UNITED COUNTIES OF LEEDS AND GRENVILLE

PROJECTS COMMITTEE MINUTES

COMBINED MEETING - PROJECTS COMMITTEE/2006 BUDGET REVIEW
February 28, 2006
The Projects Committee (Combined Meeting – Projects Committee/2006 Budget Review) met on February 28, 2006, at 9:00 a.m. in Meeting Room “A”, 25 Central Avenue West, Brockville, Ontario.

Members Present:
John McCrea, Chair, 9-1-1 Civic Addressing

Margaret Taylor, Chair, Projects/Economic Development Initiatives
Bill Thake, Chair, Waste Management

Warden Ron Holman
Bill Gooch, Harold Grier, Mark Pergunas, Jim Pickard, Herb Scott, Doug Struthers
Members Absent:


Staff Present:
Steve Fournier, Lorraine Crotty, Karen Fraser, Vince Germani, Les Shepherd, Nigel White, Lise Row (Recorder)

Also Present:
Chris Kroeger, Chair, Landfill Liaison Committee

1.0 Waste Management
1.1 Opening Remarks

The Waste Management section of the agenda commenced at 9:05 a.m.

Mayor Thake announced the following:
· Mr. McCrea will be conducting a presentation (approximately 40-45 minutes) following the adjournment of this meeting.  The presentation is with respect to the recent bi-annual FCM Conference on sustainability in Ottawa.  Any member wishing to remain for the presentation is appreciated.
· Two (2) newspaper articles have been provided to the members today for information purposes.  Mr. Holman requested that these be given to the members for suggested reading.
· A flyer has been provided to the members today for information purposes.  The flyer is with respect to The Rural Development Conference 2006 from April 10th – 12th, 2006.  This correspondence was presented at the Combined Meeting of the Economic Development (Sub-Committee and 2006 Budget Review) on Monday, February 27th, 2006.
1.2 Disclosure of Interest - Nil

1.3 Approval of Minutes – January 31, 2006
Motion

Moved by Mr. McCrea and seconded by Mrs. Taylor
THAT the minutes of the Projects Committee meeting held on January 31, 2006, be approved, as distributed.  Carried

1.4 Correspondence, Communications, and Petitions – Nil
1.5 Staff Reports
1.5.1 2006 Budget Review - Waste Management – L. Crotty
Ms. Crotty presented the Draft 2006 Waste Management Budget in the amount of $54,920.

The factors which have contributed to the reduction include:

· The Hazardous Waste Day projection ($50,890) is less by $2,000 than the 2005 estimate.  Prescott will contribute $2,010 based on a per car charge of $57.00.  The contract is based on 800 vehicles at $50.00 per vehicle.  Miscellaneous charges will increase the per car cost by $7.00.
· As the brushing of ED-19 trails was completed by an HRDC crew, the Salaries, Wages, and Benefits category ($4,800) under Waste Management was not required.  Some costs generated were associated with rental equipment and mileage.

· The Waste Management Committee – County Initiative budget has been reduced by $10,000 (Purchased Services).  Ten thousand dollars ($10,000) was projected for capital projects in 2005 to commence a project with Mr. Jeff White, Northern Watertek Inc.  This amount was not included in the 2006 budget (Contribution to Capital) and it needs to be determined if this amount should be reinstated.

Mr. Gooch commented that he would like to see the gasification project move forward as the consequence of not cleaning-up the environment will be extreme.  A decision on incineration needs to made and the budget should reflect this.  Mr. Thake agreed with Mr. Gooch’s comment and stated that once Phase 1 (data gathering exercise) has been completed by Mr. White, the United Counties will have to decide its direction and proceed accordingly.
Mr. Gooch added that in relation to the budget if there are no monies to investigate alternatives, problems may be encountered later in the year.  There should be a contingency fund for this purpose.

Mr. Struthers requested clarification as to the allocated monies that were not spent in 2005 (i.e. what was the reason for this and will accessing information to move forward cost the United Counties monies?).
Mr. Holman requested that Mr. Fournier speak to this matter.  Mr. Fournier advised that Bill Thake, Mr. Holman and he met with Mr. Jeff White on February 6, 2006.  The meeting was lengthy in terms of exchange and dialogue that occurred.  The end of the meeting, five (5) significant points were arrived at:

· The United Counties and Mr. White have a common understanding of Phases 1 and 2.  Phase 1 (inventory and economic viability stage) will be an information gathering exercise.  If the United Counties proceeds with Phase 2 (technical analysis), it will consist of environmental engineering on possible solutions (which could be incineration or other solutions).  As reported at a previous meeting, there is no commitment by the United Counties to proceed to this Phase.
· There is no cost to the United Counties for Phase 1.

· There is no requirement with respect to Mr. White and his interests to proceed with Phase 2.

· The data will be the property of the United Counties and will be used by FCM as a form of template in initiating analysis and reviews.  This does mean that the United Counties would be entering into “a contract” with FCM for Phase 1.
· The United Counties is prepared to proceed with Phase 1 and will not proceed with Phase 2 until results are received.  The contractual relationship with Mr. White in Phase I cannot be avoided.  This is very much a public process and, as such, the information can be used by the public.

Mr. Kroeger requested Mr. Fournier to explain the contractual relationship with Northern Watertek Inc.  Mr. Fournier advised that Mr. White was hired by the United Counties to complete a data analysis and that the contractual relationship is contingent upon the funding.  Mr. Thake added that the monies would be directed to the United Counties and then provided to Mr. White.  The United Counties would have control of the funds and this would be included in the contractual agreement.

Mr. Kroeger asked what role the Waste Management Master Plan Study (WMMP) has with the contract to complete Phase 1.  Mr. Fournier responded that ED-19 will be an important phase of the process and that the collection of data is for this purpose.

Mr. Kroeger advised that there is a current plan to manage municipal waste and we are now introducing a new possibility and asked if the United Counties is planning to adjust its initial plan or is it considering something new all together.  If it is the latter, this is a shame because much work has been completed for the United Counties.  In light of this exercise, the initial plan should be revisited.

Mr. Holman responded that the data from the Phase 1 exercise could be an enhancement to the original plan and the United Counties should continue investigating current technologies.  Mr. Fournier added that there is no commitment to go to any particular stream in the Phase 1 data.  At the conclusion of the data stage, the United Counties will have to review the role of ED-19.  It is “part and parcel and it is not being “divorced” from the process”.  Counties Council will have to make decisions as to where it wants to go and what it wants to do.  Mr. Thake stated that the data can be transferred to the ED-19 Master Plan and that previous work will certainly not go to waste.

After much discussion, it was the general consensus that that the $10,000 does not need to be budgeted this year.  Ms. Crotty advised that application for funding will not be submitted to FCM until the fall of this year.

Mr. Fournier requested permission to forward a letter to FCM immediately.  The purpose of the letter would be to indicate the two reasons why the United Counties is committed to Phase I and to ask the FMC to confirm the status regarding the funding.  The members were in favour of Mr. Fournier proceeding with his request.  Mr. Fournier thanked the members.
· With respect to diversion, there are 326 blue boxes in stock at this time.  There are no plans to purchase more this year and selling the units will generate municipal revenue.  In response to an inquiry, Ms. Crotty confirmed that the cost of in stock blue bins is $4.15 and $29.50 for composters.
Mr. Holman asked if ED-19 is activated how many more properties would be required.  Ms. Crotty responded that all that is required for the footprint and for property within the 500 metre study area is the parcel of land (about 100 acres) which runs through the centre of the footprint.
Motion

Moved by:
Mr. Struthers
Seconded by:
Mr. Holman

THAT the Draft 2006 Waste Management Budget, as presented, be accepted for presentation to the Governance and Finance Committee.  Carried.
1.6 Information Items (Available Upon Request)
1.7 Sub-Committee, Special, and Ad Hoc Committee Reports – Nil

1.8 New Business – Reports from Warden, Committees, and Members of Committees – Nil
1.9 Unfinished Business
1.9.1 Oral Update – Meeting with Mr. Jeff White, Northern Watertek Inc. – S. Fournier

The Chair advised that this item was previously discussed in Item 1.5.1 2006 Budget Review - Waste Management.  Mr. Fournier advised he will ask Mr. White to forward a draft of the contract.  A complete contract will be presented to the Counties Council Members for review prior to being approved.
1.9.2 Oral Update – The Hammel Unit and Demonstration by Acres Waste Handling Solutions – S. Fournier

As requested by the members at the January 31st meeting of the Projects Committee, Mr. Fournier provided a hand-out that presented quotations to purchase/contract The Hammel Unit.  Mr. Fournier stated that the question today is, “Do we want a demonstration?”
Mr. Struthers asked what The Hammel Unit was used for.  Mr. Fournier responded that a presentation by Troy Acres, Acres Waste Handling Solutions, was completed at the Projects Committee of January 10, 2006.  The presentation focused on the unit’s characteristics and merits, that being, the capability of expanding landfill capacity by shredding.
Mr. Gooch advised that the Municipality of North Grenville will be making a decision as to the utilization of The Hammel Unit at their Public Works Meeting on February 28, 2006.  He noted this is an expensive machine for one municipality to operate.  Mr. Eddy Como is prepared to buy the unit and the Municipality of North would contract the use of the machine.  If it is used by more than one municipality the cost is reduced.  They will proceed only if there are other interested municipalities.  Mr. Gooch advised he is going to contact the partner municipalities to see if there is an interest in a partnership.  North Grenville Council would prefer to proceed with incineration; however, The Hammel Unit will be used to prolong the life of their landfill until another alternative is found.  In response to an inquiry, Mr. Gooch confirmed that the Municipality of North Grenville is not going to consider mining.
In response to an inquiry, Mr. Gooch advised that The Hammel Unit can address the leachate migration problem.  The shredding of the materials causes evaporation.  Further, the unit recovers the leachate as there is a pan under the unit.

In response to another inquiry, Mr. Gooch advised that the unit is portable and is actually put on a flatbed and is operated from the flatbed.  The unit is brought to the dump to complete its business and then proceeds to the next dump.

The general consensus was for Ms. Crotty to proceed in making arrangements to view The Hammel Unit.
1.9.3 Oral Update – 2005 Well Monitoring Program – L. Crotty

Ms. Crotty contacted Solinst Canada Limited, a supplier of instrumentation for the hydrogeology field and supplies equipment, based on recommendations made by hydrogeologists/consultants.  Mr. Derek Yates, Technical Sales Consultant, has suggested that the United Counties remain with its current method of data collection until such time as we require water levels on a more frequent basis.  Mr. Yates advised that the current fee of $2,800 to Dillon Consultants to take the water levels is a great deal and there would be no cost advantage to instrument the wells until we require water levels at least quarterly and perhaps not until the landfill is developed and we need to report water levels daily and perhaps hourly.  It would be costly to instrument each well (several thousand per well) and consultants would still be required to report and analyze the data.
Ms. Crotty recommended that the United Counties arrange with Dillon Consulting to conduct a 2006 monitoring program at proposed landfill site ED-19 to include:

a) measuring water levels at each well;

b) assessing each well for deterioration or damage; and

c) prepare a report to provide the updated water level results.

In terms of data, there is a benchmark value in supporting the recommendation.  Mr. Struthers responded that he supports the recommendation and that it is important to look at ED-19 as a future asset.  If the United Counties is to deal with the Ministry of Environment, we require scientific data that is continually updated.

In response to an inquiry, Ms. Crotty advised that it was recommended that, in terms of data collection, we go to every other year until such time we get closer to the development of ED-19.  At this time, data collection every other year is sufficient.

Mr. Gooch asked what is required if a number of municipalities run out of landfill space.  Ms. Crotty responded that it will take money and time; however, the United Counties has made a commitment to look at waste generation rates as required by the Waste Management Master Plan Study.  Municipalities provide required data on a regular basis, which will assist in making a decision relating to the appropriate time to develop ED-19.
1.10 Other Business - Nil
1.11 Chair’s Announcements
The Waste Management section of the agenda concluded at 9:49 a.m.
2.0 9-1-1 Civic Addressing
The 9-1-1 Civic Addressing section of the agenda commenced at 9:49 a.m.
2.1 Opening Remarks - Nil
2.2 Disclosure of Interest– Nil
2.3 Correspondence, Communications, and Petitions - Nil
2.4 Staff Reports
2.4.1 Draft 2006 Budget

· 9-1-1
· Emergency Measures
· Fire Emergency
· GIS

9-1-1 
Mr. White presented the Draft 2006 9-1-1 Budget in the amount of $117,295.

Mr. White advised that costs associated with 9-1-1 have increased from 2005  due to the reallocation of wages of the individual working on the 9-1-1 Civic Addressing Project and allocating $50,000 for 9-1-1 signage.

Mr. Gooch stated that the 9-1-1 Civic Addressing Project has received considerable debate by North Grenville Council and would like assurance that other options are being considered and, if so, what area they.  Mr. Gooch feels that the presented reasons for address changes are not warranted and will be disruptive and a major inconvenience to the community.  North Grenville does not support this initiative and he would like other options investigated and presented for these reasons.  Mr. Grier disagreed with Mr. Gooch’s comments and feels that this project should proceed sooner than later.  Mr. Struthers added that it has been previously communicated that there is an alternative method to mitigate the impacts, that this project is a “must do item”, and the Village of Merrickville-Wolford supports this initiative.

Mr. Pergunas stated that this matter will not be resolved at the table today and that ongoing review to decide a best approach is required.  However, it is critical to approve the 2006 budget today as monies have to be put in place in order to proceed.  If it has been determined that there is a better method that will be less inconvenient/disruptive, then such will be considered and applied in the future.
Mr. Holman asked if the 9-1-1 Civic Addressing Work Plan Implementation Report, which was presented at the January 31, 2006, meeting of the Projects Committee was provided to the member municipalities.   Mr. Fournier responded that the assumption from his chair was the circulation of the report was to be completed by the Council Members.  It has been communicated that some Council Members have presented the report to their councils.
Mr. Fournier advised that he will complete a letter, which will include the report, to be forwarded to the member municipalities.  The letter will request their review and comments with respect to the report.  The letter and report will also be forwarded to the City of Brockville, the Town of Prescott, and a complimentary copy will be provided to the Town of Gananoque.
The Draft 9-1-1 2006 Budget was received for further review by the Projects Committee.
Emergency Measures

Mr. White presented the Draft 2006 Emergency Measures Budget in the amount of $104,982.

Mr. White advised that 2005 was a very ambitious year, with various capital improvements for emergency measures not occurring as a result of JEP funding.  Funding was received to purchase and install a generator for 25 Central Avenue, Brockville (alternate Emergency Operations Centre); this aspect of the capital budget is complete.  Funding for a communication requirement for the alternate emergency site did not occur due to not receiving a provincial JEP grant.  An application for JEP funding to placing a communications tower and emergency phone requirements to set-up an alternate Emergency Operations Centre in Athens has been submitted and confirmation of receiving this funding will be communicated hopefully in April 2006.  Mr. McCrea asked if this project is dependent on provincial funding.  Mr. White responded that, yes, it is.  Mr. Gooch asked what the United Counties’ contribution would be and if this is a mandated alternative site.  Mr. Fournier responded that the Counties’ contribution would be $60,000 and that, yes, the Athens Emergency Response Centre is a mandated alternative EOC site; however, there is no specific timeline to this requirement.

Mr. McCrea asked if there are any other options for other revenue generation.  Mr. White responded there are none at this time.  Installing the transmitters will allow connectivity for MIS operations.  On an operational side, this process could save the United Counties monies; however, no direct revenue would be generated.

Motion

Moved by Mrs. Taylor and seconded by Mr. Thake

THAT the Draft 2006 Emergency Measures Budget be accepted for presentation to the Governance and Finance Committee.  Carried.
Fire Emergency ($354,597)

Fire Emergency
Mr. White presented the Draft 2006 Fire Emergency Budget in the amount of $354,597.

Mr. White advised that the costs associated with Fire Emergency have increased due to various factors (i.e. towers, insurance, upgrading the Crisis System dispatched from the Brockville Fire Department).
In response to an inquiry, Mr. White confirmed that for the first three years, the capital costs of equipment and installation index have been factored into this.
Mr. Struthers expressed concern regarding a substantial increase ($95,000) relating to the agreement with the City of Brockville for Fire Services dispatching and requested that rationale be provided for this increase.  Mr. Fournier responded that this will be completed and that it is important to analyze the proposed agreement between the United Counties and the City of Brockville and present such to the Projects Committee.
Motion

Moved by Mr. Scott and seconded by Mrs. Taylor
THAT the Draft 2006 Fire Emergency Budget be accepted with further review by the Governance and Finance Committee.  Carried.

Geographic Information System (GIS)

Mrs. Karen Fraser presented the Draft 2006 GIS Budget in the amount of $175,710.

Mrs. Fraser advised that costs associated with Purchased Services have increased in 2006 due to licensing costs associated with software to implement a new Internet Municipal GIS Viewer.  In response to an inquiry, Mrs. Fraser confirmed that there is an annual fee of approximately $10,000 for the license.

Five thousand dollars ($5,000) has been budgeted for consultant services, if required.
The installation of the Internet Municipal GIS Viewer, a major capital project in 2005, is complete and implementation has been successful.  No capital projects are planned for 2006.

Motion

Moved by Mr. Struthers and seconded by Mr. Holman
THAT the Draft 2006 GIS Budget be accepted for presentation by the Governance and Finance Committee.  Carried.

2.5 Information Items (Available Upon Request)
2.6 Sub-Committee, Special, and Ad Hoc Committee Reports – Nil
2.7 New Business – Reports from Warden, Committees, and Members of Committees - Nil

2.8 Unfinished Business
2.8.1 Oral Update – 9-1-1 Civic Addressing Work Plan Implementation – S. Seale
This item was previously discussed in Item 2.2.1 Draft 2006 9-1-1 Budget.
2.9 Other Business - Nil
2.10 Chair’s Announcements

The 9-1-1 Civic Addressing section of the agenda concluded at 10:30 a.m.
3.0 Projects/Economic Development Initiatives
The Projects/Economic Development Initiatives section of the agenda commenced at 10:50 a.m.
3.1 Opening Remarks - Nil
3.2 Disclosure of Interest - Nil
3.3 Correspondence, Communications, and Petitions
3.3.1 Letter to Warden Ron Holman and Council (08-Feb-06)

Re: Rideau Heritage Route Tourism Association

Mr. Struthers advised that this topic requires further discussion at the next meeting of the Projects Committee.  A meeting is being held in Smiths Falls on March 2, 2006, at 3:30 p.m.  Five to six representatives from the United Counties will be attending this meeting and the Rideau Heritage Route Tourism Association will be an item of discussion.  A question asked by Mr. Struthers will be, “What is this all about and where are we going?”

Mr. Gooch stated that North Grenville will benefit very little from this and has some real problems with what will be done with the monies ($20,000) and the allocations for cost-sharing.  Mr. Gooch hopes to receive a better explanation at the next meeting.  Mr. Holman stated that Rideau Lakes is very much in favour of this as there will be benefits and looks at tourism as their future.  Mr. Thake concurred with Mr. Holman’s statement and that much more information is to be received at the meeting in Smiths Falls.

The Chair concluded that this item will be included on the agenda for the Projects Committee in April 2006.
3.4 Staff Reports
3.4.1 Oral Update - 2007 IPM County/Regional Planning Exhibit Committee – V. Germani

Mr. Germani reported the following:

· The first meeting of the 2007 IPM County/Regional Planning Exhibit Committee occurred on March 2, 2006.  Meetings will occur on the 1st Thursday of each month in the evening.
· The first IPM fundraising event is the Shrove Tuesday Pancake Supper on February 28, 2006, at Edgewood Farms, New Dublin.

· The County/Regional Guidelines are quite detailed in terms of timelines and individual items that the United Counties is expected to provide for the showcase.  At this point, this has been initiated and the 2007 IPM County/Regional Exhibit Planning Committee has been established.  This Committee will report to the Projects Committee of its activities and will provide updates on a regular basis.
Mr. Germani asked if any of the Counties Council Members would like to participate on the Planning Committee.  The following Council Members confirmed their interest:  Mr. Pergunas, Mr. Struthers, and Mr. Thake.  Mr. Holman is currently very active in the 2007 IPM as a whole and stated that he will be an alternate member of the Planning Committee.  Mr. Fournier advised that he would attend meetings as an interested participant.

Mrs. Taylor asked how many members will comprise the Planning Exhibit Committee.  Mr. Germani advised that membership could be 12 to 15 people.  The committee structure will be discussed at the March 2nd meeting of the Exhibit Planning Committee.

Mrs. Taylor asked if Council Members would be remunerated if they attend meetings of this committee.  Mr. Fournier responded that expenses would come out the Council budget.

Mr. Pergunas expressed concern that previously it was the general consensus that Council Members and staff would not become too involved in this and that Mr. Holman was going to be the main person involved.  Mr. Holman responded that there is a distinction between the local municipality and the Planning Committee.  The County/Regional Exhibit is a County responsibility and we are responsible for this.
Mr. Germani concluded that the Planning Committee is still in its development and planning stages and that there are still many items to be determined.

Mr. Germani clarified that the purpose of the Municipal Tent will be to promote the region and actual sales of promotional items (i.e. hats, mugs, etc.) may be discouraged.  A separate Business/Industry Tent will also be set-up.  The allocation of space in this tent is yet to be determined.
Mr. Gooch asked if there will be a charge to setting-up a booth in the tent.  Mr. Germani responded that this has to be determined as well.  The host county normally covers the costs of those municipalities and non-profit organizations participating in terms of booth space and resources, but not their actual display.
Motion

Moved by Mr. Holman and seconded by Mr. McCrea

THAT Reeve Mark Pergunas, Mayor Douglas Struthers, Mayor Bill Thake will be active members on the 2007 IPM  County/Regional Planning Committee AND THAT Warden Ronald Holman will act as an alternate member and Mr. Stephen Fournier will attend meetings as an interested participant.  Carried.
Mr. Holman advised that the 2007 IPM Cookbook is now available and that Mr. George Tackaberry will sponsor the Hospitality Suite in 2007 at the ROMA/OGRA Conference.

3.5 Information Items - Nil
3.6 Sub-Committee, Special, and Ad Hoc Committee Reports - Nil
3.7 New Business – Reports from Warden, Committees, and Members of Committees - Nil
3.8 Unfinished Business
3.8.1 Oral Update – Business Retention and Expansion – Edwardsburgh/Cardinal Brief – M. Taylor
This item was previously discussed.
3.9 Other Business – Nil
3.10 Chair’s Announcements
The Projects/Economic Development Initiatives section of the agenda concluded at 10:49 a.m.
4.0 By-Laws (Notice of) - Nil
5.0 In-Camera - Nil
6.0 Adjournment
Motion

Moved by Mr. Pickard and seconded by Mr. Holman
THAT the Projects Committee adjourn at 10:49 a.m.  Carried

________________________________

Chair, Waste Management
________________________________

Chair, 9-1-1 Civic Addressing
________________________________

Chair, Projects/Economic Development Initiatives
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