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Peace River Regional District
REPORT

To:        Committee of the Whole Date: Sept 8, 2015

From:   Paulo Eichelberger, Manager of Solid Waste Services

Subject: Follow-up to Director Questions on the Solid Waste System

RECOMMENDATION:

That the Committee of the Whole recommend to the Regional Board the adoption of action
items identified in the report.

BACKGROUND/RATIONALE:

As a result of the Board meeting held in Hudson’s Hope on June 25, 2015, and a subsequent
request to all Regional Board Directors for topics of discussion with respect to the Solid Waste
function, several questions were raised as outlined below.

1. Transfer Station operating hours are not convenient.
a. Operating hours at newer manned transfer stations are based on operating 26 hours per

week. During Community Conversations in 2013, operating hours were changed based on
feedback received from the public at Pink Mountain and Wonowon. That same feedback
informed application of the same hours to the stations at Buick Creek, Cecil Lake and
Goodlow. Staff has recently solicited feedback during public meetings in 2015 on potential
days/hours of operation for the stations currently under construction in order to make them
as convenient as possible.  Feedback indicates a need for evening and morning hours to
accommodate people’s work schedules.

b. Staff has developed a preliminary survey (attached for review and recommendations) which
will be distributed to area populations in the vicinity of the existing Tier 1 and 2 Sites and
other solid waste sites as necessary. The intention is to get further feedback, which will be
captured, summarized and presented to the Board at a later date. The results of the survey
will inform staff as to which stations will need their hours changed (in a similar fashion to the
exercise with Pink Mountain and Wonowon).   If the results of the survey indicate certain
stations will need hours expanded (if shifting the hours is not sufficient), there will be a
budget impact to operations which will subsequently be reviewed with the Committee of the
Whole.

Action Items for Committee:

 Review attached survey and provide input.
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 Recommend that the Regional Board direct staff to finalize the survey with any required
changes and fan it out to residents as described in “b.”

2. New Transfer Stations were supposed to be a Pilot Program
a. This is correct. Originally, the Tomslake transfer station was identified to be operated on a

pilot basis to determine an appropriate operational model.  However, the Board of the day
directed staff to develop the first six proposed stations at once (see attached resolutions re:
Transfer Station Construction). The majority of complaints have been limited to operating
hours only, and not about the level of service or environmental concerns;

b. A solid waste system review was completed in 2010 which identified efficiencies
associated with transitioning to a system which incorporated controlled access,
scheduled days/hours of operation with an attendant, waste compaction to reduce
hauling frequencies and associated costs, recycling to achieve waste diversion, and
large-capacity bins to facilitate waste separation;

c. The operational effectiveness of the stations still needs to be determined by way of public
survey.

Action Items for Committee:

 Recommend that the Regional Board direct staff to solicit public input with the finalized
survey described in “1.b.”

 Recommend that the Regional Board authorize staff to strike a Plan Monitoring and
Advisory Committee as outlined in the Solid Waste Management Plan (SWMP) in order to
perform a plan review and report findings back to the Regional Board. (See Excerpt - SWMP
Plan Monitoring and Advisory Committee, attached).

3. Attended sites were not what residents asked for during the public consultation process of
the SWMP.
a. The SWMP was developed and approved by the Regional Board based on consultation

with the public, as well as guidance from public advisory, technical advisory, and plan
review steering committees comprised of multiple stakeholders and their feedback (see
Excerpt - SWMP Consultation Report Findings, attached);

b. Overall, residents clearly identified that the unattended transfer stations were not
working (primarily due to abuse from illegal dumping) and that they wanted more
services (e.g., recycling, multi-material disposal, etc.) at their sites.

4. Residents have not accepted the new stations. Residents are not using the new facilities.
a. Usage statistics from the transfer station software indicate over 16,700 customers have

utilized the new stations to date. (see Rural Transfer Station Usage Stats, attached)
b. Periodic inspections of the sites show material is coming in and being segregated

properly. Recyclables have also been captured at these sites and kept separate from
waste sent to landfill.

c. It has also been noted that there are more personal garbage bins being rented from
private waste haulers near some of these stations.  The waste being placed in those
garbage bins is not being separated.
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d. Fanning out the attached survey will provide more meaningful feedback as to how to
optimize facility operations and educate residents on waste separation and recycling in
order to reduce the amount of garbage going to landfills.

Action Items for Committee:

Recommend that the Regional Board direct staff to fan out the finalized survey as
described in “1 b.”

5. No Mistreatment of Unattended Sites in Neighbouring Jurisdictions
a. Saddle Hills County, immediately to the east in Alberta, has been used as a comparison

to our system.  In speaking with the representative in charge of the county’s
infrastructure, the following information has been provided:

i. Illegal dumping has forced the closure of their unmanned site at Baytree and
resulted in expanding their hours of operation at their nearest manned station
(Bonanza).

ii. They operate an additional 9 unmanned sites which are “in generally substandard
condition” and “are a source of contention as they are misused.”  These sites are
scheduled to be phased out by the end of 2015.

iii. They are investigating waste compaction and are looking to implement similar
practices employed at our existing manned transfer stations.

b. Neighbouring RD’s – are moving towards controlled, attended facilities due to chronic
abuse at unattended transfer stations.

6. There is not an equal provision of services / New sites are not convenient for residents
a. The simultaneous existence of unmanned sites vs manned transfer stations and

landfills did not provide an equal level of service to all residents.
b. The plan is to build Tier 1 & 2 sites within the region based on population

distributions, access, common transportation routes, etc. More sparse population
clusters would receive a smaller Tier 2 site where larger populations nearby would
be provided with a larger Tier 1 site, which accepts more materials and provides
recycling options.  These sites offer more options to those residents that only had
the unmanned sites available.

c. More Tier 1 and 2 sites can be developed if approved by the Board and budgeted
accordingly.

Action Items for Committee:
 Recommend that the Regional Board maintain the planned Tier 1 and Tier 2 sites in

their current/planned locations.

Alternative Action Item:

 Recommend that the Regional Board authorize additional Tier 1 and/or Tier 2 sites be
developed

7. The new transfer stations are being forced on residents
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a. People were made aware that the new sites would be gated with hours of operation,
attendants, tipping fees and service levels;

b. The PRRD is delivering the services in a manner that was discussed at the
consultation meetings during the development of the plan (refer to excerpts) and in
accordance with what the Regional Board has approved.

8. The PRRD has not received feedback from residents
a. No formal feedback process has been conducted yet, however, the PRRD receives

informal feedback from residents (i.e. phone calls and emails), and all information is
logged and adjustments are made from time to time based on feedback.

Action Items for Committee:

 Recommend that the Regional Board direct staff to fan out the finalized survey as
described in “1 b.”

 Recommend that the Regional Board direct staff to prepare an annual report
summarizing findings of the survey.

 Recommend that the Regional Board authorize staff to strike a Plan Monitoring and
Advisory Committee as outlined in the SWMP in order to perform a plan review and report
findings. (See Excerpt - SWMP Plan Monitoring and Advisory Committee, attached).

9. The cost of the solid waste service is expensive
a. Higher capital cost to construct Tier 1 and Tier 2 sites vs unmanned sites; however,

once sites are in place, long-term costs are reduced due to waste compaction and
lower trucking frequency. Higher operational costs will be higher due to increased
levels of service and provision of attendants to supervise operations.

OPTIONS:
1. Review attached survey questions and provide comments to be incorporated into a final

draft for distribution to rural residents living in the vicinity of existing Tier 1 and Tier 2
Stations;

2. Recommend that the Regional Board direct staff to prepare an annual report summarizing
findings of the survey for later review by the Board;

3. Recommend that the Regional Board authorize staff to strike a Plan Monitoring and Advisory
Committee as outlined in the Solid Waste Management Plan in order to perform a plan review
and report findings back to the Regional Board;

4. Recommend that the Regional Board
a. Recommend that the Regional Board maintain the planned Tier 1 and Tier 2 sites in

their current/planned state.
Or,

b. authorize additional Tier 1 and/or Tier 2 sites be developed;

STRATEGIC PLAN RELEVANCE: Regional Solid Waste Management operations
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FINANCIAL CONSIDERATION(S): Provision of additional hours of operation at existing
transfer stations and/or construction of additional transfer stations over and above what is
already approved will require increased funding of the Solid Waste budget.

        COMMUNICATIONS CONSIDERATION(S): Depending on action items implemented, the
appropriate public outreach would be conducted.

OTHER CONSIDERATION(S): None.
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Solid Waste Customer Satisfaction Survey
1. Please check the sites you currently use (check all that apply):

Landfills
Bessborough Chetwynd North Peace Regional

     Attended Transfer Stations
Buick Creek Cecil Lake Dawson Creek
Goodlow Kelly Lake Pink Mountain
Prespatou Rose Prairie Tomslake
Wonowon Hudson Hope Tumbler Ridge
Mile 62.5 Moberly

     Unmanned Transfer Sites
Doe River Doig River East Pine Fellers Heights
Groundbirch Hasler Flats Lebell Lone Prairie
Milligan Creek Mount Lemoray Osborn Progress
Rolla Sukunka Upper Cache Upper Halfway 26 & 52

2. I use the PRRD transfer stations

A) Once a Month B) Once a Week C) Multiple Times a week D) Other: ____________

3. The hours of operations are:

A) Very Good B) Good C) Fair D) Poor E) Very Poor

If poor, what hours would be more convenient?

_______________________________________________________________________________________

4. The Service at the attended sites are:

A) Very Good B) Good C) Fair D) Poor E) Very Poor

5. If using an unmanned site, are the bins are kept tidy (no waste on top or to the sides of the bins)?

A) Always B) Sometimes C) Never

6. The rules at the waste management solid waste facilities:

A) Very Good B) Good C) Fair D) Poor E) Very Poor

7. Are you aware of the PRRD’s Unsecured Load By-Law

A) Yes B) No

8. I find the attendants to be helpful and friendly

A) Always B) Sometimes C) Never

9. I use the coupons sent to me each spring

A) Always B) Sometimes C) Never
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10. The service in my area meets my needs:

A) Always B) Sometimes C) Never

11. How do you hear about Solid Waste News, waste management plans, changes and/or communications

by? Please check all that apply
YES NO

PRRD Facebook
Board Newsletter

RSS feeds on the Website
Fall and Spring Newspaper inserts

Tax notice inserts
Posters/ Notices posted in the community

Mailed out notices/information
Email blasts

NEAT Publications
PRRD Website

12. What do you like about the site?
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________

13. What improvements would you like to see at the site?
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________

14. Any other comments.
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
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AUGUST 12, 2010
RD/10/08/40 that the Regional Board:

a) defer all work and re-tender the Transfer Stations Construction Tender project  in 2011;
and

b) carry over the capital funds in this year’s budget; and
c) allocate additional money in the 2011 budget to cover the required amount for the

project.

MAY 19, 2011
RD/11/05/22

Award of Transfer Station Upgrades Contract
that the Regional Board award the Transfer Station Upgrades Design and Construction
Supervision contract to SLR Consulting (Canada) Ltd., in the amount of $187,595 plus HST.

JUNE 9, 2011
RD/11/06/15

Crown Lease for Upper Halfway Transfer Station
that the Regional Board apply for a Crown Lease granting tenure over a portion of Legal
Subdivision 8 and 9 of Section 1, Township 87, Range 25, W6M, PRD, for the purpose of
constructing a transfer station for the benefit of the residents in the Upper Halfway area.

JULY 14, 2011
RD/11/07/13

#2 Construction of new transfer stations in 2012
that the Regional Board approve that the construction of the following new transfer stations
be included in the 2012 Financial Plan:

Tier 1 – Groundbirch
Tier 2 – Upper Halfway, Lone Prairie, Hasler Flats and Moberly Lake.

JULY 14, 2011
RD/11/07/14

#3 Construction of new transfer stations in 2013
that the Regional Board approve that the construction of the following new transfer stations
be included in the 2013 Financial Plan:

Tier 1 – Doe River and Cecil Lake
Tier 2 – Buick Creek, Goodlow and Doig River.

JULY 28, 2011
RD/11/07/20  (28)

Transfer Station Construction Tender
that the Regional Board not proceed with the award of any contracts for construction of six
new waste transfer stations identified in the 2011 Financial Plan, due to bids received from
the July 18, 2011 public tender being significantly over-budget.
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FEB 9, 2012
RD/12/02/14

FEB 9, 2012
RD/12/02/15

FEB 9, 2012
RD/12/02/16

Additional Recommendations from the January 24th Solid Waste Committee Meeting
#1 Re: 2012 Financial Plan
that the Regional District authorize a project budget in the amount of $4.5 million dollars be
included in the 2012 Financial Plan to cover works in the construction of transfer stations
located at Pink Mountain, Wonowon, Prespatou, Rose Prairie, Tomslake and Kelly Lake.

#2 Re: Transfer Station Construction Contract Award Project 1 and 3
that the Peace River Regional District enters into a contract with D. Loewen Enterprises Ltd.
for the construction of transfer stations at Prespatou, Rose Prairie, Wonowon and Pink
Mountain, for a total amount of $2,525,457.84, excluding taxes.

AS AMENDED FEBRUARY 23, 2012

#3 Re: Transfer Station Construction Contract Award – Project 2
that the Peace River Regional District enters into a contract with J & B Bedell Ltd. for the
construction of transfer stations at Tomslake and Kelly Lake, for a total amount of
$1,250,190.00, excluding taxes.

AS AMENDED FEBRUARY 23, 2012
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January February March April May June July August September October November December
2012 277 388
2013 411 364 411 457 587 562 552 582 487 510 413 404
2014 504 417 519 561 674 611 632 626 562 558 405 485
2015 452 391 435 553 621 548 616
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Peace River Regional District 
Solid Waste Management Plan 

NOVEMBER 2008 

Page vi 

Plan Management & Administration 

The PRRD will administer the Plan through financial and contract management and will be 
responsible for performance measurement against the Plan as it is implemented.  The waste 
management services function will continue to be administered as a single region-wide function.  
Funding for the function will come from a combination of user fees, tipping fees, tax revenue 
and municipal requisitions, along with revenues from the sale of recyclable materials or other 
fee-based services provided by the PRRD as part of the waste management function. 

Implementation monitoring and governance will be supported by a two-committee structure as 
follows: 

A Solid Waste Committee – made up of appointed members of the Regional District’s 
Board of Directors. 

A Plan Monitoring & Advisory Committee, made up of representation from member 
municipalities staff, PRRD waste management staff, PRRD waste management 
contractors or partners, public agencies such as the Ministry of Environment, First 
Nations representatives within the region, private and non-profit sectors, industry and 
institutional representatives and the general public. 

To establish the PMAC, the Regional District will develop a set of Terms of Reference for the 
Committee, and recruit members through direct contact, as well as general open invitations. 
The selected members of the PMAC will be confirmed by the Board of Directors. 

Together these Committees will provide input to the Regional District staff and the Board of 
Directors as appropriate, work to monitor the implementation and effectiveness of the Plan, and 
to identify concerns and issues that may arise in the implementation process.  The work of 
these Committees will also be supported by the development of an Annual Report, which will be 
used to update the Board, the Committees and any other stakeholders as to the progress of 
initiatives. 

This Plan represents the current understanding and approach to the solid waste management 
challenges being faced by the Regional District.  The version of the Plan that is formally adopted 
will be considered a “living document” that may be amended to reflect new considerations, 
priorities, resources, technologies, and issues. 

The PRRD are confident that the revised Solid Waste Management Plan is a strong and 
relevant document that clearly reflects the unique characteristics and issues of our region, as 
well as the new directions for managing our waste over the next 20 years.  The Regional District 
looks forward to working with all our partners to make its implementation a success. 
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