Appendix 3:
PEER REVIEW TEAM RESPONSE TO EXCLUSION OF CWS PROPOSED ASSESSMENT CRITERIA


The following chart is divided into two parts: (A) Evaluation of Landfill Footprint Alternatives; and (B) Evaluation of Leachate Treatment System Alternatives.  For each of these, the chart lists all CWS excluded criteria, which the Peer Review Team believes should be included in the evaluation of alternatives and the Peer Review Team Rationale for inclusion.

(A)
EVALUATION OF LANDFILL FOOTPRINT ALTERNATIVES

	CRITERIA EXCLUDED BY CWS
	PEER REVIEW TEAM RATIONALE FOR INCLUSION

	1. Public Health and Safety 



	a)
Impacts On-Site and in the Site Vicinity

	· Explosive hazard due to landfill gas accumulation in confined spaces
	CWS's assumption that there will be no difference between landfill footprint alternatives has not been established.  Configuration of footprint and proximity of footprint to adjacent uses can impact the level of hazard.  

	· Effects due to exposure to landfill gas
	CWS's rationale that there is no significant difference between alternatives not demonstrated.  Proximity of footprint to adjacent uses can have significant effect on exposure to landfill gas.  As well, ultimate use of gas and location of landfill gas treatment facility should be considered and alternatives assessed.  Consideration to prevailing winds should also be considered.

	· Effects due to exposure to landfill gas
	CWS has included this as a criterion, but the indicator is based on proximity to sensitive land use.  Sensitive land use is not defined adequately.  As well, the numbers of impacted receptors need to be considered in each alternative.  Consideration to prevailing winds should also be considered.

	· Effects due to contact with leachate-impacted groundwater of surface water
	CWS assumes no groundwater emissions under normal operating conditions.  However, risk assessment is required in comparison of alternatives.  Proximity of footprint to ground or surface water resources and the users of these resources can affect risk assessment.  Therefore there is a potential difference between alternatives.

	· Flood hazard
	CWS's rationale assumes the exact footprint area is not likely to be a significant factor "if flooding can be successfully controlled at this site".  By this rationale, flood hazard should not be considered as an impact criterion.  Flood hazard is a risk factor that can be significant in comparing footprint options.  CWS's exclusion rationale prejudges the comparative evaluation.

	· Disease transmission via insects or vermin
	CWS's rationale prejudges comparative evaluation.  Risk of off-site health effects could be significantly different depending on the proximity of each footprint option to adjacent residents, livestock, food supplies and wildlife.

	b)
 Impacts Along the Haul Routes

	· A potential for traffic collisions (including pedestrians and farm equipment)
	This potential impact needs to be assessed with respect to footprint options given that the CWS has indicated that the central footprint option "generates more excess soil that will need to be managed at the site, or possibly hauled away from the site.  These are issues that will be factored into the comparison." (p. 8)

	· Effects due to fine particulate exposure
	This potential impact needs to be assessed with respect to footprint options given that the CWS has indicated that the central footprint option "generates more excess soil that will need to be managed at the site, or possibly hauled away from the site.  These are issues that will be factored into the comparison." (p. 8)

	2. Natural Environment and Resources

 

	a)
Impacts On-Site and in the Site Vicinity

	· Disturbance/diversion of surface water resources
	CWS had concluded "the orientation of both alternatives on-site will generally permit that current drainage areas within each sub-watershed to be maintained through management of the stormwater on-site, as necessary".  No data or analysis is provided to support this conclusion and such a conclusion prejudges the assessment of alternatives.  The potential for surface water disturbance of footprint alternatives needs to be assessed.

	· Impact on the availability of groundwater supply to wells
	CWS concludes that there will be no significant difference between alternative footprints without providing data or analysis.  The conclusion prejudges the assessment of alternatives using this criterion.  The term "significance" is not defined.

	· Effects on base flow quantity/quality
	CWS concludes that there will be no significant difference between alternative footprints without providing data or analysis.  The conclusion prejudges the assessment of alternatives using this criterion.  The term "significance" is not defined.

	· Loss of aquatic ecosystems
	CWS concludes that there will be no significant difference between alternative footprints without providing data or analysis.  The conclusion prejudges the assessment of alternatives using this criterion.  The term "significance" is not defined.

	· Sterilization of industrial mineral resources
	CWS excludes this on the basis of the conclusion that no aggregate resources exist on the site.  This criterion should not be excluded until additional data and/or analysis is provided to support this conclusion.

	b)
Impacts Along the Haul Routes 

	· Disturbance to terrestrial ecosystems
	As noted above, the central footprint option could involve additional hauling of soils, which would distinguish it from the "west footprint" option.

	· Disturbance to aquatic ecosystems
	As noted above, the central footprint option could involve additional hauling of soils, which would distinguish it from the "west footprint" option.

	· Disruption to recreational resources
	As noted above, the central footprint option could involve additional hauling of soils, which would distinguish it from the "west footprint" option.  This would lead to differing nuisance impacts affecting recreational uses.

	3. Social and Cultural



	a)
Impacts Along the Haul Routes

	· Disruption to use and enjoyment of residential properties due to nuisance effects
	As noted above, the distinction between the two footprint options with respect to truck traffic associated with hauling soils means that this comparative analysis is relevant.

	· Disruption to local traffic networks along the haul routes
	As noted above, the distinction between the two footprint options with respect to truck traffic associated with hauling soils means that this comparative analysis is relevant.

	· Disruption to use and enjoyment of public facilities and institutions due to nuisances
	As noted above, the distinction between the two footprint options with respect to truck traffic associated with hauling soils means that this comparative analysis is relevant.

	· Disturbance to cultural resources due to nuisance effects
	As noted above, the distinction between the two footprint options with respect to truck traffic associated with hauling soils means that this comparative analysis is relevant.

	b)
Community Impacts

	· Changes to community character
	Social, land use and visual impact Peer Reviewers agree that different footprints could have different impacts under these criteria.  CWS has not defined "significant" and concluding that the differences will not be significant prejudges the comparative analysis.

	· Changes to community cohesion
	Social, land use and visual impact Peer Reviewers agree that different footprints could have different impacts under these criteria.  CWS has not defined "significant" and concluding that the differences will not be significant prejudges the comparative analysis.

	· Compatibility with municipal land use designations and Official Plans
	Social, land use and visual impact Peer Reviewers agree that different footprints could have different impacts under these criteria.  CWS has not defined "significant" and concluding that the differences will not be significant prejudges the comparative analysis.

	4. Economics



	a)
Impacts On-Site and in the Site Vicinity 

	· Property value impacts
	Economic, land use, visual, agriculture and landfill engineering Peer Reviewers identified a potentially significant property value impact between alternative landfill footprints depending on proximity to existing residential or business uses (including farms).  Again, "significant" is not defined and CWS's conclusion prejudges the results of the comparative evaluation.

	b)
Impacts Along the Haul Routes 

	· Disturbance to businesses (including farms) due to nuisance effects
	Social, land use, agriculture and visual impact Peer Reviewers agree that different footprint options with respect to truck traffic associated with hauling soil could have different impacts under these criteria.  CWS has not defined "significant" and concluding that the differences will not be significant prejudges the comparative analysis.

	· Property value impacts
	Social, land use, agriculture and visual impact Peer Reviewers agree that different footprint options with respect to truck traffic associated with hauling soil could have different impacts under these criteria.  CWS has not defined "significant" and concluding that the differences will not be significant prejudges the comparative analysis.

	c)
Community Impacts 

	· Property values
	CWS's conclusion that there will be no significant differences among alternatives prejudges the evaluation.  Data and analysis are required to determine impacts of each landfill footprint on property values in the vicinity of the site.  Again, CWS has not provided a definition of "significant differences".

	· Business losses (regional, e.g. tourism)
	CWS's conclusion that there will be no significant differences among alternatives prejudges the evaluation.  Data and analysis are required to determine impacts of each landfill footprint on business losses in the vicinity of the site.  Business losses could be significantly different between the two footprint options.  Again, CWS has not provided a definition of "significant differences".

	· Effects on the municipal tax base
	Again, data and analysis are required to support the conclusion that there would not be a different impact between the two footprint options.  If one of the two options has a greater negative impact on property values or other aspects of existing uses than the other, a corresponding impact on municipal tax base could occur.  There is no basis for the conclusion that the difference between these two footprint options would not be significant and, again, a definition is required for "significant".


(B)
EVALUATION OF LEACHATE TREATMENT SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES

	CRITERIA
	PEER REVIEW TEAM RATIONALE FOR INCLUSION

	1. Natural Environment and Resources



	a)
Impacts On-Site and in the Site Vicinity

	· Disturbance to terrestrial ecosystems
	The conclusion that there will be no significant difference among alternatives prejudges the comparative analysis.  For example, the option requiring in the construction of a leachate pipeline may cause more disturbances to terrestrial ecosystems than other options.

	· Displacement of agricultural land
	It is assumed that displacement includes potential disturbance in this case.  A pipeline construction could disturb or displace agricultural lands more significantly than the other options.  Data and/or analysis are required prior to drawing any conclusions with respect to the comparative analysis.

	· Disruption to recreational resources
	Conclusion that there are not differences among alternatives prejudges comparative evaluation.  Data and/or analysis are required to arrive at this conclusion.

	2. Social and Cultural



	a)
Impacts On-Site and in the Site Vicinity

	· Visual impact of the landfill
	On-site incineration option could generate more significant visual impacts than other options.  Conclusion that there is no significant difference among alternatives cannot be reached without a definition of "significant" combined with additional analysis and/or data.

	· Displacement/destruction of archaeological resources
	CWS's rationale that there is no significant difference between alternatives relies on assumed flexibility in treatment facility locations on site to avoid any specific archaeologically significant areas.  In the absence of analysis and/or data, it is not possible to draw the conclusion of flexibility.


	b)
Community Impacts 

	· Changes to community character
	It is not possible to come to the conclusion of no significant differences without both a definition of "significant" and additional analysis and/or data.  Potential differences using this criterion cannot be prejudged but must be assessed as part of the comparative analysis.  

	· Changes to community cohesion
	It is not possible to come to the conclusion of no significant differences without both a definition of "significant" and additional analysis and/or data.  Potential differences using this criterion cannot be prejudged but must be assessed as part of the comparative analysis.  

	· Compatibility with municipal land use designations and Official Plans
	It is not possible to come to the conclusion of no significant differences without both a definition of "significant" and additional analysis and/or data.  Potential differences using this criterion cannot be prejudged but must be assessed as part of the comparative analysis.  

	3. Economics



	a)
Impacts On-Site and in the Site Vicinity

	· Property values
	It is not possible to come to the conclusion of no significant differences without both a definition of "significant" and additional analysis and/or data.  Potential differences using this criterion cannot be prejudged but must be assessed as part of the comparative analysis.  

	b)
Impacts Along the Haul Routes

	· Property value impacts
	Some waste treatment alternatives involve increased traffic along the haul routes that could cause additional impacts relative to other options.  No conclusions can be drawn with respect to the significance of differences among options without defining the term "significant" and in the absence of analysis and/or data.

	c)
Community Impacts

	· Property value impacts
	CWS's conclusion that there will not be any significant effect on broader community prejudges the comparative evaluation.  Different treatment options have the potential to impact property values in the broader community.  This must be assessed based on analysis and/or data.

	· Municipal tax base
	Changes in property values and other impacts of alternative leachate treatment alternatives have the potential to reduce municipal tax base within the community.  Additional analysis and/or data required in carrying out comparative evaluation.
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