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Comments on Initial Draft Discussion Paper #2

Proposed Criteria and Indicators for the Assessment of Alternatives

Warwick Landfill Expansion

Environmental Assessment

February 28, 2001

This review is intended to assist the EASG in its process under the EA. My comments are independent of WWLC submissions.

1 Introduction

To clarify the full requirements of the EA according to the terms and conditions approved by the Minister of Environment, CWS needs to attach the Minister’s approval letter and attachments. 

1.1 Landfill Expansion Proposal

The approval of the TOR included specific requirements that CWS

examine what they could do, both on and off site, in support of further diversion of waste from the landfill in the EA. The TOR is also required to address the concern that an over supply of capacity at the site might lead to lower market prices for disposal which could have a negative impact on waste diversion and 3Rs in Ontario. This issue will be addressed by CWS in its EA in an economic analysis. The results of this analysis will, in part, determine what capacity is appropriate for the proposed landfill. (Approval document, p. 3.)

Document # 2 does not address this requirement except as one criteria in Appendix C: 4 d) under Provincial/Federal impacts. To meet the requirements of the TOR, Document #2 needs to be revised to include this requirement in the Landfill Footprint Alternatives related to capacity.   

Furthermore,   “the EA will focus on how much of an expansion is environmentally appropriate will be the subject of the EA” (p. 3). This requirement is not made explicit in the EA and needs to be explained further as part of the assessment criteria. 

Before proceeding with assessment criteria for landfill design, it would be logical and prudent for CWS to first present its proposed plans for supporting diversion, both on and off site, as required under the TOR. As well, it will want to examine the site’s economic impacts on the 3Rs to ensure that this site will not negatively affect the province’s diversion strategies or provide over capacity for disposal. Until we know the amount of waste that CWS will divert and the alternatives to landfill, any discussion of site capacity, haul routes, leachate treatment, and end uses is theoretical at best. 

Recommendations:

Before proceeding with Document #2, CWS 

1. Study the impacts of overcapacity as required in the TOR

2. Present written proposals on how CWS can support further diversion as required under the TOR

3. Present economic impact studies regarding over capacity that might lead to lower market prices for disposal as required by the TOR

4. Present studies on the impact of this site expansion on the 3Rs in Ontario as required by the TOR. 

a) Need

CWS’s statement of “need” for additional capacity should be up-dated and substantiated. Events of the last six months have changed the waste business in Ontario, and these changes need to be addressed in the EA in terms of the company’s statement of need.   

b) No Toronto market 

The Toronto market that initiated this proposal has been eliminated with the City of Toronto shipping its waste to Michigan and committing to a new diversion strategy for 2010.

c) Additional capacity at the Ridge 

CWS may potentially own the Ridge, depending on the outcome of the Competition Tribunal hearing (Nov. 6, 2000, decision pending). The Ridge site will expand the company’s capacity by some 680,000 tonnes per year. 

d) Operating life of the site 

Of all the issues arising out of the TOR process, few are as important to this community as a site closing date. The WWLC and many members of the community including Council asked specifically for CWS to include a final closing date, rather than a maximum volume. 

· Why did CWS not respect   these community requests and submit the TOR without a final closing date? 

Given the changes in the market place, the volume of waste for disposal has been significantly reduced. CWS continues, nonetheless, to insist that the Warwick sites “needs” to operate for approximately 25 years without any closing date. The decreases in disposal volumes for CWS will likely mean that the annual tonnage disposal rates will be far less than 750,000 and the site will remain in operation far beyond the 25-year proposal. The environmental, social, and economic impacts of this extended period of operation are not addressed in Document #2. 

· How does CWS justify a 25-year time line when CWS has no disposal contract with the City of Toronto, the market that drove this proposal? 

We have only to look at the current site to see that how capacity continues to increase with no closure date in sight. In 1971, the site had 15 years of capacity; in the late 1980’s, the site had 15 years; now in 2001, the site has nearly 20 years left. These bizarre calculations leave the community vulnerable and uncertain while CWS prolongs the life of site to maximize profits.

· Will CWS assure council of a minimum tonnage each year, a minimum income from the site and a final closing date of 2025 years in order to eliminate long-term operation of the site? 

Recommendations

CWS

1. Provide a current business report to substantiate claims of needed capacity

2. Provide CWS Canadian and WMI American business plans affecting the Warwick site, including the potential inclusion of the Ridge as a CWS site in Southwestern Ontario

3. Provide up-dates and documents related to the Competition Tribunal’s hearing on the acquisition of the Ridge Landfill

4. Explain why CWS ignored the community, WWLC, PLC, and Council requests for study of need in the TOR submission

5. Explain why the community, WWLC, PLC, and Council requests for a closing date were not included in the TOR

6. Include in the EA process (Document #2) a final closing date for the site, exclusive of tonnage

7. Explain why the application includes the entire province when the acknowledged, “primary market region will be the western and central portion of Ontario” (p.1). 

8. Provide alternatives to the proposal: tonnage, closing date, and service area. 

1.2 The Environmental Assessment Process

Given that CWS did not change the TOR substantially to reflect community concerns, this EA document needs written commitments from CWS that this document will reflect community concerns and incorporate changes. CWS has a responsibility to address all concerns that arise in the EA process. The EASG should feel comfortable in raising issues and confident that CWS will respect those concerns by including them for discussion, review, and inclusion in the EA documents including changes to the final documents.

1.3 Purpose and Scope of the Paper

a) Community Issues

The CWS short list for evaluation  -  landfill footprint, leachate treatment methods, access routes, and end use -  is not representative of the larger, significant issues raised by this community, the WWLC, PLC, and Council during the months of consultation for the TOR. This list minimizes the process to simple mechanics of landfill design, when, in fact, the real issues for this community are need, alternatives to disposal/landfill, and closing date. 

b) Meaningful Changes

To ensure that the EA process provides legitimate public consultation, unlike the TOR process, CWS needs to commit to changing the proposal in response to the interests and concerns of the community, the EASG, and council. If, as CWS claims, it “wants to hear public and agency input on the criteria first” (p. 4), then we need written assurances that our “input” will result in measurable changes to the final EA documents. 

Recommendations

CWS

1. Explain in writing how Document #2 will reflect significant community concerns. 

2. Explain how Document #2 is part of the EA process when, in fact, the four areas identified by CWS more correctly fall under the Environmental Protection Act.

2 Description of the “Alternative methods”

a) Diversion consideration

In the Terms of Reference, the Environment Minister required CWS to consider how this expansion will affect the diversion and recycling of waste in the province, the impact of over capacity, and CWS’s support of diversion. The requirements are inadequately addressed in this list of alternatives. 

b) Community concerns about footprint

Under the Landfill “Footprint” Area, CWS lists the related questions of height, depth, and buffer zone widths (5). The community has many concerns about the magnitude of this expansion proposal, yet this section provides no assurances that the community’s concerns about height, depth, and buffer zone widths are to be validated within the EA documents. 

c) Community’s alternatives

The alternatives listed here are those of CWS and not the community. Throughout the TOR process, questions were raised and alternatives offered, yet few, if any, were accepted by CWS. Document #2 fails to include community alternatives for further study and consideration.

Recommendations:

CWS

1. Include in “Alternative methods” CWS’s commitment to consider the impact of this expansion proposal on the diversion/recycling of waste in the province. 

2. Provide written assurances to revise the Footprint according to community concerns. 

3. Include community alternatives previously raised in the TOR in Document #2 

2.2 Landfill Footprint Alternatives

a) Scale model

Document #2, provides a schematic illustration of the alternatives but such schematics remain vague for most people. To fully understand the possible variations of the footprint alternatives, the community needs to see a scale model with the variations and variations made tangible.

b) Alternative volumes

Again, the driving force here is the target volume of 23.5 million cubic metres. A legitimate discussion of alternatives would include alternative volumes based on CWS’s support for diversion, 3Rs impacts, and over capacity issues: 

“the EA will focus on how much of an expansion is environmentally appropriate will be the subject of the EA.” (p. 3). 

Recommendations: 

CWS

1. Provide scale models of the footprint alternatives to indicate height, depth, and buffer zone widths, including the Village of Watford and surrounding properties in the affected community.

2. Include alternative volumes based on TOR requirements.

2.2.2 The “West” Footprint Alternative

a) Height

“Limiting the height to 39 m above the ground surface, as was previously discussed with the public” (3rd bullet, p. 7). The height may have been discussed with the public, but discussion does not mean meaningful consultation or acceptance by the public.  

Recommendations:

CWS 

1.  That CWS provide documentation on this discussion point. 

2.  That CWS return to this height proposal for further consultation in EA and alternatives. 

b) Depth

Over the life of the site, the Ministry and Laidlaw recommended that the depth should not go through the sand lens. 

Further down on this page under the West alternative, CWS says that using the old landfill would increase the depth of the site by three metres. Is this in addition to the 12 m or is the additional 3 m. included in the 12 m?

Recommendations:

CWS

1. Provide documentation that allows for a depth of 12 m. through the sand lens

2. Clarify the proposed depth: 12 m or 15 m.

c) Target Capacity

If CWS were truly evaluating this site in terms of preferred landfill design alternatives, then it would seem logical that the site’s natural limitations combined with the TOR requirements and the public’s concerns would determine the capacity. CWS’s view that the site must be made to hold 23.5 million tonnes of waste undermines the EA process whereby the suitability of the site and the TOR requirements would more correctly determine capacity.   

The site design should be driven by the environmental and social acceptability of an expansion, not CWS’s business targets. Because the majority of impacts are directly connected to the capacity, CWS needs to include capacity as an issue for public consultation under this EA process. 

Recommendations:

CWS

1. Design the site according to current environmental limitations, TOR requirements, and public concerns rather than business targets for maximum capacity. 

2. Include site capacity as an issue for pubic consultation and evaluation criteria. 

d) Buffer Zone

The same arguments apply to the proposed adjustment of the buffer zone. CWS would reduce the buffer zone to meet its business targets, not because of any social or environmental concern. Why should the community agree to a reduced buffer zone simply to meet CWS’s profit line?

The suggestion that a reduction of 70% is “not significant” is not supported by any documentation. What would CWS consider a “significant” reduction if not 70%? 

Given the size and life span of this proposal, it is unacceptable that CWS would propose to reduce the buffer zone. 

Recommendations: 

CWS 

1. Provide complete documentation on buffer zones including comparative sites in Canada.

2. Provide documentation to support 70% reduction

3. Maintain the provincial standard of 100 m buffer zone. 

e) Building over existing landfill.

Again, CWS demonstrates how they have ignored council and MOE concerns by continuing to investigate building over the existing landfill. The motivation again is simply to meet a business target, not the best environmental design. It’s difficult to understand this design alternative since Document 2 does not contain any further reference to this proposal.  

Of real significance is the history of the old landfill. The MOE has documented several incidents of hazardous waste being dumped into the site in the 1970s and 1980s. Nowhere does CWS propose addressing the serious issue of hazardous waste including fiberglass and chemical sludge in this old site or the impacts from compacting, leachate collection, and treatment. 

Recommendations: 

CWS

1. Provide   technical documentation to support this alternative design 

2. Provide comments from both Council and the MOE that raised concerns about this alternative design 

3. Include in the west alternative, hydrogeological studies of the potential impacts of hazardous waste on air quality, human health, and leachate management. 

4. Include as an alternative, the excavating of the old site to remove the hazardous materials for disposal at a hazardous waste site. 

2.2.3 The “Central” Footprint Alternative

The diminished buffer zones remain a concern here as well as the excess soil required for cover and the incumbent traffic issues. Would the soil be contaminated soil? Will this additional soil be included in capacity figures?

2.3     Alternatives for Leachate Management

This introduction section is unclear to me and needs to be explained in more detail. 

a) Full-on site treatment with no effluent discharge

This alternative should be dropped because burning sludge and generating ash adds incineration into an already environmentally    complex 

c), d) e) f) If CWS is proposing to use an up-graded Watford Sewage treatment plant, the EA will need to consider the impacts – social and economic – on the community in Watford. This consultation would need to be a separate task from evaluating CWS’s use of the Warwick treatment plant. The process, however, should be paid for by CWS, including system upgrading, maintenance, and approvals for the life of the site and all future leachate treatment. 

Recommendations:

CWS 

1. Provide full funding to Warwick Council to assess the potential impacts, costs, and alternatives to using an up-graded Watford sewage treatment plant. 

2.4 Access Routes Alternatives

a) Property Access

Because these alternatives involve the use of private property, the EASG does not have the authority to include these properties as part of any alternative route. The landowners and those residents impacted by these private routes must be consulted directly by CWS, separately from the EASG.  

Recommendations:

CWS 

1. Establish a separate consultation group for those property owners whose property is included in the traffic route alternatives

2. Provide complete funding for those property owners to assess the impacts and be represented in the EA process.

3. Include those property owners in all communication and EA processes 

b) Site Entrance

CWS contradicts itself here when first it states that the “site entrance point for all of the alternatives will be from Zion Line.” But then adds at the end the paragraph this statement: “There is the possibility that separate entry and exit points may be utilized of they improve traffic flow and minimize impacts.” 

· Which statement is true? 

· At what point in the EA process are these possible entry and exit points to be identified and assessed? 

· What are the assessment criteria aside from those that are in the best interests of CWS? 

2.5 End Use 

More important to this community is a final closing date for the site. End use is a phantom issue because never within the past 30 years of operation has a company or Ministry official considered the site full; in fact, just the opposite has occurred, with time lines extended into the far distant future. To discuss end use is pointless until we have written statements guaranteeing the exact closure date of operation. The Blackwell site community has a closure date (Blackwell), so this site too can have a final date. 

3 Assessment Criteria

This list of “Study Areas” does not include provincial and Federal impacts, in particular impacts on diversion, the 3Rs, and overcapacity. Alternatives to landfilling need to be included along with the environmental appropriateness of the landfill expansion.

 The issues of waste diversion and over capacity (Economics Appendix C 4 d) need to be developed more fully to meet the TOR requirements: 

Examine what they could do, both on and off site, in support of further diversion of waste from the landfill in the EA. The TOR is also required to address the concern that an over supply of capacity at the site might lead to lower market prices for disposal which could have a negative impact on waste diversion and 3Rs ion Ontario. This issue will be addressed by CWS in its EA in an economic analysis. The results of this analysis will, in part, determine what capacity is appropriate for the proposed landfill. (Approval document, p. 3.)

Recommendations:

CWS 

1. Include alternatives to landfill though increased diversion, both on and off site

2. Include assessment criteria for waste diversion alternatives   

3. Include criteria for assessment of impacts   on provincial 3Rs 

4. Include criteria for assessment of the impacts of over capacity 

4 Criteria for “The Alternative Methods” Evaluation

The process of developing the criteria selection is complex and requires considerable review and analysis from the participants. The assumptions that CWS makes here about narrowing down the criteria list deserves further discussion and explanation. For the consultation process to be meaningful, the EASG needs the opportunity to review the acceptability and appropriateness of the narrowed list. This discussion needs to take place in a workshop setting to enable participants to discuss and review the list with resource people from both CWS and the Township of Warwick. 

The final list should also be reviewed by the Township's peer reviewers before proceeding with the criteria list. 

Revisions and addition should also be allowed as we go through the EA process in case the EASG believes that additional criteria need to be included in its assessment. 

Recommendations: 

CWS 

1. Convene a workshop to review fully the criteria selection and assessment indicators

2. Provide peer reviewers and resource people to work with the EASG in its review process

3. Allow time for Warwick Council peer reviewers to make a final review of the criteria

4. Allow for changes and additions of the criteria as we move through the EA process

5 Next Steps

Recommendations:

1. That issues raised in Document #12 and Document #3 be resolved before moving on Document #3

2. That CWS agree to move onto Document #3 only with the full agreement of the EASG 

Appendix B: Environmental Assessment Criteria

The criteria need to include all of the village of Watford, including full consultation with the residents within the village.

CWS needs to identify clearly with a map a list of all residents, including the residents of Watford in the impact area. The EASG needs to review the impingement area with parameters before proceeding with the assessment criteria. As well, we need to have a full-scale model of the site alternatives and design concepts before proceeding with the assessment criteria. 

Recommendations:

CWS

1. Include in the criteria all of the village of Watford, including full consultation with the residents within the village.

2. Identify clearly with a map a list of all residents, including the residents of Watford in the impact area. 

3. Provide a full-scale model of the site alternatives and design concepts before proceeding with the assessment criteria. 

The EASG 

1. Review the impingement area with parameters before proceeding with the assessment criteria. 

1. Public Health and Safety

a) Community Impacts

Add to this list, the community’s emotional and psychological stress, and the loss of quality of life from living with a mega-landfill. 

b) Provincial impacts

Because the site will service the entire province of Ontario, the assessment criteria and definitions need to include provincial impacts, for example, impacts along the haul routes such as the 401, 402, 403, and 40 highways. Recently the mayors of several Ontario cities protested Toronto garbage trucks hauling waste to Michigan. With this example in mind, CWS needs to expand the assessment criteria to address those issues from across the province. 

Recommendations:

CWS

1. Include provincial impacts, for example, impacts along the haul routes such as the 401, 402, 403, and 40 highways. 

2. Expand the assessment criteria to address those issues from across the province

3. Invite mayors from the South Western Ontario Team of Mayors (Sarnia, Windsor, London, Cambridge, Kitchener) to send a delegate to the EASG and circulate all EASG information to them

Appendix C: Criteria Definitions/Rationale

These lists and tables include a great deal of technical information that I am not qualified to review and evaluate as appropriate or inappropriate. To review the criteria and definitions/rationale knowledgeably and ensure that we move through the EA process in an intelligent and useful way, the EASG needs to have full access to peer reviewers, a workshop with experts and resource people from Warwick Council and, if needed, independent reviewers of its own choice. These resource people would be paid for by CWS. 

Appendix D: Assessment Criteria and Indicators for Landfill Footprint Alternatives

The overall impression here is that many of the CWS statements and consultations are not supported by documentation or technical evidence. In many instances, the criteria are rejected as inapplicable even though I have no evidence that the conclusions are true. 

For example, flood hazard is considered not applicable under Public Health and Safety, page 1, because CWS claims there are no significant differences in footprint designs. Yet, the height, buffer zones, and depth are variables in the design. How do we know there are no preferred design alternatives to better control flooding? How does CWS define significant differences or support these claims? 

Recommendations:

CWS

1. Provide complete documentation and studies to support their conclusions about what criteria are applicable or not

 Without support from peer reviewers and independent resource experts, I am not qualified to evaluate all the assessment criteria and indicators. However, following are some of those which raise specific questions for me. 

2. Public Health and Safety

a) Impacts on Site and in the Site Vicinity

These criteria need to be included:

· Landfill Gas: What if buffer is decreased?

· Exposure to gas: The central alternative has an increased surface area so why are there no significant differences between alternatives?

· Contact to contaminated water: the alternatives differ in height, surface, and depth so the pressure on the groundwater, for example, might be different: the greater the height, the steeper the run-off. 

· Flood: the height and buffer differ in alternatives, so differences need to be included here.

3. Natural Environment and Resources

a) Impacts on Site and in the Site Vicinity

Surface water, groundwater, and base flow: we need to see the documentation that supports the conclusion that there are no differences in design footprint.

Ecosystems: provide documentation to define and support your claim that no “significant “ ecosystems exist. 

4. Social and Cultural

a) Impacts on Site and in the Site Vicinity

Again, many assumptions about traffic impacts have no support evidence. Please provide the studies that support these claims. 

b) Impacts along the Haul routes

All of these criteria should be included because the haul routes will change depending on the alternative footprint. The Central alternative will certainly include a southern access route. Indeed, all the alternatives may require many entrances and exits from the site. 

c) Community Impacts

These criteria should all be included because the alternative footprints are significantly different in terms of community impacts. The height, for example, is considerably different; central is closer to the village. 

Again, these assumptions are not substantiated with any supporting documents and so cannot be accepted on blind trust. The evidence and studies need to be provided. 

5. Economics 

a) Impacts on Site and in the Site Vicinity

b) Impacts along the Haul Routes

c) Community Impacts 

d) Provincial/Federal Impacts

All the criteria currently rejected by CWS need to included. Displacement of business and property values, for example, need to be included since the height and location of footprint alternatives will have real impacts on the village. Again, CWS seems to have forgotten that a village with 1200 residents is within shouting distance of the site. 

Public Costs for Liabilities need to be included. Although CWS does not expect any differences between the alternatives, we have no way to prove or disprove that theory. Liability is an issue, given that CWS’s American owner, WMI, rejected Toronto’s contract for the Adams Mine proposal because the site presented unknown liabilities and environment risk for the company. These liabilities need to be evaluated and assessed as part of this EA with respect to footprint design.  

CWS needs to develop and present its proposed plans for supporting waste diversion and addressing over capacity in this criteria and rationale section. Capacity, the number one issue here, is not addressed for criteria evaluation. 

Appendix E: Proposed Assessment Criteria and Indicators for Leachate Treatment Alternatives

The criteria, which are considered inapplicable in this section, have no support evidence and should be provided. 

b) Community Impacts 

Effects on municipal tax base: there will be long term impacts and costs for maintaining the leachate treatment facilities for Warwick Township, and the options chosen will affect these long term costs and liabilities. These criteria should be included. 

a) Provincial and Federal Impacts

Diversion rates: the costs of the options will have direct affects on which system CWS chooses, and, by default, the kinds of investment CWS would be willing to make to support diversion strategies. These criteria should be included. 

Appendix F: Assessment Criteria and Indicators for Haul Route Alternatives

All these criteria as indicated should be part or the assessment process. 
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