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Executive Summary

Background
The Township of Emo retained S. Burnett & Associates Ltd (SBA) to provide engineering and
environmental services to complete the following document, based on the proposal date April
19th, 2011, which reports a Class Environmental Assessment (Class EA) for a proposed
Recycling Centre for the Township of Emo. This report has been prepared in accordance with
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (Municipal Engineers Association, 2007), an
approval under the Ontario Environmental Assessment Act for municipal infrastructure.
The purpose of the assessment is to determine the best solution for their recycling issues. The
project is funded by the municipality of Emo.
Recycling
The purpose of a Recycling Centre is to generate revenue from containers of used goods, by
reusing and recycling the products. Recyclable goods are sorted and broken down into
materials that can be used to create new items all together.
Municipal recycling programs implemented within the province of Ontario, are subject to the
standards outlined in the Ontario Waste Diversion Act, 2002. This act outlines the guidelines
and regulations a municipality should follow in order to divert waste. The diversion of waste that
can be recycled, is beneficial to the environment on many levels, but most importantly in this
case, a municipality can extend the life of its landfill.
Extending the life of the Landfill
By following the Ontario Waste Diversion Act, recycling programs encourage the extension of
the life of Municipal landfills. If all goods that are now being recycled went directly into a landfill,
the maximum capacity of that landfill will be reached much quicker.
Extending the life of a landfill is important to a community because when the landfill reaches its
maximum capacity, a new landfill will need to be developed. Developing a new landfill is very
costly for the tax payers of a municipality, whom would be the main source of funding.

Proposed Alternatives
Alternative solutions to the problem/opportunity statement identified and comparatively
evaluated were; do nothing, continue with the current recycling program, build a Recycling
depot beside the Cloverleaf Grocery and Construct a Recycling Centre at the Emo Municipal
Garage.
For the purposes of the Assessment, each alternative solution was subject to an evaluation in
relation to their advantages and disadvantages under the criteria of environmental impact, social
impact, technical considerations and economic feasibility. This was completed to assist with
quantifying each alternative for each of the criteria within the evaluation matrix.
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Based on the results from the evaluation matrix, as well as the Town’s input, it was determined
that constructing a Recycling Centre at the Emo Municipal Garage is the preferred solution. In
order to verify this result, analysis was performed with the evaluation matrix, which verified that
Alternative 4: Constructing a Recycling Centre at the Emo Municipal Garage is the preferred
alternative.
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1.0
Introduction and Background
This report documents the Environmental Assessment completed for a new Recycling Centre
for the Township of Emo. This report has been prepared in accordance with Municipal Class
Environmental Assessment standards, as required for approval under the Ontario Assessment
Act for Municipal infrastructure projects. The Recycling Centre development project was
initiated in March of 2011. S. Burnett & Associates Limited (SBA) was retained as the lead
consultant for this project following a Motion of Town Council on April 19th, 2011.
1.1
Project Background
The Township of Emo is located along the Rainy River, approximately 30 kilometres west of
Fort Frances. The Town of Emo, with an estimated 1,305 residents (2006 Census), is becoming
increasingly environmentally conscious and have established a local recycling program. The
program currently consists of communal recycling bins, located at the Emo Municipal Garage,
where residents can drop-off their recyclable waste. Communal recycling bins are designated
for Aluminum cans, paper, #1 and #2 plastics and a mix of #3 to #7 plastics. Cardboard is also
collected and taken to the local grocery store for bundling.
Although the existing recycling program is effectively diverting recyclables from the municipal
landfill, the program is not meeting the needs of the community. The existing communal bins do
not provide adequate storage capacity and the frequency of the pickups is insufficient. This
results in an overflow of the communal recycling bins between scheduled pick-ups. Due to the
fact that existing recycling program is not meeting the needs of the community, the Township of
Emo requires a new strategy in order to continue diverting recyclables from the local landfill.
1.2
Previous Studies
Several previously completed studies are applicable and relevant to the Township of Emo’s
Recycling Centre site development project, including:
-Emo Landfill: Economic Assessment. Prepared by: R.J. Burnside and Associates
Limited, November 2003.
-Emo Landfill Site: Closure and Post Closure Liability Assessment. Prepared by: K.
Smart Associates Limited, January 14, 2009.
“The Emo Landfill Site: Closure and Post Closure Liability Assessment” report reviewed the
2003 assessment completed by R.J. Burnside and asserts that the existing landfill has a
remaining lifespan of 16 year, based on the remaining capacity and assuming a consistent
waste generation rate. This study has been attached and can be viewed in Appendix A.
1.3
History of Issues that Led to the Development of the Problem Statement
In the early 2000’s, the Town of Emo was becoming increasingly concerned with the amount of
waste produced by Emo residents. Likewise, the community was becoming concerned with the
rate at which the township’s landfill was being filled, and the implications of new provincial
legislation restricting what can be disposed of in landfills. The environmental and economic
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costs associated with these concerns prompted the municipality to accelerate its recycling
programs.
The response from residents has been largely positive, and an increasing amount of recyclable
waste is being effectively diverted from the landfill. However, the amount of recyclables
generated from Emo residents does not warrant a weekly curb-side pick-up service. For that
reason, residents must bring their recyclables to the communal recycling bins located at the
Emo Municipal Garage. Unfortunately, the Municipal Garage and the recycling bins do not offer
the storage capacity needed to prevent the bins from overflowing between weekly scheduled
pick-ups.
The current recycling program is not meeting the needs of the community, and thus the Town
must implement a new strategy to satisfy the community’s desire to divert waste and extend the
life of the Municipal Landfill. The development of a Recycling Centre would encourage Emo
residents to continue recycling, and would allow the municipality to extend the use of the landfill.
1.3.1 Recycling Centres
The purpose of a Recycling Centre is to generate revenue from containers of used goods, by
reusing and recycling the products. Recyclable goods are sorted and broken down into
materials that can be used to create other containers, or create new items all together. For
example, # 1 plastics, once recycled, can be broken down into the material used for polar
fleece. This illustrates the importance of the value in recycled goods.
Municipal recycling programs implemented within the province of Ontario, are subject to the
standards outlined in the Ontario Waste Diversion Act, 2002. This act outlines the guidelines
and regulations a municipality should follow in order to divert waste. The diversion of waste that
can be recycled, is beneficial to the environment on many levels. One being that the energy and
revenue required to produce new raw materials to create a recyclable can be reduced, by
recycling goods. Secondly, by recycling a municipality can extend the life of its landfill.
1.3.2 Extending the Life of a Landfill
By following the Ontario Waste Diversion Act, recycling programs encourage the extension of
the life of Municipal landfills. If all goods that are now being recycled went directly into a landfill,
the capacity of that said landfill will reach its maximum capacity much quicker.
Extending the life of a landfill is important to a community because when the landfill reaches its
maximum capacity, a new landfill will need to be developed. Developing a new landfill is very
costly for the tax payers of a municipality, whom would be the main source of funding.

1.4
Description of the Class Environmental Assessment Planning Process
The Recycling Center site development project is subject to the Province of Ontario’s
Environmental Assessment (EA) Act. The Class Environmental Assessment process is an
approved process under the EA Act for a specific “Class” of projects. Projects are approved
subject to compliance with an approved Class EA process.
2

The Town of Emo is the proponent for this study. As a municipality, the Town is required to
follow the process outlined under the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment document
which was approved on October 4, 2000 and amended on September 6, 2007.
1.4.1 Three Project Classifications / Class EA Schedules
The Class EA classifies the projects into three “schedules” according to their environmental
significance:
·

Schedule ‘A’ projects are limited in scale, have minimal adverse effects and include the
majority of municipal maintenance and operational activities. These projects are
approved and may proceed directly to implementation without following the other
phases.

·

Schedule ‘B’ projects have the potential for some adverse environmental effects. The
municipality is required to undertake a screening process (Phases One and Two)
involving mandatory contact with directly affected public and relevant review agencies to
ensure that they are aware of the project and that their concerns are addressed.
Schedule ‘B’ projects require that a report be prepared and submitted for review by the
public and review agencies. If there are no outstanding concerns, then the municipality
may proceed to implementation.

·

Schedule ‘C’ projects have the potential for significant environmental effects and must
proceed under the full planning and documentation procedures specified in the Class EA
Document (Phases One to Four). Schedule ‘C’ projects require that an Environmental
Study Report (ESR) be prepared and submitted for review by the public and review
agencies. If there are no outstanding concerns, then the municipality may proceed to
implementation.

1.4.2 Schedule ‘B’ Classification
Since the preferred solution involves the construction and extension to the building at the
Municipal Garage, it is classified as a Schedule ‘B’ project. Therefore, the following Class EA
Phases were carried out for this study:
Phase One: Identify the Problem / Opportunity
This phase involves not only identifying the problem / opportunity, but also describing it
in sufficient detail to lead to a clear problem / opportunity statement.
Phase Two: Identify and Evaluate Alternative Solutions to the Problem / Opportunity
This phase involves six steps: (1) identify reasonable alternative solutions to the
problem/opportunity; (2) prepare a general inventory of the existing natural, social and
economic environments in which the project is to occur; (3) identify the net positive and
negative effects of each alternative solution including mitigating measures; (4) evaluate
the alternative solutions; (5) consult with review agencies and the public to solicit
comment and input; and (6) select or confirm the preferred solution.
Since the project was identified as a Schedule “B” project, Phase 3 and Phase 4 are not
required for the completion of the EA study. Once the EA is review and considered complete,
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the project can move to Phase 5 which is implementation phase. The following is summary of
the additional phases for the completion of a Schedule “C” project.
Phase Three: Identification / Evaluation of the Design Alternatives for Implementing the
Preferred Solution
This phase also involves six steps: (1) identify alternative design concepts for
implementing the preferred solution; (2) prepare a detailed inventory of the existing
natural, social and economic environments; (3) identify the net positive and negative
effects of each alternative design concept including mitigating measures; (4) evaluate
the alternative design concepts; (5) consult with review agencies and the public to solicit
comment and input; and (6) select or confirm the preferred design concept.
Phase Four: Preparation of the Environmental Study Report (ESR)
This phase involves the documentation of the three preceding phases in an ESR for
review by review agencies and the public. Once completed, the ESR is placed on public
record for a period of at least 30 calendar days to allow review agencies and the public
an opportunity to review it.
Phase Five: Implementation
This Phase involves completing drawings and design of the preferred solution. It also
incorporating any mitigating measures identified during the process. Any monitoring
programs identified during the process shall be undertaken to ensure that the
environmental provisions and commitments made during the process are fulfilled and
effective.
Due to the interest in this study expressed by the residents during the initial public meetings for
the Recycling Centre in the Town of Emo, the consultation program was an important
component of the Environmental Assessment Study. In addition to the Notice of Study
Commencement, two (2) formal Public Information Centers were held in the community to share
progress and solicit feedback on study findings and recommendations. Figure 1 illustrates the
five phase Municipal Class EA processes followed for this project.
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Figure 1: Environmental Assessment Planning and Design Process
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2.0

Problem Statement

2.1
Description of the Purpose of the Project
The Town of Emo, which has approximately 1,305 residents, has established a local recycling
program. The program consists of communal recycling bins, located at the Emo Municipal
Garage, where residents can drop-off their recyclable waste. Communal recycling bins are
designated for Aluminum cans, paper, #1 and #2 plastics and a mix of #3 to #7 plastics.
Cardboard is also collected and taken to the local grocery store for bundling. This current
program cannot keep up with the demand presented by the community.
In finding a solution to the Town’s recycling issue the development of a new recycling centre
was presented. With this project, an evaluation of a potential location is needed to suit such a
centre. This Recycling Centre would include more recyclable goods that can be diverted from
the landfill waste. The project would also have to evaluate the construction of a more efficient
and more easily managed recycling program. In this, the creation of a drop location and area for
a higher recyclable goods capacity must be addressed. Another thing to consider is arranging a
recycling conglomerate and/or source for disposal of the recycled goods designated for the
recyclable pick-up.
This study will complete a Schedule “B” Municipal Class Environmental Assessment for the
recycling center to meet all requirements of the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment
(Class EA) process (MEA 2007).
2.2
Agency and Stakeholder Consultation
Opportunities have been offered to the public, stakeholders and regulatory agencies to provide
input on the development of the Problem Statement, development and evaluation of alternatives
and on the selection of the components of the preferred alternative for the Strategy. The
process included a Steering Committee meeting, Council and project team meetings as well as
two (2) Public Information Centres (PIC).
2.2.1 Public Information Centre 1
The Public Information Centres (PIC) were conducted in an open house format. The first PIC
took place on March 30, 2011 from 5 to 8 p.m. in the Emo La Vallee Community Centre. The
PIC was advertised twice in the local newspaper to encourage local and surrounding area
residents to attend. This PIC introduced the concept to the public and reviewed the problem
statement and possible alternatives. This session informed the public on how the town could
utilize a recycling center and the program brought to light at the PIC.
Based on the sign-in sheet 22 community members attended this meeting. The public notice,
sign in sheet, poster boards and comments from the March 30th PIC are provided in Appendix
B. To summarize the feedback provided by the community, many residents regarded the
recycling idea as “great” and “excellent”. The results of the PIC were very positive with majority
of the attendees’ very supportive of the project.
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2.2.2 Public Information Centre 2
The second PIC, which was held on July 11th, 2011, presented changes which were suggested
to the original recycling centre. SBA and the project team attended the meeting to answer any
questions that were not answered by the 14 informational boards which were posted on the
walls of the Emo La Vallee Community Centre. The boards were 2’X3’ in size and contained
information on the project such as; background information, the EA process, the potential
alternatives and the next steps in the process. Specifically, 2 of the 14 boards provided details
on the advantages and disadvantages for each of the proposed alternatives.
Based on the sign-in sheet the PIC meeting was attended by 29 community members and
project team members. Attached in Appendix C is the sign in sheets, the comment sheets from
the PIC and the boards that were presented at the PIC.
2.3
Development of Problem Statement as a Result of Consultation Process
Through the consultation process, the Project Team, in collaboration with the Project Steering
Committee, developed the following Problem Statement:
“The Township of Emo’s current recycling program does not provide adequate storage and
pick-up to meet their current demand. With little space and stockpiling of recycled goods
between pick-ups, the town needs to implement a plan in order to satisfy the communities
desire to divert waste. As well as diverting recyclable goods from occupying valuable space
within the local landfill, a waste diversion program will extend the life of the existing landfill. To
address the issue, the development of a recycling centre will continue to encourage Emo’s
residents to recycle, as well as satisfying to the current demand and to meet future recycling
needs.”
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3.0

Description of the Existing Environment

3.1

Natural Environment

3.1.1 Topography and Drainage
The Town of Emo is situated along the north shore of Rainy River, downstream of Fort Frances.
The land surrounding the Town is relatively flat lying and is intersected by small tributaries of the
river. The soils are generally clay, clay loam, and silt loam. Drainage in the area is imperfect to
poor and gently sloping towards Rainy River. Emo township land use is primarily for agriculture
to grow crops and the raising of livestock.
3.1.2 Regional Conditions
Emo is located in north-western Ontario, sharing a river between Ontario and the Minnesota
border. The majority of the area around Emo is underlain by glaciolacustrine coarse-grained
deposits with recorded thicknesses of 30 to 60 metres. Bedrock in the area consists of rock of
both the Quetico and Wabigoon provinces.
3.1.3 Rainy River
Rainy River is approximately 137km (85 miles) long, which streams from the west side of the
Rainy Lake and flows towards the west-northwest between Fort Frances and International Falls
the River forms international border between Canada and United States, flowing westerly where
it enters the southern end of Lake of the Woods approximately 19km (12 miles) northwest of
Baudette. The drainage basin of the river stretches east to the height of land about 100 km
west of Lake Superior, and drains through the Winnipeg River, Lake Winnipeg and the Nelson
River into Hudson Bay.
Rainy River is home to Walleye, Northern Pike, Smallmouth Bass, Sturgeon and Muskies. It
also provides many wildlife viewing opportunities including: Eagles, Deer, Beaver, Otter, and
200 other species of birds during migration. Rainy River is one of the few rivers to support a
healthy population of large Sturgeon, plus a great Small-mouth Bass fishery.
3.1.4 Climate
Located near the centre of North America, most of the region has a continental climate with
warm to hot summers and cold winters. Spring and autumn tend to be short seasons
sandwiched between some of the extremely cold weather of winter and warm summer. Lake
Superior moderates some of the temperature extremes and some of the large lakes in the
region add to winter snowfall and subtract from summer rain on a local basis.
3.1.5 Aquatic Ecology
The types of fish species that may be found in the Rainy River are Northern Pike in the spring
and summer, Walleye from spring through autumn and Small-mouth bass and Sauger from
summer to autumn. Lake Sturgeon are identified as a Species at Risk in the Rainy River design
table unit (DU6).
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3.2
Economic Environment
The Town of Emo established a business park to attract industry and business to Emo which
will support the needs of Emo residents and surrounding communities. New businesses and
industries have expressed interest in establishing themselves in Emo. Recently Emo was
selected for the location of a new regional abattoir. The growth of business and industry
increases the number of employment opportunities in the area and attracts new residents and
provides incentives for existing residents to live in the area. These initiatives have had a very
positive influence on the Township of Emo and the surrounding municipalities. These economic
opportunities will also put more stress on the current recycling program.
3.3
Population and Land Use
The Township of Emo has a population of appropriately 1305 people (2006 Census). The
majority of the population base is within the Town of Emo boundaries.
3.4
Mitigation
The increasing number of people in the Township of Emo each year can be categorized into two
distinct groups. One group of people adding to the population are newborns. The second
group, are people who migrate in or out of the Emo area. As new facilities develop and as new
employment opportunities become available, the number of people wanting to move to Emo will
continue to increase. The economic opportunities in the area including the new moving initiative
are increasing this demand.
3.5
Historical Population
The population of the Township based on the 2006 census was 1305. There were 507
dwellings in the Township at that time. This results in a housing density of 2.6 persons per
household. Since 2006 there have been approximately 1 to 2 dwellings built per year.
The Township has also established a new business park to attract business and industry to the
community. A new subdivision has also recently been approved which consists of 70 new
single detached residential units. This additional growth will place additional demands on the
current infrastructure and recycling program.
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3.6
Recommended Average Annual Growth Rate (AAGR)
The existing demographic profile was obtained from the 2006 Census. Table 3 illustrates the
existing profile.
Table 1: Existing Demographics of Emo Township

Existing Demographics of Emo Township
Age characteristics
Total Population
0 to 4
5 to 9
10 to 14
15 to 19
20 to 24
25 to 29
30 to 34
35 to 39
40 to 44
45 to 49
50 to 54
55 to 59
60 to 64
65 to 69
70 to 74
75 to 79
80 to 84
85 +
Median age of the
population
% of the population aged
15 and over

Total
1,305
85
95
100
100
65
60
80
75
110
100
80
80
50
50
50
40
35
50

Male
635
40
45
55
55
30
30
35
40
55
45
55
35
20
20
25
25
10
15

Female
670
45
45
50
45
30
30
45
35
55
60
35
40
25
25
30
20
25
35

39.9

38.4

41.4

78.2

77.2

79.9

2006 Census

Typical growth rates for communities in Northern Ontario are approximately 3%. For the
projected population growth estimate of Emo for the next 20 years this growth rate will be
adopted. Based on the growth rate the estimated population of the Township of Emo in 2030
will be 2403. It is recommended that the estimated population of 2403 people living in the
Township of Emo, be used as the basis for comparing the capacity of the existing infrastructure
to future demands.
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Table 2: Estimated Population Growth

Estimated Population Growth (3% Growth Rate)
Number of Dwellings
2001
2006
2010
2015
2020
2025
2030

509
519
602
697
809
937

Population
1331
1305
1331
1543
1788
2073
2403

It is also important to note that these numbers include every resident throughout the entire
township. Currently the Emo residents who live within the town have access to the current
recycling program. Many residents that live outside of the town centre use the recycle bins
available at the Landfill. The out of town residence are encouraged to use the available recycle
program within the town centre and will continue to be encourage to use the recycling program
when a preferred alternative is reached.
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4.0
Alternative Identification
The alternative solutions to the problem/opportunity statement identified and comparatively
evaluated are:
1)
2)
3)
4)

Do nothing
Continue with the Current Recycling Program
Building a Recycling Depot At the Cloverleaf Grocery Store
Construct a Recycling Centre at the Emo Municipal Garage

Alternative 1, Do Nothing, would cease any current recycling measures and limit all waste to be
diverted into the landfill. There would be no recycling program of any kind and the town would
not benefit from any revenue created from recycled goods.
Alternative 2; Continue with the Current Recycling Program, is used by the Town of Emo and
consists of communal recycling bins where residents can drop-off their recyclable waste. The
program is currently stationed at the Municipal Garage. The Communal recycling bins are
designated for Aluminum cans, mixed paper, #1 and #2 plastics and a mix of #3 to #7 plastics.
Cardboard is also collected and taken to the local grocery store for bundling. The current
expense from this program is $12,696.00 annually.
Alternative 3, Build a Recycling Depot at the Cloverleaf Grocery Store, is based on constructing
a recycling depot beside the existing Cloverleaf Grocery. Three used shipping containers would
be purchased, that would be used for the separation of recycled goods. The town’s people
would drive into a proposed parking and turn around area, sort and separate recycled goods
into the marked recycled containers. The depot was originally proposed to be located on private
and public property, saddled between the Fairground and the Cloverleaf property line.
Alternative 4 is to construct a Recycling Centre at the Emo Municipal Garage. This alternative
includes constructing an extension to the existing Municipal Garage building; and from there, a
Recycling Centre can be created. The Recycling Centre will have 8 marked stalls for the
separation of recyclable goods ranging from #1 plastics, #2 plastics, #3-#7 plastics, Tin cans,
Aluminum cans, Glass bottles, Cardboard and a Non-sorted stall, for those residents that do not
wish to sort their recyclable items
These alternatives are then evaluated throughout the Environmental Assessment report to
determine the value each option has on an environmental, social, technical and economic
impact has upon the Town of Emo and their ability to recycle. The alternatives are also
discussed in further detail in section 6.0 of the report.
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5.0
Criteria for Evaluation of Alternatives
The evaluation of the alternative solutions was carried out based on the following criteria:
·
·
·
·

Environmental Impacts
Social Impacts
Technical Considerations
Economic Feasibility

5.1
Environmental Impacts
The evaluation of the alternatives for potential environmental impacts is based on the following
criteria:
·
·
·

Does it comply with Environmental Regulations?
Are the environmental impacts known, or can they be predicted?
Can the environmental impacts be mitigated?

5.2
Social Impact
Social and general impacts include:
·
·
·
·
·
·

The financial implications for residents
Impacts on economic development opportunities and the local business community
Impacts on land use and the urban structure
Impacts on the quality of life in the immediate and surrounding communities
The schedule for implementation of alternatives and disruption to the community
The long term planning considerations

5.3
Technical Consideration
The technical feasibility is the fundamental consideration in the assessment of alternative
solutions. An alternative must first be technically feasible before it can be further evaluated.
Technical feasibility is assessed on the basis that the undertaking can be carried out and that
the technology involved has been proven. If the technology has not yet been proven, it must be
shown that the risks associated with adopting the new technology can be accepted and that the
technology meets operational accreditation requirements.
5.4
Economic Feasibility
The economic impacts are assessed based on the following:
·
·

The relative life cycle costs (capital and operation and maintenance costs)
The economic sustainability of the alternative
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6.0

Description of the Alternative Solutions

6.1
Alternative 1: Do Nothing
The Class EA process requires that the ‘do-nothing’ alternative be considered. The ‘Do
Nothing’ alternative acts as a comparative benchmark for all of the other alternatives. This
alternative must consider the base condition and dismiss the current recycling program and
consider that all the recyclable waste would be streamed directly to the landfill. There would be
no recycling program of any kind and the town would not benefit from any revenue created from
recycled goods. In fact, this alternative would likely result in a tax increase for the citizens in the
township of Emo because collection of waste would have to increase, leading to more work on
behalf of the Municipal Landfill.
6.2
Alternative 2: Continue With Current Recycling Program
The current program that is used by the Town of Emo includes bins that are currently stationed
at the Municipal Garage. The program consists of communal recycling bins where residents can
drop-off their recyclable waste. Communal recycling bins are designated for Aluminum cans,
mixed paper, #1 and #2 plastics and a mix of #3 to #7 plastics. Cardboard is also collected and
taken to the local grocery store for bundling. The current expense from this program is
$12,696.00 annually.
The problem that has presented itself to this program is that existing communal bins do not
provide adequate storage capacity and the frequency of weekly pickups is insufficient. The
overflow of bins also presents a problem from an environmental stand point, because the bins
are located outdoors, as shown in Figure 2 and Figure 3. When weather of a strong nature
passes over the community, the overflow may blow off into the surrounding environment. This
creates waste that could be diverted, entering the environments.
Figure 2: Current Recycling Program
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Figure 3: Current Recycling Bins at Emo Municipal Garage

The overflow of the bins has demonstrated that the town’s program is currently diverting
recyclables from the municipal landfill; but the program is not efficiently meeting the needs of
the community.
6.3
Alternative 3: Build a Recycling Depot Beside the Cloverleaf Grocery Store
This alternative was one of the options presented at the first PIC on March 30th, 2011. This
alternative is based on constructing a recycling depot beside the existing Cloverleaf Grocery.
This alternative was presented to the township by the owner of the Cloverleaf Grocery Store as
a possible private/public relationship. This alternative would be run by the owners of the
Cloverleaf grocery, as the depot was originally proposed to be located on private and public
property, saddled between the Fairground and the Cloverleaf property line.
The logistic behind this alternative are as follows. Three used shipping containers would be
purchased, that would be used for the separation of recycled goods. The town’s people would
drive into a proposed parking and turn around area, sort and separate recycled goods into the
marked recycled containers. From there a Cloverleaf employee would use the compactor and
baler provided by Cloverleaf Grocery store. The baled recycled goods would be stored on the
shared Property line until there appointed pick-up.
This alternative encourages town residents to divert waste, but does not provide an alternative
solution to those residents that use the Emo Landfill as their main source of waste disposal.
Discussions with the Fairgrounds since the initial PIC have indicated that there are some
concerns with the depot being placed on the Fairgrounds property. The option is a good
example of private public opportunities. This alternative will not be municipally run, and
therefore the residents would not have any input on how the recycling depot is run. There is also
a possibility for recyclable entering into the environment because the depot will be operated fully
outdoors.
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6.4
Alternative 4: Construct a Recycling Centre at the Emo Municipal Garage
Alternative 4 is to construct a Recycling Centre at the Emo Municipal Garage. This alternative
includes constructing an extension to the existing Municipal Garage building; and from there, a
Recycling Centre can be created. The Recycling Centre will have 8 marked stalls for the
separation of recyclable goods ranging from #1 plastics, #2 plastics, #3-#7 plastics, Tin cans,
Aluminum cans, Glass bottles, Cardboard and a Non-sorted stall, for those residents that do not
wish to sort their recyclable items. This has been illustrated in the Draft Preliminary Design in
Appendix E.
There will also be bins at the landfill for those out of town residents that choose to recycle when
they are taking their waste to the Landfill. When these bins are full, they will be collected and
transported to the Emo Municipal Garage to be baled and stored along with the other goods.
When the 8 stalls in the Recycling Centre reach capacity, a town employee will collect the
sorted goods and transport them to the baler. From there, the employee will compact and bale
the items and then stack the bales in the assigned storage area, until there are enough stacked
goods ready for pick up. Pick-up will be scheduled as it is required, which is when the amount
of recyclables will fill an entire truck load. The companies Cascades and Buildrite are within the
surrounding regions of the Township of Emo that will collect and process recycled goods.
This alternative will be run directly by the town, which will allow for the town residents to have
input on how the Center is run, as well as if they wish to integrate any improvements. Also the
recycling centre will be enclosed within the walls of the building. This will be beneficial to the
environment because recycled waste will have little ability to enter the environment from
weather related elements. This Alternative will encourage the town to continue to divert waste
and assist in extending the life of the local Landfill.
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7.0

Capital Cost Estimates

7.1
Economic Analysis of Recycling Opportunities
Based on the a study completed by the Seattle Public Utilities and prices provided by Cascades
Inc., from Winnipeg and Buildrite, from Julie Minnesota, an estimate on the revenue each
recyclable good will generate was calculated. Using this information an estimate on how many
tonnes of the recyclable goods the Town of Emo would generate annually was also determined.
From this analysis and sourcing out what company in the surrounding location would provide
incentives for recycling, the estimate for the potential revenue that Town of Emo can generate
from a recycling program was determined. This estimate indicates that the potential revenue
from a recycling program could be approximately $2160.00, annually. The table in Appendix D
represents the estimates and pricing provide by the local recycling companies for the Town of
Emo.
7.2
Associated Capital Cost Estimate
For each alternative, an associated capital cost estimate was determined based on the cost of
the requires equipment, as well as the cost associated with the transportation of the recycled
goods, and labour and materials needed for construction. An associated capital cost estimate
can be generated. Breakdowns of the cost estimates for each alternative are illustrated in Table
3.
Table 3: Economic Feasibility Estimates

Alternative
Do Nothing
Continue With Current
Program
Recycling Depot at
Cloverleaf Grocery
Recycling Centre at Emo
Municipal Garage

Economic Feasibility Estimates
O&M
Revenue
Capital
(annually) (annually)

30 Year Life Cycle

0

$17,940

0

$369,564

0

$12,696

0

$264,216

$28,392

$12,696

0

$289,942

$76,000

$10,440

$2,160

$246,576

Table 3 describes the initial capital cost associated with material and labour required for
constructing the design, as well as the equipment needed for each alternative. The O&M, also
known as operation and maintenance costs are associated with the annual expenses of each
alternative, including labour, hydro and transportation and shipping costs. The Revenue
described in this table is the revenue that will be generated by the recycling program alternative.
It is imperative to note that there is a 30 year life cycle cost associated with each alterative. A
life cycle cost analysis is used to make economic decisions for selection of building materials
and design. This accounts for all expenditures incurred over the lifetime of a particular structure.
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A life cycle cost is equal to the construction cost plus the present value of future utility,
maintenance, and replacement costs over the life of the building.
These estimates have the potential to change, once the project enters the detailed design
phase. There have been miscellaneous expenses that have been considered in the budgetary
design of each alternative, however during the construction on design of a project, hidden
expenses could incur on the costing of each alternative.
7.2.1 Do Nothing Alternative Cost Estimate
The initial cost of the Do Nothing approach will have no capital associated with it. However, due
the fact that no recyclables will be diverted, and all waste generated from the Township of Emo
will directly into the Landfill, the O&M cost associated with the Do Nothing alternative has a
higher cost because it will increase the rate to run the Landfill will increase. At $17,940, the
O&M calculated value was produces from the cost to generate a Northern Ontario Landfill of an
equivalent size, as well the amount in that was presented in the Landfill Liability Assessment
report. This report can be viewed in Appendix A. From this report an approximate value of 520
tonnes of waste is generated from the Town of Emo annually.
7.2.2 Current Program Cost Estimate
The Town of Emo’s current program from an economic perspective is costing $12,696 annually.
This can be observed in the contract between the Town of Emo and Asselin Transportation and
Storage as seen in Appendix F. There is no initial capital associated with this alternative. The
estimated 30 year life cycle cost is $264,216. This does not include any increase or decrease to
the current negotiated rate that could eventually change. This is dependent on a renewal of the
agreement between the Town of Emo and Asselin Transportation and Storage.
7.2.3 Build a Recycling Depot Beside the Cloverleaf Grocery Store
For Alternative 3, Build a recycling Depot beside the Cloverleaf Grocery Store, the initial capital
cost associated with developing this alternative is $28,392. As viewed in Appendix F, the price
estimate for the materials required is $19,392 before taxes. Along with the start up construction
costs, are labour and the prices of the shipping containers for recyclable storage. The estimate
shown in Appendix F, does not include the price of the shipping containers. However, the PIC
poster boards, attached in Appendix B, indicate an estimated cost anywhere from $1,000 to
$3,000. For this Environmental Assessment, the initial capital cost for 3 used shipping
containers, was estimated to be $9,000.
The yearly O&M fee would remain the same as the O&M for Alternative 2, Continuing with the
Current Program. The costs associated with developing Alternative #3 are outlined in PIC 1
which are attached in Appendix B. The information provided in the PIC 1 boards did not indicate
the revenue which Alternative 3 would generate.
This alternative although idealistic in waste diversion, in terms of a 30 year life cycle cost, is
estimated to cost the Town of Emo $289,942 in the 30 year life cycle costs.
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7.2.4 Construct a Recycling Centre at the Emo Municipal Garage
For this alternative, the initial capital was estimated to be $76,000. This estimated cost includes
the price o constructing the extension to the Municipal Garage, materials for construction, labour
for construction, concrete cost for the extension and the equipment. The equipment will include
a quoted price of a baler. The price estimates for construction the Municipal Garage as well as
the quote for the baler can be viewed in Appendix G.
The O&M cost is estimated at $10,440. This value includes the wages for a municipal employee
for working 8 hours per week for one year. This also includes hydro to run the equipment,
maintenance to the equipment, strapping for the bales and a cost for general miscellaneous
costs.
The estimated revenue generated was calculated from the Economic Analysis in Appendix D.
The pricing associated with the return revenue from the recycled goods indicates a $180 return
per month, making it $2,160 annually. The 30 year life cycle cost is $246,576, making it the
lowest value for all of the alternatives and the most economically appealing option for the Town
of Emo.
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8.0

Evaluation of Alternatives

8.1
Description of the Evaluation Method
Under the EA Process, municipalities are required to consider all aspects of the environment in
their assessment and evaluation of infrastructure projects. The EA Act includes a broad
definition of the “environment”, including the technical, natural, social, cultural, built and
economic environments. The EA process requires a systematic evaluation of alternative
solutions in terms of their advantages and disadvantages, and involves the consideration of
both positive and negative effects on the natural, social, cultural, and economic environments as
part of the assessment and evaluation process.
For the purpose of the evaluation, each alternative solution is subjected to a detailed
comparative evaluation, using a “reasonable Argument Process”, which describes the
advantages and disadvantages of each alternative in response to the evaluation criteria. Based
on the descriptions provided, each alternative solution is ranked in terms of how well it responds
to the criteria.
8.2
Advantages and Disadvantages Evaluation
An evaluation of the advantages and disadvantages of each of the alternatives has been
provided in Table 3 below.
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Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative
Description
Disadvantage
-Potential Odour
-Additional Landfill sites will have to be
established, because current Landfill
does not have required capacity
-High air pollution from increased
number of vehicles bringing solid waste
to landfill
- Higher traffic from increased number
of vehicles
-Noise and Dust from Vehicles
Transporting waste
-Potential Environmental
Contamination from Solid Waste
Leaching
-Potential Odour
-Does not divert all recyclables from
the Landfill, because limited capacity of
current program
-High air pollution from increased
number of vehicles bringing solid waste
to landfill
-Higher traffic from increased number
of vehicles
-Noise and Dust from vehicles
Transporting waste
-Potential Environmental
Contamination from Leaching

Environmental Impact

-Recycling Solid Waste
-Reduce amount of Solid Waste
being placed in Landfill
-Recyclables diverted from landfill

Advantage

Table 4: Advantages and Disadvantages for each of the proposed alternatives

Do Nothing

Continue with the Current Recycling
Program
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-Promote Environmental
Protection and Resource
Conservation
-Maintain Current Jobs of
Manually Sorting the Recycled
Materials
-Maintain the Town’s image in
environmental protection
-Promote recycling education
-Encourage residence to recycle

-Residents required to sort
recyclables
-Residents required to deliver
waste to facility
-Time consuming and
inconvenient for the resident
-May impact access in and out
of Fire hall

Social Impact
Advantage
Disadvantage
-No burden on the residence to -Negative Impact to the
sort their recyclables
Town’s Reputation for Solid
-Does not impact access in and
Waste Management and
out of Fire hall
Environment Maintenance
-Does not promote recycling
within the community

-Nothing technical
required (no
changes)
-Manual Separation
of Mixed Recycling
Materials by
residence

-Labour Intensive to
sort the mixed
recyclables
-More time intensive
-Significant effort to
re-sort the mixed
waste into more
diversified recyclable
material piles
-Not all residence will
sort their recyclables

Technical Consideration
Advantage
Disadvantage
-Nothing technical
-Reduces length of
required
life of the landfill
because recyclable
-Not complicated
not diverted
-No construction or
alterations required

-Maintain Current
Budget for the
Recycling Program

-Relatively Low
Operations and
Maintenance Cost
(Approx. $12,000)
-High capital required
to develop a new
landfill sooner

Economic Feasibility
Advantage
Disadvantage
-No capital required
-Does not promote
development of new
business
- Does not establish
new economic
support for local area
-High capital required
to develop a new
landfill sooner

Construct a Recycling Depot beside Cloverleaf

Construct a Recycling Center by Extending
the Building Garage to include 8 Stalls for
Separate Bin for Collected Recycled Goods.
This Alternative will also have Smaller Bins
at the Local Landfill.

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

-Dust and Noise from vehicles at
recycling depot
-Potential Environmental
Contamination from Leaching
-Likelihood for recyclables entering the
environment due to the depot being
out in the open

-Dust and Noise from vehicles at
recycle depot
-Potential Environmental
Contamination from Leaching

-Extend the life of landfill
-Encourage Tree and Resource
Conservation
-Reduce potential odour impact
from Landfill
-More diverse collection available,
therefore more waste diverted
from Landfill
-Reduce vehicle traffic at recycling
depot because utilizing cardboard
recycling at Cloverleaf
-No additional vehicle emissionsrecycling and grocery store at
same location

-Extend life of Landfill
-Encourage tree and resource
conservation
-Reduce potential odour from
Landfill
-More diverse collection available,
therefore more waste diverted
-High amount of waste diverted
from Landfill because of more
diverse collection program
-Decreased the amount of
recyclables entering the
environment because the
recyclables will be contained
indoors
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-Utilize the existing garage
-Maintain better environment
(remove/reduce solid waste
piling at the Landfill Site)
-Increase Town’s reputation in
solid waste recycling
-More Visually Pleasing
-Promote recycling education
-Encourages residence to
recycle
- Town will have input on the
recycling program to suggest
improvements

-Increase town’s reputation for
solid waste recycling
-More Visually Pleasing
-Promote recycling education
-Encourage residence to recycle
-Easy for residence because can
dispose of recyclables at same
time as grocery shopping
-Grocery store can utilize
recycling depot-no additional
transportation required
-Does not impact access in and
out of Fire hall

-Increase Traffic and Potential
Short-Period Road Blockage
during the Initial Construction
and Installation Stage
-Elimination of the Current
Jobs of Utilizing Manual
Recycling Material Sorting
-Residence required to sort
more
-Additional traffic disruptions
because depot will draw a
higher concentration of
people
-Towns people will have no
input on the recycling
program
-Visually unappealing
entrance to the town off the
Trans Canada Highway
-Elimination of the Current
Jobs of Utilizing Manual
Recycling Material Sorting
-Existing Trees/Plants maybe
Disturbed at the Landfill Site
-More sorting required from
resident
-May impact access in and out
of Fire hall
-Utilize existing
building
-Less labour at
Landfill required to
sort because
residence required
to increase diversity
of sort
-Increase life of
Landfill
-Long-term solution

-More diverse
collection of
recyclables available
-Less labour at
Landfill required to
sort because
residence required
to increase diversity
of sort
-Increases life of
Landfill

-Potential Dust and
Noise due from
vehicles
-coordinate truck
schedules

-Bin locations and
truck pickup routines
-Must coordinate
schedules of grocery
delivery and
recyclables pick-up
-Potential noise and
dust from vehicles
-Potential site
constraints
-Regulatory permit
and approval
applications
-Not all residence
sort their waste
-May not be enough
parking for additional
vehicles
-Attract new
businesses and
surrounding
residences via
promoting solid waste
recycling and
providing more
Landfill spaces
-Lower O&M in longterm
-Create construction
jobs

-Attract New
Businesses and
Surrounding
Residences via
Promoting Solid
Waste Recycling and
Providing More
Landfill Spaces
-Low O&M costs in
Long-Term
-Create construction
jobs

-Estimated annual
cost of approximately
$14,000, not including
the construction cost
-Funding maybe
required

-Increased Annual
Cost of Approximately
$19,000, not including
the Construction Cost
-Funding Maybe
Required

8.3
Evaluation Matrix
The evaluation criteria used to assess alternative solutions is largely based on qualitative
measures. This qualitative evaluation is used to identify and describe the advantages and
disadvantages of each potential solution that are not easily measured or quantified, while
incorporating a number of different considerations. For some criteria, quantitative measures
have been used to compare the advantages and disadvantages for criteria in numeric terms,
where the higher (or lower) value indicates a better score. The evaluation can be viewed in
Table 4.
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3

3

4

Continue with
current program

Recycling depot
beside Cloverleaf
Grocery

Recycling Centre at
Emo Municipal
Garage
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2
3
4

Only semi meets the criteria

2
1
0

Does not meet the criteria

1

Meets the criteria fully

4

4

2

0

20.0%

0
$28,392
$76,000

0

4

2

2

1

8.8%

4

1

1

1

8.8%

$12,696
$12,696
$10,440

$17,940

O&M

0
0
$2,160

0

4

3

2

1

93%

79%

56%

15%

100.0%

Score

100%

$264,216
$289,942
$246,576

$369,564

30 Year Life
Cycle

8.8%

Revenue

Economic Feasibility

1

2

4

4

35%
Economic Feasibility (%)

8.8%

Capital

Technical Consideration (%)

20%

4
3

4

4

2

0

0

Weighting (%)

Do Nothing

Social Impact (%)

30.0%

Environmental Impact (%)

15.0%

Sub Categories

Criteria

30%

Low Capital

15%

Low O&M

Total Weighting

High Revenue

Table 5: Evaluation Matrix to Evaluate the Preferred Alternative

Low 30 Year Life
Cycle Cost

8.4
Identification of the Preferred Alternative
The preferred alternative is the solution that best suits the Town of Emo and meets the criteria
used to evaluate the alternatives. Alternative 4: Construct a Recycling Center at the Emo
Municipal Garage is the preferred solution to the problem facing the township. All residents
within the township are fully encouraged to use the Recycling Centre. For those individuals that
use the Landfill’s recycling bins will be able to continue with their waste diversion process with
the bin provided for product separation. The preferred solution will benefit the community and
the environment, as well as extending the life of the existing Landfill.
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9.0

Preliminary Design

9.1
Preliminary Design
The proposed preliminary design represents Alternative 4. This Alternative is to construct a
Recycling Centre at the Emo Municipal Garage. This design included the existing garage and by
adding and constructing an extension to the building, a Recycling Centre can be created. The
draft design that can be viewed in Appendix H, illustrates that the extension to the building will
be 40 x16 feet that includes a hall way and 8 stalls for various sorted recycled goods. This
design also includes a location for a baler, which will be used to compact and bale the sorted
recyclables. The entrance to the Recycling Centre will be from the ‘man door’ on the east side of
the building.
9.2
Logistics
The design has taken into account the need for the baler to be close to the sorted recyclable
goods. With the preliminary design, residents will enter the Municipal Garage and use the hall
way to select the proper marked location for the recycled goods. When the stalls are full, a
Municipal employee will collect the selected sorted goods and transport them to the baler. From
there, the employee will compact and bale the items and then stack the bales in the deemed
storage area, until there are enough stacked goods ready for pick up.
9.2.1 Stall System
This design will have 8 stalls for the separation of goods. The town residents will come into the
building and then separate their recyclable goods into the marked stalls ranging from #1
plastics, #2 plastics, #3-#7 plastics, Tin cans, Aluminum cans, Glass bottles, Cardboard and a
Non-sorted stall, for those residents that do not wish to sort their recyclable items.
There will also be bins at the landfill for those out of town residents that choose to recycle when
they are taking their waste to the Landfill. When these bins are full, they will be collected and
transported to the Emo municipal Garage to be baled and stored along with the other goods.

9.2.2 Baling and Storing
A town Employee will be responsible to bale and store the sorted recycled goods. When the
stalls in the Recycling Centre reach capacity, the employee will collect the selected sorted
goods and transport them to the baler. From there, the employee will compact and bale the
items and then stack the bales in the deemed storage area, until there are enough stacked
goods ready for pick up. The goods will be collected and baled separately in order to collect a
larger revenue from the recycling conglomerates that gathers the recyclable goods
9.2.3 Pick-up
The preliminary design has indentified the need for pick up. Two companies have been sourced
out for the pick of recycled good. Cascades and Buildrite are two companies within the
surrounding regions of the Township of Emo that collect and process recycled goods. Due to
the fact that the recyclables will be baled and stored at the Emo Municipal Garage, Pick-up will
be scheduled as the amount of recyclables will fill an entire truck load and as required.
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9.3
Preferred Design Capital Cost Estimate
Based on the research into the pricing on the necessary equipment needed to utilize the design,
as well and the prices that come along with the transport of the recycled goods and labour and
materials needed to construct the design, an associated capital cost estimate can be generated.
For the preferred design, the associated Capital Cost has been estimated at $ 76,000.00. This
estimate has the potential to change, once the project enters the detailed design phase.
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING
Class B Environmental Assessment
For Township of EMO Recycling Strategy
PUBLIC INFORMATION CENTRE #2
The Township of Emo initiated a Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to identify and evaluate options to expand
the current recycling initiative and the creation of a new recycling facility in order to meet the existing and future
demands within the Township of Emo. A Public Information centre was completed, identifying possible facility
locations and layouts for a new facility and strategy to improve the current recycling program as well as the
storage capacities to meet the increasing desire the Town of Emo has to recycle. The purpose of the EA study is to
identify the preferred strategy for satisfying the current demand and meet future recycling needs and quality
objectives.
The Process:
The Study is being conducted in accordance with the requirements of the Municipal Class Environmental
Assessment, June 2000 (as amended in 2007) which is an approved process under the Environmental Assessment
act and is being conducted to satisfy the Class EA requirements for a Schedule B Project.
Project Description:
The study area of the Recycling Strategy has a new proposed location at 27 Canning Lane. The location is adjacent
to the Emo Fire Department. The Recycling facility will include an extension to the existing building to include 8
bins for the separation of recycled goods. The Town of Emo will then commission companies to pick up the
collected recyclables and ship them to processing plants.
The Public Information Centre to review the preferred solution will be held:
Public Meeting #2:
Date:
Time:
Format:
Location:

July 11, 2011
5:00 p.m. – 8 p.m.
Open House
Emo-LaVallee Community Centre

Project Contacts and Information:
To learn more about the project, public meetings, or to communicate concerns, please contact either:
Consulting Engineer
S. Burnett & Assciates Ltd.
210 Broadway, Unit 203
Orangeville, ON L9W 5G4
T:519-941-2949
Email: info@sbaengineering.com

Proponent
The Corporation of the Township of Emo
P.O. Box 520
39 Roy Street
Emo, ON P0W 1E0
T:807-482-2378
Email: township@emo.ca

Class Environmental Assessment for
Recycling Program

Town of Emo
Welcome to the Public Information Centre!
(Please sign in on the form provided)

July 11, 2011
11/07/2011

Class EA for the Recycling Program

1

Background Information

•

The Town of Emo currently spends $1058.00 monthly on a recycling program
that collects cardboard, aluminum cans, #1 plastics, #2 plastics and #3-#7
plastics that are all mixed together.

•

The Town has become environmentally aware of waste diversion, but the current
program does not meet their demand.

•

The current program serves residence within the Town. Residence outside of
town use the Township of Emo landfill for all waste collection.

11/07/2011

Class EA for the Recycling Program
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CURRENT PROGRAM

Emo Municipal Garage
11/07/2011

Class EA for the Recycling Program
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CURRENT PROGRAM

11/07/2011

Class EA for the Recycling Program
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Existing Problems/Issues
•

The Town of Emo’s current recycling program does not meet the current
demand for the Town.

•

The current bins’ capacity are exceeded on weekly basis between
scheduled pick ups

•

The Town of Emo spends $12,696.00 annually on its current program

•

A new program and recycling centre are needed in order to satisfy the
current and future demand

11/07/2011

Class EA for the Recycling Program
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Proposed Alternatives
•

Alternative 1: Do Nothing

•

Alternative 2: Continue with the current recycling program

•

Alternative 3: Construct a recycling depot beside Cloverleaf
Grocery

•

Alternative 4: Construct a recycling centre by extending the
Municipal Garage to include 8 stalls and separate
bins for collected recycled goods. This alternative
would also have smaller recycle bins at the local
landfill for out of town residents.
11/07/2011

Class EA for the Recycling Program
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Criteria for Evaluation of Alternatives
•

Technical Feasibility
• Can it be done?
• Is the technology proven?
• What is the risk with the new technology?
• Operational Accreditation Requirements?

•

Environmental Impact
• Does it comply with Environmental Regulations?
• Are the environmental impacts known, or can they be
predicted?
• Can the environmental impacts be mitigated?

11/07/2011
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Criteria for Evaluation of Alternatives
•

Economic Feasibility
•
Capital Cost
•
Operation and Maintenance Cost
•
Life Cycle Cost Analysis
•
Economic Sustainability

•

Social Impact
•
Financial Implications for residents
•
Impacts on economic development opportunities and the local business
community
•
Impacts on land use and urban structures
•
Impacts on quality of life
•
Schedule for implementation
•
Longer term planning considerations

11/07/2011
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Comparison of Alternatives

11/07/2011

Class EA for the Recycling Program
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Preferred Alternative
•

The proposed solution to the problem is to upgrade and extend the current
Municipal Garage on Canning Lane location

•

This would include building 8 different stalls to house bins to separate the
recycled goods

•

The recycled goods to be collected would be:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
11/07/2011

#1 plastics
#2 plastics
#3-#7 plastics
Tin cans
Aluminum cans
Glass bottles
Cardboard
Non-sorted
Class EA for the Recycling Program
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Preferred Alternative
Draft Design of Proposed Alternative

11/07/2011

Class EA for the Recycling Program
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Preferred Alternative
•

Along with the recycling centre at the Emo Municipal Garage location, there will
also be recycling bins at the local landfill. This allows for residence outside of the
Town to have access to recycling as well as diverting waste from the landfill.

•

This will assist in extending the life of the landfill. Currently the landfill has a
projected remaining lifespan of approximately 16 years.

•

By diverting recyclable goods out of the collected garbage from the Town as well
as the garbage of the surrounding area from entering the landfill, there is a
greater possibility for residents to have less waste.

11/07/2011

Class EA for the Recycling Program

12

Emo Recycling Centre
•

The Recycling Centre will benefit the community by allowing for more storage of
recyclables and provide an area to sort the collected recyclables in one location

•

The Recycling Centre will assist in helping to extend the life of the existing landfill

11/07/2011

Class EA for the Recycling Program

13

Next Steps

•

Collect feedback on the preferred Recycling centre and revisions to the program

•

Continue exchanges with Review Agencies and Stakeholders

•

Determine necessary permits required for preferred alternative

•

Finalize Environmental Assessment Study Report

11/07/2011

Class EA for the Recycling Program
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Appendix D
Economic Analysis Estimates
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Appendix D: Economic Analysis Estimates

Product

% of
Stream

density
lbs/cu.yrd*

Kg/m3

Destination

Revenue / kg

Shipping
Cost $/KG

Volume (lbs) / month Revenue / month

Net inc. Shipping

#1 Plastics

0.80%

30.00

17.80

$

0.25

-$4.18

53.76

$

6.10

$1.92

#2 Plastics
#3-#7
Plastics

0.80%

24.00

14.24

$

0.27

-$3.34

43.008

$

5.27

$1.92

0.80%

50.00

29.66

-$0.30

-$6.97

89.6

Tin Cans
Aluminum
cans

0.80%

150.00

88.99

$

0.50

-$20.90

268.8

0.80%

50.00

29.66

$

13.00

-$6.97

89.6

Glass Bottles

18.20%

500.00

296.64

-$0.35

-$1,585.03

20384

Cardboard

18.75%

50.00

Paper

56.25%
97.20%

110.00

1 lb/cu.yrd =
1 lb =

-$19.16

$

60.96

$40.06

$

528.34

$521.38

-$3,236.11

Buildrite 29.66 International Falls

$

0.60

-$68.04

2100

$

571.53

65.26

$

0.80

-$1,077.74
-$2,773.17

13860

$
$

5,029.43
2,953.33

Recycling Generation

Conversions
0.593276 kg/m3
0.453592 kg

-$12.19

-$4,821.14

$

Source
Cascades Winnipeg
Cascades Winnipeg
Cascades Winnipeg
Cascades Winnipeg
Cascades Winnipeg
Cascades Winnipeg

$503.49 Julie - Buildrite
Cascades $3,951.70 Winnipeg
180.16

6 - 8 yard bins + 1 / week
56 yards

1 truck =
$ to International Falls
$ to Winnipeg

Shipping Costs
35 MT

$/KG
$250
$600

-$0.07
-$0.17

Information Provided
By
Cascades - Winnipeg
Buildrite- Julie
Seattle Public Utilities

Appendix E
Current Recycling Contract
Between the Township of Emo and
Asselin Transportation and Storage Limited
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Appendix F
Cost Estimate Pricing For Alternative 3
Estimated Costs for Cloverleaf Grocery Recycling Depot
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Appendix G
Cost Estimate Pricing For Alternative 4
Estimated Pricing For Recycling Centre Build at Emo Municipal Garage
Baler Quote
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Appendix H
Draft Preliminary Design Drawing
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