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EASG Meeting Dec. 16, 2002

1. Issues on Public Consultation process and Overlapping Documents for Public review

a) All the comments we are making on Doc. 4 are completely pointless in terms of consulting with CWS to influence the EA process.

When CWS asked us to comment on work plans as set out in Doc. #4, Impact Assessment Process October 16, 2002, that work had already been done and the results published in DP #5 Baseline Conditions, September 2002, and in DP #6, Facility Characteristics, Nov. 28, 2002. 

For example, the EASG is commenting on Draft Document #4 and how the traffic studies will be done to develop baseline indicators in Doc. #5.  (See page A-38 for Document #4.)  But Doc. #5 had already been released and introduced at Open House #4 (inappropriately).  Meanwhile, we’re commenting on Doc. 4 on how those traffic studies should be conducted.  What is the point of consulting on work that has already been done and reports that have already been written? 

C) What process is CWS following for public consultation? 

· According to Document #1, Public Consultation, a workshop and open house were both required on Doc. #4: One Open House for each separate Document.  See pages 10 and 11 of Document #1.  None has been held. 

·  Is CWS following Doc. #1 or some other process unknown to us and the public? 

When will the required Open Houses and Workshops be held?  

c) In the Minutes of EASG meeting November 28, 2002, Paul Murray revealed that Doc. #4 had been drafted BEFORE Doc. #3 was finalized.  

· We should have been made aware of this new process implemented by CWS if we were to provide useful comment.  This new process is confusing and must be addressed before proceeding with any further consultation or release of Documents.   

·    Where in Doc. #1 Public Consultation is this overlapping of documents permitted or agreed to by the EASG?
d) Public Consultation is therefore incomplete and CWS must address these deficiencies before finalizing Doc. #4

2. Overall Statements on DP #4 

a.) All these criteria, definition/rationale, and indicators must include capacity because capacity affects all aspects of the impact assessment 

b.) Waste composition, MSW, industrial, commercial, institutional (IC&I) need to be included in all categories for impact assessment 

3. Impact Assessment Criteria and Indicators

3.1 Public Health and Safety (p. 4)

 p. 5
a.  On site and in the site vicinity

	
	Criteria
	Definition/Rationale
	Indicators

	p. 5
	Effects due to fine particulate exposure 

	· Incineration of leachate,

· Burning of sludge 

· Emissions from burning landfill gas 

· Generation and movement/ disposal of hazardous and non hazardous ash
	

	p. 6 
	Disease transmission or Vermin
	Is the site open all-day and covered continually or only at the end of day?
	· Need a health study to study specifically the health effects of bird droppings and dust from the bird droppings (sea gulls).  

	p. 7        b. Along the Haul routes

	
	Criteria
	Definition/Rationale
	Indicators

	p. 7
	Risk of Contact with spilled waste materials
	Add

· Sludge from the leachate treatment process

· Hazardous and non hazardous ash generated from incineration of leachate
	· If hauling leachate was dropped as a preferred alternative ion Doc. 3 (final), why do the Indicators still refer to haul routes, number and type of vehicle etc. (Bullet point #2) 

	p. 7
	Potential for Traffic Conflicts
	You need to study alternative haul routes to address these impacts and assess impacts
	· With all these indicators, a second alternative should be studied, not just the existing haul route.  

	p. 8
	Effects due to fine particulate exposure
	· What do you mean by “dust”? 

· A dusty road?  Or air pollution from emissions?  
	 The indicators should include 

· Pollution from particulate from truck engines, gasoline,

· Emissions from incineration of leachate, the landfill gas, chemical treatment of sludge and leachate, and residual ash   (furans, dioxins) 


3.2    Natural   Environment and Resources   p.  9

a. On-site and in the site vicinity (p.9)

	
	Criteria
	Definition/Rationale
	Indicators

	p. 9
	Effect on the availability of groundwater supply of wells
	· This issue demonstrates the importance of having a second alternative to the preferred alternative so CWS can actually compare/contrast the impacts of on groundwater supply.  
	

	
	
	· How and when will CWS study the waste composition that will affect the kind of leachate and kind of contamination potential in the site?  The waste stream/composition will have a direct effect on groundwater. 

· When will the studies be done?
	

	p. 10
	Loss of aquatic ecosystems
	
	Explain last bullet point: 

“Assessment of the functional effects of ecosystem loss.” 

	p. 10
	Disturbance to the terrestrial ecosystem
	
	Define “introduced species”

	p. 12
	Disruption to recreational resources


	
	Include

·  The neighbour’s quality of life and ability to use alternative facilities

· Indicator for the individual’s recreation on personal property, the original ecosystem, and the person’s home /property  “environment”


	b.                            Along the Haul routes (p. 7) 

· The only haul route you’ve decided to study is the existing haul route.  

· Because you won’t study alternative routes, these indicators will only be used to measure the damage done on the existing, preferred alternative route, not as a comparison for choosing a better route.  

· You need to study more than one haul route and return to Doc. #3 to explain your preferred alternative and methodology 



	
	Criteria
	Definition/Rationale
	Indicators

	p. 13
	Disturbance to recreational resources
	
	Include

·  The neighbour’s quality of life and ability to use alternative facilities

· How the individual has recreation on his own property, in the original ecosystem, and the person’s home “environment”


3.3  Social and Cultural  (p. 14)

a. On-site and in the site vicinity

	
	Criteria
	Definition/Rationale
	Indicators

	p.  14
	  Disruption to use of enjoyment of residential properties due to nuisance effects
	
	Add: 

· Incineration emissions
· Pollution from particulate from truck engines, gasoline, 

· Emissions from incineration of leachate, 
· The landfill gas, 
· Chemical treatment of sludge and leachate, 
· Residual ash   (furans, dioxins)

	p. 14
	Visual effect of the landfill 
	Are you referring to the plume and stack, flares and incineration processes from the leachate treatment and the landfill gas?  

How visible will these be?

Where are the indictors, definitions, and criteria for them?  
	


	b. Along the Haul routes (p. 16)



	
	Criteria
	Definition/Rationale
	Indicators

	p. 16
	  Disruption to use of enjoyment of residential properties due to nuisance effects
	Dust is not defined here and needs to be defined exactly
	· Include air quality here 

	p. 16
	  Disruption to use of enjoyment of residential properties due to nuisance effects
	Dust is not defined here and needs to be defined exactly
	· Include air quality here 

	c. In the community  (p. 17)

	
	Criteria
	Definition/Rationale
	Indicators

	p. 17
	  Changes to community cohesion
	· The expansion would undoubtedly diminish the attractiveness of the community so to say “perceived” is inaccurate.

· If not, present a case where the community cohesion has actually improved, unless, of course, it became more cohesive in trying to stop an expansion or close a site.  
	· The community cannot now identify how the landfill will change its character, so we need to know how these indicators will be measured in the future. 

· How will the methodology CWS intends to use actually measure and weigh the impacts of the site expansion.  These are missing from the document.

· What standards will CWS use to measure such indicators as “level of satisfaction” or “commitment to community”?

· CWS needs to take into consideration how the community cohesion might grow without the landfill expansion in the future.



	
	Criteria
	Definition/Rationale
	Indicators

	
	Level of community service provided by the landfill 
	· The presence of a landfill can decrease the level of public service to residents and business within a community if the municipality and community don’t grow and develop.  Taxes go down, populations decrease, schools close, businesses close and the local service will therefore diminish.  These indicators also need to be included.
	· These indicators are confusing, given that we already have adequate local waste management services.  The current disposal and diversion site is already available and close by.  So how does this indicator apply?

· “Potential effects of the landfill on the level of public service” This indicator is too vague to have any real meaning. 

· How can this be measured?

·  How does CWS intend to actually apply this indicator?

· What exactly will CWS include in this indicator?

	p. 17
	Compatibility with municipal land use designations and official plans
	· The actual size, capacity, and life term of the site must also be considered here because these three factors heavily influence land use and official plans.  

· They have not been included in the documents so far but should be according to the TOR
	· Will CWS change its expansion proposal (size, capacity, life) to follow the official plan, now and in the future?

· How does CWS plan to abide by the official plan?

· Would go the OMB to oppose the official plan if it interfered with its expansion proposal?

	
	
	
	· Need to add the impacts on traffic 




3.4    Economics 

c.    In the community  (p. 18)

	
	Criteria
	Definition/Rationale
	Indicators

	p. 20 
	Public costs for indirect liabilities
	Will all these public services costs be covered by CWS?
	· Why should the federal/municipal/provincial governments be loaded with these extra costs to service a private sector company?

· Will the public become automatic shareholders and share in the profits?

· “Examples include”: we’ve seen CWS  “examples” before in the leachate treatment list of alternatives.  Your examples did not included incineration and so we were unaware that this was one of your preferred technologies for leachate treatment.   

· In order that we are not mislead again, CWS must provide an exhaustively definitive list of   complete new/expanded services 

· How can CWS justify loading private costs onto the municipality?

· None of these costs should be borne by the public 

· This impact is entirely CWS’ cost of doing business

· Liabilities are CWS’s, not the public’s.  It’s your landfill, your plan, and your profits, not the public's.  


	
	Criteria
	Definition/Rationale
	Indicators

	p. 20
	Direct employment in landfill construction and operation
	· Exactly what kind of employment will the landfill create: 

· Skilled trades

· Knowledge based employment

· Management

· Administration

· Technology based professions? 

· What are the exact numbers of employees?

· Exactly how many will be local: Warwick/Watford   people hired on full time, part-time, contract, contract?

· Will the employment be unionized?
	Include the number of new employees

· Number of local people (male and female)

· Contract

·  Full time

· Union 

· Non-union

· Skill base

· Include a written commitment to hire locally Warwick/Watford first for all positions (use a percentage) 

· Include a written Commitment to provide training for all potential candidates to compete for the positions

	p. 20
	Indirect employment in related industries and services
	· Identify what kind of LOCAL industry and services will be developed as a result of the landfill expansion.

· Identify what kind of LOCAL employment will result from the landfill expansion:

· Skilled trades

· Knowledge based employment

· Management

· Administration

· Technology based professions 
	· Include the kind and number of businesses and services expected

· Number of local people (male and female)

· Contract

·  Full time

· Union 

· Non-union

· Skill base



	P.21
	Effects on the municipal tax base
	Include that the landfill has the potential to DECREASE the municipal tax revenues
	· Add precise and explicit proposed public costs that CWS plans to off-load onto the municipality 


	
	Criteria
	Definition/Rationale
	Indicators

	p. 21
	Effect on the cost of service to the customer
	· Is this only the cost of constructing or the cost of operating the landfill once it’s expanded?

· Will the affect be an increase or a decrease?

· How will the costs be determined?

· Why will the costs be affected?

· Why will county costs be affected when the application is for the entire province?

· Will all your customers be affected equally by the costs?

· Provide a municipality by municipality, customer by customer breakdown of costs 
	· Why are the costs only “estimated”?  Don’t you know from your business plan what the costs will be?

· Why are these indicators directed to the local area only?

·  Define “local”

· How will the calculations be done?  What does “relative to current rates” mean?

· Will Warwick continue to have preferred tipping rates?


	D provincial/Federal (p. 21)

	
	Criteria
	Definition/Rationale
	Indicators

	p. 21
	Effects on the provincial/Federal tax base
	· Include here the fact that public tax dollars will be used to clean up the site when it leaks, CWS goes bankrupt, or fails to manage the site effectively for contamination. 

· Include the potential to increase the tax payer’s costs
	· Include here the potential for public costs and increased tax payment for clean-up, long-term liability.  The taxpayer will pay all these in the end.


	p. 21
	Effects on provincial diversion programs
	This statement is inaccurate and so general it’s useless.

· CWS is required under the TOR to study not simply the impacts on  “objectives” of diversion (the per centage the government hopes to keep out of landfills) but the actual impacts of having too much landfill capacity in the province.  

· You are required to conduct studies on how this landfill capacity will affect the amount of material being recycled, reduced, and generally diverted from landfill.

·  In other words, if we have an oversupply of landfill capacity, CWS will set tipping fees lower than the cost of recycling and diversion.  Municipalities will find it cheaper to landfill than recycle materials.   


	· Under the TOR approval from the Minister you are required” to (p. 7 of Minister’s letter) I QUOTE

“Assess what capacity and design (size and shape) are environmentally appropriate for the site, but is also required to examine environmental effects associated with a potential for an oversupply of capacity in the province.” 

“The TOR requires CWS to carry out an economic analysis of the potential for this impact.” 

The impact referred to is  “ at the provincial level, an oversupply of capacity might lead to an adverse effect on the diversion of waste in the province as a result of lower market prices for disposal.” 

None of these requirements is covered in this impact assessment or in any of the previous documents.

· Is CWS studying need for capacity in the province or a CWS business need? 

· When exactly will CWS study capacity and its affect on diversion?

· How will CWS conduct a full impact assessment when you are not studying alternative capacities or footprints in the EA?
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