Any decisions about the incinerator,
regardless of cost or safety, have to
start with the question:

"Is Incineration the best way, or
even a good way, to get rid of
our residual garbage?



What are the Options

Burn or Bury?

The EA failed to properly assess all the
alternatives

. Particularly failed to consider diversion

. The Business Case also avoided
diversion as an alternative.



History of Diversion in Durham Region

. Late 80s - diversion 0%
. 2005 - diversion 36% = 2.4% increase per year
. 2007 - 49% = 6.5% Increase per year

. 2010 - 51% - stalled because of the emphasis
on the incinerator

. 20167 70% = projected 3.2% increasel/year
based largely on the Golder Report that the
Region has been sitting on since March 2009

e Average 2.7%lyear over 26 years



After 2016 - What then?

incineration deliver what it promises?
It drive further diversion as claimed?
it do as well as Diversion on its own?



Increasing Diversion by 1% per year
after 2017
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Derived from the Deloitte Business Case - 2008




But the Region Is contracted to
supply a minimum of 100,000
tonnes of waste to the incinerator



Increasing Diversion by 1% per year
after 2017
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Fallacy: Incineration will drive diversion

Fact: In 2037 the maximum diversion
possible which will still supply 100,000
tonnes of residual to the incinerator is
/8%, at 120,000 tonnes the maximum
diversion would be 74%. Without the
Incinerator, it could be over 90%



Fallacy: If we don't build this incinerator, we
will be buried under an enormous
mountain of trash. We have no alternative.

Fact: We can achieve equal or better
results through diversion
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Fallacy: People canot <cha

Fact: People have embraced new recycling
Initiatives as fast as they have been
Introduced 1 people are engaged on the
subject of waste



Recycling Is scalable - the
Incinerator Is not

It will block advances in recycling for
the next 25 years



So, can diversion do the job?

Can it do It better?



Current Composition of our Waste

Blue Box materials
Currently being collected
Currently not being collected
Compostibles
Currently being collected
Currently not being collected
Backyard composting 1 estimated
Grasscycling 1 estimated
Hazardous
WEEE
Tires
Other Plastics
plastic film
other
polystyrene
window glass and glassware
mattresses
pet waste
diapers & sanitary products
carpeting
textiles
reusable items
hard goods
construction & demolition

There is nothing
on this list that
cannot be
collected and
recycled.
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Our time to Lead

. Durham has lead the province in
recycling for several years but other
communities have caught up and are
passing us because we have spent
most of our energy trying to justify an
Incinerator



Is Diversion cost effective?

Cost comparisons:



1) York Region Report:

Erin Mahoney, Commissioner, Env Services,

to York Region Council Dec. 16, 2010

Blue Box $24 to $40/tonne
Source Separated Organics $154 to $253/tonne
Leaf and Yard Waste $67 to $110/tonne
HHW and Other $604 to $991/tonne
CEC Diversion (Re-use-it type centre) $153 to $251/tonne
Waste to Landfill $96 to $157/tonne
Waste to Dongara $123 to $202/tonne
Waste to Durham-York EFW NA, $312 to
$154/tonne

Incineration is the most expensive apart from HHW



