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1. My name is Peter Hume. 1 am an elected councilior of the City of Ottawa, and a
tormer president of the Association of Municipalities of Ontario (AMO). My CV
is attached.

2. Pwil be a witness at this arbitration because © have been compelled o do so by
SUMMOons.
3. As a member of the council of a muntcipality that operates a Blue Box (BB)

program which receives fimds from stewards, T am not neutral in this arbitration.
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1 any currenily the City Councillor for Alta Vista and the Chair of the City’s
Planning Committee. From January 2000 to December 2003 1 was the Chair of
the City's Environmental Services Committee which had responsibility for solid
waste and diversion activities. From Jannary 2004 to January 2010 1 was Chair of
the City’s Planning and Environment Commitice. In current terms for more than a
decade [ had political camiage of solid waste and diversion issues for Ottawa City
Council,

I have been a member of Board of Directors of the Association of Municipalities
of Ontario (AMO) since the mid-1990s and § was the President of the Association
from Aungust 2008 o Augest 2011, T am currently the Chair of the Waste
Management Task Force which brings together politicians and stait to review and
advance policy to make the waste and diversion programs more efficient and
elfective.

Solid waste and diversion programs are viewaed by the public as basic municipal
services and as such ! have been invelved in waste diversion activities and policy
discussions since 1991 — not only prometion of local service debivery but broad
policy discussions such as the National packaging protocol, start of the blue box
program, introduction of the 3Rs.

In addition to the participating in Council based policy discussions | have actually
organized fine paper and cardboard collection depots - before they were part of
the blue box program and leaf and yard waste collection programs before the
infroduction of specialty pick up and green bin programs.

Being Chair of a standing Committee of Council requires an understanding of the
roles and responsibilities related to the particular service, m this case solid waste
and diversion, the cost structure and what can be done to continue to deliver the
service ina cost effective manner. This means being a champion for continued
hange — whether identifving costs for taxpayers so that they can make
transparent choices, eliminating subsidization 1o reveal true costs and promoeting
change. It also means thinking fong term and having long term policy documents

ike Waste Management Master Plans.

ﬁ

Having a long term interest (23 years) in solid waste has allowed me to be front
and centre in the evelution of the blue box program and solid waste services. Due
to the lack of elasticity in property taxes municipalities are incented to be as
efficient as possible which i the Ouawa case over the last 23 vears has resulted
in a continued evolution of the service — from a fractured serviee delivery model
10 single integrated service model,

. In the early 1990s solid waste and diversion services were provided by local

government and regional government provided the disposal site. In fooking for
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efficiencies the service was uploaded to Regional Government so that the
collection and disposal was handied by a single organization and the colicction
services could be organized in groups that were most efficient from a size
perspective crossing municipal boundaries if required. Having a regionalized
service also with larger contract scrvice arcas zones allowed for a more
competitive environment with the ability for new enirants into the market place.
This evolution also aliowed an easier transition to better contract terms across the
entire city. Having a front row involvement in these types of changes has shaped
my experience and my knowledge of this important public service.

1. The City of Ottawa s group 2. 11 18 primarily urban and we are in the “Urban
Regional” cost band (band 23,

12, We operate a BE program as 4 public service, and because we are required 1o do
so by O, Reg. 101/94. Our BB program must balance several compeiing
cbjectives, including:

= Diverting the maximum amount wasie from landhill and maintaining
landfiH capacity

¢ Provide superior service to the residents of Ottawa.
«  Operate efficiently within the approved budget
13, Summary of our BE program:
a. Split stream; containers in blue box, fibre in black box
b. Residential and multi-residential service

Managed competition {City collects 2 of 5 curbside zones) to foster
competition

[

d. Processing and marketing is contracted out

Weekly recyeling collection, bi-weekly garbage collection, organics
progran

L

. Co-collection of recvelables and organies

14. Operations:

a. Run by Solid Waste Services Branch of Environmental Services Dept.
Collections Group looks after the collections portion. Waste Processig
and Disposal iook after processing and marketing portion.

b, Diflicult to quantify all the time and effort:

1. Municipal collection staff



. Staff to moniter contraciors and residential sei-outs including Pre.
Coordination, waste inspectors

il Staff to monitor processor, data management eftc
iv. Staff o promote programs

v, Staff to manage processing contract including data managoement,
scale performance, contractor performance, inveice and tonnage
reconciliation, rescarching new wehnologies/ additional recyclable
materials and oversight of marketing aspeets.

£5. In 2012, our BB program coliceted 67840 tonnes of dual stream material {fibre
and glass/metal/plastic).

16. We report to the WDO Datacall cvery vear our tonnage of BB materials, and our
net costs as a result.

17, These numbers were accurate for 2002, The City has dedicated staff and systems
in place to track all associated blucbox costs and tonnes, including financial siaff,
GIS stafl, Program coordinator; as well as a comprehensive database and
corporate accouniing systems (SAP), We know the numbers are accurate beeause
the City of Ottawa was audited by Price Waterhouse Cooper on behalf of WDO
and Stewardship Ontario. The auditors were impressed by fevel of effort and
detail, with a few very munor adjustmenis being made,

18, Ottawa puts a great deal of time and effort into tracking its data. All tonnes
collected and materials marketed ave recorded in the Sofld Waste Daiabase, This
includes all individual transactions, mcluding: date & time, material tvpe
gross/tare and net weights, truck number, hauler, ete.

9. These are verified against hard copies of weigh scale tickets; with GIS technicians
and the program coordinajor x-‘erii’yinw the data for both collected tonnes and
marketed materials, This information is also used to verify that invoices and
marketad material revenues gre correct

20. Citv Treasurer signs off.

21. The City of Onawa 2012 Datacall was audited by Price Waterhouse Cooper on
behalf of WDO and Stewardship Ontario. The City hosted two auditors from
Price Waterhouse Cooper over a onc week period inn December 2013, The
auditors acknowledged that the City did a commendable job filling out an
extremely Cmnplicasied datacall which involved change of collection contractors, a
change of services (bi-weekly collection of garbage and co-collection of reeyching
and organics) and a change of collection payment (from tonnes to stop based
payments). Minor adjustments were made to the allocation 1C&] stops which
comprise 0.08% of material coltected. The change i costs reported was 0.06%.
Supporting documentation was tound to he wmus{h
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2.In 2012, our BB program cost the City $18,969.964 i gross costs, After revenue

of $7.949,331 cur net cost for 2012 was §11,020,633. Ofthat, we rece iud only
$4,584.964 (41.6%) from the payout model. The remainder, $6,435,669, was paid
for by the rate pavers (taxation} of the City of Ottawa,

I 2012, Ottawa operated our BB program as efficiently and effectively as we

could. To the best of my knowledge. we did not spend any money unnecessarily.

. it is important 1o mumul alitics to contain our BB costs. Municipal governments

are very sensitive to issues of cost.

ltis a common misperception that municipal government has the unfettered

ability to ratse property taxces. While technically correct it is a very simplistic
view of the municipal tax and budgeting system.

- In fact, municipal taxes are very inelastic and hard to increase. This is a result of

several Tactors - the [irst of which s structural in nature — property taxes are
based on the value of your home as a proxy for vour ability to pay — every 4 vears
property owner receive a new assessed value for thewr property — which may have
bearing a higher burden more taxes than before — layering on top of an assessmoent
change an increase for service cost mereases becomes a large political challenge,

. The second structural issue is that for a large percentage of those who vote in a

municipal election taxes are paid in two large instaliments which leads people w0
carcfidly scrutinize every increase as they don’t want to pay any more than they
absotutely have to — even those who pay taxes via their mortgage receive a tax
statement {or which comparisons are easily made,

. Thirdly, unlike other taxes vou have no way to reduce your tax burden other than

finding a way to reduce the value of vour p;opuiy and since vou can’t reduce
your tax burden you ook to the what you are paying for to reduce that amoeunt to
the lowest possible. As a result you have always have a downward pressure on
property taxes and you must always be able to demonstraie that you are as
efficient as possible.

. Ottawa is committed to continuously improving the efficiency and effectiveness

of our waste management systems, including the BE program.

. To mplement this commitment, we have, for example,

a.  Added more waste Inspection stalf (o oversee contractors and monitor
residents

b, Implemented bi-weekly collection of garbage to increase capture more
recyclable material



c. Implemented co-collection of recveling and organic waste streams o
improve efficiency, reduce number of vehicles on road

d.  Added 3-7 materials as a marketable commmodity that residence can
inciude 1 therr blue hox

&

Continually ooking for more end markets for residual products from the
MRF

31, We have fried to take materials out of our BB program where appropriate to keep
costs down. In 2004, mixed plastes, Styrofoam and l1im plastics were removed
from our program. There was a pubhc backlash, which increased the amount of
residual in the blue box program. Pressure from plastics industry and public
resulied m re-introduction of wbs and lids in 2065, We also re-mstated mixed 3-7

plastics in 2011 beeause residual amounds were excessive.

320 As part of our commitment to efficiency and effectiveness, and o continuous
improvement, our city works to operate at best practices whenever possible. This
includes our BB program. Examples nclude:

a. Competitively tendered contracts including Managed Competition

b, Undergoing Managing Ottawa’s Waste master plan oxercise

¢, Bag hmits i place

d. Trained staff

¢, Provision of recycling containers

{.  Bi-weekly garbage collection

g. Tagging of Inappropriate set-outs

h. Communications

1. Waste set-out audits, characterization smudijes

33, What does Ottawa do to know what BB best practices are? Momitors them via
WO, Attend CIF workshops and training courses.

34 Do best practices change with time? Yes

o
LA

5. Mot all best practices reduce costs. Any best practice that involves a capital
mvestment. or the provision of material 1o residents for free, mcereases cost. (¢
provision of larger or different reeveling containers, construction of new
facilities). Best Practices that increase the number of staff or resources reguired
may incrcase costs as well. {Increased supervisionsenforcement, mercased
processing sorts at the MRE). Increased promotion is guaraniced to mncrease
effective participation,

o
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. We work to operate, wherever possible, at best practices to minimize gross and

net Blue Box program costs. Co-collection is expected to save $10,006,000 per
vear {Green Bin Savings are included m this number)

. We were afways willing to try to *;how this to stewards. When we agreed in somce

vears to take less than troe 30%, we did so because historically municipal
governments work in a L{)Hdbﬂhﬂ;\’ anmer.

. We hoped that we shared simifar goals with stewards o bm?d a long term

relationship, to divert BB from landfill, and getting to 50%. We wanted to carn
their respect. We wanted 1o show that our costs were o gﬂmm and that we
weren'f padding or offloading costs unfairiv.

In hindsight, we entered into these discussions with what may have been rose

coloured glasses. And we really wanted our BB programs to work as well as
possible and to keep BB materials out of garbage.

. We kept trying to carn the 50%. but it did not get better. There was always a new

%mrnu. There is ne longer a collaboration here; if 18 Just about stewards offleading
costs onto municipal taxpavers, [f appears 1o us that they cloak that goal in two
things. They talk about sustainability and being good stewards, and they talk
about efficiency, They drag up issues about regionat MRFs, Buf really they just
don’t want to pay 50%. It has finally become ¢lear to us that the stewards don’t
wish to have a real partnership with us, They are doing everything they can so that
we never get to 50%,. Duped may be too strong & word, but behind all the talk
about shared goals, the only real goal is to pay as little as possible.

I 2012, where was Ottawa in your band? Why? Last. We cannot reasonably take

an inter-municipal approach due to our geography/arca.

. We do wke our WDO BF score seriously and try to improve 1t Examples include

a, ~hired dedicated staff 1o oversee MRF processing confract

b, -begun a waste master plan for the City

. Ministers have many times restated stewards” obligation to pay half) i.e. an equal

share, of municigal Blue Box “cost™. The plain meaning of “cost™ is the cost
actually incurred by municipalities.

4. I 2007 and 2008, vertfied municipal costs fell squarely within the range of the

so-called “best practices™ estimates that resulted from the KPMG computer
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48.

model. This showed that municipal BB programs were operating efficiently. Since
that time, municipal BB programs have become more efficient, not less, although
commaodity revenues dropped alter the Nnancial crisis.

- Since 2008, the Minister’s instructions have been that stewards pay too little, not

too much, of Blue Box costs. His letter to WDO of Ociober 16, 2008 sought
recommendations on how to move [rom 30% towards 100% steward funding of
Blue Box programs:

9. Stewardship tees:

Curvent steward fees for certain Blue Box wastes may be too low (o encourage
cither increased waste diversion or the use of materials in product
manuiacturing or packaging that can be casily recyeled. Recommeoend how the
steward fee strueture can be revised ...

0. EPR funding:

The BBPP does not reflect foll Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR)
funding sinee the WA requives Blue Box stewards to fund 30% of sumicipal
program costs, with municipaiities funding the rest. Recommend how to move
the BBPP towards full EPR funding. [emphasis added]

In s April 2009 veport, Blue Box Program Plan Review Report and
Recommendations, WO recommended that the Blue Box program should
transition © 100% steward funding within 5 vears, This is one feature of Bill 91,
now belore the Ontario Legislature

- Ever since. Stewardship Ontario bas refused to pay the 50% of our actual costs

that the WDA already requires, ata significant cost to the public and the
municipal taxpayers. My letter of April 28, "’{)U‘) addressed to the Chair of Waste
Diversion Ontario, aceurately sets out the issue

SO wrote back on May 14, 2009, saying:

-Stewardship Ontario has been a strong supporter of continuous improvement
{iimuv'h strong program management - which the Blue Box Program Plan and
Cost Containment Plan were designed to support in two key ways: one, via the
E&E/CIE, which hei;w {inance technical innovations and structural changes
within the system to improve performance, and two, via a "pay out” fmding
model that signals the kinds of behaviour that will send signals to incentivize
continuous improvement by rewarding municipalities financially for
implementing key management practices, and achieving superior
performance. . ..

Stewardship Ontario is seeking fo restore the idea of rewarding performance, a
concept which has received support from municipal staft during recent "best
practice” workshops organized by Stewardship Ontario under the E&E Fuad.
This approach would not Bnpact the total amount that Stewards contribute (o



the operation of Ontario’s bive box system in anv given vear, merely how that
Junding is allocated conong municipalities. {emphasis added}

49, WDO wrote to me on June §, 2009 saving:

“WIO has not adopted schemes that disallow gcaual municipal costs., . The
Act requires that payvments to municipalitics equal 50% of the total net costs
but does not stipulate the method for distributing the funding. (It is the
distribution methodology... that is under discussion, nor the amount of funding
to be distribuied. .. The WDO Board looks forward to the recommendation
from MIPC on funding distribution methodology for 2010 that is consistent
with the requirement i the Cost Containment Plan to fund best practices.”
femphasis added]

50. Municipalities want SC and WO to honour these commitments. In some past
vears, we have compromised in the hope of building a working partnership with
SO. Now that we have been forced into a conlrontation, the Act should be
foHowed.

51, SO shouid pay a true 50% of municipal actual BB costs cvery yvear,

52, Tunderstand that this affidavit s swom evidence 1o be offered fo a legal tribunal
deciding a question of great public importance. 1 have done my best to make this

evidence as accurate and as truthful as [ can. | intend to he bound by i
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WITNESS
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Sworn or Affirmed before me

April §
On Mju%c(ﬁ' L2014
-
at the City of &#m

in the Province of Ontarno

A Commissioner, elo..
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