 million dollars and reitinashoney into services
for the community; instead the money is going to a privately owned company.
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Mr. Lalonde went on to sayhilip Utilities iscurrently in a dispute with tieRMHW over
savings made b#hilip in the amount of $2.%nillion. The RMHW claims the savings
belong to them howeveRhilips believes thewre entitled to thessavings. Philip has
threatened tdoring an injunction againghe RMHW which would cost the RMHW
$400,000.00 per month. Mr. Lalonde noted in the end, taxpayers are the losers.

In conclusionMr. Lalonde drew the Committee’s attention to a letter firdy Darcy,
the National President of CUPE a@Geraldine McGuire, National Secretafyeasurer (at
Tab 5) wherein they agkat the process gfrivatization bestoppedandthat theservice
be keptin-house. Ms. Darcy and Ms. McGuire also express thgiport for CUPE 503
in their effort to fightany privatization modethat theRMOC mightpursue. Mr. lalonde
urged the Committee teecommendhat staff meet withthe union and discuss ways to
become more efficient and cost effective.

Responding to questions from Councillbtunter, Mr. Jewittadvisedthat under the
Region’s collective agreement with Loca03, thoseemployees currently employed in
WEPD, would be declared redundant Regionalpurposes.This wouldmean they have
rights under the collective agreement (including bumping rights according to seniority) and
could elect to stawithin the Region oopt to gowith the privatecontractor. Mr. Jewitt
suggested the $3 to $illion liability is an accumulatediability owed to thesemployees
should they not be able to find another position within the Region they are qualified for.

In response to questions from Councillor Munter regartingJewitt's recommendation
for labour/management negotiations, Ms. Scheptatedstaff are prepared to talwith
CUPE at any timevith respect to theossibility of realizing savings asrasult of changes
to terms and conditions in the collective agreement.

Responding to Chaidunter, Mr. Jewitt noted thiast paragraph on page 23 of Tab 1,
addressedis previous comments concerning CUBH3 andstaff meeting to address
concerns and alternatives to achiewestsavings. Hesuggested the in-house teahould
be allowed to submit a bid independent of the budget, like other private contractors.

Councillor Legendre suggestdte Committee gan-camera after hearing froadl public
delegations, to hear from legal staff on points raised by Mr. Jewitt.

Councillor Beamistasked Mr. Jewitt t@xpand orhis commentghat staff should beble
to meet the best bid by the private sector. Mr. Jewitt stated CHRE 1=commendation
would be against privatization however, if Council decidgsréezeed, the procestould
be weighted in favour of the in-house team. The in-house team simiulieheld to a
fixed budget that therivate contractors simply have to come in under. Thancillor
noted if staff are to put forward #&id assuggested, it would have to becanfidential
number and staff involved in formulatitige bid could not beinvolved inputting together
the budget. MrSheflin clarifiedthe “budget’staff are proposing would consist of all
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those items contained in the Request for Proposals (RFP) and would be comparable to the
RFP submitted by the private sector. He noted this is basically what Mr. Jewitt suggested.

Clarence Dungewoted, although he is associateith CUPES503, he waspeaking as a
citizen and as such, was concerned Wbl the Region ispending higax dollars. He
questionedvhy the Region igonsidering privatization when thigcility is worth over $1

billion dollars, isoperated byersonnethat have a perfedompliancerecordand is in a
position to make money. He fdahe Region shoul@xamine all ofits options with an

open mind and not automatically assume that privatization is the best way to proceed. He
notedmany small, mediurand large private corporations are gomg of business and in

many cases areonsumingtax dollars in the processMr. Dungeystated if thefacility

were outdatedexperiencing real problems and had no potentiahaking aprofit, he

would agree with privatization; however, this is not the case with ROPEC.

Mr. Dungey suggested the Regionintends to pursue privatization, it shoutttlude in
the tender process, a requirementfétirdisclosure from the proponent3his disclosure
should includethe company’s complete profile anthe number of times they have
appeared in court because of violations of the Environment Act.

In conclusion,Mr. Dungey statedwhen the Councillorslook at thebrief provided by
CUPE 503 and, in particular, the transcript of Hifth Estate they must ask themselves if
this is somethinghe Region shouldeally get into. He urged th€ommitteenot to
support proceedingith the tendering process as ithis beliefthat whenthe process is
finished, the conclusionwill be that the currenstaff and management teaare doing a
very good job for the community in the best possible manner. The meeta willhave
spent a great amount of money preparing their bids for nothing.

Referring tothe point raised byr. Dungey concerning disclosure Bye contractors,
Councillor Legendre suggested a simgéay to achieve this would be task the
respondents to provide references from themtractemployers elsewhereMr. Dungey
noted there isnothing in thelaw that prohibits requesting an accurapeofile of a
company. He also suggestéldde Region shouldnvestigate what experiences the
proponents have beéaving inthe Courts. Ms. Schepetemmentedhatall of this will

be done as part of the process and will form part of the evaluation criteria.

Ted Constantine, OperatioManagement International (OMI), a large Unit8tates
(U.S.)basedcontractor operating over 120ants in thd).S. Hecommendedhe Region
for its efforts intrying to attainthe bestdeal it can forthe taxpayers. MrConstantine
stated he wadisheartened by CUPE’s posititimat it will not workwith an independent
contractor. He said many of OMI’s plants in the U.S.uamienized and it ismpossible to
distinguish between a unionized plant and a non-unionized plantalthegrk the same
and delivetthe same excellent quality to their client¥$he speaker stated thagiken the
chance, theontractor couldvork with CUPE and would like the opportunity &xplain
OMI's philosophy which certainly matches the quality objectives of the CUPE staff.




Planning and Environment Committee Minutes 9
25 June 96

Mr. Constantineexplained OMI achieves savingshrough know-how; as the largest
environmental company iNorth America they have &remendous network of operators
across the continent @eal withany problenthatarises. As wellDMI has a paucity of

middle managemengropertraining and responsibilitgre given tothe staff operating the

plants and operations experts are available at any time to assist when needed. The speaker
noteduntil last yearOMI wasable to makehe claim none otheir plants had eveyeen

fined; however, last year, the EPA fined OMI for an effluent excursion.

Mr. Constantine referred to statistics for Ontadhat demonstrate tharivate sector can

operateplants morecosteffectively than provincially or municipallyoperated plants. He
noted plantsoperated by the OntariGlean Water Agency for the same size andame

capacity cost more percubic litre to treat than plantsoperated bymunicipalities and

almost without exception, the private contractor can do it even more efficiently.

In conclusion,Mr. Constantine stated hdid not like theidea of staff being allowed to
match thesuccessful privateector bidthis isnot a fairbidding process. Hesaidthere is
nothing wrong withstaff submitting a bid, provided theye notalso evaluatinghe bids.

He felt it would be advantageotw the short listed contractors to meath the CUPE
representatives to discuss how together they could offer the Region the best of all worlds.

Responding to questions from Committee Clainter, Mr. Constantine stated he was
content with the Guiding Principles as stated except for the termination with clatise.

He explained this clauseould add costs to the contract as it would regeimployees to

be paid off on verghortnotice; moneyould have to be setside toprotectagainst this
eventuality. Withrespect to thenaintenance issue, OMI’s philosophy has been to assume
much of the responsibility for maintenance. OMI has agxcellent preventative
maintenanc@rogram and this is what stands thapart from competitors. He added that
other than catastrophfailure that couldnot beforeseen, OMI woulgssumdiability for
everything else.

Responding to questions from Councillor Legendre regar@ij, Mr. Constantine
advisedthat OMI operatesix projects in Quebec and 3 in Southwestern Ontario. The
largest unionized plandperated by OMI is in Hoboken, Neversey. Hestated that
ROPEC is the largescility that he is aware of thatgoing to be privatizedther than a
plant in Indianapolis. Councillor Legendre, referring to comments madeebgpeaker
concerning statisticghat privately operated plants were moreefficiently run than
municipally operated plants, statd¢tat studies in France have showmat municipally
operatedfacilities generally. have #&ower cost percubic metre ofwater than those
privately run. The Councillor noted theajority of plants in Francareprivatelyrun for a
very long time. Mr. Constantine acknowledgettis fact, but noted thatplants are
operated much differently in North America than in France.
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Mark Sanderson, Professional Servid@soup (PSG) noted 30% dfis company’s
contracts havenionized employees and a number of uniaresvery strong advocates of
working with PSG. Heoted thegoverning principles as theye set out, take great care
to ensure themployee issue iaddressed. Referring to comments made by a previous
speaker, Mr. Sanderson stated it @amon practice to provide disclosure afempany
(e.g. client lists, financial statements, etc.) with the request for proposals

Mr. Sanderson referred tas letter of 1Qune 96 whicltovers in detail PSG’s concerns
with the governingprinciples. He applaudetthe notion of the PedReview Committee
acting as a fairnesarbitrator in the process and suggested it should be composed of an
independengroup approved bgZouncil with a mandate tprotect thepublic interest in

the fairness ofthe process.With regard tostaff submitting a bid omhe contract, Mr.
Sanderson agreed this wag@didea however, he would recommetiét staff who are
bidding are not involved in the process (i.e. documenting the RFP, RFQ or evaluation).

The speaker felthe termination with noticelause would be Herently unfair to the
privatesector bidders. He statéaffermage”suggestsignificant risktransference and a
very long term contract; in a longer period contragignificantly more risk can be
transferred to the contractacpst effectively. The contractorrisk that is inherent in
operating thefacility and futuremaintenance isiot contemplated in a termination for
convenience clauseMr. Sanderson pointegut there ardypically two provisions in their
contracts that would address the concerns oRtbgion. The change in circumstances
clause (i.e. things beyorttie control of either the operator or thkent) requires the
parties to renegotiate thathange (e.g. compensation, scope, etc.). Should these
negotiationsfail, the dispute resolutiomlause would come into effect arlde parties
would be bound by the decision of an arbitrator.

Mr. Sandersorfelt one of the governingrinciples shouldrelate specifically to risk
transference and maintenance. The maintenance risk should be handletypalsin
theindustry wherespecific things such gsarts, repaiand replacement araaintained by
the contractor buthis does notprevent the Region frorhaving recourse against the
contractor ifthey arenegligent. Thecontractadministrative function would be designed
to ensure the maintenance activities are carried out.

Referring to the issue of lobbying, the speaker felt there is no neetdfs lobbying. He
agreed with the concept of a sole sourcea@hmunicationbut notedlobbying allows
politicians, stakeholders, etc. to understand what is gomgFinally, on the issue of
bonding,Mr. Sandersoffelt that a performance bond would proviggequate protection
for the Region. A letter of credit and dause grantinghe RMOC approval of a
replacementontractor willincreasethe contractor's costs. Helt these requirements
would be prohibitively expensive for smaller companies.

Responding to questions from Councillor Legendre regarding maintenance risk, Mr.
Sanderson repliedhat PSG would have no troublesaming the maintenance risk,
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however, they would expect an acknowledgnteat aninsurance premium will be built
into the cost and the termination for convenience clause would have to be removed.

In reference to page 12 of the PSG letter, Councillor Legendre asked for staff comment on
PSG’s suggestion regarding capital improvements. Ms. Schepégd thatGuiding
Principle 8 speakgenerally to equitable sharing @fture savings and revenuesWith

regard tocapital improvementsthe guiding principlesare intentionally vague as the
Region would want to review and evaluate any proposal. CommisS§ibatinadded the

actual numbers would have to be negotiated between the Region and the contractor.

Willy Bagnall, Ottawa-Carleton Board of Trade, stated that most people imdastry

agree a performance bond is acceptable however, a letter of creditemminate aot of

the smaller companies. the objective of this exercise is fond the most cost-effective

way to deliver this service tthe taxpayer, the process should be dhelh the broadest

base of bids is encouraged. Mr. Bagnall reiterated the comments of previous speakers that
the termination with noticelause isnot anacceptable condition for most people in the
privatesector. Héelt in order toachieve a level playing field, tearmination clause with
itemized causes must be used.

Mr. Bagnall felt it veryimportant that thosstaff ofthe WEPD who will be preparing the
staff budget be disassociated fraime bid process. And finally, the PeerReview
Committee shouldot consist ofany Regionastaff. It should be made up of peopiem
outside the Region that can offer sound advice to Regional Council without bias.

Regional Chair Clark, referring to commets. Bagnall made concerninttpe letter of
credit, noted that if the worsiase scenario occurred and tiending company did not
react immediately, the residents of the Region would hold tRegional government
accountable. Further, with regard Mr. Bagnall's reasoninghat the letter of credit
would eliminate smaltcompanies from biddinghe Chair observedhat he wasot aware
of the existence of any small company that could handle a contract of this size.

Stan SpenceRhilip Utilities notedcomments made by CUPE representatives concerning
Philip Utilities’ operations in Hamilton-Wentworth, weréactually incorrect and
slanderous. He explaindtie Regional Chair of Hamilton-Wentworth didot accept
liability for any floodingdamage created by tlanuaryl9th incident at the Woodward
Avenue sewagdéreatment plant but rather ask@thilip Utilities to forward to him the
claims sathey could be taken care of thye appropriate party. Mr. Spencer noted that if
Philip Utilities is found to beliable for this incident, theywill respond througttheir
insurance company and, tifie Region isresponsible, thewill respond throughheir
insurance companyFurther, Philip Utilities hasnot sued theRegional Municipality of
Hamilton-Wentworth (RMHW) on this contract anyother matter, nordve theysought

an injunction againghe RMHW. He noted th& MHW and Philip Utilities did have a
disagreement over the interpretation aflause very early ithe contracttoncerning an
idea for the operation of the solid waste incinerator but this was resolved.
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Referringthe staffreport, Mr.Spencer noted ey issue ishe proposedermination with
notice clause; although companies willadling to bid onthe contractwith this clause in
it, it will be at ahighercost. He noted thenore risk transferred to theontractor, the
higherthe price Wl be. Referring tahe letter of credit, Mr. Spencer pointedt this is
equivalent to cash arthere will be a cosassociated with it; heoted aperformance
bond is the preferred method=inally, Mr. Spencer stated he wateasedhis concern
regarding staff being involved iboth the competition andvaluation of thisprocess,
would be addressed through a third party evaluation.

Councillor Humenoted the letter fronPhilip Utilities dated 24June 1996states the
fundamental problem with this exercisaghat Council’s wish toenter into goublic/private
partnership is not shared by the management of WEPD; he asked Mr. Spencer to comment
on this. Mr. Spencer statethis belief is widely held bythe privatesector proponents;
throughdiscussions witlothercompanies anthe actions of staff, it appeastaff are not
really supportive of this process. Heted inFebruary and April, 1996 Council gave staff
clear directions tgproceedwith this, yet thestaff report appeared to bgutting the
process on hold for andefinite period of time. Mr. Sheflinstated at ndime did staff in
any waydirect or determiné¢he course of action with respectttos project; heook full
responsibility for this. Whetheissue vent toCouncil in February, staff in WEPD pointed
out if the processlid not go forwardmmediately,the Department wouldot beacting in
accordance with theriginal Council direction. The Commissioner advised leoked at
the cost reduction curve and thery steepdecline and determined staff should go back to
Council and poinbut the fact thatadditional savinggould be achieved. Athattime,
Council acknowledged these savings but directed the process to go ahead.

Responding to questions from CouncillBtewart, Mr. SpenceacknowledgedPhilip

Utilities is prepared tdoid on thiscontractbased on thguiding principles inthe most

recent report. He noted howevéecause of thadditional risk associated witthis
contract, Philip will not be able to offer as low a price as it could otherwise. He estimated
the bid for this operation would cost several hundred thousand dollars and said this is a lot
of money to spend if the contract will only last 2 years (should the contract be terminated).

Alain Rosier, Business Developmddirector ,Lyonnaisedes Eauxotedhis company is
one oftwo worldwide companies. Lyonnaisies Eaux haghe largest contract in the
world in Buenos Aires (a $8illion dollar investment and 30 yeapntract) aswvell as
many smallercontracts in NorthAmerica (i.e. Indianapolis,Edmonton). Mr.Rosier
assured the Committebat utilizing the privatesector wouldoring aboutsavings and he
gave theexample ofEdmonton forwhich his companyeduced the costs by 27%. He
statedhis companywould be pleased to enter inthis contractand to respect the
contract; hesaid his companyas its image to defend aady failurewould have more
consequence on its image than it would have pecuniary consequences for the company.
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Mr. Rosier expressed agreememnith many of the statements expressed by other
competitors. Hdelt a win-win situation (for the Region and thlentractor)must be
achieved and to do this, the tender process must be fair and the conditionsarftthet

must be reasonable.

Responding to questions from Councillor Legendre regariegermination for notice
clause, Mr. Rosier explained the bidders will be spending several hundred thousand dollars
preparing the bids; because the successful contractaymylbe making money ithe last

2 years (otthe 5yearcontract),havingthe contracterminated in theniddle would be a

very disappointing situation. Wittegard to thdength ofthe contract, Mr. Rosier stated

this was a standard term, however for this length of term it wanlidbe fair toshare the
associated risks. With tgpical affermage situationomore maintenance risk transferred to

the private sector operator, however the length of an affermage contract is 15 to 20 years.

Nick Marketos, OntarioClean Water Agency (OCWA), explainedhat OCWA is a
Provincial crown commercialoperation thafprovides wastewater angater treatment
services toover 400municipalities ofOntario. Some of themike the Region ofPeel,

have plantsimilar in size toROPEC. Referring to a remark made by an earlier speaker
concerning the comparison of costs between OCWA run plants and municipally run plants,
Mr. Marketos suggested it would be best for Region to speak tother municipalities

that are conductingostcomparisons on an annual basis. rdéed theRegion of Peel, as

part of their rate settingexercise, conducted a comparison @dsts of similar
municipalities and found that OCWA's cost was one of the lowest.

Having heard fronall the public delegations, Councilldcegendre stated that heould

like to move in-camera to receive information fretaff. Responding to questiofiem
Councillor van den Ham, Joyce Potter, Director Human Resources replied that staff would
appreciate the opportunity to provide their perspective orvidves provided byCUPE
representatives. The Committee then voted on the following motion

Moved by J. Legendre
That the Planning and Environment Committee move into In Camera session to

consider this matter pursuant to theProcedure By-Law No. 112 of 1994, Section
11(1)(d) being labour relations or employee negotiations.

LOST
NAYS: D. Beamish, B. Hill, P. Hume and W. Stewatrt....4
YEAS: A. Cullen, G. Hunter, J. Legendre and R. van den Ham....4

Councillor Stewart put forward anotion to define the objective of this exercise. She
noted Mr. Dungey made a very good point when he askgdhe Region was dointis.
The Councillor offeredhe reason should lestablished ahe outset so it ientirely clear.
For this reason, she suggested thisdomciple beNo. 1 and theother principles be
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renumbered accordingly. In response to queries from CounCillden, Ms. Schepers
advised staff dichot have goroblem withthe wording but pointedut there would be
some overlap in terms of Principle No. 4.

Moved by W. Stewart

That Guiding Principle No. 1 be: “That the objective of considering a public-
private partnership for _services currently provided by the WEPD is to
determine the most cost effective _means of delivering thservices while
protecting the Region’s investment and the health and safety of its citizens,
whether that be by the private sector or by Regional Staff.”

CARRIED

Councillor Stewartthen spoke to her motion “That Contract Operations, as it is known
and understood in theaterand wastewater treatmendurstry inNorth America be the
public/private partnership model used abasisfor the partnershi@ctivities associated
with the WEPD.” Shesaid this definitionwould replace existin@rinciple 1 to provide a
much clearemterpretation. She fethere had been @umber of different interpretations

of “affermage” and contract operations is closer to what is being proposed at this time.

Councillor Cullenasked staff for their comments on this recommendatigin. Sheflin
advised this woulatreate abit of a problem inthat some words are usatifferently in
Europe than in NortAmerica. Hesuggested as an alternative: “That public-private
partnership model bgimilar to contract operations'yith the understandinthatit’'s not
meant to restrict, but be similar to that type of an operatt@ouncillor Stewart agreed to
withdraw her motion and move the suggested alternative.

Moved by W. Stewart

That Guiding Principle No. 1 be amended to read “That the public-private
partnership model be similar to contract operations”.

LOST
NAYS: D. Beamish, A. Cullen, G. Hunter and R. van den Ham....4
YEAS: B. Hill, P. Hume, J. Legendre and W. Stewatrt....4

The Committee then voted on Principle 1 as proposed by staff.
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Moved by A. Cullen

That the public-private partnership model considered be affermage, also known as
contract operations.

LOST
NAYS: D. Beamish, B. Hill, P. Hume, J. Legendre and W. Stewart....5
YEAS: A. Cullen, G. Hunter and R. van den Ham....3

With regard to Pnciple 2, CouncillorLegendreput forward thefollowing amendment
“That an independent PeReview Committee be established to review and provide input
andreport onall steps of the process obnsidering a public-private partnership for the
WEPD system”. Henoted hehad worded it inthis way so asot to specify the
composition of this committee at this time. He felt it importdrat it be genuinely
independent, be composed of people whdkamvledgeable anthat itcan offer genuine
credibility and be responsible to the public.

Councillor Hume felt this dichot need to be governing principle. Agart of this
processstaff should be asked to develop terms of reference and a composition of such a
committee while theydevelop the RFP andFQ); this committee would then be used to
monitor the evaluation process. Commissioner Sheflin clarified it is staff's intent to ensure
the process i€ompletely fair,transparent andlefendable in everarea andthat the
Internal Auditor will be monitoring the processCouncillor Humeput forward the
following motion for the Committee’s consideration: “That Regional staff be authorized to
include inthe report thatestablisheghe evaluation process an option &stablish an
independent expert review team with potential terms of reference and composition.”

Responding to questions from Councillor Cullbts. Schepersonfirmed staff willreport
back in thefall with regard to how theenchmark will bgrepared and thieids evaluated.

It is also staff’s intention to seek feedback frima shortlisted proponents on the content
of the RFP. Thenternal baselindudget will be known at theame time aghe private
sector bids. Councillor Cullenstated hedid not see the need for a Pe&eview
Committee, as there @mpleopportunity for the proponents to comment on the process
at various stages. Further, he expressed concern withottte“peer” as thecommittee
could not consist ofany member othe industrybidding on thisproject; he suggested
“peer” be replaced with “expert”.

Councillor van den Hamstated thantent of Councillor Legendre’s motion is consistent
with what everyone woultlke to see: afair andtransparent process. However, fak
Principle 2 shouldset out exactly how the processvill be evaluated andpecify the
composition of such a committee. He agreed thsiaf members involved in the
preparation of the baseline budget should not be involved in the evaluatiorbafighdHe
suggested thevaluation committee includihe consultantiwo representatives of the
Ottawa-Carleton business community, municgféitials and a senior RMOGfficial such
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as theFinance Commissioner or InternAluditor as well as the Environment and
TransportatiorCommissioner.Ms. Schepers cautioned thdciding onthe composition
of theevaluation committee at this time wouldt be prudent.Thereport tocome back
in the fall outlining the evaluation processilvincludethe recommendethembership of
the committee and staff intend to draw on the consultant’s vast experience in this area.

The Committee then turned their attention to the motutdorwardrelating to Guiding
Principle No. 2

Moved by A. Cullen

That Councillor Legendre’s motion be amended by replacing “peer” with “expert”.

CARRIED
(J. Legendreand W. Stewart
dissented)

Moved by J. Legendre

That an independent expert review committee be established to revieamd provide
input and report on all steps of the process of considering a public-private
partnership for the WEPD system.

LOST
NAYS: D. Beamish, A. Cullen, B. Hill, P. Hume and R. van den Ham....5
YEAS: G. Hunter, J. Legendre and W. Stewart....3

Committee ChaiHunter pointedout that Councillor Hume’s motions wagsot to be
considered part of the guiding principles but rather a separate motion.

Moved by P. Hume
That Regqional staff be authorized to include in thereport that establishes the

evaluation process an option to establish an independent expert review team with
potential terms of reference and composition.

CARRIED
(J. Legendreand W. Stewart
dissented)

Referring to Councillor Legendre’s motitimat staff responsibléor theinternal bidnot be
involved inthe review proces$;ouncillor Cullennotedthis matter would be dealt with in
report coming back in the fall. Councillor Legendre stated the intent of this motion was to
ensure staff come forward as a tdaidding on thigprocess anthat thosenvolved in the
biddingnot beinvolved inthe evaluation. Héelt it important staff béreated in thesame
manner as outside bidders.
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Responding to questions from Councillor Hume, Ms. Schepers suggested a direction to
prevent certain staff frorbeing involved inthe evaluation process should Betout as
principlerather tharspecifyingthe exact staffMr. Sheflincautioned against thdeathat

certain staff could be completely independenthefsupervision othe contract or of the
employees. Councillor Hume put forward a motion that incorporated these comments.

Councillor Legendreniterpreted theCommissioner's comments to metrat no matter
what, staff will be monitoringthe operations of thdacility and felt thissupported his
motion. He noted however, that thostaff who will be the eventual monitorshould
have no part in the bidding team.

Moved by J. Legendre

That Regional staff responsible forthe staff bid not be involved in thereview

process.

LOST
NAYS: D. Beamish, A. Cullen, P. Hume and G. Hunter....4
YEAS: B. Hill, J. Legendre, W. Stewart and R. van den Ham....4

Moved by P. Hume

That staff be directed to establish as a principle in developing the evaluation
processthat those Regionalstaff involved in the development of the RMOC
“in-house budget” not be involved in the evaluation process.

CARRIED

The Committee approve@uiding PrincipleNos. 2, 3, 4and 5. Councillor Munter put
forward anamendment to Guiding PrinciplBo. 6, that thoseemployees currently
employed inthe WEPD, whether amot protected byollective agreements will continue

to be employed by th&uccessful bidder. Heoted theRegionowes it to thesemployees

to give them somealegree of security. Councillor Munteonfirmed at Councillor
Cullen’s request the intent of the motion is not to extinguish anyone’s rights to retire, etc..

Councillor Humenoted when the PSG contract was terminated, tRegion offered
employment to only 8 athe 25employeesvho were working with PSG. Haatedthis
condition couldnot fairly be imposed onthe privatesectorwhen the Region had not
abided by this principle. Committee Chélunter observedhis motion would make it
that much more difficult to treat equally the staff bid and the private sector bid.
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Moved by A. Munter
That Principle 6 be amended by adding: “andhat those currently employed

by the WEPD, whether or not protected by collective agreementwill
continue to be employed by the successful bidder.”

LOST
NAYS: D. Beamish, BHill, , P. Hume, G. Hunter, J. Legendre, \Btewart and
R. van den Ham....7
YEAS: A. Cullen and A. Munter....2

Referring to Principle 6, Chaldunter soughtlarification onthe wording“Included in
these obligation ishe requirement for the respondents to be a party to an appropriate
collective agreement when respondingthe RFQ.....". Joycdotter, Commissioner,
HumanResources Development advigheére aregwo conditions in the contracting out
clause ofthe CUPE 503ollective agreemenpne is that thdRegioncontractout to a
contractor who is party to eollective agreement arttie other is thaémployment must

be offered taall of the employeesvho are covered by theollective agreement. Principle

6 attempts to meet thest condition. Thecontractor would have to henionized and
have a collective agreement in place to take on those employees. Ms. Schepeataffioted
arerecommending this bpart of thecriteria in theprequalificationprocess to avoid the
risk of arriving at the RFP stage and finding that one or more of the proponeotslite

to be party to a collective agreement, which would necessitate their disqualification.

Commissioner Sheflinoted thaistaff will endeavour tdind out fromthe industry if this
will be a problem and report back to the Committee in the fall.

The Committee then approved GoverniPrgnciplesNos. 6(with CouncillorsHunter and
Stewart dissenting), 7, 8 and 9.

Councillor Stewart put forward enotion to replace Principle 10 withe following: That
contractual provisionsiclude a fiveyear term with termination provisions for cause. The
Councillornoted anumber ofthe proponents expressed their concerns witlptbposed
“termination with notice” clause and felt it could be a “deal breaker”.

Councillor Cullennoted many previous Regionatontracts contained &@rmination with
notice clause and the proponents in those cases did not express concernthielie felas
goodreason to retain this clause astated he coulehot supportCouncillor Stewart’s
motion. Councillor Muntenotedstaff have tried tdake the concerns expressed by the
industry intoaccount in theevised principlesthe delegations havadicatedthe guiding
principles as presented, would not preclude them from bidding.
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Councillor van den Ham expressedpport for Councillor Stewart's motion as the
termination with notice clause, although nice to have, will cost the taxpayersRédien

a considerable amount of money. Haed there will be otherovisions inthe contract
to provide for thenecessaryflexibility. Councillor Legendre felt this motion was
reasonable because the period ofdbetract will berelatively short; if the contract were
to be for 20 years instead of 5, a termination with notice clause would be justified.

Committee ChaiHunter expressesgupport forCouncillor Stewart’'s motion. Héelt the
termination with notice clause was correctly usethmbiosolidscontract as théacility
was new and theostsinvolved inoperating it werenot known. He stated thieiosolids
contract couldhot becompared to the present one. Tleair felt eliminating this clause
would make theevaluation othe private angbublic bidsmorefair; it would bedifficult to
include a termination clause in the staff contract and assign a cost to the clause.
Moved by W. Stewart

That principle No. 10 be replaced with: That contractual provision include dive
yvear term with termination provisions for cause.

CARRIED
YEAS: B. Hill, G. Hunter, J. Legendre, W. Stewart and R. van den Ham....5
NAYS: D. Beamish, A. Cullen, P. Hume and A. Munter....4

The Committee approved Guiding Principle No. 11 as presented.

Councillor Legendre askdadle Committee to considérs motion to replace Principle No.
12, which would allow staff of WEPD tosubmit afully costed bid, as part of the
competitive process. Th@ouncillor felt hismotion clarified what staff havandicated
they intend todo. Councillor Munternoted he could support the motion, if it were in
addition to Principlel2. Commissioner Sheflirstatedhis interpretation of Councillor
Legendre’s motion wathat staff would prepare an in-house budget abeanchmark as
well as aseparate bid. He noted the& would have conditions (mude same as the
private sectors’ delegated management)thedame rules (different thahoserules staff
are currentlyobliged to follow)that wouldapply to a generatontractor wouldapply in
this instance. The Commissioner confirmed neithembehis senior staff would be
preparing thebid but would act as monitors. He statdtof the improvements/savings
achieved to date have been domhin the existing collective agreements; based on
remarks made bUPE 503 representatives there appears todmssibility for changes.
Ms. Schepers added thablic proposal and the private proposal will neverekactly the
same;for example, WEPD currently makes usawadnycorporateserviceshat would be
looked atvery differently wherpreparing a bid. She also advised if sta# required to
submit a bidthere will be costs associatedth preparing the bidshe couldnot provide
an estimate of those costs at this time.
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Moved by J. Legendre
That the following be added to Principle 12:

That Regional staff currently operating the WEPD facilities be affoded the
opportunity of submitting a fully costed bid as part of the competitive

process.
LOST
NAYS: D. Beamish, A. Cullen, B. Hill, A. Munter, W. Stewart and
R. van den Ham....6
YEAS.: P. Hume, G. Hunter and J. Legendre....3

Guiding PrincipleNos. 12and 13 were approved as present€duncillor Legendre
dissented on Principle No. 12.

The Committee then considered a motion tabled by Councillor van den Ham at the
meeting of 28 Mayl996. Mr.Sheflin advisedthe privatesectorhad expressed concern
aboutexceedinghree proponents in the RFQ stage. Twmnmissioner confirmed staff

will advisethe Committee o&nyproponents that amxtremely close in consideration and

the Committee can make the decision on whether or not to increase the number to four.

Moved by R. van den Ham
That the wording in Governing Principle No. 14 be amended to read “and

that an optimum number of three (3) respondents be retainedfor the
Request for Proposal stage.

CARRIED

Councillor Legendre moved that the wofdspossible” be deleted from Guidifyinciple
15 (regarding the RMOGbeing granted the authority to approve raplacement
contractor). Hdelt if something should happen the original contractor, it would be
imperative that theRegion havefinal approval in appointing a newontractor. Mr.
Cantello advisedhat aperformance bond ieeally astandard form of insurance and is
written up in a standard form. In some cases ossible to amend an insuraraicy
however, in this case it will likely be very difficult.
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Moved by J. Legendre

That the words “if possible” be deleted from Guiding Principle No. 15.

LOST
NAYS: A. Cullen, B. Hill, P. Hume, G. Hunter, W. Stewart and
R. van den Ham....6
YEAS: D. Beamish, J. Legendre and A. Munter....3

Moved by A. Cllen

That the Regionaffirms that the public’'s $1 billion investment in wastewater
collection and treatmentinfrastructure will remain in the public's hands; and
that any private sector contract respect andrecognize this important

principle.

CARRIED

Referring tothe motionput forward byCouncillor Munter, Mr. Sheflin stated that
normally, in preparinghe benchmark staff would use everything in thmomver to reduce

the cost under the existing conditions of the collective agreement. The comments made by
CUPE representativasiply that thepossibility ofsome change iwork rules (changes in

the collective agreement) exist, that management could not have obtained unilaterally.

Moved by A. Munter

That, in light of the request from C.U.P.E., WEPD management be directed to
consult and cooperate with the Canadian Union of PubliEmployees and
other unions representing WEPD staff in_the preparation of theregional
benchmark.

CARRIED
(B. Hill and P. Hume
dissented)

The Committee then approved the report as amended.

1. That the Planning and Environment Committee recommend Council
approve the principles, listed in Annex A_of the 21 June 96 report, as
amended by thefollowing, to govern a potential public-private partnership
process within the Water Environment Protection Division, with the
objective of determining the most cost effective means of delivering tlhist
of functions identified.
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i) That Guiding Principle #1 be replaced with: “That the objective of
considering _a _public-private _partnership _for services currently
provided by the WEPD is to determine the most cost effectivmeans
of delivering the services while protecting the Region’s investment and
the health and safety of its citizens, whether that be by the private
sector or by Reqgional Staff.”

i) That Guiding Principle #10 be replaced with: “That contractual
provisions include a five year termwith termination provisions for
cause.”

iii) That the wording in Governing Principle #14 be amended to read:
“and that an optimum number of three (3) respondents be retained
for the Request for Proposal stage.”

2. That staff be directed to establish as a principle in_developing the
evaluation process, that those Regional Staff involved in the development
of the RMOC “in-house budget” not be involved in the evaluation process.

3. That Regional staff be authorized to include in the&eport that establishes
the evaluationprocess an option to establish an independent expert review
team with potential terms of reference and composition.

4. That the Region affirms that the public’'s $1 billion investment in
wastewater collection _and treatmentinfrastructure will remain_in the
public’s hands; and that any private sector contract respect andecognize
this important principle.

5. That, in_light of the request from C.U.P.E., WEPD management be
directed to consult and cooperate with the Canadian Union oPublic
Employeesand other unions representing WEPD staff in the preparation
of the regional benchmark.

CARRIED as amended
(A. Munter dissented)

3. WOOD WASTE DIFFERENTIAL FEE POLICY
- Director, Solid Waste Division, Environment and Transportation
Department report dated 03 June 1996

Referring to page 20 ahe staff report, Councillor Legendre asked staff what “other
options” were being pursued to reduce the amount w#cyclable wood and other
construction and demolitiowastebeing landfilled. Pat McNally, Director, Solid Waste
Division replied staffare looking at anumber ofoptions to remove additionahaterials
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from the wastestream on an ongoibgsis. Such things adepots forresidential
woodwaste ardeing looked at. In addition, staffare working with the construction
industry tolook at options to try and promote better separatiomaferial andbetter
waste diversion techniques.

That the Planning and Environment Committee recommend Council
approve the revocation of the wood waste differential fee policy.

CARRIED

4. SOLID WASTE COLLECTION SERVICES - RURAL KANATA
- Director, Solid Waste Division, Environment and Transportation
Department report dated 13 June 1996

Councillor Legendre noted the staffportrecommendshe Region award theontract for
solid waste collection in rural Kanata tospecific firm;yet thereportalso veryclearly
states that Section 4.2.4.7 of the CorpoRuabcy Manual requirethat tenders bealled
for a contract othis value. He questionesthy tenders werenot being called in this
instance. Pa¥icNally, Director, Solid WasteDivision advisedhatwhenthe Regiortook
overresidentialaste collectionall areas of the Region wereceiving municipal services
except rural KanataFor the past 3years, rural Kanata has receivedwsstecollection
service from this privatdamily held firm. As stafand the wardouncillor went through
the public consultation process dRegional collection service,greatdeal of interest was
expressed by the residents with respect to the service, history and tradition of this firm.

Mr. McNally went on to sayalthough this recommendation deviates fr@uarporate
Policy, it was felt, in this instance, it wappropriate tagive thisfirm oneyear’s notice
and allow them to continue providing garbage collection sefacel997. InJanuary
1998, service will transfer tdhe Regional service provider (Laidlaw) that area (Zone
A). He noted that Laidlaw provided a bid on thisallarea (approximatel@00 residents)

with the condition that the Environment and Transportation Commissioner could decide to

add this section of Zone A at any time.

Responding to further questions from Councillor Legentite, McNally advisedthat
Laidlaw’s cost forthis Zonewill be approximately$7,000 or $8,000 less thdhis firm.
He noted this small firm did not respond to the Region’s original tender call.

Councillor Legendre indicated he wouldot be voting in favour of the staff

recommendation as h#oes not agreevith the rationale fomot following Corporate
Policy. Henoted the Corporatlolicy onthe calling of tenders isvery clear and the
process could have easily been carried out on this section of Zone A.
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Councillor Munter thanked staff of the Solid Waste Division for their time and effort spent
on this issue. The Councillooted that after aumber of surveys, it was establistibdt

the majority of residents of rural Kanata want to receive Regional collection services.
However, by doingo, this small collectionfirm would beput out ofbusiness. Haoted

this reportseeks to strike a compromise. By awardingdbetract for oneyear to this
small business it will allow them some transition time to phase out of the busindsaeand

to take care oéxisting financiacommitments. Heatated thatlthough this decision is a
deviation from regular policy, it is a humane, reasonable and responsible decision.

Mr. McNally pointedout the solid waste collectiorcontractalso deviated from theorm
with respect to the leaf and yard waste collection in Rockcliffe Park.

The Committee than approved the staff recommendation.

That the Planning and Environment Committee recommend Corporate
Services and Economic Development Committee and Council approve:

1. That the Curbside Collection Services described in Contract No.
CE-5244, Regional Solid Waste Collection Contract, be extended to the
residents of rural Kanata effective 01 January 1997;

2. That Contract No. CE-6107 be awarded to BriarFoley Sanitation Ltd.,
Woodlawn, to provide garbage collection services irural Kanata for the
calendar year 1997, at a cost of $58.85 per tonne plus GSor a total
estimated cost of $50,375.

CARRIED
(J. Legendre dissented)

5. RESPONSE TO OUTSTANDING P&E INQUIRY NO. 14 -
FEASIBILITY OF OPERATING THE REGION'SSTORMWATER
MANAGEMENT FACILITIES FOR LONGER PERIODS
- Environment and Transportation Commissioner’s report dated 07 June 96

Councillor Stewart asked if a report on this issue woulddmeing back tahe Committee
that outlines thecosts ofkeeping theséacilities open. Nancy Schepers, Director, Water
EnvironmentProtectionDivision, advisedhat staff will assesshe impact ofthe costs to
have the extended operation. Based on #tadf will determine whether arot it would
be appropriate to come back to the Committee wrépart. If the costs amgominal and
there arébenefits tothe river, therstaff would makahe assessmentCouncillor Stewart
directed staff to report back in the fall on this matter.

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

Councillor Cullenasked for staff comment on a recent inciderthatRobert OPickard
Centre (ROPEC). Nancy Schepers confirmed there was an incident at ROPEQuoe 12
1996 involving a boilethat uses digester gas. There wasi@or explosiorthat resulted

in substantial damage tbeindividual boiler. Shestated there were nojuriesassociated

with the explosion andall of the necessary agencies (iMinistry of Labour, Consumer
Commercial Relations, etc.) were notified. All of the boilers were shut down and until it is
ascertained the situation is safe, they will not be restarted.

Responding to questions from Councillor Legendre, Ms. Schepers ativedestiaff are
working with theinsurance adjusters to determitee cause of thécident;the exact
extent of damages ot yet known. Ms. Schepers went ongaythe boilers have been
shut down but not the digesters. She explained the barenssed fotwo things; to heat
thebuilding and to keep the digestion procésd enough. Presently, natural gabésng
used to ensure the digesters are operating atdhect temperature. M$Schepers
assured the Committee there is no risk to the process.

Councillor Legendre, referring to the report entitled “Deep Ritesw Level Radioactive
Waste Facility” (Information Previously Distributed)stated the reportgives the
impression staff foundut aboutthis matterthrough a letter sent to tliRegional Chair’s
office. Henotedthis matter has been the forefront foryears and askedhy staff have
not beenmonitoring it. Environment and Transportati@ommissioner, MikeSheflin
replied staff have beemware of thigroject, however, it wasot amajor concerruntil it
came withinthe proximity of the Region’s water supply. Once staff learned of the
proposed siteapproximately300 metres from thbanks ofthe OttawaRiver near Deep
River, they proceeded to take action.

The Commissioner went on taythat staff donot havesufficient information to assess
the impact of thisproject. TheSiting Task Forcehas been notifiedhat withoutthis
information,the Region cannadupport the project. In a resporfsem the Siting Task
Force,they confirmed staff's understanding of tipioject andstatedthey anticipate the
Federal Government’s position on tipioject wil be announced in thegery nearfuture.
With respect tostaff's request forfunding, they stated they would take it under
advisement and pass it onttee follow-up team.Also in their responsehe Siting Task
Force acknowledgestaff's request that th#linister referthe project for gpanel review

to allowthe Region to participate in the consultation proc&suncillor Legendre felt a
statement from the Planning and Environment Committee was warranted on this matter.

Committee Chair Hunter reminded the Councillor of the procedures regarding
“Information Previously Distributed”. Ha@oted theCouncillor couldrequest thathis
matter be brought to the nexteeting or he could move a motidhat would require a
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two-thirds vote of the Committee, twonsider the matter ahis meeting. Councillor
Legendre asked that this matter be put on the agenda for the meeting of 09 July 1996.

Committee ChaiHunter referred to a news story tgad contamination i?VVC blinds.
He noted thatHealth and Welfare Canada is suggestthgt people contactheir
municipalities to findout how to dispose of thedainds. Heasked staff if they had a
suggested course of action for the disposal of thiasés. PatMcNally, Director, Solid
Waste Division, said anotice received from Health andelfare Canadauggests two
possible courses of action; théirst to contact themunicipal government regarding
disposal or returninthe blinds tothe retailers. Staff hav@een intouchwith the Ministry

of Environment and Energy (MOEE) who regulate the operation of the landfill site and the
acceptable materials, to seek clarification on this issue. &talffopefulthe MOEEwill
view this as a residesmallquantity generator and the solutioill We to put theblinds in
the regular waste stream. Howevagff donot want toleap to this conclusion and he
suggested homeowners be advised to hold on to themdfy artwo while staff check
into it. Chair Hunter asked thathis information beput in the form of a memo to
Councillors in case they are getting calls on this issue.

INFORMATION PREVIOUSLY DISTRIBUTED

American Water Works Association Research Foundation -
Purchase of Services
- Director, Finance and Administration division, Environment

and Transportation Department memorandum dated 28 May 96

Deep River - Low Level Radioactive Waste Facility
- Director, Finance and Administration Division Environment and
Transportation Department memorandum dated 30 May 96

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 9:05 p.m.

COMMITTEE COORDINATOR COMMITTEE CHAIR



