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1 Introduction

 No comment 

1.1 Background

No comment

1.2 Purpose of this Discussion paper

Detail:

The information in DP. # 6 does not provide sufficient detail to determine the impacts of the undertaking.  In our review, we’ve pointed to many areas that are vague, incomplete, and even contradictory.  Too often CWS’ statements are unclear,   undefined, and lack credibility.  Throughout the DP CWS uses words such as 

“may” 

“assume” 

“about”

“anticipated” 

“best estimates”

These words limit our understanding of exactly what the site design will be.  CWS appears to be sufficiently vague to allow for substantial variations and changes in the future, when the consultation is over and the EASG and the public cannot respond to changes.  And CWS does not allow EASG consultation on final DPs. The vagueness will allow CWS to include unknowns under the guise of having told us in DP. 6, when, in fact, the material was too general to be meaningful or conclusive. 

DP. 6 needs to use specific and exact language that clearly states what the site design will be.  Otherwise, how can CWS evaluate impacts on shifting and vague site operations? 

More detail will come in the Design and operations of the proposed expansion prepared and submitted under the EPA. 

1. Is the EASG part of that process?

2. Is this detail part of the EA?

3. Will we review and comment on those details now missing from DP. 6?  It’s essential that we have complete public consultation on all submissions related to this expansion proposal. 

Capacity

We’ve mentioned the failure to study alternative capacities in every DP since DP 2, but still CWS has failed to address alternative capacities.  CWS’s study of site design is not consistent with the Terms of Reference in relation to capacity.  Maximum capacity continues to be the only capacity studied by CWS, 750,000 tonnes per year. 

The TOR states:

 “In the course of carrying out the environmental assessment, CWS will assess what expansion capacities, what landfill footprints, heights, and buffers would be environmentally appropriate for the Warwick site.”  (TOR p. 6). 

Under Foot print Alternatives, (p. 6); the West and Central footprints are included: 

“In addition, note that variations in height, depth, and buffer widths will be combined with these alternatives during the evaluation to determine site capacity for each alternative.”  (TOR, p. 8). 

To date, none of the DPs has studied or even mentioned lower capacities or any of these variations.  CWS has failed to comply with the TOR. 

DP. 6 must consider capacities other than the maximum capacity in order to determine what capacity would be “environmentally appropriate.”

· How can CWS determine the “ultimate facility size” in DP. 7, Impact Assessment, when none of the preliminary work has been carried out?

2 Site Characteristics

2.1 Introduction

2.2 Service Area

1. Define exactly, municipality, roads, cities, perimeter of Central and Western Ontario.  

2. Provide a map with the exact service area indicated clearly.

2.3 Waste Type and Waste Volume and Waste Receiving Hours

1. Why “best estimates” for type of waste and not actual numbers?

2. Will these figures be finalized and set? When?

  Residential could increase to 70% and the ICI reduced to 30 percent

1. What would cause the waste types to change?

2. Who decides what volumes ar acceptable?

3. Will CWS consult the community if and when changes are made to the %?

CWS calls these other volumes an “alternative” 

1. An alternative to what?

2. Why is the waste type considered an alterative? 

3. Since waste type was not studied or discussed in any DPs as an alternative, why does CWS now introduce it as an alternative?

4. What is the process for consultation on this “alternative”? 

5. How does CWS propose to study its impacts?

“A small amount of construction and demolition waste may be included in the ICI figure.” 

1. How much is a small amount?

2. Who decides how much?  When?  Why?

3. What else will be in the ICI, if not C&D?

4. Why is C&D broken out from the rest of ICI?

Waste will be received from 7 am to 7 pm Monday to Saturday 

1. How many days of the year will the site be accepting waste?

2. What holidays will be the site be closed? 

3. How many days will there be activity on the site? 

4. But on page 4, CWS claims that Saturday is not a full day.  What is the truth?

5. Will the site be operating at hours before and after 7 am and 7 pm.: what kind of activity will be taking place?

6. No information is provided in DP. 7 on the impacts related to operation before and after the hours of waste delivery.  This information needs to be included here.

2.3.1  Contaminated Soil

“Contaminated soil may be included in this waste quantity”

1. Is contaminated soil concluded in this capacity or not?

2. What are the conditions for use of daily cover? 
3. Will it be used for daily cover?

4. Is it permitted as daily cover under the current C of A?
5. Please provide the testing information to determine if the soil is considered hazardous or non-hazardous. 

6. What’s the protocol?

7. What other kinds of “contaminated” soils will be included here?

50,000 tonnes per year for the first five years Table 2.1

1. Is this the maximum? How many tonnes per day maximum?

2. Is this special waste from chart Table 2.2? 

3. Calculations of 300 days per year x 2, 000 tonnes per day = 60,000 tonnes per year, not 50,000. Which number is true? 

4. What is the total volume of contaminated soils allowed into the site? Total contaminated soil: 680,841 tonnes.

5. Why the gradations in numbers for disposal of contaminated soil? 

6. Will CWS be held to these figures and dates on their C of A? They should be. 

7. If the maximum is not met in one year, will that volume carry over into the next and the next, until total capacity is reached? Surplus should not be carried forward. 

8. Explain the rationale for taking 90% of the previous year’s volume? What if the 90% exceeds the amount scheduled for that year because the previous years balance was rolled into that year, and the next and the next? Figures should be held exactly as listed on Table 2.1

9. What is the exact year that contaminated soils will stop coming to the site? Date should be calendar date. 

2.3.2 Waste Volumes

Central Ontario transfer stations: 

1. What stations? Who owns them?

2. Where exactly are they?

3. Where does the transfer station waste originate? Should not be outside Central and Western Ontario.

Days of operation: 

1. What are the true days of operation? 

2. How do you average 2,625 tonnes per day? What numbers give this figure?

Peak rate of approximately 3, 650 tonnes per day

1. Is this the maximum daily rate of total disposal? 

2. Is the site disposal rate averaged weekly, monthly, annually

Table 2.2 indicates that special waste could amount to 2000 tonnes per day. 

1. Is this in addition to the total 750,00 tonnes per year? 

2. How do you arrive at 2000 t/day? 

· Table 2.2 says 50,000 t/year – 192 t/day (5 days a week). 

· 5 days /wk x 52 weeks = 260 days x 2,000 t/day = 52,000 tonnes per year.  

· But other places in DP. 6 say 6 days a week, 5.5 days per week. Which is it? 

Explain exactly the number of days per year, maximum daily amounts, and maximum annual amounts. 

2.4 Anticipated Site Life

1. Why 25 years and not 40 or 50 so the  capacity lasts? 

The life span needs to be specific with conditions other than volume of waste.  The site must have an actual calendar date on the C of A so the community knows when the impacts of the site will stop. 

2.5 Site Capacity

Waste received at the site would be approximately 18.75 million tonnes.

1. Why approximately?  What are the parameters for site capacity?

Site capacity will be governed by approved contours and a volumetric capacity of approximately 23.5 million cubic metres.

1. Why approximately?

2. Is the waste weighed and dumped in the site or do settling and compacting, typical of how the current landfill capacity continues to increase, determine the capacity?

Site capacity should be determined by the tonnage brought into the site, regardless of any remaining capacity from settling and compacting. 

2.6 Traffic Routes

Landfill haul routes (both existing and proposed)

There is really only one haul route except for emergency routes.  CWS has still failed to study alternative haul routes and comply with the requests from MTO that other haul routes be studied. 

Village traffic: CWS makes no mention trucks traveling through Watford.  CWS’s market is the entire province of Ontario and some CWS trucks collecting waste south of Watford will inevitably run through town.  To be accurate, CWS should include traffic coming through the village.

1. Why isn’t that route studied in this list of haul routes?

2. Does this mean no trucks will pass through town?

3. Will trucks be banned from using the Main Street or any streets of the village?

The majority of site generated truck traffic proceeds to the landfill site via Highway 402

1. The details here are too vague.  How many is a “majority”? 

2. Where are the numbers and studies to determine these amounts? 

Emergency haul routes affect several areas outside the study area for impacts. 

1. All these communities and councils will be affected.  Have they been consulted on these routes?

2. Will these routes be used if queuing from 402 slows traffic to the site?

3. What constitutes an emergency and who decides?

4. Who is notified?  When and how? 

2.7 Traffic Volumes

Terms: 

CWS does not define "Peak Time,” “Average trips/Day,” “summer” 

1. Please define these terms precisely

2. Errors occur confusing trucks and trips.  Column 2 needs to be corrected by doubling the numbers to indicate to and from the site

3. The numbers must be corrected and be consistent with accurate terms and definitions

Table 2.2 Future traffic

1. What do the percentages mean in third and fourth columns?

In Table 2.2, CWS calculates "Average Trips/Day" as 156.  Residential packers will make 3 trips per day, special waste 5 trips per day. 

CWS does not give the real amount of truck traffic or actually calculate the traffic in real terms for the community.  We calculate the following, information that CWS does not include in its DP:

· Their 156 "trips” are one way only when the average number of truck trips per day will be twice that - coming and going from the site - to total 312 truck trips per day. 

· An average of 26 trips per hour; 

· An average of one garbage truck every two and a half minutes along the haul route. 

CWS needs to include this kind of traffic data so the community understands the real volume of traffic in the their community.

Special waste: 

1. Table 2.2 says 192 t/d but page 4 says 2,000 t/day?  What figure is true?

2. Will only 40 tonne trucks deliver special waste?

Seasonal peak Time/% of average/No. of Vehicles

1. What is meant by seasonal?

2. What is the calendar time?

3. CWS’s traffic study in DP. 5 did not include studies of long-weekend summer traffic along 79 highway.  These figures need to consider the summer/seasonal traffic volumes.

Daily Peak Time/%of Average/No.  Of Vehicles

1. When is daily peak time?

2. What does CWS consider summer?  Exactly?

3. When is May/Spring Clean-up

Table 2.2 calls this additional traffic  "Seasonal Peak Time," CWS's traffic numbers increase from 156 to 238 garbage trucks, making 476 trips per day; almost 40 garbage trucks per hour; one every minute and a half. 

New cells CWS will have 153 – 163 more vehicles on the haul route each day, including 136 forty-tonne gravel trucks, hauling 282,000 tonnes of gravel to the site.  Each day, during this "Seasonal Peak Time," there will be 391 – 401 vehicles on the haul route; 782 – 802 truck trips per day; 65-67 truck trips per hour; one truck every 55 - 53 seconds on average.

Total Traffic 

CWS’s total number of vehicles for "Peak Site Traffic" totals  

· 483 - 503 vehicles per day to the site. 

· 966 - 1006 trips per day; 

· An average of 80 - 84 trips per hour; 

· One about every 43 seconds. 

These traffic volumes are unacceptable and CWS 

· Must reduce the site capacity from maximum to consider not only the environmental implications on site but the related environmental impacts of heavy traffic in the community

· Reduce the site operation and related activities from maximum to a volume that generates less traffic

Note 2: Cell Construction

1. Are the 52 days the maximum allowed?  How did you arrive at 52 days? 

2. Is this 52 consecutive days or 52 days over the entire year?

3. Will trucks be limited to 5 days a week, six days a week, seven days a week? 

4. What are hours of work and delivery?  Before and after 7 pm?

2.8 Staff

1. Do you have any conditions built in for hiring local employees? 

2. Explain the 2- 4 dozen operators? Operators of what? 

2.9 Equipment Requirements

1. Will each of these pieces of equipment have a noise, emissions, dust, and study done to indicate impacts on surrounding property?

2. Provide a sample of the sound levels

3 Proposed Site

Is CWS studying alternative site designs for these facilities, different placement of buildings, stockpiles etc in terms of impacts and preferred design?

3.1 Landfill Footprint

Maximum site elevation 279 mASL (approximately 39 m. above existing ground)

1. Does this height include final contours? 

2. Will CWS consider different heights in terms of other capacity volumes?

3. CWS committed to consider various heights (see TOR) but there is only one height in DP. 6.  Where are those design plans?

Distance from development  “within” the former village of Watford

1. Where from “within”?  

2. Did CWS consider the Industrial Park?

Existing woodlot

The map D6-4 is inadequate and unclear in terms of understanding the “majority” and “minor” tree removal.

1. Provide a detailed, readable map to include tree lot.

2. How much is “a majority” and “some minor tree removal”?  Define in terms of number of trees and square feet.

Poplar plantation

1. When will the poplar plantation be developed?

Mixed forest

1. The map does not indicate clearly where the mixed forest is.  Provide useful and readable maps.

2. Is this forest behind or in front of the stockpiled cover material? 

Table 3.1 Landfill Mound Approximate Quantities

This section needs much more information and explanation, not simply the chart and endnotes.  Break out each item, explain the composition and volumes, separate, and then total. 

1. What is the difference between waste and daily cover and Daily cover listed at 3,555,000?

2. What is the total of gross volume?  What totals the number 26,308,000? 

3. Do the math.

3.2 Roads

1. What specific controls will be used at the site entrance?  Stop lights? 

2. What are road gradients?

3. Road materials?  What is the volume of materials?

4. What are the traffic volumes?

5. How to track what materials go into roads and what are used in roads?  Easy to classify waste a building material and not have that volume included in waste volume

6. Will this volume go under diversion materials even thought its used on the roads?

3.3 Stormwater Management

Discharge of existing landfill to bear and Brown Creeks: 

1. When will this plan be reviewed and how?

2. When will the decision be made? 

3.4 Front Entrance Area

This section needs to now include the alternative entrance on the King property.  DP. 6 needs to be revised and reprinted with this material.

1. What size of area will be allowed on site to have trucks queue on site and not on the road?

2. Will on road queuing be prohibited/

3. Will the small local vehicles be in the same line-up at the gate as the disposal vehicles?

3.5 Site Buildings

1. This design needs to be readjusted given the entrance alternative on the King property. 

2. What other design alternatives has CWS considered for the site buildings?

3.6 Onsite Diversion Locations and Facilities

This section on diversion is completely inadequate and misleading.  As we stated clearly in our review of Draft DP. #4, CWS has made no effort to address diversion of MSW and ICI beyond the   narrow scope of Lambton County.  

Final DP. #4 made no material changes to reflect our recommendations and so this diversion design in DP. #6 remains equally flawed.  The diversion listed here is industrial waste processing, not diversion and in no sense meets the expectations of this community or for that matter the requirements set by the TOR. 

Waste Processing 

the waste processing and composting described in this DP is inadequate and will not address the requirements of the TOR and the Minister’s directive to study the impacts of this site on diversion across Ontario.

1. Provide a complete list of materials for processing. Once again, the CWS list is vague and incomplete. 

2. What materials exactly will process?

3. What materials will be banned? 

4. Where will the concrete and asphalt stockpile be located? Size in square feet. Height of pile? 

5. Where will the crushing take place? What equipment will be used?

6. How often is “periodically”? 

7. Will this be classified as waste processing or construction materials? 

8. What are the volumes for each material and total volumes? 

Wood waste could consist of…

1. Provide a complete list of materials for processing. Once again, the CWS list is vague and incomplete. 

2. What materials exactly will be processed?

3. What materials will be banned? 

4. How will pressure treated lumber containing arsenic, chromium and copper be handled?

5. How will wood with lead paint be tested and handled?

6. Painted and treated wood used as daily cover will put the contaminants in the landfill. How do you handle the contaminants?

7. How large is the stockpile area - square feet? Height of pile?

8. When will the chipping take place? 

9. What equipment will be used?

10. How often is “periodically”? 

11. Will this be classified as waste processing or construction materials? 

12. What are the volumes for each material and total volumes? 

CWS will add materials to those described above for processing as markets develop.

1. What products will be added? 

2. What markets? Buying or selling? 

3. What determines a new market for materials? 

4. What’s the public consultation process on accepting more materials and market development?

5. How will Diversion activity appear in the C of A?

6. What tonnage limits, restrictions, criteria will be applied to the other materials and markets?

7. Where does the residual go from the processing? 

8. Does that tonnage go into your daily waste volumes? 

9. What percentage do you calculate as residual from processing?

3.6.1 Composting 

1. Who are the residential customers? 

a. All MSW areas of the province?  

b. All ICI customers in the province?

2. Is there organics from MSW or ICI sources?

3. What materials will be composted? What will be banned?

4. What’s the size of the asphalt pad?

5. How high will the pile be? 

6. Will compost be tested for heavy metals?

7. What class of compost will be generated?

Market for Diversion of Agricultural Waste

1. Is diversion of agricultural waste considered  composting or an activity separate from the composting in the previous paragraph?

2. How will CWS “explore” diverting, or composting agricultural waste? 

3. When will CWS “explore” diverting, or composting agricultural waste? 

4. What does explore mean? What commitments to actually engaging in more diversion?

Waste could include: what does this statement mean? 

a. Could or could not?

b. Depending on what?

1. What exactly is the definitive list of agricultural waste? The list here is once again incomplete and unclear.

2. What exactly are waste grain, biosolids, and waste products from mills or seed processing facilities?  The examples   are generic and meaningless. List the exact materials, sources. 

3. Is the 20,000 tonnes per year in addition to the 750,000,000 tonnes of waste? 

4. How much of the material will be residual? Will it be calculated as waste or diversion material?

Demolition

1. Explain “demolition”, source, and materials.

2. Why is this under Diversion: is there processing involved in this material? If so, what is it exactly?

3. Who decides what is diversion material and what is waste? 

4. Who inspects the loads, tracks volume, classifies material?

5. Are manifests kept of all diversion and waste materials and cross referenced to see that the records are correct? 

3.7 Existing Landfill

CWS intends to use the existing landfill’s C of A to the maximum extent possible.

Explain this in terms of 

1. Remaining tonnage

2. Timelines 

3. Integration with expanded landfill volume and tonnage

4. Contaminated soil tonnage 

5. Will tonnage capacity for existing landfill be added to expanded tonnage?

If the existing site becomes part of the expanded site, the tonnage from the existing site should not be transferable to the expanded site. 

North cell and moving waste

1. Why the change in plan?

2. What will determine where the waste will go?

3. How is this waste calculated into the contours and capacity of the expanded landfill? 

Leachate from Existing site

1. If this is the   DP that sets out the new site design, why do you not know how the leachate will be managed for old site?  It would be logical to know what leachate the new leachate facility will have to treat.

2. Why wouldn’t the leachate from the existing site be treated in the new facility?

3. What is the assessment plan and when will it be developed?

Buffer

Where is the support evidence for your claim that all faculties and plans can be satisfied within the 30 m. buffer?

3.8 New Landfill Phasing

Most of the landfilling operation can be screened from the southerly view

1. What are “Basic mitigation considerations”? 

2. How much is “most”?

Phasing is not necessarily rigidly fixed with respect to exact sizing

1. Why not?  CWS has exact tonnage/volume, height, and depth, why not the phasing?

2. Here again, CWS should   consider  alternative capacities, given that they admit that phasing is not rigidly fixed.  Now is the time to consider smaller capacities. 

3. What determines phasing?

4. If the phasing is not complete within one year, the cell could remain open for much longer and thereby affect the life of the overall site.  Will  CWS guarantee that the site life will not drag on beyond 25 years?

5. Why is the maximum height the only design here, and not alternative heights as required by the TOR?

Major Screening Berms

Construction of berms: the size of the berms 6 m at 3:1 slopes with 3 m. at top running the perimeter of the site is a significant amount of soil and excavation.  We need to see a detailed plan for the building of the berms.

1. Why are the dimensions only “tentative” and not finalized?

2. What is the process for building the berms, considering the traffic, the dust, emissions, and noise?  Berms of this size are themselves  significant construction in the community and far more information is required on this part of the design. 

3. How long will it take to build the berms? 

a) Phase I will last between 1.5 and 3 years and if the excavation soil comes from the excavation, how will the berms be built before landfilling operation begins on the site? 

4. What do mean by “it is anticipated that the berms will be installed on-site initially as part of the site in preparation in the first phase”? 

a) When in the first phase?

5. What do you mean by “berms will installed on site”? 

a) Are these the berms along 79 highway?

b) Why not build the berms closer to the site and away from the highway? 

6. Will any waste be deposited before all the excavation for Phase I is complete and the berms completely built?

7. Why is the south end berm only “proposed”? 

a) Why does the south end berm have to be along Highway 39?

b) Why not put it at the end of the stockpile so the road isn’t overshadowed by the berm?

8. Timelines here are typically vague and open-ended. 

a. What exactly is the initial phase? 

b. What is meant by “during the initial phase”?

9. What impact assessments will be done on the construction of the berms?

D6-4 and D6-5

1. What is the maximum height of the stockpile?

2. Is the stockpile itself intended to act as a screen?

3. The maps are contradictory: D6-4 shows the berm along County road 39 and then D6-5 shows a berm along the south side of the stockpile. 

a. Are there two berms or one? 

b. Which map is accurate?

Stockpiles 

1. Why the huge increase in stockpile volume in Phase 10?

2. What other materials will go into the stockpile?

3. Will any off- site materials go into the stockpiles?

4. Is contaminated soil part of the stockpile?

5. If there is so much material on the stockpile, why is contaminated soil used for daily cover?

Explain the operational screening berm, construction, equipment, time frame. 

The existing trees in the south part of the Concession 3 lot have been partially removed.

Explain. 

a) Have the trees already been removed? 

b) How many? 

c) Why?

3.8.1 Site Preparation in Phase 1 and Initial Landfilling 

1
1

