
Recycling bins located on Mecklenburg Street await usage by members of the community. 
The Fundy Regional Service Commission has a new report suggesting the community bins 
might be replaced by curbside pickup. Photo: Topher Seguin/Telegraph-Journal 
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Re-examining our regional waste options  
 
ANNE MCSHANE COMMENTARY  
 
   The Fundy Region has been presented with an opportunity to choose a direction for the future of waste 
diversion for our community for the next 15-20 years. After a year of public consultation and 150 hours 
of thoughtful deliberation, the Waste Diversion Committee has recommended Option 3 to the Fundy 
Regional Service Commission. As a member of that volunteer committee, I thought I’d share with you 
some thoughts on the process taken to date.  
 
   First, some background on what 
comes next. Jack Keir, Executive 
Director of the FRSC, has been tasked 
with reviewing the report and 
providing a detailed opinion on its 
different waste diversion proposals. 
At this time, there has been renewed 
community debate which appears to 
centre around the respective cost of 
Option 2 vs. Option 3, and how best to 
implement a curbside recycling 
program.  
 
   In that spirit, let’s look at the 
options again:  
   The three options for waste 
diversion are:  
   1. Status quo with infrastructure 
improvements.  
   2. Replace residential compost program with a curbside recycling program.  
   3. Add residential curbside recycling.  
 
   WHY DO WE NEED TO CHANGE  
   Option 1, the current program, already presents challenges in adequately servicing Saint John’s core 
neighbourhoods. With a newly adopted municipal plan that encourages increased density in these 
neighbourhoods, it is likely that this problem will only become worse.  
   Public consultations revealed that there are accessibility challenges with Option 1 for aging 
demographics, the physically challenged, and the carless.  
 
   Option 1 also presents challenges in expanding to the commercial sector. When Crane Mountain was 
first established, the regional intent was to have businesses participating in the recycling program to reach 
peak diversion potential. Somewhere in the transition from conception to implementation, direct strategies 
to encourage business recycling were not put into action.  
 
   We are now presented with an opportunity to rectify this oversight and make a huge leap in terms of our 
regional diversion. Both Option 2 and Option 3 provide the opportunity to phase to this sector. Option 1 
does not.  
 



   Option 2 (to add curbside recycling, but take away compost collection) held little appeal throughout 
public consultations and ranked as the least preferred option. In fact, 10 per cent of respondents at the 
open houses volunteered that they would like any option but Option 2. When a score card was tabulated 
looking at twenty-three different social, environmental and economic criteria, Option 2 finished last. 
Why? the problem is methane. Methane is a greenhouse gas estimated to be twenty times more damaging 
than CO2 to the earth’s atmosphere. Adding compost to the waste stream will increase the amount of 
methane produced. Electrical generation, while a worthy initiative at Crane Mountain, anticipates 
capturing, at best, 75 per cent of the off-gases produced once the cell is capped.  
 
   Option 2, even with electrical generation, would result in an increased environmental footprint. The best 
way to mitigate the environmental risks prevalent with methane is to divert the organics in the first place. 
  
   As the world focuses on mitigating and preventing green house gas emissions and the consequences of 
global climate change, so too did Saint John adopt policy in this direction. 
  
   Policy NE-44 of the recently endorsed PlanSJ states:  
   “Council shall:    Mitigate local contributions to climate change by:  A. Working with the Government 
of New Brunswick, the Government of Canada, and relevant agencies to reduce local emissions of 
greenhouse gasses.”   Using PlanSJ’s own air quality direction, Option 2 clearly falls short.  
 
   There’s also the issue of leachate.  
   Landfill leachate is a complex liquid mixture produced from the natural decomposition of waste that 
presents environmental risks if not managed properly. Adding compost to our landfill will ultimately 
increase the concentration of toxins contained in this leachate.  
   More stringent municipal wastewater treatment standards are anticipated to go into effect in the near 
future to better protect human health and our many waterways.Continuing to manage our leachate 
concentrations at a low strength by keeping compost out of the landfill allows us to mitigate the impact of 
these future legislated costs while also mitigating further risk to our environment.  
 
   JOBS AND SUSTAINABILITY  
   We have listened as our community leaders have applauded and supported jobs retained and added to 
our region. We took this call to action equally seriously as we reviewed the impact of the various waste 
diversion options on jobs.  
 
   Under Option 2, we expect to lose 8-11 full time higher paying jobs and gain 6 entry level jobs. In total, 
we would realize a net loss of 2-5 jobs in the higher paying bracket for this industry.  
   (Note: Under Option 3, we would gain those same 6 jobs with no other resulting job losses. Option 1 
would show no change.)  
 
   Option 2 will result in the least diversion of waste and as such will shorten the expected life of the 
landfill by 2 years. (Contrast this to Option 3 which will extend landfill life by 2 years). Siting a new 
landfill, in addition to being globally shortsighted, is not easy on a siting committee, a community, or a 
community budget. It would be irresponsible to hurry that process forward any sooner than necessary.  
 
   GARBAGE STINKS  
   Saint John has come a long way from being the “stinky industrial city” that had been its brand for years 
prior. Our current leadership works to strike a healthy balance between economic growth and quality of 
life. 
  



   Alas, Option 2 would increase odours from the landfill. Offloading increased odours to a few of our 
municipalities is a form of NIMBY-ism that we don’t endeavour to encourage as a region that prides itself 
on the strength of the whole.  
 
   WHY WAS OPTION 3 RECOMMENDED?  
   Option 3 scored the best of the options overall when assessed against the 23 economic, environmental 
and social criteria.  
 
   It provides the best potential for expanding our diversion efforts and extending the life of the landfill, 
the best opportunity to address accessibility issues and mitigate negative environmental impacts, the best 
opportunity to protect and grow valuable jobs, and to align with the policies that guide future growth of 
our region.  
 
   Let’s remember Saint John’s value proposition:  
   A few years back, the chair of Enterprise Saint John advised Saint John to improve its value proposition 
in order to attract and retain new residents. He argued that instead of looking at ways to blame the 
surrounding areas for being more attractive to residents, Saint John improve its own value proposition.  
 
   He was right. I agreed with him then. And I agree with him now, and I think that our waste diversion 
strategy should reflect this perspective. It is one of those generational decisions we make that affects our 
value proposition. What we do now will determine how we are perceived by our residents, our neighbours 
and the very people we are trying to attract to our region.  
 
   Are we a community that makes our decisions based solely on landfill economics or do we strive to 
impress upon our audiences the complete and inclusive vision we have for Canada’s first city?  
 
   Arguably, the most appealing factor of Option 2 is the cost. Frankly, if we were only going to use cost 
as an argument to make decisions, we could have skipped a year of thoughtful debate and public 
consultation and gone straight to Option 2. If we were going to make waste management decisions based 
solely on cost, we would be doing a lot of things differently at the landfill than we are right now. Yet we 
don’t because we are not that short-sighted as a community. We recognize that there are costs to these 
sorts of decisions that can’t be found readily on a bottom line. The $25 extra per household/year provides 
a new curbside service, appropriate organic waste diversion, landfill life extension, the opportunity for 
expansion to a new sector, job protection and, in fact, job growth.  
 
   Regardless of the benefits of option 3, it is understandable that an increase in any budget would give 
pause to an already cash strapped community. It is important that appropriate due diligence occur for 
option 3, as is the case in all options being examined.  
   As a committee, we welcome the opportunity to further discuss the options and recommendations 
contained in the report. With any option chosen, the devil is in the details. Any recommendation must 
ultimately address our garbage challenge head on and work to mitigate the risks to the community.  
 
   ANNE MCSHANE is a waste diversion committee member and city entrepreneur.  
 
 
 
 


