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Review of the Lambton Landfill Expansion Environmental Assessment

Executive Summary
WHO

Clean Harbors Canada Inc. (Clean Harbors)

WHAT

Ministry Review of the proposed Lambton Landfill
Expansion Environmental Assessment, which includes a
vertical expansion of the existing Lambton Landfill that will
add 4.5 to 5 million cubic metres of capacity.

WHEN

Environmental Assessment Submitted: October 17, 2014
First Inspection Period: October 17, 2014 to December 5,
2014
Ministry Review Comment Period: January 30, 2015 to
March 6, 2015

WHERE

The existing Lambton Landfill is situated approximately 15
kilometres southeast of Sarnia, in St. Clair Township, in
the County of Lambton.

WHY

The purpose of the proposed undertaking is to provide
additional capacity to allow the Lambton landfill to
continue accepting hazardous waste beyond early 2016,
which is when the site is projected to reach its current
capacity.

CONCLUSIONS

The Ministry Review concludes that the Environmental
Assessment was prepared in accordance with the
approved Terms of Reference and contains sufficient
information to assess the potential environmental effects
of the proposed undertaking.
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1.

Environmental Assessment Process

Environmental Assessment is a proponent driven planning process designed to
incorporate the consideration of the environment into
decision-making by assessing the effects of an
undertaking on the environment. In Ontario, the
EA Process
Environmental Assessment Act sets out the general
ToR Approval
contents for the preparation of an environmental
assessment, as well as the Ministry’s evaluation
↓
process. For those proponents and undertakings
EA Preparation
subject to the Environmental Assessment Act, approval
↓
under the Environmental Assessment Act is required
EA Submission
before the undertaking can proceed.

↓

Proponents address a wide range of potential effects on
the natural, social, cultural and economic environments
to ensure the protection, conservation and wise
management of the environment. An environmental
assessment determines, on the basis of the
environmental effects, if an undertaking should proceed,
and if so, how environmental effects can be managed.

EA Comment Period

↓

Ministry Review

↓

Review Comment Period

↓

Minister’s Decision

Environmental assessments may identify a problem or
opportunity, consider alternative ways of addressing the
problem or opportunity, evaluate the environmental effects of the alternatives and
select a preferred undertaking from the alternatives. The proponent must
consider actions to avoid, reduce and mitigate potential environmental effects. In
preparing the environmental assessment, the proponent completes various
studies and consults with interested stakeholders including a Government
Review Team, the public and affected Aboriginal communities to evaluate the
alternatives and determine the preferred undertaking. Once the undertaking is
approved, the proponent is required to monitor to demonstrate compliance with
standards, regulations and the Environmental Assessment Act approval.

1.1

Terms of Reference

Preparing an environmental assessment is a two-step application to the Minister
of the Environment and Climate Change (Minister). The first step requires the
proponent to prepare and submit a Terms of Reference to the Ministry of the
Environment and Climate Change (Ministry) for review and approval. The Terms
of Reference is the work plan or framework for how the environmental
assessment will be prepared.
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On December 20, 2010, the Minister approved the Lambton Landfill Expansion
Terms of Reference. The Terms of Reference set out how Clean Harbors would
assess alternatives, assess environmental effects and consult with the public
during the preparation of the environmental assessment.

1.2

Environmental Assessment

Once the Terms of Reference is approved by the Minister, the proponent can
proceed to the second step of the environmental assessment process and carry
out the environmental assessment. The environmental assessment must be
prepared in accordance with the approved Terms of Reference and the
requirements of the Environmental Assessment Act. Once the proponent has
carried out the environmental assessment, including consultation, the
environmental assessment is submitted to the Ministry for review and decision.
On October 17, 2014, Clean Harbors submitted the Environmental Assessment
to the Ministry for decision for the proposed expansion of the Lambton Landfill,
which includes a vertical expansion of 4.5 to 5 million cubic metres. The
Environmental Assessment comment period ended on December 5, 2014.

1.3

Ministry Review

The Environmental Assessment was circulated for review to the Government
Review Team. The Government Review Team, which includes federal,
provincial and local agencies, reviewed the Environmental Assessment to ensure
that the information and conclusions of the Environmental Assessment were
valid, based on their agencies’ mandates. The public and Aboriginal
communities also had an opportunity to review the Environmental Assessment
and submit their comments to the Ministry. All comments received by the
Ministry are considered by the Minister before a decision is made about the
Environmental Assessment undertaking.
The Environmental Assessment Act requires the Ministry to prepare a review of
the Environmental Assessment, known simply as the Ministry Review (Review).
The Review is the Ministry’s evaluation of the Environmental Assessment. The
purpose of the Review is to determine if the Environmental Assessment has
been prepared in accordance with the approved Terms of Reference and
therefore meets the requirements of the Environmental Assessment Act and
whether the evaluation in the Environmental Assessment is sufficient to allow the
Minister to make a decision about the proposed undertaking.
The Review outlines whether the information contained in the Environmental
Assessment supports the recommendations and conclusions for the selection of
the proposed undertaking. Ministry staff evaluated the technical merits of the
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proposed undertaking, including the anticipated environmental effects and the
proposed impact management measures. The Review also provides an
overview and analysis of the public, agency and Aboriginal community comments
on the Environmental Assessment and the proposed undertaking.
The Minister considers the conclusion of the Review when making a decision; the
Review itself is not the Environmental Assessment decision-making mechanism.
The Minister’s decision is expected to be made following the end of the five-week
Review comment period. The Minister’s decision is subject to the approval of the
Lieutenant Governor in Council.
The Review comment period allows the Government Review Team, the public
and Aboriginal communities to see how their concerns with the Environmental
Assessment and the proposed undertaking have been considered. During the
Review comment period, anyone can submit comments on the Environmental
Assessment, the undertaking and the Review. In addition, anyone can request
that the Minister refer the Environmental Assessment, or any matter relating to
the Environmental Assessment, to the Environmental Review Tribunal for a
hearing if they believe that there are significant outstanding environmental effects
that the Environmental Assessment has not addressed. Requests for a hearing
can only be made during this comment period. The Minister will consider all
requests and determine if a hearing is necessary.
A Notice of Completion of the Review was published in the Petrolia Topic, Sarnia
This Week, and Sarnia Observer indicating that this Review has been completed
and is available for a five-week comment period from January 30, 2015 to March
6, 2015. The Notice was also posted on the Ministry’s website. Copies of the
Review have been placed in the same public record locations where the
Environmental Assessment was available, and copies have been distributed to
the Government Review Team members and potentially affected or interested
Aboriginal communities. Those members of the public who submitted comments
during the Environmental Assessment comment period have also received
copies of the Review.

2.

The Proposed Undertaking

2.1

Description

The proposed undertaking involves the vertical expansion of the existing landfill
site. This vertical expansion would take place over the previously approved and
landfilled areas of the site.
The existing Lambton facility—which includes the landfill site and various
treatment facilities such as an incinerator, organic debris treatment, and
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acid/alkali pre-treatment—is located on Lot 9 and part of Lot 8, Concession 10,
St. Clair Township in the County of Lambton. The site is situated at the
southeast corner of Petrolia Line and Telfer Road. Situated approximately 15
kilometres southeast of Sarnia, the existing landfill occupies 56 hectares of the
121-hectare licensed property. The entrance to the facility is situated at 4090
Telfer Road. See Figure 1 for a location map.
The existing landfill site is operated by Clean Harbors under the approval of the
Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change Environmental Compliance
Approval number A031806. The landfill, which is one of several services offered
on the site, currently occupies roughly 56 hectares of the entire 121- hectare
licenced property. The landfill is permitted to accept a wide range of hazardous
wastes excluding explosives, polychlorinated biphenyls and pathological wastes.
Originally the site was established for its proximity to Lambton County’s
petrochemical industry and started accepting waste in 1969. Today the landfill
and other on-site operations provide a centralized facility, servicing the heavily
industrialized Great Lakes region (Ontario and the northeastern United States).
Material is received at the facility from the Clean Harbors network of service
centres, or directly from manufacturers, site remediation projects, and other
generators. Approximately 170,000 tonnes of waste per year is accepted at the
current facility. Operations at the facility include a laboratory for waste testing
and analysis, an inorganic pre-treatment plant, an acid and alkali pre-treatment
plant, a Thermal Desorber Unit for organics pre-treatment, a liquid waste
injection incinerator and the landfill. The existing landfill is expected to reach
capacity by late 2015 or early 2016.
The proposed vertical expansion will occur over the previously landfilled areas
with the exception of sub-cells 1-3 in cell 18 situated at the northwest corner of
the existing landfill. A figure showing the existing cells and on-site infrastructure
is provided in Figure 2. The expansion will not include these cells because a
routine inspection by AMEC and Gartner Lee in 1999 revealed that gas and
water in sub-cell 3 was seeping from fractures in the base of the landfill.
Remedial measures were put in place and the sub-cell was backfilled with clay.
As a result, fill cannot be added to this area. Since the area over sub-cells 1 and
2 would not be continuous with the proposed vertical expansion area, it was
proposed not to landfill over these areas as well.
The peak elevation of landfilled waste is limited to the height of the existing
perimeter berms, approximately nine metres above the surrounding existing
grade. The total area of the landfill expansion is 55.6 hectares. Existing buffers
between the limits of the landfill and the surrounding property boundaries will be
maintained. The estimated total capacity (waste, interim and final cover, and a
hydraulic control layer that will be installed between the existing landfill and the
vertical expansion) of the landfill is to be between 4.5 to 5 million cubic metres
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over an approximate period of 25 years. The volume of the previously approved
landfill capacity is approximately 7 million m3.
A perimeter leachate collection system, including the hydraulic control layer, will
be installed to allow for the collection of leachate from both the expansion and
the existing landfilled areas. The collected leachate will be disposed via the onsite liquid waste incinerator for treatment.
The existing site entrance from Telfer Road to the Lambton facility will continue
to be utilized for the new landfill capacity.
If Environmental Assessment Act approval is granted, the Lambton Landfill
Expansion will be completed in accordance with the terms and provisions
outlined in the Environmental Assessment and any proposed conditions of
approval, and it will include the details outlined above. In addition, Clean
Harbors must still obtain all other legislative approvals required for the
undertaking.
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Figure 1: Site Location
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Figure 2: Landfill Cells and Site Infrastructure
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3.

The purpose of the Ministry Review is
to determine whether:

Results of the Ministry Review

• The Environmental Assessment
has met the requirements of the
Terms of Reference and the
Environmental Assessment Act.

The Review provides the analysis of the
Environmental Assessment. The Review is not
intended to summarize the Environmental
Assessment, nor present the information found in the
Environmental Assessment. For information on the
decision making process, refer to the Environmental
Assessment itself. The Environmental Assessment
and supporting documentation outlines the
Environmental Assessment planning process and
demonstrates how the proponent has selected the
preferred undertaking and made the final decision.

3.1

Conformance with the Terms of
Reference and Environmental
Assessment Act

3.1.1 Ministry Analysis

• There are any outstanding issues
with the Environmental
Assessment.
• The proposed undertaking has
technical merit.

Must Haves in the Environmental
Assessment:
• The EA must be prepared in accordance
with the approved Terms of Reference.
• EA must include all the basic Act
information requirements.
• EA demonstrates where all the additional
commitments in the Terms of Reference
were met, including studies and the
consultation process.

The Ministry’s analysis of the Environmental
Assessment, in part, looked at whether the
requirements of the Terms of Reference have
been met. The Ministry considered the contents of
the approved Terms of Reference and proponent’s
Environmental Assessment, along with comments from the public, Aboriginal
communities and the Government Review Team, and has concluded that Clean
Harbors has prepared the Environmental Assessment in accordance with the
framework set out in the approved Terms of Reference, that the Environmental
Assessment has sufficiently addressed the commitments made in the Terms of
Reference, and that the Environmental Assessment clearly demonstrates how
the requirements of the Environmental Assessment Act have been met.

Appendix A summarizes this analysis and identifies how the Terms of Reference
and Environmental Assessment Act requirements have been addressed in the
Environmental Assessment.

3.1.2 Consultation
One of the key requirements of the Environmental
Assessment Act is pre-submission consultation
completed during the preparation of the Environmental
Assessment. This consultation is the responsibility of the
proponent and must be undertaken prior to the
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submission of the Environmental Assessment and in accordance with the
consultation plan outlined in the Terms of Reference.
During the preparation of the Environmental Assessment, Clean Harbors carried
out a consultation process that allowed for multiple opportunities for the
exchange and review of information pertaining to the proposed Project by the
Government Review Team, public and Aboriginal communities.
In accordance with the consultation commitments that were outlined in the
approved Terms of Reference, Clean Harbours carried out the following
consultation methods during the preparation of the Environmental Assessment:
• Establishing and maintaining a stakeholder contact list;
• Providing Project related information and updates throughout the
Environmental Assessment process by way of a Project web site,
Environmental Assessment hotline, the publication of newsletters and
factsheets, written and electronic correspondence, and holding two Public
Open Houses;
• Advertisements in the local newspaper providing notice of formal Project
milestones, and consultation events;
• Correspondence with government agencies to discuss relevant issues and
mandates;
• Meetings with interested Aboriginal communities;
• Maintaining a consultation database and Record of Consultation
documenting all issues or concerns that were raised during the
preparation of the Environmental Assessment, and the responses to them;
• The circulation of draft technical work plans, draft existing conditions
reports, draft Conceptual Design Report, draft net effects analysis and
comparative evaluation reports to interested stakeholders, Government
Review Team and Aboriginal communities for review and comment; and
• The circulation of a Draft Environmental Assessment to the Government
Review Team, St. Clair Township and Aboriginal communities for review
and comment. Notification that the Draft Environmental Assessment
Report was available for public review was made by letter and
advertisements in local newspapers.
The objectives of Clean Harbors’ consultation process were to:
• Identify government agencies, Aboriginal communities, and public
stakeholders who may have an interest in the Lambton landfill
Environmental Assessment;
• Identify government agency, Aboriginal communities and public
stakeholder issues and concerns related to the proposed Project so that
they could be addressed within the Environmental Assessment process;
• Inform government agencies, Aboriginal communities and public
stakeholders about the nature of the Project; the scope of the
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Environmental Assessment; opportunities to become involved and/or
provide input to the Environmental Assessment report; and the results of
the Environmental Assessment;
• Communicate to government agencies, Aboriginal communities and public
stakeholders how the Environmental Assessment process has
incorporated or addressed the issues and concerns identified during the
stakeholder engagement process; and
• Document the process and results of the government agency, Aboriginal
communities and public stakeholder engagement and communication
process undertaken as part of the Environmental Assessment.
In accordance with the requirements under Section 6(3) of the Environmental
Assessment Act, Clean Harbors documented its consultation process in a
Record of Consultation, which provides a summary of the issues and concerns
raised during the consultation process on the Environmental Assessment. The
Record of Consultation was provided as a stand-alone document to accompany
the Environmental Assessment Report.
Once the Environmental Assessment was submitted to the Ministry, additional
Ministry lead consultation occurred during the formal Environmental Assessment
comment period. The Government Review Team, the public and potentially
affected Aboriginal communities were provided with the opportunity to review the
Environmental Assessment and to submit comments to the Ministry on whether
the requirements of the Terms of Reference had been met, on the Environmental
Assessment itself and on the proposed undertaking. All comments received by
the Ministry during the Environmental Assessment comment period were
forwarded to Clean Harbors for a response. Summaries of the all comments
received along with Clean Harbors’ responses are included in Tables 1 to 3 of
Appendix B. Copies of the submissions are also available in Appendix B of this
Review.
Government Review Team Consultation
During the preparation of the Environmental Assessment, Clean Harbors
engaged in consultation with members of the Government Review Team. The
purpose this consultation was to identify those regulatory agencies and
Government Review Team members that may have a potential interest or
mandate in the proposed undertaking and to identify any potential concerns
about the proposed undertaking. Clean Harbours sought input from the
members of the Government Review Team through a variety of means including
telephone calls, written and electronic correspondence, formal meetings and
presentations. The Draft Existing Conditions Reports, Draft Conceptual Design
Report and Draft Environmental Assessment Report were also provided to the
Government Review Team for review and comment. A summary of the
consultation process carried out during the preparation of the Environmental
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Assessment with members of the Government Review Team, the comments
received and Clean Harbors’ responses to them can be found in Section 8.0 of
the Environmental Assessment and in the Record of Consultation.
Once the proponent finalized its Environmental Assessment, members of the
Government Review Team were also provided with an opportunity to review and
comment on the Environmental Assessment during the seven week inspection
period, which commenced with the formal submission of the Environmental
Assessment on October 17, 2014. The inspection period was coordinated by the
Ministry, and members of the Government Review Team were asked to provide
any comments directly to the Ministry for consideration. All comments received
by the Ministry were forwarded to Clean Harbors for a response. A summary of
the comments received and Clean Harbors’ responses can be found in Table 1 of
Appendix B of this Review.
The Ministry received comments from seven government reviewers during the
formal inspection period on the Environmental Assessment. Comments were
received from the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport, Ministry of Energy,
Lambton Public Health, Conseil Scolaire Viamonde, Ministry of Transportation
and St. Clair Region Conservation Authority. The Ministry of the Environment
and Climate Change’s technical reviewers also undertook their own analysis of
the Environmental Assessment. A summary of the key issues raised is provided
in sections 3.2.1 and 3.3.1 of this Review.
Public Consultation
Members of the public, including St. Clair Township, were provided with several
opportunities to participate and provide input during the preparation of the
Environmental Assessment. St. Clair Township formed a Peer Review Team for
the purpose of the review and providing input on the Environmental Assessment.
Clean Harbors carried out consultation during the preparation of the
Environmental Assessment with members of the public in a variety of ways,
including: holding two Public Open Houses; written correspondence; newspaper
notifications of Environmental Assessment milestones and consultation
opportunities; Project email and telephone hotline; and posting information and
materials to a Project website. The members of the public were also directed to
the draft Existing Conditions Reports for review. St. Clair Township was also
provided the opportunity to comment on the draft Conceptual Design Report. In
addition, the draft Environmental Assessment Report was also made available to
the public and the Township for review and comment. The objective of public
consultation was to inform and seek input from interested members of the public
on the Environmental Assessment process and the proposed undertaking. A
summary of the consultation process carried out during the preparation of the
Environmental Assessment with members of the public, the comments received
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and Clean Harbors’ responses can be found in Section 8 of the Environmental
Assessment and the Record of Consultation.
Both Public Open Houses held were advertised in local newspapers, including
the Sarnia Observer, Sarnia-Lambton This Week and Petrolia Topic. The first
Public Open House held on January 21, 2014 followed the distribution of the draft
Net Effects Analysis and Comparison Evaluation Reports. This Open House was
held to present the two alternatives for the Project, review the results of the draft
Net Effects Analysis and Comparison Evaluation Reports, discuss next steps in
the Environmental Assessment process and receive feedback from the
participants. The second Public Open House held on April 10, 2014 followed the
notification that the preferred alternative (Alternative 1) was chosen. The
purpose of this Open House was to review the results of the overall comparative
evaluation and cumulative effects analysis, present the preferred alternative,
discuss next steps in the Environmental Assessment process and receive
feedback from participants. Summaries of the Public Open Houses can be found
in Appendix D of the Record of Consultation.
Members of the public were also provided with an opportunity to review and
comment on the Environmental Assessment during the seven week inspection
period that commenced with the formal submission of the Environmental
Assessment on October 17, 2014. The inspection period was coordinated by the
Ministry and members of the public were asked to provide any comments directly
to the Ministry for consideration. A summary of the comments received and
Clean Harbors’ responses can be found in Table 2 of Appendix B of this Review.
The Ministry received comments from a member of the public with concerns
about compensation to landowners in the vicinity of the facility and how the
facility reporting noise and odour complaints. St. Clair Township stated its
support for the undertaking but shared some concerns regarding the air quality
monitoring program, leachate collection, groundwater monitoring, surface water
management, and the proponent voluntarily making public all facility-related
complaints. A summary of the key issues raised by the Township and the public
is provided in Section 3.3.1 of this Review.
Aboriginal Community Consultation
During the preparation of the Environmental Assessment, Clean Harbors
contacted both the Ministry of Aboriginal Affairs. The purpose of which was to
seek guidance in identifying those Aboriginal communities that may have an
interest or be potentially impacted by the proposed undertaking, and should
therefore be involved in the Environmental Assessment process. The following
Aboriginal communities and organizations were identified as having a potential
interest in the proposed undertaking:
• Walpole Island First Nation;
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Aamjiwnaang First Nation;
Kettle Point First Nation;
Moravian of the Thames First Nation;
Oneida of the Thames;
Chippewas of the Thames First Nation;
Munsee-Delaware First Nation; and
Caldwell First Nation.

Aboriginal communities were contacted at key milestones during the preparation
of the Environmental Assessment, including the Notice of Environmental
Assessment Commencement, Notice of Environmental Assessment Re-start,
Notification of Public Open Houses and the Notice of Completion, as well as for
the review of technical documents (technical work plans, draft existing conditions
reports, draft Conceptual Design Report, draft net effects and comparative
evaluation reports, cumulative effects assessment, and draft Environmental
Assessment report). Clean Harbors sought input from the Aboriginal communities
through a variety of means including telephone calls, written and electronic
correspondence, formal meetings and presentations.
The two Aboriginal communities that participated most actively throughout the
process were Walpole Island First Nation and Aamjiwnaang First Nation, largely
because they are situated the closest to the Lambton facility. Clean Harbors held
a total of nine meetings with Walpole Island First Nation, and eleven meetings
with Aamjiwnaang First Nation. Representatives of Walpole Island First Nation
and Aamjiwnaang First Nation participated in data collection activities to
inventory the existing conditions. These included aquatic and terrestrial
monitoring on June 7 and 8, 2011 and observation of drilling work related to the
existing landfill cap during a site tour on November 14, 2011. In addition, Clean
Harbors invited representatives from the Walpole Island First Nation and
Aamjiwnaang First Nation to observe the Stage 2 archaeological assessment
that was conducted on April 22, 2014 on those areas to be disturbed by the
Preferred Alternative. The study was observed by a monitor on behalf of
Aamjiwnaang First Nation.
A summary of the consultation process carried out during the preparation of the
Environmental Assessment with Aboriginal communities, the comments received
and the proponent’s responses to them can be found in Section 8 of the
Environmental Assessment and the Record of Consultation.
Aboriginal communities were provided with an opportunity to review and
comment on the Environmental Assessment during the seven-week public
inspection period that commenced with the formal submission of the
Environmental Assessment on October 17, 2014. A DVD of the complete
submission was provided to each Aboriginal community along with the Notice of
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Submission. At its request, a hard copy of the main body and a DVD of the
appendices were provided to Caldwell First Nation. The inspection period was
coordinated by the Ministry, and Aboriginal communities were asked to provide
any comments directly to the Ministry for consideration. All comments received
by the Ministry were forwarded to Clean Harbors for a response. A summary of
the comments received from the Aboriginal communities and Clean Harbors’
responses can be found in Table 3 of Appendix B of this Review.
Throughout the the seven-week inspection period on the Environmental
Assessment, the Ministry contacted each of the Aboriginal communities through
email or phone call to confirm that each community received the Project
information that was circulated as part of Clean Harbors’ consultation process,
and to determine if those communities had any outstanding issues or concerns.
The Chippewas of the Thames First Nation confirmed that they had received the
final Environmental Assessment Report and indicated that they would provide
comments before the end of the seven week deadline. The Ministry followed up
to request the comments; however, no comments were received. No comments
were received from Kettle Point First Nation, Moravian of the Thames First
Nation, Oneida of the Thames, Munsee-Delaware First Nation, or Caldwell First
Nation.
On behalf of Walpole Island First Nation, Neegan Burnside Ltd. provided
comments on the final Environmental Assessment. The comments detailed
Walpole Island First Nation’s interpretation of the commitments developed by
Clean Harbors based on their comments received on the Draft Environmental
Assessment. Clean Harbors confirmed Walpole Island’s interpretation of each of
the commitments made by Clean Harbors regarding consultation on subsequent
phases of the development of the proposed Project.
On behalf of Aamjiwnaang First Nation, Neegan Burnside Ltd. also provided
comments on the final Environmental Assessment. The comments note Clean
Harbors’ continued effort to consult with Aamjiwnaang First Nation, but also
indicate that there is concern that the proponent will cease to engage the
community once the Minister makes a decision on the Environmental
Assessment. In addition, comments focused on the commitment to include
Aamjiwnaang in the consultation on the Habitat Compensation Plan, concern
with the stormwater management system design to a 1:25 storm event, and
satisfaction that a number of concerns regarding design and monitoring can be
considered at submission of the Environmental Compliance Approval application.
Aamjiwnaang First Nation also submitted a standard operating procedure for a
single packer setup and groundwater sampling. In response to the concerns
regarding post-decision engagement with the community, Clean Harbors
indicated that they have entered into a formal agreement with Aamjiwnaang First
Nation, which includes a forum for mutual communication and information
exchange between both parties. In addition, Clean Harbors has committed to
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fulfill the commitments outlined in the Environmental Assessment for monitoring if
the Environmental Assessment is approved. Clean Harbors acknowledged that
Aamjiwnaang First Nation will be consulted during the preparation of the Habitat
Compensation Plan. Clean Harbors indicated that the stormwater management
system will be developed as part of the Environmental Compliance Approval
application, at which time they will consult with Aamjiwnaang First Nation on the
design. Clean Harbors also requested that they discuss the standard operating
procedures with the Ministry and Aamjiwnaang First Nation to confirm how the
standard operating procedures can be applied to assist in the investigations.
A summary of the key issues raised by Aboriginal communities is provided in
sections 3.2.1 and 3.3.1 of this Review.
Ministry Conclusions on the Consultation Program
Overall, the Ministry is satisfied that Clean Harbors has provided sufficient
opportunities for interested members of the public, Government Review Team
and Aboriginal communities to be consulted during the preparation of the
Environmental Assessment. The Environmental Assessment clearly documents
the consultation methods utilized by Clean Harbors to engage these groups
during the Environmental Assessment process, and clearly sets out the issues
and concerns raised and how they have been addressed. Clean Harbors has
provided additional responses to comments made on the final Environmental
Assessment to clarify how outstanding issues have been or will be addressed.
Should the Environmental Assessment be approved, the Clean Harbors has
committed to continue its consultation efforts with interested members of the
public, Government Review Team and Aboriginal communities during the detail
design, monitoring and implementation of the proposed undertaking.

3.1.3 Conclusion
The Ministry is satisfied that consultation on the Environmental Assessment has
been undertaken in accordance with the requirements of the Terms of Reference
and demonstrates how the required components of the Environmental
Assessment Act for consultation have been met.

3.2

EA Process

EA is a planning process that requires a proponent to identify an existing problem
or opportunity; consider alternative ways of addressing the problem or
opportunity; evaluate the environmental effects of a reasonable range of
alternatives; and, select a preferred alternative that will become the undertaking
for which approval under the Environmental Assessment Act will be sought.
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The Lambton landfill is the only commercial hazardous waste landfill in Ontario,
servicing the Great Lakes region. At the average filling rate of 170,000 tonnes
per year, the landfill is projected to reach its current approved capacity by the
end of 2015 or in early 2016.
The Terms of Reference was approved on December 20, 2010. The
Environmental Assessment process was initiated by Clean Harbors on March 24,
2011, with the publication of a Notice of Commencement of an Environmental
Assessment. The purpose of undertaking the Environmental Assessment
process was to complete an evaluation of the alternative designs for the
expansion of the landfill. Following the selection of the preferred expansion
design, the potential effects of the preferred undertaking and impact
management measures intended to minimize or avoid any potential negative
effects of the preferred undertaking were identified and described.
In late 2011, the Ministry confirmed that odours coming from Clean Harbors’
leachate were causing an adverse effect on residents living near the facility. The
Ministry issued two Director’s Orders for Clean Harbors to resolve the odour
issues caused by their leachate. Clean Harbors submitted a short-term odour
abatement plan and a long-term plan to fully resolve the accumulation and
storage of leachate at their site. As a result of these operational issues causing
nuisance odours from the landfill, the Environmental Assessment was put on
hold from late 2011 to mid-2012 so Clean Harbors could resolve the issues to the
Ministry’s satisfaction. A Notice of the Environmental Assessment Re-start was
subsequently issued in August 2012 to the Peer Review Team, Government
Review Team, public and Aboriginal communities via mail, the Project website
and advertisement in local newspapers.
In accordance with the approved Terms of Reference, Clean Harbors prepared
an Environmental Assessment pursuant to subsection 6.1(3) of the
Environmental Assessment Act, which states that an Environmental Assessment
may consist of information other than the generic requirements as outlined in
subsection 6.1(2). This approach was designed for proponents who are more
advanced in their decision making, such as proponents who have already
identified a specific undertaking for which the consideration of “Alternatives To” is
not appropriate or who have completed a separate planning process that resulted
in the identification of a preferred “Alternative To”. Proponents preparing an
Environmental Assessment in accordance with subsection 6.1(3) of the
Environmental Assessment Act may focus the Environmental Assessment
process on the assessment of “Alternative Methods.” The Environmental
Assessment provides a justification for focusing the Environmental Assessment
based on the assessment of “Alternatives To” carried out by Clean Harbors in the
approved Terms of Reference.
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The preparation of the Environmental Assessment was focused on the selection
and evaluation of a reasonable range of “Alternative Methods” or potential
designs for the expansion of the Lambton landfill within a defined Study Area. In
accordance with the approved Terms of Reference, the Study Area for the
Environmental Assessment process was identified as the existing 121-hectare
licenced facility as well as potentially affected surrounding areas. The Lambton
facility is located at 4090 Telfer Road in Corunna, Ontario, situated approximately
15 kilometres southeast of Sarnia, in St. Clair Township, in the County of
Lambton.
In accordance with the approved Terms of Reference, Clean Harbors carried out
studies and research to compile an inventory of the existing natural, socioeconomic and cultural environments of the Study Area. The inventory was used
to establish the baseline conditions for which the potential effects of the proposed
undertaking would be assessed during the preparation of the Environmental
Assessment. A description of the existing environment and the components of
the environment that could be potentially affected by each of the alternatives
being considered can be found in Section 4 of the Environmental Assessment.
The preliminary screening of “Alternatives To” was completed in the approved
Terms of Reference; therefore, no evaluation of “Alternatives To” was required
for the Environmental Assessment. The Environmental Assessment identified
and evaluated a reasonable number of landfill expansion designs within the
Environmental Assessment Study Area (“Alternative Methods”). A summary of
the evaluation method used to identify and evaluate potential designs for the
Lambton landfill expansion is provided in Section 5 of the Environmental
Assessment.
Two alternative methods were identified for the proposed undertaking: (1)
vertical expansion on-site; and (2) off-site expansion to the south of the existing
facility. The alternative methods were evaluated against a range of criteria and
indicators related to the natural, socio‐economic, cultural and built environments,
as well as a range of technical engineering considerations. The criteria and
indicators were weighted based on the relative importance to each component of
the Study Area environment, based upon public and Aboriginal input, and were
then compared qualitatively by individual criterion, category, and overall. The
alternative method that was preferred for most of the evaluation criteria, also
considering their relative weightings, was identified as the preferred design. The
evaluation was built upon baseline data and the existing conditions in the Study
Area. A summary of the evaluation of alternative wharf can be found in Section 7
of the Environmental Assessment. The advantages and disadvantages for the
preferred alternative are discussed in Subsection 7.2 of the Environmental
Assessment.
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Based on the results of the evaluation of alternative methods, Clean Harbors
identified the preferred design for the expansion of the Lambton landfill to be
vertical expansion of the existing landfill. A detailed description of the preferred
alternative can be found in Section 5 of the Environmental Assessment and a
summary of the comparative evaluation of the alternative methods is presented
in Table 7-3 of the Environmental Assessment.
In accordance with the approved Terms of Reference, Clean Harbors completed
an assessment of the proposed undertaking, including the identification of
potential effects, and impact management measures to address the potential
effects of the proposed preferred undertaking on the natural, social, economic,
cultural and built environments. The potential effects, proposed impact
management measures and resulting net effects of the alternative methods can
be found in Section 6 and in Tables 6-2 through 6-37 of the Environmental
Assessment.
As part of the preferred undertaking, Clean Harbors developed an ongoing
consultation plan, for after submission of the Environmental Assessment, which
is discussed in Subsection 8.4 of the Environmental Assessment. The objectives
of the monitoring and contingency plan are to:
• Continue to participate in the Community Liaison Committee, including
providing an update on facility operations at quarterly meetings;
• Continue to engage Walpole Island First Nation and Aamjiwnaang First
Nation throughout the permitting and operation phases;
• Continue to consult with the community on the continuation of the Good
Neighbour Program; and
• Consult with the Township of St. Clair and other government agencies
regarding permitting requirements.
Clean Harbors also developed an environmental effects and Environmental
Assessment compliance monitoring plan. A summary of the draft monitoring and
contingency plan can be found in Table 9-1 of the Environmental Assessment.
The objectives of the plan are to:
•
•
•
•

Ensure that the predicted net effects are not exceeded;
Address unexpected negative environmental effects;
Determine the effectiveness of the implemented mitigation measures; and
Demonstrate that the undertaking has been constructed, operated and
maintained in accordance with the mitigation measures and commitments
outlined in the Environmental Assessment.

The plans apply to all phases of the undertaking including: pre-construction,
construction and operations and maintenance. In some cases, monitoring
reports will be provided to the appropriate agency for review.
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Clean Harbors followed a logical and transparent decision making process that
was clearly outlined in the Environmental Assessment. The Environmental
Assessment provides an evaluation of a reasonable range of viable alternative
designs that satisfy the purpose of the undertaking. The analysis and evaluation
of alternatives assessed the potential environmental effects for the alternative
designs. An assessment of the potential effects, net effects, and advantages and
disadvantages of the alternative methods was completed, and impact
management measures were developed to mitigate the potential negative
environmental effects.

3.2.1 Key Issues
A detailed summary of the comments received during the preparation of the
Environmental Assessment, and how the issues raised were addressed, can be
found in Section 8 of the Environmental Assessment. Table 9-2 of the
Environmental Assessment summarizes the commitments made by Clean
Harbors during the Environmental Assessment process as a result of comments
raised during consultation. The comments received, and Clean Harbors’
responses to them, are also documented in a Record of Consultation provided
with the Environmental Assessment.
As discussed in Section 3.1.2, a number of opportunities were provided to
interested parties to review and comment during the Environmental Assessment
process. Submissions received by the Ministry during the first comment period
can be found in Appendix B of this Review. All comments, including Clean
Harbors’ responses and the Ministry’s level of satisfaction, can be found in
Tables 1 to 3 of Appendix B of this Review.
Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport
The Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport’s heritage planner indicated that the
Stage 2 archaeological assessment has been entered into the Ontario Public
Register of Archaeological Reports but the report is not documented in the
Environmental Assessment, and that the cemetery documented in the Stage 1
archaeological assessment is not documented in the Stage 2 archaeological
assessment. In response, Clean Harbors shared that the Stage 2 archaeological
assessment is referenced in Subsection 7.4 and included as Appendix H of the
Environmental Assessment. Clean Harbors stated that historic cemetery,
associated with the Providence Methodist Church which was formerly located on
the southwest corner of the Telfer Road and Petrolia Line intersection, is located
external to the facility’s perimeter berms and no work will occur in this area as
part of the Project because the preferred alternative method was determined to
be vertical expansion on-site.
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Ministry of Transportation
The Ministry of Transportation indicated that the proposed Project is located
outside of the permit control area defined under the Public Transportation and
Highway Improvement Act; therefore, the Ministry of Transportation permits are
not required as part of the proposed Project. The Ministry of Transportation also
acknowledged that the proponent addressed their concern by identifying a
contingency plan for alternative haul routes in the event of provincial highway
closures. The Ministry of Transportation indicated that they had no further
concerns with the proposed Project.
Aamjiwnaang First Nation
On behalf of Aamjiwnaang First Nation, Neegan Burnside Ltd. noted Clean
Harbors’ continued effort to consult with Aamjiwnaang First Nation, but also
indicated that there are concerns that the proponent will cease to engage the
community once the Minister makes a decision on the Environmental
Assessment. In addition, comments focused on the commitment to include
Aamjiwnaang in the consultation on the Habitat Compensation Plan. In response
to the concerns regarding post-decision engagement with the community, Clean
Harbors indicated that they have entered into a formal agreement with
Aamjiwnaang First Nation, which includes a forum for mutual communication and
information exchange between both parties. Clean Harbors has also committed
to fulfill the commitments outlined in the Environmental Assessment for
monitoring if the Environmental Assessment is approved. Clean Harbors
acknowledged that Aamjiwnaang First Nation will be consulted during the
preparation of the Habitat Compensation Plan.
A number of commitments were made throughout the Environmental
Assessment that will be implemented during detailed design (Table 9-2 of the
Environmental Assessment). No public comments were received on the final
Environmental Assessment with regards to the Environmental Assessment
process.

3.2.2 Conclusion
Overall, the Ministry, in consultation with the Government Review Team, public
and Aboriginal communities, is satisfied that the proponent’s decision making
process meets the requirements of the approved Terms of Reference and
Environmental Assessment Act. The Ministry is satisfied with the responses
provided by the proponent to comments raised by the Government Review
Team, the public and Aboriginal communities.
The Environmental Assessment contains a brief explanation of the opportunity
that prompted the Environmental Assessment process, and presented an
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evaluation of a reasonable range of “alternative methods” of addressing the
opportunity for the Lambton landfill. A qualitative evaluation of alternative
expansion designs was completed using criteria and indicators that considered
the broad definition of the environment.
The Environmental Assessment includes a thorough description of the potentially
affected environment in the Environmental Assessment Study Area, and
identifies the elements of the environment that may be affected by the
alternatives that were evaluated as part of the Environmental Assessment
planning process. The advantages and disadvantages for the alternative designs
were provided in the Environmental Assessment.
The Ministry is therefore satisfied that the Environmental Assessment
demonstrates, through a logical and transparent process, why the preferred
alternative was selected; and that the Environmental Assessment was completed
in accordance with the approved Terms of Reference and the requirements of
the Environmental Assessment Act. The Ministry is also satisfied that Clean
Harbors has provided adequate responses to address the Environmental
Assessment process concerns raised by members of the public, Government
Review Team and Aboriginal communities during the preparation of the
Environmental Assessment and the Environmental Assessment comment period.

3.3

Proposed Undertaking

As summarized in Section 2 of this Review, the proposed undertaking is the
vertical expansion of the existing Clean Harbors Lambton Landfill, situated
approximately 15 kilometres southeast of Sarnia, in St. Clair Township, in the
County of Lambton (Figure 1 of this Review). A detailed description of the
proposed undertaking can be found in Section 5 of the Environmental
Assessment.
The vertical expansion alternative selected in the assessment of alternative
methods will add approximately 4.5 to 5 million cubic metres of capacity to the
landfill, allowing for continued operation of the facility for approximately another
25 years.
The proposed undertaking is clearly described in Clean Harbors’ Environmental
Assessment documentation, and the undertaking was selected based on an
evaluation of alternative designs, including a comparison of advantages and
disadvantages and an assessment of potential effects on the environment. A
broad definition of the environment was used in order to evaluate all potential
effects.
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3.3.1 Key Issues
A detailed summary of the comments received during the preparation of the
Environmental Assessment, and how the issues raised were addressed, can be
found in Section 8 and Table 9-2 of the Environmental Assessment. The
comments received, and Clean Harbors’ responses to them, are also
documented in a Record of Consultation provided with the Environmental
Assessment.
Key issues regarding the Environmental Assessment process completed by
Clean Harbors for the Lambton Landfill Expansion were gathered during the presubmission consultation and the Environmental Assessment review comment
period. A summary of the key issues raised during the seven-week comment
period are described below, as well as the responses provided by the proponent.
Comment submissions can be found in Appendix B. All comments, including
Clean Harbors’ responses and the Ministry’s level of satisfaction can be found in
Tables 1 to 3 of Appendix B of this Review.
Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change
The Ministry’s technical reviewers provided a number of comments regarding
expectations for the Environmental Compliance Approval application, ongoing
monitoring of tree foliage for changes in offsite deposition of contaminants,
classification for the noise assessment, surface water and air quality. The
Ministry’s wastewater reviewer, human health risk assessment reviewer, and
Sarnia District Office indicated that they were satisfied that their previous
comments had been addressed and had no further comments on the final
Environmental Assessment.
The waste engineer indicated that although the landfill site is not subject to
Ontario Regulation 232/98 (Landfilling Sites), the Ministry’s expectation is that
the same assessments be included in the Environmental Compliance Approval
application. The waste engineer requested that the Design and Operations
Report submitted with the Environmental Compliance Approval include a
commitment to replace the stone within the leachate control trench every 50
years, include information on miscellaneous infrastructure (i.e., luger boxes),
geotechnical calculations, and monitoring of engineered systems. The waste
engineer requested further information or rationale on why venting of landfill gas
was not proposed, discussion on the potential impacts to surface water features
due to potential leachate seeps, monitoring of landfill gas, and managing odours.
In addition, the waste engineer asked for clarification if the calculations for
leachate generation and water management included both the existing landfill
and proposed expansion.
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Clean Harbors responded that the Design and Operations Report prepared for
the Environmental Compliance Approval application will outline the need, and
procedures, for the removal and disposal of clear stone removed from the
leachate control trench in the future, if required. The report will also include
details regarding miscellaneous infrastructure, include geotechnical calculations
and address potential leachate seepage in the Design and Operations Report
and/or Conceptual Design Report submitted with the Environmental Compliance
Approval application. With regards to venting of landfill gas, the proponent
responded that Clean Harbors owns a number of hazardous landfill sites, and in
its experience, none have generated gasses. The current Lambton landfill has a
clay cover and no gas generation has been identified. The proponent has
committed to considering landfill gas monitoring as part of the Environmental
Compliance Approval application. In addition, the Fugitive Dust and Odour Best
Management Plan would be updated for the Environmental Compliance Approval
application. The proponent also confirmed that the calculations for water
management were for Alternative 2 and included both the existing landfill and
proposed expansion. The calculations for leachate management for Alternative 1
included both the existing and proposed facilities.
The reviewer from the Ministry’s Terrestrial Assessment and Field Services Unit
indicated that the mitigation measures proposed in the Environmental
Assessment to reduce offsite impacts from dust and other emissions to trees are
acceptable. The reviewer also indicated that ongoing monitoring proposed by
the proponent of tree foliage and soil in the vicinity of the facility by both Clean
Harbors and the Ministry is sufficient to detect any changes in offsite deposition
of contaminants.
The noise reviewer indicated that the Lambton landfill is located in a rural area
which is best classified as a Class 3 Area (Rural) per the Ministry’s noise
guidelines. The noise reviewer identified that the proponent considered a
number of residences along Petrolia Line, which would classify the area as a
Class 2 Area (Urban). The noise reviewer suggested that the area be classified
as a Class 3 Area, and that traffic noise could be used to account for elevated
background sound levels. The noise reviewer also provided elevated
background sound levels from a previous report from 2007 for the sensitive
receptors located along Petrolia Line that could be used in lieu of those sound
levels provided in the noise reports submitted by the proponent. The proponent
responded that the area should be classified as a Class 2 Area because of the
receptors along Petrolia Line because of the significant arterial road traffic.
Regardless, the proponent indicates that the facility will be less than 40 decibels
at all receptors at night after abatement. The noise reviewer responded by
stating that the classification will not affect the findings of the Environmental
Assessment because the proposed undertaking is expected to meet the noise
guidelines for both classifications.
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The proponent stated in the Environmental Assessment that the air quality
monitoring program for the proposed Project would be the same as that of the
current site. The air compliance engineer indicated that the air quality monitoring
program would need to be revisited to ensure that the appropriate parameters
and monitoring locations were used to assess offsite air quality impacts of the
proposed Project. The air compliance engineer indicated that as a condition of
Environmental Compliance Approval approval that a revised air quality
monitoring program be submitted to the Ministry for review. Clean Harbors
acknowledged the comment. In addition, the air compliance engineer confirmed
that their previous comments on the emission calculations and air dispersion
modelling had been addressed in the final Environmental Assessment Report.
The Ministry’s air quality analyst requested clarity on the statement made by the
proponent in the Environmental Assessment that no offsite odour impacts from
the facility are expected under normal operations. The proponent responded that
under normal operations, there are no expected offsite odour impacts above
Ministry odour limits. The air quality reviewer also requested clarity on how the
indicator compounds were chosen for assessment. The proponent confirmed
that all compounds released from the facility were assessed and included in the
Emission Summary and Dispersion Modelling Report. The indicator compounds
were identified as those compounds that the proponent determined to be emitted
from the facility though stack testing, ambient air monitoring and engineering
methods. The air quality reviewer requested that particulate modelling for onsite
contamination through traffic between cells include analysis of onsite particulate
and soil that may be carried offsite by wind or vehicles. The proponent
responded that the method for assessing fugitive emissions from onsite traffic
included the assessment of metals entrained by particulate and their potential
offsite impacts. Clean Harbors indicated that this information is included in
Appendix A of the Emission Summary and Dispersion Modelling Report. The air
quality reviewer suggested that a more comprehensive analysis of conditions
leading to offsite odours be prepared and submitted to the Ministry. A condition
of approval for the Environmental Compliance Approval was also recommended
to limit operations during high winds and/or when other situations of offsite
concentrations may be high. The air quality reviewer also included a list of
parameters that should be included in the air quality monitoring program.
The surface water reviewer agreed with a recommendation from St. Clair
Township made in a letter dated August 28, 2014 to Clean Harbors that the
proponent provide a list of chemical parameters in addition to chlorides to be
monitored downstream from the current site, and notes that Section 8.3.8.2 of the
Environmental Assessment includes the commitment to review and modify the
existing monitoring program, as appropriate, for the Environmental Compliance
Approval application. The surface water reviewer stated that the Environmental
Assessment concludes that the waste plumes in the overburden can be
managed for the contaminating lifespan of the facility; therefore, the preferred
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alternative (Alternative 1) should not have a significant impact on surrounding
watercourses.
The hydrogeological reviewer requested that if Alternative 1 is carried forward,
then more information on the final configuration of the hydraulic control layer and
hydraulic control trench will need to be provided when the Environmental
Compliance Approval application is submitted. The hydrogeologist requested
that more information on the disposal of leachate offsite when the onsite
incinerator is decommissioned be included in the Environmental Compliance
Approval application. In addition, the Ministry’s hydrogeologist requested further
clarity in the Environmental Compliance Approval application on the proponent’s
commitment not to allow the leachate head to increase above the leachate head
at the existing Lambton landfill facility. Clean Harbors acknowledged the
hydrolgeologist’s comments to provide the above information in the
Environmental Compliance Approval application.
St. Clair Region Conservation Authority
The St. Clair Region Conservation Authority confirmed that there are no natural
hazard concerns, or concerns associated with Ontario Regulation 171/06 (St.
Clair Region Conservation Authority Regulation of Development, Interference
with Wetlands and Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses) because the
locally significant wetland is not regulated and there is no direct hydrogeologic
connection with a surface watercourse at the location of the proposed Project.
Therefore, no written permission from the St. Clair Region Conservation Authority
is required for the initiation of the landfill expansion under Ontario Regulation
171/06.
St Clair Township
St. Clair Township provided a number of comments in response to receiving the
final Environmental Assessment. Included in the package was a summary
outlining the Township’s involvement throughout the Environmental Assessment
process, the peer review of the draft Environmental Assessment document,
Clean Harbors’ response to the 17 Peer Review Team summary
recommendations, which were included as 13 commitments in Section 9.2 of the
final Environmental Assessment and a table with the Peer Review Team’s
comments on the final Environmental Assessment. The Township’s comments
focused on the commitments made by Clean Harbors to be considered during
the preparation of the Environmental Compliance Approval application. These
comments included revisions to the Air Quality Monitoring Program,
consideration of landfill design and operations items provided in the Peer Review
Team final review, assessment of existing conditions which addresses items in
the Peer Review Team’s final review, surface water monitoring and mitigation, a
commitment to complete a human health risk assessment, and continued
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commitment to make complaints submitted to Clean Harbors available for public
review. In response to these comments from the Peer Review Team, Clean
Harbors indicated that it would review the Air Quality Monitoring Program, meet
or exceed applicable aspects of Ontario Regulation 232/98 (Landfilling Sites),
consult with the Township on details of how the landfill design will be protective
of groundwater and ongoing monitoring of groundwater, implement modifications
to the surface water monitoring program, review the biomonitoring program, and
review the complaints procedure. Clean Harbors indicated that all of these
commitments will be implemented during the completion of the Environmental
Compliance Approval application.
Public
A member of the public indicated that they have reported complaints regarding
noise and odour from the facility. The member of the public was concerned that
the proponent does not record all of the complaints received. The member of the
public believes that the Good Neighbour Program implemented by the proponent
does not cover a large enough area in which potential impacts occur. In addition,
the member of the public feels that the community liaison committee, which is
made up of Clean Harbors staff, municipal officials and members of the public
that receive compensation form the Good Neighbor Program, is biased toward
members that are actively involved in decision-making for the landfill. The
member of the public indicated that they have requested to be part of the
community liaison committee, but has yet to be invited to the meetings. The
proponent responded with regards to the member of the public’s complaints
made about noise and odour have been recorded in accordance with the current
Environmental Compliance Approval condition for a Complaints Response
Procedure. The proponent responded that all complaints are investigated by the
shift supervisor at the time of the complaint and that a Fugitive Dust and Odour
Best Management Plan has been put in place for the current facility. In response
to concerns about the Good Neighbor Program, Clean Harbors indicated that the
program was implemented in 1996 in consultation with the local community and
does not intend to revise the provisions of the program. In response to concerns
about the Community Liaison Committee, the proponent responded that along
with the Good Neighbour Program, it was also established in 1996 as part of the
previous Environmental Assessment approval. The members of the Community
Liaison Committee were identified at that time. The proponent also clarified that
the Community Liaison Committee has no authority on the compensation paid
out through the Good Neighbour Program. The proponent has informed the
Community Liaison Committee of the member of the public’s request to attend
the meetings.
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Aamjiwnaang First Nation
On behalf of Aamjiwnaang First Nation, Neegan Burnside Ltd. expressed a
concern with the stormwater management system design to a 1:25 storm event,
and submitted a standard operating procedure for a single packer setup and
groundwater sampling. In response, Harbors indicated that the stormwater
management system will be developed as part of the Environmental Compliance
Approval application, at which time they will consult with Aamjiwnaang First
Nation on the design. Clean Harbors also requested that they discuss the
standard operating procedure with the Ministry and Aamjiwnaang First Nation to
confirm how the standard operating procedure can be applied to assist in the
investigations.

3.3.2 Conclusion
The Ministry is satisfied that the information contained in the Environmental
Assessment, as well as the responses to comments on the final Environmental
Assessment, supports the recommendations and conclusions for the selection of
the proposed undertaking. The Ministry is also satisfied that environmental
effects of the proposed undertaking have been clearly identified, and that these
effects can be managed through the commitments made in the Environmental
Assessment, through conditions of Environmental Assessment approval, or
through additional work that must be carried out by Clean Harbors in support of
future approval or permitting applications.
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4.

Summary of the Ministry Review

The purpose of this Ministry Review is to determine if Clean Harbors has
prepared its Environmental Assessment for the Lambton Landfill Expansion in
accordance with the approved Terms of Reference and the requirements under
the Environmental Assessment Act. This Review also concludes whether the
evaluation in the Environmental Assessment is sufficient to allow the Minister to
make a decision about the proposed undertaking. On the basis of this Review,
the Ministry has concluded that:
•
•
•

•

•
•

•

•

•

The Environmental Assessment has been prepared in accordance with Clean
Harbors’ approved Terms of Reference and the requirements under
subsection 6.1(3) of the Environmental Assessment Act;
The Environmental Assessment has identified and evaluated a reasonable
range of alternatives to arrive at a preferred undertaking;
The Environmental Assessment has identified and evaluated the potential
environmental effects for the alternative methods to the undertaking and
completed an assessment of the potential environmental effects of the
proposed undertaking;
The Environmental Assessment has provided a description of the proposed
impact management measures and monitoring and contingency plan to
address the potential negative environmental effects of the preferred
undertaking;
The Environmental Assessment contains sufficient impact management
measures and monitoring and contingency measures to ensure that the
potential negative environmental effects of the undertaking will be minimized;
Clean Harbors has provided sufficient time and opportunities for interested
members of the public, Government Review Team and Aboriginal
communities to participate and comment on the preparation of the
Environmental Assessment and the undertaking for which approval is being
sought;
The Environmental Assessment clearly documents the consultation methods
utilized to engage interested members of the public, Government Review
Team and Aboriginal communities throughout the Environmental Assessment
process;
The consultation methods used during the Environmental Assessment
process were carried out in accordance with commitments in the approved
Terms of Reference and the requirements of the Environmental Assessment
Act;
The Environmental Assessment identifies and clearly explains the issues and
concerns that were raised during the preparation of the Environmental
Assessment, and how they have been addressed; and
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•

The Environmental Assessment contains sufficient information to enable a
decision to be made about the application to proceed with the undertaking.

The Ministry is satisfied that the proposed undertaking, as described in Clean
Harbors’ Environmental Assessment, will address the need for additional
capacity at the Lambton landfill.
The Ministry is also satisfied that, should approval under the Environmental
Assessment Act be granted, the implementation and operation of the proposed
undertaking will be completed in accordance with the terms and provisions
outlined in the Environmental Assessment; any proposed conditions of approval;
and, through additional work that must be carried out by Clean Harbors in
support of future approval and permitting applications.
If the proposed undertaking is approved under the Environmental Assessment
Act, there are several standard conditions that are included in an approval such
as the requirement to conduct and report the results of compliance monitoring
and to develop a protocol for responding to complaints received during all the
phases of the undertaking. There may also be specific conditions imposed on
this proposed undertaking if warranted.
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5.

What Happens Now?

The Review will be made available for a five-week
comment period. During this time, all interested parties,
including the public, the Government Review Team and
Aboriginal communities can submit comments to the
Ministry about the proposed undertaking, the
Environmental Assessment or the Ministry Review. At
this time, anyone can request that the Minister refer
either all or part of the Environmental Assessment to the
Environmental Review Tribunal for a hearing if they
believe that their concerns have not been addressed.

Next Step in the
EA Process
ToR Approval

↓

EA Preparation

↓

EA Submission

↓

EA Comment Period

At the end of the Review comment period, Ministry staff
↓
Ministry Review
will make a recommendation to the Minister concerning
whether the Environmental Assessment has been
↓
prepared in accordance with the Terms of Reference
Review
and the requirements of the Environmental Assessment
Comment Period
Act and whether the proposed undertaking should be
↓
approved. When making a decision, the Minister will
Minister’s Decision
consider the purpose of the Environmental Assessment
Act, the Terms of Reference, the Environmental
Assessment, the Review, the comments submitted during the Environmental
Assessment and the Review comment periods and any other matters the
Minister may consider relevant.
The Minister will make one of the following decisions:
•
•
•

Give approval to proceed with the undertaking;
Give approval to proceed with the undertaking subject to conditions; or
Refuse to give approval to proceed with the undertaking.

Prior to making that decision, the Minister may also refer either part of or the
entire Environmental Assessment to mediation or refer either part of or the entire
Environmental Assessment to the Environmental Review Tribunal for a decision.
If the Minister approves, approves with conditions or refuses to give approval to
the undertaking, the Lieutenant Governor in Council must concur with the
decision.

January 30, 2015
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Review of the Lambton Landfill Expansion Environmental Assessment

5.1

Additional Approvals Required

If Environmental Assessment Act approval is granted,
Clean Harbors will still require other legislative approvals
to design, construct and operate this undertaking. Section
10 of the Environmental Assessment outlines additional
approvals that may be required. These approvals may
include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

If Act approval is
granted, the
proponent must still
obtain any other
permits or approvals
required to construct
and operate this
undertaking.

Environmental Compliance Approval (Air Quality,
Odour and Noise);
Amendment to the existing Environmental Compliance Approval (Industrial
Sewage);
Notice of Activity Form and Butternut Compensation Plan to the Ministry of
Natural Resources and Forestry;
St. Clair Township Official Plan amendments;
Zoning by-law amendments;
Site plan approvals;
An updated Groundwater Monitoring Plan; and
An updated Surface Water Quality Monitoring Plan.

These approvals cannot be issued until approval under the Environmental
Assessment Act is granted.

5.2

Modifying or Amending the Proposed Undertaking

If the proponent needs to address changes to the undertaking if approval is
granted, it should be noted that any major changes are themselves deemed to be
undertakings for which Environmental Assessment approval will be required.

January 30, 2015
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APPENDIX A
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
ACT
REQUIREMENTS

Appendix A: Environmental Assessment Act and Terms of Reference Requirements of the Environmental Assessment
EA Decision Making
Process
Problem/Opportunities

EAA and ToR
Requirements
Identify an existing
problem or opportunity

Description and Characteristics
of the Requirements
The Environmental Assessment (EA)
should contain a brief explanation of
the problem or opportunity that
prompted the proposed activity.

Purpose of the
Undertaking:
s.6.1(2)(a)

If a specific undertaking has been
identified provide a brief description.

•

•

•

•

Alternatives

Description and Statement
of the Rationale for the
Alternatives to:

“Alternatives to” represent functionally
different ways of addressing the
problem or opportunity.

Alternative to
s.6.1(2)(b)(iii)

A reasonable range of “alternatives to”
should be identified and evaluated.
The proponent should be able to
justify that it has considered a
reasonable range of alternatives.

•

•

•
The “do nothing” alternative to should
be included in the evaluation and will

-1-

Analysis of the EA
The EA indicates that the Lambton Landfill is
the only commercial hazardous waste landfill
in Ontario, servicing the Great Lakes region.
On average, 170,000 tonnes of waste is
received at the facility annually.
The EA indicates that, based on the current
filling rate, the landfill is projected to reach its
current approved capacity by the end of 2015
or in early 2016.
The EA indicates that the purpose of the
undertaking is to address the need for
additional capacity in order to allow the
Lambton Landfill to continue providing secure
disposal services of hazardous waste to
customers in the Great Lakes region.
The proponent clearly explained the
opportunity that prompted the initiation of the
EA process and the purpose of the proposed
undertaking (Sections 3.2 and 3.3 of the EA).
The EA was prepared pursuant to subsection
6.1(3) of the Environmental Assessment Act
(EAA), which states that an EA may consist of
information other than the generic
requirements as outlined in subsection 6.1(2).
The evaluation of “Alternatives To” was
presented in the approved Terms of Reference
(ToR). A summary of this evaluation is
provided in Section 3.4 of the EA.
The EA provides a justification for focusing the
EA based on the previous evaluation of
“Alternatives To” provided in the approved

EA Decision Making
Process

EAA and ToR
Requirements

Description and Characteristics
of the Requirements
represent the “bench mark” situation.

•

Description and Statement
of the Rationale for the
Alternatives methods:
Alternative Methods
s.6.1(2)(b)(ii)

“Alternative methods” include a
description of different ways of
implementing the preferred
“alternative to”

•

A reasonable range of “alternative
methods” should be identified and
outlined.
•

•
•
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Analysis of the EA
ToR, in which expansion of the existing landfill
was found to be the preferred option.
Therefore, an evaluation of “Alternatives To”
was not required for the EA.
The ToR did include consideration of the ‘do
nothing’ alternative, which was assessed as
part of the evaluation of “Alternatives To”.
The EA was focused on the selection and
evaluation of a reasonable range of
“alternative methods” or alternative
approaches to expansion of the existing
landfill. Two alternative methods were
considered: vertical expansion on-site, without
increasing the landfill footprint; and expanding
the landfill off-site to the south of the existing
facility.
Section 5 of the EA provides an evaluation of
the alternative methods. The EA describes
how the criteria and indicators were used in
the evaluation for identifying the preferred
undertaking.
Net environmental effects were considered for
both alternative methods and are outlined in
Section 6 of the EA.
A qualitative evaluation of the two alternative
landfill expansion designs was then completed
based on a number of natural, social, cultural
economic and built environment criteria and
indicators, and is presented in Section 7 of the
EA. Based on public and Aboriginal
communities’ input, rankings were assigned to
the criteria and indicators to reflect their level
of importance in decision making. Based on
this evaluation, vertical expansion was
selected as the preferred alternative method.

EA Decision Making
Process

EAA and ToR
Requirements

Description and Characteristics
of the Requirements
•

Evaluation

Description of the
Environment
s.6.1(2)(c)(i)

Proponents must consider the broad
definition of the environment including
the natural, social, economic, built and
cultural conditions.

•

The EA must provide a description of
the existing environmental conditions
in the study area.

•

The EA must identify those elements
of the environment that may be
reasonably expected to be affected,
either directly or indirectly, by the
proposed undertaking and/or the
alternatives.

Description of Potential
Environmental Effects
s.6.1(2)(c)(ii)

Both positive and negative
environmental effects should be
discussed.
The EA must identify methods and
studies used to analyze the potential
environmental effects. The methods
used are contingent on the type of
project.
Impact assessment methods and
criteria used during the evaluation
should be identified.
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•

•

•

Analysis of the EA
The EA clearly explains how the alternative
methods were evaluated. The effects
assessment was completed for all alternative
methods (section 6 of the EA).
The EA Study Area remained unchanged from
the approved ToR, which encompasses the
existing 121-hectare licenced facility as well as
potentially affected surrounding areas
(depending on discipline).
The proponent carried out studies and
research to compile an inventory of the
existing natural, socio-economic and cultural
environments of the study area. The inventory
was used to establish the baseline conditions
for which the potential impacts of the
alternatives being considered during the EA
process were to be assessed (Section 5 of the
EA).
The EA identified the elements of the
environment that may be reasonably expected
to be affected by the proposed undertaking
and the alternatives (Section 5 of the EA).
Both the positive and negative environmental
effects were discussed for the alternative
methods. The EA identified the impact
assessment methods, criteria and studies
used to analyze potential environmental
effects in Sections 4, 6 and 7.
The method included identifying proposed
impact management measures to minimize or
avoid any potential negative environmental
effects of each alternative method considered
as part of the EA process (Section 6 and
Tables 6-2 through 6-37 of the EA).

EA Decision Making
Process

EAA and ToR
Requirements

Description and Characteristics
of the Requirements
•

Description of the Actions
Necessary to Prevent,
Change, Mitigate or
Remedy the
Environmental Effects
s.6.1(2)(c)(iii)

Evaluation of Advantages
and Disadvantages to the
Environment
s.6.1(2)(d)

The methods chosen must be clear,
traceable and replicable so that
interested parties can understand the
analysis and logic used throughout the
EA.
A description of future commitments,
studies and a work plan may be
included as part of the actions
necessary to prevent, change,
mitigate or remedy environmental
effects for each alternative for the
ultimate purpose of comparing them.

The preferred alternative should be
identified through this evaluation.

•

•

•

•
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Analysis of the EA
The EA identified the elements of the
environment that may be reasonably expected
to be affected by the proposed undertaking.

The potential environmental effects and impact
management measures for the preferred
undertaking have been described in the EA
(Section 6 and Tables 6-2 through 6-37 of the
EA).
Commitments for future work (Sections 8.4, 9
and 10 of the EA) include additional studies,
consultation, acquiring additional approvals,
effects monitoring, EA compliance monitoring,
and completion of a Habitat Compensation
Plan and a Butternut Compensation Plan.
completion of the Environmental Management
Plan and Consultation. A list of commitments
made during the EA process is presented in
Table 9-2. Overall, the EA provides a
description of the commitments to prevent,
change, mitigate or remedy potential
environmental effects.
Section 7.2 of the EA describes the
advantages and disadvantages to the
environment of the preferred alternative,
based on the net effects as described in
Section 6. Based on this, it is clear why onsite vertical expansion was selected as the
preferred alternative.
The proponent’s decision making is clear,
traceable, and reproducible. The EA clearly
demonstrated why vertical expansion was
selected.

EA Decision Making
Process

EAA and ToR
Requirements
Description of Consultation
with Interested
Stakeholders
s.6.1(2)(e)

Description and Characteristics
of the Requirements
A description of stakeholder
consultation that occurred during the
preparation of the EA needs be
documented and should include
consultation methods used, frequency
of consultation, dates that events
occurred, target audience,
descriptions of key milestones for
which stakeholders are providing
input, comments received.
The EA must identify any Aboriginal
consultation efforts that have been
made including methods for identifying
potentially interested First Nations,
who was consulted, when and how
consultation occurred and any
comments received from First
Nations.
The EA should include outline conflict
resolution techniques to resolve
issues used by the proponent to
resolve outstanding issues with any
stakeholders. There must be clear
documentation as to how issues and
concerns have been addressed.
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•

•

Analysis of the EA
The proponent carried out a comprehensive
consultation program to ensure that interested
members of the public, government agencies
and Aboriginal communities had an
opportunity to provide comment and input
during the preparation of the EA (Section 8 of
the EA).
In accordance with the approved ToR, the
proponent carried out the following
consultation methods:
• Establishing and maintaining a
stakeholder contact list;
• Establishing and maintaining a projectdedicated e-mail address and project
information hotline to engage interested
parties on an ongoing basis;
• Providing project related information and
updates throughout the EA process by
way of a project web site, written
correspondence, and holding three Public
Information Centres with open house
format (including one at Walpole Island
First Nation, at the community’s request);
• Advertisements in the three local
newspapers providing notice of formal
project milestones, and consultation
events;
• Fourteen meetings with interested
Aboriginal communities were organized to
present and discuss the project and
status, lands of interest, traditional
activities that may be affected, technical
work plans, existing conditions reports,
and net effects and comparative
evaluation reports;

EA Decision Making
Process

EAA and ToR
Requirements

Description and Characteristics
of the Requirements

Analysis of the EA
Establishing the Community Liaison
Committee consisting of members from
the local community, Walpole Island First
Nation and Aamjiwnaang First Nation, St.
Clair Township councillors, Lambton
Landfill facility employees, and a
representative from the ministry—the
committee meets quarterly to discuss the
operation of the facility and any issues that
arise, and it will continue to meet after the
EA process is complete;
• Maintaining a Record of Consultation to
document all issues or concerns that were
raised during the preparation of the EA,
and the responses to them;
• Meetings with Government Review Team
(GRT) members to discuss relevant issues
and mandates;
• The circulation of draft supplemental
technical documents to the GRT,
interested stakeholders, and Aboriginal
communities for review and comment; and
• The circulation of a draft EA to the GRT
and Aboriginal communities, including
public notification of the draft EA (and
information on how to view the
documents) on the project website and in
the three local newspapers.
The EA identified Aboriginal consultation
efforts including methods for identifying
potentially interested Aboriginal communities,
describing how consultation occurred, and
included comments received from Aboriginal
communities as part of the EA amendment
(Section 8 and Tables 8-14 and 9-2 of the EA).
•

•
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EA Decision Making
Process

EAA and ToR
Requirements

Description and Characteristics
of the Requirements
•

•

Selection Process

Proposed Undertaking

The description of the undertaking
should specify what the proponent is
seeking approval for under the EAA.

Description and Statement
of the Rationale for the
undertaking
s.6.1(2)(b)(i)

The description should include
information on the location, attributes,
dimensions, emissions, etc.

•

•

The evaluation process should identify
which is the preferred undertaking.
•

•
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Analysis of the EA
The proponent identified a reasonable range
of Aboriginal communities based on input from
both the Ministry of Aboriginal Affairs and
Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development
Canada.
The EA clearly details how potential effects on
Aboriginal communities were identified and
how these effects were considered and/or
addressed during the EA process.
The EA identifies the proposed undertaking as
the construction, and operation and
maintenance of the vertical expansion of the
Lambton Landfill, located in St. Clair Township
approximately 15 kilometres southeast of
Sarnia.
Section 5 of the EA describes in detail the
undertaking for which approval under the EAA
is being sought. This includes information
regarding the location, attributes and
dimensions of the proposed undertaking.
The proposed undertaking addresses the need
for additional capacity to allow the facility to
continue to provide secure disposal services of
hazardous waste to customers in the Great
Lakes region.
Section 7 of the EA provides an evaluation of
the alternative methods. The EA describes
how the criteria and indicators were used in
the evaluation for identifying the preferred
undertaking, which was determined to be the
vertical expansion of the landfill.

Next Steps and
Additional
Commitments

Additional ToR
Commitments

Outline any further commitments
made by the proponent in the ToR or
in the EA.

•
•

Additional Approvals

Outline additional approval
requirements. Provide sufficient detail
about the nature of the approval.

•

Table 9-1 summarizes the commitments for
impact management measures, effects
monitoring and compliance monitoring.
Table 9-2 summarizes the commitments to be
completed during project design, construction,
operation and post-closure.
Section 10 of the EA outlines the additional
approvals that may be required. These
approvals may include:
• Environmental Compliance Approvals
(e.g., Air, Waste, Noise, and Industrial
Sewage);
• Notice of Activity for removal of one
Butternut tree;
• St. Clair Township Official Plan
amendment;
• Zoning by-law amendments; and
• Noise by-law exemption.

(The above list is not exhaustive; other approvals
may be required as the project proceeds.)
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APPENDIX B
SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED DURING
INITIAL COMMENT PERIOD
Contents are available in hard copy at the
Environmental Approvals Branch

Ministry of the Environment

Ministère de l’Environnement

Aboriginal Affairs Branch

Direction des affaires autochtones

135 St. Clair Avenue West, 3rd floor
Toronto ON M4V 1P5

135, avenue St. Clair ouest, 3ième étage
Toronto ON M4V 1P5

December 19, 2014

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Wesley Wright, Project Officer, Environmental Approval Branch

FROM:

Aboriginal Affairs Branch

Scope of Review:
This Memo is in response to a request by the Environmental Approvals Branch to review the
adequacy of Aboriginal consultation for the individual environmental assessment of the Lambton
Landfill Expansion Project. The proponent of the project is Clean Harbors Canada Inc. (CH).
Documents Reviewed:
















Appendix A, Terms of Reference (ToR)
EA Executive Summary - Consultation Summary
Supporting Document 1 - Record of Consultation
Appendix B - Terms of Reference Commitments Table
Appendix F6 - Aboriginal Comments on Draft Assessment Report (1-42)
Chapter 8 - Consultation Summary
Appendix F6 - GRT Comments on Draft Environmental Report (1-25);
Appendix E - Final Conceptual Design Report (E1,E2, &E3)
Appendix F - Final Net Effects Analysis and Comparative Evaluation Report
Appendix C - Written Correspondence with the Government Review Team and Public
Appendix 4 - Aboriginal Comments on Net Effects Analysis and Comparative Evaluation
Report
Appendix F2 - Aboriginal Comments on Existing Conditions Report
Addendum Report - Trichloroethylene (TCE) Investigation at Monitoring Well TW2299D (RWDI - July 4, 2014)
Addendum Report - Investigation of Increased Chloride Concentration at Well TW4599S (RWDI- Final Report July 9, 2014)
Chapter 6 - Net Effects of the Alternative Methods
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Project Description:
The Lambton Facility (LF) is the only approved commercial hazardous waste disposal facility in
Ontario. The LF provides a range of integrated specialized services including a laboratory for
waste testing and analysis, an organic waste pre-treatment plant, an acid and alkali pre-treatment
plant, and a liquid waste injection incinerator. The LF currently accepts solid hazardous waste
from heavy and light industry, commercial enterprises, government bodies and households. The
CH expansion project estimates an additional 4.5 to 5 million cubic metres of landfill capacity to
manage waste for the next twenty-five years based on an historical average of 170,000 tons per
year. The proposed project is approximately five kilometres south of the City of Sarnia in the
County of Lambton.
Technical Studies:
Based on the Approved Terms of Reference for the proposed Lambton Landfill Expansion
Project, CH undertook nine investigative studies to identify and determine potential impacts to:
 Agriculture Resources
 Archaeology and Cultural Heritage
 Atmospheric Environment (Air Quality and Odour)
 Noise
 Geology and Hydrogeology
 Natural Environment (terrestrial and aquatic environment)
 Socio-Economic
 Surface.
 Human Health Risk Assessment
Consultation Plan:
The proponent was required to complete consultation on the project pursuant to MOECC Codes
of Practice (Preparing and Reviewing Environmental Assessments in Ontario (January 2014) and
Consultation in Ontario’s Environmental Assessment Process, (January 2014)) and in
accordance with the approved Terms of Reference. The Consultation Plan included the
following commitments:











Letters to Chief and Council
Media Releases to Local Newspapers
Electronic Mailings to Chief and Council
Community Information session
Project Website
EA Hotline and Contact Person
EA Newsletters / Fact Sheets
Comment Tracking Database
Notice of Commencement
Site tours
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Identification of Aboriginal Communities
CH sought information and direction from Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development
Canada (AANDC) and the Ministry of Aboriginal Affairs (MAA) regarding the identification of
potentially impacted First Nation and Metis communities:









Walpole Island First Nation
Aamjiwnaang First Nation
Kettle and Stony Point First Nation
Moravian of the Thames First Nation
Oneida Nation of the Thames
Chippewas of the Thames First Nation
Munsee-Delaware First Nation
Caldwell First Nation

Analysis of the Adequacy of Consultation
Were Communities Provided Notice of the Project?
CH sent notices and information to First Nations electronically to seek input and committed to
providing hard copies of materials if requested. At key stages of the EA process, CH provided
the following:














Notice of EA commencement
Notice of Technical Work Plans
Notice of Re-Commencement of EA process
Human Health Regional Assessment Study
Draft Existing Conditions Report
Draft Conceptual Design Report and Addendum
Draft Net Effects Analysis and Comparative Evaluation Report, and revised Draft
Conceptual Design Report
Aamjiwnaang First Nation Community Information Session
Identification of the Preferred Alternative.
Notice of Walpole Island First Nation Open House
Draft Environmental Assessment Review
Notice of EA Review and Comment Period
Human Health Regional Assessment Study

CH provided project notices and information to all identified First Nations at key stages in the
EA process via emails/written correspondence, by providing information via a dedicated website
and a telephone hotline, by providing hard copies of material when requested, during community
information sessions (Aamjiwnaang and Walpole Island First Nations) and by presenting at
Chief and Council meetings (Aamjiwnaang and Walpole Island First Nations).
AAB concludes that CH provided First Nations with adequate notification and project
information at all key stages of the EA process.
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Were Communities Provided Opportunities to Identify Concerns / Potential Impacts on
Aboriginal and Treaty Rights?
CH provided all identified communities with numerous opportunities to be involved in the EA
process and to identify concerns with the proposed project.
Two First Nations sent letters stating they had no concerns with the project:
 Caldwell First Nation
 Chippewas of the Thames First Nation
Two First Nations expressed an interest in being involved in the EA process, and submitted
numerous comments:
 Aamjiwnaang First Nation
 Walpole Island First Nation
The remaining communities did not respond to attempts by CH to include them in the EA
process:
 Kettle and Stony Point First Nation
 Munsee-Delaware First Nation
 Oneida Nation of the Thames
 Moravian of the Thames First Nation
AAB concludes that all identified communities were provided adequate opportunities to
participate in the EA process and identify concerns and / or potential impacts to their Aboriginal
and treaty rights.
Did the Proponent Adequately Respond to Concerns Raised by First Nations Communities?
Both Aamjiwnaang First Nation (AFN) and Walpole Island First Nations (WIFN) participated
extensively throughout the EA process. AFN and WIFN submitted joint comments outlining
issues and concerns about the proposed project, including.


Wildlife Habitat:
o Concerns about habitat for the giant swallow butterfly, breeding amphibians
(western chorus frog) and barn swallows

CH addressed these concerns by committing to further consultation with WIFN and AFN
regarding the development of the Habitat Compensation Plan, including the consideration of
traditional uses of flora and fauna and the significance of specific species to local Aboriginal
communities. CH also committed to compensating for vegetation removal, such as the
restoration of swamp and forest areas, planting of prickly-ash, etc.


Butternut Trees:
o Concerns about the removal of butternut trees during construction

CH responded to this concern by committing to replant butternut trees at the rate of 20:1, and has
stated that in the event that the trees planted as part of the compensation package do not become
established, they will continue to plant trees until success is achieved. AFN and WIFN have
stated they are satisfied with this commitment.
4



Wetlands
o Concerns about how wetlands were assessed.

AFN and WIFN had concerns at the draft EA stage with respect to how wetlands were evaluated
by CH. CH carried out further work, and AFN and WIFN are now satisfied that CH has
sufficiently discussed the wetland evaluation in the EA.


Turtles:
o Both AFN and WIFN advised that turtles (snapping turtles) are a culturally
significant and harvested species.

CH addressed the concerns of both communities by committing to continued consultation during
the development of the Habitat Compensation Plan, including the consideration of traditional
uses of flora and fauna and the significance of specific species to local Aboriginal communities.


Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat:
o Concerns about how the project will impact fish and fish habitat, including
potential changes to water quality.

AFN and WIFN stated that fish and fish habitat are culturally significant as sustenance and
support to Aboriginal Fisheries that are regulated by the Department of Fisheries and Oceans.
Changes to the aquatic life based on both alternatives1 are evident and can be avoided if
improvements are made to their habitat. If fish habitat will be lost from either of the alternatives,
both AFN and WIFN expect that compensation in the form of improvements to habitat would be
provided through design. No loss to the productive capacity of any fish habitat from the effects
of either alternative would be accepted by either community.
CH has confirmed that any loss to fish and fish habitat will be compensated for. Both
communities accepted that response and stated that no further review is required at this time with
regards to fish and fish habitat.


Hydrology:
o Concerns about migration of leachate plumes, and location of monitoring wells.

CH will install a leachate collection system that will act as a hydraulic ‘sink’ and impede the
movement of any leachate plume. The ongoing effectiveness of the leachate collection system
will be determined through groundwater monitoring (hydraulic and chemical). MOECC
technical experts will determine whether this is an acceptable mitigation measure. The locations

1

Alternative Method 1- this alternative involves the vertical expansion of existing landfill site. The vertical
expansion would take place over previously approved and landfill areas on the site. This option covers
approximately 56 hectares. The maximum height of the expansion would be approximately 9 meters above the
ground surface, and would be limited to the height of the existing earth berms along the perimeter of the landfill. A
leachate collection system would be required to capture then leachate from the expansion and the existing landfill
areas.
Alternative Method 2 – this alternative is for the expansion of the site to the south of the existing landfill on adjacent
lands already owned by CH. Expansion would require approximately 36 hectares of land for a new cell, with total
area of approximately 80 hectares including buffer zone, earth berms and other site infrastructure. An excavation of
approximately 13 meters would be required. Leachate generated in the active working area would be captured and
transferred to the on-site liquid waste incinerator for treatment.
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of the wells and monitoring associated with the performance evaluation will be established as
part of the ECA application process.


Surface Water:
o Concerns about surface water management with respect to on-site flooding

CH committed to reviewing the existing Surface Water Monitoring Program as part of the ECA
application, and to continued consultation with the communities during the development of the
ECA application.


Alternatives

Both AFN and WIFN identified “Alternative 1” as being acceptable provided CH considers
modification of footprints and stormwater ponds to minimize impacts.
CH met with the WIFN and AFN to review and discuss the conceptual design and operation of
the stormwater management system for the preferred alternative. An explanation was provided
as to how the system is designed to store up to the 1:100 year storm event. Specific design details
regarding ditching and ponds will be developed as part of the ECA application.
In their summary comments, both communities stated that although impacts will occur as a result
of the project, with proper habitat compensation, design, construction and operation, impacts can
be mitigated to acceptable levels. While some items require additional work and discussion,
there are not any “deal breakers”.
AAB concludes CH adequately responded to the concerns raised by First Nations communities.
Recommendations:
The Aboriginal Affairs Branch has determined consultation undertaken by Clean Harbors on this
individual environmental assessment is adequate, with the proviso that Clean Harbors fulfils all
commitments to continue to consult with First Nations on particular issues (e.g. Habitat
Compensation Plan). All of the identified First Nations were provided notices and project
information. All communities were provided with numerous opportunities to participate in the
EA process and to identify concerns. CH adequately responded to concerns and issues raised by
the communities.

6

Attachment 1
Neegan Burnside Ltd. 292 Speedvale Avenue West Unit 20 Guelph ON N1H 1C4 CANADA
telephone (519) 823-4995 fax (519) 836-5477 web www.neeganburnside.com

November 13, 2014
Via: Email & Mail
Mr. Wesley Wright
Project Officer
Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change
Environmental Approvals Branch
2 St. Clair Ave West, Floor 12A
Toronto ON M4V 1L5
Dear Mr. Wright:
Re:

Review of Final Environmental Assessment Documents
Project No.: FEN020264.1405

Neegan Burnside Ltd. (Neegan Burnside) was retained by Aamjiwnaang First Nation (AFN) to
provide technical guidance regarding the review of the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the
proposed Landfill Expansion at the Clean Harbors Facility. Throughout this process, we have
provided advice to AFN on all milestone aspects of the EA and have discussed the process with
the Committee, staff, Chief and Council. On behalf of AFN, we are providing these comments
to the MOECC.
Issue 1: Still considerable mistrust
It is recognized by all that throughout the process, there has been a concerted effort by CH to
engage with and seek comment from AFN. AFN has indicted that they do appreciate this level
of consultation. However, we have been told that there still remains considerable mistrust
among the community towards the company due to legacy issues. Assuming that the MOECC
does issue approval for expansion, there is concern that once the final permit is received, there
will no longer be any incentive for CH to continue to engage with AFN at this level. It is noted
that CH has attempted to address this issue by providing a list of commitments to AFN.
Specifically, in their commitment letter to AFN, they state: Clean Harbors is committed to
regular consultation with the Aamjiwnaang First Nation and to continuing with the Community
Liaison Committee1.

1

It is important to mention that historically attendance at the Clean Harbors Community Liaison
Committee has been an issue for AFN. This is because the regularly scheduled CLC meeting date
conflicts with the regularly scheduled AFN Committee meeting date and neither party has been able to
negotiate a rescheduling of these dates.

Mr. Wesley Wright
November 13, 2014
Project No.: FEN020264.1405

Attachment
Page
2 of 3

To give more comfort that the consultation will be ongoing, AFN has suggested one option
would be to establish a First Nation Site Monitor (Inspector), who could have access to the site
on a regular basis (assume monthly) and report back to the Council at AFN. This is consistent
with the commitment table produced by CH. An example of an issue considered significant to
the community is proper management of wastes and leachate to minimize the potential for
ongoing odour problems – the inspector would review leachate storage on a regular basis and
ensure it is within the permit requirements.
Issue 2: Native Plant Rescue
It is noted that CH has committed to consulting with the Aamjiwnaang First Nation regarding the
development of the Habitat Compensation Plan; including, the consideration of traditional uses
of flora and fauna and the significance of specific species to local Aboriginal communities. AFN
has indicated that this compensation should include Native Plant Rescue, utilizing FN resources
such as members of the AFN community for both identification and transplant activities.
Issue 3: Stormwater Management
AFN has asked us to bring the following item to the attention of the MOECC. To date, Neegan
Burnside is of the opinion that the following item has not been adequately addressed in the EA
to date:


Since our early review process, we have continued to question the stormwater design and
the selection of a 1:25 stormwater event for ditch sizing. We have continued to indicate that
we feel that ditches should be designed for the 1:100 event. It is noted that the site has
historically had surface water issues resulting in overtopping of wells and groundwater
impacts. Both alternatives assessed by CH significantly reduced surface water capacity at
the site (i.e., stormwater ponds have been reduced in size). Given the history at the site
with stormwater issues, the selected criteria used for ditch sizing is not appropriate. To
date, we have not received a satisfactory answer to this ongoing question.

Overall Comment
The technical team, in consultation with AFN, is satisfied that remaining concerns can be
addressed by CH during the detailed design phase (EPA approval) and ongoing monitoring.
For documentation purposes, we are identifying the following significant items which are
expected to be addressed as part of the detailed design stage:


Native plant rescue incorporated into the woodlot clearing plans, using First Nation
resources, focusing on a broad spectrum of species, including prickly ash and butternut.



Detailed Habitat Compensation Plans for all natural heritage features impacted or removed.



Proper design and sizing of the clay plug and leachate collection system trench. For
example, we have stated that the 5 m proposed depth of the leachate interceptor trench is
just an approximation and we do expect to see intrusive data to verify that this intersects the
entire active zone. We note that there has been documentation that the trench may be very
shallow (less than 2 m) where the buildings and infrastructure are located. We do expect to
see documentation and verification that this is sufficient to intersect a plume.



Plans for additional wells to be installed to monitor the leachate collection system trench.



Proper design and sizing of stormwater features.
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Mr. Wesley Wright
November 13, 2014
Project No.: FEN020264.1405



Revised bio-monitoring program to more fully assess the effects of the facility.



Full re-evaluation of surface water and groundwater monitoring program.
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With regards to the monitoring programs, during the review of the net effects report, we noted
that the modeling was based on several assumptions about groundwater/surface water
movement and interaction. These included the capture of leachate, shallow groundwater flow
and deeper aquitard flow by the leachate collection trench and the stormwater ditches.
Assumptions regarding the design and operation of the leachate collection system and ditches
that are used to design the system will need to be validated by investigation and/or monitoring.
For documentation purposes, the following issues need to continue to be monitored and
assessed as part of the ongoing annual monitoring:


Chloride levels at TW45-99S and nearby wells.



VOC levels at TW22-99D and consideration of the recommendation on behalf of AFN, for
additional investigation into impacts at this well.



The rising chloride and sodium levels in the interface aquifer in the northwest corner,
evaluated against water levels, gradients and the chemistry of other site wells (as per the
RWDI letter of September 23, 2014).



Elevated sulphate concentrations at shallow wells along the north and west portions of the
property and in shallow off-site wells (as per the RWDI letter of September 23, 2014).



Impacts at PW1-N and PW2-S.

It is noted that many of these issues have been ongoing for a long time and have only recently
been investigated.
If mechanisms are put in place to ensure these items are addressed, the AFN have no issues
with the MOECC approving the EA and moving on to the detailed design stage.
Yours truly,
Neegan Burnside Ltd.

Kent Hunter, P.Eng.
Senior Project Engineer
KH:js
cc:

Sharilyn Johnston, Aamjiwnaang First Nation (Via: Mail & Email)

141110 Final EA review AFN.docx
11/11/2014 11:49 AM
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HYDROGEOLOGIC PROCEDURE - SINGLE PACKER SETUP AND
GROUNDWATER SAMPLING
1.0

Purpose:
The purpose of this document is to establish standard operating procedures (SOPs) to
setup the equipment necessary to (1) isolate a selected interval within an monitoring well
casing (which is damaged) using a single packer and (2) collection of water quality
samples from this selected interval within the monitoring well casing.

2.0

Equipment:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

3.0

Equipment testing criteria:
1)
2)
3)

4.0

Packer unit (Note: All equipment will be appropriately sized for well casing
diameter).
Spare packer bladders for the site specific packer.
Nitrogen air supply, capable of providing required pressure to inflate and hold
packer in place.
Regulator, fittings, inflation line and support cable.
Cable reel.
Bladder pump system and meters from measuring field groundwater chemistry.

Packer must be tested to design pressure, inspect for leaks.
Bypass valves must be installed before and after the pressure gauge assembly in
order to control pressure.
Pressure gauges should be calibrated if possible.

Procedures
1)

Packer will be inflated with a compressed inert gas (such as nitrogen).

2)

Determine packer inflation pressure (necessary to account for hydrostatic pressure
applied by the underlying water column – upward gradient documented).

3)

Prepare packer assembly and rods. Ensure all downhole equipment is
decontaminated/clean.

4)

Check inflation line to packer and fittings.

5)

Check wire line connectors on packer assembly.

6)

Confirm depth and position of packer and inflation pressure.

SOP for Hydrogeologic Procedure - Packer Setup
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7)

Prepare wire line winch, if used.

8)

Lower packer assembly to desired depth within casing.

9)

Inflate packer slowly (by 2-5 psi steps) until inflation pressure has been reached.

10)

Monitor packer inflation line pressure for a minimum of 2 minutes after inflation
is complete to see if packer is leaking. If no leaks apparent, continue to next step.

11)

Install bladder pump to desired depth (just above packer) and begin purging the
well casing. Remove water from casing until water level is one metre above
packer. Continually measure groundwater level within the casing and monitoring
field groundwater chemistry (pH, temperature, EH, and conductivity). The water
level within the casing will need to be lowered to create an inward flow gradient.
Given that the seal at the packer is tight, the only water entering the casing should
be via the seepage at the casing joints.

12)

Field chemistry will be monitoring in order to document the removal of stagnant
water within the casing. Once the groundwater field chemistry parameters are
stable, a water sample can be collected.

13)

During the purging process, check inflation lines and inflation pressure to ensure
packer remains inflated.

14)

After sample collection is complete, remove pump.

15)

Slowly release pressure on packer. Caution should be taken as the pressure on the
packer will push the packer upward.

16)

Remove packer assemble and close well.

SOP for Hydrogeologic Procedure - Packer Setup
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December 5, 2014
MEMORANDUM
TO:

Wesley Wright, Project Officer, Environmental Assessment Services
Cindy Batista, Project Officer, Environmental Assessment Services

FROM:

Michelle Schlag, Aboriginal Consultation Advisor
Environmental Approvals Access and Service Integration Branch

RE:

Clean Harbors Lambton Landfill Expansion Environmental Assessment

NOTE: Updates to this memo were made in blue font in response to correspondence received
from Aamjiwnaang First Nation after the original memo was provided to EAS.
This memo is in response to a request from EAB-EAS to review the Aboriginal consultation
portions of the above mentioned Environmental Assessment (EA). This review was led by
EAASIB- Service Integration Section (SIS).
PROJECT NAME:
Review of Clean Harbors Lambton Landfill Expansion Environmental Assessment
PROPONENT NAME:
Clean Harbors Canada Inc.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
The Clean Harbors facility is the only approved commercial hazardous waste disposal facility in
Ontario. The facility includes several components including the landfill and a liquid industrial
hazardous waste incinerator. The landfill is currently approved to accept solid hazardous
wastes from a broad group of clients including heavy and light industry, commercial businesses,
households and government bodies.
Clean Harbors estimates it will require an additional 4.5 million to 5 million cubic metres of
landfill capacity to manage waste for the next 25 years, based on the current historical average
of 170,000 tonnes per year. This would result in an increase in the capacity of the existing
landfill by approximately 60 percent of its currently approved capacity. It is not expected the
amount of waste received will change beyond the historical average.
PROJECT STATUS:
Final Environmental Assessment Review
2073 (2011/10)
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PROJECT LOCATION:
Approximately five kilometres south of the City of Sarnia in the County of Lambton.
Project is located within the following treaty areas:
 Treaty 29 (Huron Tract Purchase).
Modern day communities: Chippewas of Nawash, Saugeen, Caldwell, Chippewas of the
Thames, Walpole Island, Chippewas of Kettle and Stony Point, Aamjiwnaang
 1701 Albany Deed
The most proximate beneficiary of 1701 being the Oneida of the Thames.
Project is located within the asserted traditional territory of:
 Aamjiwnaang First Nation treaty territory
 Chippewas of Kettle and Stony Point
 Walpole Island (Bkejwangong)
BACKGROUND & ANAYSIS:
At the TOR phase the proponent was advised by MOE to contact the following Aboriginal
communities:
 Walpole Island (Bkejwangong) First Nation
 Chippewas of Sarnia (Aamjiwnaang First Nation)
 Chippewas of Kettle and Stony Point First Nation
 Oneida of the Thames First Nation
 Chippewas of the Thames First Nation
 Caldwell First Nation
 Munsee-Delaware Nation
 Moravian of the Thames
SIS has no concerns regarding the Aboriginal Communities Clean Harbors consulted as they
are consistent with the TOR.
The project is located on private land which includes a woodland of significant size for the area
which has historically been cleared. Both alternatives will result in the removal of a portion of
this woodland with the potential to affect its size and function.
ABORIGINAL CONSULATION UNDERTAKEN:
At each consultation milestone, each Aboriginal community identified above was contacted
directly by letter and followed-up with phone calls by Clean Harbors to assess their potential
interest as the EA proceeded.
Walpole Island and Aamjiwnaang expressed ongoing interest in the project. Both communities
retained the services of a technical consultant to review ongoing EA documentation and develop
comments on their behalf. Both communities also have members who participate in the
Community Liaison Committee. Representatives from both communities participated in data
collection activities to inventory existing conditions.
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-3Chippewas of the Thames First Nation submitted a letter following the Notice of
Commencement stating that they would like to be involved during the EA process and in
January 2014 submitted a statement of no concern.
Caldwell First Nation requested hard copies of various reports but did not submit any
comments.
Section 8 of the EA describes the notification and consultation steps which Clean Harbors has
undertaken while Appendices provides copies of the actual documents and comments received
from First Nations. Each of the below notices were mailed to the Chiefs of each of the First
Nations, one additional environmental/consultation staff person with the Aamjiwnaang (AFN)
and Walpole Island (WIFN) First Nations:





Notice of EA Commencement mailed on March 24, 2011;
Notice of Recommencement of EA Process mailed on August 10, 2012;
Notice of Draft Existing Conditions Reports for 11 different environmental components
mailed on March 6, 2013; and,
Notice of Draft Net Effects Analysis and Comparative Evaluation Reports for nine
different environmental components mailed on January 7, 2014.

Each letter/notice indicated that additional information was available on the project website and
invited each First Nation to submit comments or questions about the project in writing. Caldwell
First Nation requested hard copies of the Net Effects Analysis Reports and those were provided
by Clean Harbors.
Section 8.3 of the EA indicates that telephone calls were made to each First Nation to verify that
the notification of the Draft Existing Conditions Reports (three calls to each First Nation) and the
Nets Effects Analysis and Comparative Evaluation Reports (two calls to each First Nation) had
been received.
Given the proximity of the Aamjiwnaang First Nation and Walpole Island First Nation to the
project and high level of interest in the project, staff persons from these communities were
directly e-mailed internet linkages to the Draft Existing Conditions Reports in three phases
between February and March as the reports were finalized. These two staff persons were also
directly e-mailed the internet linkage to a Human Health Risk Assessment and Existing
Conditions Report when became available on May 9, 2013. In addition, community information
meetings were held with Aamjiwnaang First Nation and Walpole Island First Nation communities
on March 6, 2014 and May 29, 2014, respectively.
Clean Harbors has made a number of commitments to Aamjiwnaang First Nation and Walpole
Island First Nation in response to the comments received from each First Nation throughout the
EA process and on the draft EA. These commitments are articulated in Chapter 8 pg. 40-41 and
were communicated in a letter to each community in October 2014
Aamjiwnaang First Nation
Sept 25, 2012 information session with Aamjiwnaang First Nation was held at the Lambton
facility. A presentation was made a subsequent discussion focused on project status, EA
process, leachate and odour management, key technical discipline, work plans, landfill capacity
and recovery plan, the process for water treatment plant application and TDU improvements.
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-4October 23, 2012 a meeting was held with the Aamjiwnaang First Nation Environment
Committee to provide an update on the project.
November 14, 2012 presentation provided to Chief and Council.
In May and July 2013 Aamjiwnaang First Nation provided comments on the Existing Conditions
Report and HHRA. April 2014 the First Nation provided comments on the revised Existing
Conditions Report and HHRA.
September 2013 comments from Aamjiwnaang First Nation received on the draft Conceptual
Design report were received. The report was amended to address concerns raised.
February 2014 a meeting was held with the Aamjiwnaang First Nation Environment Committee.
Clean Harbors gave a presentation and was followed by open discussions. Key topics included
landfill liners, potential effects on woodlots, butternut trees, wildlife corridors, hydrogeological
assumptions, economic benefits, hosting a community information session.
February 2014 meeting held with Walpole Island First Nation and Aamjiwnaang First Nation
representatives to review and discuss the net effects analysis and comparative evaluation
reports.
March 2014 community information session.
April 2014 Aamjiwnaang First Nation provided comments on the Net Effects Analysis and
Comparative Evaluation Reports. The reports were amended to address comments received
and the updated reports and responses were provided as part of the draft EA.
April 2014 Aamjiwnaang First Nation monitor observed Stage 2 archaeological assessments.
August 2014 held meetings with Aamjiwnaang First Nation and Walpole Island First Nation to
provide an overview of the results from ongoing groundwater investigations at the site and
discuss how the specific design features of the preferred alternative and future monitoring
programs can be influenced. The communities provided their comments to Clean Harbors on
September 2014.
September 2014 Clean Harbors met with Aamjiwnaang First Nation and Walpole Island First
Nation to discuss their comments on the draft EA. Many of the comments received relate to the
specific design and operation and will be addressed at the Environmental Compliance Approval
(ECA) stage.
October 2014 meeting with Aamjiwnaang First Nation members who were unable to attend the
September meeting. Many of the comments received relate to the specific design and operation
and will be addressed at the environmental compliance approval stage.
Walpole Island First Nation
In May and June 2013 Walpole Island First Nation provided comments on the Existing
Conditions Report and HHRA. Feb and July 2014 Walpole Island First Nation provided
comments on the revised Existing Conditions Report and HHRA.
September 2013 comments from Walpole Island First Nation received on the draft Conceptual
Design report were received. The report was amended to address concerns raised.
Page 4 of 10
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October 2013 meeting held with Walpole Island First Nation to discuss function of the hydraulic
control layer and perimeter trench, landfill liners, settlement and top slopes, comments on
geology and hydrogeology existing conditions reports.
February 2014 Walpole Island First Nation provided comments on the Net Effects Analysis and
Comparative Evaluation Reports. The reports were amended to address comments received
and the updated reports and responses were provided as part of the draft EA.
May 2014 met with Walpole Island Heritage Committee. Discussion included vegetation removal
and resulting compensation. Clean Harbors provided verbal responses.
Same day met with Walpole Island First Nation Chief and Council and provided a presentation
on the comparative evaluation and selection of the preferred alternative. Discussion included
height of the expansion and closure plan. Clean Harbors provided verbal responses to
questions and concerns raised.
May 2014 held and open house at the Walpole Island Cultural Centre. Poster boards and
presentation. Discussion included surface and groundwater impacts, air quality, wildlife corridors
and costs of future monitoring and remediation.
August 2014 held meetings with Aamjiwnaang First Nation and Walpole Island First Nation to
provide an overview of the results from ongoing groundwater investigations at the site and
discuss how the specific design features of the preferred alternative and future monitoring
programs can be influenced. The communities provided their comments to Clean Harbors on
September 2014.
September 2014 Clean Harbors met with Aamjiwnaang First Nation and Walpole Island First
Nation to discuss their comments on the draft EA. Many of the comments received relate to the
specific design and operation and will be addressed at the Environmental Compliance Approval
(ECA) stage.
Caldwell First Nation
Caldwell First Nation requested executive summaries of each Existing Condition Report in April
2013. During a follow- up call Caldwell First Nation requested hard copies of the Net Effects
Analysis and Comparative Evaluation Reports which were provided in April 2014.
ABORIGINAL COMMUNITY COMMENTS:
Detailed comments from the Aboriginal communities is included in the Supporting Document F6.
Aamjiwnaang First Nation and Walpole Island First Nation provided extensive comments
questioning the potential effectiveness of the proposed perimeter leachate collection trenches,
including the necessary depth for the ditches, and whether their use as storm water facilities will
hinder their leachate collection role. The First Nations conclude that they do not believe it has
been demonstrated that either alternative landfill expansion option will be protective of the
environment. Both First Nations continues to raise concerns regarding leachate.
Aamjiwnaang First Nation
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-6Pg.4 Biomonitoring program review. Clean Harbors will have to have a mechanism for
assessing whether or not the facility is having an impact or not on the surrounding environment.
Clean Harbors response is that this will be addressed at the ECA phase.
Pg. 4 Aamjiwnaang First Nation acknowledges that the consultation section of the EA provide a
reasonable discussion of the engagement of Neegan Burnside on behalf of Aamjiwnaang First
Nation and Walpole Island First Nation during the EA development.
Pg. 5 Monitoring is vague and Aamjiwnaang First Nation understands that it will be fleshed our
during ECA phase. Expect a more complete analytical suite to be analysed and assessed for
stormwater parameters. Expect biomonitoring to include assessment and method for evaluating
if changes are plant related. As a minimum, there should be no reduction to the hydrological
monitoring. An extensive monitoring network will be needed to assess the effectiveness of the
leachate collection trench. Trigger mechanism should be included.
Pg. 5 There are still unresolved issues but ‘no deal-breakers’.
Pg. 5 Aamjiwnaang First Nation states that they have considerable discomfort that Clean
Harbors can operate the engineering features in perpetuity.
Pg. 5 Project location includes a significant woodlot (100ha). Aamjiwnaang First Nation is
satisfied that AECOM has adequately considered the significant woodlands in their proposed
approaches.
Pg. 5 Aamjiwnaang First Nation raised concerns about the adequacy of assessment related to
the western chorus frog. Clean Harbors has commited to consult the First Nation on the habitat
compensation plan.
P.5 Some discussion of the significance of turtles to First Nations should be included in the
document. Clean Harbors simply acknowledged the concern but did not include any further
discussion.
Pg. 7 Fish and fish habitat identified as culturally significant as sustenance and support to
Aboriginal fisheries. Aamjiwnaang First Nation is satisfied with the level of consideration given
by Clean Harbors.
Pg. 7 No indication in the report that First Nation traditional values or uses of the flora or fauna
associated with the site was included in the assessment. Clean Harbors has committed to
consulting with Aamjiwnaang First Nation regarding the development of the Habitat
Compensation Plan; including consideration of traditional uses of flora and fauna and the
significance of species to local Aboriginal communities.
P. 7 Due to the location of the project, the size of the habitat features on the site and the
significant wildlife habitat functions that the site provides, it is difficult ti find the proposed
development and its associated effects ‘acceptable’ for either alternative presented. While there
may be minimal effects for traditionally harvested species including waterfowl, game birds and
white-tailed deer, there will be significant effects to other more sensitive groups and individual
species. The site is located in an area of the province that has undergone considerable forest
clearing, historically. The sheer size of the woodland is of note, even aside from its additional
functions. The presented options both result in significant loss of natural heritage features and
functions, including loss of habitat to uncommon, rare and sensitive species that are generally
not acceptable. Aamjiwnaang First Nation suggests that Alternative 1 may be acceptable
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-7provided consideration be given to compensation and ongoing monitoring once the project
proceeds.
Pg. 20 Aamjiwnaang First Nation is of the opinion that O. Reg 232/98 should be the minimum
standard to which this site is designed. Clean Harbors has committed to meeting or exceeding
applicable aspects of O. Reg. 232/98.
Pg. 21 Aamjiwnaang First Nation raised concerns about stormwater management – whether
what is proposed is feasible on the site. Clean Harbors committed to address this in ECA phase.
On November 28, 2014 Aamjiwnaang First Nation sent a letter to the ministry outlining their
comments on the EA. The community outlines three outstanding concerns including their
relationship with Clean Harbors, native plant rescue, and stormwater management. The
community seems generally satisfied that the other outstanding concerns can be addressed at
the permitting and approvals stage.
Walpole Island First Nation
Pg. 22 Walpole Island First Nation acknowledges that the consultation section of the EA
provides a reasonable discussion of the engagement of Neegan Burnside during the EA
development.
Pg. 25 Aquatic and Terrestrial fieldwork:
 Section on breeding amphibians still requires additional work.
 Discussion of turtle significance needs to be included in the EA.
 No indication in the report that First Nation traditional values or uses of the flora an d
fauna associated with the site was included in the assessment.
 Generally satisfied with the statements and comments made regarding the aquatic and
terrestrial habitat and net effects.
Pg. 25 Clean Harbors and MOECC will need to develop a mechanism for assessing whether or
not the facility is having an impact on the surrounding area.
Pg. 26 Walpole Island First Nation generally no issues with the selection of Alternative 1.
Pg. 26 Monitoring: understand that this will be fleshed out in ECA stage. Walpole Island First
Nation expects a more complete analytical suite be analysed and assessed for stormwater
parameters. Walpole Island First Nation expects biomonitoring to include an assessment and a
method for evaluating if changes are plant related. As a minimum there should be no reduction
to the hydrogeology monitoring. An extensive well network will be needed to assess the
effectiveness if the leachate collection trench. Trigger mechanism should be included.
Pg. 26 Significant woodlot: based on the revised EA and the response to comments provided in
the disposition tables, Walpole Island First Nation is comfortable that AECOM has adequately
considered the Significant Woodlands in the proposed approaches.
Pg. 27 Recommend further investigation of the life cycle needs for the Giant Swallowtail
Butterfly and how impacts can be mitigated. Clean Harbors response is that they are committed
to consulting Walpole Island First Nation regarding the development of the Habitat
Compensation Plan.
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-8Pg. 27 Feel that AECOM has not discussed the western chorus frog in sufficient detail. Clean
Harbors response is that they are committed to consulting Walpole Island First Nation regarding
the development of the Habitat Compensation Plan.
Pg. 28-29 Alternative Selection: Due to the location of the project, size of the habitat features on
the site and the significant wildlife habitat functions that the site provides, it is difficult to find the
proposed development and its associated effects ‘acceptable’ for either alternative presented.
While there may be minimal effects on to traditionally harvested species, including waterfowl,
game birds and white-tailed deer, there will be significant effects to other more sensitive groups
and individual species. The site is located in an area of the province that has undergone
considerable forest clearing, historically. The sheer size of the woodland is of note, even aside
from its additional functions. The presented options both result in a significant loss of natural
heritage features and functions including loss of habitat for uncommon, area or sensitive
species that are generally not acceptable. Walpole Island First Nation suggests that Alternative
1 may be acceptable, provided that consideration is given to compensation and ongoing
monitoring once the project proceeds.
Pg. 29 Walpole Island First Nation was invited to attend the initial field assessment. However, it
is their understanding that after the initial assessment, there were additional field studies and
investigation in which Walpole Island First Nation was not invited to attend. In the future,
Walpole Island First Nation should be informed of the additional field work and be invited to
attend.
Pg. 40 Walpole Island First Nation is of the opinion that O. Reg 232/98 should be the minimum
standard to which this site is designed. Clean Harbors has committed to meeting or exceeding
applicable aspects of O. Reg. 232/98.
December 2, 2014 Walpole Island First Nation emailed a letter to Clean Harbors copied to the
MOECC outlining their interpretation of the commitments Clean Harbors laid out in Chapter 8,
Consultation summary pg. 40-41.
GOVERNMENT REVIEW OF THE DRAFT EA:
During the draft EA MOECC raised the concerns below. Clean Harbors responded to these
comments in the Supporting Document 1 Appendix F6.
1. Breeding amphibians – loss of significant wildlife habitat and potential significance to
First Nation communities should be discussed.
Proponent Response: With the creation of wetland areas through the Habitat
Compensation Plan there will be a shift in amphibian breeding locations; however no net
loss is anticipated. Clean Harbors has committed to consulting with Aamjiwnaang and
Walpole Island First Nations regarding the development of the Habitat Compensation
Plan including the consideration of traditional uses of flora and fauna and the
significance of specific species to local Aboriginal communities.
2. Cultural significance of turtles should be discussed. Section 4.1.3.4 of the Natural
Environment Existing Conditions Report and 4.3.7.1 of Chapter 4 of the EA provides a
discussion of Snapping turtles observes at the site and indicates that Snapping Turtles
are a culturally significant species. There is no further discussion of the cultural
significance of turtles to First Nations.
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-9Proponent Response: Clean Harbors has committed to consulting with Aamjiwnaang
and Walpole Island First Nations regarding the development regarding the development
of the Habitat Compensation Plan including the consideration of traditional uses of flora
and fauna and the significance of specific species to local Aboriginal communities.
3. First Nation traditional values and/or use of flora and fauna associated with the site were
not included in the assessment. Need clarification on the extent of fencing at the project
site. It should be noted that the while the Natural Environment Existing Conditions
Report contains an extensive listing of plant species recorded at the landfill site, neither
it nor any other document provided in the EA process thus far discusses whether any of
the plants holds any cultural significance or are harvesting by the First Nations.
Proponent Response: Clean Harbors has committed to consulting with Aamjiwnaang
and Walpole Island First Nations regarding the development regarding the development
of the Habitat Compensation Plan including the consideration of traditional uses of flora
and fauna and the significance of specific species to local Aboriginal communities.
4. Assessment of net effects fails to address fragmentation of wildlife corridors and habitat
associated with the significant woodlands on the site. There will be:
a. Significant loss of natural heritage features and functions.
b. Loss of habitat for uncommon, rare, and sensitive species.
Need clarification on whether and how these matters have been considered.
Proponent Response: Outlines what was considered in the Natural Environment Net
Effects Analysis and Comparative Evaluation Report. This report also includes
recommendations for compensation and restoration of vegetation.
5. Aamjiwnaang First Nation and Walpole Island First Nation identified Alternative 1 as
acceptable provided the proponent considers modification of footprints and storm water
ponds to minimize impacts. Need clarification on whether and how this has been
considered.
Proponent Response: Clean Harbors met with Aamjiwnaang First Nation and Walpole
Island First Nation to review and discuss the conceptual design and operation of the
stormwater management system for the preferred alternative. Specific design details will
be developed as part of the ECA application.
6. No concept of treaty or traditional territory was mentioned in the reports. The proponent
acknowledges matters related to treaties and traditional territories were raised. Need
clarification on the specific matters that were raised.
Proponent Response: Clarified that they have not received specific feedback from First
Nation communities related to treaties and traditional territories. Clean Harbors has
committed to consulting with Aamjiwnaang and Walpole Island First Nations regarding
the development regarding the development of the Habitat Compensation Plan including
the consideration of traditional uses of flora and fauna and the significance of specific
species to local Aboriginal communities.
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS:
SIS has no major concerns with the First Nation consultation process undertaken in this EA
process.
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The proponent focused their efforts on the communities who expressed an interest in the
project. This seems consistent with the Crowns understanding of community’s traditional
territories and potential of the project to impact to Aboriginal and treaty rights.
The level of consultation with the other identified Aboriginal communities seems appropriate
considering the level of interest expressed in the project and the Crowns current knowledge of
these communities.
Throughout the EA process Clean Harbors was generally responsive to communities
comments/issues raised including requests for additional information.
There remain some outstanding issues, some of which will be dealt with during subsequent
approvals or through commitments made by the Clean Harbors in the EA. Aamjiwnaang First
Nation and Walpole Island First have articulated that despite the outstanding issues there are
not ‘deal beakers’.
The MOECC should ensure that there is follow-through on commitments made by Clean
Harbors. EAS should consider the commitments when developing conditions for the EA.
The MOECC should also ensure that the commitments made and issues raised by the First
Nations are considered in the subsequent approvals phase (ECAs).
Clean Harbors should take into consideration Walpole Island First Nations interpretation of the
commitments made (see Letter dated Dec 2, 2014). MOECC should where feasible require
Clean Harbors to act in accordance with Walpole Island First Nation’s interpretation (letter dated
December 2, 2014) of the commitments made in Chapter 8 pg. 40-41. This may be achieved
through the development of EA conditions that reflect Walpole Island First Nations’
interpretation of the commitments.
MOECC should consider developing EA conditions to address the three outstanding issues
identified by Aamjiwnaang First Nation.
1) Ongoing consultation: the ministry should require ongoing consultation with the
community and should consider the communities recommendation for a First Nation
Site Monitor.
2) Native plant rescue: the ministry should consider the community’s recommendation
that its members be used to identify and transplant native plants from the project site
to another location.
3) Stormwater management: the ministry should ensure the stormwater management
plan is protective of the environment and communicate to the community how their
concern has been considered and addressed.
Michelle Schlag
Aboriginal Consultation Advisor
Environmental Approvals Access and Service Integration Branch
MS/
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December 5, 2014
MEMORANDUM
TO:

Wesley Wright, Project Officer, Environmental Assessment Services
Cindy Batista, Project Officer, Environmental Assessment Services

FROM:

Michelle Schlag, Aboriginal Consultation Advisor
Environmental Approvals Access and Service Integration Branch

RE:

Clean Harbors Lambton Landfill Expansion Environmental Assessment

This memo is in response to a request from EAB-EAS to review the Aboriginal consultation
portions of the above mentioned Environmental Assessment (EA). This review was led by
EAASIB- Service Integration Section (SIS).
PROJECT NAME:
Review of Clean Harbors Lambton Landfill Expansion Environmental Assessment
PROPONENT NAME:
Clean Harbors Canada Inc.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
The Clean Harbors facility is the only approved commercial hazardous waste disposal facility in
Ontario. The facility includes several components including the landfill and a liquid industrial
hazardous waste incinerator. The landfill is currently approved to accept solid hazardous
wastes from a broad group of clients including heavy and light industry, commercial businesses,
households and government bodies.
Clean Harbors estimates it will require an additional 4.5 million to 5 million cubic metres of
landfill capacity to manage waste for the next 25 years, based on the current historical average
of 170,000 tonnes per year. This would result in an increase in the capacity of the existing
landfill by approximately 60 percent of its currently approved capacity. It is not expected the
amount of waste received will change beyond the historical average.
PROJECT STATUS:
Final Environmental Assessment Review
PROJECT LOCATION:
Approximately five kilometres south of the City of Sarnia in the County of Lambton.
2073 (2011/10)
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Project is located within the following treaty areas:
 Treaty 29 (Huron Tract Purchase).
Modern day communities: Chippewas of Nawash, Saugeen, Caldwell, Chippewas of the
Thames, Walpole Island, Chippewas of Kettle and Stony Point, Aamjiwnaang
 1701 Albany Deed
The most proximate beneficiary of 1701 being the Oneida of the Thames.
Project is located within the asserted traditional territory of:
 Aamjiwnaang First Nation treaty territory
 Chippewas of Kettle and Stony Point
 Walpole Island (Bkejwangong)
BACKGROUND & ANAYSIS:
At the TOR phase the proponent was advised by MOE to contact the following Aboriginal
communities:
 Walpole Island (Bkejwangong) First Nation
 Chippewas of Sarnia (Aamjiwnaang First Nation)
 Chippewas of Kettle and Stony Point First Nation
 Oneida of the Thames First Nation
 Chippewas of the Thames First Nation
 Caldwell First Nation
 Munsee-Delaware Nation
 Moravian of the Thames
SIS has no concerns regarding the Aboriginal Communities Clean Harbors consulted as they
are consistent with the TOR.
The project is located on private land which includes a woodland of significant size for the area
which has historically been cleared. Both alternatives will result in the removal of a portion of
this woodland with the potential to affect its size and function.
ABORIGINAL CONSULATION UNDERTAKEN:
At each consultation milestone, each Aboriginal community identified above was contacted
directly by letter and followed-up with phone calls by Clean Harbors to assess their potential
interest as the EA proceeded.
Walpole Island and Aamjiwnaang expressed ongoing interest in the project. Both communities
retained the services of a technical consultant to review ongoing EA documentation and develop
comments on their behalf. Both communities also have members who participate in the
Community Liaison Committee. Representatives from both communities participated in data
collection activities to inventory existing conditions.
Chippewas of the Thames First Nation submitted a letter following the Notice of
Commencement stating that they would like to be involved during the EA process and in
January 2014 submitted a statement of no concern.
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-3Caldwell First Nation requested hard copies of various reports but did not submit any
comments.
Section 8 of the EA describes the notification and consultation steps which Clean Harbors has
undertaken while Appendices provides copies of the actual documents and comments received
from First Nations. Each of the below notices were mailed to the Chiefs of each of the First
Nations, one additional environmental/consultation staff person with the Aamjiwnaang (AFN)
and Walpole Island (WIFN) First Nations:





Notice of EA Commencement mailed on March 24, 2011;
Notice of Recommencement of EA Process mailed on August 10, 2012;
Notice of Draft Existing Conditions Reports for 11 different environmental components
mailed on March 6, 2013; and,
Notice of Draft Net Effects Analysis and Comparative Evaluation Reports for nine
different environmental components mailed on January 7, 2014.

Each letter/notice indicated that additional information was available on the project website and
invited each First Nation to submit comments or questions about the project in writing. Caldwell
First Nation requested hard copies of the Net Effects Analysis Reports and those were provided
by Clean Harbors.
Section 8.3 of the EA indicates that telephone calls were made to each First Nation to verify that
the notification of the Draft Existing Conditions Reports (three calls to each First Nation) and the
Nets Effects Analysis and Comparative Evaluation Reports (two calls to each First Nation) had
been received.
Given the proximity of the Aamjiwnaang First Nation and Walpole Island First Nation to the
project and high level of interest in the project, staff persons from these communities were
directly e-mailed internet linkages to the Draft Existing Conditions Reports in three phases
between February and March as the reports were finalized. These two staff persons were also
directly e-mailed the internet linkage to a Human Health Risk Assessment and Existing
Conditions Report when became available on May 9, 2013. In addition, community information
meetings were held with Aamjiwnaang First Nation and Walpole Island First Nation communities
on March 6, 2014 and May 29, 2014, respectively.
Clean Harbors has made a number of commitments to Aamjiwnaang First Nation and Walpole
Island First Nation in response to the comments received from each First Nation throughout the
EA process and on the draft EA. These commitments are articulated in Chapter 8 pg. 40-41 and
were communicated in a letter to each community in October 2014
Aamjiwnaang First Nation
Sept 25, 2012 information session with Aamjiwnaang First Nation was held at the Lambton
facility. A presentation was made a subsequent discussion focused on project status, EA
process, leachate and odour management, key technical discipline, work plans, landfill capacity
and recovery plan, the process for water treatment plant application and TDU improvements.
October 23, 2012 a meeting was held with the Aamjiwnaang First Nation Environment
Committee to provide an update on the project.
November 14, 2012 presentation provided to Chief and Council.
Page 3 of 10

-4In May and July 2013 Aamjiwnaang First Nation provided comments on the Existing Conditions
Report and HHRA. April 2014 the First Nation provided comments on the revised Existing
Conditions Report and HHRA.
September 2013 comments from Aamjiwnaang First Nation received on the draft Conceptual
Design report were received. The report was amended to address concerns raised.
February 2014 a meeting was held with the Aamjiwnaang First Nation Environment Committee.
Clean Harbors gave a presentation and was followed by open discussions. Key topics included
landfill liners, potential effects on woodlots, butternut trees, wildlife corridors, hydrogeological
assumptions, economic benefits, hosting a community information session.
February 2014 meeting held with Walpole Island First Nation and Aamjiwnaang First Nation
representatives to review and discuss the net effects analysis and comparative evaluation
reports.
March 2014 community information session.
April 2014 Aamjiwnaang First Nation provided comments on the Net Effects Analysis and
Comparative Evaluation Reports. The reports were amended to address comments received
and the updated reports and responses were provided as part of the draft EA.
April 2014 Aamjiwnaang First Nation monitor observed Stage 2 archaeological assessments.
August 2014 held meetings with Aamjiwnaang First Nation and Walpole Island First Nation to
provide an overview of the results from ongoing groundwater investigations at the site and
discuss how the specific design features of the preferred alternative and future monitoring
programs can be influenced. The communities provided their comments to Clean Harbors on
September 2014.
September 2014 Clean Harbors met with Aamjiwnaang First Nation and Walpole Island First
Nation to discuss their comments on the draft EA. Many of the comments received relate to the
specific design and operation and will be addressed at the Environmental Compliance Approval
(ECA) stage.
October 2014 meeting with Aamjiwnaang First Nation members who were unable to attend the
September meeting. Many of the comments received relate to the specific design and operation
and will be addressed at the environmental compliance approval stage.
Walpole Island First Nation
In May and June 2013 Walpole Island First Nation provided comments on the Existing
Conditions Report and HHRA. Feb and July 2014 Walpole Island First Nation provided
comments on the revised Existing Conditions Report and HHRA.
September 2013 comments from Walpole Island First Nation received on the draft Conceptual
Design report were received. The report was amended to address concerns raised.
October 2013 meeting held with Walpole Island First Nation to discuss function of the hydraulic
control layer and perimeter trench, landfill liners, settlement and top slopes, comments on
geology and hydrogeology existing conditions reports.
Page 4 of 10

-5February 2014 Walpole Island First Nation provided comments on the Net Effects Analysis and
Comparative Evaluation Reports. The reports were amended to address comments received
and the updated reports and responses were provided as part of the draft EA.
May 2014 met with Walpole Island Heritage Committee. Discussion included vegetation removal
and resulting compensation. Clean Harbors provided verbal responses.
Same day met with Walpole Island First Nation Chief and Council and provided a presentation
on the comparative evaluation and selection of the preferred alternative. Discussion included
height of the expansion and closure plan. Clean Harbors provided verbal responses to
questions and concerns raised.
May 2014 held and open house at the Walpole Island Cultural Centre. Poster boards and
presentation. Discussion included surface and groundwater impacts, air quality, wildlife corridors
and costs of future monitoring and remediation.
August 2014 held meetings with Aamjiwnaang First Nation and Walpole Island First Nation to
provide an overview of the results from ongoing groundwater investigations at the site and
discuss how the specific design features of the preferred alternative and future monitoring
programs can be influenced. The communities provided their comments to Clean Harbors on
September 2014.
September 2014 Clean Harbors met with Aamjiwnaang First Nation and Walpole Island First
Nation to discuss their comments on the draft EA. Many of the comments received relate to the
specific design and operation and will be addressed at the Environmental Compliance Approval
(ECA) stage.
Caldwell First Nation
Caldwell First Nation requested executive summaries of each Existing Condition Report in April
2013. During a follow- up call Caldwell First Nation requested hard copies of the Net Effects
Analysis and Comparative Evaluation Reports which were provided in April 2014.
ABORIGINAL COMMUNITY COMMENTS:
Detailed comments from the Aboriginal communities is included in the Supporting Document F6.
Aamjiwnaang First Nation and Walpole Island First Nation provided extensive comments
questioning the potential effectiveness of the proposed perimeter leachate collection trenches,
including the necessary depth for the ditches, and whether their use as storm water facilities will
hinder their leachate collection role. The First Nations conclude that they do not believe it has
been demonstrated that either alternative landfill expansion option will be protective of the
environment. Both First Nations continues to raise concerns regarding leachate.
Aamjiwnaang First Nation
Pg.4 Biomonitoring program review. Clean Harbors will have to have a mechanism for
assessing whether or not the facility is having an impact or not on the surrounding environment.
Clean Harbors response is that this will be addressed at the ECA phase.
Pg. 4 Aamjiwnaang First Nation acknowledges that the consultation section of the EA provide a
reasonable discussion of the engagement of Neegan Burnside on behalf of Aamjiwnaang First
Nation and Walpole Island First Nation during the EA development.
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Pg. 5 Monitoring is vague and Aamjiwnaang First Nation understands that it will be fleshed our
during ECA phase. Expect a more complete analytical suite to be analysed and assessed for
stormwater parameters. Expect biomonitoring to include assessment and method for evaluating
if changes are plant related. As a minimum, there should be no reduction to the hydrological
monitoring. An extensive monitoring network will be needed to assess the effectiveness of the
leachate collection trench. Trigger mechanism should be included.
Pg. 5 There are still unresolved issues but ‘no deal-breakers’.
Pg. 5 Aamjiwnaang First Nation states that they have considerable discomfort that Clean
Harbors can operate the engineering features in perpetuity.
Pg. 5 Project location includes a significant woodlot (100ha). Aamjiwnaang First Nation is
satisfied that AECOM has adequately considered the significant woodlands in their proposed
approaches.
Pg. 5 Aamjiwnaang First Nation raised concerns about the adequacy of assessment related to
the western chorus frog. Clean Harbors has commited to consult the First Nation on the habitat
compensation plan.
P.5 Some discussion of the significance of turtles to First Nations should be included in the
document. Clean Harbors simply acknowledged the concern but did not include any further
discussion.
Pg. 7 Fish and fish habitat identified as culturally significant as sustenance and support to
Aboriginal fisheries. Aamjiwnaang First Nation is satisfied with the level of consideration given
by Clean Harbors.
Pg. 7 No indication in the report that First Nation traditional values or uses of the flora or fauna
associated with the site was included in the assessment. Clean Harbors has committed to
consulting with Aamjiwnaang First Nation regarding the development of the Habitat
Compensation Plan; including consideration of traditional uses of flora and fauna and the
significance of species to local Aboriginal communities.
P. 7 Due to the location of the project, the size of the habitat features on the site and the
significant wildlife habitat functions that the site provides, it is difficult ti find the proposed
development and its associated effects ‘acceptable’ for either alternative presented. While there
may be minimal effects for traditionally harvested species including waterfowl, game birds and
white-tailed deer, there will be significant effects to other more sensitive groups and individual
species. The site is located in an area of the province that has undergone considerable forest
clearing, historically. The sheer size of the woodland is of note, even aside from its additional
functions. The presented options both result in significant loss of natural heritage features and
functions, including loss of habitat to uncommon, rare and sensitive species that are generally
not acceptable. Aamjiwnaang First Nation suggests that Alternative 1 may be acceptable
provided consideration be given to compensation and ongoing monitoring once the project
proceeds.
Pg. 20 Aamjiwnaang First Nation is of the opinion that O. Reg 232/98 should be the minimum
standard to which this site is designed. Clean Harbors has committed to meeting or exceeding
applicable aspects of O. Reg. 232/98.
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-7Pg. 21 Aamjiwnaang First Nation raised concerns about stormwater management – whether
what is proposed is feasible on the site. Clean Harbors committed to address this in ECA phase.
Walpole Island First Nation
Pg. 22 Walpole Island First Nation acknowledges that the consultation section of the EA
provides a reasonable discussion of the engagement of Neegan Burnside during the EA
development.
Pg. 25 Aquatic and Terrestrial fieldwork:
 Section on breeding amphibians still requires additional work.
 Discussion of turtle significance needs to be included in the EA.
 No indication in the report that First Nation traditional values or uses of the flora an d
fauna associated with the site was included in the assessment.
 Generally satisfied with the statements and comments made regarding the aquatic and
terrestrial habitat and net effects.
Pg. 25 Clean Harbors and MOECC will need to develop a mechanism for assessing whether or
not the facility is having an impact on the surrounding area.
Pg. 26 Walpole Island First Nation generally no issues with the selection of Alternative 1.
Pg. 26 Monitoring: understand that this will be fleshed out in ECA stage. Walpole Island First
Nation expects a more complete analytical suite be analysed and assessed for stormwater
parameters. Walpole Island First Nation expects biomonitoring to include an assessment and a
method for evaluating if changes are plant related. As a minimum there should be no reduction
to the hydrogeology monitoring. An extensive well network will be needed to assess the
effectiveness if the leachate collection trench. Trigger mechanism should be included.
Pg. 26 Significant woodlot: based on the revised EA and the response to comments provided in
the disposition tables, Walpole Island First Nation is comfortable that AECOM has adequately
considered the Significant Woodlands in the proposed approaches.
Pg. 27 Recommend further investigation of the life cycle needs for the Giant Swallowtail
Butterfly and how impacts can be mitigated. Clean Harbors response is that they are committed
to consulting Walpole Island First Nation regarding the development of the Habitat
Compensation Plan.
Pg. 27 Feel that AECOM has not discussed the western chorus frog in sufficient detail. Clean
Harbors response is that they are committed to consulting Walpole Island First Nation regarding
the development of the Habitat Compensation Plan.
Pg. 28-29 Alternative Selection: Due to the location of the project, size of the habitat features on
the site and the significant wildlife habitat functions that the site provides, it is difficult to find the
proposed development and its associated effects ‘acceptable’ for either alternative presented.
While there may be minimal effects on to traditionally harvested species, including waterfowl,
game birds and white-tailed deer, there will be significant effects to other more sensitive groups
and individual species. The site is located in an area of the province that has undergone
considerable forest clearing, historically. The sheer size of the woodland is of note, even aside
from its additional functions. The presented options both result in a significant loss of natural
heritage features and functions including loss of habitat for uncommon, area or sensitive
species that are generally not acceptable. Walpole Island First Nation suggests that Alternative
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monitoring once the project proceeds.
Pg. 29 Walpole Island First Nation was invited to attend the initial field assessment. However, it
is their understanding that after the initial assessment, there were additional field studies and
investigation in which Walpole Island First Nation was not invited to attend. In the future,
Walpole Island First Nation should be informed of the additional field work and be invited to
attend.
Pg. 40 Walpole Island First Nation is of the opinion that O. Reg 232/98 should be the minimum
standard to which this site is designed. Clean Harbors has committed to meeting or exceeding
applicable aspects of O. Reg. 232/98.
December 2, 2014 Walpole Island First Nation emailed a letter to Clean Harbors copied to the
MOECC outlining their interpretation of the commitments Clean Harbors laid out in Chapter 8,
Consultation summary pg. 40-41.
GOVERNMENT REVIEW OF THE DRAFT EA:
During the draft EA MOECC raised the concerns below. Clean Harbors responded to these
comments in the Supporting Document 1 Appendix F6.
1. Breeding amphibians – loss of significant wildlife habitat and potential significance to
First Nation communities should be discussed.
Proponent Response: With the creation of wetland areas through the Habitat
Compensation Plan there will be a shift in amphibian breeding locations; however no net
loss is anticipated. Clean Harbors has committed to consulting with Aamjiwnaang and
Walpole Island First Nations regarding the development of the Habitat Compensation
Plan including the consideration of traditional uses of flora and fauna and the
significance of specific species to local Aboriginal communities.
2. Cultural significance of turtles should be discussed. Section 4.1.3.4 of the Natural
Environment Existing Conditions Report and 4.3.7.1 of Chapter 4 of the EA provides a
discussion of Snapping turtles observes at the site and indicates that Snapping Turtles
are a culturally significant species. There is no further discussion of the cultural
significance of turtles to First Nations.
Proponent Response: Clean Harbors has committed to consulting with Aamjiwnaang
and Walpole Island First Nations regarding the development regarding the development
of the Habitat Compensation Plan including the consideration of traditional uses of flora
and fauna and the significance of specific species to local Aboriginal communities.
3. First Nation traditional values and/or use of flora and fauna associated with the site were
not included in the assessment. Need clarification on the extent of fencing at the project
site. It should be noted that the while the Natural Environment Existing Conditions
Report contains an extensive listing of plant species recorded at the landfill site, neither
it nor any other document provided in the EA process thus far discusses whether any of
the plants holds any cultural significance or are harvesting by the First Nations.
Proponent Response: Clean Harbors has committed to consulting with Aamjiwnaang
and Walpole Island First Nations regarding the development regarding the development
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and fauna and the significance of specific species to local Aboriginal communities.
4. Assessment of net effects fails to address fragmentation of wildlife corridors and habitat
associated with the significant woodlands on the site. There will be:
a. Significant loss of natural heritage features and functions.
b. Loss of habitat for uncommon, rare, and sensitive species.
Need clarification on whether and how these matters have been considered.
Proponent Response: Outlines what was considered in the Natural Environment Net
Effects Analysis and Comparative Evaluation Report. This report also includes
recommendations for compensation and restoration of vegetation.
5. Aamjiwnaang First Nation and Walpole Island First Nation identified Alternative 1 as
acceptable provided the proponent considers modification of footprints and storm water
ponds to minimize impacts. Need clarification on whether and how this has been
considered.
Proponent Response: Clean Harbors met with Aamjiwnaang First Nation and Walpole
Island First Nation to review and discuss the conceptual design and operation of the
stormwater management system for the preferred alternative. Specific design details will
be developed as part of the ECA application.
6. No concept of treaty or traditional territory was mentioned in the reports. The proponent
acknowledges matters related to treaties and traditional territories were raised. Need
clarification on the specific matters that were raised.
Proponent Response: Clarified that they have not received specific feedback from First
Nation communities related to treaties and traditional territories. Clean Harbors has
committed to consulting with Aamjiwnaang and Walpole Island First Nations regarding
the development regarding the development of the Habitat Compensation Plan including
the consideration of traditional uses of flora and fauna and the significance of specific
species to local Aboriginal communities.
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS:
SIS has no major concerns with the First Nation consultation process undertaken in this EA
process.
The proponent focused their efforts on the communities who expressed an interest in the
project. This seems consistent with the Crowns understanding of community’s traditional
territories and potential of the project to impact to Aboriginal and treaty rights.
The level of consultation with the other identified Aboriginal communities seems appropriate
considering the level of interest expressed in the project and the Crowns current knowledge of
these communities.
Throughout the EA process Clean Harbors was generally responsive to communities
comments/issues raised including requests for additional information.
There remain some outstanding issues, some of which will be dealt with during subsequent
approvals or through commitments made by the Clean Harbors in the EA. Aamjiwnaang First
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no ‘deal beakers’.
The MOECC should ensure that there is follow-through on commitments made by Clean
Harbors.
The MOECC should also ensure that the commitments made and issues raised are considered
in the subsequent approvals phase (ECAs).
Clean Harbors should take into consideration Walpole Island First Nations interpretation of the
commitments made (see Letter dated Dec 2, 2014).
MOECC should where feasible require Clean Harbous to act in accordance with Walpole Island
First Nation’s interpretation (letter dated December 2, 2014) of the commitments made in
Chapter 8 pg. 40-41.
Michelle Schlag
Aboriginal Consultation Advisor
Environmental Approvals Access and Service Integration Branch
MS/
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Ministry of Tourism,
Culture and Sport

Ministère du Tourisme,
de la Culture et du Sport

Culture Services Unit
Programs and Services Branch
401 Bay Street, Suite 1700
Toronto ON M7A 0A7
Tel:
416 314 7145
Fax:
416 212 1802

Unité des services culturels
Direction des programmes et des services
401, rue Bay, Bureau 1700
Toronto ON M7A 0A7
Tél:
416 314 7145
Téléc: 416 212 1802

December 4, 2014 (EMAIL ONLY)
Mr. Wesley Wright
Project Officer
Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change
2 St. Clair Avenue East, Floor 12A
Toronto, ON M4V 1L5
E: Wesley.Wright@ontario.ca

RE:

MTCS file #:
Proponent:
Subject:
Location:

38EA025
Clean Harbors Canada, Inc.
Notice of Submission of Environmental Assessment Report
Clean Harbors Lambton Landfill Expansion
Township of St. Clair, Lambton County, Ontario

Dear Wesley Wright:
The Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS) is commenting by this letter on the Notice of
Submission of Environmental Assessment Report for the above project. MTCS’s interest in this EA project
relates to its mandate of conserving Ontario’s cultural heritage, which includes:




Archaeological resources, including land-based and marine;
Built heritage resources, including bridges and monuments; and,
Cultural heritage landscapes.

Under the EA process, the proponent is required to determine a project’s potential impact on cultural
heritage resources.
While some cultural heritage resources may have already been formally identified, others may be
identified through screening and evaluation. Aboriginal communities may have knowledge that can
contribute to the identification of cultural heritage resources, and we suggest that any engagement with
Aboriginal communities includes a discussion about known or potential cultural heritage resources that
are of value to these communities. Municipal Heritage Committees, historical societies and other local
heritage organizations may also have knowledge that contributes to the identification of cultural heritage
resources.
Archaeological Resources
Individual Stage 1 and Stage archaeological assessments for the overall project area have been
submitted to MTCS and entered into the Ontario Public Register of Archaeological Reports. The Stage 2
archaeological assessment recommends no further concerns for preferred Alternative 1. Alternative 2
retains archaeological potential and would warrant archaeological assessment if in the future expansion
plans beyond preferred Alternative 1 are considered.

Built Heritage and Cultural Heritage Landscapes
The Cultural Heritage Assessment (CHA) report identifies a historic cemetery and roadscape within the
property and/or study area, and recommends avoidance of the historic cemetery. It is noted that historic
cemeteries often extend beyond their recognized boundaries, and caution is advised if work is conducted
in proximity to such features: this area may warrant further archaeological investigations if impacts in the
vicinity of the cemetery are anticipated.
Environmental Assessment Reporting
4.3.2 Archaeological and Cultural Heritage Resources
4.3.2.1 Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment
A Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment (AA) of a portion of the southeast corner of the subject
property (for preferred Alternative 1) was conducted in 2014. The Stage 2 AA is not documented
in this report, and warrants inclusion, given its recommendations of no further concerns for the
entire property. On this note, while the Stage 2 report has been entered into the Ontario Public
Register of Archaeological Reports, it does not document the existing cemetery and prior
Providence Methodist Church documented in the previous Stage 1 AA and Heritage Impact
Assessment reports. Prior MTCS guidance has also been that, if Alternative 2 was identified as
the preferred option, it would warrant further archaeological assessment. MTCS advises that
these matters be clarified, to avoid any future oversight.
10.1
Archaeological and Cultural Heritage Approvals
As noted above, the Stage 2 report has been entered into the Ontario Public Register of
Archaeological Reports.
Please contact me for any questions or clarification.
Sincerely,
Joseph Muller, RPP/MCIP
Heritage Planner
Joseph.Muller@Ontario.ca

It is the sole responsibility of proponents to ensure that any information and documentation submitted as part of their EA report or
file is accurate. MTCS makes no representation or warranty as to the completeness, accuracy or quality of the any checklists,
reports or supporting documentation submitted as part of the EA process, and in no way shall MTCS be liable for any harm,
damages, costs, expenses, losses, claims or actions that may result if any checklists, reports or supporting documents are
discovered to be inaccurate, incomplete, misleading or fraudulent.
Please notify MTCS if archaeological resources are impacted by EA project work. All activities impacting archaeological resources
must cease immediately, and a licensed archaeologist is required to carry out an archaeological assessment in accordance with the
Ontario Heritage Act and the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists.
If human remains are encountered, all activities must cease immediately and the local police as well as the Cemeteries Regulation
Unit of the Ministry of Consumer Services must be contacted. In situations where human remains are associated with archaeological
resources, MTCS should also be notified to ensure that the site is not subject to unlicensed alterations which would be a
contravention of the Ontario Heritage Act.
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Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport

Ministère du Tourisme, de la Culture et du Sport

Culture Programs Unit
Programs and Services Branch
Culture Division
401 Bay Street, Suite 1700
Toronto ON M7A 0A7
Tel.: (416) 212-5107
Email: Wai.Hadlari@ontario.ca

Unité des programmes culturels
Direction des programmes et des services
Division de culture
401, rue Bay, bureau 1700
Toronto ON M7A 0A7
Tél. : (416) 212-5107
Email: Wai.Hadlari@ontario.ca

Nov 10, 2014
Erik Phaneuf (P393)
AECOM
RE:

Review and Entry into the Ontario Public Register of Archaeological Reports:
Archaeological Assessment Report Entitled, "Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment
Clean Harbors Lambton Landfill Expansion Lot 9 and part of Lot 8, Concession 10,
Geographic Township of Moore, now the Township of St. Clair, Lambton County,
Ontario", Dated May 14, 2014, Filed with MTCS Toronto Office on Jun 17, 2014,
MTCS Project Information Form Number P393-0043-2014

Dear Mr. Phaneuf:
This office has reviewed the above-mentioned report, which has been submitted to this ministry as a
condition of licensing in accordance with Part VI of the Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990, c 0.18.1 This
review has been carried out in order to determine whether the licensed professional consultant
archaeologist has met the terms and conditions of their licence, that the licensee assessed the property
and documented archaeological resources using a process that accords with the 2011 Standards and
Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists set by the ministry, and that the archaeological fieldwork and
report recommendations are consistent with the conservation, protection and preservation of the cultural
heritage of Ontario.
The report documents the assessment of the study area as depicted in Figure 1 and Figure 2 of the above
titled report and recommends the following:
No archaeological sites or material were identified within the southeast corner of the proposed expansion
area within the Clean Harbors Lambton Landfill Facility during the course of this Stage 2 assessment.
There are no concerns for the impact to archaeological sites by the proposed development and no further
archaeological assessment of the property is required.
Based on the information contained in the report, the ministry is satisfied that the fieldwork and reporting for
the archaeological assessment are consistent with the ministry's 2011 Standards and Guidelines for
Consultant Archaeologists and the terms and conditions for archaeological licences. This report has been
entered into the Ontario Public Register of Archaeological Reports. Please note that the ministry makes no
representation or warranty as to the completeness, accuracy or quality of reports in the register.
Should you require any further information regarding this matter, please feel free to contact me.
Sincerely,
Wai Hadlari
Archaeology Review Officer

cc. Archaeology Licensing Officer
Micheal Parker,Clean Harbours Canada
TBD TBD,MOE
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In no way will the ministry be liable for any harm, damages, costs, expenses, losses, claims or actions that may result: (a) if the Report(s) or its

recommendations are discovered to be inaccurate, incomplete, misleading or fraudulent; or (b) from the issuance of this letter. Further measures
may need to be taken in the event that additional artifacts or archaeological sites are identified or the Report(s) is otherwise found to be inaccurate,
incomplete, misleading or fraudulent.

Ministry of the Environment

Ministère de l'Environnement

Environmental Assessment and
Approvals Branch

Direction des évaluations et des
autorisations environnementales

2 St. Clair Avenue West
Floor 12A
Toronto, ON M4V 1L5
Tel.: 416 314-8298
Fax: 416 314-8452

2, avenue St. Clair Ouest
Étage 12A
Toronto, ON M4V 1L5
Tél. : 416 314-8298
Téléc. : 416 314-8452

December 3, 2014
MEMORANDUM
TO:

Wesley Wright
Project Officer
Environmental Assessment Services
Environmental Approvals Branch (EAB)

FROM:

Stefanos Habtom, P. Eng.
Senior Engineer, Wastewater Unit,
Environmental Approvals Services
Environmental Approvals Branch (EAB)

RE:
Review of Lambton Landfill Expansion Final Environmental Assessment Report
__________________________________________________________________________________
Pursuant to your e-mail of October 16, 2014, I have completed my review of the Lambton Landfill Expansion
Final Environmental Assessment Report dated October 2014 and I provide the following comments for your
consideration.
In terms of the mandate of the Wastewater Unit of the Approvals Services Section of the EAB, the proposed
‘Alternative 1 Landfill Expansion’ is acceptable and I do not have any additional comments or concerns. As
outlined under Section 10.4 of the final environmental assessment report, an amendment to the existing industrial
sewage Environmental Compliance Approval will be required for the approval of the proposed upgrades to the
existing sewage works required as a result of the proposed landfill expansion.
If you require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me at (416) 314 8298.
Yours sincerely,

Stefanos Habtom, P. Eng.
c: Edgar Tovilla, Supervisor (A), Environmental Approvals Services, EAB

TABLES

Table 1: Government Review Team Comment Summary Table
Proposal:
Proponent:

Clean Harbors Lambton Landfill Expansion Environmental Assessment
Clean Harbors Canada Inc.

Submitter

Proponent’s
Response

Summary of Comments

Provincial Agencies
Archaeology
This office has reviewed the above-mentioned report, which has been submitted to this
Review Officer
ministry as a condition of licensing in accordance with Part VI of the Ontario Heritage Act,
Ministry of
R.S.O. 1990, c 0.18.1 This review has been carried out in order to determine whether the
Tourism, Culture
licensed professional consultant archaeologist has met the terms and conditions of their
and Sport
licence, that the licensee assessed the property and documented archaeological resources
using a process that accords with the 2011 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant
November 10,
Archaeologists set by the ministry, and that the archaeological fieldwork and report
2014
recommendations are consistent with the conservation, protection and preservation of the
Letter
cultural heritage of Ontario.

Status

Comment
acknowledged

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

Comment
acknowledged.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

The report documents the assessment of the study area as depicted in Figure 1 and Figure
2 of the above titled report and recommends the following:
No archaeological sites or material were identified within the southeast corner of the
proposed expansion area within the Clean Harbors Lambton Landfill Facility during the
course of this Stage 2 assessment. There are no concerns for the impact to archaeological
sites by the proposed development and no further archaeological assessment of the
property is required.
Based on the information contained in the report, the ministry is satisfied that the fieldwork
and reporting for the archaeological assessment are consistent with the ministry's 2011
Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists and the terms and conditions for
archaeological licences. This report has been entered into the Ontario Public Register of
Archaeological Reports. Please note that the ministry makes no representation or warranty
as to the completeness, accuracy or quality of reports in the register.

Ministry of Energy

Should you require any further information regarding this matter, please feel free to contact
me.
We have no comments and do not require any further involvement with this proposal.

October 29, 2014
Acknowledgement
Form
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Submitter

Summary of Comments

Proponent’s
Response

Lambton Public
Health – County
of Lambton

We are satisfied with the EA but will provide comments to the Environmental Approvals
Branch by December 5, 2014 if any are required.

Comment
acknowledged.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

We have no comments and do not require any further involvement with this proposal.

Comment
acknowledged.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

The Ministry of Transportation (MTO) has completed a review of the environmental
assessment (EA) for the Clean Harbors Lambton Landfill Expansion for review and decision
under the Environmental Assessment Act and provides the following comments.

Comment
acknowledged.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

Comment
acknowledged.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

October 27, 2014
Acknowledgement
Form
Conseil Scolaire
Viamonde
November 17,
2016
Acknowledgement
Form
Ministry of
Transportation
November 7,
2014
Letter

Status

The Clean Harbors Lambton Landfill Expansion site itself is located outside the permit
control area as defined in the Public Transportation and Highway Improvement Act (PTHIA).
Therefore MTO permits (i.e. Building and Land Use permit) are not required for the actual
expansion of the Clean Harbors Lambton Landfill Expansion site.
MTO advises that the EA has addressed our concern in identifying a contingency plan for
alternative haul routes in the event pf provincial highway closures, as outlined in our letter of
July 15, 2014 (attached). Therefore, MTO would have no concern with the approval of the
EA by Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change for the Clean Harbors Lambton
Landfill Expansion.

Toxicologist
Standards
Development
Branch
Ministry of the
Environment and
Climate Change

We trust these comments are of assistance in your decision-making process for this
initiative under the Environmental Assessment Act. Should you have any questions, please
feel free to contact our office.
The proponent’s responses to my previous comments on the human health risk assessment
(HHRA) have been reviewed and are acceptable. No further changes to the HHRA are
required.
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

November 26,
2014
Email
-2-

Proponent’s
Response

Submitter

Summary of Comments

St. Clair Region
Conservation
Authority

We are satisfied with the EA and we have no comments.

November 26,
2014
Email

Status

Comment
acknowledged.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

Comment
acknowledged.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

The SCRCA has been circulated the Final Environmental Assessment – Clean Harbors
Canada Inc. Lambton Landfill Expansion Environmental Assessment.
Attached is acknowledgment of receipt and SCRCA comments dated August 18, 2014.
As outlined in the attached comments by the SCRCA dated August 18, 2014, upon detailed
review of the Draft EA Report (now review of Final EA Report has been completed by the
SCRCA) and additional technical information submitted with the Draft EA (now Final EA) the
SCRCA can confirm that there are no natural hazard concerns, or concerns in regard to
O.R. 171/06, as the locally significant wetland is not regulated as EA section 4.3.6 and
4.3.5.2 indicated that there is no direct hydrologic connection with a surface watercourse
(groundwater or surface water) at this location.
Further written permission of the SCRCA will not be required prior to initiation of the landfill
expansion under O.R. 171/06.

Waste Engineer
Environmental
Approvals Branch
Ministry of the
Environment and
Climate Change
December 3,
2014
Letter

Thanks for the opportunity to comment. Please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned if
you have any questions in regard to the above.
I have reviewed the document entitled “Clean Harbors Canada Inc. – Lambton Landfill
Expansion Environmental Assessment – Environmental Assessment Report” dated October
2014. The following comments are provided in response to your request to the
Environmental Approval Branch’s (EAB) – Approval Services Section to provide comments
on document prior to the Environmental Assessment (EA) being submitted from a waste
approval perspective.
Background
CH currently owns and operates a 27.4 hectare hazardous waste landfill (Site) within a total
site area of 121.4 hectares located near Sarnia, Ontario under Environmental Compliance
Approval (ECA) No. A031806. The estimated capacity once reach currently approved
contour is 7 million cubic metres. In addition to the landfill, CH has the following other waste
management operation (and respective ECA Nos.) occurring at the Site:
i.

Thermal Desorber Unit and Land Disposal Restriction Operation operated under
A031806.
ii. Household Hazardous Waste operated under A031831; and
iii. Liquid Waste Incinerator and Transfer Station operated under A031813;
The Site is nearing its approved volumetric capacity. To address the lack of landfill
volumetric capacity for hazardous waste in the Province once the currently approved
contours have been reached, CH has initiated the Environmental Assessment process to
increase the volumetric capacity by more than 100,000 cubic metres. A volumetric capacity
-3-

Submitter

Proponent’s
Response

Summary of Comments

Status

expansion is subject to a Regulation 101 – Waste Management made under Environmental
Assessment Act. CH submitted a Terms of Reference (ToR) to the Minister of the
Environment and Climate Change and received approval on the ToR to move forward with
the EA. CH has completed the various EA studies for the assessment and has now
submitted the EA for the Minister’s consideration. In the EA report, CH has identified two
potential options for the proposed expansion. The options are as following:
i.
ii.

A vertical expansion of the exiting site; or
A new footprint south the existing Site.

Both options rely on natural attenuation and some component of engineered systems.
Summary of Environmental Assessment Report
Contents of Report
The Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) is divided into various sections. These sections
include the following:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.
vi.
vii.
viii.
ix.
x.
xi.

Introduction and Background;
Overview of EA Process and Study Organization;
Overview of the Undertaking;
Description of the Environmental Potentially Affected by the Undertaking;
Alternative Methods of Carrying out the Undertaking;
Net Effects of the Alternative Methods;
Comparative Evaluation of Net Effects and Selection of Preferred Alternative;
Consultation Summary;
Monitoring and Commitment for the Undertaking;
Approvals; and
Amending the EA.

Preferred Option
Based on the analysis and assessment, the EA concludes that the vertical expansion of the
Site is the preferred alternative. The proposed vertical expansion will include a leachate
collection system between the existing cells and proposed vertical expansion. The proposed
expansion will have a maximum waste elevation of approximately 211 mASL. Based on the
design of Alternative No. 1, the expected expansion will increase the site capacity by
approximately 3.6 million cubic meters.
Comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment
Based on my review of the draft EA, the following comments and recommendations are
provided to CH to consider:
1. The Site is a hazardous waste site. Whereas the Site is not subject to O. Regulation
-4-

As outlined in the
final EA, Clean
Harbors is
committed to
meeting or

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

Submitter

Proponent’s
Response

Summary of Comments
232/98, the ministry expects the same assessments to be completed for the EPA
application to determine whether the Site is suitable for a landfill expansion.

2. The EA indicates that a frequency of approximately every 50 years, the stone within
the leachate control trench around the perimeter of the limit of landfilling will have to
be replaced. For the EPA application, there are two (2) operational/replacement
concerns that CH should address. These concerns are:
a. Identify where the removed clear stone from the leachate control trench will
be transported for treatment or for final disposal once the landfill site has
been closed. (i.e. post-closure activities)
b. A description of steps that will be taken to ensure waste does not slump
into the airspace of the leachate control trench while the stone is being
replaced. If waste is outside the approved limit of landfilling, the waste
would be considered Fill Beyond Approved Limits.

3. Section 4.1.13 discusses miscellaneous infrastructure. This includes facilities for
the storage of luger boxes. These operations should be included in the Site’s
Design and Operations Plan and should be reflected in the ECA. The location of all
site operations should be shown on the Site drawings/figures for the EPA
application.
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exceeding
applicable
aspects of
Ontario
Regulation
232/98 as it
relates to the
design and
operation of the
landfill expansion.
These
assessments will
be included as
part of the ECA
application.
Comment
acknowledged.
The Design and
Operations
Report prepared
for the ECA
application will
outline the need,
and procedures,
for the removal
and disposal of
clear stone
removed from the
leachate control
trench in the
future, if required.
Comment
acknowledged.
The Design and
Operations
Report prepared
for the ECA
application will
describe the
function of
various
supporting
infrastructure to

Status

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

Submitter

Proponent’s
Response

Summary of Comments

4. Section 4.1.14.2 discusses the process water and transport via ditches. A
description of the existing conveyance systems (i.e. design concepts, lined, unlined
etc.) should be provided to give an overview of the system.
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the landfill
operation and
show their
location on the
Site
drawings/figures.
The existing
process water
system is
described in
greater detail in
Appendix D1
Engineering and
Design Existing
Conditions
Report of the final
EA. The process
water system is
entirely internal to
the facility with
two main
catchment areas
draining to the
north and south
unlined process
water ponds.
Clean Harbors
operates the
ponds with the
objective of
maintaining the
water at a low
level while using
the water in the
incinerator
process. The
process water
management
system for the
expanded site will
be developed as
part of the Design
and Operations

Status

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

Submitter

Proponent’s
Response

Summary of Comments

Status

Report prepared
for the ECA
application.
5. Geotechnical considerations are a component of the EPA application. Therefore, as
a component of the EPA application, CH will need to provide geotechnical
calculations to support the slopes for the waste and the final cover.

6. Table 9-1 Potential Effects and Compliance Monitoring indicates under “Technical”
that the monitoring of engineered systems will occur as part of the regular site
operations and performance will be reported as part of the annual report as per the
ECA requirements. Under EA Compliance Monitoring, it indicates “annually during
construction and operation”. Please be aware that should an ECA be approved for
the expansion, the condition related to annual reporting will be written to include a
discussion of the monitoring and operation of the engineered system in the annual
report even after the site closes (i.e. post closure activities).

7. The conceptual design report (Section 2.5) indicates that venting of landfill gases is
currently not proposed. There is no explanation in the conceptual design report on
the rationale for this statement. The EA and supporting documentation provided
and overview of the final cover which includes an HDPE liner cover. The conceptual
report does not adequately address landfill gas generation or management. Further
discussion on how landfill gas generated at the Site that may potentially build up
under the HDPE liner cover (i.e. how monitored) or how landfill gas will be managed
at the Site will be required in the EPA application. As indicated in Comment 1
above, whereas the Site is not subject to O. Regulation 232/98, it is expected that
the conceptual design and following Environmental Protection Act (EPA) application
will include a discussion and assessments for all the items required under O.
Regulation 232/98. This includes landfill gas management.
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Comment
acknowledged.
The Design and
Operations
Report prepared
for the ECA
application will
include
supporting
documentation
for the waste and
final cover
slopes.
Comment
acknowledged.
Clean Harbors is
aware of the
requirement to
discuss the
operation and
monitoring of
landfill
engineered
systems in the
annual report
after closure.
As outlined in our
responses to
comments
received on the
draft EA, Clean
Harbors owns a
number of
hazardous waste
landfill sites in
North America
that have been
capped and
closed. Some of

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

Submitter

Proponent’s
Response

Summary of Comments

8. Prior to the final cover being installed, there is a potential for leachate seeps to form
on the sideslopes of the landfill. The draft EA does not address how leachate seeps
will be managed at the Site. A discussion on the potential impacts to the surface
water features and the mitigation measured to prevent any off-site impacts at the
Site should be discussed and assessed in the draft EA.
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these sites
require LDR
waste treatment
and others do
not. It has been
Clean Harbors
experience at
these sites that
the landfill sites
do not generate
gases. None of
the sites have a
vented cover and
no gaseous build
up has been
identified. The
Lambton landfill,
which currently
utilizes a clay
cover, has not
identified any
gaseous buildup.
Based on
operating
experience,
Clean Harbors
does not see
landfill gas as an
issue but the
need for any
landfill gas
venting or
monitoring will be
considered in the
ECA application
and will be noted
in the EA.
As outlined in our
responses to
comments
received on the
draft EA, the
CDR discusses in

Status

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

Submitter

Proponent’s
Response

Summary of Comments

additional detail
the design of the
alternative from
the perimeter
collection to the
interior sections.
The conceptual
design for
Alternative 1
incorporates
seepage control
system along the
perimeter. As
part of the ECA
application, the
detailed design
for the perimeter
of the landfill will
address both the
design and the
installation
method to control
and reduce the
potential for
seepage. It is
noted that the
perimeter road
also separates
the perimeter
leachate control
trench from the
storm water
ditches and
ponds preventing
any potential
impacts from
seeps. All surface
water collected
on-site is treated
and tested prior
to discharge offsite.
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Status

Submitter

Proponent’s
Response

Summary of Comments
9. Pg. 5-19 indicates that the annual leachate generation rate is estimated to be 30
cubic meters per hectare per year. Can CH please confirm that this volume is for
both the existing site and the proposed expansion or whether that volume is solely
based on the expansion?

10. Section 5.2.1.8 discusses the type of environmental monitoring that will be
conducted for the Site. The environmental monitoring includes groundwater,
surface water, biomonitoring and air quality. Landfill gas monitoring is not included
in the list. CH needs to discuss why landfill gas is not included as part of the
environmental monitoring program. As discussed above, it is recommended that CH
address all the requirements/assessments required by Regulation 347 and O.
Regulation 232/98.

11. Section 5.2.2.6 discusses the water management – surface water for Alternative
No. 2. As Figure 5-14 shows mainly the expansion and not the existing site, CH
needs to confirm that the calculations included in the report are for the expansion or
both the expansion and the existing site. The draft EA report needs to ensure the
entire Site is discussed and that the expansion and existing areas are addressed.
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The leachate
generation rate is
based on the
HELP modelling
that was
conducted and
presented in the
CDR. The annual
volume for
Alternative 1
includes the
existing landfill.
Based on
operating
experience,
Clean Harbors
does not see
landfill gas as an
issue but the
need for any
landfill gas
venting or
monitoring will be
considered in the
ECA application.
This was note
was added to
Section 5.2.1.8 of
the final EA.
The surface
water
management
concept for
Alternative 2 is
shown on Figure
5-15. The
calculations
presented in
Section 5.2.2.6
are for Alternative
2. It is also noted
that the
assessment of

Status
The
MOECC is
satisfied.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

Submitter

Proponent’s
Response

Summary of Comments

12. The draft EA does not fully discuss the existing practices for managing odour at the
Site. Section 6.2.3.1 indicates that under normal circumstances there are currently
no off-site odour concentrations from the facility and that CH will continue with their
existing practices for managing odour. CH indicates that it is anticipated that there
will be no off-site odour concentrations from the facility under normal operations.
For the EPA application, CH will have to provide the method/practices that are used
and they will be incorporated into the ECA.

13. CH should provide a discussion on the anticipated contaminating lifespan of the
Site.
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effects for this
alternative also
consider the
discharge of
stormwater from
the existing
facility, which
would be
managed
separately.
The Facility has a
Fugitive Dust and
Odour Best
Management
Plan, which is
included as an
Appendix to the
ESDM Report
prepared to
document the
Existing
Conditions as
well as in the
ESDM Reports
prepared for the
evaluation of
each Alternative.
The Best
Management
Plan will be
reviewed and
updated as part
of the ECA
application
process.
The existing
Lambton Landfill
has an estimated
contaminating
lifespan of
thousands of
years. The
contaminating

Status

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

Submitter

Proponent’s
Response

Summary of Comments

14. Overall, the Site design is a site-specific design that relies on the thick clay deposit
and proposed leachate collection system to control leachate to ensure the Site is in
compliance with Guideline B-7. As a result, it will be important for the Ministry’s
Southwestern Region Technical Support Section to comment on the hydrogeology
and anticipated impacts to the groundwater and surface water on and off the Site
and whether or not CH has adequately assesses the potential impacts.

Terrestrial
Assessment and
Field Services
Unit
Ministry of the
Environment and
Climate Change

lifespan for either
alternative being
considered will
have a
comparable
timeframe. A
description of the
contaminating
lifespan of the
alternatives was
added to Tables
6-28 and 6-29 in
the final EA. The
contaminating
lifespan of the
undertaking will
be calculated as
part of the ECA
application, in
consultation with
the Ministry of the
Environment and
Climate Change.
Comment
acknowledged.

Status

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

It is recommended that the above comments be addressed in the EPA application to
provide better understanding of the site operation and to ensure all environmental impacts
are adequately addressed/clarified during the review.

Comment
acknowledged.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

EMRB (Terrestrial Assessment Unit) has reviewed the terrestrial environment components
of the Clean Harbors EA and offers the following for your consideration (see attached). Let
us know if you have any questions.

Comment
acknowledged.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

The Environmental Monitoring and Reporting Branch’s Terrestrial Assessment and Field
Services Unit (TAFSU) has reviewed the Terrestrial Environment components of the Clean
Harbors Canada Inc. Lambton Landfill Expansion Environmental Assessment – Final
Environmental Assessment Report (the Report) dated October, 2014 and offers the
following comments for your consideration.
- 12 -

Submitter
December 2,
2014
Email

Proponent’s
Response

Summary of Comments
3

It is understood that Clean Harbors has proposed adding approximately 4.5 to 5 million m
of additional hazardous waste disposal capacity to its Lambton (Sarnia) facility located at
4090 Telfer Road, Corunna, Ontario. According to the Report, the existing landfill occupies
56 hectares (ha) of the 121 ha licensed property. It is understood that the current landfill
capacity is about to be reached and that expansion is necessary if the disposal of
hazardous waste is to continue at this site.
Two main alternatives for the expansion of the landfill at Clean Harbors’ Lambton facility
were presented in the Report. Alternative 1 maintains the current landfill area but allows
Clean Harbors to continue adding hazardous waste until it reaches the top of the
surrounding berms (about 9 metres of material) while Alternative 2 expands the landfill to
the south on land that is owned by Clean Harbors. According to the Report, Alternative 1 is
the preferred option.
The TAFSU of the Ontario Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change (MOECC or
Ministry) has conducted numerous soil and vegetation surveys around this facility since
1977. These surveys have tended to focus on metals and metalloids deposited on tree
foliage. This sampling has been generally conducted on an annual basis up until the
present time. Soil samples were also collected and analyzed for both metals/metalloids and
organic compounds intermittently over this time period (MOE, 2010). Foliar concentrations
of several elements, such as iron, zinc, fluoride, lead, chromium, molybdenum, arsenic,
cadmium and mercury, have historically been elevated in comparison to typical Ontario
background concentrations, but only at sites in the immediate vicinity of the facility (MOE,
2008). Other elements were occasionally elevated which was considered consistent with
fugitive dust emissions from a landfill operation that accepts different types of waste from
time to time (MOE, 2008). No foliar toxicity symptoms have been documented in recent
years by the TAFSU.
Clean Harbors currently monitors tree foliage and soil in the vicinity of its Lambton facility
which includes the collection of tree foliage at five of the ten sites samples by the TAFSU.
Clean Harbors analyzes the maple tree foliage and soil samples for 30 inorganic chemicals
and 33 organic chemicals, which is appropriate. The five sampling sites are all located
along the periphery of the Lambton facility, where elevated foliar concentrations of several
elements have been greatest.
It is understood from the Report that Alternative 1 has a slightly higher potential for off-site
Point-of-Impingement concentration at northern receptors but that the net change between
existing conditions and future conditions is not significant. It is also understood that fugitive
dust emissions will be mitigated through Clean Harbors’ “Fugitive Dust and Odour Best
Management Plan”. The ongoing foliar and soil sampling conducted by both Clean Harbors
and the Ministry should be able to detect any changes in off-site deposition of contaminants
and action can be taken to reduce off-site deposition, if warranted.
- 13 -

Status

Submitter

Proponent’s
Response

Summary of Comments

Status

According to the Report, there will be a loss of mature trees in a swamp (0.2 ha) and in a
forest (1.51 ha), but that these trees will be replaces, so that there will be no net loss of
vegetation community due to the implementation of Alternative 1. It is understood that the
young replacement trees will take decades to reach maturity, but that mitigation measures
will be I place to protect and/or help to re-establish this community. In addition, the
replacement of removed vegetation and the planting of native species on the berm is
acceptable and should be encouraged.

Noise Engineer
Environmental
Approvals Branch
Ministry of the
Environment and
Climate Change

In summary, assuming the Clean Harbors Lambton facility continues to operate as a
hazardous waste site, the proposed Alternative 1 expansion should have minimal impact on
trees growing in the vicinity. The mitigating measures proposed to reduce off-site impact of
dust and other emissions on trees are acceptable. Ongoing monitoring of tree foliage and
soil in the vicinity of this facility by both Clean Harbors and the MOECC should be sufficient
to detect any changes in the offsite deposition of contaminants.
This office was requested to review the following noise reports:
-

December 2,
2014
Letter

“Final Noise Net Effects Analysis & Comparative Evaluation Report” prepared by
Conestoga-Rovers & Associates and dated October 2014;
“Acoustic Assessment Report” prepared by Conestoga-Rovers & Associates and
dated October 2014 [078699 (5)]; and
“Acoustic Assessment Report” prepared by Conestoga-Rovers & Associates and
dated October 2014 [078699 (6)].

The Lambton Landfill site is located in a rural area which is best described as a Class 3
Area (Rural). However, the noise reports considered the residences along Petrolia Line
(represented by points of reception POR2, POR3, POR4, POR5 and POR14) to be located
in a Class 2 Area (Urban) due to road traffic. Given the rural nature of the area surrounding
the Lambton Landfill site, it is more appropriate to classify the study area as a Class 3 Area
(Rural), but that road traffic noise could be used to account for any elevated background
sound levels.
Elevated background sound levels for points of reception along Petrolia Line were
previously determined by monitoring and reported in an Acoustic Assessment Report
prepared by Aercoustics Engineering Limited in the year 2007. The noise limits (for sources
not directly associated with the landfill) are summarized below:

Day time

PORs (Leq in dBA)
PORs along
Petrolia Line
(as determined in
the 2007 AAR)
50

POR1 POR1 existing proposed
(Res, W, but
(Res, W) relocated)
45
50
- 14 -

POR2
(Res,
E)

POR3
(Res,
E)

POR4
(Res,
S)

50

50

45

We maintain that
the receptors
along Petrolia
Line should be
classified as a
Class 2 area
because of the
significant arterial
road traffic along
Petrolia Line. A
Class 1 area
includes an area
with an acoustical
environment
where the
background
sound level is
dominated by
road traffic which
is the case with
Petrolia Line
during the
daytime hours.
A Class 2 area
has sound levels
characteristic of
Class 1 during
the daytime and

MOECC is
satisfied.

Submitter

Proponent’s
Response

Summary of Comments
(0700-1900)
Evening time
(1900-2300)
Night time
(2300-0700)

48

40

48

48

48

40

40

40

40

40

40

40

The above noise limits can be used in lieu of the limits used in the noise reports.
We trust the above noise review would be of assistance to you.
If you have any questions, please contact Header Merza at (416)327-6575.

low evening and
night background
characteristic of
Class 3. For this
reason we
believe POR1
(existing) is Class
3, as it is located
away from
Petrolia Line and
other PORs are
Class 2 as they
are located along
Petrolia Line. It
is somewhat of a
moot point since
the Acoustic
Assessment
Report (AAR)
demonstrates
that the Facility
will be less than
40 dBA at all
PORs at night
after abatement.
On December 23,
2014, the noise
reviewer advised
the Project
Officer that the
classification will
not affect the
findings of the EA
because the
proposed
undertaking is
expected to meet
the noise
guidelines for
both
classifications.
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Status

Submitter

Summary of Comments

Proponent’s
Response

Wastewater
Engineer
Environmental
Approvals Branch
Ministry of the
Environment and
Climate Change

Pursuant to your e-mail of October 16, 2014, I have completed my review of the Lambton
Landfill Expansion Final Environmental Assessment Report dated October 2014 and I provide
the following comments for your consideration.

Comment
acknowledged.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

Comment
acknowledged.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

As outlined in the
EA, Clean
Harbors has
committed to
engaging the
Aamjiwnaang
First Nation and
Walpole First
Nation in the
development of
the Habitat
Compensation
Plan; including,
the consideration
of traditional uses
of flora and fauna
and the
significance of
specific species
to local Aboriginal

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

December 3,
2014
Letter
Ministry of
Tourism, Culture
and Sport
December 4,
2014
Letter

Status

In terms of the mandate of the Wastewater Unit of the Approvals Services Section of the
EAB, the proposed ‘Alternative 1 Landfill Expansion’ is acceptable and I do not have any
additional comments or concerns. As outlined under Section 10.4 of the final environmental
assessment report, an amendment to the existing industrial sewage Environmental
Compliance Approval will be required for the approval of the proposed upgrades to the
existing sewage works required as a result of the proposed landfill expansion.
If you require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me at (416) 314
8298.
The Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS) is commenting by this letter on the
Notice of Submission of Environmental Assessment Report for the above project. MTCS’s
interest in this EA project relates to its mandate of conserving Ontario’s cultural heritage,
which includes:
•
•
•

Archaeological resources, including land-based and marine;
Built heritage resources, including bridges and monuments; and,
Cultural heritage landscapes.

Under the EA process, the proponent is required to determine a project’s potential impact
on cultural heritage resources.
While some cultural heritage resources may have already been formally identified, others
may be identified through screening and evaluation. Aboriginal communities may have
knowledge that can contribute to the identification of cultural heritage resources, and we
suggest that any engagement with Aboriginal communities includes a discussion about
known or potential cultural heritage resources that are of value to these communities.
Municipal Heritage Committees, historical societies and other local heritage organizations
may also have knowledge that contributes to the identification of cultural heritage resources.
Archaeological Resources
Individual Stage 1 and Stage 2 archaeological assessments for the overall project area
have been submitted to MTCS and entered into the Ontario Public Register of
Archaeological Reports. The Stage 2 archaeological assessment recommends no further
concerns for preferred Alternative 1. Alternative 2 retains archaeological potential and would
warrant archaeological assessment if in the future expansion plans beyond preferred
Alternative 1 are considered.
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communities.

Built Heritage and Cultural Heritage Landscapes
The Cultural Heritage Assessment (CHA) report identifies a historic cemetery and
roadscape within the property and/or study area, and recommends avoidance of the historic
cemetery. It is noted that historic cemeteries often extend beyond their recognized
boundaries, and caution is advised if work is conducted in proximity to such features: this
area may warrant further archaeological investigations if impacts in the vicinity of the
cemetery are anticipated.

Environmental Assessment Reporting
4.3.2 Archaeological and Cultural Heritage Resources
4.3.2.1 Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment
A Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment (AA) of a portion of the southeast corner of
the subject property (for preferred Alternative 1) was conducted in 2014. The Stage
2 AA is not documented in this report, and warrants inclusion, given its
recommendations of no further concerns for the entire property. On this note, while
the Stage 2 report has been entered into the Ontario Public Register of
Archaeological Reports, it does not document the existing cemetery and prior
Providence Methodist Church documented in the previous Stage 1 AA and Heritage
Impact Assessment reports. Prior MTCS guidance has also been that, if Alternative
2 was identified as the preferred option, it would warrant further archaeological
assessment. MTCS advises that these matters be clarified, to avoid any future
oversight.
10.1
Archaeological and Cultural Heritage Approvals
As noted above, the Stage 2 report has been entered into the Ontario Public
Register of Archaeological Reports.
Please contact me for any questions or clarification.

Technical Support
Manager
Ministry of the

MOECC Southwestern Region and MOCC Sarnia District Offices have completed their
review of the Clean
Harbors Lambton Landfill Expansion Final Environmental Assessment,
th
dated October 24 , 2014.
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Comment
acknowledged.
The historic
cemetery is
located external
to the facility’s
perimeter berms.
No work will
occur in this area
as part of the
project.
We note that the
Stage 2 AA report
is documented in
Section 7.4 of the
EA and included
as Appendix H.
The historic
cemetery,
associated with
the Providence
Methodist Church
which was
formerly located
on the southwest
corner of the
Telfer Road and
Petrolia Line
intersection, is
located external
to the facility’s
perimeter berms
and no work will
occur in this area
as part of the
project.
Comment
acknowledged.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

Submitter
Environment and
Climate Change –
Southwestern
Region
December 4,
2014
Letter
Environmental
Officer
Ministry of the
Environment and
Climate Change –
Sarnia District
November 17,
2014,
Email
Air Compliance
Engineer
Ministry of the
Environment and
Climate Change
November 27,
2014
Memorandum

Proponent’s
Response

Summary of Comments

Status

th

Per your request of November 28 , 2014 with respect to previous review and comments on
the Draft Conceptual Design Report the technical reviewers have advised that they either
those comments are now addressed or they been incorporated into the current MOECC
comments attached.
The comments of the MOECC reviewers are attached for consideration. Please feel free to
contact me or the technical reviewers directly with any questions you may have.
I have completed the abatement portion of the Clean Harbors Final EA review and do not
have any comments. Any areas that require further data/design input will be addressed
during the ECA process.

As requested, I have reviewed the Final Environmental Assessment (EA) report for the
Clean Harbors Lambton Landfill Expansion. In my review, I focused primarily on the air
emissions aspects of the final EA and reviewed in detail the following two appendices of
Appendix F03 Final Air Quality & Odour Net Effects Analysis & Comparative
Evaluation Report:

Comment
acknowledged.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

Comment
acknowledged.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

Comment
acknowledged.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

Appendix B: Emission Summary and Dispersion Modelling Report
Prepared To Document Alternative Method 1 Evaluation for Environmental
Assessment - Proposed Lambton Landfill Vertical Expansion
Appendix C: Emission Summary and Dispersion Modelling Report
Prepared To Document Alternative Method 2 Evaluation for Environmental
Assessment - Lambton Landfill Southern Expansion
Comments
1.
Final Environmental Assessment Report: 5.2.1.8 Monitoring Plan & 5.2.2.8
Monitoring Plan
For both Alternative 1 (section 5.2.1.8) and Alternative 2 (section 5.2.2.8), the statement
is made that the air quality monitoring program “will be consistent with the current
monitoring program for the landfill”. These statements are also reflected in Appendix E
Final Conceptual Design Report in sections 2.10 Monitoring Plan and 3.10
Monitoring Plan.
Regardless of the alternative chosen, the air monitoring program will need to be revisited
- 18 -
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to ensure that the parameters of the monitoring program (e.g., location and number of
monitors, sampling frequency, number of samples, length of sampling season,
contaminants, sampling methodology, etc.) are appropriate and sufficient to adequately
assess the off-site air quality impact of the expanded Clean Harbors landfill. A revised
air monitoring plan for the final site configuration should be submitted for approval by the
Ministry, as a condition of Clean Harbors’ ECA for the landfill expansion.
For example, with Alternative 1, the current monitoring location at the north of the landfill
is not ideal. This monitor is located at the base of the berm (i.e., in the lee of the landfill
berm) which means that the monitor is likely sheltered to some extent from the wind
coming across the landfill and the berm. In this case, the resulting concentrations are
likely to be low and not necessarily representative of off-site concentrations. A more
representative location for the monitor might be at the top of the berm. Likewise, with
Alternative 2, the northern monitor location would be too far away to assess the impact
of the landfill operations.
2.

Appendix F03 – Appendix B and Appendix C

Comment
acknowledged.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

Comment
acknowledged.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

Note: I had previously provided comments:
to the Sarnia District Office on the Clean Harbors emission summary and dispersion
modelling (ESDM) report (dated January 2013), which had been submitted in response
to Director’s Order DOMM09082012 (dated September 8, 2012), and on the Clean
Harbors Air Quality and Odour Existing Conditions Report for the landfill expansion
(dated October 2013), which had included an ESDM report (dated November 2012).
a.

Emission Calculations
I have reviewed the emission calculations provided in Appendix A Supporting
Calculations of Appendix B and Appendix C in Appendix F03. Comments that I
had provided previously on the emission calculations in the earlier ESDM reports
prepared for Clean Harbors Canada Inc. by Conestoga-Rovers & Associates have
been addressed in these ESDM reports so I have no further issues with the emission
calculations.
b. Air Dispersion Modelling
I have reviewed the air dispersion modelling provided in Section 6.0 Dispersion
Modelling and Appendix D Dispersion Modelling Input and Output Files
(electronic) of Appendix B and Appendix C in Appendix F03. The dispersion
modelling had been appropriately conducted (i.e., choice of model, meteorological
data file, terrain tile, facility and AFN receptor grids, averaging periods, etc.), and the
data in the electronic files matched that provided in the tables in the report.
Comments that I had previously provided on the air dispersion modelling in the
ESDM reports have been addressed in these ESDM reports.

If you have any questions regarding my review, please contact me.
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Submitter

Summary of Comments

Surface Water
Evaluator
Ministry of the
Environment and
Climate Change

The Environmental Assessment is being undertaken for the proposed expansion of the
current facility in St. Clair Township that will provide
air space for landfilling of hazardous
th
waste for the next 25 to 35 years. The October 14 document identifies Alternative #1 as
the preferred method of expansion (that being a vertical expansion over much of the
existing landfill footprint). Alternative #2, which involved shallow entombment by expansion
of the landfill footprint to the south, is discussed but no longer preferred as an alternative.
My comments are Specific to the preferred alternative.

Comment
acknowledged.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

Final Environmental Assessment Report
Section 4.1.14 For Alternative 1

Comment
acknowledged.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

Comment
acknowledged.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

November 17,
2014
Memorandum

The report notes how the three main types of waste water produced on the site will be
managed. The existing system would be maintained for the preferred Alternative #1.
1. Undeveloped Areas Stormwater – Similar to existing management system.
Generally stormwater that is not in contact with active landfill areas – collected in
the east and west surface water reservoirs – this water is treated through a sand
filter/Carbon filter and retained in the equalization pond. Equalization pond is tested
before discharge to Telfer Road Drain with maximum allowable discharge of 4,500
m3/day under current approval.
2. Process Water Stormwater (PWSW) – Similar to existing management system.
Stormwater that is collected from active areas of landfill (except open fill areas).
Stored on site and used as quench water in incinerator so no off site discharge.
Clean Harbours recently obtained an ECA (4876-8RZLXL) to treat this water
should they accumulate too much PWSW and discharge to the equalization pond
3. Leachate Water. Similar to existing management system. Leachate is waters
collected open active landfill faces and leachate collection areas – collected in the
on-site leachate pond and incinerated – no off site discharge is proposed.

Status

Page 5-16
Page 5-15 notes a 5 meter Hydraulic Control Trench (HCT) around the landfill perimeter
and a Hydraulic Control Layer (HCL) would be put in place for controlling plumes moving
toward surface water features. Leachate collected will be incinerated until such time that
the site incinerator is decommissioned. The report notes that should the incinerator no
longer be available the leachate could then be trucked off site to other Clean Harbors or
other approved facilities (Page 5-16).
Section 4.3.6
The site sits on the Perch Creek (to Lake Huron) and Bear Creek (to Sydenham River)
divide. Water Discharged from the equalization pond enters the Telfer Road Drain (McBean
Drain) and flows south and enters Burton Creek just north of Moore Line.
- 20 -
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Section 4.3.7.2
Fish sensitivity and habitat sensitivity for Telfer Creek, Macdonald Creek and Burton Creek
is considered to be low. No coldwater or SAR species were identified within the three
streams.
Table 6-32
Alternative #1 will not have a mass discharge of chloride into the watercourses and
suggests a reduction of up to 206,135 kg/yr over existing conditions due to the installation of
the Leachate Control System. Collected leachate will be incinerated. No impact is expected
to nearby watercourses.
Section 5.2.2
Alternative #2 calls for no hydraulic containment system for Alternative 2 and therefore
chloride migration to surface waters will be substantial. Table 6-33 notes that chloride
loading into downstream water courses for Alternative #2 will be sufficient to impact the
suitability of fish habitat
Record of Consultation – Supporting Document #1. Appendices c, d, e and f (Section
f.1 – 7 – surface water and natural environment comments)
Section F.2 - Page 45 of 53 – comment 17

Comment
acknowledged.

The PRT (Peer Review Team) recommends that downstream water quality monitoring
stations be put in place to confirm no unexpected discharges are taking place. This
Monitoring would be for flows that flow north on Telfer Road to Perch Creek and flow south
on Telfer Creek to Burton Creek and for all drain watercourses adjacent to the facility
(namely Petrolia Line Drain). I have visited this site several times and visually cannot see
how any off site discharge could migrate north of the facility however I have no objection to
this request.
Page 47 of 53
The PRT has concerns with respect to the existing Daily Monitoring table for discharge to
the Telfer Road drain.
A review of the 2013 annual report (Appendix I) shows regular exceedance of PWQO for
phenol but not that of the ECA limit of 20 µg/L (dating back to 2006). I find the table
adequate as an appropriate guide for daily discharge of the reservoir. To address the
phenols concern raised by the PRT, I would recommend that the phenols present in the
equalization pond could be further characterized prior to the Approval of a new ECA (and
- 21 -

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

Submitter

Proponent’s
Response

Summary of Comments
subsequently on a Biennial (once every two year) cycle to determine whether they are
landfill related or naturally occurring phenols. Appropriate action could be untaken based
upon the results.
Appendix F-6 page 22 of 25
Clean Harbours provides specific response to the Region`s concerns with respect to final
chlorides concentrations within Burton Creek under Alternative one (question posed
January, 2014). Clean Harbors estimates that the projected reduction in chloride, with a
containment system in place will be from average 74 mg/l (existing system – do nothing) to
32 mg/l (with collection system in place). This is assuming no attenuation with max loading
going from 11,036 kg/yr (do nothing) to 4880 kg/yr (leachate collection system in place)
EA Appendices - Appendix F-6 - Final Surface Water Net Effects Analysis and
Comparative Evaluation Report
Table 6
The following statement is made. “It is expected that the LCS perimeter hydraulic control
trench will be designed, maintained and operated in such a way that that it will continue to
function indefinitely. Overtime, the underlying hydraulic control layer is expected to have a
limited lifespan and function as it will eventually clog with fine sediments. When this
underlying hydraulic control layer fails, there will be a small volume of deeper groundwater
flow under the LCS that for the purposes of screening level calculations, has been assigned
to discharge to the interface aquifer. As such, there is no anticipated mass discharge of
chloride from the waste to surface water waters under Alternative 1”.
August 28, 2014 letter from St. Clair Township to Clean Harbors regarding the Draft
EA
The PRT requests that downstream monitoring include a comprehensive list of chemical
parameters beyond the proposed chlorides. Such monitoring is consistent with our landfill
guidelines and I support such a recommendation. Clean Harbors notes in section 8.3.8.2
(point 7) of the Final Environmental Assessment Report that they are committed to
reviewing and modifying the existing monitoring program as appropriate as part of the ECA
application.
Conclusions
Given that it appears the waste plumes in the overburden can be managed for the
contaminating life span of the facility, it is my opinion that Alternative #1 would not have
significant impact to surrounding watercourses. It is my understanding that appropriate
contingencies for long term leachate management will be worked out within the Financial
- 22 -
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Assurance components of the ECA phase of the approval.

Air Quality Analyst
Ministry of the
Environment and
Climate Change
November 27,
2014
Memorandum

Clean Harbors continues to maintain that Alternative# 2, as designed, could pose a risk with
respect to chloride loadings to Burton Creek and fish habitat. Therefore, Alternative #2 is
not a suitable option as presented.
In my comments on the draft, I said the following:
Table 6-7 says “Under normal operations, there are currently no off-site odour
impacts from the facility”. This is improbable. Cells are left open until they are full,
volatile liquids are transferred and processed. A more reasonable statement would
be that there are no exceedances of the ministry odour limits or something such as
this.

To clarify, under
normal
operations there
are no expected
off-site odour
impacts above
the Ministry odour
limits.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

The primary
odour sources
were identified as
the leachate
ponds, the carbon
pre-treatment
area, the landfill
working face, and
the thermal
desorption unit
(TDU). Of those
four sources,
three would be
moving to the
south under
Alternative 2
(Southern
Expansion). The
fenceline
monitoring
program has been
used to quantify
the Facility’s
fugitive
emissions. If all of
the fugitive
sources were

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

However, in the introduction to the Air Quality and Odour Net Effects Analysis and
elsewhere, Clean Harbors continues to assert the same thing. My conversations with staff
in the Sarnia office indicate this is not the case.
On page 6-20 of the Net Effects of the Alternative Methods document the proponent says
this:
It was estimated that 60% of the fugitive emissions could impact the southern
receptors, and 40% of the fugitive emissions could impact the northern receptors.
Where the authors say “estimate” do they mean “modelled and rounded”? The ministry
cannot base decisions on estimates. This must be clarified.
In addition, it appears that the writer is suggesting that the fugitives are partitioned with
different fractions either solely affecting the north or south receptors. This seems
unreasonable. Are they instead comparing the levels in the two areas to some maximum?
This must also be clarified.
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weighted equally
in terms of
potential
emissions, under
Alternative 2 we
could have
assumed that
75% of the
fugitive emissions
would impact the
southern
receptors, and
25% of the
fugitive emissions
would impact the
northern
receptors.
However,
considering that
the two major
fugitive sources
have been
identified as the
TDU Fugitives
and the landfill
working face, it
was deemed that
an equal
weighting would
not be
representative.
Therefore,
considering that
the other two
minor fugitive
sources (covered
leachate pond
and carbon pretreatment area)
would also be
located in the
south, we
conservatively
- 24 -
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Further down the same page in the discussion of Alternative 1 and elsewhere in the
document the writer says this:
However, the northern receptors that are closest to the proposed landfill are already
in the vicinity of the existing landfill, and the net change in effects between Alternative
1 and the existing conditions at these receptors in not considered significant.
Differences from current conditions are not a basis for evaluation when considering
environmental impact. The regulation looks only at the contribution of the source to
concentrations at the impingement sites. However, when questions of the importance of
differences are relevant, the value of the differences should be presented to the reviewers
so that they may make their own determination of whether or not these differences are
significant. Thus, comparative tables or graphs should be inserted here.
Further down on the page the authors says this:
The predicted off-site POI concentrations of over 150 indicator compounds assessed
for Alternative 1 were compared against criteria listed in the Ministry publication
Summary of Standards and Guidelines … The air emissions from the facility result
in predicted POI concentrations of indicator compounds that are all below their
respective O. Reg. 419/05 Criteria.
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assumed that
60% of the
fugitives would
impact the
southern
receptors and
40% of the
fugitives would
impact the
northern
receptors.
For the purposes
of the EA, net
effects were
considered in
terms of potential
change from the
existing
conditions.
Moving from the
existing scenario
to the Vertical
Expansion
(Alternative 1),
there will be little
net difference in
impact for the
northern
receptors. We are
simply making
the point that the
net change in
effects at the
southern
receptors under
Alternative 2
would be greater
than the net
change in effects
at the northern
receptors under
either alternative.

Status

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

Submitter
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Response

Summary of Comments

Status

The ESDM
Reports prepared
in support of the
EA have
demonstrated
that the Facility
can operate in
compliance with
the Ministry POI
limits under either
Alternative. The
Emission
Summary Tables
(Tables 4A and
4B in each ESDM
Report) for each
Alternative show
the potential
impacts at the
northern
receptors and the
southern
receptors.
The text does not suggest how “indicator compounds” were chosen. Are they, for instance,
taken from recent manifests? The reader is left to conclude that this list is the one
presented elsewhere. Is this the case? For example 1,3-butadiene is not listed. Since it
has a low standard, it is a logical candidate. More explanation of how the list constituents
were selected the list was is required here.
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All compounds
emitted from the
Facility have been
assessed and
included in the
Emission
Summary Tables
in the ESDM
Reports. The
‘indicator
compounds’ are
the compounds
that we have
determined to be
emitted from the
Facility, through
stack testing,
ambient air
monitoring, and

The
MOECC is
satisfied.
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The last sentence requires further elaboration as well. According to the tables elsewhere,
benzene concentrations could reach 87% of its annual standard and 96% of its daily AAQC
under the modelled conditions. Thus if operating conditions were to change, it is
conceivable that either of these standards could be exceeded. Other high values exist as
well. Some discussion of this should be included in the text.
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engineering
methodologies.
The development
of the emission
estimates and the
identification of
compounds
emitted from the
Facility are all
documented in
great detail within
these ESDM
Reports as part of
the supporting
calculations
(Appendix A in
each Report). We
note that the
methodologies
used for the
development of
emission rates
from the Clean
Harbors Facility
have not indicated
the presence of
1,3-butadiene.
The Emission
Summary Tables
present the
maximum ground
level
concentrations
that could occur
during the
maximum, worstcase operating
conditions. These
worst-case
conditions
assume that all
sources operate
continuously and

Status

The
MOECC is
satisfied.
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Status

simultaneously at
their maximum
rates of
production. In
reality, this is
extremely
conservative.
Of particular interest in these calculations is whether the composition of the modelled
particulate accounts for onsite contamination through traffic between cells and the rest of
the property. Thus the modelling should include input based upon analysis of onsite
particulate and soil that may be carried offsite by wind or on vehicles.

In light of the above considerations, I strongly suggest the following should the E. A. be
approved.
•
A more comprehensive analysis of conditions leading to offsite odours be
prepared and submitted to the ministry for approval.
•
Conditions be emplaced to limit operations in high winds or other situations
where offsite concentrations may be high
•
An enhanced air monitoring program be established. It will include the
following.
o
VOC with special attention to any species modelled to be over 30% of
standards or other guidelines and 1,3-butadiene
o
Phosphine if it cannot be monitored as part of VOC
o
Formaldehyde and acetaldehyde
o
Sulphur dioxide, total reduced sulphur
o
Ammonia
o
Hydrogen fluoride
- 28 -

Our methodology
for assessing
fugitive emissions
from on-site road
traffic has
included an
assessment of
the metals
entrained in the
particulate and
their potential offsite impacts.
This is
documented in
Appendix A of our
ESDM Reports,
and specifically
summarized on
Tables A.20A and
A.20B.
Comment
acknowledged.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

Submitter

o
o

o
Hydrogeologist,
Ministry of the
Environment and
Climate Change
December 2,
2014
Memorandum
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Status

Particulate and fine (respirable) particulate
Speciation of the particulate to include (at a minimum)
arsenic
beryllium
cadmium
chromium
copper
iron
lead
manganese
mercury
tin
vanadium
zinc
Respirable quartz & asbestos

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.
My review focused on those components of the Final Environmental Assessment Report
(the Report) and supporting documents that pertain specifically to hydrogeology and
geology. In particular, the following documents were reviewed: Sections 4.3.5 and 6.2.5 of
the Final Environmental Assessment Report; the Appendix E - Final Conceptual Design
Report; and Appendix F5 - Final Geology & Hydrogeology Net Effects Analysis &
Comparative Evaluation Report. My comments on these documents are provided below.

Comment
acknowledged.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

Comment
acknowledged.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

I have reviewed previous versions of all of these documents and provided comments.
These comments can be found in to following memoranda and email to Mr. Wesley Wright,
Project Officer, Environmental Approvals Branch:
1. Craig Newton to Wesley Wright, 30 August 2013. Draft Conceptual Design Report;
2. Craig Newton to Wesley Wright, 21 March 2014. Net Effects & Comparison
Evaluation Reports;
3. Craig Newton to Wesley Wright, 21 March 2014. Existing Conditions Reports; and
4. email from Ian Kerr to Wesley Wright, 15 September 2014. Draft Environmental
Assessment Report.
All of my major comments contained in these memoranda and email have been addressed
in the Report and the supporting documents. The remaining comments provided below are
either minor in nature or can be addressed should an EPA application be submitted.
Final Environmental Assessment Report
The following comments are provided on the Final Environmental Assessment Report:
1) Section 5.2.1.6, pages 5-16 to 5-20: the configuration and operation of the hydraulic
control layer and hydraulic control trench for Alternative 1 are discussed. If
Alternative 1 is carried forward and an EPA application submitted, the final
- 29 -
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configuration of these features will require further justification; and
2) the Report concludes that for the environmental component “Geology and
Hydrogeology” there is “No Substantial Difference” between Alternative 1 and
Alternative 2. Based on my review of the documentation presented in the Report, I
agree with this conclusion.
Appendix E - Final Conceptual Design Report
The following minor comments are provided on the Final Conceptual Design Report and
associated appendices:
3) the location of Section A-A’ is shown on Figure 5 as starting between the
administration building and the AASP building and extending east to just beyond
the crest of the eastern perimeter berm. Section A-A’, shown in Figure 6,
erroneously suggests there is waste present beyond the western extent of
proposed AM1. As well, the presence of the proposed perimeter drainage ditch
along the western side of AM1 is not shown in the section. While it is recognized
that the purpose of Section A-A’ was to show the top of the waste, the western
boundary of the existing waste and the position of the proposed western perimeter
ditch should be included in the Section for completeness;
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Comment
acknowledged.
Figure 6 was
developed to
provide a typical
cross-section that
was focussed to
the alterations to
the existing
surface and the
location of the
waste to be
installed. The
cross-section was
not developed to
show all of the
details at the Site,
such as ditches,
or to show subsurface
components such
as the clay key or
the perimeter
hydraulic control
trench. These
are discussed
and provided in
detail on other
drawings. With
regard to the
western waste
limit, the western
waste limit is not
proposed to be
altered along the
western

Status

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

Submitter

Proponent’s
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Summary of Comments

4) Section 2.8.3, page 16: leachate is to be disposed of at the on-site incinerator as
long as it is operational. When the incinerator is decommissioned, Clean Harbors
proposes to dispose leachate off-site at an approved hazardous waste deep
disposal in Michigan or other Clean Harbor approved disposal sites in the United
States. Additional information demonstrating that these sites are capable of
handling the leachate will need to be provided; and
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perimeter in the
area of the
section. It is
agreed that
placement of
markers on the
cross-section to
show the waste
limits would have
been helpful. On
Figure 6, the
western waste
limit corresponds
to the contact
point between the
top of waste line
and the existing
conditions line.
The final grading
along the western
slope is restricted
and the final
grades will be
determined
during the
detailed design
stage with the
final cover
extending over
the new and
existing waste
disposal areas.
Comment
acknowledged

Status

The
MOECC is
satisfied.
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5) Section 2.8.3.2, page 18: it is stated that “…the drainage layer and hydraulic control
trench will not allow the leachate head to be greater than the leachate heads at the
existing Lambton Facility.” The validity of this statement is not demonstrated in the
Final Conceptual Design Report and is an important consideration as an increase in
head within the existing waste may influence the rate of contaminant movement.
The basis for this statement will need to be provided if Alternative 1 is carried
forward and an EPA application submitted.

The existing
approval for the
Lambton Facility
landfill is based
on the conceptual
model that the
top of the clay
cap is at or
similar to the
natural ground
surface, that the
cap is 5.1 m
thick, and that the
water table/
leachate level in
the landfill area is
similar or slightly
higher than the
surrounding
water table.
Groundwater
modelling and
assessment of
the existing
facility assumes
that in the waste
disposal area, the
ground surface
and water
table/leachate
head are similar.
The conceptual
design for AM1
removes
approximately 4
m of the existing
landfill cap and
installs the
hydraulic control
layer at this point.
The hydraulic
control layer is
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attached to the
perimeter
hydraulic control
trench and the
trench is
proposed to be
operated so that
the hydraulic
control layer is
dewatered.
Based on the
conceptual
design proposed,
the leachate head
for assessment
purposes will be
approximately 4
m less for the
AM1 conceptual
design and the
current Lambton
Facility design.
This has been a
fundamental
premise of the
AM1 design in
that the leachate
head within the
existing waste
would be less for
the AM1 concept
than the currently
approved
Lambton Facility
landfill. As noted
in the comment
this would need
to be
documented in
the ECA
submission
documents.
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Appendix B
6) A sensitivity analysis was completed to investigate the implications of altering the
configuration of the leachate collection system. These simulations were completed
using a clay plug depth that was revised from 4-m-deep to 5-m-deep. Only the
results for the 5-m-deep clay plug were presented and there is no discussion on
whether the results were significantly difference between the two configurations.
Clarification is required.
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The initial
groundwater
model analysis
was completed
with a 4 deep
clay plug/key
around the
perimeter of the
AM1 concept.
During the review
of the draft report,
the difference
between the AM1
design of a 5 m
deep clay plug
and the
groundwater
modelling was
amended to be
consistent with
the conceptual
design. The only
change was the
depth of the clay
plug/key and as a
result, a
sensitivity
analysis was
conducted
between the
initial and the
final groundwater
model to provide
additional
assurance that
the amendments
provided similar
or better leachate
control for the
conceptual
design.

Status
The
MOECC is
satisfied.

Submitter

Proponent’s
Response

Summary of Comments

Status

7) Figure 10 shows groundwater pathlines in the waste cell only. Is this figure correct?

The figure is
correct. For Case
2, the pathlines
remain in the
waste and do not
migrate into the
aquitard. That
means that all of
the water that
infiltrates into the
waste discharges
to the LCS.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

Appendix F5 - Final Geology & Hydrogeology Net Effects Analysis & Comparative
Evaluation Report
The following minor comments are provided on the Final Geology & Hydrogeology Net
Effects Analysis & Comparative Evaluation Report and associated appendices:
8) Table 37, page
73: in the column “Potential Effects” the purge volume is given as
3
3,486.9 m /year but in the column “Mitigation Measures” it is given as 3,152.6
3
m /year. Please clarify;
9) Table 37, page 73 and 74, and in Table 38, pages 75 and 76: the column
“Mitigation Measures” contain statements pertaining to those elements of the site
that will need to be maintained which are not consistent. For example, Table 37
indicates that the leachate collection system and engineered cover will need to be
operated/maintained in-perpetuity, and no mention of the purge well is made. In
Table 38, it is stated that the LCS, the extraction wells and the purge wells will need
to be maintained and operated for the contaminating life span. These statements
should be consistent for the engineering components common to both alternatives;
and
10) Table 38, page 79 should be Table 40.

The pumping rate
listed under
“Mitigation
Measures” in
Table 37 should
be 3,486.9
3
m /year.
The reference to
Table 38 on Page
79 is incorrect. It
should be Table
39. (Table 39
extends over two
pages,
specifically pages
78 and 79).

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

Appendix C
11) page 3: for the EA screening-level assessments, contaminant transport estimates
were completed using analytical solutions. Using this approach included five key
assumptions which were presented and discussed. The proponent concluded that
these assumptions were all conservative and had the effect of predicting the most
likely maximum chloride mass loading. I agree with this conclusion and also concur
that the screen-level assessment is suitable at the EA stage. Should Clean
Harbors submit an EPA application, a more rigorous evaluation of contaminant
transport will be required. For example, any contaminant transport assessment will
need to consider things such as, but not limited to, the contaminating life span of
the facility to account for source depletion, transport of selected key organic
chemicals, the interaction of the hydraulic control trench – the surface water ditch –

Comment
acknowledged.

The
MOECC is
satisfied.
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The
MOECC is
satisfied.

Submitter

Proponent’s
Response

Summary of Comments

Status

the elevated water table in the screening berm, etc.; and

12) Section 4.1, pages 10 to 13, presents estimates of the long-term chloride massdischarge to the leachate collection system. It is not immediately clear that this
estimate is not made using the solution method developed in Section 2, but rather
is simply a long-term estimate based on the Darcy flux. Clarification should be
provided.
If you have any questions, please contact me.
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The long-term
estimates of the
chloride mass
discharge based
on the Darcy flux
are identical to
the final results
from the
analytical
solution. This is
because in the
long-term, the
diffusive mass
flux that is
considered in the
analytical solution
dissipates and
the only
remaining
transport process
is advection (i.e.,
transport due to
the Darcy flux).

The
MOECC is
satisfied.

Table 2: Public Comment Summary Table
Proposal:
Proponent:

Clean Harbors Lambton Landfill Expansion Environmental Assessment
Clean Harbors Canada Inc.

Submitter

Summary of Comments

Proponent’s Response

Ministry Response

Member of the
Public

The commenter who lives approximately 1.5 km from
the Clean Harbours landfill site provided comments
related to:
• odour and noise;
• certain details about the proponent’s Good
Neighbours Program for nearby property
owners, in relation to the commenter’s
property; and
• expression of interest to participate in the
proponent’s community liaison group

The proponent responded to the odour and
noise concerns by indicating that they maintain
a record of complaints and follow the
Complaint Response Procedure outlined in
their Environmental Compliance Approval,
which includes providing a response to the
complainant and notifying MOECC. The
proponent also has a Fugitive Dust and Odour
Best Management Plant that has procedures
for monitoring landfill odours.

The MOECC is satisfied
that Clean Harbors has
taken measures to
resolve the odour issues
and that a procedure is
in place for the
proponent to respond to
any future complaints in
a timely fashion.

The proponent responded to the query about
the Good Neighbours Program by providing
additional details about the program’s purpose
and indicating the program’s current scope is
satisfactory in relation to the potential effects of
the landfill on nearby properties.

St. Clair
Township

St. Clair Township stated its support for approval of
the EA, subject to a condition that requires the
proponent to address outstanding issues in its
Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA). The
issues that the Township wishes to be addressed are
summarized in the following rows.
a. Enhancement of the Air Quality Monitoring
Program for the proposed Landfill Facility which:
• Is based on current best practices with
respect to monitoring techniques,
methodologies and technologies; and
• Is subject to peer and stakeholder review to
confirm that odour and air emissions are
addressed.
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The MOECC is satisfied
with Clean Harbors’
response regarding the
“good neighbours”
program.

The proponent provided further details about
the Community Liaison & Advisory Committee
and has passed on the commenter’s
expression of interest to the Committee for the
next meeting, expected to be in early 2015.

The MOECC is satisfied
that Clean Harbors has
facilitated the
commenter’s interest in
participating in the
community liaison
committee.

See below for the proponent’s responses.

See below.

The proponent has committed to review the Air
Quality Monitoring Program as part of its ECA.
In addition, the proponent has entered into a
Host Municipality Agreement with the
Township.

The MOECC is satisfied
with the proponent’s
commitment to review
the Air Quality
Monitoring Program.

Submitter

Summary of Comments

Proponent’s Response

Ministry Response

b. Landfill design and operations recommendations
regarding: leachate collection and management;
landfill cover; water treatment; meeting or
exceeding Ontario Regulation 232/98 for landfill
design; and water ponds to accommodate storm
events.

The proponent responded that they will meet or
exceed applicable aspects of Ontario
Regulation 232/98.

The MOECC is satisfied
that the proponent has
committed to meeting or
exceeding O. Reg.
232/98 and has
committed to consult
with the Township
during the ECA process.

c.

The proponent has committed to consult with
the Township regarding monitoring
groundwater impacts, and to review and modify
the existing groundwater monitoring program
as necessary for the ECA application.

The MOECC is satisfied
with the proponent’s
commitments.

d. Surface water mitigation recommendations
regarding: modifications to the surface water
treatment pond; retention of treated surface water
on-site until it is suitable for off-site release;
impact analyses for additional parameters (e.g.,
phenols); and revising the surface water
monitoring program to include downstream
monitoring.

The proponent has committed to consult with
the Township regarding any changes to the
surface water management and treatment
approach, and to review and modify the
existing surface water monitoring program as
necessary for the ECA application.

The MOECC is satisfied
with the proponent’s
commitments.

e. A commitment that the proponent complete a
human health risk assessment of groundwater
exposure pathways if the proposed expansion
results in groundwater quality impacts beyond the
boundaries of the Lambton facility.

The proponent has committed to review the
biomonitoring program on the lands adjacent to
the Lambton facility as part of the ECA
application, and to consult regularly with the
Township.

The MOECC is satisfied
with the proponent’s
commitments.

f.

The proponent has committed to review its
complaint response procedure with the
Township and the Community Liaison and
Advisory Committee (CLAC), including the
Township. Currently, all complaints received at
the Lambton facility are provided to the
MOECC, the Township and the CLAC, as per
the facility’s complaint reporting procedures.

The MOECC is satisfied
with the proponent’s
commitment.

Groundwater monitoring recommendations
regarding: the sampling and monitoring of:
phenol levels in the equalization pond discharge;
impacts to an area of shallow groundwater; and
further sampling of specific monitoring well areas.

A commitment to voluntarily make public the date
and details of all facility-related complaints that
are received, the timing of remedial actions taken,
and the outcome of those actions.
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The proponent also indicated that conceptual
design details were provided in the EA and will
be confirmed in the ECA application. The
proponent has committed to consult with the
Township on changes to the conceptual design
as part of the ECA process.

Table 3: Aboriginal Communities Comment Summary Table
Proposal:
Proponent:
Aboriginal
Community
Chippewas of
the Thames
First Nation
October 23,
2014
Acknowledgem
ent Form
Neegan
Burnside
December 2,
2014
Letter

Clean Harbors Lambton Landfill Expansion Environmental Assessment
Clean Harbors Canada Inc.
Summary of Comments

Proponent’s Response

We will be able to provide comments to the Environmental Approvals Branch by
December 5, 2014.

Comment
acknowledged.

Neegan Burnside Ltd. (Neegan Burnside) was retained by Walpole Island First
Nation (WIFN) to provide technical guidance regarding the review of the
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed Landfill Expansion at the
Clean Harbors Facility.

The interpretations are
consistent with the CH
commitment.

In order to address some of the concerns of WIFN, CH developed a series of
nine commitments which they have agreed to incorporate within the final EA to
address the specific items raised by WIFN. On November 4, 2014, Neegan
Burnside had a teleconference with WIFN and it was agreed that there could be
a lot of interpretation in what the commitments actually mean. To resolve this, in
consultation with WIFN, we are providing WIFN’s interpretation (summarized in
the following table) so that all parties have an understanding of the expectations
going forward.
Clean Harbors Commitment
WIFN interpretation
1.
Clean Harbors is committed to •
Seamless continuation of
regular consultation with the
current process will continue after
Walpole Island First Nation and to
the EA is complete
continuing with the Community
•
Pre-design meeting on
Liaison Committee
important changes to the operations
or design
•
Provide Annual Monitoring
Report and funding to WIFN for
review of report and other
documents as required
•
Provide detailed response
within a responsible timeframe
(assume 3 months) of receiving
comments from WIFN on any
-1-

Ministry
Response
The MOECC is
satisfied.

The MOECC is
satisfied.

Aboriginal
Community

Summary of Comments

Proponent’s Response
•

2.

Clean Harbors is committed to •
meeting or exceeding applicable
aspect of Ontario Regulation 232/98
as it relates to the design and
operation of the landfill expansion

•

3.

Clean Harbors is committed to •
consulting with the Walpole Island
First Nation on any changes to the
conceptual design of the landfill as
part of the Environmental
•
Compliance Approval application
•

•
4.

Clean Harbors is committed to •
consulting with Walpole Island First
Nation on the details of how the
landfill design will be protective of

reviews
Investigations of outstanding
issues, if adequate explanation
cannot be provided
It is unclear how Clean Harbors
can commit to meeting this
regulation when it has fairly stringent
liner and service life
guidelines/requirements which are
not currently included in the
conceptual design. We do
understand however, that CH
position that this was not included in
the ToR, but we still feel it needs to
be recognized.
We expect to see the design
incorporate, as a minimum:
Full hydrogeological
assessment supporting the design
Incorporating groundwater
protection with secondary
containment in the event that the
first system fails
Surface water assessment
Buffer zone
Provide design packages to
WIFN for full review as milestone
stages (initial, first draft & final
review)
Redlines changes (or other
means) between versions so that
they can be clearly documented
Schedule meetings for the
purposes of explaining and
rationalizing the design, as
necessary
Addressing issues and
concerns of WIFN to WIFN’s
satisfaction
Sizing of the leachate
collection system trench and the clay
plug
The 5 m proposed depth of the
-2-

Ministry
Response

Aboriginal
Community

Summary of Comments

Proponent’s Response

the groundwater environment, the
ongoing monitoring of existing
groundwater issues, and reviewing
and modifying the groundwater
monitoring program, as appropriate,
as part of the Environmental
Compliance Approval application

•

•
•
•
•

•
5.

Clean Harbors is committed to •
consulting with the Walpole Island
First Nation on any changes to the
surface water management and
treatment approach for the landfill
•
expansion as part of the
Environmental Compliance
•
Approval application
•

leachate interceptor trench should
be just an approximation and we
do expect to see intrusive data to
verify that this intersects the entire
active zone.
We note that there has been
documentation that the trench may
be very shallow (less than 2 m)
where the buildings and
infrastructure are located. We do
expect to see documentation and
verification that this is sufficient to
intersect a plume.
Groundwater program to be
expanded to a detailed well network
on the outside of the trench, or
infilling significant gaps as needed
Timely investigation of issues
as needed. This may involve
intrusive investigation
Provide design packages to
WIFN for full review as milestone
stages
Redlines changes (or other
means) between versions so they
can be clearly documented
Schedule meetings for the
purposes of explaining and
rationalizing the design, as
necessary
Addressing issues and
concerns of WIFN in conjunction with
the MOECC
Provide design packages to
WIFN for full review at milestone
stages (initial, first draft & final
review)
Design package to include
Stormwater Management Report
Provide modeling data in digital
form
Schedule meetings for the
purposes of explaining and
rationalizing the design, as
-3-

Ministry
Response

Aboriginal
Community

Summary of Comments

Proponent’s Response

necessary
Addressing issues and
concerns of WIFN
•
Stormwater system to
accommodate 1:100 year storm
events. Full modeling to ensure that
flooding will not be an issue at the
site.
6.
Clean Harbors is committed to •
This is not currently a
reviewing and modifying the existing
commitment to WIFN.
surface water monitoring program
•
New plan may include as
as appropriate, as part of the
appropriate:
Environmental Compliance
Approval application
Expanded parameter list for
discharge
Monitoring of water levels in
surface water features
Collection of more surface
water data (monitoring of water
table elevations and groundwater
vertical gradients at surface water
features to assess discharge to
surface water)
Provide draft monitoring plans
to WIFN for full review prior to
finalization
Schedule meetings for the
purposes of explaining and
rationalizing the design, as
necessary
Addressing issues and
concerns of WIFN to WIFN’s
satisfaction
Other items of importance to
WIFN that may come up during
reviews
7.
Clean Harbors is committed to •
This is not currently a
reviewing the air quality monitoring
commitment to WIFN.
program associated with the landfill
and the bio-monitoring program
•
New plan may include as
conducted on the adjacent
appropriate:
agricultural lands as part of the
Revised bio-monitoring
Environmental Compliance
program to more fully assess the
•
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Ministry
Response

Aboriginal
Community

Summary of Comments

Proponent’s Response

Approval application

8.

Clean Harbors is committed to
consulting with the Walpole Island
First Nation regarding the
development of the Habitat
Compensation Plan; including, the
consideration of traditional uses of
flora and fauna and the significance
of specific species to local
Aboriginal communities

•
•
•

•

•
•
•

•

effects of the facility and not just
document the results
Consideration of historical
impacts in relation to the facility
Provide draft monitoring plans
to WIFN for full review prior to
finalization
Schedule meetings for the
purposes of explaining and
rationalizing the design, as
necessary
Addressing issues and
concerns of WIFN to WIFN’s
satisfaction
Other items of importance to
WIFN that may come up during
reviews
Involve WIFN directly in
restoration plans
Involve WIFN directly in the
work
Consideration of traditional
uses of flora and fauna as part of
development of Habitat
Compensation
Native plant rescue
incorporated into the woodlot
clearing plans, using First Nation
expertise, focusing on a broad
spectrum of species, including
prickly ash and butternut
Detailed Habitat Compensation
Plans to include all natural heritage
features impacted or removed
Provide draft copies of all plans
to WIFN for full review prior to
finalization
Schedule meetings for the
purposes of explaining and
rationalizing the design, as
necessary
Addressing issues and
concerns of WIFN to WIFN’s
satisfaction
-5-

Ministry
Response

Aboriginal
Community

Summary of Comments

Proponent’s Response

Ministry
Response

Comment
acknowledged.

The MOECC is
satisfied.

Clean Harbors
understands that if the
EA is approved, it will be
required to fulfill the
commitments it has
included in the EA
including monitoring to
confirm compliance.

The MOECC is
satisfied that the
formal agreement
entered into between
Clean Harbors and
the community will
ensure mutually
satisfactory
consultation is
undertaken.

Clean Harbors is committed to •
Advanced notice of all permit
consultation with the Walpole Island
applications, including the incinerator
First Nation on future approvals
(air) and surface water
associated with the landfill
•
Adequate time to review and
provide comments
•
Incorporation of comments to
satisfaction of WIFN
As the project moves forward, we assume that these interpretations will be
considered.
9.

Aamjiwnaang
First Nation
November 28,
2014
Letter

If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned.
Enclosed you will find a letter from Neegan Burnside outlining Aamjiwnaang First
Nation’s concerns with the above mentioned project. Neegan Burnside was
retained on behalf of Aamjiwnaang First Nation to review the Environmental
documents. After a full review between Aamjiwnaang First Nation and Neegan
Burnside it is our desire to submit the attached comments on behalf of
Aamjiwnaang First Nation.
ATTACHMENT 1
Neegan Burnside Ltd. (Neegan Burnside) was retained by Aamjiwnaang First
Nation (AFN) to provide technical guidance regarding the review of the
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed Landfill Expansion at the Clean
Harbors Facility. Throughout this process, we have provided advice to AFN on all
milestone aspects of the EA and have discussed the process with the Committee,
staff, Chief and Council. On behalf of AFN, we are providing these comments to
the MOECC.
Issue 1: Still considerable mistrust
It is recognized by all that throughout the process, there has been a concerted
effort by CH to engage with and seek comment from AFN. AFN has indicted that
they do appreciate this level of consultation. However, we have been told that
there still remains considerable mistrust among the community towards the
company due to legacy issues. Assuming that the MOECC does issue approval
for expansion, there is concern that once the final permit is received, there will no
longer be any incentive for CH to continue to engage with AFN at this level. It is
noted that CH has attempted to address this issue by providing a list of
commitments to AFN. Specifically, in their commitment letter to AFN, they state:
Clean Harbors is committed to regular consultation with the Aamjiwnaang
First
1
Nation and to continuing with the Community Liaison Committee .

1.

Clean Harbors has now
entered into a formal
agreement with
Aamjiwnaang First
Nation which includes

It is important to mention that historically attendance at the Clean Harbors Community Liaison Committee has been an issue for AFN. This is because the regularly scheduled CLC meeting
date conflicts with the regularly scheduled AFN Committee meeting date and neither party has been able to negotiate a rescheduling of these dates.
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details related to an
ongoing forum for
mutual communication
and information
exchange between the
parties with respect to
the Lambton Facility.
This includes forming a
joint committee that
shall meet at least
quarterly per year. The
Community Liaison &
Advisory Committee
was originally
established as part of
the Good Neighbour
Program. As of summer
2014, AFN is now
formally invited to attend
all CLAC meetings.
Clean Harbors has
discussed with AFN the
issue of potential
meeting date conflicts.
In the event that
meeting schedules
cannot be adjusted to
meet the needs of all
members, Clean
Harbors understands
that AFN is prepared to
make available a
member of its
Environment Committee
to attend the CLAC
meeting.
To give more comfort that the consultation will be ongoing, AFN has suggested
one option would be to establish a First Nation Site Monitor (Inspector), who
could have access to the site on a regular basis (assume monthly) and report
back to the Council at AFN. This is consistent with the commitment table
produced by CH. An example of an issue considered significant to the community
is proper management of wastes and leachate to minimize the potential for
ongoing odour problems – the inspector would review leachate storage on a
regular basis and ensure it is within the permit requirements.

-2-

The MOECC has a
dedicated full-time
inspector at the
Lambton Facility with
the responsibility of
monitoring site
compliance and
regulatory issues. In
addition, the annual
monitoring activities at

The MOECC is
satisfied that current
inspectors are
sufficient for facility
operations.

the site are reported in
an annual report which
is provided to AFN for
review. Also, the
agreement between the
parties noted above
outlines the sharing of
site operational
information as part of
the regularly scheduled
meetings. For these
reasons, and given the
industrial nature of the
ongoing site activities
and associated health
and safety concerns,
Clean Harbors is not in
a position to support
non-company staff
access to the facility on
a regular basis.
Issue 2: Native Plant Rescue
It is noted that CH has committed to consulting with the Aamjiwnaang First Nation
regarding the development of the Habitat Compensation Plan; including, the
consideration of traditional uses of flora and fauna and the significance of specific
species to local Aboriginal communities. AFN has indicated that this
compensation should include Native Plant Rescue, utilizing FN resources such as
members of the AFN community for both identification and transplant activities.

Comment
acknowledged.

The MOECC is
satisfied.

Issue 3: Stormwater Management
AFN has asked us to bring the following item to the attention of the MOECC. To
date, Neegan
Burnside is of the opinion that the following item has not been adequately
addressed in the EA
to date:
• Since our early review process, we have continued to question the
stormwater design and the selection of a 1:25 stormwater event for ditch
sizing. We have continued to indicate that we feel that ditches should be
designed for the 1:100 event. It is noted that the site has historically had
surface water issues resulting in overtopping of wells and groundwater
impacts. Both alternatives assessed by CH significantly reduced surface
water capacity at the site (i.e., stormwater ponds have been reduced in
size). Given the history at the site with stormwater issues, the selected
criteria used for ditch sizing is not appropriate. To date, we have not
received a satisfactory answer to this ongoing question.

The detailed design of
the stormwater
management system at
the site will be
developed as part of the
ECA application. The
design process will
consider on-site storage
requirements and
capacity. Clean harbors
has committed to
consulting with AFN on
the ECA application
including the stormwater
management system
design.

The MOECC is
satisfied that
the details of the
stormwater management system will be
finalized at the ECA
application stage,
and that Clean
Harbors will engage
Aboriginal
communities on the
ECA application.
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Overall Comment
The technical team, in consultation with AFN, is satisfied that remaining concerns
can be addressed by CH during the detailed design phase (EPA approval) and
ongoing monitoring.
For documentation purposes, we are identifying the following significant items
which are
expected to be addressed as part of the detailed design stage:
• Native plant rescue incorporated into the woodlot clearing plans, using
First Nation resources, focusing on a broad spectrum of species,
including prickly ash and butternut.
• Detailed Habitat Compensation Plans for all natural heritage features
impacted or removed.
• Proper design and sizing of the clay plug and leachate collection system
trench. For example, we have stated that the 5 m proposed depth of the
leachate interceptor trench is just an approximation and we do expect to
see intrusive data to verify that this intersects the entire active zone. We
note that there has been documentation that the trench may be very
shallow (less than 2 m) where the buildings and infrastructure are
located. We do expect to see documentation and verification that this is
sufficient to intersect a plume.
• Plans for additional wells to be installed to monitor the leachate collection
system trench.
• Proper design and sizing of stormwater features.
• Revised bio-monitoring program to more fully assess the effects of the
facility.
• Full re-evaluation of surface water and groundwater monitoring program.
With regards to the monitoring programs, during the review of the net effects
report, we noted that the modeling was based on several assumptions about
groundwater/surface water movement and interaction. These included the
capture of leachate, shallow groundwater flow and deeper aquitard flow by the
leachate collection trench and the stormwater ditches.
Assumptions regarding the design and operation of the leachate collection
system and ditches that are used to design the system will need to be validated
by investigation and/or monitoring.
For documentation purposes, the following issues need to continue to be
monitored and
assessed as part of the ongoing annual monitoring:
• Chloride levels at TW45-99S and nearby wells.
• VOC levels at TW22-99D and consideration of the recommendation on
behalf of AFN, for additional investigation into impacts at this well.
• The rising chloride and sodium levels in the interface aquifer in the
northwest corner, evaluated against water levels, gradients and the
chemistry of other site wells (as per the RWDI letter of September 23,
2014).
• Elevated sulphate concentrations at shallow wells along the north and
-4-

Clean Harbors believes
that the commitments
included in the EA
address the specific
items identified by AFN.

The MOECC is
satisfied.

•

west portions of the property and in shallow off-site wells (as per the
RWDI letter of September 23, 2014).
Impacts at PW1-N and PW2-S.

It is noted that many of these issues have been ongoing for a long time and have
only recently been investigated.
If mechanisms are put in place to ensure these items are addressed, the AFN
have no issues with the MOECC approving the EA and moving on to the detailed
design stage.
ATTACHMENT 2
HYDROGEOLOGIC PROCEDURE - SINGLE PACKER SETUP AND
GROUNDWATER SAMPLING
1.0 Purpose:
The purpose of this document is to establish standard operating procedures
(SOPs) to setup the equipment necessary to (1) isolate a selected interval within
an monitoring well casing (which is damaged) using a single packer and (2)
collection of water quality samples from this selected interval within the
monitoring well casing.
2.0 Equipment:
1. Packer unit (Note: All equipment will be appropriately sized for well
casing diameter).
2. Spare packer bladders for the site specific packer.
3. Nitrogen air supply, capable of providing required pressure to inflate and
hold packer in place.
4. Regulator, fittings, inflation line and support cable.
5. Cable reel.
6. Bladder pump system and meters from measuring field groundwater
chemistry.
3.0 Equipment testing criteria:
1. Packer must be tested to design pressure, inspect for leaks.
2. Bypass valves must be installed before and after the pressure gauge
assembly in order to control pressure.
3. Pressure gauges should be calibrated if possible.
4.0 Procedures
1. Packer will be inflated with a compressed inert gas (such as nitrogen).
2. Determine packer inflation pressure (necessary to account for hydrostatic
pressure applied by the underlying water column – upward gradient
documented).
3. Prepare packer assembly and rods. Ensure all downhole equipment is
decontaminated /clean.
4. Check inflation line to packer and fittings.
5. Check wire line connectors on packer assembly.
6. Confirm depth and position of packer and inflation pressure.
7. Prepare wire line winch, if used.
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Specifically with regard
to the VOC investigation
of TW22-99D, Clean
Harbors has reviewed
the SOP provided and is
interested in discussing
with AFN and its
advisers, along with the
MOECC, how this
process could be
specifically applied to
TW22 in a manner that
will assist in furthering
the investigations
underway at this well.

The MOECC is
satisfied.

8.
9.
10.
11.

12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

Lower packer assembly to desired depth within casing.
Inflate packer slowly (by 2-5 psi steps) until inflation pressure has been
reached.
Monitor packer inflation line pressure for a minimum of 2 minutes after
inflation is complete to see if packer is leaking. If no leaks apparent,
continue to next step.
Install bladder pump to desired depth (just above packer) and begin
purging the well casing. Remove water from casing until water level is
one metre above packer. Continually measure groundwater level within
the casing and monitoring field groundwater chemistry (pH, temperature,
EH, and conductivity). The water level within the casing will need to be
lowered to create an inward flow gradient. Given that the seal at the
packer is tight, the only water entering the casing should be via the
seepage at the casing joints.
Field chemistry will be monitoring in order to document the removal of
stagnant water within the casing. Once the groundwater field chemistry
parameters are stable, a water sample can be collected.
During the purging process, check inflation lines and inflation pressure to
ensure packer remains inflated.
After sample collection is complete, remove pump.
Slowly release pressure on packer. Caution should be taken as the
pressure on the packer will push the packer upward.
Remove packer assemble and close well.
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MAKING A SUBMISSION?
A five-week public review period ending March 6, 2015 follow publication of this
Review. During this time, any interested parties can make submissions about
the proposed undertaking, the environmental assessment or this Review. Should
you wish to make a submission, please send it to:
Agatha Garcia-Wright, Director
Environmental Approvals Branch
Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change
2 St. Clair Avenue West, Floor 12A
Toronto, Ontario M4V 1L5
Fax: 416-314-8452
Re: Clean Harbors Lambton Landfill Expansion Environmental Assessment
Attention: Wesley Wright, Project Officer

Under the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and the Environmental
Assessment Act, unless otherwise stated in the submission, any personal information such as
name, address, telephone number and property location included in all submissions become part
of the public record files for this matter and can be released if requested.

