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Executive Summary 

WHO Waste Management of Canada Corporation (WM) 
WHAT Ministry Review of an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the 

proposed undertaking which includes: 

• An expansion of the existing landfill site through the 
development of a new landfill footprint on lands owned or 
optioned by WM.  

• WM is seeking approval for a total capacity of 6.5 million 
cubic metres of residual solid, non-hazardous waste 
(including final cover). 

WHEN EA Submitted:  
• September 14, 2012. 
• Comment period:  September 14 -November 2, 2012. 
• Amended EA submitted: January 21, 2013 

Ministry Review comment period:  
• February 22, 2013-March 29, 2013. 

WHERE The proposed new landfill footprint is located in the City of 
Ottawa immediately adjacent to WM’s existing closed landfill site 
northwest of the intersection of Highway 417 and Carp Road.  
The southern half of the footprint is on WM-owned lands and the 
northern half is on lands that WM has options to purchase. The 
total footprint area of the proposed new landfill is 37.8 hectares 
(ha). 

WHY WM is seeking to provide additional waste disposal capacity of 
solid non-hazardous waste in order to continue its commercial 
operations and support its business following the closure of the 
existing Ottawa Waste Management Facility (WMF).  The 
proposed new landfill is one component of the West Carleton 
Environmental Centre (WCEC) which will be an integrated waste 
management facility that will include: 

• Residential diversion facility; 
• Materials recycling facility; 
• Organics processing facility; 
• Construction and demolition facility; and 
• Electronic waste handling facility. 

CONCLUSIONS The ministry Review concludes that the EA was prepared in 
accordance with the approved Terms of Reference and contained 
sufficient information to assess the potential environmental effects 
of the proposed undertaking.   
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1. Environmental Assessment Process 
Environmental Assessment (EA) 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 
Environmental Assessment Act (EAA) sets out the general 
contents for the preparation of an EA, as well as the ministry’s 
evaluation process.  For those proponents and undertakings 
subject to the EAA, approval under the EAA is required 
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 EA determines, on the basis of the 
environmental effects, if an undertaking should proceed, and 
if so, how environmental effects can be managed.   

EAs 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 EA, the 
proponent completes various studies and consults with interested stakeholders including 
government agencies, 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 EAA approval.   

1.1 Terms of Reference 

Preparing an EA is a two-step application to the Minister of the Environment (Minister).  The 
first step requires the proponent to prepare and submit a Terms of Reference (ToR) to the 
Ministry of the Environment (ministry) for review and approval.  The ToR is the work plan 
or framework for how the EA will be prepared.   

On November 25, 2010, the Minister approved the amended ToR for a focussed EA on the 
study of a new landfill directly adjacent to WM’s closed Ottawa WMF.  The ToR 
amendments included new commitments to carry out an assessment of alternative methods of 
leachate treatment, clarification that the EA would include a description of and rationale for 
the undertaking, and it also included a requirement for the proponent to provide funding for 
the City to carry out a peer review of the EA. 

EA Process 

ToR Approval  
↓ 

EA Preparation  
↓ 

EA Submission   
↓ 

EA Comment Period  
↓ 

Ministry Review  
↓ 

Review Comment Period 
↓ 

Minister’s Decision 
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The ToR discussed WM’s business case or justification for proceeding with a new landfill 
alternative at the Ottawa WMF site. At the ToR stage WM considered various ‘alternatives 
to’ including: do nothing; export; an energy from waste facility; a new site location; and 
other existing landfill sites and facilities. 

The ToR outlines the process WM would follow to assess alternative methods for carrying 
out the proposed undertaking; to assess environmental effects and provide mitigation 
measures and to consult with the public, government agencies and Aboriginal communities 
during the preparation of the EA.    

1.2 Environmental Assessment 

Once the ToR is approved by the Minister, the proponent can proceed to the second step of 
the EA process and carry out the EA.  The EA must be prepared in accordance with the 
approved ToR and the requirements of the EAA.  Once the proponent has carried out the EA, 
including consultation, the EA is submitted to the ministry for review and approval.   

On September 14, 2012, WM submitted its EA titled West Carleton Environmental Centre 
New Landfill Footprint Environmental Assessment.  WM is seeking approval for 6.5 million 
cubic metres in additional waste disposal capacity for solid non-hazardous waste in the 
province of Ontario.  The EA comment period ended on November 2, 2012.  Based on 
comments received during the seven-week comment period, WM revised its EA and 
submitted an Amended EA on January 21, 2013.  

The EA was circulated for review to a Government Review Team (GRT).  The GRT, 
including federal, provincial and local agencies, reviewed the EA to ensure that the 
information and conclusions of the EA were valid, based on their agencies’ mandates.  The 
public and Aboriginal communities also had an opportunity to review the EA 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 EA undertaking.   

1.3 Ministry Review 

The EAA requires the ministry to prepare a review of the EA, known simply as the Ministry 
Review (Review).  The Review is the ministry’s evaluation of the EA.  The purpose of the 
Review is to document the ministry’s findings about whether or not the EA has been 
prepared in accordance with the approved ToR and therefore meets the requirements of the 
EAA and whether the evaluation in the EA is sufficient to allow the Minister to make a 
decision about the proposed undertaking.   

The Review outlines whether the information contained in the EA supports the 
recommendations and conclusions for the selection of the proposed undertaking.  Ministry 
staff, with input from the GRT, evaluate the technical merits of the proposed undertaking 
including the anticipated environmental effects and the proposed mitigation measures.  The 



West Carleton Environmental Centre New Landfill Environmental Assessment Review 

February 22, 2013  
  
  4 

Review also provides an overview and analysis of the public, agency and Aboriginal 
community comments on the EA and the proposed undertaking.   

The Minister of the Environment considers the conclusion of the Review when making a 
decision; the Review itself is not the EA decision making mechanism.  The Minister’s 
decision will be made following the end of the five-week Review comment period and is 
subject to the approval of the Lieutenant Governor in Council.   

The Review comment period allows the GRT, the public and Aboriginal communities to see 
how their concerns with the EA and the proposed undertaking have been considered by WM.  
During the Review comment period, anyone may submit comments on the Amended EA, the 
undertaking and the Review.  In addition, anyone may request that the Minister refer the 
Amended EA, or any matter relating to the Amended EA, to the Environmental Review 
Tribunal for a hearing if they believe that there are significant outstanding environmental 
effects that the Amended EA has not addressed.  Requests for a hearing may 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 has been published in the following local newspapers 
indicating that the Review has been completed and is available for a five-week comment 
period: 

• Ottawa Citizen; 
• Ottawa Sun; 
• Le Droit; 
• Stittsville News; 
• Kanata Kourier-Standard; and 
• West Carleton Weekender. 

Copies of the Review and the Amended EA have been placed in the same public record 
locations where the EA was available, and copies have been distributed to the GRT members 
and identified Aboriginal communities.  Those members of the public who submitted 
comments during the EA comment period have also received copies of the Review.   

2. The Proposed Undertaking 

Background: 

WM owns and previously operated the Ottawa WMF located in the City of Ottawa near the 
intersection of Carp Road and Highway 417.  The existing Ottawa WMF, is defined in 
Provisional Certificate of Approval A461002 as the: 
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• Entire waste disposal site, including the buffer lands, located on Lots 3 and 4, 
Concession 3, in the former Township of Huntley, formerly in the Township of West 
Carleton, now the City of Ottawa; and 

• The contaminant attenuation zone (CAZ), including portions of 2301, 2330, 2104, 
2326 and 2300 Carp Road, located on Part of Lot 4, Concession II, Part of Lot 3, 
Concession 2, and Part of Lot 2, Concession II, in the former Township of Huntley, 
formerly in the Township of West Carleton, now in the City of Ottawa.   

 
The existing Ottawa WMF reached its approved capacity of 8,744,069 cubic metres and was 
closed in September 2011. WM is a contract service provider for the collection, processing 
and marketing of recyclable materials plus the disposal of any residual wastes not recycled.  
WM provides this broad range of integrated waste management services through a network 
of programs and facilities throughout Ontario.  These services are provided to both the public 
and private sectors within the City of Ottawa and Eastern Ontario.  Previously, WM reserved 
between 75-90% of the capacity of the Ottawa WMF for waste generated within the City of 
Ottawa, including residential wastes and wastes from about 7,500 industrial, commercial and 
institutional (IC&I) customers.  
 
Accounting for further growth, diversion, and the role of existing waste disposal facilities, 
WM determined there was a need for disposal capacity for residual wastes generated within 
the City of Ottawa and surrounding communities.    Given the closure of the Ottawa WMF in 
September 2011, the need for disposal of residential and IC&I waste within the area serviced 
by the Ottawa WMF, and WM’s intention to continue its business operations in the City, the 
company determined that there is a need to develop additional waste disposal capacity.  
 
It is the company’s intention to continue to provide waste disposal services and so it has 
undertaken the development of an EA for a new landfill footprint.  The new landfill footprint 
is part of a larger development called the West Carleton Environmental Centre which 
includes diversion facilities not subject to the EAA. 

Description of the Proposed Undertaking 

The proposed undertaking is for the development of a new landfill footprint directly adjacent 
to WM’s existing closed waste fill area in the City of Ottawa.  Specifically, WM is seeking 
approval for: 

• A total of 6,500,000 m3 in landfill capacity of solid non-hazardous waste, including 
final cover; 

• Service area that covers the province of Ontario, but will primarily serve IC&I and 
residential waste generators from the City of Ottawa and the Good Neighbour Zone 
(GNZ), which includes surrounding communities mainly within Lanark County. 

The annual disposal rate is estimated to be 400,000 tonnes per year, with an additional 
150,000 tonnes per year of daily and interim cover.  The estimated site life of the proposed 
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new landfill footprint will be approximately 10 years.  The proposed landfill will be an 
engineered landfill designed to meet the requirements of O.Reg 232/98 (“Landfilling Sites”) 
under the Environmental Protection Act (EPA).   

The purpose of the undertaking proposed by WM is to provide residual waste disposal 
capacity (after diversion) for solid non-hazardous waste from the residential (30%) and IC&I 
(70%) sectors in the form of a new landfill footprint. This will enable WM to continue 
commercial operations and support its business in Ottawa following the closure of the 
company’s Ottawa WMF in September 2011.  
 
The new proposed landfill footprint will be located adjacent to the existing landfill footprint 
on parts of Lots 4 and 5, Concession 2.  The southern half of the footprint is on WM-owned 
lands and the northern half is on lands that WM has options to purchase.  Buffers of 100 
metres (m) or greater will be maintained between the limits of the footprint and the 
surrounding property boundaries.  An approximate 45 to 50 m buffer will be also maintained 
between the toe of slope of the existing and new landfill footprints to allow for a new waste 
haul road to the new landfill footprint and for maintenance and monitoring access.  
 
The new proposed landfill footprint will be a rectangular landform with a maximum 
elevation of 156 metres above sea level (mASL).  This elevation is approximately 31 m 
above the surrounding existing grade.  The maximum elevation of the existing closed Ottawa 
WMF landfill is approximately 172 mASL or approximately 47 m above the surrounding 
existing grade.  
 
The total proposed footprint area of the proposed new landfill is 37.8 ha. The site entrance 
for the proposed new landfill will be located off Carp Road approximately 640 m south of 
Richardson Side Road. The length of the entrance roadway leading to the scale facility is 
proposed to be approximately 400 metres and is proposed to incorporate several inbound 
lanes. WM has indicated that this configuration will provide ample truck queuing thus 
eliminating potential for queuing on Carp Road.  A left hand turn lane from the northbound 
Carp Road is also proposed at the site entrance to minimize any traffic impacts on Carp 
Road.  Leachate collected from the landfill will be pretreated and discharged to the City of 
Ottawa sanitary sewer system in conjunction with disposal through irrigation of trees onsite.  
The proposed new landfill will also include the development of three new stormwater 
management ponds. 

The nearest sensitive receptors are approximately 450 m (residence) and 500 m (commercial 
business) from the proposed new landfill footprint.  The site (including the closed Ottawa 
WMF) currently has a number of zoning designations on it, including Rural Heavy Industrial, 
Mineral Extraction and Rural General Industrial.  If the proposed undertaking is approved, a 
zoning by-law amendment will be required. 

If EAA approval is granted, WM will be required to complete the proposed undertaking in 
accordance with the Amended EA and any conditions of approval.  In addition, WM must 
still obtain all other legislative approvals required for the undertaking.   



West Carleton Environmental Centre New Landfill Environmental Assessment Review 

February 22, 2013      7 

Figure 1: 
SITE 
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Figure 2: 
Proposed Landfill Footprint 
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3. Results of the Ministry Review 
The Review provides the analysis of the EA.  The Review 
is not intended to summarize the EA, nor present the 
information found in the EA.  For information on the 
decision making process, refer to the EA itself.  The EA 
and supporting documentation outlines the EA planning 
process and demonstrates how the proponent has selected 
the preferred undertaking and made the final decision.   

3.1 Conformance with ToR and EAA 

3.1.1 Ministry Analysis 

The ministry coordinated an analysis of the EA with the 
GRT that, in part, looked at whether the requirements of 
the ToR have been met. Ministry staff noted that there 
were commitments made in the approved ToR that  
were not adequately met in the EA that was submitted 
on September 14, 2012.  In response to the concerns 
raised, WM amended its EA to ensure it met the 
requirements of the approved ToR.  The Amended EA 
was submitted to the ministry on January 23, 2013 and was posted to WM’s website on 
February 22, 2013.  The ministry has reviewed the revisions and concludes that the Amended 
EA followed the framework set out in the approved ToR, addressed the commitments made 
in the ToR, and demonstrated how the requirements of the EAA were met. 

Appendix A summarizes this analysis and identifies how the ToR requirements have been 
addressed in the Amended EA.   

3.1.2 Consultation 

One of the key requirements of the EAA is pre-submission 
consultation completed during the preparation of the EA.  This 
consultation is the responsibility of the proponent and must be 
undertaken prior to the submission of the EA and in accordance 
with the consultation plan outlined in the ToR.  Several 
methods of consultation were used by WM throughout the EA 
process and included Public Advisory Committee (PAC) 
meetings, meetings with the GRT, public workshops, public 
open houses, stakeholder roundtable discussions, technical 
sessions, newsletters, and maintaining and updating a project website.  The intent of the 
consultation plan was to provide information on the project, obtain input, and address 
comments. 

The purpose of the Ministry 
Review is to determine whether: 

• The EA has met the 
requirements of the ToR and 
the EAA. 

• There are any outstanding 
issues with the EA. 

• The proposed undertaking 
has technical merit. 

Must Haves in the EA: 

• The EA must be prepared in 
accordance with the approved ToR. 

• EA must include all the basic EAA 
information requirements. 

• EA demonstrates where all the 
additional commitments in the ToR 
were met, including studies and the 
consultation process. 

Section 5.1 of the EAA states: 
“When preparing proposed 
terms of reference and an 

environmental assessment, the 
proponent shall consult with such 
persons as may be interested.” 
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The ministry is satisfied that the level of consultation undertaken with the public and GRT 
was appropriate for this proposed undertaking.  This included providing an opportunity to 
government reviewers and other key stakeholders to provide comments on a draft version of 
the EA prior to submission. 
 
The Amended EA adequately describes the consultation that was undertaken and the 
outcomes of the various consultation activities / events. 
 
Once the EA is submitted to the ministry, additional ministry driven consultation occurs 
during the seven-week EA comment period.  The GRT, the public and Aboriginal 
communities are provided with the opportunity to review the EA and to submit comments to 
the ministry on whether the requirements of the ToR have been met, on the EA itself and on 
the proposed undertaking.  All comments received by the ministry during the EA comment 
period were forwarded to WM for a response. Summaries of all comments received along 
with the proponent’s responses are included in Tables 1 and 2.  Copies of the GRT’s 
submissions are also available in Appendix B. 
 
Government Review Team  

Consultation with the GRT was conducted throughout the EA process.  This included pre-
submission discussions, technical meetings with ministry staff and key members of the GRT 
and through providing an opportunity to review of the draft EA.  Many of the comments 
provided to WM from the GRT were incorporated into the final EA.  A summary of the 
comments provided on the draft EA and WM’s responses can be found in Supporting 
Document #6 of the Amended EA - Record of Consultation. 

Members of the GRT were provided copies of the September 14, 2012 EA for their review 
during the seven-week comment period.  All comments received by the ministry were 
forwarded to WM for a response.  A summary the comments and WM’s responses can be 
found in Table 1 of this Review. 

Comments were received by the ministries of Environment (MOE), Natural Resources 
(MNR), and Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs (OMAFRA); the City of Ottawa; the Town 
of Smith Falls; the Mississauga Valley Conservation Authority (MVCA) as well as by 
federal agencies such as Transport Canada (TC); Environment Canada (EC); and, Health 
Canada (HC).  The ministries of Energy, Transportation, Tourism, Culture and Sport; and, 
Hydro One Networks had no further comments or concerns with the proposal.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
                                                                                                                                                                                                
Provincial Agencies 
 
MOE reviewers indicated that additional information would be required as part of the 
application for an Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA) including the development of 
a Design and Operation report; an environmental monitoring program for groundwater, 
surface water, leachate monitoring and gas vapour monitoring; and additional information to 
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support the leachate treatment option. A sediment and erosion control plan will also be 
required as part of the ECA application.    
 
Although MOE reviewers did not identify any outstanding concerns related to consultation, it 
should be noted that additional detail in the consultation record would have been helpful to 
understand more fully how comments were addressed in the EA.  On the other hand, WM 
appears to have been responsive to the public’s request and scheduled additional meetings 
and outreach when requested.   
 
The MNR indicated support for the preferred alternative but requested more information on 
species at risk under the Endangered Species Act 2007 (ESA) in relation to potential impacts 
on the Barn Swallow bird colony and the Flooded Jellyskin natural habitat.   WM has been in 
contact with the MNR and has been providing the information as requested.  To date a permit 
under the ESA has not been identified for this project.  
 
The OMAFRA concurred with the selection of the preferred alternative, provided 
clarifications about soil classifications and encouraged mitigation that reduces impacts on 
surrounding agricultural operations as highlighted in Section 8.1.13 of the EA.  
 
Federal Government Agencies  
 
TC indicated an interest in this landfill site as it is located near an airport (4.5 kilometres 
south of the Ottawa /Carp regional airport).  As such, it recommended a bird hazard 
management plan be prepared.  WM prepared an Integrated Gull Management Plan and TC 
has indicated that they have reviewed the plan and are satisfied with the contents of the plan. 
Other comments reference TC’s responsibilities under the Navigable Waters Protection Act 
and Railway Safety Act.   
 
EC provided comments about migratory birds, particularly in relation to the potential 
displacement of a Bank Swallow colony on-site for which they have recommended a 
Mitigation, Compensation and Restoration Plan.  EC has requested that the Plan include 
consultation and agreement with them on the development of this Plan.  WM has committed 
to develop a plan to address the potential displacement of the Bank Swallow colong in 
consultation with EC. 
 
HC requested clarifications related to the air quality and surface and groundwater assessment 
work.  WM responded and provided information in order to clarify the the assessment work. 
 
Local Agencies 
 
The City of Ottawa identified a number of concerns including: odour control; modeling of 
upset conditions; project amendment process; property value protection plan; waste 
diversion; service area; traffic impacts/improvements; site plan control; public liaison 
committee membership and processes; reporting mechanisms for monitoring; site capacity; 
need for new leachate agreement; and financial capacity of the company.  
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The MVCA had no significant concerns with the proposal and provided advice regarding 
potential permitting requirements.  
 
The Town of Smith Falls requested to be included in the service area for the landfill.  
 
Public Consultation 

The proponent described the consultation process it undertook in Chapter 7 of the EA and 
Supporting Document 6.  WM used a variety of consultation methods to consult with the 
public including: 12 Project Advisory Committee (PAC) Meetings; five public Open Houses; 
three workshops; stakeholder roundtable discussions; technical sessions; Public Information 
Centres, newsletters; a project website; and an on-site project office. 

The PAC was developed during the ToR stage and maintained throughout the development 
of the EA. The PAC reviewed and provided comments on documents prepared by WM 
during the development of the EA.  The PAC is comprised of two members from the Carp 
Landfill Community Liaison Committee, five west-end City of Ottawa Councillors, and two 
WM employees.  In total, there were 12 PAC meetings held during the development of the 
EA.  WM met with the PAC at each stage of the EA process to discuss the results of 
consultation activities and any public comments received. 

Throughout the development of the EA, WM held five Open Houses. WM hosted three four-
hour sessions in Carp, Kanata, and Stittsville for each Open House.  An additional two Open 
House sessions were held on different dates and at different locations to accommodate 
individuals unable to attend the three scheduled Open Houses.  Project Team members were 
in attendance to answer questions and facilitate discussions.  Display boards and information 
were made available in English and French at each session.  The approved ToR and draft 
work plans were also made available for public review and comment.   

Notifications were provided in advance for each public information session.  Invitations were 
sent to GRT members, potentially affected or interested Aboriginal communities, interested 
members of the public and local Councillors via direct mail or e-mail.  Invitations were also 
mailed in advance to approximately 14,000 residents in Stittsville, West Carleton, and West 
Kanata.  As required by the approved ToR, WM published its Notices of Commencement 
and Submission of the EA in the local newspapers and updated its website at various points 
during the development of the EA to inform the public on upcoming public information 
sessions.  The Notice of Commencement and Open House #1 notification was placed in local 
newspapers (e.g. Ottawa Citizen, Ottawa Sun, Le Droit, Stittsville News, Kanata Kourier-
Standard, and West Carleton Weekender) and in online publications (e.g. EMC Kanata, EMC 
Stittsville, and EMC West Carleton) during the week of January 5 to 12, 2011.  The 
distribution list was reduced for subsequent notifications to include the Stittsville News, 
Kanata Kourier-Standard, West Carleton Review, EMA Kanata, EMC Stittsville, and EMC 
West Carleton.  A contact database was maintained throughout the EA study to contact 
interested public and key stakeholders of study issues and events. The contact database was 
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updated after each public information session to include individuals that signed-in with their 
contact information on the distribution list. 

Between scheduled Open Houses, additional public information sessions were held in the 
form of workshops, roundtable discussions, and technical sessions. Three workshops were 
held and additional roundtable discussions were held on different dates to accommodate 
individuals who could not attend the workshops.  Discussions on the new landfill footprint, 
proposed evaluation criteria and methodology, evaluation of alternative landfill footprints, 
selection of the preferred alternative, and leachate treatment alternatives were discussed.  
WM and AECOM staff were in attendance to answer questions and lead discussions.  WM 
made additional commitments in light of the concerns raised during the stakeholder 
roundtable discussion regarding the provision of additional Technical Sessions on specific 
issues and the availability of documents.  As per the approved ToR, three special technical 
sessions were held regarding air, groundwater, and property values. Specialized consultants 
and experts were in attendance to address concerns and lead discussions.  Documents were 
made available on the project website and by appointment at WM offices.  

WM also made copies of the Draft EA and its supporting documents available from       
March 2, 2012 to April 27, 2012 to members of the public.  This provided an eight-week 
comment period for anyone interested in submitting comments directly to WM for its 
consideration as it finalized the EA. 

Following formal submission the EA, comments were received from 119 members of the 
public including detailed comments prepared by Fogler, Rubinoff, LLP and XCG 
Consultants Ltd on behalf of the Richardson Corridor Community Association.  Comments 
were also received from one local business.  Five letters of support were received by the 
ministry. Concerns from the public were related to odour control, property values, waste 
diversion, amending procedures, traffic, bird impacts on the airport, site plan control, future 
consultation with stakeholders, reporting mechanisms, leachate treatment, site capacity, 
potential for groundwater contamination, EA process issues (consultation and alternatives, 
compliance with ToR and MOE codes of practice), health concerns, landfill gas/odour, land 
use issues, site location, future expansion, community benefits, and cumulative effects.  WM 
responded to the concerns and indicated that commitments regarding odour, air emissions, 
leachate, property values, and traffic for the proposed expansion include:  
    

• Use of a landfill gas collection system as per the approved Environmental Monitoring 
Plan;  

• Groundwater monitoring requirements; 
• Use of a leachate collection system; 
• Use of a composite double-liner system; 
• A series of wells to prevent movement beyond the site boundaries; 
• Post-closure care; 
• Contaminant Attenuation Zones;  
• Implementation of a Property Value Protection Plan (PVPP); and, 
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• Ongoing communication with the City of Ottawa regarding transportation matters 
(increased traffic, safety). 

 
WM will also continue to support the Carp Landfill Community Liaison Committee and 
undertake consultation activities as part of WM’s commitments for ongoing consultation and 
the regulatory approvals process.  Detailed comments raised by the public and the 
proponent’s responses are documented in Table 2 of this Review.   

Aboriginal Community Consultation 

In addition to the requirement in the EAA that interested persons be consulted, the Crown 
and the proponent must also turn their minds to consultation with Aboriginal communities 
who may have aboriginal or treaty rights that may be adversely impacted by the proposed 
undertaking.  The Crown has a duty to consult where a contemplated action by the Crown 
may adversely affect Aboriginal or treaty rights. The Crown may delegate procedural aspects 
of the duty to the proponent. 

As a result, a list of Aboriginal communities who may have aboriginal or treaty rights that 
may be adversely impacted by the proposed undertaking or that may otherwise be interested 
in the proposed undertaking was developed and those communities were provided with 
information on the EA throughout the process.  Information was provided to: 
 

• Algonquins of Ontario; 
• Mohawk Council of Akwesasne. 

Information was also provided to:  

• Métis Nation of Ontario; and, 
• Métis National Council;  

Ontario’s Ministry of Aboriginal Affairs and Aboriginal 
Affairs and Northern Development Canada were 
contacted with respect to the development of the list of 
communities.   

Through direct communication with a representative from the Mohawk Council of 
Akwesasne, WM determined that the Mohawk Council of Akwesasne should be removed 
from the consultation list.  

Since the proposed undertaking does not trigger a federal EA, WM determined, through 
direct communication with a representative from the Métis National Council that its 
involvement was unwarranted but continued to provide the Métis Nation of Ontario 
information and opportunities to comment as the EA was developed. 

Aboriginal rights stem from practices, 
customs or traditions which are integral 
to the distinctive culture of the Aboriginal 
community claiming the right.  
 
Treaty rights stem from the signing of 
treaties by Aboriginal peoples with the 
Crown. 
 
Aboriginal rights and treaty rights are 
protected by section 35 of the 
Constitution Act, 1982. 
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During the preparation of the EA, the Métis Nation of Ontario and the Algonquins of Ontario 
were kept informed on the progress of the EA through information emails and notices and 
were invited to public open houses in March and November of 2011. They also received a 
copy of the Draft EA on March 2, 2012 to review and provide comments on. 
 
In March 2012, follow up contact via email was made by WM’s consultants to the Métis 
Nation of Ontario and the Algonquins of Ontario in order to confirm receipt of the 
documentation and to solicit any comments or concerns.  The proponent also followed up via 
email with the Métis Nation of Ontario and the Algonquins of Ontario in April 2012 and 
offered to meet with them to discuss the proposed project and requested that they provide any 
comments on the proposed project to them. No comments were provided by the Métis Nation 
of Ontario and the Algonquins of Ontario during the pre-submission stage.  Further details of 
the consultation undertaken by WM can be found in Chapter 7 of the Amended EA and in 
Supporting Document #6 - Record of Consultation. 
 
In September 2012 the final EA was provided to the Métis Nation of Ontario and the 
Algonquins of Ontario.   The MOE followed up with the Métis Nation of Ontario and the 
Algonquins of Ontario by email in November 2012 to solicit any comments that they had.  
To date no comments have been provided to MOE from any Aboriginal community. 
 
Ministry Conclusions on the Consultation Program 
 
The EAA requires that the proponent consult with all interested persons during the 
preparation of the EA and report on the results of that consultation.  The ministry is satisfied 
that the proponent appropriately carried out the consultation plan that was outlined in the 
approved ToR. 
 
Overall, the ministry believes that the proponent provided sufficient opportunities for the 
public, interested stakeholders and Aboriginal communities to be consulted during the 
preparation of the EA.  Concerns raised by the public and other stakeholders were considered 
during the preparation of the final EA and the proponent has committed to continuing its 
participation on the CLC. 
 
The Amended EA documents the consultation methods that were undertaken by WM to 
engage government reviewers, Aboriginal communities and members of the public during the 
development of the EA.  The EA discusses the concerns raised and how they were addressed 
or will be addressed if the Amended EA is approved.   

3.1.3 Conclusion 

The ministry is satisfied that the consultation carried out meets the requirements of the EAA 
and is in accordance with the approved ToR. 
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3.2 EA Process 

EA is a planning process that requires a proponent to identify a problem or opportunity, 
consider alternative ways of addressing the problem or opportunity, evaluate the potential 
effects of those alternatives against select criteria and then select a preferred alternative. 

In general, WM followed a logical and transparent decision making process that was outlined 
in the Amended EA.  Refer to Appendix A for the ministry’s analysis of how the Amended 
EA met the requirements of the EAA and the approved ToR. 

The evaluation of alternatives in the Amended EA consisted of: 

• Describing the problem or purpose; 
• Describing and providing a rationale for the alternative methods identified in the 

approved ToR which included alternative landfill footprints and alternative leachate 
treatment options; 

• Describing the environment potentially affected by each alternative within the study 
area described in the Amended EA; 

• Predicting and evaluating environmental effects for each alternative taking into 
account mitigation measures (net effects); 

• Conducting a comparative evaluation, including taking into account the relative 
importance of the evaluation criteria which was established with input from the public 
and government agencies. The comparative analysis discussed advantages and 
disadvantages.  A reasoned argument or trade off method was used to identify a 
preferred alternative;  

• Identifying and providing a rationale for selecting the preferred undertaking. 

3.2.1  Key Issues 

Staff from the MOE identified some concerns regarding three requirements and 
commitments in the approved ToR that were not clearly addressed in the EA that was 
initially submitted for review and a decision.  The MOE raised concerns about the following 
commitments: 
 

• How advantages and disadvantages were considered in the EA? 
• How the commitment regarding the development of the PVPP was met? 
• How the effects of an extended site life had been considered in the EA? 

 
In response to these concerns, WM provided additional information which is included in its 
Amended EA document.  With respect to the advantages and disadvantages WM indicated 
that they felt the advantages and disadvantages to the environment had been addressed in 
Chapter 3, in Table 5-4 – Comparative Evaluation Results and in Table 6-11 – Summary of 
Predicted Net Effects on the Environment.  Ministry staff were not in agreement with WM’s 
assertion and through further discussion, WM agreed to amend the EA.  The Amended EA 
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includes a new table, Table 6-19, which summarizes the advantages and disadvantages to the 
environment associated with the undertaking.  This table has been added to Section 6.11 in 
Chapter 6 of the Final EA Report.  Ministry staff are satisfied that this requirement has now 
been met. 
 
With respect to the PVPP the approved ToR commits to:  “Details as to how the plan would 
work and what residences qualify will be developed in consultation with stakeholders as part 
of the environmental assessment”.  The PVPP included in the EA did not identify what 
residences qualify and no explanation was provided indicating why no residences were 
identified. 
 
WM responded and indicated that the PVPP in the EA does not identify any qualifying 
residences as the net effects analysis identified no residences within potentially impacted 
areas. WM has further committed to, prior to the start of construction of a new landfill, 
reconsider this issue in the context of any new technical or non-technical developments and, 
if appropriate, identify and notify potential qualifying residences for the PVPP, as 
documented in WM’s EA commitments in Table 8-2.  Should this proposed undertaking be 
approved, a condition of approval will be recommended to address this issue. 
 
With respect to considering the effects of an extended service life on the environment, WM 
indicated that an extended service life scenario would result in less environmental effects on 
an annual basis, as compared to the environmental effects that would result under the ten year 
scenario. WM amended the EA and provided further information on the effects of an 
extended site life in section 6.8.   Ministry staff are now satisfied that this commitment has 
been adequately addressed. 
 
Public comments: 
 
The public raised a number of concerns regarding how the alternatives were assessed in the 
EA including the type and range of alternative methods that were examined.  Some members 
of the public indicated that they felt other sites should have been included in the assessment 
along with other technologies such as incineration. 
 
WM responded indicating that they had undertaken an analysis as part of the development of 
the ToR that looked at this information.  The approved ToR indicated that the EA would be 
prepared under Section 6(2)(c) of the EAA and that it would be focused on assessing 
alternative landfill footprints at the Ottawa site.  The ministry is satisfied that alternatives 
considered in the EA were consistent with what was approved in the ToR. 
 
Some members of the public also questioned the need/opportunity for a new landfill footprint 
and indicated that they felt the need should be based on “societal” or “community” need.  
Some members of the public feel that the project is not in the public interest due to past non-
compliance with respect to odour and groundwater and that it also conflicts with the 
surrounding land use including proposed residential growth. 
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WM responded indicating that they had identified the need and rationale for the project in the 
approved ToR. The considerations included rationale from an economic, environmental, and 
geopolitical perspective. Supporting documents to the approved ToR provide detailed 
descriptions of the market opportunity using publicly available data from municipal, 
provincial, and federal sources. WM described the potential environmental impacts from 
continued long-distance shipment of solid non-hazardous waste throughout Eastern Ontario 
and into the United States.  WM discussed the political and business risks that are presented 
by cross border shipment of waste from Canada into the U.S.  
 
With respect to past odour and groundwater issues at the former Ottawa WMF they were 
addressed through the implementation of mitigation measures to ensure compliance of the 
existing closed landfill with regulatory requirements. Finally, land use compatibility was 
considered through the review of municipal policies and plans related to land use in the area. 
 
Detailed comments raised by the public and the proponent’s responses are documented in 
Table 2 of this Review.   

3.2.2 Conclusion 

Overall, the ministry, in consultation with the GRT, is satisfied with the proponent’s decision 
making process.   

The Amended EA contains an explanation of the problem that prompted the EA.  WM 
considered a reasonable range of alternative methods to the undertaking and evaluated them 
in a defined study area that took into consideration the EAA’s broad definition of the 
environment. 

The Amended EA provides a description of the potentially affected environment in the study 
area and identifies potential impacts of the alternatives.  The Amended EA also includes 
monitoring and contingency plans to ensure any potential negative impacts of the 
undertaking are minimized. 

The Amended EA adequately describes the advantages and disadvantages of the proposed 
undertaking to the environment based on the potential environmental effects.  

Requirements of the EAA for consultation with the public, GRT and Aboriginal communities 
have been met. 

The ministry is satisfied that the Amended EA was completed in accordance with the 
approved ToR and meets the requirements of the EAA.       
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3.3 Proposed Undertaking 

The proposed undertaking is described in section 3.1 of the Amended EA (see also section 2 
of this Review) and was evaluated based on the net impacts of each alternative and the 
advantages and disadvantages to the environment.  A broad definition of the environment 
was used to evaluate the potential effects of the proposed undertaking.   

3.3.1 Key Issues 

Key issues regarding the proposed undertaking were gathered during the pre-submission 
consultation and the EA review comment period.  A number of concerns were raised by the 
GRT and the public.  Submissions from the GRT can be found in Appendix B of the Review.  
A summary of all comments, including WM’s responses and the ministry’s level of 
satisfaction can be found in Tables 1 and 2 of the Review. 

Groundwater Protection 

The City of Ottawa along with approximately 55 members of the public have raised a 
concern about the potential impacts on groundwater from the proposed new landfill site.  The 
City has indicated that the proposed site is not a good location as it is located on fractured 
limestone that is classified as highly vulnerable to groundwater contamination and that 
surrounding land uses utilize well water for drinking water.  The City of Ottawa has 
recommended that WM provide a comprehensive ground water monitoring program to 
include on and off- site monitoring including private wells within 3 kilometres of the landfill 
and that it include best Management Practices and Mitigation to handle current and future 
potential impacts.   

WM has committed in the Amended EA to on-site and off-site monitoring.  WM believes 
that the ground water regime is well understood and potential impacts can easily be 
predicted.  The conclusions in the Amended EA indicate that there are no anticipated off- site 
effects however off- site monitoring is proposed by WM within 500 metres of the proposed 
landfill.   

Ministry technical reviewers have no outstanding concerns with respect to how the EA 
addresses impacts to groundwater.  A groundwater monitoring program is typically required 
as part of the Environmental Compliance Approvals under the EPA and includes the 
duration, timing and frequency of groundwater monitoring. If the proposed undertaking is 
approved, under the EPA annual reporting would be required to be provided to the ministry 
to ensure that WM is in compliance with any required groundwater monitoring program and 
to ensure that any issues are addressed.  WM has also committed in the Amended EA to 
involving other stakeholders including the City of Ottawa in the review of any environmental 
monitoring plans required by subsequent approvals under the EPA and the Ontario Water 
Resources Act (OWRA). The ministry recommends a condition to ensure that WM involves 
relevant stakeholders during the detailed design stage and in the review of any required 
groundwater monitoring plans. 
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Odour 

The City of Ottawa and approximately 80 members of the public raised concerns about 
impacts from odour and how the modelling for potential odour impacts was undertaken.  The 
City has indicated that it is not satisfied with the approach taken by WM to exclude process 
upset conditions from the odour impact assessment studies and requested that WM model 
“upset conditions”. The City has indicated that it considers “upset conditions” to include 
temporary inoperability of the landfill gas collection system, cracks or fissures in the landfill 
cover, or the installation of additional landfill gas collection infrastructure which may have 
significant potential for generating odours and therefore an impact on areas surrounding the 
landfill.   The City also indicated that the detailed impact assessment for odour excluded 
odours arising from contaminated soil stockpiles on-site for use as daily cover and the use of 
compost on top of the clay cover to promote vegetative growth.  

The City and members of the public also have concerns that, excluding the conditions 
described above, the combined odour impact from site-wide operations is predicted to exceed 
the 1 Odour Unit / cubic metre (OU/m3) detection threshold and the 3 OU/m3 recommended 
“annoyance threshold” near the facility property line from time to time.  Both the City and 
the public are also concerned about the potential impact from odours due to past odour issues 
at the existing site. 

WM responded and indicated that they had modeled potential odour impacts of the new 
landfill footprint and other WCEC facilities, per the requirements of O.Reg 419/05 (Air 
Pollution – Local Air Quality) under the EPA. The model addresses duration, extent and 
frequency of effects, but not emergency situations (i.e. upset conditions), as these types of 
events are covered in the contingency measures and management of the landfill operations.  

WM assumed the baseline conditions to be the existing closed landfill, which does not reflect 
odour levels of the former operating landfill. However, WM indicated that past odour 
complaint data provided context for the frequency analysis completed for the preferred 
option. WM also committed to prepare Contingency Plans related to atmosphere (i.e., odour, 
dust, noise, landfill gas) as part of the EPA approvals process and prior to construction. 

Ministry technical staff reviewed the concerns raised by the City of Ottawa and the public 
along with WM’s response and have indicated that upset conditions are not modelled as part 
of an impact assessment process.  Upset conditions, if and when they occur, are dealt with 
through the ministry’s abatement process and through WM’s contingency planning process.   

It should also be noted that currently off-site odour emissions are being controlled.  
Intermittent off-site odours, which occur primarily on Highway 417 and the Carp Road 
industrial corridor, are not considered to be causing adverse effects to the residents and 
workers in the area.  It should also be noted that there are other odour sources in this same 
corridor including: an asphalt facility, concrete facilities, kitchen cabinet facility, aggregate 
operations, a solid waste transfer/processing facility, a restaurant, a gas station, and farming 
operations.         
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In the past, off-site odours did occur and caused adverse effects to nearby residents. These 
odours were primarily being caused by landfill gas that was venting from the landfill mound 
rather than the active face where waste was being deposited.  To address this issue, a final 
clay cap and synthetic liner was installed at the top of the landfill and numerous landfill gas 
wells have been advanced to extract and burn the landfill gas through the existing 3 flares or 
by the landfill gas to energy facility.  

In addition, the landfill gas extraction system that would be installed at the onset of 
construction of the landfill footprint, if approved, would provide much more capture of the 
landfill gas than what occurred at the Ottawa WMF and therefore the odour issue that 
occurred previously should not be repeated.  With respect to odours from daily operations of 
the site, these will occur but should primarily occur on-site and in close proximity to the site 
in the industrial corridor and can be controlled through various operational controls such as 
cover frequency and thickness of cover, size of operating face, and screening of odorous 
loads.  

In light of the above analysis, the ministry has no outstanding concerns with respect to 
potential impacts from odour from the proposed site. 

The City of Ottawa and approximately 10 members of the public are also concerned about 
the proposed odour enforcement mechanism provided by WM as compensation for any 
potential odour effects associated with the operation of the landfill.  The ToR mentions the 
preparation of an odour enforcement mechanism which has been prepared by WM. The City 
and the public feel that this proposal lacks detail with respect to who it applies to; how the 
value of the compensation is calculated for the community donation; the timing of the results 
to determine that there is an adverse effect; and, that a definition is required to define an 
adverse effect.   Some information is provided in the EA in Appendix C in this regard.  It is 
noted that this issue is considered to be beyond any abatement which the ministry would be 
responsible for ensuring that the proponent addresses at an operational level to manage any 
potential odours at the site.  As such, it is recommended that the proponent work with the 
City and members of the public to resolve this matter.   

Site Capacity and Waste Diversion 

The City of Ottawa and approximately 65 members of the public want to ensure that any 
approved landfill capacity be reduced in volume commensurate with any increases in waste 
diversion that are achieved in the IC&I section.  Also, diversion is considered to be a top 
priority and there are concerns that increased capacity will impede diversion initiatives.  

A needs analysis carried out by WM and documented in Chapter 3 and Supporting Document 
1 to the Amended EA concludes that the need for residual waste capacity will increase along 
with population growth as other available disposal capacity diminishes, even with continued 
growth in diversion rates in the IC&I sector in the City of Ottawa and surrounding area. 

The ministry recommends waste diversion targets of 60% for the generators of waste for both 
residential and IC&I waste. This is not a regulatory requirement.  
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WM has indicated that the proposed landfill will accept solid non-hazardous residual waste 
which is waste after diversion.  The waste volumes proposed assumes that the City of Ottawa 
will achieve a residential diversion rate of 60%.  The City’s current diversion rate as 
described in the Amended EA is approximately 35 to 40%.  The current diversion rate for 
IC&I waste is 17%. The Amended EA assumes a 2% average annual increase in the 
diversion of ICI and C&D waste. 

Also as documented in the Amended EA the proposal includes the WCEC which is a facility 
intended to directly support and encourage diversion in the City of Ottawa and surrounding 
areas. 

Ministry staff have reviewed the concerns raised and WM’s responses and are satisfied that 
WM’s proposed capacity is not unreasonable.  WM has also included in its Amended EA an 
analysis of the potential effects of an extended site life to the environment should the annual 
volume not be achieved as a result of increased diversion that shows the impacts would be 
negligible. 

Public Liaison Committee 

The City of Ottawa has a number of recommendations about the formation of a Public 
Liaison Committee (PLC) for this landfill including invitations to various City councillors, 
City staff and the ministry for membership; operational aspects; the requirements for a Terms 
of Reference for the committee; reporting requirements including agendas, minutes and 
posting materials on WM’s web site; and that the PLC monitor and makes recommendations 
on WM’s operational issues. Currently, there is a committee called the Carp Landfill 
Community Liaison Committee (CLCLC) that was formed as part of the Ottawa WMF.  WM 
has indicated that it is committed to continuing with its CLCLC or another similar body for 
this landfill. The ministry has standard conditions it typically imposes to address the 
formation of a PLC which could address this issue.   

Property Value Protection Plan 

A Property Value Protection Plan (PVPP) has been prepared by WM and is provided in the 
Amended EA.  The City of Ottawa and members of the public would like the plan to include 
compensation for any loss in property values related to the landfilling activities for 
residences within 5 kilometers of the landfill.  The plan does not identify on a map the 
residential properties which would be subject to the plan.  

WM responded indicating that the PVPP does not identify any qualifying residences as the 
net effects analysis identified no residences within potentially impacted areas. WM 
committed to reconsider this issue in the context of any new technical or non-technical 
developments prior to the start of construction of the new landfill footprint, and, if 
appropriate, identify and notify potential qualifying residences for the PVPP. 

The ministry understands that the City and WM have been attempting to resolve this concern 
and recommends that the City and WM continue to work at resolving this issue. Should this 
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proposed undertaking be approved, a condition of approval may be recommended to address 
this issue. 

Traffic Issues 

The City of Ottawa have accepted the traffic report prepared by WM and have requested that 
WM contribute a proportionate share of the cost of widening Carp Road and that WM 
provide a merge lane for traffic exiting the Carp Road facility.  WM has indicated that it is 
committed to working with the City to define the required road improvements and has 
accounted for the merge lane in the description of its undertaking in the Amended EA. While 
transportation improvements could have been required as part of the approvals associated 
with the rezoning and any required site plan approvals under the Planning Act, the ministry 
may recommend the inclusion of a condition to ensure that any potential effects associated 
with truck traffic to the site are managed appropriately.  

Some members of the public (approximately 10) raised concerns about the impacts from 
increased traffic along Carp Road including congestion and safety.  WM responded 
indicating that it has committed to ongoing communication with the City regarding 
transportation issues such as existing and future level of service and may include certain road 
improvements, including a merge lane for traffic exiting the facility and widening of Carp 
Road.  The ministry is satisfied with WM’s response on this issue. 

Service Area 

The City of Ottawa has requested that the service area for the proposed new landfill be 
restricted to the City of Ottawa and Lanark County.  The City has also requested that 
contaminated soils be restricted to those generated within the City limits and Lanark County.  
Approximately 50 members of the public have indicated that they feel waste should only be 
received from the City of Ottawa and Lanark County. 

WM has indicated that they proposed an Ontario-wide service area for the new landfill, based 
upon past operations and future business opportunities for the site.  In the past, WM has 
made provisions with the City of Ottawa to reserve between 75% and 90% of its landfill 
disposal capacity at the Ottawa WMF for waste generated within the City of Ottawa and the 
“Good Neighbour Zone”. WM has indicated that the remaining 10% to 25% of the waste 
received would be largely one-time event-based waste, including non-hazardous soils from 
site remediation projects and non-hazardous waste from industrial processes. WM has also 
projected that residential and IC&I waste regularly collected from outside the City of Ottawa 
and Good Neighbour Zone would not generally be part of the anticipated waste stream. The 
proposed Ontario-wide service area is consistent with the service area permitted for the 
former Carp Road Landfill. 

Staff from this ministry have reviewed the concerns regarding the proposed service area and, 
should the proposed project be approved, have no reason to limit the requested service area. 
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Other issues 

EC has requested a condition of approval to specifically require the preparation of a 
mitigation, compensation and monitoring plan for the Bank Swallow community subject to 
review and agreement of EC.  The plan is being requested in order to ensure there will be 
mitigation to reduce or compensate for any impacts to the bird community. The ministry 
agrees that the inclusion of a condition would be appropriate should the proposed project be 
approved. 

3.3.2 Conclusion 

WM has provided responses to all comments received, including those not detailed above.  
All comments and the proponent’s responses are located in Tables 1 and 2 of this Review.   

Ministry staff are satisfied that WM has met the requirements of the ToR and EAA for the 
components of the Amended EA raised in section 3.3.1 above, as well as those raised in 
Tables 1 and 2. 
 
The ministry is also satisfied that the proposed new landfill footprint will be designed and 
operated to comply with ministry’s standards and that the environmental effects of the 
proposed undertaking can be managed through the commitments made in the Amended EA, 
through conditions of approval, or through additional work that must be carried out by WM 
in support of future approval applications. 

During the final review period and prior to forwarding a recommendation to the Minister 
about this Amended EA, conditions specific to the proposed undertaking may be proposed to 
ensure the environment remains protected.  
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Summary of the Ministry Review 

The Review has explained the ministry’s analysis of WM’s Amended EA for a proposed new 
landfill footprint adjacent to its existing closed Ottawa WMF.   

This Review concludes that the Amended EA complies with the requirements of the 
approved ToR and has been prepared in accordance with the EAA.  The Amended EA has 
provided sufficient information to enable a decision to be made about the application to 
proceed with the undertaking. 

The Review concludes that the Amended EA has assessed and evaluated alternative methods 
to arrive at the preferred undertaking, assessed the potential environmental effects of the 
alternative methods and the proposed undertaking, and provides a description of mitigation 
and monitoring measures to address the potential negative environmental effects of the 
proposed undertaking.   

The ministry is satisfied that WM provided sufficient opportunities for the GRT, public, 
stakeholders, and Aboriginal communities to comment during the development of the EA.  
Concerns raised by the GRT and the public issues have been addressed by WM or a 
commitment has been made to address them through additional work that will be completed 
as part of future approval requirements.   

If the proposed undertaking is approved under the EAA, 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 GRT and Aboriginal communities can submit 
comments to the ministry about the proposed undertaking, the 
Amended EA and/or the Review.  At this time, anyone can 
request that the Minister refer either all or part of the 
Amended EA to the Environmental Review Tribunal for a 
hearing if they believe that their concerns have not been 
addressed.   

At the end of the Review comment period, ministry staff will 
make a recommendation to the Minister concerning whether 
the Amended EA has been prepared in accordance with the 
ToR and the requirements of the EAA and whether the 
proposed undertaking should be approved.  When making a 
decision, the Minister will consider the purpose of the EAA, 
the ToR, the Amended EA, the Review, the comments 
submitted during the EA and the Review comment periods 
and any other matters the Minister may consider relevant. 

The Minister may 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 
Amended EA to mediation or refer either part of or the entire Amended EA 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.   
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Comment Period 

↓ 
Minister’s Decision 
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5.1 Additional Approvals Required 

If EAA approval is granted, WM will still require other 
approvals to design, construct and operate this undertaking.  
Section 9.0 of the EA outlines additional approvals that may be 
required.  These approvals may include: 

• Approval under section 20.2 of the EPA for an activity 
covered by section 9 (air & noise) and section 27 (waste) 
disposal site) for the landfill expansion and excavation; 

• Approval under section 20.2 of the EPA for an activity covered by section 53 (sewage 
works) under the Ontario Water Resources Act (OWRA) for the proposed stormwater 
retention ponds; 

• Permit to Take Water under the OWRA; 

• Approvals under the Planning Act (e.g. rezoning); and, 

• Aggregate Resources Act surrender of licence for depleted resource. 

These approvals cannot be issued until approval under the EAA is granted. Furthermore, 
EAA approval does not imply that other approvals will be granted. 

 

5.2 Modifying or Amending the Proposed Amended EA 

An amending procedure is proposed by WM to address potential changes to the detailed 
design, changes in conditions or the development of mitigation measures for previously 
unidentified issues.  The amending procedure includes a process for both minor and major 
amendments. 
 
WM has defined minor amendments to include such things as: changes to detailed design, 
improvements to the design, new circumstances that may arise during construction or that are 
identified through other approvals. WM has proposed that a minor amendment would require 
documentation of the change and a 30-day consultation period with affected stakeholders 
including Aboriginal communities, MOE and the City of Ottawa.  WM has proposed that the 
MOE would determine if the amendment is minor.  WM has indicated that the amendment 
process for a major amendment would require them to conduct a new EA and obtain the 
necessary approvals in accordance with the EAA.   
 
It should be noted that the MOE will determine the nature and extent of its review of any 
proposed amendments and the appropriate use of the minor amendment procedure and the 
types of changes which may be addressed under this procedure.  In general minor 

If EAA approval is 
granted, the 

proponent must still 
obtain any other 

permits or approvals 
required to construct 

and operate this 
undertaking. 
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amendments may be permitted in circumstances where there are no new net effects.  All 
changes will be documented and provided for the public record. The MOE may also require 
additional consultation as may be warranted beyond what is described in the Amended EA.  
There may also be circumstances where a decision may be required by the Minister on an 
amendment.   
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Appendix A:  Environmental Assessment Act (EAA) and Terms of Reference (ToR) Requirements of the Environmental Assessment (EA)   
 
EA Decision Making 

Process 
EAA and ToR 
Requirements 

Description and Characteristics 
of the Requirements Analysis of the EA 

Problem/Opportunities The ToR identified the 
existing problem or 
opportunity and the rationale 
for the undertaking to be 
studied in the EA. 

The EA is to contain a description of the 
purpose of the undertaking as described in 
section 4 of the ToR. This includes 
determining a new landfill footprint and 
the appropriate leachate treatment option 
adjacent to Waste Management’s (WM’s) 
closed landfill site in Ottawa. The ToR 
outlined an opportunity to provide an 
additional capacity of 6.5 million cubic 
metres or up to 400,000 tonnes per year 
including cover material.  The purpose 
was to be further refined in the EA. 
 
 

• The purpose and rationale for the undertaking is as 
presented in sections 3 and 4 and Supporting 
Document 1 of the ToR and is included in Chapter 3 
of the EA. 
 

• The purpose of the undertaking as described in the 
EA is to implement a new landfill footprint to 
provide additional residual solid non hazardous waste 
disposal capacity to support WM’s ongoing business 
operations, and accommodate ongoing demand and 
future growth in Ottawa and surrounding areas in 
eastern Ontario.  The proposed landfill will consist of 
predominately industrial, commercial and 
institutional (IC&I) waste generated in Ottawa and 
surrounding areas (Good Neighbour Zone) (Lanark 
County) with a smaller component proposed for 
residential waste to be generated from the 
surrounding areas. The new landfill site is to be 
located directly north of the existing closed Ottawa 
Waste Management Facility directly northeast of 
Highway 417. An Ontario service area is proposed. 

 
• The purpose was further defined to include some 

updated information including consideration of 
diversion rates being used by the City of Ottawa. 
The EA did not use 2011 census information to 
generate waste volumes however it is understood 
that there is very little difference when 2011 data is 
considered and there is no substantial change to 
what WM is proposing.  

Purpose of the Undertaking: 
s.6(2)(c), s.6.1(3)  

When the ToR was approved, the Minister 
was satisfied with the justification and 
rationale for the purpose of the study or 
undertaking to be studied in the EA. 

Description and rationale for “Alternative methods” include a • WM included a description and a discussion about 



- 2 - 

EA Decision Making 
Process 

EAA and ToR 
Requirements 

Description and Characteristics 
of the Requirements Analysis of the EA 

the Alternatives Methods: 
 
s.6(2) (c), s.6.1(3)  

description of different ways of 
implementing the undertaking. 
 
A reasonable range of “alternative 
methods should be identified and outlined. 
 
When the ToR was approved, the Minister 
was satisfied that the “alternative 
methods” that had been proposed for 
study in the EA were reasonable to 
address the problem or opportunity 
identified and were within the capability 
of the proponent to implement. The 
Minster was also satisfied with the pre-
screening of the described ‘alternatives to’ 
which formed part of the rationale for the 
alternative methods to be studied. 
 

 

the rationale for the selection of alternative 
methods in Chapter 5 of the Amended EA.  

 
• The alternative methods included 4 alternative 

footprints. Various locations, heights, footprint 
sizes, etc were considered in Chapter 5 and 
Supporting Document 2.  

 
• In Chapter 5 and Supporting Document 3, WM also 

identified and evaluated five alternative methods 
for leachate treatment including: 
1. On-site tree irrigation; 
2. On-site leachate evaporation; 
3. Off-site effluent discharge to surface water; 
4. Off-site effluent discharge to City of Ottawa 

sanitary sewer; and, 
5. Truck haulage off-site to alternative 

wastewater treatment plant. 
 
• The decision making process explains how WM 

described and evaluated the alternative methods to 
determine a preferred alternative or undertaking. 

 
• A reasonable range of alternative methods was 

identified and outlined in the EA. 
 

Evaluation  Description of the 
Environment 
s.6(2) (c), s.6.1(3) and  

Proponents must consider the broad 
definition of the environment including 
the natural, biophysical, social, economic, 
built and cultural conditions. 
 
The EA must provide a description of the 
existing environmental conditions in the 
study area. 
 

• The purpose of describing the existing environment 
was to establish baseline conditions. 

 
• The existing environmental conditions and future 

conditions are described in Chapter 4 and Supporting 
Document 1 of the EA. 

 
• The generic study area includes various components 
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EA Decision Making 
Process 

EAA and ToR 
Requirements 

Description and Characteristics 
of the Requirements Analysis of the EA 

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. 
 
As described in the ToR, the technical 
experts will determine appropriate study 
areas specific to each environmental 
component in the EA. 
 

including lands owned and optioned by WM bounded 
by Carp Road, Richardson Side Road and Highway 
417 (onsite); lands within a 500 metre vicinity of the 
WM landfill site (site vicinity) and lands within 3 to 
5 kilometres of the site (regional).  These generic 
study areas were modified to suit the requirements of 
each individual environment component and were 
either expanded or made smaller based on potential 
effects and environmental conditions (e.g. included 
surface water drainage watershed, etc).  

 
• Lands within the site vicinity study area are 

generally characterized as industrial; rural 
residential/agricultural with some natural areas. 
Much of the lands are zoned for future growth 
surrounding the landfill although many of the uses 
are proposed as commercial and industrial but there 
are some residential and other uses proposed. 

 
• The regional study area is within a developing area 

of the municipality. Within and beyond the regional 
study area there is more existing and proposed 
urban and residential development.  The landfill is 
to the north and west of the urban boundary of the 
City of Ottawa. 

 
• The environment considered within and beyond the 

generic study areas was broadly defined as required 
under the EAA to include: atmospheric 
environment (particulate matter, odour, noise, 
landfill gas); geology and hydrology (soils, ground 
water); surface water; biology (aquatic and 
terrestrial); transportation; land uses; archaeological 
and cultural heritage; agricultural; and, the socio-
economic environment (visual, recreational, 



- 4 - 

EA Decision Making 
Process 

EAA and ToR 
Requirements 

Description and Characteristics 
of the Requirements Analysis of the EA 

economic). 
 

• The description of the environment established the 
baseline conditions for the affected area and the 
potential effects associated with each alternative. 

 
• The description of the environment was consistent 

with the broad definition of the environment 
required under the EAA. 

 
 

Description of Potential 
Environmental Effects  
s.6(2) (c), s.6.1(3)  

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. 
 
The methods chosen must be clear, 
traceable and replicable so that interested 
parties can understand the analysis and 
logic used throughout the EA. 
 

• Potential environmental effects are evaluated 
throughout the EA for the alternative methods and 
the preferred undertaking.  
  

• A description of the potential effects for the 
alternatives and the undertaking are described in 
Chapters 5 and 6 of the EA and Supporting 
Documents 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5. Net effects were 
considered after mitigation. 

 
• EA was predominately focused on identifying any 

potential significant negative environmental effects 
to the environment.  The ministry gained an 
understanding of the positive effects through the 
discussion of the purpose of the undertaking, the 
benefits to the community as discussed in Chapter 3 
of the EA and the comparative evaluation of the 
alternative methods. 

 
• Various studies help to define the potential effects 

to the environment, including detailed impact 
assessments of particulate matter, combustion 
emissions, odour, landfill gas, noise, geology and 
hydrogeology, surface water, biology (terrestrial 
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EA Decision Making 
Process 

EAA and ToR 
Requirements 

Description and Characteristics 
of the Requirements Analysis of the EA 

and aquatic environments), archaeology, cultural 
heritage, transportation, land use, integrated gull 
management report, agriculture, socio-economic 
environment (visual, recreational, economic), and 
numerous other studies and reports prepared by 
other sources as referenced in the EA. 

 
• In Chapters 5 and 6 of the EA, environmental 

effects were considered for each alternative 
considering the criteria, indicators and data sources 
as identified in the ToR and as refined through the 
study of the existing environment and input from 
stakeholders and government agencies.  These 
criteria generally reflect the natural, social, cultural, 
and economic components of the environment. 

 
• The detailed impact assessment methodology used 

was based on steps identified in the ToR. 
 

• Section 6.7 of the EA also describes the potential 
environmental impacts associated with the 
construction, operation and maintenance phases of 
the expansion and identifies future commitments 
required. 

 
• The ministry technical review of the EA did not 

identify technical concerns with any of the 
assessment work but acknowledged that additional 
work would be required as part of subsequent 
ministry Environment Compliance Approvals 
(ECAs). 

 
 

Description of the Actions 
Necessary to Prevent, 

A description of future commitments, 
studies and a work plan may be included 

• In general, the potential environmental effects and 
mitigation measures for the alternatives and the 
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EA Decision Making 
Process 

EAA and ToR 
Requirements 

Description and Characteristics 
of the Requirements Analysis of the EA 

Change, Mitigate or Remedy 
the Environmental Effects  
s.6(2) (c), s.6.1(3)  

as part of the actions necessary to prevent, 
change, mitigate or remedy environmental 
effects for each alternative for the ultimate 
purpose of comparing them. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
• In the ToR, WM committed to 

providing a monitoring framework for 
effects monitoring and compliance 
monitoring. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

preferred undertaking have been considered 
throughout the evaluation. 

 
• Section 6.7 and 6.8 discusses the mitigation and net 

effects for the preferred undertaking.  
 

• Commitments to mitigate the net effects of the 
preferred alternative are documented in Table 8-2 
of the EA. 

 
• Chapter 8 of the EA contains information on the 

future monitoring framework including monitoring 
and contingency plans.  

 
• Key mitigation measures and commitments for the 

preferred alternative include for example: 
environmental monitoring plans for particulate 
matter, odour, landfill gas, noise, geology and 
hydrology, surface water, biology, and 
transportation; Property Value Protection Plan 
(PVPP); Best Management Practices (BMPs); 
Contingency Plans and Environmental Monitoring 
Plans (EMPs) to monitor commitments, monitoring 
requirements, and any approval conditions.  
 

• An approval under the Environmental Protection 
Act (EPA) is required which will include protection 
and monitoring for groundwater and surface water, 
odour, particulate matter, and landfill gas.  The 
landfill is also to be operated in accordance with a 
design and operation report.  WM will be required 
to provide annual monitoring reports to the ministry 
to indicate whether they are in compliance with any 
approved environmental monitoring program and 
its design and operation report.  Other requirements 
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EA Decision Making 
Process 

EAA and ToR 
Requirements 

Description and Characteristics 
of the Requirements Analysis of the EA 

 
 
 

 

under the EPA approval would consider 
contingency plans, BMPs; end use; financial 
assurance and other issues. 

 
• The site will maintain buffers as required under the 

EPA. 
 
• Section 6.2.14 of the EA discusses end uses.  WM 

commits to consultation with the local community 
and other stakeholders on the site’s end use. 

 
Evaluation of Advantages 
and Disadvantages to the 
Environment  
s.6(2) (c), s.6.1(3)  

The preferred alternative should be 
identified through this evaluation. 

• Advantages and disadvantage to the environment 
are indirectly evaluated in the EA.  
  

• Summaries of the net effects of the landfill 
footprint and the leachate options are provided in 
sections 5.1.7 and 5.2.9 of the EA, respectively.  
 

• Advantages to proceeding with the undertaking are 
understood through a review of the benefits; the 
purpose of the undertaking, diversion initiatives 
proposed on site, and economic considerations as 
described in Chapter 3 of the EA.  Advantages are 
also understood through a review of the 
comparative evaluation of the alternatives.  

 
• The proponent amended the EA to more clearly 

articulate the advantages and disadvantages of 
proceeding with the undertaking against the base 
case or do nothing option. 

 
• The proponent’s decision making is clear and 

traceable with respect to the evaluation of 
alternatives.  It is easy to understand why one 
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EA Decision Making 
Process 

EAA and ToR 
Requirements 

Description and Characteristics 
of the Requirements Analysis of the EA 

alternative was preferred over another. 
 
• Comparative evaluation and assessment of 

alternatives methods were discussed with the public 
and other stakeholders (Chapter 7 and Supporting 
Document 6 of the EA).  
 

Description of Consultation 
with Interested Stakeholders 
s.6(2) (c), s.6.1(3)  

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. 
 
There must be clear documentation as to 
how issues and concerns have been 
addressed or considered. 
 
The Consultation Plan in the ToR includes 
the following principles: 
 
• The process will be clear, open and 

inclusive; 
• Stakeholder  concerns will be 

• Chapter 7 and Supporting Document 6 of the EA 
highlights the key milestones and dates when the 
public, government agencies and the Aboriginal 
communities were consulted including the method 
of consultation and notification used to obtain input 
on the project.  Key issues identified by agencies 
and the public during the preparation of the EA 
were summarized in a tabular format. 
   

• Supporting Document 6 provides a record of 
consultation.  

 
• A variety of methods were used to consult as 

discussed in the Review. Summaries and tables 
were provided in the EA of issues raised as well as 
WM’s response to the issues as to how they were 
considered (e.g. Tables 7.1- 7.12, etc). 
 

• Section 7.9 of the EA identifies the consultation 
efforts that were undertaken with respect to 
Aboriginal communities. 
 

• The ministry is satisfied that the public, agencies 
and Aboriginal communities had opportunities to 
comment and provide input on the EA throughout 
the process as discussed in the Review. 
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EA Decision Making 
Process 

EAA and ToR 
Requirements 

Description and Characteristics 
of the Requirements Analysis of the EA 

identified early in the process and 
addressed in the EA; 

• There will be multiple consultation 
opportunities, using a number of 
techniques through the EA; 

• Issues and concerns will be 
documented in the EA. 
 

 
 

 
 

• The ministry is satisfied that the consultation 
undertaken was consistent with the consultation 
plan in the approved ToR. 

 
• Methods of consultation are consistent with those 

in the approved ToR. 
 

 

Selection Process Proposed Undertaking  
(preferred alternative) 
 
 
 

The description of the undertaking should 
specify what the proponent is seeking 
approval for under the EAA. 
 
The description should include 
information on the location, attributes, 
dimensions, emissions etc. 
The evaluation process should identify 
which is the preferred undertaking. 
 

• The ministry is satisfied that the description of the 
preferred undertaking provides a clear description 
of all of the components of the undertaking 
including the location, size, phasing, predicted 
environmental effects, and proposed mitigation. 

 
• Chapter 5 and 6 provides a clear and traceable 

rationale as to why the undertaking was selected 
from the other alternatives. 

 
• If undertaking is approved, EA conditions of 

approval are proposed to address ministry 
requirements and comments provided by the public 
and agencies about: Complaint protocol; 
transportation improvements; EA compliance 
monitoring and reporting including annual reports 
to the ministry to report on how conditions and 
commitments are implemented; delineation of 
properties for PVPP; EMPs, BMP’s and 
Contingency Plans as part of  EPA approvals; 
further consultation with the public, government 
agencies, the City of Ottawa and other stakeholders 
during the development of BMPs and EMPs and 

Description and Statement of 
the Rationale for the 
preferred undertaking  
s.6(2) (c), s.6.1(3)  



- 10 - 

EA Decision Making 
Process 

EAA and ToR 
Requirements 

Description and Characteristics 
of the Requirements Analysis of the EA 

Contingency Plans as part of  EPA approvals; and 
other issues (refer to Section 5 of the Review). 
 

Regulation 334  s.2.1 of O. Reg. 334 An executive summary is required for the 
EA. 
 
List of studies are required which were 
prepared for the EA by the proponent as 
well as other studies referenced. 
 

• An executive summary of the EA was provided.  A 
list of the studies prepared for the EA as well as other 
studies was included in Appendix D to the EA.  
 

• The ministry is satisfied that the EA addresses the 
submission requirements of Regulation 334 under the 
EAA. 

 
 

Next Steps and 
Additional 
Commitments 

Additional ToR commitments 
 
 
 
 
 

• Commitments in ToR  
 

• EA included additional assessment 
work beyond what is required under the 
EAA. 

 
• The ToR committed WM to the 

following: 
o Odour Enforcement Mechanism; 
o PVPP; 
o Community benefits; 
o Continued waste programs for 

the community; 
o Community Liaison Committee; 
o Commitment of capacity to 

Ottawa;  
o Waste Diversion Facilities; and, 
o Assess effects of any potential 

extended service life; 
 

• Appendix B in the EA outlines where commitments 
made in the ToR are addressed in the EA.  

• Chapter 6, section 6.9 includes assessment work 
related to the cumulative effects; effects associated 
with West Carlton Environmental Facility and 
consideration of Valued Ecosystem Components.  

• Appendix C of the EA provides the proposed Odour 
Enforcement Mechanism and the PVPP. A map of 
properties affected will need to be provided in the 
PVPP as a proposed condition. 

• Benefits for community including continued waste 
programs for community and waste diversion 
facilities are discussed in Chapter 3, 6 and 8 of the 
EA. 

• The EA indicates that there will be ongoing 
consultations through a Community Liaison 
Committee (Section 7.8). Other future consultation is 
identified in Chapter 8. A standard condition in this 
regard may be required. 

• Commitment of capacity to Ottawa is made in the 
EA. 

• The EA was amended to clarify the assessment of 
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EA Decision Making 
Process 

EAA and ToR 
Requirements 

Description and Characteristics 
of the Requirements Analysis of the EA 

effects of an extended service life on the environment 
in Chapter 6. 
 

 Additional Approvals 
 

EA to outline additional approval 
requirements. 
 

• Other approvals are outlined in Chapter 9 of the EA 
and include: 

• Environmental Compliance Approval under the EPA 
(Section 9 – air & noise and Section 27 – waste 
disposal site) for the landfill expansion and 
excavation; 

• Approval under the Ontario Water Resources Act 
(OWRA) (Section 53 – sewage works) for the 
proposed stormwater retention ponds; 

• Permit to Take Water under the OWRA; 
• Approvals under the Planning Act (e.g. rezoning, 

etc); and, 
• Aggregate Resources Act surrender of licence for 

depleted resource. 
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Table 1. Government Review Team Comment Summary Table 
 
Proposal: West Carleton Environmental Centre Environmental Assessment (EA) 
Proponent: Waste Management of Canada Corporation (WM) 
 

Submitter Summary of Comments Proponent’s Response Status 

Federal Agencies 

Transport 
Canada 
(October 22 
and November 
29, 2012) 

Transport Canada advised that they have reviewed the gull management plan 
details in the EA and indicated that they are appropriate (November 29, 2012). 

October 22, 2012 

Transport Canada has identified that there could be risks posed by impacts 
between aircraft and birds. All waste facility projects should include the 
implementation of a bird management plan which addresses aviation safety 
criteria, and that these facilities should commit to operating as bird-free sites. We 
recommend that the project considers the following general guidance: 

• Seek to avoid developments that would attract birds into proximity with 
airports. Specifically, Transport Canada recommends against the siting or 
expansion of landfills within 15 km of an airport, where risks are highest. 
One of the compliance criteria included in Transport Canada’s new Airport 
Wildlife Planning and Management regulation is based on waste disposal 
facilities situated within 15 km of the airport geometric center. These 
airports will be required to conduct a risk assessment and have in place a 
wildlife management plan. 

• Since birds are known to travel up to 60 km between roosting and feeding 
sites, strict bird hazard management plans may need to be developed for 
waste facilities within this zone. 

• Risks are greatest where an airport lies between a water body and a 
landfill, as this may cause bird flight paths to cross aeronautical flight 
paths. 

• Once a preferred alternative is known, Transport Canada suggests that 
the proponent follows the advice of a consultant with experience in 
conducting bird hazard assessments for projects of a similar nature.  

 

Comment noted. 

 

We have committed to finalize the Integrated Gull 
Management Plan outlined in the Detailed Impact Assessment 
stage and provided in Supporting Document 5L. This Plan will 
address the following aviation safety issues: gull controls, 
operational controls, and operational monitoring.   

The MOE is 
satisfied that 
Transport 
Canada has 
reviewed 
Integrated Gull 
Management 
Plan in EA. 
Implementation 
of the plan is 
required. 

 If any of the related project undertakings cross or affect a potentially navigable 
waterway, the proponent should prepare and submit an application in 
accordance with the requirements as outlined in the attached Application Guide 
and Form.  

We have not identified any “works” in navigable waters that 
require approval under the Navigable Waters Protection Act. 
However, we have committed to acquire all necessary permits 
and/or approvals for the new landfill and other facilities at the 
West Carlton Environmental Centre (WCEC). This 
commitment is detailed in Table 8-2 of Chapter 8 of the Final 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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Submitter Summary of Comments Proponent’s Response Status 

 EA Report. 

 If a proposed railway work is of a prescribed kind, pursuant to the Notice of 
Railway Works Regulations, the proponent shall not undertake the work unless it 
has first given notice of the work in accordance with the regulation.  

We have not identified any non-railway operations that are 
subject to the Notice of Railway Works Regulations. However, 
we have committed to acquire all necessary permits and/or 
approvals for the new landfill and other facilities at the WCEC. 
This commitment is detailed in Table 8-2 of Chapter 8 of the 
Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

Environment 
Canada (EC) 

(Nov 6 and 
Nov 27) 

November 27, 2012 

EC reviewed WM’s response to their November 6, 2012 comments on the Final 
EA.  The EA Commitment in Table 8-2 that relates to Bank Swallows reads as 
follows:  “Develop a plan to address displacement of Bank Swallow colony, 
which may include relocation of colony to suitable sites within approximately 2 
km of the WCEC and/or creation of a suitable site at the WCEC (i.e., exposed 
earthen cliff)”.   While this commitment refers to addressing displacement of the 
colony, it does not specifically mention the key components of that EC believes 
the plan should contain: compensation; mitigation; monitoring; and, consultation 
with EC.  The project team response provided in Table 7-12 - Government 
Review Agency Comments to our previous comments on the EA does indeed 
indicate a commitment to “consult and liaise with EC with respect to the Bank 
Swallow colony Compensation and Restoration Plan”, however this commitment 
to consultation with EC is not included within the Commitments Table 8-2.  

 
EC is not suggesting a change to the text of the EA.  In order to ensure the plan 
that is developed to reduce or compensate for impacts to the Bank Swallow 
Colony contains the necessary elements, EC suggests that, as a condition of 
approval,  the MOE requires the proponent to:    
 

 
“Develop and implement a “Bank Swallow Mitigation, Compensation and 
Monitoring Plan” in consultation and agreement with EC. The Bank Swallow 
Mitigation, Compensation and Monitoring Plan should include measures to 
mitigate impacts, compensate for unavoidable adverse impacts, and specify 
monitoring requirements. “ 
 

November 6, 2012 

The Final EA has not been revised in consideration of our May 29 comments; 
however the project team provided a response to our comments in Table 7-12: 
Government Review Agency Comments, on page 7-92 of Section 7.0 of the 
Final EA. We also wish to note that in Supporting Document # 6 - Record of 
Consultation, Section 6 - Changes to the EA due to GRT, PAC and Public Input, 
it is stated: “individual responses were sent to stakeholders who submitted 

We respectfully submit that the Final EA has been revised in 
consideration of the May 29 comments from EC and that 
individual responses to these comments were provided in 
Table 7-12 - Government Review Agency Comments. 

We have committed to develop a plan to address 
displacement of Bank Swallow colony, which may include 
relocation of colony to suitable sites within an area of 
approximately 2 km of the WCEC and/or creation of a suitable 
site at the WCEC. This commitment is detailed in Table 8-2 of 
Chapter 8 of the Final EA Report. 

We have also committed to consult and liaise with EC with 
respect to the Bank Swallow colony Compensation and 
Restoration Plan. This commitment is detailed in Table 7-12 - 
Government Review Agency Comments. 

We acknowledge the error in page reference provided in our 
response regarding Compensation Measures detailed in 
Chapter 6. 

A condition of 
approval is 
recommended 
to address this 
issue. 
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Submitter Summary of Comments Proponent’s Response Status 

comments on the Draft EA”, however EC did not receive an individual response 
to our comments. 

The proponent has indicated that the project may require the removal of a Bank 
Swallow colony on the site, but this is still to be determined. At the very least, 
disturbance to the colony is expected. Subsection 6(a) of the Migratory Birds 
Regulations, under the authority of the Migratory Birds Convention Act, prohibits 
the disturbance, destruction or taking of the nests or eggs of migratory birds. It 
should be noted that it does not explicitly limit the protection of nests to active 
nests.  

Although the proponent indicated in their response to our May 29 comments that 
they have made a commitment in the EA report to “compensation for the loss of 
the Bank Swallow Colony”, and they “will consult/liaise with EC with respect to 
the Bank Swallow colony Compensation and Restoration Plan” (page 7-92 of the 
Final EA), we cannot find clear commitments for this within the Final EA report.   

 Migratory Bird Timing Mitigation: 

EC appreciates that vegetation clearing activities will be timed to occur outside 
of the core breeding season for migratory birds, however the timing windows we 
recommend are for all works with the potential to disturb or destroy migratory 
birds and their nests, not just vegetation clearing. Other works with the potential 
to disturb or destroy migratory birds or their nests (if conducted within or 
adjacent to migratory bird habitat during the breeding season) include 
stockpiling, equipment access and staging, construction activities creating a 
large disturbance, etc.  

It is EC’s expectation that any works within migratory bird habitat with the 
potential to disrupt or destroy migratory birds or their nests should occur outside 
of the breeding season, including equipment access and staging, stockpiling, 
etc.  

  

 Bank Swallow Mitigation and Compensation: 

Timing of grading/excavation works at the Bank Swallow Colony is a key 
mitigation measure.  

Pages 6-129 to 6-130 of the Final EA contain information on the Archaeological 
Assessment. The Compensation Measures section is actually on pages 6-122 to 
6-124, and the only reference to the bank swallow habitat is on page 6-124 
under the heading “Compensation and Restoration Concepts” where it states: “A 
Compensation and Restoration Plan will be prepared at Detailed Design and 
should include the following considerations: …Identify opportunities to… re-
create Bank Swallow colony habitat…”. Identification of opportunities to re-create 
Bank Swallow colony habitat is not a clear commitment to compensation for loss 
of the Bank Swallow Colony. Further, consultation with EC is not mentioned 
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here. 

EC recommends that a clear commitment be made to preparation of a “Bank 
Swallow Mitigation, Compensation and Monitoring Plan” in consultation and 
agreement with EC. The Bank Swallow Mitigation, Compensation and Monitoring 
Plan should include measures to mitigate impacts, compensate for unavoidable 
adverse impacts, and specify monitoring requirements.  

EC expects to have information to provide to the proponent about various Bank 
Swallow Colony mitigation, compensation and monitoring strategies in the 
coming months, based on the results of field research we have conducted in 
2012.  

Health 
Canada 

Most of our comments are suggestions for information clarification purposes. As 
this is a provincial EA, you may wish to consider our comments as you see fit.  

Please note that due to our department's limited resources, technical experts at 
Health Canada were not able to review this EA. However, if you have specific 
technical questions regarding human health, please let us know and we may be 
able to forward them to our experts as appropriate. 

Air 

Comment 1:  

"The maximum concentrations for Total Suspended Particulate (TSP), 
Particulate Matter 10 (PM 10) and PM 2.5 are predicted to occur at Receptor 1 
(northeast corner of the WCEC facility) in the future build scenario." 

Reference: 035-Supporting Document 5a - Dust -WCEC Draft EA.pdf, Section 
5.2, comment related to Table 19. The statement above appears to be 
inaccurate - the highest concentration for PM 2.5 appears to occur at Receptor 
14, not Receptor 1, as indicated in Table 19.  

Air - Comment 1: We acknowledge the error and verify that 
the highest concentration for PM 2.5 is predicted to occur at 
Receptor 14 and that the Point of Impingement (POI) limit is 
not exceeded either with or without background at Receptor 
14. 

 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 Comment 2: 

"Although exceedances are predicted for 1-hour NOx at three of the discrete 
receptor locations, these exceedances are a result of off-site traffic, with only a 
minor contribution from WCEC sources." 

Reference: 008_Chapter 6_WCEC Draft EA.pdf, Section 6.7.1.2 Combustion 
Emissions. It is suggested that characterization (i.e. school, residential, etc.) of 
these 3 discrete receptors where the predicted 1-hr NOx concentrations exceed 
AAQC (Receptors 2, 4, and 12, as listed in Table 13) be provided in the EA. 

Air - Comment 2: We have identified these receptors as 
follows: 

Receptor 2 – Nearest House, East 

Receptor 4 – Nearest House, West 

Receptor 12 – David Manchester Road (central) 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 Comment 3:  

Section 6.4 "Net Effects" (Sup Doc 5b - Combustion_WCEC Draft EA) states 
that: "Through comparison of the modeling results from the WCEC sources, the 

Air - Comment 3: We note that the potential net effects 
discussed in Table 16 are based on the WCEC contribution 
only, which is above the contribution of off-site roadways.  

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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off-site roadways, and the combination of the WCEC and off-site roadways, it is 
possible to determine the net effect of the proposed landfill expansion on the 
community based discrete receptors." 

However, the "potential effects" presented in Table 16 show only the WCEC 
contribution, and do not take into account the contribution of off-site roadways, 
as suggested by the preceding paragraph. Please clarify this discrepancy. 

 Comment 4:  

1.7.7 Off-Site Sources (Supporting Document 5d - Landfill Gas-WCEC Draft EA) 
In the vicinity of the landfill, there are no other major man-made sources for the 
majority of the VOC compounds found in the landfill gas. Benzene and other 
light aromatic compounds are the exception to this statement.  

Vehicles traveling on the major roadways adjacent to the landfill site (Carp Road 
and Highway 417) emit this type of compound through their tailpipes. These off-
site sources were not included in this Landfill Gas Detailed Impact Assessment. 
" 

Benzene and other Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) emitted by off-site 
traffic were not included in the Landfill Gas Detailed Impact Assessment, it is 
suggested that a justification for this be provided in the EA.  

Air - Comment 4: We have not included Benzene and other 
VOCs emitted by off-site traffic in the Landfill Gas Detailed 
Impact Assessment as these emissions are transitory in 
nature and are not able to be controlled or influenced by 
mitigation measures proposed to address landfill gas. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 Water Quality 

Comment 1 :  

Chapter 6 - WCEC Draft EA, Section 6.7.3.1 "Municipal water supply in adjacent 
built-up areas to the south (Ottawa - Stittsville) and east (Ottawa - Kanata) is 
from the Ottawa River at the Britannia intake, while water supply for the built up 
area to the north (Ottawa-Carp) is from local municipal wells. Water supply for 
the rural areas is from private wells..." 

Groundwater Quality (Supporting Document 5f - Geology-Hydrogeology, Section 
6.1.1.2) "Measures to control and abate the predicted extent of leachate impacts 
from the existing unlined landfill are expected to be required.....  

It should be noted that the computer modeling simulations are not considered 
sufficiently accurate to predict actual groundwater concentrations at specific 
locations and/or times. Instead, the simulations are used to provide a reasonable 
projection of future contaminant orientations and trends. Field observations 
(groundwater elevations and concentration trends) will be necessary to measure 
actual leachate impacts at specific monitoring well locations."  

Mitigation Measures (Supporting Document 5f - Geology-Hydrogeology, Section 
6.2) "A detailed design of the mitigation measures, including additional modeling 
simulations and field testing, would need to be completed at such time as actual 

Water Quality – Comment 1: We have committed to develop a 
plan including measures to monitor quality of groundwater, 
such as the following: 

• Prepare an implementation plan for the design and 
construction of a purge well system (or other approved 
mitigation measure) in order to control leachate migration 
from the existing unlined (closed) landfill, if necessary; 

• The implementation plan will be prepared and submitted to 
MOE concurrent with the application for approval under the 
Environmental Protection Act (EPA) for the new landfill; 

• Install purge wells along the northern toe of the existing 
landfill, between the existing unlined (closed) landfill and 
the new landfill in accordance with the implementation 
plan; 

• Continue to operate and maintain the existing purge well 
system on the existing unlined (closed) landfill site to 
ensure that groundwater quality impacts from former 
operations remain within the boundaries of the 
Contaminant Attenuation Zones (CAZs); and 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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contaminant transport dictates.." 

As stated in the above sections, "water supply for rural areas is from private 
wells", however, since mitigation measures will not be designed until "such a 
time as actual contaminant transport dictates," it is suggested that information 
describing how private wells will be protected (i.e. any precautionary measures) 
from leachate impacts be provided in the EA. 

Also, it is suggested that the location of private wells are shown on the maps 
provided in the EA.  

• The purge well system will continue to be operated until 
such time as it can be demonstrated that the system is no 
longer required in order to maintain groundwater impacts 
within the CAZs. 

This commitment is detailed in Table 8-2 of Chapter 8 of the 
Final EA Report. 

We note that a map showing the location of private wells is 
provided by Figure 7 of Supporting Document 1E – Geology 
and Hydrogeology Existing Conditions Report. 

 

 Comment 2:  

Operational Controls on Stormwater Management Pond Effluent (Sup Doc 5f- 
Geology-Hydrogeology, Section 6.2.2) "Because of the pond locations and the 
types of underlying geologic formations, once in the groundwater there is limited 
attenuation capacity available to further reduce the effluent concentrations. 
Therefore, the potential effects on groundwater quality from the operation of the 
stormwater management ponds should be controlled by establishing limits on 
the concentration of effluent in the unlined pond stages. These operational 
effluent limits would restrict the concentrations of dissolved constituents entering 
the groundwater system such that groundwater quality at the property 
boundaries would continue to meet acceptable levels......" 

As it is stated that "potential effects on groundwater quality from the operation of 
the stormwater management ponds should be controlled by establishing limits 
on the concentration of effluent in the unlined pond stages". Please describe 
how effluent in the unlined pond stage is kept separate from groundwater. Also, 
it is suggested that measures that are in place to alert private well users of 
potential contamination be discussed in the EA.  

Water Quality – Comment 2: We have designed the two-stage 
storm water management (SWM) system to exfiltrate surface 
water to groundwater from the unlined pond. We have 
committed to develop a plan to address groundwater quality 
monitoring measures, such as the following: 

• Collect effluent samples from the unlined stages of the 
SWM Ponds to measure water quality in effluent infiltrating 
to the groundwater table; 

• Use the collected data to interpret groundwater quality 
conditions upgradient, between the landfill footprints, and 
downgradient from the new landfill facilities; and  

• To submit to MOE groundwater monitoring results for 
review in an annual report.  

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

Provincial Agencies 

Ministry of 
Natural 
Resources 
(MNR) 

(Nov 2; Dec 
17, 2012) 

Natural Heritage Values (Nov 2, 2012) 

Continued consideration is required for Species at Risk on site, as per the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA, 2007). With respect to Species at Risk, the MNR 
requests that more detailed locational information be provided with regards to 
the various Species at Risk identified throughout the study area. In addition 
greater details pertaining to survey protocols followed, dates, times of year and 
weather conditions for all Species at Risk surveys would be much appreciated 
by the MNR.  

The EA references the potential for Barn Swallow (THR) to be located on site, 
specifically a structure slated for demolition. Currently Barn Swallow (THR) 

We have committed to develop a plan to address 
displacement of Bank Swallow colony, which may include 
relocation of colony to suitable sites within an area of 
approximately 2 km of the WCEC and/or creation of a suitable 
site at the WCEC.  

We have also committed to contact the OMNR should any 
Species at Risk be encountered on-site and adhere to the 
applicable permits, acts, and guidelines in detailed design and 
construction. 

These commitments are detailed in Table 8-2 of Chapter 8 of 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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locational information is not provided, and MNR requests that this information be 
made available, in order for the MNR to make a determination with regards to 
the application of the ESA, 2007. Furthermore, it must be noted that Barn 
Swallow (THR) has not only species protection (Section 9) but also general 
habitat 1protection (Section 10) under the ESA (2007) and thus any works 
should consider disturbance of possible habitat.  

Upon further review, supported by detailed site descriptions, the MNR has 
identified the potential for Flooded Jellyskin (THR) habitat on site. Specifically 
the woodland located partially within Option 2, just north of the current site. The 
MNR strongly recommends that additional site surveys for Flooded Jellyskin be 
carried out within this woodland to determine ESA, 2007 requirements.  

If any of these or any other species at risk are discovered throughout the course 
of the work, and/or should any species at risk or their habitat be potentially 
impacted by on site activities, MNR should be contacted immediately and 
operations be modified to avoid any negative impacts to species at risk or their 
habitat until further direction is provided by MNR.  

The MNR continues to strongly encourage ecological site assessments to 
determine the potential for Species at Risk occurrences, natural heritage 
features and values. When a Species at Risk does occur on a site, it is 
recommended that the proponent contact the MNR for technical advice and to 
discuss what activities can occur without contravention of the Act. If an activity is 
proposed that will contravene the Act (such as Section 9 or 10), the proponent 
must contact the MNR to discuss the potential for a permit (Section 17).  

Please note, that as of June 30 2013, all species listed as Endangered or 
Threatened on the Species at Risk in Ontario List, will receive general habitat 
protection, unless a habitat regulation for the species is made before then. 
General habitat protection includes any lands, waters, natural features or 
human-created features upon which a species depends directly or indirectly to 
carry out its life processes. 

It should be noted, as per previous discussions with Christopher Bierman 
(Aggregates Resource Technical Specialist, MNR Kemptville) and WCEC 
representatives, the aggregate licence (#4083) located on site, must follow 
appropriate Aggregate Resources Act processes, including amendments and 
licence surrender prior to proceeding with development.  

December 17, 2012 

MNR indicated that they were satisfied with the response provided by WM. MNR 
also requested WM to describe the discussions with hydrologist about Flooded 
Jellyskin (species at risk) and whether any surveys were carried out and if no 
surveys were done provide a rationale as to why they were not done. 

the Final EA Report. 

WM indicated that it would follow up with MNR about the 
Flooded Jellyskin. 
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Ontario 
Ministry of 
Agriculture, 
Food and 
Rural Affairs 
(OMAFRA) 

It is understood that the subject area is not within or immediately adjacent to 
lands designated as a Prime Agricultural Area and therefore, this Ministry has no 
specific concerns that need to be addressed.  

Although the subject lands are not part of prime agricultural area (Agricultural 
Resource Area on City Official Plan Schedule), it is observed and also 
highlighted in previous reports as well as the Final EA submission, that some of 
the subject lands being considered as a possible location for the WCEC project 
are either used for agricultural purposes, possess soils with relatively decent 
agricultural Canada Land Inventory (CLI) capability ratings, or are adjacent to 
agricultural uses/resources.  

Amongst other sections of the Final EA, OMAFRA has reviewed Section 5.1.7 
Net Effects Analysis – Landfill Footprints as they relate to the agricultural 
environmental component. Each of the four options has expressed the varying 
impacts on agriculture. While each seems to have adequately assessed 
agricultural implications, OMAFRA would like to point out a discrepancy in the 
CLI soils capability information indicated in the EA versus the information that is 
shown on the CLI mapping available from OMAFRA. Some of subject lands 
immediately north of the existing WM facility and east of William Mooney Rd. 
show soils that contain CLI class 2 capability as well as the mentioned CLI class 
3 and class 4 soils.  

Despite the apparent discrepancy related to soil capability, the other information 
related to the preferred alternative (Option # 2) suggesting that the overall 
impact on agricultural uses/features in the area is likely to be minimized with the 
selection of Option # 2 appears to reflect the conditions of the site and 
surrounding lands. Further, as indicated the subject lands are already 
designated for non-agricultural purposes (Carp Road Corridor Rural Employment 
Area) therefore despite some impacts on the existing agricultural purposes 
OMAFRA has no major concerns with the selection of Option # 2.  

With respect to 6.7.9.3 Mitigation and/or Compensation Measures for 
Agriculture, specifically 6.7.9.4 Net Effects on Agriculture, it is noted that Option 
# 2 would result in the loss of crop land on the east side of William Mooney Drive 
that is utilized as part of the dairy farm operation that is predominately located on 
the west side of William Mooney Rd. Despite this impact OMAFRA appreciates 
that choosing not to develop the western side of William Mooney Rd. preserves 
a greater proportion of the agricultural operation including various pieces of 
infrastructure such as fences, drainage, and associated farm buildings for not 
only the dairy farm but also the adjacent beef farm. This approach is in keeping 
with OMAFRA’s recommendations/input submitted during previous stages of the 
EA.  

As well OMAFRA would encourage all mitigation efforts carried out to reduce 
impacts to include consideration for surrounding agricultural land/operations 

We acknowledge the comment related to possible discrepancy 
in the CLI soils capability information indicated in the Final EA 
versus the information that is shown on the CLI mapping 
available from OMAFRA. As noted by OMAFRA, despite an 
apparent discrepancy related to soil capability, the other 
information on the preferred alternative suggests that the 
overall impact on agricultural uses and features in the area is 
likely to be minimized with the selection of the preferred 
alternative. 

We accept and concur with comments provided by OMAFRA. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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within the Site Proximity as highlighted in Section 8.1.13 Agricultural Monitoring.  

Ministry of the 
Environment – 
Wastewater 
EAB 

The EA report has identified that preferred leachate treatment alternative is a 
combination of Option #4 – Off-site Effluent Discharge to City of Ottawa Sanitary 
Sewer and Option #1 – On-site Tree Irrigation. The approach used in the EA 
report to identify best leachate treatment alternatives is acceptable. Please note 
that a detailed design brief and leachate treatability assessment report for the 
preferred leachate treatment alternative will be required for approval under 
Section 53 Ontario Water Resources Act (OWRA). 

We accept and concur with comments provided by MOE 
related to wastewater. 

We have committed to acquire all necessary permits and/or 
approvals for the new landfill and other facilities at the WCEC. 
This commitment is detailed in Table 8-2 of Chapter 8 of the 
Final EA Report. 

 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

Ministry of the 
Environment – 
Noise EAB 

1.0 NOISE SOURCES  

Our review of submitted information shows that following two points require 
further clarification in relation to the operation of the WCEC facility in full 
compliance with the requirements presented within the Ministry of the 
Environment (MOE) guideline NPC 115. The clarification is required in order to 
show if the existing construction equipment (especially scrapers) at the WCEC 
complies with the requirements presented within the MOE guideline NPC 115. 

Detailed noise assessment dated August 2012 states that all loaders operating 
at the subject landfill should have the maximum sound power level not 
exceeding 115 decibel adjusted (dBA), which relates to the information from 
provided CAT 988 H Wheel Loader manufacturing data included within the 
report. Please clarify if the WMCC will operate the CAT 988 H Wheel Loader 
and/or loaders present at the site. Furthermore, clarify if the existing loaders 
(loaders models shown in summary tables of the report) comply with the 
requirements presented within the MOE guideline NPC 115, or if they will be 
replaced with the CAT 988 H Wheel Loader. 

We have committed to develop a noise Best Management 
Practice (BMP) that will address compliance of all construction 
equipment (existing/new) with MOE publication NPC-115. This 
commitment is detailed in Table 8-2 of Chapter 8 of the Final 
EA Report and in Supporting Document 5-E Section 3.2.2. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 2.0 NOISE SENSITIVE POINTS OF RECEPTION (PORs) 

The subject report within the Appendix E includes the Memorandum entitled 
Addendum to Environmental Assessment for a New Landfill Footprint at the 
West Carleton Environmental Centre, dated August 28, 2012 which brought 
additional information changes in this area of concern. As indicated in the 
Memorandum, WMCC acquired an option to purchase the Receptor R1 (a 1-
storey home at 2485 Carp Road North, also notified as the Noise Receptor 1 
(NR1) in the noise evaluation) property in July of 2012, which will affect the 
receptor based evaluations for noise and odour impacts. The purpose of this 
document is to detail any changes to the results or mitigation requirements 
caused by the acquisition. In relation to this information the MOE requires written 
confirmation that this option will be exercised immediately following an approval 
of the EA by the Minister. 

The Memorandum further stated that with the NR1 removed, the next closest 
noise-sensitive receptors to the north are three (3) residential homes located 

We commit to exercise the purchase option for 2485 Carp 
Road North (i.e., Receptor R1, a 1-storey home, noted within 
the noise evaluation as NR1) in advance of the construction of 
the new landfill and following the approval of the Final EA. 

We have assessed the potential noise impacts at NR1alt 
during construction and landfilling operations occurring at 
grade in Cells 1 and 3. The total sound level predicted is 59 
dBA, which is below the Resulting Landfill Guideline Limit of 
61 dBA. This information is included in Supporting Document 
5-E, Appendix E of the Final EA Report. 

We have assessed the potential noise impacts at NR1alt 
related to pest control devices. The total sound level predicted 
for the proposed pest-control devices is below the Resulting 
Daytime Impulsive Guideline Limit of 70 dBA, save for one 
proposed pest control device at 71 dBA that will be addressed 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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immediately north of the Richardson Side Road, between Carp Road and 
William Mooney Road. These are 1-storey residential homes which have been 
represented by a single receptor, labelled NR1alt.  

The MOE requests that the worst case scenario of landfill noise impact at the 
NR1alt location should be assessed and detailed results presented in order to 
show if there is a compliance with applicable sound level limits for this location. 
In our opinion the worst case scenario location should include construction and 
landfilling operations at operations occurring at grade in cells 1 and 3 (north-
eastern cells) of the landfill site and their noise impacts at the NR1 alt location. 

Similarly, the propane canons impulsive noise impact should be assessed at the 
NR1alt location and related summary tables be updated to include these results. 

during the EPA to ensure compliance with the applicable 
sound level limits. This information is included in Attachment B 
of the memo from RWDI to MOE dated November 7, 2012 
(copy attached). 

 3.0 APPLICABLE SOUND LEVEL LIMITS  

The Atmospheric – Environmental Noise Detailed Impact Assessment - 
Environmental Assessment for a New Landfill Footprint at the West Carleton 
Environmental Centre, dated August, 2012, also did include (within the Appendix 
D1) the results of background noise level measurements at the NR4. Obtained 
background noise levels caused by road traffic noise impacts were further used 
for establishing the applicable sound level limits for PORs (such as NR4, NR8, 
PR4, PR9, PR12 and PR11), to the south and west from the landfill site.  

  

 4.0 EXISTING NOISE ENVIRONMENT and METEOROLOGICAL 
CONDITIONS 

Environmental Noise Detailed Impact Assessment - Environmental Assessment 
for a New Landfill Footprint at the West Carleton Environmental Centre, dated 
August 2012 provided a description of the existing noise environment at the 
points of reception. The report also did provide details of prevailing 
meteorological conditions at the landfill site, including wind direction and speed 
in metres per second (m/s) in format of a wind rose which includes the historical 
meteorological conditions for the area based on 5 years (2006-2010) of 
meteorological data. 

  

  5.0 LANDFILL SITE NOISE LEVELS 

The Report provided information that the operation of the WCEC equipment has 
been assumed to occur 24-hours per day, 7 days per week. For the purpose of 
this report the WCEC noise impacts at the PORs location were analysed for the 
daytime (including landfill and construction activities), evening and night-time 
periods (excluding landfill and construction activities). 

Findings of the August 2012 report showed the following: 

• Landfilling operations’ noise impacts are in compliance with applicable 
sound level limits at all PORs. The only exception is an expected 

We have assessed the future predicted unmitigated steady-
state noise impacts at all receptors, including NR1alt, and 
results show compliance with applicable Performance Limit. 
This information is included in Attachment C of the memo from 
RWDI to MOE dated November 7, 2012 (hard copy results 
and electronic model attached). 

In the aforementioned memo, we have also clarified how the 
general ground factor value equal to 0.6 could be used in 
determining noise levels for the areas where heavy machinery 
operates and moves around. WCEC is surrounded by highly 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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exceedance of up to 5 dBA at the NR1 location. Therefore, the WMCC and 
consultant conducted detailed investigation and provided information which 
indicates that placement of proposed temporary berms at the active working 
faces could sufficiently mitigate noise levels at NR1. In the worst-case 
scenario, 7 meter high berms (i.e., blocking line of sight and 4 metres above 
the equipment) placed at both the construction and landfilling working faces 
for operations occurring at grade in cells 1 and 3 (north-eastern cells) would 
result in a daytime noise level of 55 dBA at the NR1 location, which will be 
in compliance with the MOE landfill criteria.  

However, the Memorandum dated August 28, 2012 emphasized that above 
described temporary berms were required mostly to address sound levels 
at receptor NR1. Given that WMCC has recently acquired an option to 
purchase NR1 and that this POR will be removed as a noise sensitive 
receptor, temporary berms are no longer required at the active working 
faces. The Memorandum further stated that a berm located near the outer 
perimeter of Cell 7 would sufficiently control noise levels at the receptors 
based on predictable worst-case sound levels. At a minimum, the berm 
should block line of sight and be 0.5 m above the top height of the tallest 
equipment. This berm is mainly required for construction of the base liners 
occurring at grade in Cell 7. The location of the perimeter berm is illustrated 
in the Figure 2 of the Memorandum. 

MOE requires that proponent and consultant provides detailed acoustical 
model (both, hard copy with summary tables and an electronic model) 
which will show what the worst case scenarios are for PORs location to the 
north (including new NR1alt) and if they are in compliance with the 
applicable sound level limits. In our opinion the worst case scenario location 
should include construction and landfilling operations at operations 
occurring at grade in cells 1 and 3 (north-eastern cells) of the landfill site 
and their noise impacts at the NR1 alt location. The consultant should 
clarify how the general ground factor value equals to 0.6 could be used for 
the areas where heavy machinery operates and move around. This 
becomes an issue now when the berms around cells are not considered as 
required mitigation measures. 

• The August 2012 report stated that landfill site will no longer use bird 
bangers and instead they will use propane cannons. In addition, the 
propane canon #5, which originally was proposed to be located near the 
ponds south of the leachate treatment systems, will no longer be 
considered. As a result the southern receptors (i.e. NR2, NR4 and NR8) 
would therefore not be impacted by impulsive noise sources. In addition, 
the propane cannons would also be directed away from the sensitive 
receptors to the north, and will be aimed toward Carp Road. The August 
2012 report also provided the updated summary table for the impulsive 

absorbing ground covers, such as farmland and forested 
areas. We have included aerial photographs in the Final EA 
Report to support this observation. According to ISO-9613, 
ground factor is most influenced by the ground surfaces near 
the source and near the receptor. For the WCEC, the 
equipment working areas for construction will mainly consist of 
soft, freshly upturned earth. During landfilling, overburden is 
placed on top of waste on a daily basis and any of the 
exposed waste is considered to be a non-reflective surface. A 
ground factor of 0.6 was, therefore, applied overall to account 
for a mixture of soft and hard ground. Local ground factor was 
used for hard surfaces (e.g., ponds, asphalt, gravel) near the 
source and receptor. 

We have assessed the potential noise impacts at NR1alt 
related to pest control devices. The total sound level predicted 
for the proposed pest-control devices is below the Resulting 
Daytime Impulsive Guideline Limit of 70 dBA, save for one 
proposed pest control device at 71 dBA that will be addressed 
during the EPA to ensure compliance with the applicable 
sound level limits. This information is included in Attachment B 
of the memo from RWDI to MOE dated November 7, 2012 
(copy attached). 

We concur that certain site operations are considered to be 
stationary noise sources that are governed by applicable 
sound level limits as set out in MOE Publications NPC-205 
and NPC-232 and the noise analyses conducted to date have 
included these sources. We also concur that ECA (ECA’s) will 
be required for these operations.  
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noise impacts at the PORs location, which shows that proposed mitigation 
measures (consisting of the cannons not pointed in the direction of the 
PORs and the propane canon #5 removed) should ensure full compliance 
with applicable sound level limits for impulsive noise at all considered 
PORs.  

The Memorandum included in Appendix E stated that removal of the NR1 
will not cause any changes in the proposed mitigation measures for pest 
control devices, and therefore they remain the same as outlined in the 
report. However, the MOE requires that the noise summary tables related to 
the pest control devices (both, unmitigated and mitigated) should be 
updated to include new NR1alt location and show the pest control devices 
noise impacts at it.  

• Reports showed that the landfill site will utilize equipment that does not fall 
only under the mentioned definitions of "construction equipment" or 
"motorized conveyances" from MOE Noise Draft Guideline for Landfill Sites. 
In that case certain site operations are considered to be the stationary noise 
sources, and will be governed by the applicable sound level limits set out in 
Ministry Publications NPC-205 and NPC-232, which were referenced 
explicitly in the draft report. WMCC would be required to apply for (an) 
ECA(s) for these operations.  

• The Report for the proposed expansion also has analysed potential 
increases in traffic noise due to the vehicles travelling to/from the landfill 
site and provided information outlying potential impacts to adjacent 
properties. The findings showed that due to the large existing volumes of 
traffic, and the fact that most of the landfill traffic will use Highway 417, the 
effects of potential increases in traffic noise due to the vehicles travelling 
to/from the landfill site are considered negligible. 

 

Ministry of the 
Environment –
Air Engineer-
EAB 

I have reviewed the proponent’s responses to my comments on the draft EA 
documents I provided April 20, 2012. I found the proponent’s responses have 
addressed my comments of April 20, 2012. 
 

Comment noted. The MOE is 
satisfied. 

Ministry of the 
Environment – 
Eastern 
Region -
Groundwater 

Offered the following conclusions and recommendations:  

• The proposed landfill is to be an engineered site following this Ministry’s 
Generic II design. 

We accept and concur with the comment provided that the 
design and construction of the landfill follows the MOE 
Generic II design specifications.  

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 • The groundwater monitoring program has to be designed to be capable of 
determining leak detection. A leak detection groundwater monitoring 

We have committed to develop a Groundwater BMP Plan that 
may include the following monitoring measures for 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
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program will be required. groundwater flow and quality: 

• Monitor groundwater flow on-site and within the site-
vicinity by measuring water levels in monitoring wells; 

• Monitor water levels in the SWM ponds;  

• Use the collected data to map and interpret the 
groundwater flow orientations. 

• Collect groundwater samples from selected monitoring 
wells located on-site and within the site-vicinity and 
analyze the samples for an appropriate site-specific 
indicator list; 

• Collect effluent samples from the unlined stages of the 
SWM Ponds to measure water quality in effluent 
infiltrating to the groundwater table; 

• Use the collected data to interpret groundwater quality 
conditions upgradient, between the landfill footprints, 
and downgradient from the new landfill facilities; and  

• Continue to monitor the existing purge well system on 
the existing landfill site to ensure that groundwater 
quality impacts from the existing unlined landfill remain 
controlled by the existing purge well system and 
natural attenuation across the CAZ. The purge well 
system will continue to be operated until such time as it 
can be demonstrated that the system is no longer 
required in order to maintain groundwater impacts 
within the CAZs. 

We have committed to develop an Environmental Monitoring 
Plan (EMP) for groundwater flow and quality monitoring as 
part of the application for approval under the EPA for the new 
WCEC landfill facility. Details of the groundwater monitoring 
program, including specific sampling locations, 
physical/chemical parameters, and sampling frequencies, as 
well as trigger/compliance locations and parameter 
concentrations, will be developed as part of the EMP for the 
proposed undertaking. 

the response. 

 • The geology/hydrogeology at the site is understood, thus the site can be 
monitored. A groundwater monitoring program will be required.  

We have committed to develop an EMP for groundwater flow 
and quality monitoring as part of the application for approval 
under the EPA for the new WCEC landfill facility. Details of the 
groundwater monitoring program, including specific sampling 
locations, physical/chemical parameters, and sampling 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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frequencies, as well as trigger/compliance locations and 
parameter concentrations, will be developed as part of the 
EMP for the proposed undertaking. 

 • The contingency plan of a purge well system (groundwater pumping) is 
feasible.  

We accept and concur with the comment provided that the 
contingency plan is feasible.  

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 • The separation distance between the proposed waste mound and the 
hydraulically downgradient licenced boundary is 328 metres which allows 
the purge well system to be located in proximity to the waste mound and 
maintain a reasonable setback to the licenced property boundary for 
additional natural attenuation.  

We accept and concur with the comment provided regarding 
the purge well contingency plan.  

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 • The stormwater management ponds are to be designed as exfiltration 
ponds and are to be located to the east (hydraulically downgradient) of the 
waste mound which will provide additional dilution to the existing leachate 
impacts at the closed site. 

We accept and concur with the comment provided regarding 
the SWM ponds.  

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 • The design of the site, Generic II, has a leachate collection system and 
therefore requires disposal/treatment of leachate. 

We accept and concur with the comment provided regarding 
the requirement for leachate disposal/treatment.  

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 • The proposed disposal method of leachate to the sanitary sewer for 
treatment is acceptable but requires approval from the City of Ottawa.  

We accept and concur with the comment provided that 
approval from the City of Ottawa for disposal of leachate at the 
City of Ottawa sewer system and waste water treatment 
facility (ROPEC) will be required. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 • The proposed disposal method of leachate to spray irrigation onsite (tree 
irrigation) will require further work to support this disposal method and 
therefore is not acceptable at this time. Re-circulating leachate into an 
area where there is existing waste, highly concentrates the leachate.  

We note that drip irrigation on-site (tree irrigation) is an 
approved method of leachate treatment as per Condition 5.21 
of the current site ECA A461002. We accept and concur with 
the comment provided regarding the requirement for further 
work to support the disposal of leachate via drip irrigation, and 
we will do this work as part of the ECA approval process. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 • The current waste disposal site, Ottawa landfill site, is in compliance with 
Guideline B-7 however there are exceedances of the “Prediction Limits” at 
the hydraulically downgradient property boundary of the contaminant 
attenuation zone (eastern). Waste Management is undertaking the four 
step process as outlined in the “EMP”. 

We accept and concur with the comment provided regarding 
site compliance with Guideline B-7 and we are continuing to 
follow the process outlined in the EMP and report findings to 
the MOE. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

Ministry of the 
Environment – 
Waste EAB 

Comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment 

The following comments are provided based on review of the draft report: 

1. WMCC has indicated that an amendment to the zoning by-law for the 
landfill footprint component of the WCEC would be needed. It should be 
made clear to WMCC that the ECA will not be issued until the zoning issue 

We have provided responses to these comments in Table 7-
12 - Government Review Agency Comments. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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has been rectified. WMCC will have to provide documentation to show that 
the zoning has been changed as part of the supporting documentation for 
the ECA application.  

2. WMCC has indicated that the proposed site will be designed in 
accordance with the Generic 2 Design as detailed in Regulation 232/98.  

3. With regards to the detail design, the design details will be reviewed at the 
EPA approval stage to confirm the Site indeed is designed in accordance 
with the Generic 2 Design.  

4. The ministry’s technical support section will need to provide comments on 
the groundwater component at the Site and whether the groundwater can 
be adequately monitored in the event there is a failure in the liner system.  

5. WMCC has indicated that the base grades for the landfill have been 
developed such that the based of the landfill liner system will be at or 
above the predicted maximum shallow groundwater level. This is 
consistent with ministry requirements. As part of the ECA application, 
WMCC will need to submit supporting documentation for the groundwater 
elevation. 

 Evaluation for ECA (Waste Component) 

WMCC identified its preferred option as being a new landfill footprint. Based on 
the information provided to support the preferred alternative and statements 
provided therewith, the following comments are provided from an ECA 
perspective: 

  

 • WMCC provided an overview of the landfill operations. The topics 
discussed are generally the operations which are included in a Design and 
Operations Report. WMCC should reference Section 6.0 of the Landfill 
Standards Guideline for any additional operational discussions that should 
be included in the Design and Operations Report. In addition, WMCC 
should include design and operating discussions in the Design and 
Operations Report for the other operations that may occur at the Site. 

We commit to include design and operating discussions for 
the other operations that may occur at the Site in the Design 
and Operations Report, as per Section 6.0 of the MOE’s 
Landfill Standards Guideline, as part of the EPA application. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 • The proposed undertaking is an expansion to the existing Site. Therefore, 
as indicated by WMCC, the proposed undertaking is subject to O.Reg. 
232/98. After reviewing the submitted information, even though it will be 
designed on the Generic 2 design, it has been determined that there is not 
sufficient information provided in the report to base an approval for the 
design. WMCC will have to submit the detailed designs and construction 
specifications to obtain approval to construct the landfill as part of the EPA 
application. 

We commit to submit detailed designs and construction 
specifications to obtain approval to construct the landfill, as 
part of the EPA application. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 • Regulation 232/98 requires the Site meets Guideline B-7. The ministry’s 
technical support section will need to provide comments on groundwater 

We have obtained confirmation from the MOE technical 
support section that the site currently meets Guideline B-7 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
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compliance at the EA and EPA stage and the ability to adequately monitor 
the site in the event the liner system fails. 

(see comments provided by Frank Crossley, MOE) and we 
have committed to develop an EMP for groundwater flow and 
quality monitoring, as part of the EPA application. 

the response. 

 • WMCC proposes to discharge leachate to the City of Ottawa’s sanitary 
sewer system and to irrigate leachate trees on-site. Additional details will 
need to be provided for each option for the EPA application. For the 
discharge to the sanitary sewer system, should an updated Sewer Use By-
Law agreement needs to be in place, this should be part of the ECA 
application. This will include approved flow rates and whether the existing 
pre-treatment system approved for the Site can address the additional 
amount of leachate generated at the Site. This may require the pre-
treatment system to be increased in size which would result in the ECA(s) 
being amended. With regards to phytoremediation option, additional 
details on the system will need to be provided on the detailed layout of the 
system and maintenance program for the system. 

We accept and concur with the comment provided regarding 
the requirement for leachate disposal/treatment. 
 
We accept and concur with the comment provided that 
approval from the City of Ottawa for disposal of leachate at the 
ROPEC facility will be required. 
 
We note that drip irrigation on-site (tree irrigation) is an 
approved method of leachate treatment as per Condition 5.21 
of the current site ECA A461002. We accept and concur with 
the comment provided regarding the requirement for further 
work to support the disposal of leachate via drip irrigation, and 
we will do this work as part of the ECA approval process. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 • The model for determining landfill gas net effects will need to be provided 
as part of the ECA application. 

We commit to provide the model for determining landfill gas 
net effects, as part of the ECA application. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 • WMCC has proposed a potential contingency plan using purge wells 
around the site. Additional details will need to be provided to determine 
whether the contingency plan would be acceptable option. For example 
the number of wells, the location, the depth and the eventually discharge 
location. The report indicates that the pumping rate could be as much as 
45 cubic meters per day per well. It is assumed that more than one well 
would be needed. As a result, WMCC would need to obtain/amend a 
permit to take water for the system. 

We have obtained comments from the MOE technical support 
section that the contingency plan of a purge well system is 
feasible (see comments provided by Frank Crossley, MOE) 
and we have committed to acquiring all necessary permits 
and/or approvals for the new landfill and other WCEC 
facilities, including a permit to take water for the purge well 
system. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 • WMCC will need to submit an environmental monitoring plan as a 
component of the ECA application that includes but is not limited to 
groundwater monitoring, surface water monitoring, leachate monitoring 
and gas vapour monitoring. Upon approval, it will be incorporated into the 
ECA. 

We have committed to prepare an EMP that will include 
mitigation and monitoring measures for groundwater, surface 
water, and air for the new landfill footprint, and this will be 
incorporated into the ECA. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 • WMCC will have to provide the necessary calculations for SWM at the Site 
in the ECA application. 

We commit to provide the necessary calculations for SWM at 
the Site in the ECA application. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 • It may be coincidental; however, on Table 5-5, some of the expected 
volumes of leachate generated are the same for the various footprint 
options. WMCC should confirm if this is truly the case. 

We confirm that information provided in Table 5-5 with respect 
to the expected volumes of leachate generated are the same 
for the various footprint options. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 • In Section 6.2.6, it is indicated that a 100 year storm event was used. 
WMCC should confirm that this storm event is the greater of the 100 years 

We confirm that the 100-year event is the Regional storm 
event for this particular area. We have confirmed this with the 
conservation authority as well. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
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storm event and the regional storm event. the response. 

 Additional Comments for WMCC Consideration 

• For landfill construction, WMCC will be required to obtain a Permit to Take 
Water (PTTW) to dewater the construction excavation should the 
dewatering activity exceed the threshold required for obtaining a permit 
(50,000 L per day). 

We commit to obtain a Permit to Take Water (PTTW) to 
dewater the construction excavation should the dewatering 
activity exceed the threshold required for obtaining a permit 
(50,000 L per day). 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 • For the gas collection system, the EA indicates that horizontal and vertical 
collection piping will be utilized. At WMCC’s Twin Creeks facility in 
Warwick, Ontario, horizontal collection piping was initially planned. Then 
recently the ECA was amended to utilize vertical piping. Ideally, to avoid a 
similar situation, WMCC should utilize their landfill operation knowledge to 
best determine the most appropriate design of the gas collection system 
prior to submitting the ECA application.  

We commit to determine the most appropriate design of the 
gas collection system prior to submitting the ECA application. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 • With regards to the discharge of leachate to the City of Ottawa’s sanitary 
sewer system, WMCC should confirm that there is capacity in the sewer 
network to manage the volume expected to be discharged. 

We commit to confirm that there is capacity in the sewer 
network to manage the volume expected to be discharged. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 • The drawings in the EA are currently not stamped by a Professional 
Engineer. WMCC should be reminded that the drawings submitted at the 
EPA stage must be stamped by a Professional Engineer. 

We commit that drawings submitted as part of the EPA 
application will be stamped by a Professional Engineer. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 • In 2013, landfills will be included in the activities in which Regulation 419 
are mandatory. WMCC will have to submit the according air modeling with 
the EPA application. This model will have to include all the source inputs 
that may be generated at the Site and the Site meets the standards at the 
point of impingement for the various parameters generated at the Site. 

We will submit relevant air modeling, as per O.Reg 419 
requirements, as part of the EPA application. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 Summary 

The information provided in the EA report does not provide the detail of 
information that an ECA application for waste would consider. As the Site is 
subject to Regulation 232/98, it is recommended that WMCC refer to the Landfill 
Standards Guideline to ensure all necessary information is addressed in the 
ECA application (i.e. Design and Operations Report) and all supporting technical 
information is included in the application. Any incomplete application will be 
returned. 

We commit to refer to the Landfill Standards Guideline to 
ensure that all necessary information is addressed in the ECA 
application (i.e. Design and Operations Report) and that all 
supporting technical information is included in the application. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

Ministry of the 
Environment – 
Eastern 
Region-Air 

The assessments were conducted in a conservative manner using acceptable 
and reasonable assumptions. The proponent has committed to confirmatory 
monitoring and corrective action and this provides a margin of safety in these 
instances. Compliance with standards and policy is predicted with respect to the 
parameters under study. Odour impacts can be expected to occur, but are 
predicted to be rare and of short duration. These impacts are described as being 
in compliance with Ministry policy regarding odour impacts. The proponent has 

We accept and concur with the comments provided by MOE. The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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developed a Property Value Protection Program to address possible financial 
effects in the surrounding community.  

The submission is complete in context of air quality components. The 
submission predicts acceptable air quality impacts with exceptions and 
explanations noted and discussed. I agree with the report conclusions and am 
satisfied that the submission meets the agreed upon Terms of Reference. 

Ministry of the 
Environment – 
District Office 

The current and proposed landfill site is in an area that I would consider to have 
high background levels of particulate matter in that there is a heavily travelled 
Provincial Highway 417, industrial corridor municipal roads (Carp Road, 
Richardson Side Road, Westbrook Road), aggregate operations and asphalt 
facilities, concrete operations, housing developments, various other industrial 
operations, as well as farming operations that surround and are in the vicinity of 
the WMCC property. 

As the abatement officer assigned to this site for the last several years I have 
not been made aware of any known or suspected adverse effects from the site 
for particulate emissions. Under the current landfill operation the certificate of 
approval requires total suspended particulate (TSP) testing on the current 
landfill site under their ambient air quality work plan. The monitoring is to occur 
monthly from May to September. Discussion with colleagues has revealed this 
is the only known ambient air monitoring for TSP in the Ottawa District Office 
jurisdiction (Lanark County, Renfrew County, and the City of Ottawa). 
Exceedances of particulate matter have occurred through this monitoring 
program but results show that off-site impacts play a major contributing factor. 

Regarding odour emissions from the site I offer the following. At current off-site 
odour emissions are being controlled in that I do not consider the intermittent 
off-site odours, which occur primarily on Highway 417 and the Carp Road 
industrial corridor, to be causing adverse effects to the residents and workers in 
the area. Also there are various other odour sources in this same corridor that 
based on my experience are not receiving the same level of scrutiny from the 
community: asphalt facility, concrete facilities, kitchen cabinet facility, aggregate 
operations, a solid waste transfer/processing facility, a restaurant, a gas station, 
and farming operations.  

Off-site odours did occur in the past that were understood to be causing 
adverse effects to the residential community. These odours were primarily being 
caused by landfill gas that was venting from the landfill mound rather than the 
active face where waste was being deposited. In addition to the final clay cap 
and synthetic liner at the summit of the landfill mound, numerous landfill gas 
wells have been advanced to extract this gas and burn through the existing 3 
flares or by the landfill gas to energy facility that creates more than 6 megawatts 
of electricity.  

We accept and concur with the comments provided by MOE. The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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Going forward with the potential expansion I believe that the landfill gas 
extraction system being installed at the onset of construction of the facility 
would inherently provide much more capture of the landfill gas than what 
occurred at the existing facility and therefore the odour issue that occurred 
previously should not be repeated. Regarding odours from daily operations of 
the site I do believe these would occur but based on my experience with the 
existing site they primarily occur on-site and in close proximity to the site in the 
industrial corridor and can be controlled through various operational controls; 
cover frequency and thickness of cover, size of operating face, screening of 
odorous loads, etc.  

Regarding noise impacts from the site it has been several years (2006) since 
noise complaints have been received for the existing landfill site. Noise 
complaints were from the pest control devices (i.e. primarily bird bangers) used 
at the facility to deter birds from the site. Other methods have been used at this 
and other sites to control bird populations that could be implemented if this 
noise source was causing an adverse effect. 

Regarding geology and hydrogeology from my perspective, WMCC has taken 
steps to control off-site leachate impacts in the groundwater through various 
real estate transactions and ground water use restrictions in the defined areas. 
The site also uses purge wells and leachate extraction systems to control 
leachate migration. There is a very comprehensive ground water monitoring 
program at the site that is reviewed by the Ministry annually. There are no 
residential well impacts. Leachate impacts to ground water at this site are not a 
public health concern.  

I am not aware of any widespread ground water contamination in the area that 
would lead me to believe that the aquifer is highly susceptible to anthropogenic 
sources of contamination due to fractured bedrock, that is, if the aquifer was 
highly susceptible to contamination I am of the opinion that the septic systems 
and other potential sources would be impacting the potable wells in the 
residential communities. This to my knowledge is not taking place. 

Regarding transportation conditions at the site, the site is immediately adjacent 
to Highway 417. No residential properties or other sensitive receivers are in the 
immediate area. The Carp Road corridor is a heavily used municipal roadway; 
used by the various other industrial operations as well as the residents in the 
growing number of developments that use this road to access the 417 and other 
areas. The City should consider expanding Carp Road similar to other heavily 
used industrial and residential roadways. At minimum a turning lane on Carp 
Road to the landfill site would limit some of the traffic congestion in this corridor.  

At minimum, annual inspections are conducted at WMCC’s facility for their air 
and waste ECAs. The most recent inspections regarding the air and waste 
approvals were conducted on February 28, 2012 and October 18, 2011 
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respectively. There were no required actions for WMCC to undertake based on 
the inspections. WMCC is in compliance with their ECAs. 

Ministry of 
Transportation 
(MTO) 

The MTO has reviewed the above referenced EA and has no concerns. 

Any land use activity planned within 45 metres of the highway limit, and within 
395 metres of the centre point of an intersecting road with Highway 417 will 
require a permit under the Public Transportation and Highway Improvement Act.  

We accept and concur with the comments provided by MTO.  The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

Local Agencies 

Town of 
Smiths Falls 

It is Council’s submission that the Town of Smiths Falls be included in the 
service area for the new Landfill Footprint at the WCEC. The Town, which is 
situated within the geographic boundaries of the County of Lanark, has 
traditionally enjoyed access to the Carp Road site. 

Thank you for your comments on the Final EA Report. Comment 
noted. 

Mississippi 
Valley 
Conservation 
Authority 
)MVCA) 

MVCA offers the following: 

• MVCA concurs with the options as ranked in section 5.1.9 on pages 5-
115 of the Environmental Assessment Report which indicates that Option 
2 (North Option) is preferred and that Option 3 is the next preferred 
option. 

• There are several small watercourses on site which are included as part 
of the headwater of Huntley Creek. Any activity in or near watercourses 
should be reviewed by MVCA under our Level 2 agreement with the 
Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada to provide mitigation 
measures for any potential impacts to fish and fish habitat. Permission 
and consultation with MVCA is required to any alteration of the 
watercourses. 

• MVCA, in partnership with the City of Ottawa, is planning to complete a 
floodplain mapping study on Huntley Creek in 2014 which assumes no 
changes to base flows. Any new outlet requirements from the site to 
watercourses would require permission and consultation with MVCA. 

 

We have committed to prepare an EMP and BMPs that will 
include mitigation and monitoring measures for surface water 
for the new landfill footprint, and this will be incorporated into 
the ECA. 

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, such as 
MVCA, in the development of ECAs and BMPs, like the 
Surface Water BMP Plan. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Council 
Resolution 

(Oct 25, 2012) 

That Council endorse the comments contained in Document 3 as the City’s 
comments on Waste Management of Canada Corporation’s Environmental 
Assessment for a New Landfill Footprint at the West Carleton Environmental 
Centre (WCEC) (September 2012), and direct staff to forward the approved 
comments to the Ministry of the Environment and Waste Management of 
Canada Corporation, as amended by the following. 

 

 The MOE 
acknowledges 
that this is still 
an outstanding 
issue for the 
City of Ottawa. 

 1. That the capacity being considered at the WCEC landfill be reduced to 4 
million cubic metres capacity, based on 400,000 tonnes per year for the period 

We proposed a new landfill of 6.5 million m3 based upon 
receipt of approximately 400,000 tonnes of solid waste per 

 



 

- 21 - 

Submitter Summary of Comments Proponent’s Response Status 

of ten years; and,  

That the Ministry put in place programs and policies necessary to move the ICI 
sector from its current 17 percent diversion rate to the Ministry’s target of 60 
percent diversion before considering new or expanded landfills to dispose of 
residual ICI wastes; and  

year, over a period of approximately 10 years. This volume 
includes solid waste and daily and interim cover material.  

We have proposed the WCEC as an integrated waste 
management facility that will provide diversion and disposal 
services. In the projection of the need for capacity for the new 
landfill we have assumed an average 2% annual increase in 
diversion within the Industrial, commercial and Institutional 
(IC&I) sector. 

Further details on the rationale for the undertaking are 
provided in Chapter 3 of the Final EA Report. 

 2. That the proposed WCEC landfill expansion contain a comprehensive 
groundwater protection program to collect and treat all leachate produced during 
the contamination lifespan of the facility; and  

We have developed and implemented a comprehensive EMP, 
which includes groundwater monitoring. The EMP is approved 
by the MOE and results of the monitoring are regularly 
reported to the MOE. 

We have established CAZs as per MOE Guideline B-7 
(Reasonable Use) where potential groundwater contamination 
from the existing closed landfill was identified beyond the site 
boundary. We monitor groundwater conditions within the 
CAZs to assess groundwater quality and the attenuation of 
impacted groundwater to Reasonable Use limits. 

In addition, we are responsible for undertaking and funding of 
the post-closure care of the existing closed landfill in keeping 
with the Certificate of Approval (CofA) issued by the MOE. 
This includes ongoing groundwater monitoring for the duration 
of time over which the existing landfill has the potential to 
generate contaminants (contaminating life). We must post and 
maintain financial assurance in the form of an irrevocable 
letter of credit issued by a Canadian Chartered Bank in favour 
of the Province to ensure the safe closure and long-term 
management of the existing landfill. 

The proposed new landfill will be designed to meet Ontario 
Regulation 232/98, which includes double-liner design, 
leachate collection, and groundwater monitoring requirements, 
and post-closure care will be applicable to the new landfill. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 That the groundwater protection program include best Management Practices 
and Mitigation to handle current and future potential impacts; and 

We have committed to the development of BMPs and 
mitigation regarding groundwater quality and flow. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

 That proposed WCEC landfill contain a comprehensive groundwater monitoring 
program to assure effectiveness of the groundwater protection program; and 

We have committed to the development of a program for 
monitoring groundwater quality and flow. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 That the groundwater monitoring program include on-site and off-site monitoring 
including private wells within 3 kilometres of the landfill; and, 

We have committed to the monitoring of groundwater quality 
and flow on-site and within the site-vicinity. The location of any 
private wells that may be included in this program will be 
identified within the EMP. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report.  

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 3. That the MOE require Waste Management to:  

a. Require WM to invite the five West-end Councillors (West Carleton-
March, Kanata North, Kanata South, Stittsville and Rideau-Carleton) to 
participate on the Public Liaison Committee (PLC).  

b. That city staff and the Ministry of the Environment be invited to attend to 
all PLC meetings.  

c. That WM advertise in the local community papers and through the West-
end Councillors to solicit participation in the PLC.  

d. That the PLC membership consist of a minimum of six (6) members of 
the public and two (2) members of the local business community.  

e. That a Terms of Reference be developed and approved by the 
participants on the PLC.  

f. That the PLC monitors and makes recommendations on WM’s 
operational issues, complaints and environmental issues and that WM 
formally responds to the PLC on these recommendations and provides 
timelines for action plans.  

g. That WM provide an agenda at a minimum of one week in advance of the 
PLC meeting that includes a summary of the complaints, operational 
issues and issues of non-compliance for discussion at the meeting.  

h. That WM provide written minutes to the members of the PLC within one 
week of the meeting.  

i. That WM host the PLC meeting.  

j. That WM post all PLC agendas, reports, meeting minutes immediately as 
they become available on a website hosted by WM and dedicated to the 

We have committed to continue to participate on and support 
the Community Liaison Committee (CLC), or a similar body, 
formed for the WCEC.  

Further details on the CLC are provided in Section 7.8 of the 
Final EA Report. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

A condition of 
approval may 
assist in 
clarifying this 
issue. 
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PLC. Members of the public at large must have access to the website; 
and, 

 4. That staff be directed to include, in comments on proposed new transfer 
stations in Ottawa and Lanark and amendments to Environment Compliance 
Approvals for existing transfer stations in Ottawa and Lanark, a request to the 
Ministry of the Environment that a condition be inserted that residual waste from 
waste brought to the facility from outside Ottawa or Lanark not be eligible for 
depositing at any landfill in Ottawa; and, 

We are proposing to provide solid waste disposal capacity for 
residential and IC&I sectors in the City of Ottawa and County 
of Lanark, referred to as the Good Neighbour Zone. This may 
include residual waste from future and existing transfer 
stations in the City of Ottawa and County of Lanark.  

Further details on the rationale for the undertaking are 
provided in Supporting Document #1 of the approved ToR and 
Chapter 3 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 5. That the comments in Document 3, Section 6.7.7 Transportation be reworded 
to the following “The comments that we have on the Transportation Detailed 
Impact Assessment are related to road design required to accommodate the 
site, which will be addressed if the EA is approved”; and, 

That the Waste Management Corporation be advised that the City will require 
through the site plan process that it contribute a proportionate share to the cost 
of widening Carp Road. 

We have committed to communicate with the City of Ottawa 
regarding transportation-related matters to be addressed if the 
EA is approved, including road design and level of service 
changes and/or improvements. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee 
Report (Oct 
25, 2012) 

Odour control at the site – the City does not accept the approach taken by WM 
and their consultants to exclude process upset conditions from the odour impact 
assessment studies. The City considers “upset conditions”, examples of which 
include temporary inoperability of the landfill gas collection system, cracks or 
fissures in the landfill cover, or the installation of additional landfill gas collection 
infrastructure, to have significant potential for generating odours which may have 
an impact to areas surrounding the landfill. The detailed impact assessment for 
odour also excluded odours arising from on-site daily cover contaminated soil 
stockpiles and the use of compost “anticipated to generate odour similar to the 
background odour from agriculture farming” to be used to promote vegetative 
growth on top of the clay cover.  

While upset conditions and compost use are anticipated by WM to be infrequent 
and short in duration, they are considered to be the most likely cause of odour 
events related to the site. Excluding evaluation of these types of occurrences 
results in an underestimation of the potential impact the proposed facility may 
have on the surrounding community.  

The City also has concerns that, excluding the conditions described above, the 
combined odour impact from site-wide operations is predicted to exceed the 1 
Odour Unit / cubic metre (OU/m3) detection threshold and the 3 OU/m3 
recommended “annoyance threshold” near the facility property line from time to 
time. 

The existing Ottawa Waste Management Facility has had historical odour issues 

We have modeled potential odour impacts of the new landfill 
footprint and other WCEC facilities, as per the requirements of 
O.Reg 419/05. The model addresses duration, extent and 
frequency of effects, but not emergency situations (i.e. upset 
conditions), as these types of events would be covered in the 
contingency measures and management of the landfill 
operations.  

We have assumed the baseline conditions or “existing case” 
to be the existing closed landfill (i.e., closed on September 30, 
2011), which would not reflect historic odour levels of the 
former operating landfill. However, historic odour complaint 
data recorded for the former operating landfill provided context 
for the frequency analysis completed for the preferred option 
in the Detailed Impact Assessment Report. 

We have also committed to prepare Contingency Plans 
related to atmosphere (i.e., odour, dust, noise, landfill gas) as 
part of the EPA approvals process and prior to construction. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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leading to the MOE issuing a Provincial Officer’s Order in 2007 requiring WM to 
implement an Odour Contingency Plan. The City has previously requested that 
WM use historical odour complaint data to determine the extent of potential 
odour impact at the site resulting from upset conditions.  

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee 
Report 

As part of the approved ToR, WM committed to developing an Odour 
Enforcement Mechanism. This was not articulated in the EA, but rather WM 
committed to developing an Odour Best Management Plan during the EPA 
permitting process, following approval of the EA. The City supports the Ministry 
of the Environment in ceasing operations if persistent and on-going odour issues 
occur at the site until such time the odour issues are resolved.  

The City recommends that WM be required to better define the potential for 
community impacts related to odour as a result of process upset conditions and 
to provide a more prescriptive definition for odour impact such as “noticeable 
odour at any property that lasts for 10 minutes or longer”. The City also 
recommends that WM be required to articulate proposed odour mitigation and 
compensation strategies to be distributed for comment by the affected 
communities, including the City, as part of the EA. 

We have included the Odour Enforcement Mechanism within 
Appendix C of the EA and Appendix D in the ToR. 

We have committed to develop an Odour and Landfill Gas 
BMP Plan and to ensure the principles of the Odour 
Enforcement Mechanism are implemented. 

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, such as the 
City and public, in the development of BMPs, like the Odour 
and Landfill Gas BMP Plan. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee 
Report 

Property value protection – the EA does not identify which properties will be 
eligible for property value protection. WM must provide a clearly defined zone to 
provide effected residents with certainty that they will be compensated for any 
loss in property value. The City recommends that WM establish a Property Value 
Protection Plan which includes all residences within a five (5) kilometer radius of 
the new landfill footprint. 

The City also requests that WM provide indemnification to the City such that WM 
is fully prepared to provide any and all compensation, where applicable, with no 
cost or responsibility attributed to the City due to expansion of the landfill and the 
resulting impacts to surrounding properties. 

We have committed to the implementation of a Property Value 
Protection Plan, as outlined in Appendix C of the EA. When 
the EA and related ECA approvals have been secured and 
associated conditions are known, specific properties covered 
by the Property Value Protection Plan will be identified by 
municipal address and owners of said properties will be 
formally notified by letter. We are also prepared to discuss 
with the City potential approaches to addressing City concerns 
regarding their civil exposure as a result of the new landfill and 
any potential impacts to surrounding properties. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

A condition of 
approval may 
be required to 
address this 
issue. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee 
Report 

Prioritization of waste diversion activities – the EA defines the undertaking 
as being… “a new landfill footprint that will provide residual waste disposal 
capacity of approximately 6.5 million cubic meters”. The term “residual waste” is 
not defined in the ToR or EA glossaries. However, WM defined the term 
“residual waste” in the approved ToR as residual material remaining following 
waste diversion (i.e. to recycling). The use of this term in the EA does not draw 
the same clear distinction. 

The City is supportive of WM’s waste diversion efforts and believes that landfill 
disposal should be of secondary importance.  

We have defined the undertaking in the EA as “a new landfill 
footprint that will provide residual waste disposal capacity of 
approximately 6.5 million cubic meters”. We have also defined 
residual waste in the ToR as material remaining following 
waste diversion. We have assumed a 2% average annual 
increase in the diversion rate within the IC&I sector over the 
projected life of the new landfill. Therefore, the residual waste 
to be disposed of at the new landfill would be material 
remaining after the projected diversion within the IC&I sector. 

Further details on residual waste and diversion are provided in 
Supporting Document #1 of the approved ToR and in Chapter 

The MOE is 
satisfied that 
diversion has 
been 
considered. 
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3 of the Final EA Report. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee 
Report 

Proposed process for project amendment – the final EA includes a proposed 
process to be followed to make “major” or “minor” amendments to the project to 
allow WM to respond to unforeseen changes in conditions. In the case where 
WM considers the change to be minor, it is proposed that the categorization be 
discussed with the MOE Environmental Approvals Branch (EAB) (in Toronto) 
and an amendment review document be prepared and submitted to affected 
stakeholders for review and comment. The minor change would then be 
implemented, subject to MOE EAB approval.  

The City disagrees with the proposed self-categorization of amendments, 
especially in cases where proposed project changes may affect municipal 
infrastructure, bylaws or property values. Affected stakeholders, including City 
staff, should be consulted, as “minor” amendments, (e.g. what, where and how 
project facilities are built) may result in significant environmental effects for 
impacted stakeholders. This consultation should take place well in advance of 
any postings on the MOE’s Environmental Bill of Rights Website.  

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, such as the 
City and public, on minor amendments to the EA prior to their 
implementation.  

Further details on the amendment procedure are provided in 
Chapter 10 of the Final EA Report. 

 

A condition of 
approval is 
required to 
clarify. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee 
Report 

Service area – the proposed service area for the waste diversion facilities and 
landfill should be restricted to exclusively the municipal boundary of the City of 
Ottawa and Lanark County. Contaminated soils brought to the site should also 
be restricted to those generated within the City limits and Lanark County. The 
service area for all waste diversion facilities at the site should be restricted to the 
City of Ottawa and Lanark County so as to prevent materials from other 
communities being brought into the landfill through these recycling facilities. 

We have proposed an Ontario-wide service area for the new 
landfill, based upon historic operations and future business 
opportunities for the site. This includes the fact that we have 
historically made provisions with the City of Ottawa to reserve 
between 75% and 90% of our landfill disposal capacity at this 
site for waste generated within the City of Ottawa and the 
Good Neighbour Zone (GNZ). We have projected that the 
remaining 10% to 25% of the waste received would be largely 
event-based, including non-hazardous soils from site 
remediation projects and non-hazardous waste from industrial 
processes. We have also projected that residential and IC&I 
waste regularly collected from outside the City of Ottawa and 
GNZ would not generally be part of the anticipated waste 
stream. Our proposed Ontario-wide service area is consistent 
with the service area permitted for the former Carp Road 
Landfill. 

Further detail on the proposed service area is provided in 
Chapter 3 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE 
acknowledges 
that this is an 
outstanding 
concern for the 
City of Ottawa.  

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee 
Report 

Site Plan Control Approval – the EA notes that the landfill expansion is not 
subject to Site Plan Control Approval. Legal opinion has been sought on this 
matter and indicates that the City does have the authority to require Site Plan 
Control Approval to amend the current site plan to reflect new development, 
including the acquisition of additional lands. The proposed project includes the 
addition of a number of “facilities” listed as part of the expanded operation of the 
Ottawa Waste Management Facility, including what the City and the MOE refer 

We have determined that the new landfill is not subject to site 
plan control approval by the City of Ottawa. However, we have 
also committed to acquire all necessary permits and/or 
approvals for the new landfill and other facilities at the WCEC.  

To clarify, we understand that Site Plan Control Approval does 
apply to the site; however, we believe that the existing Site 

This is a matter 
between the 
City and the 
proponent 
about 
subsequent 
approvals 
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to as “waste processing and transfer facilities” (WP&TF putrescible and WP&TF 
non-putrescible). These buildings will require both Site Plan Control Approval 
and ECAs from the MOE. 

 

Plan Control addresses these requirements. 

Further details on approvals are provided in Chapter 9 of the 
Final EA Report. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report.  

under the 
Planning Act. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee 
Report 

Traffic – Traffic around the Carp Landfill is a large concern to the City and local 
residents. The City is requesting that WM provide a merge lane for traffic exiting 
the Carp Road facility. The City requires that WM participate in any future 
discussions on the widening of Carp Road.  

We have committed to maintain communication with the City 
regarding transportation matters, including existing and future 
level of service. This may involve certain road improvements, 
including a potential merge lane for traffic exiting the WCEC 
facility and widening of Carp Road. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

A condition of 
approval may 
be required to 
clarify that road 
improvements 
will be 
provided as 
required. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee 
Report 

Reporting – WM must develop a comprehensive program to ensure that there 
are no future groundwater and surface water impacts on and around the site. All 
MOE and Sewer Use orders and issues of non-compliance identified should be 
reported to the Mayor, West-end Councillors (West Carleton-March, Kanata 
North, Kanata South, Stittsville and Rideau-Goulbourn) and the General 
Manager of Environmental Services within 24 hours of identification. An annual 
report should be provided to the Mayor, five West-end Councillors and the 
General Manager of Environmental Services that ensure there are no 
environmental impacts resulting from the operations at the facility. In addition, 
WM should report all odour, litter, noise and traffic complaints received by WM or 
forwarded to WM by other parties to the General Manager of Environmental 
Services and the five West-end Councillors within 24 hours of receipt. The report 
should include how and when the problem was addressed. A summary of all 
complaints and how they were resolved must be prepared and issued with the 
agenda for the PLC meeting.  

We have committed to develop and implement an EMP and 
BMPs for monitoring and reporting on groundwater and 
surface water conditions at the WCEC and to provide notice 
and communication to the MOE, City, and Carp Landfill 
Community Liaison Committee (CLCLC).  

We are required to develop and submit to the MOE an annual 
report for the existing closed landfill. This report is copied to 
the City and CLCLC and posted on the WCEC website. 

We have committed to develop and submit to the MOE an 
annual report for the new landfill and other facilities at the 
WCEC. This report will be copied to the City and CLCLC and 
posted on the WCEC website. 

We have developed and maintained a system for the receipt 
of and follow-up to public complaints related to operations of 
the existing closed landfill, including any odour, litter, noise, 
and traffic complaints. 

We have committed to continue a system for the receipt of 
and follow-up to public complaints related to operation of the 
new landfill and other WCEC facilities, including any odour, 
litter, noise, and traffic complaints. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee 

Public Liaison Committee – WM must have a public liaison committee that 
invites members of the public, local businesses, local Councillors and City Staff 
that meets at a minimum on a quarterly basis. Issues that should be reviewed 

We have committed to continue to participate on and support 
the Community Liaison Committee (CLC), or a variation 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
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Report are complaints received, environmental compliance operational changes and 
other issues that may be brought forward of concern to the local community.  

thereof, formed for the WCEC.  

Further details on the CLC are provided in Section 7.8 of the 
Final EA Report. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report.  

the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee 
Report 

Leachate Agreement – The City requires that WM take steps to minimize the 
generation of leachate and that leachate be properly treated at WM’s cost. A 
new Leachate Agreement with the City will be required to address changes to 
the property description and better define leachate quantity and quality 
parameters.  

We concur that a new leachate agreement with the City will be 
required to address changes to the description of the WCEC 
facility and to define leachate quantity/quality parameters. 

We have committed to acquire all necessary permits and/or 
approvals for the new landfill and other facilities at the WCEC.  

Further details on leachate treatment and disposal are 
provided in Chapter 5 of the Final EA Report. 

Further details on approvals are provided in Chapter 9 of the 
Final EA Report. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee 
Report  

Waste Diversion – The City supports waste diversion away from landfill. 
Significant improvements will need to be made to the ICI and construction and 
Demolition (C&D) waste diversion rate to achieve the Provinces goal of 60%. 
The City is requesting that the Province set established waste diversion targets 
for ICI and C&D waste diversion for the service area of the landfill and that the 
total allowable annual tonnage accepted at the Carp Landfill, if approved, 
decrease at the same percentage rate from the first year annual tonnage of 
400,000 tonnes. Contaminated soils that are landfilled must be counted towards 
the sites annual capacity, even if they are used as daily, interim or final cover.  

We have proposed a new landfill footprint of 6.5 million cubic 
meters to provide residual waste disposal capacity needed 
after an assumed 2% average annual increase of the 
diversion rate in the IC&I sector over the projected life of the 
new landfill. The residual waste to be disposed of at the new 
landfill would be material remaining after the projected 
diversion within the IC&I sector. 

We have projected an approximate annual tonnage of 400,000 
tonnes of solid waste to be disposed of at the new landfill. An 
additional 15% of daily and interim cover material will be 
required using the proposed ratio of 6:1 based on our 
operating experience. Therefore, the total volume of waste 
and daily and interim cover material for the new landfill will be 
approximately 6.5 million cubic metres. Additional airspace will 
be required for the final cover material used to close the new 
landfill. 

Further details on waste diversion and service area are 
provided in Chapter 3 of the Final EA Report. 

Further details on waste volume and cover material are 
provided in Chapter 6 of the Final EA Report. 

Proposed 
diversion 
targets apply to 
the generators 
of waste. The 
MOE is 
satisfied that 
increases in 
diversion have 
been 
considered. 
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City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee 

Site Capacity – The City requests that the overall approved capacity of the 
landfill site should be reduced from the requested 6.5M cubic meters to 5M cubic 
meters which would reflect WM’s commitment to waste diversion from landfilling.  

We proposed a new landfill of 6.5 million m3 based upon 
receipt of approximately 400,000 tonnes of solid waste per 
year, over a period of approximately 10 years. This volume 
includes solid waste and daily and interim cover material.  

We have proposed the WCEC as an integrated waste 
management facility that will provide diversion and disposal 
services. We have assumed an average annual increase in 
diversion within the IC&I sector of 2% in the projection of the 
need for capacity for the new landfill. 

Further details on the rationale for the undertaking are 
provided in Chapter 3 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
The MOE is 
acknowledges 
that this is an 
outstanding 
issue for the 
City of Ottawa.  

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee 

Final Expansion – The City is requesting a guarantee from WM and the 
province that this be the last time that WM be allowed to request an expansion of 
the Carp Landfill Site.  

We have proposed a new landfill footprint of 6.5 million cubic 
metres based upon historic operations and future business 
opportunities over a 10 year planning horizon given future 
uncertainty associated with the factors that may affect volume 
of disposal capacity required, but we did not exclude the future 
residual waste disposal needs for residential and IC&I sectors 
in the City of Ottawa and GNZ. We have not precluded an 
ongoing need for disposal capacity for residual waste for the 
residential and IC&I sectors in the City of Ottawa and GNZ 
beyond a 10 year planning horizon. 

Further details on the rationale for the undertaking are 
provided in Chapter 3 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee - 
Councillor 
Marianne 
Wilkinson 

The landfill has to be limited to no more than 10 years as an interim step towards 
using technology to deal with waste. The City should say that the EA is 
inadequate in dealing with alternative methods; that it speaks about recycling 
and reuse but there are no obligations to do so, and that a landfill so close to 
thousands of homes should not be located at this site.  

We have proposed a new landfill footprint of 6.5 million cubic 
metres based upon historic operations and future business 
opportunities over a 10 year planning horizon given future 
uncertainty associated with the factors that may affect volume 
of disposal capacity required, but we did not exclude the future 
residual waste disposal needs for residential and IC&I sectors 
in the City of Ottawa and GNZ. We have not precluded an 
ongoing need for disposal capacity for residual waste for the 
residential and IC&I sectors in the City of Ottawa and GNZ 
beyond a 10 year planning horizon. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 If one is approved the province should include a plan to reach the minimum of 
60% recycling on site and the volume approved reduced to the amount needed 
for remnant waste over 10 years. The timeline has been removed from the 
application and needs to be a firm end time with a reduced size that makes 
recycling happen.  

We have proposed a new landfill footprint of 6.5 million cubic 
meters to provide residual waste disposal capacity needed 
after an assumed 2% average annual increase of the 
diversion rate in the IC&I sector over the projected life of the 
new landfill. The residual waste to be disposed of at the new 
landfill would be material remaining after the projected 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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diversion within the IC&I sector. 

 The area served must not be all of Ontario but only to serve local needs.  We have proposed an Ontario-wide service area for the new 
landfill, based upon historic operations and future business 
opportunities for the site. This includes the fact that we have 
historically made provisions with the City of Ottawa to reserve 
between 75% and 90% of our landfill disposal capacity at this 
site for waste generated within the City of Ottawa and the 
GNZ. We have projected that the remaining 10% to 25% of 
the waste received would be largely event-based, including 
non-hazardous soils from site remediation projects and non-
hazardous waste from industrial processes. We have also 
projected that residential and IC&I waste regularly collected 
from outside the City of Ottawa and GNZ would not generally 
be part of the anticipated waste stream. Our proposed 
Ontario-wide service area is consistent with the service area 
permitted for the former Carp Road Landfill. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response.  
The MOE 
acknowledges 
that this is an 
outstanding 
concern for the 
City of Ottawa. 

 The owner must be required to not only provide turn lanes into the site (including 
a right turn speed up lane) but also provide funds for a future widening (based 
on ownership frontage which occurs on both sides of the road). 

We have committed to maintain communication with the City 
regarding transportation matters, including existing and future 
level of service. This may involve certain road improvements, 
including a potential merge lane for traffic exiting the WCEC 
facility and widening of Carp Road. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 My preference is to have this proposal refused based on the previous problems 
on the first landfill that have caused great concern and reduced quality of life for 
nearby residents. This is not a location suitable for a landfill today. 

We have closed the existing landfill and implemented 
mitigation and monitoring measures to address odour and 
groundwater issues. 

We have committed to developing and implementing 
mitigation and monitoring measures for groundwater, surface 
water, and air for the new landfill footprint.  

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

We have assessed the suitability of the location for the 
proposed new landfill in the EA. 

Further details on the land use and socio-economic 
assessments are provided in Chapter 6 of the Final EA 
Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee - 
Councillor 
Shad Qadri 

With the availability of modern diversion technologies there is no reasonable 
rationale to have another landfill footprint added to our community. One of the 
challenges we face with this potential site is that it is located in an ever growing 
community and it would be situated on fractured limestone that is classified as 
highly vulnerable to groundwater contamination, not to mention the fact that 

We have proposed the WCEC as an integrated waste 
management facility that will provide both diversion and 
disposal services. We have assumed an average annual 
increase in diversion within the IC&I sector of 2% in the 
projection of the need for capacity for the new landfill. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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without the inclusion of a diversion component to the EA, it only deals with the 
landfill component.  

I am opposed to the creation of another landfill footprint at Carp Road. 

Further details on the rationale for the undertaking are 
provided in Chapter 3 of the Final EA Report.  

We have undertaken an EA for the proposed new landfill that 
has examined potential impacts on the environment, identified 
potential mitigation measures, and determined the net effects 
on natural, social, cultural and economic environments. 

Further details on the impact assessments are provided in 
Chapter 6 of the Final EA Report. 

We have closed the existing landfill and implemented 
mitigation and monitoring measures to address odour and 
groundwater issues. 

We have committed to developing and implementing 
mitigation and monitoring measures for groundwater, surface 
water, and air for the new landfill footprint.  

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

(Oct 25, 2012) 

The term ―residual waste is not defined in the ToR or EA glossaries. It is 
clear in the ToR that residual waste refers to waste remaining after waste 
diversion, whereas use of the term in EA does not make this distinction clear. 
Given that the term as expressed in the approved ToR refers to post-
diversion residual waste, it follows that the undertaking expressed in the EA 
should  consistent.  

 

We have defined the undertaking in the EA as “a new landfill 
footprint that will provide residual waste disposal capacity of 
approximately 6.5 million cubic meters”. We have also defined 
residual waste in the ToR as material remaining following 
waste diversion. We have assumed a 2% average annual 
increase in the diversion rate within the IC&I sector over the 
projected life of the new landfill. Therefore, the residual waste 
to be disposed of at the new landfill would be material 
remaining after the projected diversion within the IC&I sector. 

Further details on residual waste and diversion are provided in 
Chapter 3 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Section 4.4.1 - Atmospheric Environment:  

Results of combustion and their impact on Particulate Matter (PM) have not 
been presented in the Existing Conditions Report. The proponent is encouraged 
to perform local monitoring to adequately determine the current and cumulative 
impacts of their future operations.  

We have committed to developing and implementing a 
Combustion Haul Route BMP after EA approval for the new 
landfill and prior to construction, which will include monitoring 
requirements. 

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, such as the 
City and public, in the development of BMPs, like the 
Combustion Haul Route BMP. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied. 

City of Ottawa Section 4.4.1.1 - Air Quality:  We have committed to developing and implementing a The MOE is 
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Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

NOx emissions from both landfill operations and the 400 series highways will 
combine with methane releases to produce ground level ozone. Will the 
proponent monitor this pollutant?  

The proponent is not committing to ground level ozone monitoring.  This should 
be a commitment that would go beyond the EA process.  In fact, the 
concentrations of methane will probably increase in time, contributing to the 
increase in ground level ozone. 

Combustion Haul Route BMP after EA approval for the new 
landfill and prior to construction, which will include monitoring 
requirements. 

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, such as the 
City and public, in the development of BMPs, like the 
Combustion Haul Route BMP.   

This will include a 30-day review period (e.g. local 
newspapers, project web site, stakeholder e-mails); to conduct 
consultation events on draft documents if needed (e.g. open 
houses) and to post the final documents submitted to the MOE 
on the project web site including the results of the consultation 
process.  Stakeholders will include the Carp Landfill 
Community Liaison Committee, the City of Ottawa, 
government agencies and the public. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

satisfied. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Section 4.4.1.1 - Air Quality: 

Please advise of the location(s) of the meteorological station(s) that were used in 
the dispersion modeling as this is not provided in the final EA and there is no 
source for the meteorological data. 

We have noted the location of the meteorological station that 
was used in the dispersion modeling as “on-site” in Chapter 4 
of the Final EA Report. 

We clarify that the Environmental Monitoring and Reporting 
Branch (EMRB) of the MOE provided the meteorological 
dataset that was used in the modeling.  Thos dataset was 
based on MOE’s regional data for eastern Ontario, which 
considers surface data from the Ottawa International Airport. 
The EMRB adjusted the regional data to account for local land 
use issues surrounding the WCEC facility.  Since the data set 
was still based on the regional dataset, rather than local 
dataset, a section 13(1) request was not required, and a 
Section 13 (1) Notice was not provided. 

The MOE is 
satisfied. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Section 4.1.1 - Aquatic: 

This section should indicate the wetlands and other water bodies mentioned in 
4.1.2.  

We concur with the comment. The MOE is 
satisfied.  

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 

Section 4.4.4 - Biology – Aquatic and Terrestrial Environment: 

List of bird species does not include eastern meadowlark or barn swallow, which 
were identified in the existing conditions report. They are listed in Section 
6.7.4.1.  

We concur with the comment and note that the Biology 
Detailed Impact Assessment did consider the presence of 
Eastern Meadowlark and Barn Swallow. 

A condition of 
approval may 
be required to 
address 
mitigation and 
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Staff monitoring for 
Barn Swallow.  

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Section 5.1.4.1 - Conceptual Design of Landfill Footprint Options (page 5-16): 

In place waste density of 0.725 t/m3 is low given modern landfill equipment.  

We have proposed an in-place waste density of 0.725 t/m3 
based on our operating experience with our other landfills in 
North America. 

The MOE is 
satisfied. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Section 5.1.7 Net Effect Analysis – Landfill Footprints:  

No inclusion of odour effects under upset conditions:  

Page 5-36 – What happens when the gas collection system is down?  

Why is WM waiting for EA approval to develop a BMPs? The City developed a 
complete Design and Operations report as part of the Trail Road Facility EA 
approval process.  By developing BMPs after EA approval the weight 
/considerations of stakeholder comments is reduced. 

We have committed to developing and implementing an Odour 
and Landfill Gas BMP after EA approval for the new landfill 
and prior to construction, which will include monitoring 
requirements. 

To clarify, we content that the EPA approval process is the 
appropriate process within which BMPs should be developed 
given the level of detail and the review opportunity that is 
committed to at that stage. 

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, such as the 
City and public, in the development of BMPs, like the Odour 
and Landfill Gas BMP. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
A condition of 
approval may 
be required to 
address. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Table 5-7, Raw Leachate Characteristics: 

It is noted sulphide was analysed with a result of 4.2 mg/l.  

This is a contaminant of concern as it exceeds Sewer Use Discharge criteria and 
therefore must be removed by the leachate treatment process. Sulphide is often 
present as odourous hydrogen sulphide in leachate. Sulphide should therefore 
be included as a contaminant in Section 6.7.1.3 Odour, Preferred Leachate 
Management System in the Odour Detailed Impact Assessment.  

Sulphide has not been included in section 6.7.1.3 Odour, Preferred Leachate 
Management System in the Detailed Odour Impact Assessment. 

We concur that a new leachate agreement with the City will be 
required and will define leachate quantity/quality parameters. 

We have committed to acquire all necessary permits and/or 
approvals for the new landfill and other facilities at the WCEC.  

Further details on leachate treatment and disposal are 
provided in Chapter 5 of the Final EA Report. 

Further details on approvals are provided in Chapter 9 of the 
Final EA Report. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Section 5.1.8 - Surface Water Quality:  

Indicates that discharge to groundwater will provide an extra level of treatment. 
This is questionable. This assertion should be discussed and expanded upon 
earlier in the document.  

Further comments provided by the City on Dec 5, 2012 indicated that WM’s 

We have predicted that direct discharge to surface water 
would provide less water quality polishing than discharge by 
exfiltration into the groundwater. 

Further details are provided in Supporting Document #2 of the 
Final EA Report.  

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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response was satisfactory. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Section 5.2.16 - Preferred Alternative – Leachate Treatment:  

The proponent plans to spray trees using leachate and this has been objected to 
by the MOE hydrologist as it highly concentrates the leachate. The use of re-
circulated leachate spray may also contribute to air pollution - drip irrigation may 
be more suitable.  

Further comments provided by the City on Dec 5, 2012 indicated that WM’s 
response was satisfactory. 

We have proposed drip irrigation of pre-treated leachate onto 
a tree plantation as a method of leachate treatment, and we 
note that this is an approved method of leachate treatment as 
per Condition 5.21 of MOE ECA A461002 for the existing 
closed landfill. 

Further details on leachate treatment are provided in Chapter 
5 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Section 5.2.16 Preferred Alternative – Leachate Treatment:  

The justification for using the combination of leachate option #4 and #1 is not 
clear. Section 5.2.15.1 speaks to the limitations of option #1, but would it be the 
preferred option without these limitations? Some additional discussion and 
rationale should be provided. If there are negative impacts of using option #1 
versus option #4, these should be spelled out and discussed.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that 
WM’s response was satisfactory. 

We have proposed a combination of Leachate Treatment 
Options #1 and #4 to provide for operational flexibility, in that 
this combined leachate treatment system serves as a standing 
contingency plan, should discharge to the City’s sanitary 
sewer be interrupted for any reason; it would have no 
limitations with respect to seasonality; and the area required 
for the tree stand would be much smaller than that required for 
the implementation of Option #1 alone, and so could be 
planted and constructed on-site. 

Further details on leachate treatment are provided in Chapter 
5 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Based on a review of the final version of WM’s EA, the Sewer Use Program 
(SUP) is of the opinion that a new Leachate Discharge Agreement will be 
required and a new Franchise Agreement/License of Occupation may be 
required by WM.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that 
WM’s response was satisfactory. 

We concur that a new Leachate Discharge Agreement will be 
required and a new Franchise Agreement/License of 
Occupation may be required. 

We have committed to acquire all necessary permits and/or 
approvals for the new landfill and other facilities at the WCEC.  

Further details on leachate treatment and disposal are 
provided in Chapter 5 of the Final EA Report. 

Further details on approvals are provided in Chapter 9 of the 
Final EA Report. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Franchise Agreement/License of Occupation: 

Any decisions regarding the Franchise Agreement/License of Occupation will be 
determined by the City‘s Right of Way Information and Approvals, Business and 
Technical Support Branch, Infrastructure Services (Right of Way). 

The Franchise Agreement governs the installation, maintenance, operation and 
abandonment of the leachate/purge well treatment system and the sanitary 

We concur that a new Franchise Agreement/License of 
Occupation may be required. 

We have committed to acquire all necessary permits and/or 
approvals for the new landfill and other facilities at the WCEC.  

Further details on leachate treatment and disposal are 
provided in Chapter 5 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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sewer forcemain. 

It is SUP‘s opinion that any changes in the construction of the Leachate 
treatment system may require approval from Right of Way. 

The current Franchise Agreement‘s legal definition of the landfill site, is ―all and 
singular that certain parcel or tract of land and premises situate, lying and being 
in the Township of West Carleton (formerly Huntley) in the Regional Municipality 
of Ottawa-Carleton and Province of Ontario and being composed of the 
southeast half of Lot 4 in the Third Concession of the said Township of West 
Carleton containing by admeasurement 100 acres be the same more or less.‖ 
Based on this description, it is SUP‘s opinion that an amendment or a new 
Franchise Agreement may be required.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that 
WM’s response was satisfactory. 

Further details on approvals are provided in Chapter 9 of the 
Final EA Report. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Leachate Agreement (Sewer):  

The current Leachate Agreement defines the Landfill Site as ―means the landfill 
operated by the Company located in Carp, in the City of Ottawa and more 
particularly located on the lands described as ―All and singular that certain 
parcel or tract of land and premises situate, lying and being in the Geographic 
Township of Huntley, formerly Township of West Carleton, now City of Ottawa, 
Province of Ontario and being composed of the south-east half of Lot 4 in the 
Third Concession of the former Township of West Carleton containing by 
admeasurement 100 acres be the same more or less. Any expansion of the 
landfill would alter the definition of the Landfill Site and would require a new 
Leachate Agreement. 

A new Leachate Agreement requires the approval from the General Manager of 
the Environmental Services Department. 

New additional groundwater purge wells may increase the discharge volume, 
which may require increased sewer capacity to manage the discharge volume. 

If increased capacity is required, WM will be required to complete a study to 
determine downstream sewer capacity. Any request for increased capacity 
would be reviewed by the City‘s Water Resources Assets group for approval. A 
new or amended Leachate Agreement would also be required. 

Additional groundwater purge wells may affect the groundwater quality of the 
discharge, and if so, WM will be required to provide groundwater quality 
sampling results to ensure compliance with the Sewer Use by-law discharge 
limits.  

Is there any plan to treat the groundwater prior being discharged?  

We have committed to continue to operate the purge well 
system until such time as it can be demonstrated that the 
system is no longer required in order to conform to MOE 
Reasonable Use Limits, and this may require continued 
discharge of purge well water into the City sewer system 
following pre-treatment.  

We have committed to acquire all necessary permits and/or 
approvals for the new landfill and other facilities at the WCEC.  

Further details on leachate treatment and disposal are 
provided in Chapter 5 of the Final EA Report. 

Further details on approvals are provided in Chapter 9 of the 
Final EA Report. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that 
WM’s response was satisfactory. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

6.7.1 Atmospheric Environment  

The new Landfill gas (VOC) approach recommended by the MOE was reviewed 
and is found to be acceptable.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that the 
City had no outstanding concerns. 

We acknowledge the comment provided. The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Historical Complaints:  

It is difficult to ascertain from the Detailed Impact Assessment that historical 
complaints have been reviewed or incorporated in determining the probability of 
future complaints. Given that odour has been an issue for nearby residences, 
complaints received previous to baseline conditions should be discussed. 

Historical complaints recorded are not referenced in Detailed Impact 
Assessment. It is suggested that historical complaints be referenced and used to 
determine most impacted receptors for the Frequency Analysis.  

Please identify where historical complaints were used to determine probability of 
future complaints and development/implementation of mitigation measures.  

Further comments by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that the proponent 
ensure that appropriate City technical staff are provided with sufficient time to 
review and comment on contingency plans.  

We have assumed the baseline conditions or “existing case” 
to be the existing closed landfill (i.e., closed on September 30, 
2011), which would not reflect historic odour levels of the 
former operating landfill. However, historic odour complaint 
data recorded for the former operating landfill provided context 
for the frequency analysis completed for the preferred option 
in the Detailed Impact Assessment Report. 

We have also committed to prepare Contingency Plans 
related to atmosphere (i.e., odour, dust, noise, landfill gas) as 
part of the EPA approvals process and prior to construction. 

We have committed to give notice of the availability of draft 
contingency plans on the project web site for a 30-day period 
(e.g. local newspapers, stakeholder e-mails); to conduct 
consultation events on draft documents if needed (e.g. open 
houses) and to post the final documents submitted to the MOE 
on the project web site including the results of the consultation 
process.  Stakeholders will include the Carp Landfill 
Community Liaison Committee, the City of Ottawa, 
government agencies and the public. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response.  
Sufficient time 
will be required 
for City staff to 
review 
contingency 
plans. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Upset conditions are not discussed in the Odour Detailed Impact Assessment. 
No upset condition assessments have been provided in the Atmospheric - Odour 
- Detailed Assessment Impact. We request to have upset conditions evaluated, 
no matter how remote.  

During the Air Technical Session, WM indicated that a plan to address upset 
conditions would be discussed (re odour). This was not discussed in the draft 
EA. Please identify where upset conditions plan has been addressed in the final 
EA document.  

Further comments by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that the proponent 
ensure that appropriate City technical staff are provided with sufficient time to 

We have modelled potential odour impacts of the new landfill 
footprint and other WCEC facilities, as per the requirements of 
O.Reg 419/05. The model addresses duration, extent and 
frequency of effects, but not any emergency situations (i.e. 
upset conditions), as these types of events would be covered 
in the contingency measures and management of the landfill 
operations.  

We have assumed the baseline conditions or “existing case” 
to be the existing closed landfill (i.e., closed on September 30, 
2011), which would not reflect historic odour levels of the 
former operating landfill. However, historic odour complaint 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response.  
Sufficient time 
will be required 
for City staff to 
review 
contingency 
plans. 
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review and comment on contingency plans. data recorded for the former operating landfill provided context 
for the frequency analysis completed for the preferred option 
in the Detailed Impact Assessment Report. 

We have also committed to prepare Contingency Plans 
related to atmosphere (i.e., odour, dust, noise, landfill gas) as 
part of the EPA approvals process and prior to construction 
and to consult on Contingency Plans. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Odour BMP plan and Landfill gas BMP not provided for review. Odour best 
management practice plan and Landfill gas best management practice plan to 
be prepared as part of the ECA process.  

Further comments by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that the proponent 
ensure that appropriate City technical staff are provided with sufficient time to 
review and comment on BMPs. 

We have committed to developing and implementing an Odour 
and Landfill Gas BMP after EA approval for the new landfill 
and prior to construction, which will include monitoring 
requirements. 

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, such as the 
City and public, in the development of BMPs, like the Odour 
and Landfill Gas BMP including appropriate 30-day 
newspaper notification and stakeholder e-mails; posting on 
project web site and consultation events on draft document if 
needed. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response.  
Sufficient time 
will be required 
for City staff to 
review BMPs. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Noise management plan including mitigation, commitments and monitoring not 
provided for review. Noise best management practice plan to be prepared as 
part of the ECA process.  

Further comments by the City on December 5, 2012  indicated that the 
proponent ensure that appropriate City technical staff are provided with sufficient 
time to review and comment on BMPs. 

We have committed to developing and implementing an Noise 
BMP after EA approval for the new landfill and prior to 
construction, which will include monitoring requirements. 

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, such as the 
City and public, in the development of BMPs, like the Noise 
BMP. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response.  
Sufficient time 
will be required 
for City staff to 
review BMPs. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Sources of Odour - the top 4 as listed in the response to the comments are 
discussed in the Odour Detailed Impact Assessment (p. 6 to 11). However, the 
crack and fissures in the landfill surface are listed as upset conditions and not 
evaluated. Please provide supporting information to justify why the crack and 
fissure can be considered an upset condition when they are listed as a main 
cause of odour or include them in the assessment. 

Based on historic incidences with the WM Ottawa facility odour from upset 
conditions is a major source of odour and should be modeled in the impact 

We have modelled potential odour impacts of the new landfill 
footprint and other WCEC facilities, as per the requirements of 
O.Reg 419/05. The model addresses duration, extent and 
frequency of effects, but not any emergency situations (i.e. 
upset conditions), as these types of events would be covered 
in the contingency measures and management of the landfill 
operations. 

We have listed cracks and fissures in the landfill surface as a 
main cause of odour when they occur due to their intensity, 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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assessment.  but they have been characterized as an upset condition due to 
their infrequency. 

Further details on cracks and fissures and odour are provided 
in Chapter 6 of the Final EA Report. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

The Odour Detailed Impact Assessment did not evaluate the potential for odours 
from the installation of the landfill gas wells; see p.9 of the Odour - Detailed 
Impact Assessment. The drilling was classified as an upset condition, but no 
evaluation was provided.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were not satisfied with WM response to this issue. 

We have modelled potential odour impacts of the new landfill 
footprint and other WCEC facilities, as per the requirements of 
O.Reg 419/05. The model addresses duration, extent and 
frequency of effects, but not any emergency situations (i.e. 
upset conditions), as these types of events would be covered 
in the contingency measures and management of the landfill 
operations. 

We have listed the installation of landfill gas wells as an upset 
condition due to the infrequency of installations. 

Further details on installation of landfill gas wells and odour 
are provided in Chapter 6 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

6.7.2 Geology and Hydrogeology  

Groundwater contours for January, April, and August 2011 are presented in the 
Existing Condition Report. No discussion on the seasonal variations of 
groundwater could be found in the final EA. Please identify where seasonal 
variation in groundwater levels and flow orientations are discussed.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were satisfied with WM response to this issue. 

We have included a discussion on seasonal variation in 
groundwater levels and flow orientations in Section 6.1.2.1 – 
Groundwater Flow of Supporting Document #5-F – Geology 
and Hydrogeology Detailed Impact Assessment Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

6.7.3 Surface Water  

Figure 6-25 - We would suggest extending the impermeable liner up to the top of 
both berms to prevent unwanted seepage though the banks.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012  indicated that the 
proponent be require to ensure appropriate City technical staff are provided with 
sufficient time to review and comment on the BMPs. 

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, such as the 
City, in the development of ECAs and BMPs, like the Surface 
Water BMP Plan, which would address this issue. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response.  
Sufficient time 
will be required 
for City staff to 
review BMPs. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Ensure Mississippi Valley Conservation is consulted re water quality and 
quantity. 

Further comments provided by the City  on December 5, 2012 indicated that the 
proponent be require to ensure appropriate City technical staff are provided with 
sufficient time to review and comment on the BMPs. 

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, such as 
MVCA, in the development of ECAs and BMPs, like the 
Surface Water BMP Plan, which would address this issue. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response.  
Sufficient time 
will be required 
for City staff to 
review BMPs. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 

Section 3 – Methodology:  We have proposed drip irrigation of pre-treated leachate onto 
a tree plantation as a method of leachate treatment, and we 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
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Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

It indicates that leachate will be irrigated to trees, therefore no impact on surface 
water—please explain. There is no discussion elsewhere in the document about 
irrigation of trees or disposal of leachate. Further, this section is the methodology 
and should not include blanket statements of effects. 

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were satisfied with WM response to this issue.   

note that this is an approved method of leachate treatment as 
per Condition 5.21 of MOE ECA A461002 for the existing 
closed landfill. 

Further details on leachate treatment are provided in Chapter 
5 of the Final EA Report. 

We concur that the methodology should not include any 
statements of effects. 

the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Table 1 - Potential Effects, Proposed Mitigation and Compensation Measures, 
and Resulting Net Effects, ID 1:  

How is discharge to groundwater a control mechanism for water quality? The 
quality of the groundwater will be jeopardized at the expense of surface water 
quality. Please elaborate.  

Further comments provided by the City  on December 5, 2012 indicated that the 
proponent be require to ensure appropriate City technical staff are provided with 
sufficient time to review and comment on the Contingency Plans. 

We have predicted that direct discharge to surface water 
would provide less water quality polishing than discharge by 
exfiltration into the groundwater. 

Further details are provided in Supporting Document #2 of the 
Final EA Report. 

We have committed to consult with the City and other 
stakeholders, in the development of ECAs and Contingency 
Plans which would address this issue. 

 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Section 6.2 - Mitigation and/or Compensation Measures, page 12: 5th bullet 
item:  

How will accidents and malfunctions be ―limited? By their very nature they are 
unpredictable. What will the mitigation measures be (e.g. emergency response, 
etc)?  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012  indicated that the 
proponent be require to ensure appropriate City technical staff are provided with 
sufficient time to review and comment on the Contingency Plans. 

We have committed to prepare Contingency Plans related to 
groundwater, surface water, and atmosphere (i.e., odour, dust, 
noise, landfill gas) as part of the EPA approvals process and 
prior to construction.  

We have outlined potential contingency measures to be 
considered in the development of contingency plans. 

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, such as the 
City, in the development of Contingency Plans. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response.  
Sufficient time 
will be required 
for City staff to 
review 
Contingency 
Plans. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Section 6.2 - Mitigation and/or Compensation Measures, page 13:  

Provide details for the measures included in the bulleted list (e.g. how far away 
from the SWM system will refuelling and handling of hazardous substances take 
place? What is considered to be ―excessive‖ in bullet #5?, restoration details, 
etc.).  

Further comments provided by the City  on December 5, 2012 indicated that the 
proponent be require to ensure appropriate City technical staff are provided with 
sufficient time to review and comment on the Contingency Plans. 

We have committed to prepare Contingency Plans related to 
groundwater, surface water, and atmosphere (i.e., odour, dust, 
noise, landfill gas) as part of the EPA approvals process and 
prior to construction.  

We have outlined potential contingency measures to be 
considered in the development of contingency plans. 

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, such as the 
City, in the development of Contingency Plans. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response.  
Sufficient time 
will be required 
for City staff to 
review 
Contingency 
Plans. 
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Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Section 6.2 - Mitigation and/or Compensation Measures, page 13: 

What happens when the 1:100 event is exceeded? Where does the runoff go to? 
If stage 1 bay in SWM facility is closed off, but 1:100 is exceeded, what is the 
proposed response (i.e. How will contamination be contained)?  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that the 
proponent be require to ensure appropriate City technical staff are provided with 
sufficient time to review and comment on the Contingency Plans. 

We have committed to prepare Contingency Plans related to 
groundwater, surface water, and atmosphere (i.e., odour, dust, 
noise, landfill gas) as part of the EPA approvals process and 
prior to construction.  

We have outlined potential contingency measures to be 
considered in the development of contingency plans. 

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, such as the 
City, in the development of Contingency Plans. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response.  
Sufficient time 
will be required 
for City staff to 
review 
Contingency 
Plans. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Section 6.2 - Mitigation and/or Compensation Measures, page 17: 

How will accidents and malfunctions be ―limited?  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that the 
proponent be require to ensure appropriate City technical staff are provided with 
sufficient time to review and comment on the Contingency Plans. 

 

We have committed to prepare Contingency Plans related to 
groundwater, surface water, and atmosphere (i.e., odour, dust, 
noise, landfill gas) as part of the EPA approvals process and 
prior to construction.  

We have outlined potential contingency measures to be 
considered in the development of contingency plans. 

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, such as the 
City, in the development of Contingency Plans. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response.  
Sufficient time 
will be required 
for City staff to 
review 
Contingency 
Plans. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Section 6.3 - Net Effects, page 17: 

Is discharge to groundwater acceptable for treating water quality?  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were satisfied with WM response to this issue.   

We have predicted that direct discharge to surface water 
would provide less water quality polishing than discharge by 
exfiltration into the groundwater. 

Further details are provided in Supporting Document #2 of the 
Final EA Report.  

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Section 6.3 - Net Effects, page 18: last paragraph:  

Is the preferred landfill footprint being compared to other options in this section? 
There is no other discussion of the other options, so this should be revised such 
that it is not relative, but evaluated on its own merits.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were satisfied with WM’s response to this issue.   

We have only assessed net effects for the Preferred 
Alternative Landfill Footprint Option, and as such, we concur 
with this comment. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 

Page 19: Section 7:  

Description of SWM discharge is not detailed enough. For example, there is no 

We have committed to developing and implementing a 
Surface Water BMP Plan as part of the EPA approvals 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response.  
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Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

discussion of volumes and the quality of water to be discharged in the end. 
Depending on quality, there could be an impact on surface or ground water.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that the 
proponent be require to ensure appropriate City technical staff are provided with 
sufficient time to review and comment on the BMPs. 

 

process and prior to construction.  

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, like the City, 
in the development of ECAs and BMPs, such as the Surface 
Water BMP Plan, which would address potential volume and 
water quality issues. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

Sufficient time 
will be required 
for City staff to 
review the 
BMPs. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Section 8.1.1 - Environmental Effects Monitoring, page 20:  

It suggests that water quality and quantity will be monitored at certain locations 6 
times per year. This seems to be very limited monitoring given the need to close 
/ separate Stage 1from Stage 2 of the SWM facility when there is an issue. 
Please clarify how the ongoing monitoring will occur for the purposes of the 
emergency response (i.e. Stage 1 isolation from Stage 2 SWM). 

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that the 
proponent be require to ensure appropriate City technical staff are provided with 
sufficient time to review and comment on the BMPs and Contingency Plans. 

  

We have committed to developing and implementing a 
Surface Water BMP Plan and Contingency Plan as part of the 
EPA approvals process and prior to construction.  

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, like the City, 
in the development of BMPs and Contingency Plans, such as 
the Surface Water BMP Plan, which would address potential 
surface water monitoring and emergency measures. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response.  
Sufficient time 
will be required 
for City staff to 
review the 
BMPs and 
Contingency 
Plans. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Section 8.2 - Commitments, part b:  

Confirm the frequency of monitoring, in light of the above comment. 

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that the 
proponent be require to ensure appropriate City technical staff are provided with 
sufficient time to review and comment on the BMPs. 

  

We have committed to developing and implementing a 
Surface Water BMP Plan as part of the EPA approvals 
process and prior to construction.  

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, like the City, 
in the development of BMPs, such as the Surface Water BMP 
Plan, which would address potential surface water monitoring. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response.  
Sufficient time 
will be required 
for City staff to 
review the 
BMPs. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

6.7.7 Transportation  

Due to the proposed changes in the existing roadway geometry, the City of 
Ottawa Street Lighting Asset Management Group is required to provide a full 
streetlight design. 

Be advised that the applicant will be 100% responsible for all costs associated 
with all new proposed lighting, as well as any relocations/modifications to the 
existing streetlight plant. Please send hard copy and digital drawings so that we 
may proceed with the detailed streetlight design. Please contact Gerry St. 
Michael (City of Ottawa) at 613-580-2424 extension 32572. 

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were not satisfied with WM’s response to this issue.    

We have committed to maintain communication with the City 
regarding transportation matters, including existing and future 
level of service. This may involve certain road improvements, 
including street lighting on Carp Road. 

We have committed to acquire all necessary permits and 
approvals for the undertaking and other WCEC facilities. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

A condition of 
approval may 
be required to 
address the 
issue.  
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City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

The comments that we have on the Transportation Detailed Impact Assessment 
are related to road design required to accommodate the site, which will be 
addressed later after the approval of the EA.  

 

We acknowledge the comment provided. The MOE is 
satisfied. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

The Transportation Detailed Impact Assessment including supporting documents 
(Existing Conditions Reports) are acceptable.  

We acknowledge the comment provided. The MOE is 
satisfied. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Traffic around the Carp Landfill is a large concern to the City and local residents. 
The City is requesting that WM provide a merge lane for traffic exiting the Carp 
Road facility. The City requires that WM participate in any future discussions on 
the widening of Carp Road.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were not satisfied.   

We have committed to maintain communication with the City 
regarding transportation matters, including existing and future 
level of service. This may involve certain road improvements, 
including a potential merge lane for traffic exiting the WCEC 
facility and widening of Carp Road. 

We have committed to acquire all necessary permits and 
approvals for the undertaking and other WCEC facilities. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

A condition of 
approval may 
be required to 
address this 
issue. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Section 6.7.8.3 - Mitigation and/or Compensation Measures for Land Use: 

“WM committed to developing a property value protection plan as part of the 
EA.”  

We would like to see WM provide indemnification of the City in this regard and 
that they (WM) are fully prepared to provide any and all compensation where 
applicable with no cost or responsibility attributed to the City due to the landfill 
expansion and its possible effects. The City recommends that all properties 
within five (5) kilometres of the site be included in the property value protection 
program.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were not satisfied and repeated comments above.   

We have committed to the implementation of a Property Value 
Protection Plan, as outlined in Appendix C of the EA. When 
the EA and related ECA approvals have been secured and 
associated conditions are known, specific properties covered 
by the Property Value Protection Plan will be identified by 
municipal address and owners of said properties will be 
formally notified by letter. We are also prepared to discuss 
with the City potential approaches to addressing City concerns 
regarding their civil exposure as a result of the new landfill and 
any potential impacts to surrounding properties. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

A condition of 
approval may 
be required to 
address this 
issue. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

The EA indicates that Section 3.8 of the Official Plan prevails with the policy that 
no sensitive land uses may locate within 500m of an existing solid waste facility; 
and no landfill operations may be created within 500 m of any sensitive land use.  

While we agree that Section 3.8 establishes a reciprocal requirement for a 
separation of 500 m, we disagree with the wording that only a restaurant or 
tourist accommodation - may be sensitive to solid waste facility activities, 

We have identified sensitive land uses as per provincial land 
use Procedure D-1-3 (July 1995), which generally includes 
places where people sleep (i.e., dwellings), churches, 
cemeteries and parks. In addition, we have considered the 
compatibility guidelines in the Carp Road Corridor Community 
Development Plan that are intended to ensure that industrial 
uses in the Carp Road Corridor can co-exist with adjacent 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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particularly in response to the lands at the intersection of Carp and Richardson 
Side Roads that is designated as a Convenience Commercial Node.  

Any land use that will have persons present for any reasonable length of time 
(as opposed to expedient stops at a gas station or drive-through) is considered 
to be sensitive, and this would include offices and banks, as well as any other 
such use. Furthermore, the policy only speaks to 500 m separation from existing 
solid waste facilities, and not to proposed ones or to expansions thereof.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were satisfied with WM’s response to this issue.   

residential uses. Further, we have considered guidance of the 
City of Ottawa Official Plan, including a number of 
complementary compatibility criteria that seek to avoid any 
land use conflicts between uses.  

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Until all approvals have been sought and building permits issued for those on-
site buildings, the proposed expansion does not fall under Section 3.8 and the 
development of any permitted land uses within 500 m of the proposed expansion 
(not within 500m of the existing landfill footprint) are permitted, provided they 
meet the regulations of the Zoning By-law 2008-250.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were satisfied.   

We accept and concur with the comment provided by the City 
of Ottawa. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

The Zoning by-law requires a minimum of 500m between putrescible waste 
processing and transfer facilities. Are the proposed waste processing and 
transfer facilities to be located a minimum of 500 m from the existing Goulbourn 
putrescible waste transfer and processing facility? 

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were satisfied with WM response to this issue.   

We confirm that the waste processing and transfer facilities 
proposed for the WCEC are located a minimum of 500 m from 
the existing Goulbourn waste processing and transfer facility. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

The discussion on possible mitigation measures for potential land use conflicts is 
vague, and more detailed discussion of the buffering and screening would be 
helpful.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that the 
proponent be require to ensure appropriate City technical staff are provided with 
sufficient time to review and comment on the BMPs. 

 

We have committed to develop and implement BMPs and 
landscape/vegetation treatments to mitigate potential visual 
impacts caused by the new landfill and other facilities at the 
WCEC. 

Further details on visual screening are provided in Chapter 6 
of the Final EA Report. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
Sufficient time 
will be required 
for City Staff to 
review BMPs. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

There is no mention of the end use of the facility. The EA indicates that this will 
be determined as part of the EPA permitting process. It is unclear if, once the 
landfill reaches its ultimate capacity with the proposed expansion will the waste 
processing and transfer facilities also cease to operate?  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that the 
proponent be require to ensure appropriate City technical staff are provided with 
sufficient time to review and comment on the End Use and Closure Plans. 

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, such as the 
City and public, regarding the End-Use and Closure Plans. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
Sufficient time 
will be required 
for City Staff to 
review end use 
and closure 
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 plans. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

8. Monitoring and Commitments for the Undertaking 

Page 8-4 – How are you going to monitor odours on the landfill mound?  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012  indicated that the 
proponent be require to ensure appropriate City technical staff are provided with 
sufficient time to review and comment on the BMPs. 

 

We have committed to developing and implementing an Odour 
and Landfill Gas BMP after EA approval for the new landfill 
and prior to construction, which will include monitoring 
requirements. 

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, such as the 
City and public, in the development of BMPs, like the Odour 
and Landfill Gas BMP. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

8. Monitoring and Commitments for the Undertaking 

Page 8-4 – At what frequency are you monitoring Atmospheric and 
Geology/Hydrogeology?  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that the 
proponent be require to ensure appropriate City technical staff are provided with 
sufficient time to review and comment on the BMPs. 

 

We have committed to prepare EMP(s) and BMPs following 
approval of the new landfill and prior to construction. These 
will include mitigation and monitoring measures for 
groundwater and air.  

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
Sufficient time 
will be required 
for City Staff to 
review BMPs. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

8. Monitoring and Commitments for the Undertaking 

Page 8-4 – Biology – how does all of this monitoring get reported?  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that the 
proponent be require to ensure appropriate City technical staff are provided with 
sufficient time to review and comment on the BMPs. 

 

We have committed to developing and implementing a Biology 
BMP after EA approval for the new landfill and prior to 
construction, which will include a process for the reporting of 
monitoring results. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
Sufficient time 
will be required 
for City Staff to 
review BMPs. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

8. Monitoring and Commitments for the Undertaking 

Page 8-5 – What is the frequency of transportation monitoring?  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were satisfied with WM’s response to this issue.   

 

We have committed to maintain communication with the City 
regarding transportation matters, which will include potential 
frequency of transportation monitoring. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response.  

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

8. Monitoring and Commitments for the Undertaking 

Table 8.2 – to manage dust, add sweeping of off-site roads as required. 

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that the 
proponent be require to ensure appropriate City technical staff are provided with 

We have committed to developing and implementing a 
Combustion Haul Route BMP after EA approval for the new 
landfill and prior to construction, which will include mitigation 
and monitoring requirements. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
Sufficient time 
will be required 
for City Staff to 
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sufficient time to review and comment on the BMPs. 

 

Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. review BMPs. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Section 8.1.7 - Surface Water Monitoring: 

This section does not mention full suite of monitoring that is discussed in 
Detailed Impact Assessment.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that the 
proponent be require to ensure appropriate City technical staff are provided with 
sufficient time to review and comment on the BMPs. 

 

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, such as the 
City, in the development of a Surface Water BMP Plan, 
including surface water monitoring measures. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
Sufficient time 
will be required 
for City Staff to 
review BMPs. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

9.4 - Surface Water Approvals:  

There is mention of possible need for Permit To Take Water (PTTW) for 
irrigation from SWM ponds. This should be mentioned previously in Section 5 in 
the discussion of leachate treatment options. An investigation of the 
requirements for a PTTW (e.g. water quality, quantity) should be done in 
advance to see requirements or possibility for this option.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were satisfied with WM’s response to this issue.   

We note that the possible need for a PTTW for irrigation from 
SWM ponds relates to on-site dust control of roads and 
stockpiles and possibly for landscape irrigation, not for 
irrigation of a proposed tree plantation discussed for the 
leachate treatment options. 

 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Section 9.5 - Biology Approvals:  

Mention details for approvals if species at risk are found to be on site.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were satisfied with WM’s response to this issue.   

 

We have committed to contact the OMNR should any Species 
at Risk be encountered on-site and adhere to the applicable 
permits, acts, and guidelines in detailed design and 
construction. 

These commitments are detailed in Table 8-2 of Chapter 8 of 
the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Section 9.9 - Land Use Approvals: 

Includes a definitive statement that no site plan approval is required. Of 
significance, is that the consultants indicate in the Impact Assessment that the 
landfill expansion is not subject to Site Plan Control Approval. We have sought a 
legal opinion that indicates that the City does have the authority to require 
site plan control approval.  

a. There is an existing site plan control agreement applicable to the current 
Carp landfill site, therefore any new development, including the acquisition 
of other lands, such as those of the former Laurysen Kitchen, and the 
development of a number of buildings on the site, must be shown by way 
of an amendment to the current site plan.  

b. Proposed are at least 7 buildings, the sizes of which are not known. 

We understand that while the City’s legal opinion is that the 
City has the authority to require a Site Plan Control Approval, 
we maintain that this approval is not required given that there 
is an existing site plan control approval applicable to the 
current site. 

To clarify we understand that Site Plan Control Approval does 
apply; however we believe that the existing Site Plan Control 
addresses these issues. 

We have committed to acquiring all necessary approvals for 
the undertaking and other WCEC facilities. 

We concur that ECAs are required for the new landfill, material 
recycling facility (MRF), and construction and demolition 

Site plan 
approval is an 
approval under 
the Planning 
Act and as 
such it up to 
the City to 
determine the 
requirements. 
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However, the list of facilities‘ listed as part of the expanded operation of 
the Carp landfill include what the City and the MOE refer to as waste 
processing and transfer facilities‘ ( WP&TF putrescible and WP&TF non-
putrescible). These buildings will require Site Plan Control Approval but 
are also required to obtain ECAs from the MOE separate from the ECA 
being sought for the landfill itself. The Land Use Detailed Impact 
Assessment and the EA do not speak to the numerous ECAs that will be 
required. Those facilities requiring Certificates of Approval include:  

i. A material recycling facility (WP&TF non-putrescible); and  

ii. A construction and demolition material recycling facility (WP&TF non-
putrescible).  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were not satisfied with WM’s response to this issue.  The City restates that site 
plan approval is required under the Planning Act. 

 

 

 

(C&D) material recycling facility. 

Further details on approvals are provided in Chapter 9 of the 
EA. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

When speaking to these facilities (i and ii above), we recommend that they use 
the City of Ottawa Zoning By-law language to remain consistent – the City of 
Ottawa terminology is in brackets above.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were satisfied with WM’s response to this issue.   

 

We commit to use the City of Ottawa Zoning By-law 
terminology to remain consistent (i.e., waste processing and 
transfer facility non-putrescible). 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Section 9.9 Land Use Approvals and 9.10 Agriculture Approvals  

The EA has addressed previous comments with respect to the requirement for a 
zoning amendment and secondly, the Sand and Gravel Resource designation 
and the need to demonstrate the resource has been exhausted.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were satisfied.  

 

We accept and concur with the comment provided.  The MOE is 
satisfied. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 

Amending the EA provides for a proposed EA amendment process that 
distinguishes between minor and major amendments that may be necessary in 
response to unforeseen or unanticipated changes in conditions.  

Using the example outlined in the EA of an inability to implement the Preferred 
Leachate Treatment Alternative of Option 1 (leachate discharge to City of 

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, such as the 
City and public, on minor amendments to the EA prior to their 
implementation. 

A 30-day comment period will be provided as required in the 

A Minister’s 
Approval is 
required for a 
minor 
amendment. 
Sufficient time 
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Staff Ottawa sanitary sewer) in combination with Option 4 (tree irrigation), the process 
proposed is that WM would categorize the change as minor or major.  

If the change is categorized as minor which WM has in this instance indicated 
would be the recommendation, it is proposed that WM would then discuss the 
proposed change and categorization with MOE EAB staff. If MOE EAB staff 
agreed that the proposed design change is a minor amendment, WM would then 
prepare an amendment review document, distribute the amendment review 
document to directly affected stakeholders (including the City of Ottawa) for 
review and comment, consider the comments received, and then implement the 
proposed change subject to MOE EAB approval.  

Notwithstanding the EA‘s commitment to soliciting MOE EAB concurrence on 
minor or major amendment categorization, and notwithstanding the EA‘s 
commitment to soliciting comments from directly affected stakeholders, including 
the City of Ottawa, on the resulting amendment review document, it is 
respectfully suggested that the City and other stakeholders should also be 
included at the outset, along with the MOE EAB, in categorizing an amendment 
as minor or major. This is particularly relevant in terms of an amendment that 
may affect municipal infrastructure, by-laws, or property values, for example. 
Whereas the EA has considered major amendments as altering the design of the 
Preferred Undertaking significantly in terms of what would be built, where it 
would be built, and how it would be built, in which case a new EA process would 
be conducted to address the major amendment being considered, changes that 
are categorized as minor have the potential to introduce significant 
environmental effects upon the stakeholder(s) independent of WM which, in the 
view of the stakeholder(s), may be considered major.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that the 
proponent be require to ensure appropriate City technical staff are provided with 
sufficient time to review and comment on any amendments to the EA. 

 

EA.  

Further details on the proposed amendment procedure are 
provided in Chapter 10 of the Final EA Report. 

 

will be required 
for the City to 
review 
amendments. 
A condition of 
approval is 
required to 
clarify. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

The City disagrees with the proposed self-categorization of amendments, 
especially in cases where proposed project changes may affect municipal 
infrastructure, bylaws or property values. Affected stakeholders, including City 
staff, should be consulted, as ―minor amendments, (e.g. what, where and how 
project facilities are built) may result in significant environmental effects for 
impacted stakeholders. This consultation should take place in well in advance of 
any postings on the MOE‘s Environmental Bill of Rights Website.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that the 
proponent be require to ensure appropriate City technical staff are provided with 
sufficient time to review and comment on any amendments to the EA. 

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, such as the 
City and public, on minor amendments to the EA prior to their 
implementation.  

Further details on the proposed amendment procedure are 
provided in Chapter 10 of the Final EA Report. 

 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response.  
Sufficient time 
will be required 
for the City to 
review any 
amendments. 
A condition of 
approval is 
required to 
clarify any 
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 amendments. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Appendix C – Community Commitments  

Page 1 – In the ToR, WM committed to developing a property value protection 
plan. This plan has not been developed in the EA. Please provide details of the 
property value protection plan.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that the 
City wants indemnification from any and all costs associated with any effects 
from the facility. 

 

We have committed to the implementation of a Property Value 
Protection Plan, as outlined in Appendix C of the EA. When 
the EA and related ECA approvals have been secured and 
associated conditions are known, specific properties covered 
by the Property Value Protection Plan will be identified by 
municipal address and owners of said properties will be 
formally notified by letter. We are also prepared to discuss 
with the City potential approaches to addressing City concerns 
regarding their civil exposure as a result of the new landfill and 
any potential impacts to surrounding properties. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

A condition of 
approval may 
be required to 
address this 
issue. Matters 
of 
indemnification 
are outside the 
scope of the 
EAA. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Appendix C – Community Commitments  

Appendix 2 - Who is eligible?  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were not satisfied with response provided by WM.  

 

 

We have included the Odour Enforcement Mechanism within 
Appendix C of the EA and Appendix D in the ToR. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

Comment 
noted.  

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Appendix C – Community Commitments  

Appendix 2, page 3 Claim – the specified period needs to be defined i.e. hours. 

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were not satisfied with response provided by WM.  

  

We have included the Odour Enforcement Mechanism within 
Appendix C of the EA and Appendix D in the ToR. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

Comment 
noted. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Appendix C – Community Commitments  

Appendix 2, page 3, Claim – The terms ―materially and adversely need to be 
defined. A detected odour is adverse. 

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were not satisfied with response provided by WM.  

  

We have included the Odour Enforcement Mechanism within 
Appendix C of the EA and Appendix D in the ToR. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

Comment 
noted. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 

Appendix C – Community Commitments  

Appendix 2, page 4 – ―Payment to local cause needs to be defined – eg. 
$10.00 * # hours* # of homes affected =.  

We have included the Odour Enforcement Mechanism within 
Appendix C of the EA and Appendix D in the ToR. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 

Comment 
noted. 
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City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were not satisfied with response provided by WM.  

 

Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Existing Conditions Reports 

Surface Water 

Section 4.1.2.2 - Baseline Water Quality Monitoring:  

“Baseline surface water quality samples from Huntley Creek, South Huntley 
Creek and its tributaries were collected by AECOM three times in 2006 and 
three times in 2011 to provide a baseline for future landfill activities”. 

We are not convinced that this number of samples is sufficient to characterize 
the nature of these streams. In addition, the entire study area was under a Level 
II drought during the months July, August, and September in 2011. Thus, any 
surface water observations from 2011 and related water quality data would be 
unrepresentative of ―average conditions.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were satisfied with response provided by WM.  

 

We respectfully submit that the number of samples taken and 
the diversity of conditions sampled adequately reflect the 
nature of these streams (i.e., 6 sample events during a range 
of seasonal conditions over a two-year period – 2006 and 
2011). 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Existing Conditions Reports 

Surface Water 

Section 4.1.2.2 - Baseline Water Quality Monitoring:  

“In 2006, samples were taken at Sites G, C, A and J as shown on Figure 2 and 
Figure 3. Site G was not flowing (hence not sampled) during the July sampling 
event and Site C was not sampled during the April sampling event. Only Sites G 
and C were sampled during the October sampling event. The spring sample was 
taken on April 11, 2006 after more than three days without rain. The second 
sample was taken on July 26, 2006 immediately after a 32 mm rain event. The 
third sample was taken on October 24, 2006 during a rain event and after 
several weeks of wet weather.”  

The fact that several water quality sites were only sampled twice in 2006 and 
that weather conditions varied dramatically between sampling occasions (being 
either dry or under the influence of wet weather) is of concern. It is our opinion 
that not nearly enough water quality samples were collected under comparable 
conditions to reliably define the existing conditions of the area. Water quality 
results can change quite drastically under the influence of rain. We recommend 
the collection of additional baseline water quality data.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 

We respectfully submit that the number of samples taken and 
the diversity of conditions sampled adequately reflect the 
nature of these streams (i.e., 6 sample events during a range 
of seasonal conditions over a two-year period – 2006 and 
2011). 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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were satisfied with response provided by WM.  

 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Existing Conditions Reports 

Surface Water 

Section 4.1.2.2 - Baseline Water Quality Monitoring: 

“The (water quality) samples do not reflect signature characteristics of leachate 
contamination and, therefore, the elevated metal levels are assumed to be a 
function of the activities of industrial land uses in the area, including truck traffic”. 

We would like clarification on which parameters are considered to be signature 
characteristics of leachate. In addition, if the elevated metals levels are being 
attributed to industrial activities and truck traffic, some evidence of this 
association would be appreciated.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were satisfied with response provided by WM.  

 

We provided an analysis of the leachate from the existing 
closed landfill in Chapter 5 of the Final EA Report, noting that 
the leachate contains: relatively high concentrations of 
chemical oxygen demand (COD), biochemical oxygen 
demand (BOD), nitrogen (total Kjeldahl nitrogen and 
ammonia), and alkalinity; neutral to slightly alkaline pH; and 
relatively low concentrations of several metals and organic 
compounds. Given the signature leachate characteristics, the 
surface water samples did not reflect leachate contamination 
and, therefore, the metal levels were assumed to be a function 
of industrial activities in the area, including truck traffic. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Existing Conditions Reports 

Surface Water 

Section 4.1.2.3 - Water Quality Summary:  

“Water quality in South Huntley Creek varied significantly between sites and 
sampling dates, generally reflecting local upstream land uses.” 

We would submit that this variability is likely due to the varying weather 
conditions during each sampling event. More sampling events would be required 
to verify if these differences were actually statistically significant.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were not satisfied with response provided by WM.  

 

We respectfully submit that the number of samples taken and 
the diversity of conditions sampled adequately reflect the 
nature of these streams (i.e., 6 sample events during a range 
of seasonal conditions over a two-year period – 2006 and 
2011). 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Existing Conditions Reports 

Surface Water 

Section 4.1.2.3 - Water Quality Summary:  

“Overall, water quality varied from poor to moderate influenced by nutrient 
enrichment and the presence of E. coli”.  

With the exception of iron on two sampling occasions, the criteria for MOE 

We respectfully submit that the number of samples taken and 
the diversity of conditions sampled adequately reflect the 
nature of these streams (i.e., 6 sample events during a range 
of seasonal conditions over a two-year period – 2006 and 
2011) and provide support for the comment on water quality 
varying from poor to moderate influenced by nutrient 
enrichment and the presence of E. coli. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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sampling (i.e. Table 2) appear to be met. We are not sure why the water quality 
is being called poor and are not convinced that there is enough data to justify 
this statement.  

Further comments provided by the City indicated that they were satisfied with 
response provided by WM.  

 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Existing Conditions Reports 

Biology 

Section 4.1 - Aquatic Survey Results:  

Detailed habitat mapping was conducted during the site visit in early August 
2011. No water was present and therefore no OSAP rapid assessment was 
completed.  

Although the water depth and hydraulic head measurements obviously could not 
be carried out, it would still have been possible to complete the Instream Cover, 
Substrate Type, and Bank Stability portions of the rapid assessment.  

It is not clear if the information that is presented regarding substrate and cover 
types were collected in a systematic manner (as per RAM) or just based on 
visual observations. Clarification on methodology would be helpful.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were satisfied with response provided by WM.  

 

We have described the methodology followed for the aquatic 
habitat assessment in Supporting Document 1-G of the Final 
EA Report. We collected information about substrata and 
cover types in a systemic manner, as per the methodology 
noted above. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Existing Conditions Reports 

Biology 

Section 4.1 - Aquatic Survey Results:  

Tributary B originates in the Goulbourn Wetland and flows southeasterly through 
the western project envelope. Detailed habitat mapping was attempted during a 
site visit in early August 2011, but no water was present. There was no defined 
channel, although the general substrate was primarily sand/silt, with some rocks 
and cobbles in sections.  

Based on AECOM’s investigations, it appears that Tributary B lacks habitat 
suitable for supporting a permanent fish community. 

We would be hesitant to make this type of conclusion, since the region was 
under a Level II drought for much of August. Conditions would not reflect a 
typical summer season.  

We respectfully submit that the number of samples taken and 
the diversity of conditions sampled adequately reflect the 
nature of these streams (i.e., 6 sample events during a range 
of seasonal conditions over a two-year period – 2006 and 
2011) and provide support for the comment on water quality 
varying from poor to moderate influenced by nutrient 
enrichment and the presence of E. coli. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
response. 
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Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were satisfied with response provided by WM.  

 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Existing Conditions Reports 

Biology 

Section 4.1 - Aquatic Survey Results:  

It is also considered that ongoing disturbance will further impair creek function 
and deter fish from re-colonizing the reach, even though its hydraulic connection 
to wetlands is important for surface water conveyance.  

Specifically, what type of disturbance? Is there any evidence to support this 
statement? Fish can be found in many agricultural drains, so this type of 
disturbance does not necessarily result in a complete loss of the fish community. 

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were satisfied with response provided by WM.  

  

We have not stated that this type of disturbance will result in 
the complete loss of the fish community, rather that it will deter 
fish from re-colonizing the reach. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Existing Conditions Reports 

Biology 

Section 4.1 - Aquatic Survey Results:  

Roadside surveys of Tributary D confirmed the existing condition to be typical of 
an ephemeral or intermittent watercourse, as the channel contained little or no 
discernable flow. It is unlikely Tributary D can support a resident fish population, 
and its likely function is the provision of indirect fish habitat for warmwater 
baitfish species in downstream reaches.  

When was this visual survey conducted? If done during summer 2011, drought 
conditions may have influences these conclusions.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were not satisfied with response provided by WM.  

 

 

We respectfully submit that the number of samples taken and 
the diversity of conditions sampled adequately reflect the 
nature of these streams (i.e., 6 sample events during a range 
of seasonal conditions over a two-year period – 2006 and 
2011) and provide support for the comment on water quality 
varying from poor to moderate influenced by nutrient 
enrichment and the presence of E. coli. 

The MOE is 
satisfied but 
understands 
that the City 
does not feel 
the response 
addresses the 
issue. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 

Existing Conditions Reports 

Biology 

Section 4.1.2 - Stream Flow Table 2 - Discharge and Staff Gauge Readings: 

We respectfully submit that the number of samples taken and 
the diversity of conditions sampled adequately reflect the 
nature of these streams (i.e., 6 sample events during a range 
of seasonal conditions over a two-year period – 2006 and 
2011) and provide support for the comment on water quality 

The MOE is 
satisfied but 
understands 
that the City 
does not feel 
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Staff Why are there so many blank spaces in this table? It would have been better to 
have more discharge data from the wet weather influenced days (May 18, 2006, 
July 26, 2006, and October 24, 2006). We would recommend collecting 
additional discharge measurements at a variety of water levels to fill these data 
gaps.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were not satisfied with response provided by WM.  

 

varying from poor to moderate influenced by nutrient 
enrichment and the presence of E. coli. 

the response 
addresses the 
issue. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Existing Conditions Reports 

Biology 

Section 4.2.3.1 - Birds:  

The discussion of fauna should include a discussion of the bobolink, which 
although not identified in the survey, appears to have suitable habitat present on 
the property based on the description of vegetation communities provided in 
Section 4.2.1 of the existing conditions report.  

The existing conditions report and the EA have investigated the bobolink and 
other species of wildlife. They identify two other species at risk (barn swallow 
and eastern meadowlark) and should identify the permits as possible 
requirements in Section 9 Approvals of the EA.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were satisfied with response provided by WM.  

 

We conducted surveys within fields of potential Bobolink 
habitat on June 3, 2011 and June 16, 2011, and these studies 
were conducted by surveyors experienced with Bobolinks 
within the recommended season, time of day, and under 
proper weather conditions, and each included surveyors 
walking transects roughly 250 m apart within potential 
Bobolink habitat. The surveyors conclude that, although the 
habitat appeared to be suitable for Bobolink habitation, there 
was no evidence of their presence in the area. Conversations 
with the operator of the agricultural field also indicated that 
Bobolink have historically been sighted in the area; however, 
they have not been sighted within the last few years. 

We have committed to contact the OMNR should any Species 
at Risk be encountered on-site and adhere to the applicable 
permits, acts, and guidelines in detailed design and 
construction. 

These commitments are detailed in Table 8-2 of Chapter 8 of 
the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Existing Conditions Reports 

Biology 

Section 5.2 Terrestrial Surveys:  

The report identifies on page 28 that the actual area of the significant wetland 
may be larger than what was mapped by the MNR. The actual extent of the 
significant wetland should be determined and mapped to assist in understanding 
the impact of the proposed project on the wetland.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were not satisfied with response provided by WM. If the actual wetland is larger 
than the MNR maps then the MNR maps should be updated to reflect the current 
wetland boundary. 

We conducted the assessment using MNR mapping and field 
observations and, while we indicated that the actual area of 
the significant wetland may be larger than the area that was 
mapped by MNR, this did not materially limit our 
understanding of wetland area, for the purposes of 
characterizing baseline conditions. 

The MOE is 
satisfied that 
MNR has not 
raised this as 
an issue but 
understands 
that the City 
does not feel 
the response 
addresses the 
issue. 
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City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Detailed Impact Assessment Reports - Odour 

Draft EA Comment re: Odour: No justification provided for use of the 90th 
percentile for the working face odour emission rate. The 90th percentile could 
underestimate the potential for odour emissions at the working face. Please 
provide rationale for use of 90th percentile. Final EA: 90th percentile was used 
for the working face odour emission rate. No rationale provided.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were not satisfied with response provided by WM and that based on the City 
operating experience these values are unreasonable. 

We applied the 90th percentile for the working face odour 
emission rate on the basis of professional experience and an 
analysis by an odour panel, as noted in Supporting Document 
5-C.  

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Detailed Impact Assessment Reports - Odour 

Responses to MOE comments on Draft EA noted in Supporting Document 6 
(Record of Consultation), Appendix Q (government agency comments) of the 
EA. Please identify where MOE comments to Odour Detailed Impact 
Assessment Report have been addressed.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were satisfied with response provided by WM. 

We have addressed MOE comments on the Odour Detailed 
Impact Assessment Report in Table 7-12 in Chapter 7 of the 
Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Detailed Impact Assessment Reports - Odour 

1.7.12 – Off site sources - The City understands the nearby transfer station on 
Westhunt Road, within the site vicinity, has the potential to create similar odours 
as putresible waste can be managed there. Please confirm with MOE/property 
owner this is not an additive source.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were satisfied with response provided by WM. 

We completed the Odour Detailed Impact Assessment in 
accordance with the Work Plan outlined in the approved ToR 
and we considered potential cumulative effects for off-site 
sources in Chapter 6 of the Final EA Report, and we did not 
identify the transfer station on Westhunt Road as an additive 
source of odour. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Detailed Impact Assessment Reports - Odour 

Page 24 indicates that electronic copies of input and output modeling files are 
provided but does not indicate where. Please identify where these files are 
found.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were not satisfied with response provided by WM. The information should have 
been provided on the project web site. 

We provided electronic copies of input and output modeling 
files to the MOE technical staff (odour), as requested, but 
these electronic files were not posted on the project website. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 

Detailed Impact Assessment Reports – Landfill Gas 

1.7.2 – For the intermediate operation scenario (year 2018) landfill gas (LFG) 
collection efficiency has been assumed to be 85% for Stages 1 through 7. LFG 
collection efficiencies of 85% are stated in various sections of the Baseline 

We assumed the LFG collection efficiency to be 85% based 
upon our experience at the Carp Road landfill between the 
years 2004 and 2010 when overall LFG collection efficiency 
increased from 23% to 85% as a result of the progressive 
increase in the portion of the existing landfill with final cover in 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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Staff Conditions reports for the final cover over the existing waste mound utilizing a 
partial geomembrane, 600 mm of clay and 15 cm of top soil.  

Please describe the interim cover used over Stages 1-7 and how a collection 
efficiency of 85% was determined for this cover.  

An 85% collection efficiency for landfill gas in landfill cells with interim cover and 
50% collection efficiency for operating cells seems very optimistic. The EA does 
not provide sufficient justification for use of optimistic collection efficiencies. 

Further comments provided by the City indicated that they were not satisfied with 
response provided by WM. During the time the LFG collection efficiency 
increased incoming tonnages shrunk to) and the final cover placement rose to 
100% making the 85% collection efficiency a possibility. This percentage is 
extremely optimistic in the operation until final cover is in place. 

place and increase in the total number of LFG extraction wells 
installed in the landfill mound. We assumed an 85% collection 
efficiency for Stages 1-7 based on the presence of an in-place 
LFG collection system and an interim cover layer of 0.30 m of 
soil.  

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Detailed Impact Assessment Reports – Landfill Gas 

Please explain how landfill gas generation estimates are affected by improved 
waste acceptance documentation as stated on page 20 Section 3.2.2 last 
paragraph. 

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were not satisfied with response provided by WM. Based on our experience gas 
generation is extremely variable and field measurements provide the most 
reliable generation estimates. 

We have assumed that enhanced knowledge of wastes being 
received at the new landfill will improve estimates of potential 
LFG generation. 

The Ministry is 
satisfied. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Detailed Impact Assessment Reports – Surface Water 

Section 8.1.1 describes an Environmental Effects Monitoring program, where 
sampling will be carried out on eight occasions.  

For how many years will this program be conducted? We would recommend at 
least 5 years would be an appropriate time scale to verify that the landfill is not 
negatively affecting surface water. 

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that the 
proponent be require to ensure appropriate City technical staff are provided with 
sufficient time to review and comment on BMPs. 

  

 

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, such as the 
City, in the development of a Surface Water BMP Plan, 
including surface water monitoring measures. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
Sufficient time 
will be required 
for City staff to 
review BMPs. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 

Detailed Impact Assessment Reports – Biology 

Section 8.2 states: Inflow to SWM ponds will be regularly monitored to identify 
emergency response situations including leachate seeps and onsite spills. Is this 
the same schedule as the monitoring program? If so, we are not certain that this 
monitoring frequency would be adequate to detect any emergency response 

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, such as the 
City, in the development of a Surface Water BMP Plan, 
including surface water monitoring measures. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
Sufficient time 
will be required 
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Staff situations.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that the 
proponent be require to ensure appropriate City technical staff are provided with 
sufficient time to review and comment on BMPs. 

 

Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. for City staff to 
review BMPs. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Detailed Impact Assessment Reports – Biology 

4.2.3.3 - Other Fauna:  

Are deer the only other fauna species present in the vicinity? This seems highly 
unlikely.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were satisfied with response provided by WM. 

 

We have noted the presence of white-tailed deer in the 
vicinity, and several other mammal species are likely present 
on the site, including Striped Skunk (Mephitis mephitis), 
Meadow Vole (Microtus pennsylvanicus), and other small 
nocturnal mammals, but are difficult to observe.  

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Detailed Impact Assessment Reports – Biology 

Section 5.7 - Fish Habitat states that:  

“No fish habitat was identified in the study area”.  

Clarify what is meant by study area, because the Natural Environment Existing 
Conditions Report had documented the presence of fish habitat at Site 3, Site 4, 
and Site 5 in South Huntley Creek and Site 6 in Huntley Creek. 

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were satisfied with response provided by WM.   

We note that the study area in question in Supporting 
Document 5-H (Biology Detailed Impact Assessment Report) 
is the On-Site Study Area, which does not include any fish 
habitat. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Detailed Impact Assessment Reports – Biology 

Section 6.3 - Significant Woodlands: 

Explain the potential changes in surface water for the swamps. This is not 
referred to in the Surface Water Detailed Impact Assessment, and it should be 
added to that report.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were satisfied with response provided by WM.   

We have noted in Supporting Document 5-H (Biology Detailed 
Impact Assessment Report) of the Final EA Report that most 
of the woodlot is comprised of Green Ash swamp. The fringe 
area is early successional poplar woodland and is therefore 
young and fairly resilient to edge effects due to its age and 
species composition. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Detailed Impact Assessment Reports – Biology 

Section 6.4.2 - Rare Vegetation Communities or Specialized Habitats:  

Confirm if the lost wetlands will indeed be re-created.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that the 
proponent be require to ensure appropriate City technical staff are provided with 

We have committed to develop a Compensation and 
Restoration Plan of offset removals of natural forest and 
wetland in the landfill footprint. 

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, such as the 
City, MNR and the MVCA, in the development of the 
Compensation and Restoration Plan. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response.  
Sufficient time 
will be required 
for City staff to 
review the 
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sufficient time to review and comment on Compensation and Restoration Plan. We have committed to include in the EMP the following 
compensation measures identified in the Biology Detailed 
Impact Assessment: 

• Create or enhance 4 ha of wetland habitat that is suitable 
for amphibian breeding at a location near the preferred landfill 
footprint that is yet to be determined; 

• Create or restore forest habitat on lands owned by WM or at 
location near preferred landfill footprint that is yet to be 
determined; 

• Create or restore old field habitat where possible on lands 
owned by WM; 

• Establish some natural vegetation between preferred landfill 
footprint and William Mooney Road. 

We have committed to give notice of availability of the draft 
EMP on the project website for review for a 30-day period 
(e.g., local newspapers, project website, stakeholder email); to 
conduct consultation events on draft documents, if needed 
(e.g., Open Houses); and to post final documents submitted to 
the MOE on the project website, including the results of the 
consultation process. Stakeholders will include the Carp 
Landfill Community Liaison Committee (CLCLC), the City of 
Ottawa, government agencies, and the public. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

plan. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Detailed Impact Assessment Reports – Biology 

Section 7.2.5.2 - Compensation and Restoration Concepts:  

It appears that option 2 is the better option by almost every measure. This report 
should include discussion of the preferred option. 

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that the 
proponent be require to ensure appropriate City technical staff are provided with 
sufficient time to review and comment on Compensation and Restoration Plan.  

We have committed to develop a Compensation and 
Restoration Plan of offset removals of natural forest and 
wetland in the landfill footprint. 

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, such as the 
City, MNR and the MVCA, in the development of the 
Compensation and Restoration Plan. 

We have committed to include in the EMP the following 
compensation measures identified in the Biology Detailed 
Impact Assessment: 

• Create or enhance 4 ha of wetland habitat that is suitable 
for amphibian breeding at a location near the preferred landfill 
footprint that is yet to be determined; 

• Create or restore forest habitat on lands owned by WM or at 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response.  
Sufficient time 
will be required 
for City staff to 
review the 
plan. 
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location near preferred landfill footprint that is yet to be 
determined; 

• Create or restore old field habitat where possible on lands 
owned by WM; 

• Establish some natural vegetation between preferred landfill 
footprint and William Mooney Road. 

We have committed to give notice of availability of the draft 
EMP on the project website for review for a 30-day period 
(e.g., local newspapers, project website, stakeholder email); to 
conduct consultation events on draft documents, if needed 
(e.g., Open Houses); and to post final documents submitted to 
the MOE on the project website, including the results of the 
consultation process. Stakeholders will include the CLCLC, 
the City of Ottawa, government agencies, and the public. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Detailed Impact Assessment Reports – Biology 

7.2.5.2 - Compensation and Restoration Concepts:  

It is imperative that more detailed criteria are established at this point to guide 
the restoration. For example, provide more detail on how much the restoration 
should offset the removal of vegetation / wetland. Explain how no net loss will be 
achieved.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that the 
proponent be require to ensure appropriate City technical staff are provided with 
sufficient time to review and comment on Compensation and Restoration Plan. 

We have committed to develop a Compensation and 
Restoration Plan of offset removals of natural forest and 
wetland in the landfill footprint. 

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, such as the 
City, MNR and the MVCA, in the development of the 
Compensation and Restoration Plan. 

We have committed to include in the EMP the following 
compensation measures identified in the Biology Detailed 
Impact Assessment: 

• Create or enhance 4 ha of wetland habitat that is suitable 
for amphibian breeding at a location near the preferred landfill 
footprint that is yet to be determined; 

• Create or restore forest habitat on lands owned by WM or at 
location near preferred landfill footprint that is yet to be 
determined; 

• Create or restore old field habitat where possible on lands 
owned by WM; 

• Establish some natural vegetation between preferred landfill 
footprint and William Mooney Road. 

We have committed to give notice of availability of the draft 
EMP on the project website for review for a 30-day period 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response.  
Sufficient will 
be required for 
City staff to 
review the 
plan. 
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(e.g., local newspapers, project website, stakeholder email); to 
conduct consultation events on draft documents, if needed 
(e.g., Open Houses); and to post final documents submitted to 
the MOE on the project website, including the results of the 
consultation process. Stakeholders will include the CLCLC, 
the City of Ottawa, government agencies, and the public. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 
Table 8-2 of the Final EA Report. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Terms of Reference  

The City maintains that comments that were not addressed to the City‘s 
satisfaction at the ToR stage still apply to the Environmental Assessment.  

We acknowledge this comment and we conducted the EA in 
accordance with the approved ToR. 

Comment and 
response 
noted. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Waste Diversion  

The City supports waste diversion away from landfill. Significant improvements 
will need to be made to the ICI and C&D waste diversion rate to achieve the 
Province‘s goal of 60%. The City is requesting that the province set established 
waste diversion targets for ICI and C&D waste diversion for the service area of 
the landfill and that the total allowable annual tonnage accepted at the Carp 
Landfill, if approved, decrease at the same percentage rate from the first year 
annual tonnage of 400,000 tonnes. Contaminated soils that are landfilled must 
be counted towards the site‘s annual capacity, even if they are used as daily, 
interim or final cover.  

Further comments provided by the City requested information on what the waste 
density is of the cover soil used in the ratio determination. Based on Ottawa 
landfills 2002-2005, operations reports the actual volumetric ratio of waste to 
cover (assuming cover has a density of 2t/m3) is 4:1.  The ministry should limit 
the volume of cover used at the site on an annual basis utilizing an agreed upon 
waste and cover density of 6:1 ratio. 

We have proposed a new landfill footprint of 6.5 million cubic 
meters to provide residual waste disposal capacity needed 
after an assumed 2% average annual increase of the 
diversion rate in the IC&I sector over the projected life of the 
new landfill. The residual waste to be disposed of at the new 
landfill would be material remaining after the projected 
diversion within the IC&I sector. 

We have projected an approximate annual tonnage of 400,000 
tonnes of solid waste to be disposed of at the new landfill. An 
additional 15% of daily and interim cover material will be 
required using the proposed ratio of 6:1 based on our 
operating experience. Therefore, the total volume of waste 
and daily and interim cover material for the new landfill will be 
approximately 6.5 million cubic metres. Additional airspace will 
be required for the final cover material used to close the new 
landfill. 

Further details on waste diversion and service area are 
provided in Chapter 3 of the Final EA Report. 

Further details on waste volume and cover material are 
provided in Chapter 6 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
response. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 

Site Life  

The City requests that the overall approved capacity of the site should be 
reduced from the requested 6.5M m3 to 5M m3 to reflect WM‘s commitment to 
waste diversion.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 

We proposed a new landfill of 6.5 million m3 based upon 
receipt of approximately 400,000 tonnes of solid waste per 
year, over a period of approximately 10 years. This volume 
includes solid waste and daily and interim cover material.  

We have proposed the WCEC as an integrated waste 

The MOE 
acknowledges 
that this is an 
outstanding 
issue for the 
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Staff were not satisfied with response provided by WM.   

 

management facility that will provide diversion and disposal 
services. We have assumed an average annual increase in 
diversion within the IC&I sector of 2% in the projection of the 
need for capacity for the new landfill. 

Further details on the rationale for the undertaking are 
provided in Chapter 3 of the Final EA Report. 

City.  

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Final Expansion  

The City is requesting a guarantee from WM and the province that this be the 
last time that WM be allowed to request an expansion of the Carp Landfill Site.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were not satisfied with response provided by WM.   

 

WM has not precluded an ongoing need for disposal capacity 
for residual waste for the residential and IC&I sectors in the 
City of Ottawa and GNZ beyond a 10 year planning horizon. 

Further details on the rationale for the undertaking are 
provided in Chapter 3 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
response.  

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

Public Health  

We have reviewed the Environmental Assessment for the West Carleton 
Environmental Centre (aka Carp Landfill site) on behalf of Ottawa Public Health 
and have also discussed the report contents with the Ontario MOE 
representative. At this stage, we do not have any concerns about the site posing 
any health risks to the community. The odour issues generated on site in years 
past have been successfully resolved and the leachate impacting surface 
drainage is confined within a monitored zone that does not impact any drinking 
water supplies.  

We accept and concur with the comment provided by the City 
of Ottawa. 

The MOE 
acknowledges 
that there are 
no further 
concerns. 

City of Ottawa 
Environment 
Committee – 
Document 3 - 
City of Ottawa 
Staff 

It is our understanding that going forward, each of the proposed uses for the 
expanded site will require separate approvals and we do have concerns about 
the proposal for an organics handling site causing odour concerns in the existing 
residential community. This will be something Ottawa Public Health will be 
interested in keeping abreast of as the exact nature of the activities on site seek 
approval and comment.  

Further comments provided by the City on December 5, 2012 indicated that they 
were satisfied with response provided by WM.   

 

We have committed to acquire all necessary permits and/or 
approvals for the new landfill and other facilities at the WCEC. 

Further details on approvals are provided in Chapter 9 of the 
Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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Table 2. Public Comment Summary Table 
 
Proposal: West Carleton Environmental Centre Environmental Assessment (EA) 
Proponent: Waste Management of Canada Corporation (WM) 
 

Issue Response Status 

Odour 

- Odour Control 

- Odour Enforcement 

(Approx. # of Times Raised = 80) 

Odour from the new landfill will be a nuisance and cause huge discomfort to those in 
the affected areas. There are no consequences, commitment to permanently shut 
down the site, monetary compensation to residents affected or monetary penalties WM 
is willing to commit to in this EA if odour becomes an issue again. Approximately 
20,000 residents live within a few kilometres of the proposed new landfill on Carp Rd. 
Concerns were raised with possible increases in odour emanating from a larger site 
that is more active and closer to residences. Concerns were raised that with this new 
proposed landfill, odour and the toxic contaminants will once again become a serious 
health and quality of life issue. The quality of life in the nearby communities has 
increased dramatically since the first landfill was closed in 2011. Given that Industrial, 
Commercial and Institutional (IC&I) waste disposal, containing a high proportion of 
organic waste, would resume from Ottawa, other Ontario cities, and possibly Toronto, 
combined with WM’s track record on odour control, the public fear is that this will be a 
serious re-emerging problem.  

In the years 2011 and 2012, several orders were filed due to horrible landfill odours 
detected at our home. According, to WM's baseline odour modelling I should never 
have smelled any odours - we live within a 0.001 - 0.005 OU contour. 

These odour complaints all reported odours associated with landfill operations however 
they were not confirmed through follow-up discussions. However the distribution and 
frequency suggest most are valid landfill complaints.   

Issues with odour from the closed Carp Road landfill are especially evident to nearby 
residences at warmer temperatures regardless of wind direction and other weather 
conditions and time of day that are favourable to having the odour linger. From 2006 to 
2009, residents (especially those with respiratory problems such as asthma) in nearby 
subdivisions (e.g. in Stittsville, Kanata and Carp) faced weekly and continuous odour 
from the landfill. 

Past history has demonstrated that WM has not been able to control odours so long as 
the site was in full operation. Despite this the EA describes a WM that is over-confident 
despite this well-documented history at the site. Currently there are over 7,500 

On odour control, we have developed and implemented a landfill gas collection 
system and an Environmental Monitoring Plan (EMP) at the Carp Road Landfill to 
capture, monitor, and manage landfill gas that could create odour. This system and 
the EMP are approved by the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) and results of the 
monitoring are regularly reported to the MOE. We also capped and closed the 
landfill in September 2011 and continue to invest capital and resources to ensure 
that odour issues have been rectified. The proposed new landfill will be designed to 
meet Ontario Regulation 232/98, which includes landfill gas collection and 
monitoring requirements. By constructing a landfill gas collection system during the 
development of the new landfill, we will improve our ability to capture landfill gas and 
control odours throughout the life of the new landfill.  

On odour enforcement, we committed in Appendix C of the Final EA Report to 
implement an odour enforcement mechanism to address odour-related complaints in 
the future.  

In the EA, potential effects on air related to landfill gas from the existing and new 
landfill were assessed. The assessments considered the requirements of health-
based Provincial regulations and guidelines, such as Ontario Regulation 419/05 (air 
quality). Mitigation, monitoring and contingency measures were proposed to address 
the predicted net effects from the existing and new landfill on air. 

Further details on our commitments are provided in Chapter 8 Table 8-2 of the Final 
EA Report. 

 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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Issue Response Status 

complaints registered in the coalition database that have been forwarded to MOE and 
WM. The proponent does not include any mitigation strategy for offsite odour despite 
their history. WM has stated many times in public that odour will not be a problem with 
this expansion. No assumptions should be made that WM will be able to control the 
odours emitted by this dump due to the number of variables involved (e.g. weather, 
sink holes, policy changes, gas build ups, and unstable waste land). WM cannot 
control those variables and guarantee good clean odourless air quality. There are legal 
deficiencies with the EA’s treatment of odour. The Terms of Reference (ToR) stipulates 
the EA must include a strategy for offsite odour mitigation. 

Odour conditions only improved once the Ministry of the Environment took action. 
However, the Ministry only took action after many months and imposed mitigation 
measures.  

Odour from the new dump would impact thousands more people as new housing 
developments are underway only a few kilometres downwind of the proposed site. 
Since 2006, new subdivisions that include thousands of houses and new schools have 
been built or are in the process of being built only a few kilometers from the landfill. As 
well, new commercial centers are under development. Many of these homes and 
commercial centers are downwind of the landfill’s proposed location. Odour will without 
a doubt be an issue in the future if a new landfill is approved. 

Can WM prove that their baseline model is valid?  

The Model assumes a steady state, nominal condition for a closed landfill operation. 
This assumption used estimated values for landfill gas generation and fugitive odour 
production. As well the modelling did not account for upset conditions. The observation 
data were collected under actual closed landfill conditions. These include actual 
fugitive odour quantities and ongoing upset conditions.  

The steady state condition assumed in the baseline condition modelling, results in a 
relative stable level of odour over time. However when the odour observations are 
plotted on a monthly basis, we see several spikes (see Figure 5). These spikes are 
most likely a result of some kind of upset condition at the landfill. 

Comparison of baseline odour modelling with odour observation recorded during the 
closed landfill state, shows discrepancies which require explanation. WM and their 
consultants should have followed up their June 2011 modelling with analysis of actual 
field observation and community complaints after the landfill was closed. 

We have modelled potential odour impacts of the proposed new landfill footprint and 
other West Carlton Environmental Centre (WCEC) facilities, as per the requirements 
of O.Reg 419/05, and we used the AERMOD model, which is an industry standard 
for this type of modelling. The model addresses duration, extent and frequency of 
effects, but not emergency situations (i.e. upset conditions), as these types of events 
would be covered in the contingency measures and management of the landfill 
operations. 

We have assumed the baseline conditions or “existing case” to be the existing 
closed landfill (i.e., closed on September 30, 2011), which would not reflect historic 
odour levels of the former operating landfill. However, historic odour complaint data 
recorded for the former operating landfill provided context for the frequency analysis 
completed for the preferred option in the Detailed Impact Assessment Report. 

We have addressed odour complaints in accordance with the protocol established 
whereby MOE forwards to WM any odour complaints received via nodump.com. 
These complaints have removed personal information, including specific location 
and individual contact information. We have documented complaint information, 
including date, time, intensity, and general location, and we have documented wind 
direction and potential odour sources. 

We have committed to develop an Odour and Landfill Gas Best Management 
Practice (BMP) Plan and to ensure the principles of the Odour Enforcement 
Mechanism are implemented. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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Issue Response Status 

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, such as the City and public, in the 
development of BMPs, like the Odour and Landfill Gas BMP Plan.  

We have also committed to prepare Contingency Plans related to atmosphere (i.e., 
odour, dust, noise, landfill gas) as part of the Environmental Protection Act (EPA) 
approvals process and prior to construction. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 Table 8-2 of the Final 
EA Report. 

An analysis of existing odour complaints and the success or failure of mitigative 
measures during operation of the now closed landfill and following closure has not 
been included in the report. Odour is the most fundamental issue with respect to landfill 
complaints. An evaluation of existing complaints and the success or failure of the 
operator’s mitigative response measures should be included. In fact, analysis of odour 
complaints since the landfill has closed indicates that the modelling of baseline 
conditions don’t reflect reality and are quite underestimated. 

 

We have assumed the baseline conditions or “existing case” to be the existing 
closed landfill (i.e., closed on September 30, 2011), which would not reflect historic 
odour levels of the former operating landfill.  

We have considered any odour complaints in accordance with the protocol 
established whereby MOE forwards to WM any odour complaints received via 
nodump.com. These complaints have removed personal information, including 
specific location and individual contact information. We have documented complaint 
information, including date, time, intensity, and general location, and we have 
documented wind direction and potential odour sources. 

We have considered historic odour complaint data recorded for the former operating 
landfill to provide context for the frequency analysis completed for the Preferred 
Landfill Footprint Option in the Detailed Impact Assessment Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

Throughout the odour components of the report, the proponent uses undefined 
colloquial terms such as “only a portion of the year” and “from time to time”. On 
(Chapter 6-Part 1) page 6-62, the proponent reports that the actual frequency of odour 
impacts above detection to be less than 1.5% of the time predicted by the model. What 
does this mean (i.e., 1.5% of every 10 minutes, hour, day, month, year, etc.)? It would 
imply to the public that odour will be detected on less than 5 days a year. The 
proponent will need to provide the conditions and input data for the model and define 
their terms in order give meaning to their work. 

We have modelled potential odour impacts of the new landfill footprint and other 
WCEC facilities, as per the requirements of O.Reg 419/05, and we used the 
AERMOD model, which is an industry standard for this type of modelling. In the 
intermediate operation year, the maximum odour concentration resulting from the 
WCEC operations was predicted to occur at Receptor R1, with a value of 4.2 Odour 
Unit per cubic metre (OU/m³). The predicted odour impacts at Receptor R1 are 
predicted to exceed the odour detection threshold of 1 OU 1.15% of the time, based 
on worst-case operations with the working face of the landfill in the worst-case 
location relative to the R1 location. Under this worst-case scenario, the predicted 
odour impacts at R1 were predicted to exceed the odour annoyance threshold of 3 
OU only 0.15% of the time. However, the working face of the landfill, which was 
shown to be a main source of odour impacts at R1, would only be in this worst-case 
location for only a portion of the year. Therefore, it is expected that the actual 
frequency of odour impacts above the detection threshold to be less than the 1.15% 
of the time predicted by the model.  

It should be noted; however, that since the Draft EA was issued in March 2012, WM 
obtained an agreement to purchase a parcel of land located south of Richardson 
Side Road, east of William Mooney Road, and west of Carp Road in July 2012. 
Given this recent property acquisition, receptor R1 no longer applies to this impact 
assessment. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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Issue Response Status 

The Province should not accept the approach taken by WM to exclude process upset 
conditions from the odour impact assessment studies. "Upset conditions" have 
significant potential for generating odours which may have an impact to areas 
surrounding the landfill. The detailed impact assessment for odour also excluded 
odours arising from on-site daily cover contaminated soil stockpiles and the use of 
compost "anticipated to generate odour similar to the background odour from 
agriculture farming" to be used to promote vegetative growth on top of the clay cover. 
While upset conditions and compost use are anticipated by WM to be infrequent and 
short in duration, they are considered to be the most likely cause of odour events 
related to the site. Excluding evaluation of these types of occurrences results in an 
underestimation of the potential impact the proposed facility may have on the 
surrounding community.  

The Province should also be concerned that, excluding the conditions described 
above, the combined odour impact from site-wide operations is predicted to exceed the 
1 OU/m3 detection threshold and the 3 OU/m3 recommended "annoyance threshold" 
near the facility property line from time to time. The existing landfill has had many 
historical odour issues, which, as you know, led to the MOE issuing a Provincial 
Officer's Order in 2007 requiring WM to implement an Odour Contingency Plan. As part 
of the approved ToR, WM committed to developing an Odour Enforcement 
Mechanism. This was not articulated in the EA, but rather WM committed to developing 
an Odour BMP during the EPA permitting process, following approval of the EA. The 
Province should be taking action and ceasing operations if persistent and on-going 
odour issues occur at the site until the odour issues are resolved. 

We have modelled potential odour impacts of the new landfill footprint and other 
WCEC facilities, as per the requirements of O.Reg 419/05. The model addresses 
duration, extent and frequency of effects, but not emergency situations (i.e. upset 
conditions), as these types of events would be covered in the contingency measures 
and management of the landfill operations.  

We have assumed the baseline conditions or “existing case” to be the existing 
closed landfill (i.e., closed on September 30, 2011), which would not reflect historic 
odour levels of the former operating landfill. However, historic odour complaint data 
recorded for the former operating landfill provided context for the frequency analysis 
completed for the preferred option in the Detailed Impact Assessment Report. 

We have also committed to prepare Contingency Plans related to atmosphere (i.e., 
odour, dust, noise, landfill gas) as part of the EPA approvals process and prior to 
construction. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

WM should be required to better define the potential for community impacts related to 
odour as a result of process upset conditions and to provide a more prescriptive 
definition for odour impact such as "noticeable odour at any property that lasts for 10 
minutes or longer". WM should also be required to articulate proposed odour mitigation 
and compensation strategies to be distributed for comment by the affected 
communities, including the City, as part of the EA. 

We have modelled potential odour impacts of the new landfill footprint and other 
WCEC facilities, as per the requirements of O.Reg 419/05. The model addresses 
duration, extent and frequency of effects, but not emergency situations (i.e. upset 
conditions), as these types of events are not predictable in their frequency, 
magnitude or location, making them impossible to model, and would be covered in 
the contingency measures and management of the landfill operations.  

We have included the Odour Enforcement Mechanism within Appendix C of the EA 
and Appendix D in the ToR. 

We have committed to develop an Odour and Landfill Gas BMP Plan and to ensure 
the principles of the Odour Enforcement Mechanism are implemented. 

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, such as the City and public, in the 
development of BMPs, like the Odour and Landfill Gas BMP Plan. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

On (chapter 6 – part 1) page 6-64, under the heading Mitigation and/or Compensation 
Measures for Odour, the proponent lists a series of “mitigation measures”. These 
measures are operational measures standard to landfilling operations. The proponent 
should provide contingency plans in the event that odours are detected and complaints 
by both the public and/or the authorities are made. 

We have committed to prepare Contingency Plans related to atmosphere (i.e., 
odour, dust, noise, landfill gas) as part of the EPA approvals process and prior to 
construction. 

 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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Issue Response Status 

Comments on 5C-Atmospheric – Odour Detailed Impact Assessment 

General Comments 

This Odour Detailed Impact Assessment is not engineering sound while using the near 
or post closure data of 2010 of the existing landfill as a baseline to assess the active 
working face of 2018 of the proposed landfill. 

a) The data from 2010 represented near or post closure scenario of the existing 
landfill. It does not represent the active working scenario where much large 
amount of wastes was accepted during the previous years (e.g. 2006). Due 
to the large differences of waste dumping amount (31,903 tonnes in 2010 
and 407,611 tonnes in 2006 which is 12 times the amount of 2010), one of 
the Landfill Gas (LFG) emission source, active face area including interim 
cover area and working face area, has significant difference between year 
2006 and 2010. 

b) The 2010 data does not contain the emission source of active face area 
since the gas collection system was not in place in the active working face 
area. (Odour Existing Conditions Report, p6, 3.2.1, “The quantity of landfill 
gas released by the landfill was calculated based on the total landfill gas 
collected at the landfill, using metered data recorded from the landfill gas 
collection system in 2010.”). Though correction is applied while using 2010 
data, this gas emission source is not included in the correction factor. 

p7, 1.7.1 Existing Landfill Mound under Final Cover 

These factors have resulted in an increase in the overall LFG collection efficiency from 
23% in 2004 to 85% in 2010. 

Where are 23% and 85% come from? 

2010 existing landfill data is for the last year of the operation. The sources changes. It 
cannot represent the whole landfill operation period. This data should only be used to 
assess the last year, which is year 2023 of the new landfill. Use it for the whole 
operation period from 2013-2023 is misleading 

p8, section 1.7.2 Preferred Alternative Landfill Mound 

This area is characterized by the presence of a LFG collection system with a collection 
efficiency of 85%...The active stage does not have a completely installed LFG 
collection system, therefore only collecting the LFG with a collection efficiency of 50%. 

Again how are 85% and 50% derived? Especially, the 50% efficiency does not match 
the data from the existing landfill, 23% efficiency in the existing landfill in 2004 under 
similar condition that a LFG collection system was not completely installed. 

p6, 1.7 Emission Sources 

Those sources such as trenching, cracks in the cap and leachate seepage are very 

We have assumed the baseline conditions or “existing case” to be the existing 
closed landfill (i.e., closed on September 30, 2011) and, as a result, the primary 
remaining source of potential odour is landfill gas, since there is no active working 
face.  

We assumed the LFG collection efficiency to be 85% based upon our experience at 
the Carp Road landfill between the years 2004 and 2010 when overall LFG 
collection efficiency increased from 23% to 85% as a result of the progressive 
increase in the portion of the existing landfill with final cover in place and increase in 
the total number of LFG extraction wells installed in the landfill mound. We assumed 
an 85% collection efficiency for Stages 1-7 based on the presence of an in-place 
LFG collection system and an interim cover layer of 0.30 m of soil. 

We have assumed that the active stage of the proposed new landfill is characterized 
by an interim cover, a working face where landfilling is actively occurring, and a 
partially installed LFG collection system, therefore only collecting the LFG with a 
collection efficiency of 50%. 

We have modelled potential LFG generation of the proposed new landfill footprint 
using the LANDGEM model, which is an industry standard for this type of modelling. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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likely to happen due to such a large footprint of this proposed landfill. Moreover, under 
certain conditions such as earthquake, many of them may occur simultaneously. The 
accumulation of those emissions may not insignificant. So they should not be excluded 
from this assessment. 

p20, 3.2.1 Existing Landfill Gas Emission Rate Calculations 

However, when compared to the metered LFG consumption 2010 data from the 
Landfill Gas to Energy Facility and the LFG flares, the amount of gas combusted 
exceeded the mount predicted by LANDGEM. The reason for this discrepancy is likely 
attributed to the unknown and estimated historical waste acceptance rate at the 
existing landfill. 

WM does not really know why the LANDGEM model is not accurate. So is the model 
good enough for the assessment of the new proposed landfill? 

p20, 3.2.1 Existing Landfill Gas Emission Rate Calculations 

Therefore, the metered consumption data was used in combination with the estimated 
collection efficiency of the LFG collection system to back calculate the amount of LFG 
generated by the landfill in 2010 and determine a correction factor that can be applied 
to determine future year LFG generation from the existing landfill. 

The correction factor does not include correction of other sources such as active face 
and Leachate Management System. 

Why should there be such discrepancies between the modelling and empirical 
observations? 

We have modelled potential odour impacts of the proposed new landfill footprint and 
other WCEC facilities, as per the requirements of O.Reg 419/05. The model 
addresses the duration, extent and frequency of effects, but not the emergency 
situations (i.e. upset conditions), such as the historic odour, and these types of 
events would be covered in the contingency measures and management of the 
landfill operations. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

How does this deficiency in odour modelling affect odour impact for the 
proposed landfill?  

The fact that twice now AERMOD odour modelling at the Carp road landfill has 
underestimated the level of odour impacts, leads one to question the modelling done 
for the proposed new landfill footprint. EA SD#6 section 6.7.1.3 presents the modelling 
process carried out to determine the potential odour impacts from the proposed landfill 
expansion. One of the key assumptions in the modelling is to still not include upset 
conditions; even though the ERT appeal in 2006-07 showed that upset conditions are a 
major part of landfill odour. The City of Ottawa recognized this deficiency as well and 
recently asked that upset conditions be better defined.  

“The City does not accept the approach taken by WM and their consultants to exclude 
process upset conditions from the odour impact assessment studies. The City 
considers “upset conditions”, examples of which include temporary inoperability of the 

We have modelled potential odour impacts of the new landfill footprint and other 
WCEC facilities, as per the requirements of O.Reg 419/05, and we used the 
AERMOD model, which is an industry standard for this type of modelling. The model 
addresses duration, extent and frequency of effects, but not emergency situations 
(i.e. upset conditions), as these types of events would be covered in the contingency 
measures and management of the landfill operations.  

We have assumed the baseline conditions or “existing case” to be the existing 
closed landfill (i.e., closed on September 30, 2011), which would not reflect historic 
odour levels of the former operating landfill. However, historic odour complaint data 
recorded for the former operating landfill provided context for the frequency analysis 
completed for the preferred option in the Detailed Impact Assessment Report. 

We have also committed to prepare Contingency Plans related to atmosphere (i.e., 
odour, dust, noise, landfill gas) as part of the EPA approvals process and prior to 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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landfill gas collection system, cracks or fissures in the landfill cover, or the installation 
of additional landfill gas collection infrastructure, to have significant potential for 
generating odours which may have an impact to areas surrounding the landfill.“(Report 
to: Environment Committee and Council 16 October 2012) 

Figure 6: shows the modelled odour impacts for an intermediate year of operation and 
the final year of operations is shown in Figure 7.  

The outer zone represents projected odour levels of between detection threshold of 1 
OU and the nuisance level of 3 OUs.  

If odour model mapping for the baseline state of a closed landfill (Figure 2) is 
compared with the maps for the proposed expansion (figure 5) there is a difference in 
odour impacts of nearly 3 orders of magnitude. This is very concerning, because as 
figure 2 shows there were significant odour complaints during the baseline state which 
could be several orders of magnitude higher under an expansion scenario. This could 
be a repeat of the horrendous odour problems of 2006-07 when the modelling said 
there would be no odour problems. 

Conclusions: 

1. AERMOD modelling (under the assumptions used) does not reflect true odour 
conditions. At best, this is a nominal conditions based modelling approach.  

2. Odour modelling must identify and include upset conditions.  

3. Empirical observation data during baseline conditions must be used to evaluate 
model results. 

4. Historical odour compliant data should be used to determine the extent of potential 
odour impact. 

construction. 

We have committed to develop an Odour and Landfill Gas BMP Plan and to ensure 
the principles of the Odour Enforcement Mechanism are implemented. 

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, such as the City and public, in the 
development of BMPs, like the Odour and Landfill Gas BMP Plan. 

Why did WM not quantify/report any odour complaints in the Detailed Impact 
Assessment report to validate their baseline modelling and assumptions? Were there 
any odour complaints? If so, why were they not followed up by WM or the MOE and 
tabulated to compare the resulting data with the baseline model? Did one year of data 
from June 2011 to August 2012 match the baseline model? 

Supporting Document #5C - Atmospheric Odour Detailed Impact Assessment: 

We have modelled potential odour impacts of the new landfill footprint and other 
WCEC facilities, as per the requirements of O.Reg 419/05. The model addresses 
duration, extent and frequency of effects, but not emergency situations (i.e. upset 
conditions), as these types of events are not predictable in their frequency, 
magnitude or location, making them impossible to model, and would be covered in 
the contingency measures and management of the landfill operations.  

We have assumed the baseline conditions or “existing case” to be the existing 
closed landfill (i.e., closed on September 30, 2011), which would not reflect historic 
odour levels of the former operating landfill. 

We have considered any odour complaints in accordance with the protocol 
established whereby MOE forwards to WM any odour complaints received via 
nodump.com. These complaints have removed personal information, including 
specific location and individual contact information. We have documented complaint 
information, including date, time, intensity, and general location, and we have 

The MOE is 
satisfied. 
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documented wind direction and potential odour sources. 

We have considered historic odour complaint data recorded for the former operating 
landfill to provide context for the frequency analysis completed for the Preferred 
Landfill Footprint Option in the Detailed Impact Assessment Report. 

Nine discrete receptor locations were considered in the dispersion modelling for the 
“existing case”, representing receptors of interest in the Site-Vicinity (lands in the 
vicinity of the site extending about 500 m in all directions) and the Regional (lands 
within approximately 3 to 5 Kilometres (kms) of the Site) Study Areas. The modelling 
results indicate that the maximum impacts at the nearby odour-sensitive receptor 
locations are predicted to be less than the MOE odour objective of 1 OU/m3. 
Contours of mean odour concentrations were developed based on a grid of 
receptors extending 5 km from the facility. The mean odour concentration was found 
to be less than 1 OU/m3 at all receptors within this grid. 

It should be noted that on October 26, 2011, MOE issued a letter that confirmed that 
we had complied with the Provincial Officer’s Order (POO) related to historic odour 
issues.  We continue to manage odours through air induction, gas extraction and 
enclosed flare systems, and we conduct ongoing monitoring in accordance with the 
Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA) issued for the Ottawa WMF, including a 
complaint management process. 

Compost was not considered as an odour source. Compost must be added as an 
odour source. If the Landfill was not present, this odour nuisance would not be 
observed. 

We have not included compost occasionally spread on top of the clay cover to 
facilitate vegetative growth on the landfill mound as this activity is intermittent in 
nature and produces odours similar to the background odour from agriculture 
farming in the area. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

Why are the residential diversion facility and the organic processing facility not 
modelled? WM must model this now since the organic processing facility can 
contribute tremendously to odour. 

These proposed facilities will be designed with the intent of minimizing odour 
emissions discharged to the atmosphere and an assessment of their emissions, 
including odour emissions, will be included during the ECA process. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

Why doesn’t WM publish yearly (Year 1 to Year 10) odour contours? Since WM insists 
that this is a 10 year expansion they should be able to provide yearly odour contours. 
Three contours are insufficient and may not illustrate worst case odour contours over 
ten years. 

Two worst case scenarios were assessed as part of the Odour Detailed Impact 
Assessment: an intermediate operation scenario (Year 2018) and a final operation 
scenario (Year 2023) scenario. The four isopleths provided in Supporting Document 
5-C represent the maximum odour concentrations (10-minute average period) for 
the preferred and contingency leachate management systems for these two 
operation years. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

What happens to the odour if the negative pressure is not maintained in the leachate 
system – not modeled? Again, modelling is nominal conditions at best.  

We have committed to develop an Odour and Landfill Gas BMP Plan and to ensure 
the principles of the Odour Enforcement Mechanism are implemented. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

What if the leachate system is not adequate and another is required? What happens to 
the odour modelling estimates? Again, modelling is nominal conditions at best.  

We have modelled potential odour impacts of the new landfill footprint and other 
WCEC facilities, as per the requirements of O.Reg 419/05, and we used the 
AERMOD model, which is an industry standard for this type of modelling. The model 
addresses duration, extent and frequency of effects, but not emergency situations 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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(i.e. upset conditions), as these types of events would be covered in the contingency 
measures and management of the landfill operations. 

The proposed new landfill will be designed to meet Ontario Regulation 232/98, 
which includes double-liner design, leachate collection, and groundwater monitoring 
requirements, and post-closure care will be applicable to the new landfill. 

What would be the odour modelling if the leachate was NOT treated on site? Why does 
it have to be treated on site? It has a huge impact on odour.  

We have not calculated odour impacts in the absence of on-site pre-treatment of 
leachate, as the odour impact assessment was done for the preferred and 
contingency leachate options (i.e., discharge to City sewer and tree irrigation, and 
leachate evaporation). We have outlined in Chapter 5 of the Final EA Report the 
process followed to select the preferred and contingency leachate treatment options. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

An odour concentration of 3 OU is too high a threshold to trigger a nuisance complaint. 
In fact, the MOE has mandated a MAXIMUM of 1 OU at the Woolwich Bio-En Inc. plant 
in Elmira ON. (West of Guelph). 1 OUs should be the MAXIMUM allowable odour 
concentration under all atmospheric conditions at the most impacted receptor. 

 

The average odour detection threshold is 1 OU/m3, although odours at this level are 
not necessarily a nuisance. Odour concentrations that may cause a complaint due to 
their ability to annoy typically range from 3 to 5 OU/m³. Through RWDI’s experience 
with other landfills in Southern Ontario, the objectionable level for odour was 
considered to be generally in the range of 3 to 5 OU/m³. These levels are more 
closely related to public complaints. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

There is no plan to continuously (24 data logging) monitor (10 year plan) the odour at 
each receptor mentioned in their odour contours. How can WM guarantee that their 
model is valid during operation? 

We have committed to developing and implementing an Odour and Landfill Gas 
BMP after EA approval for the new landfill and prior to construction, which will 
include monitoring requirements. 

We have modelled potential odour impacts of the new landfill footprint and other 
WCEC facilities, as per the requirements of O.Reg 419/05, and we used the 
AERMOD model, which is an industry standard for this type of modelling. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

The proponent has identified and qualitatively evaluated a number of potential odour 
sources. However, the data for modelling these sources does not appear included; 
therefore an evaluation of the proponent’s results is not feasible. 

Comments to the “Chapter 6 – Part 1 – Detailed Impact Assessment of the 
Undertaking” document. 

We have modelled potential odour impacts of the new landfill footprint and other 
WCEC facilities, as per the requirements of O.Reg 419/05, and we used the 
AERMOD model, which is an industry standard for this type of modelling. The model 
addresses duration, extent and frequency of effects, but not emergency situations 
(i.e. upset conditions), as these types of events would be covered in the contingency 
measures and management of the landfill operations. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

The isopleth projections presented in (Chapter 6 – Part 1) Figures 6-10 through 6-13 
show roughly concentric plumes and were used to support claims of odour 
concentration and contact with receptors. Given the lack of data to accompany these 
results, it is not feasible to determine their value. The report does not discuss how 
meteoric conditions (a significant factor in odour) will affect the results. 

 

We have modelled potential odour impacts of the new landfill footprint and other 
WCEC facilities, as per the requirements of O.Reg 419/05, and we used the 
AERMOD model, which is an industry standard for this type of modelling. Five years 
of local meteorological data (2006-2010) were used in the AERMOD dispersion 
model. The meteorological data set for the WCEC was developed by the MOE’s 
Environmental Monitoring and Reporting Branch (EMRB). This dataset, however, 
was based on the MOE’s regional meteorological data for Eastern Ontario, which 
considers surface data from the Ottawa International Airport. The Ottawa Airport, 
which is located approximately 25 km away from the landfill, is the nearest weather 
station providing the desired meteorological parameters on an hourly basis. The 
EMRB adjusted the regional meteorological dataset to account for local land uses 
surrounding the WCEC facility. The data set provided by the EMBR was used 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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directly in the dispersion model, with no changes or alterations conducted by RWDI. 

Comments on 1B-Odour Existing Conditions Report 

General Comments 

a) The calculated 2010 data from the existing landfill only includes a couple of 
identified sources such as collected landfill gas (and compost odours?). 
Other listed sources, active work face garbage odours, Leachate odours, 
Hydrocarbon odours are not included. Solely using such data to assess the 
new proposed landfill is questionable. 

b) Though the most amount of landfill gasses are emitted from the mound, the 
major component of such gases is methane which is odourless. The active 
work face garbage odour is the major source of the landfill odour. Without 
including such source, this odour report is incomplete. 

p1, 1 Introduction 

Although exposure to strong odours does not pose a potential health risk to individuals 
residing close to a landfill, the odours can be a considerable nuisance, if they occur 
frequently. 

It is well known that odours contain a mixture of gases where many of them, e.g., 
hydrogen sulphide, do have short and long term health impact to humans. Landfill gas 
may also contain hazardous contaminants such as mercury vapour. 

p3, 1.3.2 Baseline Assessment On-Site Sources 

The assessment in this section is not complete since it only includes post-closure 
sources and does not include all on-site sources listed in the previous section.  

p6, 3.2.1 Odour Emission Rate Calculations 

The quantity of landfill gas released by the landfill was calculated based on the total 
landfill gas collected at the landfill, using metered data recorded from the landfill gas 
collection system in 2010. The 2010 data was the most recent year of data available at 
the time of this report, and 

Regarding the existing landfill, massive odour reports were reported by the surrounding 
communities when the landfill was actively operating with large amount of waste being 
accepted during year 2006 and 2007. This Odour Existing Conditions Report does not 
contain any data during that period. The data this report has collected is for the last 
year when small amounts of waste were accepted. Thus 2012 data can be used to 
assess the post closure scenario of the future landfill and should not be used to 
evaluate active operation scenario of the future landfill.  

p6, 3.2.1 Odour Emission Rate Calculations 

therefore, the use of the 2010 data are representative of the worst-case landfill gas 

We have assumed the baseline conditions or “existing case” to be the existing 
closed landfill (i.e., closed on September 30, 2011) and, as a result, the primary 
remaining source of potential odour is landfill gas, since there is no active working 
face.  

We have assessed potential effects on air related to landfill gas from the existing 
and new landfill, and these assessments considered the requirements of health-
based Provincial regulations and guidelines, such as Ontario Regulation 419/05 (air 
quality). We have proposed mitigation, monitoring and contingency measures to 
address the predicted net effects from the existing and new landfill on air. 

We have considered historic odour complaint data recorded for the former operating 
landfill to provide context for the frequency analysis completed for the Preferred 
Landfill Footprint Option in the Detailed Impact Assessment Report. 

We assumed the LFG collection efficiency to be 85% based upon our experience at 
the Carp Road landfill between the years 2004 and 2010 when overall LFG 
collection efficiency increased from 23% to 85% as a result of the progressive 
increase in the portion of the existing landfill with final cover in place and increase in 
the total number of LFG extraction wells installed in the landfill mound. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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emissions for the existing landfill in future years. 

2010 data is for future years after closure, and not representative for an actively 
operating landfill. 

p6, 3.2.1 Odour Emission Rate Calculations 

The amount of landfill gas collected was used to calculate the total amount of landfill 
gas produced by the landfill based on an assumed collection efficiency of 85%. The 
remaining 15% of the landfill gas was assumed to escape from the mound as fugitive 
emissions. 

Where does this 85% assumption come from? There is no supporting data for this 
assumption. 

The EA does not adequately mitigate adverse environmental effects related to odour. 
The ToR requires an Odour Enforcement Mechanism which was not included in the 
EA.  Given historic odour problems EMPs, BMPs, and contingency plans for odour 
should be include as part of mitigation in EA and not be completed post EA approval as 
there will be less public input at the permitting stage and this is not in compliance with 
the ToR commitment to develop a monitoring framework during the preparation of the 
EA. 

We assessed atmosphere (odour) conditions as per the approved ToR.  We have 
provided details regarding existing conditions in Chapter 4 of the Final EA Report.  

We predicted potential impacts to atmosphere (odour) of the existing closed landfill 
and proposed new landfill as per the approved ToR.  We have provided results of 
the detailed impact assessments in Chapter 6 of the Final EA Report. 

We have mitigated odour impacts at the existing closed landfill through our landfill 
gas collection system and the implementation of an EMP to capture, monitor, and 
manage landfill gas that could create odour. The landfill gas collection system and 
the EMP are approved by the MOE and results of the monitoring are regularly 
reported to the MOE.  We have also capped and closed the landfill in September 
2011, and we continue to invest capital and resources to ensure that odour issues 
have been rectified.  

We assumed in an assessment of Existing Conditions that the baseline conditions or 
the “existing case” to be the existing closed landfill (i.e., closed on September 30, 
2011), which would not reflect historic odour levels of the former operating Carp 
Landfill. Historic odour complaint data recorded for the former operating landfill 
provided context for the frequency analysis completed for the preferred option in the 
Detailed Impact Assessment Report.  With respect to health concerns, the EA 
process applied criteria and indicators to assess potential effects to air quality 
related to the proposed new landfill, incorporating requirements of health-based 
regulations like Ontario Regulation 419/05 (air quality). 

We have noted that the proposed new landfill the proposed new landfill will be 
designed to meet the O.Reg. 232/98, which includes landfill gas collection and 
monitoring requirements. By constructing the landfill gas collection system during 
the development of the new landfill, we will improve our ability to capture landfill gas 
and control odours throughout the life of the new landfill. In addition, we committed 
in Appendix D of the approved ToR to implement an odour enforcement mechanism 
to address odour-related complaints in the future.  

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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We have committed to develop and implement an Odour and Landfill Gas BMP Plan 
after EA approval of the proposed new landfill and prior to construction, that may 
include the following mitigation measures:  

• Conduct regular maintenance of the landfill cap and interim cover areas to 
reduce the cracks and fissures due to erosion and settling; 

• Conduct regular maintenance of landfill gas collection and control system to 
prevent leaks in the system and ensure proper function of the system;  

• Progressively install the LFG collection system to improve collection efficiency; 

• Flare or otherwise combust all collected LFG; 

• Record meteorological conditions (i.e., wind) on a continuous basis and 
consider the conditions before undertaking highly odourous activities to 
minimize off-site odour impacts (i.e., excavation of previously filled areas); 

• Minimize area of the landfill working face to reduce LFG and odour releases to 
the atmosphere; 

• Cover landfill working face daily with appropriate cover materials (soil) to filter 
odour and apply odour suppressant chemicals, if necessary;  

• Apply final or interim cover to completed waste cells in a timely manner to 
reduce LFG and odour releases to the atmosphere; 

• Document, address and investigate all off-site odour complaints to determine 
odour source and to prevent or minimize future off-site odour impacts; and,   

• Place the leachate collection system under negative pressure and send the 
leachate gases to the landfill gas collection system; 

And the following monitoring measures: 

• Total hydrocarbon or hydrogen sulphide surface surveys of both the existing 
and proposed alternative landfill mounds, as well as leachate collection 
manholes, to identify any cracks, fissures, or other hot-spots for escaping 
landfill gas;  

• Continuous monitoring for temperature and flow on the landfill gas flares and 
the landfill gas-to-energy engine-generator sets to ensure proper operation;  

• Volatile organic compound and hydrogen sulphide ambient air quality 
monitoring programs to continue to track annual emissions and identify 
increases in emissions over time; and 

• Source testing of the SBR and leachate evaporator for source validation. 

We have also made a commitment to ensure the principles of the Odour 
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Enforcement Mechanism, as outlined in Appendix D in the ToR, are implemented. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 Table 8-2 of the Final 
EA Report. 

Groundwater 

- Ongoing monitoring of groundwater 

- Existing closed  landfill impacts 

- Contaminating life and post-closure 

(Approx. # of Times Raised = 75) 

The City of Ottawa and the Mississippi Valley Conservation Authority (MVCA) have 
identified as “vulnerable to highly vulnerable” to groundwater contamination. There is 
no mention in the EA that the site is classified as high to very high aquifer vulnerability 
in City reports and as such should not be considered for a landfill. There is no mention 
of concerns about existing groundwater leachate impacts and past private well 
contamination. 

The geology of the region is the wrong rock formation for a landfill.  The geology 
features permeable sandy soils and fractured limestone and is highly susceptible to 
groundwater contamination due to the many cracks and crevices in the rock. 
Numerous cracks and fissures are found throughout the area and can carry highly toxic 
leachate into local groundwater aquifers, contaminating the water. When groundwater 
is polluted, the pollution can then penetrate into the strata below the surface of the 
Earth, subsequently polluting aquifers and other important sources of fresh water. This 
is a real concern for the many residents who live near the proposed new landfill and 
who rely on private wells for their water supply. Several nearby homes and rural 
subdivisions rely on the local groundwater for drinking water. Despite assurances from 
WM that they have the leachate from the existing dump under control, leachate 
continues to be a problem due to the porous nature of the bedrock in the region. WM 
does not have the leachate under control as demonstrated by the extensive 
contamination and risks to the groundwater caused by the old dump. WM was required 
to purchase nearly150 acres of land to address offsite groundwater contamination. It 
quietly continues to purchase land around the existing landfill where leachate has been 
discovered to be able to say it does not flow off their property. A landfill expansion will 
only make the leachate problem worse, poisoning local supply wells and the creeks 
flowing into the Carp River in the process.  

The geology of the site has led to contamination of nearby wells from the existing 
landfill. Over the years this contamination has led to private wells being closed and 
residential properties being sold and houses being removed.  Despite new techniques 
to provide liners there is no guarantee that leaks will not occur over time. If a leak does 
occur, it would be difficult to determine if the old or new liner is at fault. In addition, the 
leak could occur in between monitoring stations. Even with modern engineered landfills 

We have developed and implemented a comprehensive EMP for the Carp Road 
Landfill, which includes groundwater monitoring. The EMP is approved by the MOE 
and results of the monitoring are regularly reported to the MOE. Where potential 
groundwater contamination from the Carp Road Landfill was identified beyond the 
site boundary, we have established Contaminant Attenuation Zones (CAZs) as per 
MOE Guideline B-7 (Reasonable Use). We monitor groundwater conditions within 
the CAZs to assess groundwater quality and the attenuation of impacted 
groundwater to Reasonable Use limits. The proposed new landfill will be designed to 
meet Ontario Regulation 232/98, which includes double-liner design, leachate 
collection, and groundwater monitoring requirements, and post-closure care will be 
applicable to the new landfill. 

In the EA, potential effects on groundwater related to leachate from the existing and 
new landfill were assessed. The assessments considered the requirements of 
health-based Provincial regulations and guidelines, such as MOE Guideline B-7 
(groundwater quality). Mitigation, monitoring and contingency measures were 
proposed to address the predicted net effects from the existing and new landfill on 
groundwater. 

On existing closed landfill impacts, we collect, contain and treat leachate that drains 
through the landfill and is captured and contained to control off-site impacts to 
groundwater and ensure the protection of local groundwater.  Of note is the fact that 
the site was initially permitted in 1970 and it was granted regulatory approval as a 
natural attenuation site, which means that the operation relied on the existing 
geology to effectively treat the Leachate as it moved through the sub-surface soil.  
We have changed this process to a contained system, to capture and treat all 
leachate on-site through the use of a composite liner system and a series of wells to 
prevent movement past the sites boundaries.  On contaminating life and post-
closure, we are responsible for undertaking and funding of the post-closure care of 
the existing closed landfill in keeping with the Certificate of Approval (CofA) issued 
by the MOE. This includes ongoing groundwater monitoring for the duration of time 
over which the existing landfill has the potential to generate contaminants 
(contaminating life). We must post and maintain financial assurance in the form of 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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it is not recommended to build them on areas of high groundwater vulnerability. 

WM has purchased the lands where contamination has already occurred but there are 
many other private wells nearby, in the rural area of the City of Ottawa, where 
problems with wells could occur in the future.  

In the EA, WM is overconfident in its ability to mitigate the risk of groundwater 
contamination. There will be offsite groundwater contamination. It will be impossible to 
distinguish groundwater contamination coming from the old and new sites. The local 
geology makes it impossible to accurately track groundwater contamination. The 
current 'legacy' landfill on the site is already contaminating the groundwater and the 
plume is increasing. Another landfill will ultimately jeopardize the local drinking water.  

WM and the MOE were negligent in informing people around the existing landfill that 
their water was contaminated. There were people there who drank and used water 
daily for many years, which contained Vinyl Chloride. Vinyl Chloride is highly toxic, 
especially to babies, children, pregnant women and fetuses. Drinking bottled water is 
not sufficient protection as Vinyl Chloride vaporizes when heated, making it a gas 
which can be breathed in while having a bath or shower or while doing dishes or 
laundry. Any proponent with such lack of regard for the health and safety of the public 
should not be allowed to continue to operate landfills. 

an irrevocable letter of credit issued by a Canadian Chartered Bank in favour of the 
Province to ensure the safe closure and long-term management of the existing 
landfill. 

Further details on our commitments are provided in Chapter 8 Table 8-2 of the Final 
EA Report. 

The landfill gas baseline conditions assessment modelled Vinyl Chloride. The 
sources included in the dispersion model were the five landfill-gas fired engines, the 
three flares, and the landfill mound. All five engines and three flares were assumed 
to be operating concurrently at maximum capacity, coupled with maximum fugitive 
emissions from the landfill mound. Terrain data and surrounding building information 
were also considered in the modelling. Emissions were modelled for 24-hour and 1-
hour averaging times, to correspond with MOE Point of Impingement (POI) Limits for 
the various compounds. The results of this calibrated modelling indicate that the 
maximum impacts at the nearby discrete sensitive receptor, the property line 
receptor, and off-site location would be less than the MOE POI Limits for all 23 
compounds (including Vinyl Chloride) assessed for the 2012 baseline year. 

In the detailed impact assessment, predicted 24-hour Vinyl Chloride concentrations 
did not exceed the POI limit or criteria at any of the receptors. 

The proponent has failed to provide a conceptual groundwater model that speaks to 
both shallow and deep groundwater flow paths and the ultimate fate of contaminates.  
This is not acceptable for landfilling as a high risk activity in an area established as 
highly vulnerable. 

There is no investigation or discussion of the potential impacts of leachate in the deep 
bedrock or the lower bedrock aquifer in the conceptual groundwater model. Data 
indicates that the soil is shallow and permeable and that there are areas where the 
overburden is absent. 

A “conceptual model” is a conceptual understanding of the geologic and 
hydrogeologic conditions in a defined study area, which is developed from a 
compilation and review of the available information. 

A description of the conceptual model of geologic and hydrogeologic conditions 
within the Detailed Study Area is provided in Section 4.4.2 of Chapter 4, Section 2.2 
of the Geology and Hydrogeology Existing Conditions Report (Supporting Document 
#1-E), Section 6.7.2.2 of Chapter 6, and Section 5 of the Geology and Hydrogeology 
Detailed Impact Assessment Report (Supporting Document #5-F). 

The MOE Geology and Hydrogeology reviewer has indicated that the geology and 
hydrogeology at the site is understood, thus the site can be monitored. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

The CAZ is not in the study area. The contaminant attenuation zone is a result of the 
existing landfill. It becomes an obvious proof that the existing landfill has contaminated 
surface and/or groundwater flow in the surrounding areas. Without studying such 
consequences of the existing landfill, the EA which has been done for the new landfill 
on the same WM’s property should not be deemed as complete. 

The proponent does not discuss or note that the modelled contaminate plum 
predictions (Figure 6-19) are located off-gradient from the established CAZ. 

The numeric model predicts that if the new landfill proceeds, off-site property 
contamination is expected (Figure 6-21). The proponent proposes a mitigative measure 
along the property line that involves hydraulic control which would produce a significant 

We have developed and implemented a comprehensive EMP for the Carp Road 
Landfill, which includes groundwater monitoring. The EMP is approved by the MOE 
and results of the monitoring are regularly reported to the MOE. Where potential 
groundwater contamination from the existing closed landfill was identified beyond 
the site boundary, we have established CAZs as per MOE Guideline B-7 
(Reasonable Use). We monitor groundwater conditions within the CAZs to assess 
groundwater quality and the attenuation of impacted groundwater to Reasonable 
Use limits. The proposed new landfill will be designed to meet Ontario Regulation 
232/98, which includes double-liner design, leachate collection, and groundwater 
monitoring requirements. 

Predicted effects of the existing closed landfill and the proposed new landfill on 
groundwater in the surrounding area have been assessed in the Detailed Impact 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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quantity of waste water that would have to be disposed of in a legal manner. 

The existing quarry operation is in the path of the leachate plume. The proponent 
should sample and evaluate potential contaminate impacts at the quarry.  Also, the 
significant of the loss of the quarry as a resource needs to be evaluated in the EA. 

Assessment and illustrated in Figures 6-19 and 6-21, respectively. These figures 
show a predicted effect beyond the northern boundary of the site, whereby 
contaminant concentrations in the groundwater exceed levels as defined by 
Reasonable Use Limits (i.e., modelled using Chloride as a leachate indicator 
parameter). The source of the predicted leachate impacts to groundwater is the 
existing closed landfill.  

As a result of the predicted impacts to groundwater, as noted above, mitigation 
measures are proposed that involve hydraulic control through the installation of a 
purge well system, like the existing purge wells that control eastward movement of 
impacted groundwater from the current closed landfill. Since the average hydraulic 
conductivity in the overburden-shallow bedrock zone is on the order of 1.5x10-4 m/s, 
which is considered a permeable formation with favourable conditions for hydraulic 
capture via purge wells, the mitigation measures would target saturated overburden 
and upper 6 to 8 m of fractured limestone as the primary pathway for the migration 
of leachate-impacted groundwater. The actual number and spacing of purge wells 
required and the design pumping rates will be determined during detailed design of 
the mitigation measures, when such measures are required. For conceptual design 
purposes, the proposed mitigation measures are considered to be reasonable 
method for reducing potential effects on groundwater quality to acceptable levels.  

Impacted groundwater from purge wells will be discharged to the City of Ottawa 
sanitary sewer in accordance with applicable by-law and permit requirements. 

The CAZ situated within the quarry area to the east of Carp Road is monitored and 
assessed as per the conditions of the approved ECA for the existing closed landfill, 
including Reasonable Use Limits. ECA conditions restrict the use of groundwater 
within the CAZ, but do not otherwise restrict the quarrying operations.  

The proponents believe that 3 km is too far for them to need monitoring wells. I would 
expand that number. In Beckwith Township, a plume from a landfill extends 9 km and 
is still growing. And WM is complaining about 3 km. They appear to have no sense of 
public responsibility. 

We have established CAZs as per MOE Guideline B-7 (Reasonable Use) where 
potential groundwater contamination from the Carp Road Landfill was identified 
beyond the site boundary. We monitor groundwater conditions within the CAZs to 
assess groundwater quality and the attenuation of impacted groundwater to 
Reasonable Use limits. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

In Alberta where WM is proposing a landfill of similar size and design on soils that are 
primarily clay they will not develop landfill cells over any lenses of sand that might be 
delineated by detailed mapping. However in Ottawa, WM plans to develop a landfill on 
a site which is almost all sand and gravel. The potential for groundwater impacts is well 
demonstrated by the vast off site contamination plume coming from the current landfill.  

Currently there is an offsite contamination zone of nearly 150 acres. WM has 
implemented mitigation however there is no indication that the contamination is under 
control and the MOE says it could be 10 years or more before it can be determined if 
mitigation is working. One component of the mitigation that is of concern to residents 
on private wells is the buy-out of residents along Carp Road and the closing of private 
wells. Some of this contamination is flowing through the natural lay of the land into the 

We have developed and implemented a comprehensive EMP for the Carp Road 
Landfill, which includes groundwater monitoring. The EMP is approved by the MOE 
and results of the monitoring are regularly reported to the MOE. Where potential 
groundwater contamination from the Carp Road Landfill was identified beyond the 
site boundary, we have established CAZs as per MOE Guideline B-7 (Reasonable 
Use). We monitor groundwater conditions within the CAZs to assess groundwater 
quality and the attenuation of impacted groundwater to Reasonable Use limits. The 
proposed new landfill will be designed to meet Ontario Regulation 232/98, which 
includes double-liner design, leachate collection, and groundwater monitoring 
requirements. 

We have closed the existing landfill and implemented mitigation and monitoring 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 



16 
 

Issue Response Status 

Carp River and its’ water system. 

Going forward there should be a ground water protection plan that includes: 

• Collection of all leachate. 

• Treatment of collected leachate.  

• Provide effective intercept capabilities (purge well systems) to assure any 
leakage of impacted groundwater is captured before leaving the landfill 
property. 

• Maintain the nominal operational conditions of the leachate collection and 
treatment systems through a comprehensive maintenance program. 

• Provide well water remediation or alternate source water for private wells 
determined to be impacted by groundwater impacts.  

A groundwater monitoring plan to:  

• Report to all the recipients out lined in the REPORTING section of the City 
motion plus PLC and posting on the WCEC website for public access.  

• Establish a monitoring network that can detect leaks, in the primary liner, the 
secondary liner, and into the soil and bedrock. It should detect holes in the 
liner system and to differentiate contamination from the existing landfill and 
the new landfill foot print.  

• The groundwater monitoring network should be extensive enough to provide 
detailed understanding of groundwater flow and water characterization.  

• The operation and function of the purge well system(s) should be monitored 
continuously to assure optimal operation.  

• Determine baseline groundwater conditions prior to construction start.  

• Establish a private well monitoring program (with consent of well owner) to 
define baseline well quantity and quality and monitor on a set schedule to 
determine changes which may or may not be landfill related. (The Torhild 
Landfill in Alberta can be used as an example)  

A groundwater reporting plan:  

To report on a regular bases the results of all monitoring programs (exclusive of private 
wells).  

• To report all maintenance activity and any operational conditions of the 
collection and monitoring systems that was out of specifications and for how 
long.  

• To report all exceedance and non-compliances within 24 hours.  

measures to address groundwater issues. 

We have committed to prepare EMP(s) and BMPs following approval of the new 
landfill and prior to construction. These will include mitigation and monitoring 
measures for groundwater. 

We are required to develop and submit to the MOE an annual report for the existing 
closed landfill. This report is copied to the City and Carp Landfill Community Liaison 
Committee (CLCLC) and posted on the WCEC website. 

We have committed to develop and submit to the MOE an annual report for the new 
landfill and other facilities at the WCEC. This report will be copied to the City and 
CLCLC and posted on the WCEC website. 
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• To report all potential health issues that might be related to groundwater 
impacts within 24 hours  

Comments on 5F-Geology and Hydrogeology 

General comments 

a) The groundwater quality assessment results in this document can be hardly 
claimed as valid. The assessment does not have sufficient supporting 
engineering data or proofs. Conclusions are drawn from either speculations 
(“considered to be” are used in statements) or the results of “not sufficiently 
accurate” model simulations. 

b) Regarding groundwater quality, this assessment mostly provides 
assessment and measures to the existing landfill. It is really an assessment 
for the existing landfill instead of the new proposed landfill. 

c) The existing landfill has 2/3 footprint unlined. Building a new landfill beside it 
may make future groundwater regulation enforcement very hard since it will 
be likely unable to identify the exact source (the existing landfill or new 
landfill) of the leachate-impacted groundwater. 

p11, 5.2.3 Hydrogeology 

Across the majority of the study area, the direction of groundwater flow in the 
overburden-shallow bedrock is towards the northeast. 

The regional direction of groundwater flow in the deep bedrock is interpreted to be 
toward the northeast. 

Note that Carp River and Ottawa River is at the northeast side of the landfill. It will be a 
big problem if any contaminated groundwater reaches there. 

p14, 6.1 Potential Effects on Geology and Hydrogeology 

The simulations were run using chloride as an indicator of contaminant movement, 
because its conservative nature in dissolved phase transport. Whether chloride is 
appropriate to be used as a monitoring indicator and compliance trigger for the site will 
be determined during the detailed design phase of the landfill and the development of 
an Environmental Monitoring Plan. 

This assessment event does not know whether the simulation model is appropriate. It 
is even proposing to skip the necessary assessment and start design and development 
phase. This is not acceptable assessment. 

p14, 6.1.1 Future Baseline Conditions 

The future baseline conditions are defined as the groundwater flow and quality 
characteristics that are predicted to occur from the existing closed landfill and 

We have developed and implemented a comprehensive EMP for the Carp Road 
Landfill, which includes groundwater monitoring. The EMP is approved by the MOE 
and results of the monitoring are regularly reported to the MOE. Where potential 
groundwater contamination from the existing closed landfill was identified beyond 
the site boundary, we have established CAZs as per MOE Guideline B-7 
(Reasonable Use). We monitor groundwater conditions within the CAZs to assess 
groundwater quality and the attenuation of impacted groundwater to Reasonable 
Use limits. The proposed new landfill will be designed to meet Ontario Regulation 
232/98, which includes double-liner design, leachate collection, and groundwater 
monitoring requirements, and post-closure care will be applicable to the new landfill.  
The MOE considers this design to be fully protective of the groundwater resource. 

In the EA, potential effects on groundwater related to leachate from the existing and 
new landfill were assessed. The assessments considered the requirements of 
health-based Provincial regulations and guidelines, such as MOE Guideline B-7 
(groundwater quality). Engineering and scientific data available from the Existing 
Conditions studies, such as the regional geology and aquifer characteristics were 
used to predict future net effects from the proposed new landfill. Mitigation, 
monitoring and contingency measures were proposed to address the predicted net 
effects from the existing and new landfill on groundwater.  A comprehensive 
monitoring program for the new landfill will be developed as part of the approval 
process under the Environmental Protection Act. 

On existing closed landfill impacts, we collect, contain and treat leachate that drains 
through the landfill and is captured and contained to control off-site impacts to 
groundwater and ensure the protection of local groundwater.  Of note is the fact that 
the site was initially permitted in 1970 and it was granted regulatory approval as a 
natural attenuation site, which means that the operation relied on the existing 
geology to effectively treat the Leachate as it moved through the sub-surface soil.  
We have changed this process to a contained system, to capture and treat all 
leachate on-site through the use of a composite liner system and a series of wells to 
prevent movement past the sites boundaries.  On contaminating life and post-
closure, we are responsible for undertaking and funding of the post-closure care of 
the existing closed landfill in keeping with the CofA issued by the MOE. This 
includes ongoing groundwater monitoring for the duration of time over which the 
existing landfill has the potential to generate contaminants (contaminating life). We 
must post and maintain financial assurance in the form of an irrevocable letter of 
credit issued by a Canadian Chartered Bank in favour of the Province to ensure the 
safe closure and long-term management of the existing landfill. 

Further details on our commitments are provided in Chapter 8 Table 8-2 of the Final 
EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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infrastructure, without the development of a new landfill footprint. 

It is known that the existing landfill has contaminated the groundwater (6.1.1.2 
Groundwater Quality “As described in the Existing Conditions Report, the 
concentrations of leachate indicator parameters immediately adjacent to the unlined 
landfill are elevated above background and indicate migration of leachate away from 
the toe of the landfill it is expected that this movement of elevated concentrations of 
dissolved parameters will continue in future, following direction of groundwater flow.”) 
This assessment does not convince people that the new proposed landfill will not have 
the same problem though its footprint will be fully lined. 

p15, Table 1. Potential Effects, Proposed Mitigation and Compensation Measures, 
Resulting Net Effects 

(Item 3, Net Effects) Net Effects The effluent limits will restrict the migration of 
contaminants so that there are no impacts to offsite groundwater quality above 
acceptable standards. 

(Item 4, Net Effects) The proposed mitigation measure is considered to provide a 
reasonable method of reducing the potential effects on groundwater quality. No 
impacts to off-site groundwater quality are expected above acceptable standards. 

The conclusions, “no impacts to offsite groundwater quality above acceptable 
standards”, made in these two items are not supported by any engineering data or 
proofs. Such fuzzy assessment statements are not acceptable as an EA document. 
The document should provide concrete engineering data like what is the “acceptable 
standards” and what is the data will be for the new proposed landfill. 

p19, 6.1.1.2 Groundwater Quality 

It should be noted that the computer modelling simulations are not considered 
sufficiently accurate to predict actual groundwater concentrations at specific locations 
and/or times. 

The conclusion, “no impacts to offsite groundwater quality above acceptable 
standards” is drawn from the computer modelling simulations that “are not considered 
sufficiently accurate”? Such conclusion is misleading. 

p26, 6.2 Mitigation Measures 

This is considered reasonable and sufficient in order to evaluate general trends in flow 
orientation and contaminant concentrations, and to assess the conceptual feasibility of 
the proposed measures. 

These is no data or document to support this “reasonable and sufficient” statement 

p26, 6.2 Mitigation Measures 

A detailed design of the mitigation measures, including additional modelling simulations 
and field testing, would need to be completed at such time as actual contaminant 
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transport dictates. 

The measure is just a concept. No supporting document or engineering data to prove 
that the measure will be effective. When the actual contamination occurs, it will be too 
late to start the study. 

p26, 6.2.1 Purge Wells 

The source of the leachate-impacted groundwater is the existing unlined (closed) 
landfill footprint. 

The new proposed landfill will be another source of leachate-impacted groundwater, 
unless detailed data and research results are provided to prove it is not the case. 

p26, 6.2.1 Purge Wells 

Under this modelling scenario, the predicted distribution of leachate-impacted 
groundwater exceeding Reasonable Use Limits would not extend beyond the property 
boundaries of the Preferred Alternative Landfill Footprint. 

The simulation is not sufficiently accurate (section 6.1.1.2). Thus the result is not 
useful. 

p26, 6.2.1 Purge Wells 

However, for conceptual design purposes, the proposed mitigation measure is 
considered to provide a reasonable method of reducing the potential effects on 
groundwater quality to acceptable levels. 

The measure is just a concept. The simulation is “not sufficiently accurate”. Not enough 
supporting document or engineering data to prove the measure will be effective. 

p29, 6.3 Net Effects 

With the implementation of mitigation measures, the resultant net effects are 
considered acceptable. A summary of the potential effects, mitigation measures and 
net effects for each criterion are summarized in Table 1.  

This conclusion is drawn from speculation and “not sufficiently accurate” simulation. It 
should not be deemed as a valid assessment. 

The geologic and hydrogeology sections of the EA present inadequate data; however, 
the data presented presents evidence that the geologic and hydrogeological setting is 
unsuitable for a further landfill expansion. 

How can future groundwater movement and impacts be modeled without considering 
worst case scenarios when the liner system leaks and the leachate collection system 
fails? If contingency plans to detect, monitor and control liner leaks are planned they 
must be defined and incorporated into groundwater modeling so that contingency 
success can be evaluated. 

We assessed existing geology and hydrogeology conditions as per the approved 
ToR.  We have provided details regarding existing conditions in Chapter 4 of the 
Final EA Report.  

We predicted the potential impacts to geology and hydrogeology of the existing 
closed landfill and proposed new landfill as per the approved ToR.  We have 
provided results of the detailed impact assessments in Chapter 6 of the Final EA 
Report. 

We have developed and implemented a comprehensive EMP for the existing closed 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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As the EA stands now it is deficient in not identifying the potential for liner leaks and 
presenting a contingency plan to monitor and manage potential impacts. Unless the 
proponent can demonstrate a full understanding of liner leaks and how they will control 
impacts the EA should be rejected. 

Holes in the liner may arise from:  

(1) manufacturing defects,  

(2) handling of the GM (Geo-membrane) rolls,  

(3) poor/improper on-site placement and seaming,  

(4) puncture during the placement of drainage gravel over the liner system,  

(5) traffic over the liner or the overlying protection layer,  

(6) placement of the waste in a landfill or cleaning of residue from a leachate lagoon, 

(7) puncture by drills and/or pipes, and  

(8) stress cracking as the GM ages. 

 

landfill, which addresses groundwater monitoring. The EMP is approved by the MOE 
and results of the monitoring are regularly reported to the MOE. Where a potential 
groundwater contamination from the Carp Road Landfill was identified beyond the 
site boundary, we established CAZs, as per MOE Guideline B-7 (Reasonable Use), 
and we monitor groundwater conditions in the CAZs to assess groundwater quality 
and the attenuation of impacted groundwater to Reasonable Use limits.  

We have noted that the proposed new landfill will be designed to meet O. Reg. 
232/98 that includes a double-liner design, leachate collection, and groundwater 
monitoring requirements. 

We have committed to develop an EMP as part of the application for approval under 
the Environmental Protection Act for the new landfill, which will include details of a 
groundwater flow and quality monitoring program, including sampling locations, 
physical/chemical parameters, and sampling frequencies, as well as 
trigger/compliance locations and parameter concentrations. 

We have also committed to develop and implement a Groundwater BMP Plan that 
may include a number of the following monitoring measures for groundwater flow 
and quality: 

• Monitor groundwater flow on-site and within the site-vicinity by measuring 
water levels in monitoring wells; 

• Monitor water levels in the storm water management ponds;  

• Use the collected data to map and interpret the groundwater flow orientations. 

• Collect groundwater samples from selected monitoring wells located on-site 
and within the site-vicinity and analyze the samples for an appropriate site-
specific indicator list; 

• Collect effluent samples from the unlined stages of the SWM Ponds to 
measure water quality in effluent infiltrating to the groundwater table; 

• Use the collected data to interpret groundwater quality conditions up gradient, 
between the landfill footprints, and down gradient from the new landfill 
facilities; and  

• Continue to monitor the existing purge well system on the existing landfill site 
to ensure that groundwater quality impacts from the existing unlined landfill 
remain controlled by the existing purge well system and natural attenuation 
across the CAZ. The purge well system will continue to be operated until such 
time as it can be demonstrated that the system is no longer required in order to 
maintain groundwater impacts within the CAZs. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 Table 8-2 of the Final 
EA Report. 
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The leachate plume has recently been found north of the Carp dump heading towards 
the Cheshire Cat Pub and Restaurant. If the new landfill is allowed to be located as 
proposed there will be no way to discern if leachate found north of the new landfill is 
from the old site or the new site. How will they know if there is a breach in the lining of 
the new landfill?  

We have committed in the EA to develop mitigation, monitoring and contingency 
measures to address the predicted net effects from the existing and new landfill on 
groundwater. 

The MOE is 
satisfied. 

The location of the proposed landfill may cause a change in the flow of the 
underground water sources in the region due to the proposed scale of the proposed 
landfill.  

We have committed in the EA to develop mitigation, monitoring and contingency 
measures to address the predicted net effects from the existing and new landfill on 
groundwater. 

The MOE is 
satisfied. 

Location 

- Proximity to residential area 

- Proximity to future development 

(Approx. # of Times Raised = 70) 

The location is not suitable for a landfill expansion. When the first landfill (then known 
as Rump's Pit as it was below the ground level) was started the area was rural. It is 
now a vibrant and growing mix of world class hotel, retail, sports entertainment and 
technology businesses, as well as attractive, family oriented suburban and rural estate 
subdivision developments - it is too close to thousands of people and future 
development. There are also significant reasons to reject the proposal simply from an 
urban planning perspective. Stittsville and Kanata are two growing communities and 
residents of Stittsville, Kanata North and other areas are directly downwind from the 
landfill. In 2012, nearly 90,000 residents living within a 5 K radius of a new landfill - 
19,400 living in Stittsville-Kanata West Ward, 26,000 Kanata North Ward and 40,000 in 
Kanata South Ward. The 500 metre setback for housing may be adequate in a low 
density area but it isn't good planning for major urban developments, which is the 
situation today.  

The EA makes reference to growing development pressures heading west along Hwy 
417 through Kanata to Stittsville and West Carleton. The EA mischaracterizes the 
immediacy of the development pressures on the site. These pressures are expected to 
grow considerably as the development continues. 

It is a mountain of garbage located in the heart of one of the fastest growing regions in 
Canada and any expansion would be in direct conflict with the exploding residential 
and commercial growth in this area. The site sits right on the City’s urban boundary - a 
situation that will wreak havoc for future development in Ottawa’s west end. The dump 
would inhibit the ability for the city to plan its growth west of the present urban 
boundary. It will have a dramatically negative socioeconomic effect on my community. 

Invest Ottawa has embarked on a campaign to rejuvenate Ottawa’s high tech sector 
which at one point was second only to the federal government in its importance to the 
economy of the region in terms of jobs and revenue. The negative impact of an 
expanded landfill on the Carp Corridor and surrounding economy is easy to 

On proximity to residential areas, the existing and proposed landfills are located 
within the Carp Road Corridor Rural Employment Area. The proposed landfill is 
consistent with the City of Ottawa Official Plan policies for this area.  

In the approved ToR, we considered Alternatives To the Undertaking, including 
other sites. This is described in Supporting Document #2 of the approved ToR. 
Closing the existing landfill and developing a new landfill at the existing site was 
identified as the preferred alternative. The existing and proposed landfills are located 
within the Carp Road Corridor Rural Employment Area. The proposed landfill is 
consistent with the City of Ottawa Official Plan policies for this area. 

With respect to potential socio-economic effects, we applied criteria and indicators in 
the Land Use/Socio-Economic environmental component to address these issues, 
including: effects on current and future land use; effects on residential and 
commercial development; and visual impact of the facility. In the EA, we assessed 
potential socio-economic effects of the existing and new landfill upon current and 
future land use, residential and commercial development, and visual environment 
within the Study Area. Mitigation, monitoring and contingency measures were 
proposed to address the predicted net effects from the existing and new landfill on 
Socio-Economic and Visual conditions.  

Further, we have identified sensitive land uses as per provincial land use Procedure 
D-1-3 (July 1995), which generally includes places where people sleep (i.e., 
dwellings), churches, cemeteries and parks. In addition, we have considered the 
compatibility guidelines in the Carp Road Corridor Community Development Plan 
that are intended to ensure that industrial uses in the Carp Road Corridor can co-
exist with adjacent residential uses. We have considered guidance of the City of 
Ottawa Official Plan, including compatibility criteria that seek to avoid any land use 
conflicts between uses. 

Comment 
noted. 
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understand. Businesses of this nature will have little interest in locating near a large 
operating landfill. There are at least two examples of local business people 
commenting on the negative impact of the landfill on the business environment. 

The proposed site for the new landfill borders on the City of Ottawa’s urban boundary 
which is rapidly pushing west. How will a new landfill impact future growth of the city’s 
west end? The site is already a source of conflict with the local community. A new 
landfill will only further complicate the circumstances. In 1993, when Scotiabank Place 
was first built, the zoning for the area changed dramatically to accommodate the new 
world-class sports facility, shopping, office space, hotels and residential areas. All of 
this will be located only a few kilometers downwind of the new landfill. 

I might add that the City is going through the process of considering allowing WM to 
expand the dump site, but has also approved residential expansion all around the site, 
and continues to do so. 

The landfill is located at the gateway to the city which is the nation’s capital. Ottawa is 
the National Capital and recently was voted for the third year running as the best place 
to live in Canada. I take pride in my city and am astounded that there are plans for 
huge dump in the middle of west end Ottawa. I work hard to maintain my property and 
community as clean and green and feel betrayed by the city and province for 
entertaining this proposed dump. If Ottawa is to continue to be considered a beautiful 
city and the best place to live this dump cannot be approved.  

The existing landfill is operated and maintained in accordance with our CofA, which 
includes conditions related to site conditions and appearance.  

Further details on the Detailed Impact Assessment – Land Use are provided in 
Chapter 6 of the Final EA Report. 

 

Site Capacity 

- Need and rationale for new landfill 

(Approx. # of Times Raised = 65) 

Need and Rationale cannot be based on the business needs of the proponent but must 
be based on societal or community needs.  WM has over emphasized its business 
needs. Proposal is not in the public interest and does provide societal benefits. The 
purpose of the undertaking must provide for the betterment of the people of Ontario so 
if a proposal is not needed then it does not enhance community interests.  The 
proposal is not in the public interest due to past historical non-compliance with respect 
to odour and groundwater and land use conflicts with proposed residential growth. 

It is cheaper to send waste to the United States (U.S.) to be landfilled and recent 
changes have reduced transport of waste to Michigan which has decreased the waste 
controversy or concern about exporting waste to the U.S. 

Ottawa’s waste plan doesn’t need 6.5 million cubic metres of landfill capacity. In the 
EA, WM has rationalized the need for 6.5 million cubic metre capacity using out-dated 
data and subjective considerations. There is no need for 400,000 tonnes annually of 
waste disposal capacity to service the Ottawa region. Ottawa`s needs are about one-
half that amount and less if more diversion is implemented. Local landfills could readily 
handle the majority of Ottawa ICI waste. This landfill is intended for waste coming from 

In the ToR we identified the need and rationale for the provision of 6.5 million cubic 
metres of solid non-hazardous waste disposal capacity for residential and IC&I 
sectors within the City of Ottawa and County of Lanark, referred to as the Good 
Neighbour Zone (GNZ). Our arguments in this regard are described in Supporting 
Document #1 of the approved ToR. These include rationale from an economic, 
environmental, and geopolitical perspective. We provided detailed descriptions of 
the market opportunity using publicly available data from municipal, provincial, and 
federal sources. We described the potential environmental impacts from continued 
long-distance shipment of solid non-hazardous waste throughout Eastern Ontario 
and into the U.S. We discussed the political and business risks that are presented 
by cross border shipment of waste from Canada into the U.S. The consideration of 
these arguments in combination demonstrated that public interest would be met by 
the proposed project. It should be noted that the public interest in relation to the 
operation of the former Ottawa WMF, namely the historic odour and groundwater 
issues, were addressed through the implementation of key measures to ensure 
compliance of the existing closed landfill with regulatory requirements. Further, the 
public interest with respect to land use compatibility was considered through the 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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outside of Ottawa. Although the Ottawa WMF received 400,000 tonnes of waste per 
year from the City of Ottawa between 2003 and 2006, the facility has been closed to 
waste since 2011 and the City of Ottawa has found other facilities for this disposal. 
WSI Navan Landfill received approval to expand its facility in 2008. It is meeting the 
needs that WMF is proposing to meet. The WMF site is not needed. In addition, it is 
almost end of 2012 while this document is still citing the population number from 2006.  
The proponent should be using 2011 census data, which is now available.  Further 
population is based on numbers which are higher than 2006 census data. 

In their EA, WM is basing their entire proposal on the need for 4.0 million tonnes of 
waste over a 10 year period. Knowing that the City of Ottawa can accommodate all 
residential waste at their Trail Road facility for the next 25 years or more, WM can only 
justify 2.4 million tonnes.  Thus the proposed 4.0 million tonnes is 66% overstated.  

WM’s own assumptions and calculations do not support their conclusion. WM’s 
quantitative analysis in the Rationale for the Undertaking is fundamentally flawed.  The 
MOE should reject WM’s EA. 

The landfill should be significantly reduced (i.e. to 1.5 to 5.0 million cubic metres). Look 
at the size of the properties that WM owns and ask yourself how likely it is that this will 
be the last time a request will be submitted to expand this dump. Contaminated soils 
that are landfilled should be counted towards the site's capacity, even if it used as 
daily, interim or final cover.  

In considering the province’s commitments to diversion from landfills, waste 
compaction levels achievable with modern technology and modern landfill daily cover 
materials other than native soil material (tarps, spray material, auto fluff etc.) all of 
which reduce the required material and can push the tonne / m3 ratio close to one, the 
site capacity could be reduced to nearly 4 million m3 to handle 4 million tonnes. 
However with the recommendation on Waste Diversion looking at reducing annual 
tonnage based on improved diversion rates the site capacity could be reduced even 
more. 

They should be forced to look at alternative if they prove that there is a need for such a 
large dump. If no dump is being required once diversion numbers are being met, 
simply close the current site. Isn't the same thing being proposed elsewhere in Ontario 
and wouldn't one closer to Toronto be more useful? Ottawa is able to handle its 
garbage itself and Ottawa residents should not have to deal with garbage from all over 
Ontario.  

There has been inadequate communication of the true purpose of this landfill (to 
support Toronto needs) and an unacceptable focus on a hypothetical West Carleton 
Environmental Centre to confuse and mislead the public. I attended public open 
houses and participated in the workshops hosted by WM and, as a result, I am not 
confident that they are committed to operating a landfill in a manner that protects and 
respects the local residents. 

review of municipal policies and plans related to land use in the area. 

On the matter of economic opportunity, we assessed need and rationale on the 
basis of projected population growth, waste generation and diversion rates from 
within the City of Ottawa. The population projections employed to forecast the 
required waste disposal volumes for the City of Ottawa were taken from, and used 
for consistency with, the City of Ottawa Official Plan. These projections extend to 
2031. A March 2012 City of Ottawa staff report on the issue of 2011 census 
population versus the Official Plan population projections concluded that, “using [a] 
4.2% benchmark to correct for Census undercount, Ottawa’s mid-2011 population 
would be about 920,500. The Official Plan projection called for a population of 
923,000 at that point. The difference of 2,500 (0.3%) is minimal. The projection is 
also tracking the City estimate of population closely, with a difference of less than 
1,000 or 0.1%.” Waste generation rates for the IC&I sector were taken from the 
interim July 2007 report produced for the City of Ottawa’s IC&I Waste 3R Strategy 
Project. Average annual increase in waste diversion within the IC&I sector was 
projected at 2%, as confirmed by the City of Ottawa in its November 2011, 
Discussion Paper: Goals and Target Setting for Ottawa’s 30 Year Waste Plan, 
Appendix A, Note 1, that assumed an increase of 2% per year in the IC&I sector 
waste diversion rate from the current rate up to 50% diversion. Further detail is 
provided in Section 3.2.1 in Chapter 3 of the Final EA Report. 

With respect to environmental considerations, waste management systems that 
involve long distance hauling are typically viewed as environmentally unsustainable 
since they deplete non-renewable resources and generate large quantities of 
Greenhouse Gases (GHG) that contribute to climate change.  To assess the 
implication of this issue on the proposed undertaking, We evaluated the potential 
impact on non-renewable resource consumption and GHG emissions of long-
distance hauling relative to local disposal within the City of Ottawa. We predicted 
that disposal of approximately 400,000 tonnes per year of solid non-hazardous 
waste at a new landfill footprint located within the City of Ottawa would generate 
roughly 12,380 tonnes of GHGs (Carbon Dioxide CO2 equivalent) less than disposal 
of the same amount at a landfill in New York, assuming a round-trip hauling distance 
of approximately 800 km.  By comparison, this would be equivalent to the emissions 
from over 2,400 passenger vehicles on the road annually or the generation of 
electricity consumed by over 1,500 homes annually. Further detail is provided in 
Section 3.4.2 in Chapter 3 of the Final EA Report. 

Regarding geopolitical matters, export of solid non-hazardous waste from Ontario 
into the U.S., specifically Michigan and New York, remains a political challenge. In 
reaction to strong public opposition to cross-border shipment of waste, the State of 
Michigan and the U.S. federal government passed several bills making it more 
difficult to export waste from Ontario into Michigan (i.e., waste can be refused if it 
contains beverage containers, yard waste, tires, or other prohibited materials). The 
State of Michigan also has emergency powers to close its border to waste in the 
event of imminent health, safety, security or environmental threats (i.e., waste from 
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Ontario is subject to inspections and fines for violations have increased). In April 
2011, the ‘Stop Canadian Trash Act’ was introduced in the U.S. Senate.  The 
purpose of the Bill is to establish customs user fees for commercial trucks 
transporting foreign municipal solid waste, including IC&I waste.  A fee of $500 per 
truck fee would be applied to cover the Department of Homeland Security inspection 
costs and would apply to border crossings for all U.S. states.  On May 18, 2011 the 
Act was referred to Senate Committee on Finance by Unanimous Contest. In April 
2011, a second bill was introduced in the U.S. Senate aimed at guaranteeing the 
efficacy of equipment and procedures employed by the Department of Homeland 
Security’s Customs and Border Protection branch for identifying chemical, biological, 
radiological and nuclear weapons in municipal solid waste.  This Bill would require 
that the methods and technology used to inspect waste vehicles are as effective as 
the methods and technology used to inspect other commercial vehicles.  Both of 
these Bills would result in additional costs and delay associated with cross border 
waste shipments, thus deterring the disposal of Canadian waste in the U.S and 
enforcing the need for local disposal capacity. Given these political initiatives, we 
considered that the public interest would be best served by providing new disposal 
capacity in Ontario for waste generators from within the City of Ottawa and GNZ. 
Further detail is provided in Section 3.4.1 in Chapter 3 of the Final EA Report. 

In relation to waste diversion, we took into account that the Province of Ontario and 
the City of Ottawa have taken policy positions in support of waste diversion and that 
the attainment of these policies is dependent upon government and industry actions 
and the development of necessary diversion infrastructure and sustainable markets 
for diverted materials. We proposed the WCEC as an integrated waste diversion and 
disposal facility that will play an important role in supporting the Province’s and City’s 
waste diversion initiatives. We envision that the proposed WCEC facility will play an 
important role in supporting the Province’s and City’s waste diversion initiatives by 
providing diversion as well as disposal facilities.  Waste diversion facilities proposed 
for the WCEC will be built at the same time as the other project components and will 
be able to process more than 75,000 tonnes of material. Further detail is provided in 
Section 3.4.3 in Chapter 3 of the Final EA Report. 

In terms of socio-economic considerations, we assessed potential socio-economic 
effects of the existing and new landfill upon current and future land use, residential 
and commercial development, and the visual environment in the EA. We proposed 
mitigation, monitoring and contingency measures to address predicted net effects 
from the existing and new landfill on socio-economic and visual conditions. As well 
we committed to a Property Value protection Plan (PVPP) and Odour Enforcement 
Plan and to provide benefits to the community, whether through use of a community 
trust fund, an agreement with the City, or otherwise. Also, the planned WCEC will 
create additional economic, environmental, and community benefits, such as jobs, 
wildlife habitat, and community and recreation uses as part of an End Use/Closure 
Plan. Further detail is provided in Section 3.4.4 in Chapter 3 of the Final EA Report. 
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Section 3.2 – Opportunity Addressed 

WM does not appear to be in compliance with the Code of Practice, Section 3.2 (p.10) 
which states “Proponents should prepare technical studies using the best available 
data”. Although not specifically a technical study, the Opportunity Assessment must be 
current and accurate. This section of the EA does not appear to contain current 
information that is readily available. Rather, reliance seems to be placed on the original 
ToR produced in 2005-2006. Throughout the EA process, stakeholders requested WM 
to ensure that their information was current but it appears that no review was 
undertaken.  

Further, there have been significant changes in the status of composting for the City 
through Orgaworld, on the evolution of the Plasco contract and its application, and on 
the status of a new proposed landfill by Taggart-Miller. All of these have had a direct 
influence on current and potential landfill requirements. 

WM must be requested to update the information in Section 2 in order that the 
application of their business case to the resolution of the problem is clearly and 
accurately presented. 

We documented the need and rationale for the proposed new landfill in Chapter 3 of 
the EA Final Report.  We detailed the need and rationale in Supporting Document 
#1 of the approved ToR.  Within this analysis we documented a need for new waste 
disposal capacity for the City of Ottawa and the surrounding GNZ to serve 
residential, IC&I sectors, and rationale for a new landfill of 6.5 million m3 based upon 
receipt of 400,000 tonnes of solid waste per year, over a period of approximately 10 
years (volume includes solid waste and daily and interim cover material).   

We assumed an average annual increase in diversion within the IC&I sector of 2% in 
the projection of the need for disposal capacity for the new landfill.  We also 
proposed diversion facilities at the WCEC.  The WCEC is proposed as an integrated 
WM facility, which provides diversion, disposal and energy facilities. 

Further details on need and rationale are provided in Chapter 3 of the Final EA 
Report. 

We defined the proposed service area within the approved ToR, where it was noted 
that we have historically made provisions with the City of Ottawa to reserve between 
75% and 90% of its Ottawa landfill disposal capacity for waste generated within the 
City of Ottawa, with the remainder coming from waste generators outside the City of 
Ottawa, including the GNZ and other locations in the Province. We anticipated that 
the majority of the remaining 10-25%of waste received would be event-based, 
including non-hazardous soils from site remediation projects and non-hazardous 
waste from industrial processes. Residential and IC&I waste regularly collected from 
outside City of Ottawa and GNZ would not generally be part of the anticipated waste 
stream. A rationale for requesting a province-wide service area is consistent with the 
service area permitted for the Carp Road Landfill. 

Further details on service area are provided in Chapter 3 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

Condition 1: Total landfill tonnage, in the first year of operation, is limited to a 
maximum of 86% of total waste tonnage annually accepted at the WCEC. This 
maximum landfill % ramps down to 40% over a 10-year period. 

• If this means WM chooses to give their customers price incentives to increase 
the customer’s diversion efforts, great. 

• If this means WM chooses to sort and separate co-mingled waste themselves, 
and reduce the recyclable materials and organics that would otherwise go into 
landfill, even better. 

Condition 2: WM of Canada Corp must report the total tonnage accepted at the 
WCEC, and the breakdown of this figure into landfilled waste types, as well non-
landfilled waste types such as recycled/diverted materials. 

I am absolutely opposed to this proposal because, the WM business case is built on a 
foundation of faulty logic and ridiculous quantitative analysis. 

We examined in the ToR, Alternatives To the disposal of solid waste, including 
landfill, waste diversion and other technologies, such as thermal destruction. We 
determined that the preferred Alternative To was to close the current landfill and 
establish a new landfill at the WCEC. Further details on Alternatives To are provided 
in Supporting Document #2 to the approved ToR. 

We proposed the WCEC as an integrated facility that will include diversion and 
disposal facilities. We have proposed a new landfill footprint of 6.5 million cubic 
meters to provide the residual waste disposal capacity needed after an assumed 2% 
average annual increase of the diversion rate in the IC&I sector over the projected 
life of the new landfill. The residual waste to be disposed of at the new landfill would 
be material remaining after projected diversion has been achieved within the IC&I 
sector. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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Alternatives  

- Consideration of alternatives to (alternative technologies); other landfill sites; landfill footprints.  

(Approx. # of Times Raised = 60) 

Alternative Technologies 

Along with others I'm concerned that alternative systems to deal with waste, other than 
landfill, were rejected and the EA concentrated solely on another landfill.  

The business model is based on simple tonnage. No investment in new technique or 
licensing of cutting edge plasmafication technology is contemplated. 

We also considered in the approved ToR Alternatives To the disposal of solid waste, 
such as landfill, waste diversion and other technologies, including thermal 
destruction. We determined that the preferred Alternative To was to close the 
current landfill and establish a new landfill at the WCEC. Further details on 
Alternatives To are provided in Supporting Document #2 to the approved ToR. The 
proposed WCEC is an integrated facility that will include diversion and disposal 
facilities. 

The MOE is 
satisfied. 

I strongly believe that to landfill garbage is an out-dated technology that is a waste of a 
valuable resource and leads to long term negative environmental impacts. My 
preference is for WM's proposal to be refused in its entirety by the Government of 
Ontario. Landfilling is an archaic waste management practice and any new proposals, 
including this one, should not be supported by the Province at any site under its 
jurisdiction. 

I am writing to express my opposition to the use of landfills as a primary waste disposal 
method in the province of Ontario in general and my specific opposition to the 
expansion of the Carp Road Landfill in Ottawa. 

I want to encourage the MOE to embrace a proactive approach to waste management 
which will explore alternative technologies and actively pursue waste diversion 
initiatives in order to produce a sustainable long-term solution for waste disposal. 

Landfills are a recognized and regulated method of waste disposal in Ontario. The 
current Carp Road Landfill has a Cof A issued by the MOE. The current landfill was 
closed and capped in September 2011. WM is responsible for post-closure care of 
this landfill, which includes environmental monitoring, site management and financial 
assurance. The proposed new landfill at the site is subject to an EA that examines 
the potential impacts on the environment, identifies specific mitigation measures, 
and determines net effects on the natural, social, cultural and economic 
environments. The EA process, including public consultation, is documented in an 
EA Report. The public has an opportunity to review and provide comment to the 
MOE for consideration in the review and decision related to the Final EA Report.  

Further details on the Alternatives To the undertaking are provided in Chapter 3 of 
the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

Incineration 

An incinerator would be a much more acceptable option. There are technologies that 
scrub the emissions preventing the toxins from being released. My parents spent years 
living near an oil refinery that spewed sulfur into the air. You could actually see the blue 
haze where it pooled on the highway near the area. After many years of battling 
officials the owners added technology to the stacks and the sulfur was captured. They 
actually sell the sulphur now. This refinery is located in Newfoundland and is a shining 
example of what can be done. http://www.northatlantic.ca/env.asp  

WM should consider mass burn option for the project. 

We also considered in the approved ToR Alternatives To the disposal of solid waste, 
such as landfill, waste diversion and other technologies, including thermal 
destruction. We determined that the preferred Alternative To was to close the 
current landfill and establish a new landfill at the WCEC. Further details on 
Alternatives To are provided in Supporting Document #2 to the approved ToR. 

The MOE is 
satisfied that 
alternatives 
considered in 
the EA were 
consistent 
with ToR.  

Eastern Ontario Solution 

We recommend that WM be required to complete a full EA using the current EA as one 
possible option for selection. We also recommend that the proponent be required to 
consider an ‘Eastern Ontario’ planning approach to the issue and that they develop a 
strategy that meets their business case for the larger region. Such an approach could 
be supported by the province in conjunction with other waste management firms. This 
approach would broaden the opportunities for the implementation of new technologies 

We conducted our EA and EA consultation program in accordance with our 
approved ToR. We examined the Alternatives To for the disposal of solid waste, as 
per the approved ToR.  These Alternatives To included landfilling, waste diversion, 
and other technologies, like thermal destruction (mass burn).  We then determined 
that the preferred Alternative To was to close the current landfill and establish a new 
landfill at the WCEC. Further details on the Alternatives To are provided in 
Supporting Document #2 to the approved ToR and in Chapter 3 of the Final EA 

The MOE is 
satisfied that 
alternatives 
considered in 
the EA were 
consistent 
with ToR. 

http://www.northatlantic.ca/env.asp
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some which, according to WM, require fixed long-term commitments to ensure the 
viability of a particular alternative. 

Do Nothing  

We recommend that WM be required to complete a new ‘do nothing’ alternative 
analysis to address this deficiency. Reconsideration of the ‘do nothing’ alternative, 
under the ToR, is consistent as WM allowed for it under Section 11. Further, such an 
assessment is essential in order for the Minister to be in a position to decide whether 
an undertaking can proceed in in the public interest while protecting the environment, 
amongst others, the social, economic and cultural conditions that influence the life of 
humans or a community.  

In addition to the request for a full EA, WM was requested by stakeholders from the 
outset of the ToR, up to and including the preparation of the EA, to consider the “do 
nothing” alternative. WM has relied on their position that “the ‘do nothing’ alternative 
does not satisfy the economic goals for managing waste within Ottawa and Eastern 
Ontario”. The EA now indicates that the proposal is to meet the requirements of the 
City of Ottawa and the ‘Good Neighbour’ zone which includes Lanark County.  

The Code of Practice – Preparing and Reviewing Environmental Assessments is clear 
in section 3.1.2 that “Proponents must consider the ‘do nothing’ alternative.  WM has 
presented the ‘do nothing’ scenario only in terms of its business decisions but this is 
not sufficient. In the light of updated data requirements discussed above, it is 
imperative that the “do nothing” approach be discussed in terms of the implications to 
the City and the GNZ if the project were not to proceed and not solely on the 
implications to WM’s business case. 

Report.  

 

Energy from Waste 

Chapter 3 Page 3-15 

Alternative #2: Quote: “WM would need to be guaranteed that a certain quantity of 
waste would be devoted to this alternative technology, to ensure the economic 
viability.” Is it not part of WM business to secure those supply contracts themselves 
whether it is a Waste-to-Energy facility or a dump? Also the statement that Plasco 
Energy will assume residential waste is irrelevant since WM currently does not process 
residential waste for the city at the Carp Road facility. WM wants a supply contract 
provided to them so they do not need to actually work and secure their own business 
contracts. 

In the ToR, we examined Alternatives To the disposal of solid waste, including 
landfill, waste diversion and other technologies, and we determined that the 
preferred Alternative To was to close the Carp Road Landfill and establish a new 
landfill at the WCEC. The details on Alternatives To are provided in Supporting 
Document #2 to the approved ToR. 

The MOE is 
satisfied that 
alternatives 
considered in 
the EA were 
consistent 
with ToR. 

The Province needs to impose a quota on landfilling in favour of the recycling and 
Waste-to-Energy alternatives. Landfills bury billions of dollars of potential energy. High 
efficiency incinerators or Plasma incinerators are a better alternative to landfills 
capturing all of this potential energy. Only a fraction of this potential energy can be 
captured by landfill gas engines. 

The EA states that any introduction of other technologies will be at the sole discretion 

In the ToR, we examined Alternatives To the disposal of solid waste, including 
landfill, waste diversion and other technologies, such as thermal destruction. We 
determined that the preferred Alternative To was to close the current landfill and 
establish a new landfill at the WCEC. Further details on Alternatives To are provided 
in Supporting Document #2 to the approved ToR. The proposed WCEC is an 
integrated facility that will include diversion and disposal facilities. It should be noted 
that similar to the existing closed landfill, a landfill gas to energy component is 

The MOE is 
satisfied that 
alternatives 
considered in 
the EA were 
consistent 
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of the company. During the process WM only conducted a focused EA and not the 
wide scoped EA, which would have strongly suggested the consideration of other 
Energy from Waste (EFW) technologies.  

In this EA WM is only talking about land filling. There is no discussion of their 
successful Wheel-a-Brator technology as a possible alternative along with a need for a 
landfill for residual waste.  

Modern EFW technology can recover the potential waste inherent in municipal solid 
waste.  Modern EFW Technologies could also  improve our waste handling situation 
and the impact on the environment, so why with all these new technologies is WM still 
focusing on land filling? This is inconsistent in relation to the approved goal of the 
province to divert 60% waste from landfills and to continue with landfill expansion 
would be in direct contradiction of this realistic and sensible goal. The objective for 
diversion is currently in place and being met in other parts of Canada, and the EA 
statement does not encourage WM to exploit the philosophy of diversion. 

I understand that WM has recently invested in several EFW technologies that can 
effectively convert waste electricity or bi-fuels and in the future will be able to produce 
custom feed stock chemicals for product manufacturing. It bothers me to know that 
enough electricity to feed all the houses in Ottawa could be generated from the waste 
planned for the new dump on Carp Road. In times of austerity and conservation we 
cannot afford to bury valuable energy resources in the ground where it will contaminate 
the environment for hundreds of years. 

proposed as part of the WCEC. The existing landfill has an operational gas to 
energy facility that generates 6.5 Mega Watt (MW) of electricity - enough to power 
approximately 6,000 homes. 

with ToR.  

With waste to energy technologies available, are landfills even necessary anymore? In 
my opinion, the answer is no to both questions, as I present my arguments below:  

In the year 2012, should we not be looking to the future with regards to managing our 
waste? In Europe they have been using waste to energy technology for many years. In 
our own province of Ontario, there are sites that currently use waste to energy 
technology and in fact a brand new facility is being built in Southern Ontario as I write 
this letter. Plasco, an Ottawa based company is on the verge of opening a plasma 
gasification plant that is destined to be a revolutionary waste to energy technology, and 
here we are debating on the expansion of a DUMP located in the middle of a 
residential area so we can continue to bury more garbage in the ground?   

The City of Ottawa is increasing recycling and will soon sign the contract with Plasco 
that will remove the need for a new municipal landfill in the future. The same should be 
happening with private operators. We do not need another landfill on Carp Road. 

On consideration of alternative technologies, we examined Alternatives To the 
disposal of solid waste, including waste diversion and technologies, such as thermal 
destruction. We determined that the preferred Alternative To was to close the 
current landfill and establish a new landfill at the WCEC. Further details on 
Alternatives To are provided in Supporting Document #2 to the approved ToR. The 
proposed WCEC is an integrated facility that will include diversion and disposal 
facilities. 

Landfills are a recognized and regulated method of waste disposal in Ontario. The 
current Carp Road Landfill has a Cof A issued by the MOE. The current landfill was 
closed and capped in September 2011. WM is responsible for post-closure care of 
this landfill, which includes environmental monitoring, site management and financial 
assurance. The EA for the proposed new landfill examined the potential impacts on 
the environment, identified specific mitigation measures, and determined net effects 
on the natural, social, cultural and economic environments. 

The MOE is 
satisfied that 
alternatives 
considered in 
the EA were 
consistent 
with ToR. 

Alternative Landfill Sites 

The selection of ‘Alternates to’ is flawed. WM was requested by the public and the City 
of Ottawa to undertake a full EA: essentially WM’s Alternative 4 – Establish a new 
landfill elsewhere. The rationale for rejecting Alternate 4 was two-fold: WM was not 
aware of other lands within the City of Ottawa and ‘As a private corporation, WM does 

We examined the Alternatives To for the disposal of solid waste, as per the 
approved ToR.  These Alternatives To included landfilling, waste diversion, and 
other technologies, like thermal destruction (mass burn).  We then determined that 
the preferred Alternative To was to close the current landfill and establish a new 
landfill at the WCEC. Further details on the Alternatives To are provided in 

The MOE is 
satisfied that 
alternatives 
considered in 
the EA were 
consistent 
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not have the powers of expropriation if such a site existed’. WM may not have been 
aware of another site, yet such a site has been identified by Taggart-Miller in 2012. 
Limiting possible site selection to Ottawa is a qualification introduced by WM that is 
inconsistent with its rationale for the focussed EA which are: 

• Achieving economic goals within Ottawa and the Eastern Ontario region; and 

• Maintaining its ability to compete within the local marketplace and the Ontario 
marketplace. 

Not having the power to expropriate is a deliberate misrepresentation of the 
corporation’s capacity to acquire lands for a project within the market place.  WM has 
the power to enter into Options to Purchase which is demonstrated by its optioning of 
properties since 2007.  Information from the Ontario Registry Office indicates that WM 
was able to secure Options to Purchase for lands with four annual renewal provisions. 
Securing those options commenced in 2007 with the majority secured in 2008. Over 
the subsequent four-year period, 2007-2011, WM appears to have expended over $1.8 
million dollars to maintain those options. 

Clearly a similar process could have been invoked for a full EA, albeit that adjacent 
owners to the current site are likely more willing to sign options as much for 
compensation for historical landfill impacts, the devaluation of their properties for 
certain future uses as a result of the Ottawa Landfill, and for the potential for having to 
live adjacent to a potential new landfill. 

Supporting Document #2 to the approved ToR.  

Further details on “alternatives to” are provided in Chapter 3 of the Final EA Report. 

with ToR. 

West Landfill Footprint Alternative 

I believe WM had to, as part of the EA, present different options: WM presents a West 
envelope option which never a viable alternative as it is too close to a significant 
wetland and does not meet Ministry minimum criteria. The EA process was void of a 
third meaningful alternative. 

Essentially, it was a "throw-away" option. 

Two landfill footprint alternatives were presented at Workshop #1 as viable options 
for the proposed new landfill footprint at the WCEC. During Workshop #1 it was 
suggested that two additional footprint options – one to the north and one ‘wrap 
around’ option – be considered along with the two footprint locations initially 
proposed. All four footprint options were carried through the comparative evaluation 
and, based on the results of the evaluation, it was determined that Option #2 would 
have the least impact overall on the surrounding environment.  

The MOE is 
satisfied that 
alternatives 
considered in 
the EA were 
consistent 
with ToR. 

Waste Diversion 

- Diversion 

- Definition of residual waste 

- Support for waste diversion 

(Approx. # of Times Raised = 60) 

The City of Ottawa has shown how well waste diversion strategies such as recycling 
and organic diversion can work to prolong the life of their landfills. The province has a 
target of 60% diversion which is not being met by the IC&I waste generators. An 
abundance of landfill capacity undermines Ontario’s goal of 60 % diversion.  Diversion, 
not new landfills, is the key. There are alternatives to the expansion and the long term 

In the ToR, we examined Alternatives To the disposal of solid waste, including 
landfill, waste diversion and other technologies. We determined that the preferred 
Alternative To was to close the Carp Road Landfill and establish a new landfill at the 
WCEC. It should be noted that the WCEC is an integrated facility that will include 
facilities to support continued waste diversion from the residential and IC&I sectors 

The MOE is 
satisfied that 
alternatives 
considered in 
the EA were 
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side effects of an expansion should be considered. 

This new proposed landfill is neither aligned to City of Ottawa’s waste diversion plan, 
nor required for GNZ. City of Ottawa has implemented extensive waste diversion 
measures including Green Bin organic waste recycle program, biweekly garbage 
collection and close-to-go plasma gasification waste-to-energy facility etc. Waste 
should be diverted from this landfill site and waste diversion activities should be 
prioritized – MOE should be emphasizing 100% diversion, so should WM. The city has 
also started developing 30-Year Waste Plan which will tremendously reduce the 
required landfill capacity. Jurisdictions that have access to limited landfill capacity 
divert and recycle more. The City of Ottawa has now extended their municipal landfill to 
2070 through diversion of organic materials and Plasco Energy from Waste. 

Ontario has set a 60% waste diversion target and eventually a zero waste to landfill 
goal. Landfill disposal is perceived to be the lowest cost and to date abundant landfill 
capacity has hindered progress towards these goals. I believe that if Ontario is to 
succeed in reaching their defined targets then landfill disposal must be limited and 
priced at the true environmental and social costs. If more landfill capacity is added to 
the dump on Carp Road the long range diversion targets for Ontario and Ottawa will 
not be met. 

When I attended consultations concerning the future of the Trail Road landfill it was 
revealed that a new landfill site would cost $240 million. The reluctance to incur such 
an expense led to a recommendation for unrealistically high diversion policies. I 
recommend the City should negotiate an advantageous price for material that could be 
diverted from the Trail Road site to the Carp Road site. If the City utilizes the Carp 
Road site for a portion of residential waste, it will be more cost effective than striving for 
high diversion rates. This would avoid the necessity of striving for 95% diversion in the 
latter stages of the City’s waste plan, which would require significant and costly by-law 
enforcement. Diversion rates of 80% are achievable. 

in the City of Ottawa and County of Lanark, referred to as the GNZ. The details on 
Alternatives To are provided in Supporting Document #2 to the approved ToR. 

In the approved ToR, we considered Alternatives To the Undertaking, including 
other sites. This is described in Supporting Document #2 of the approved ToR. 
Closing the existing landfill and developing a new landfill at the existing site was 
identified as the preferred alternative. The existing and proposed landfills are located 
within the Carp Road Corridor Rural Employment Area. The proposed landfill is 
consistent with the City of Ottawa Official Plan policies for this area. 

In the ToR, we identified a market opportunity to provide 6.5 million cubic metres of 
solid waste disposal capacity for residential and IC&I sectors in the City of Ottawa 
and County of Lanark, referred to as the GNZ. This is described in Supporting 
Document #1 of the approved ToR. The WCEC is an integrated facility that will 
include diversion and disposal facilities. 

Further details on residual waste and diversion are provided in Supporting 
Document #1 of the approved ToR and in Chapter 3 of the Final EA Report. 

consistent 
with ToR. 

The EA in no way reflects a commitment by WM to diversion and how it will assist 
Ontario and Ottawa in meeting a goal of 60 percent diversion. In fact, the capacity that 
WM is requesting, will effectively inhibit the City of Ottawa and Provincial efforts to 
divert more ICI waste by making the economies of disposal cheaper than diversion. 
WM is exaggerating the need and assumed that very little additional progress can be 
made to reduce, reuse and recycle IC&I waste thus creating justification for the new 
dump. 

Waste diversion target proposed by WM of 2% annually for IC&I waste is too 
conservative and does not reflect changes in the City of Ottawa to divert more waste 
and changes proposed to the Waste Diversion Act. Diversion targets should be 
adjusted to 3 or 4% to be more realistic. Waste generation per capita data is not 
accurate and is out of date, thus the disposal requirements on page 3-9 of the EA are 
greatly overestimated.  The City of Ottawa’s 30 year waste plan has set a target of 
17% reduction in per capita waste generation by 2042. 

We proposed the WCEC as an integrated facility that will include diversion and 
disposal facilities. We have proposed a new landfill footprint of 6.5 million cubic 
meters to provide residual waste disposal capacity needed after an assumed 2% 
average annual increase of the diversion rate in the IC&I sector over the projected 
life of the new landfill. The residual waste to be disposed of at the new landfill would 
be material remaining after the projected diversion within the IC&I sector. 

We have identified an average increase of 2% annually in the IC&I diversion rate.  
Our experience with IC&I sector waste diversion in jurisdictions across North 
America indicates that an annual average increase in diversion of 2% is reasonable 
given changes in policies, regulations and markets.  This would mean reaching a 
60% IC&I waste diversion rate by the end of 2033.  The City of Ottawa in its 
November 2011, Discussion Paper: Goals and Target Setting for Ottawa’s 30 Year 
Waste Plan, Appendix A, Note 1, has also assumed an increase of 2% per year in 
the IC&I sector waste diversion rate from the current rate up to 50% diversion. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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The City staff report suggests restricting the annual tonnage permitted to become 
landfill material. For a waste treatment facility to be viable, it is important for the facility 
to have a strong cash flow to enable it to pay off the debt resulting from its 
construction. The costs of site treatment of waste, together with community 
compensation, need to be recovered from revenue over a broad base in order to keep 
the cost of garbage disposal to a minimum.  

 At the present time, the cost to divert materials, such as composting organic material, 
costs significantly more than disposal in landfill, so revenue from diverted materials just 
covers costs. Therefore, a 50% diversion from landfill will result in spreading the 
operating costs of the facility over half the base. This will mean that local users would 
have to pay significantly higher waste disposal costs. 

Most diversion projects are undertaken as a matter of social and environmental 
responsibility. However, citizens need to be aware that, at present, there is a significant 
cost to do that. 

 

Chapter 3 Page 3-6 

Quote: “WM intends to develop waste diversion infrastructure and programs as part of 
the proposed WCEC to support the City’s waste diversion objectives and to provide the 
appropriate opportunities and programs for waste generators within Ottawa.” The word 
'intends' should be replaced with will. WM continues to use terminology that is non-
committal.  

Chapter 3 Pages 3-7, 3-8 

Quote: “It was previously highlighted in the discussion on the Statistics Canada data 
that IC&I diversion is believed to be higher than reported and that further diversion may 
require a substantial effort.” WM is again using opinion as fact. On the basis of that 
opinion WM is claiming that it would be difficult for existing infrastructure to absorb the 
extra tonnage. If this is the case why are they even proposing recycling facilities are 
the WCEC? Using their assumptions they do not think that recycling is a viable option. 
Therefore will the intended recycling services even be developed for WCEC? Of 
course there would be no incentive for business to increase diversion rates if there is a 
dump option readily available to them. If existing processing facilities are unable to 
handle significant increases in amounts of recyclables and organic materials they will 
expand as long as there is money to be made. That will result in Ontario jobs and 
industry growth. 

The more landfills expand, the less incentive there is to research and develop 
increased waste diversion technologies and initiatives. If WM admits that waste is a 
resource and that recycling is less expensive than landfill, why then is landfill, not 
recycling/diversion the primary option for WM in this EA? 

We committed in Appendix D (Community Commitments) of the ToR to develop 
waste diversion infrastructure, and stated: 

“The waste diversion facilities directed to general commercial recyclables and 
construction and demolition materials will be built at the same time as the other 
project components. They will be able to process more than 75,000 tonnes of 
material annually. Actual throughput will depend upon market conditions.” 

Section 1.5 in Chapter 1 of the Final EA Report notes that the EA recognizes a 
number of other diversion facilities put forward as part of the WCEC, including:  

• Material Recycling Facility;  
• Construction and Demolition Material Facility;  
• Residential Diversion Facility;  
• Organics Processing Facility; and,  
• Electronic Waste Handling Facility. 

Further, in Section 6 of Chapter 6, it is noted that the additional WCEC facilities 
include the following: 

• A material recycling facility; 
• A construction and demolition material recycling facility; 
• An organics processing facility; 
• Residential diversion facility; 
• Community lands for parks and recreation; 
• A landfill-gas-to-energy facility; and 
• Greenhouses. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

WM initially said they would request a landfill for 10 years with up to 400,000 tonnes of 
waste each year. They then changed that to 6.5 million tonnes, 2.5 million more than 
what was initially indicated. This shows clearly that they are not considering recycling 

We proposed a new landfill of 6.5 million m3 based upon receipt of approximately 
400,000 tonnes of solid waste per year, over a period of approximately 10 years. 

The MOE is 
satisfied. 
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and definitely not interested in alternative methods of dealing with waste. They should 
not be rewarded for this misrepresentation. The statistics presented by WM in favour of 
the expansion appear to be very technically flawed and very one sided. 

This volume includes solid waste and daily and interim cover material. 

The public was told of grand plans for recycling (the name was even changed to 
Environmental Centre) but there is no commitment to do so and less than 13% of 
waste was recycled at the previous landfill. WM has told us that they don't recycle 
unless requested by the business (this site is primarily for commercial and industrial 
waste) and, since they then charge them more to pick-up their waste, businesses have 
chosen not to recycle. I've even been told that those who separate waste on their 
premises have all of the waste, including recyclables put in the same truck and taken to 
a landfill - so it looks like their recycling but in fact they are not. Until the Ministry 
requires recycling by regulation and enforces it that is likely to continue. Regulations 
need to be province wide so that the cost to business or recycling is uniform across the 
province and not an extra expense borne only by our local businesses. 

We are appalled with the discussion in section 3.4.3 as we have witnessed WM’s 
demolition of three houses immediately adjacent to the waste management facility. 
These houses were acquired by WM in 1999/2001 and demolished in 2011 with no 
separation of materials or recycling. To us, this demonstrates a complete lack of 
commitment as the demolition contract with source separation and recycling should 
have been economically viable. 

We proposed the WCEC as an integrated facility that will include diversion and 
disposal facilities. We have proposed a new landfill footprint of 6.5 million cubic 
meters to provide the residual waste disposal capacity needed after an assumed 2% 
average annual increase of the diversion rate in the IC&I sector over the projected 
life of the new landfill. The residual waste to be disposed of at the new landfill would 
be material remaining after projected diversion has been achieved within the IC&I 
sector. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

Hard Diversion Constraints Must be Put Into Future Certificates of Approval 

It is because WM has been trumpeting their goal to divert significant amounts of waste 
away from landfill that some Ottawa residents, as well as provincial government 
officials, support this project. This is also why WM has branded their project an 
Environmental Centre; waste diversion is the only thing that separates this project from 
a pure landfill. 

WM is not serious about diversion and has already begun watering-down their 
diversion estimates and backing away from their promises. The original promise given, 
in response to my direct question during a May 2010 public consultation meeting, was 
to divert up to 100,000 tonnes of waste away from landfill. By the June 8th, 2010 
community open house, this target had slipped to 75,000 tonnes of diversion1, always 
“dependent on market conditions”. The continued use of the key phases such as “up 
to” and “dependent on market conditions” gives WM a semantic excuse to weasel out 
of any future obligation. 

Condition 1: Total annual landfill tonnage at the WCEC is limited to the maximum 
Percentage 

This way, if WM wants to put 400,000 tonnes of waste into landfill (ToR target), then 
they must divert 75,000 tonnes of waste (16% of 475,000 total tonnes) away from 
landfill (promise to the community in Ref. 1) starting in the first year of operation.  

I have made the mandatory minimum diversion rate ramp up to the Government of 

We examined in the ToR, Alternatives To the disposal of solid waste, including 
landfill, waste diversion and other technologies, such as thermal destruction. We 
determined that the preferred Alternative To was to close the current landfill and 
establish a new landfill at the WCEC. Further details on Alternatives To are provided 
in Supporting Document #2 to the approved ToR. 
 
We proposed the WCEC as an integrated facility that will include diversion and 
disposal facilities. We have proposed a new landfill footprint of 6.5 million cubic 
meters to provide the residual waste disposal capacity needed after an assumed 2% 
average annual increase of the diversion rate in the IC&I sector over the projected 
life of the new landfill. The residual waste to be disposed of at the new landfill would 
be material remaining after projected diversion has been achieved within the IC&I 
sector. 
 

The MOE is 
satisfied. 
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Ontario’s 60% target within 10 years. With a condition like this on all new landfills, the 
Government of Ontario’s goals for provincial waste diversion will certainly be realized. 
The implication for the WCEC are:  

• If the free market’s environmental consciousness delivers this diversion rate, then 
WM will have no difficulty complying with this condition. 

• If this condition restricts WM’s freedom to dump waste into their high-profit 
landfill, so be it. 

• If this means WM chooses to give their customers price incentives to increase 
the customer’s diversion efforts, great. 

• If this means WM chooses to sort and separate co-mingled waste themselves, 
and reduce the recyclable materials and organics that would otherwise go into 
landfill, even better. 

Condition 2: WM must be mandated to continue to provide quantitative tonnage 
reporting by waste type to validate the tonnage of diverted recycled products, as 
well as the tonnage of landfilled waste. 

In their current annual reports, WM reports the tonnage of recycled materials accepted 
at the Ottawa Landfill but not put into landfill, as well as the tonnage of waste materials 
put into landfill. This information is currently held on a table named “Summary of Waste 
and Other Materials Received – January to December 20XX”. 

ICI waste does not have diversion. It contains a large percentage of organic waste. 
This organic waste has been shown to break down into acids that leach toxic 
components out of the non-organic parts of the waste. This creates a more toxic 
leachate than a landfill without organic waste. 

On consideration of waste diversion, we have defined the undertaking in the EA as 
“a new landfill footprint that will provide residual waste disposal capacity of 
approximately 6.5 million cubic meters”. We have also defined residual waste in the 
ToR as material remaining following waste diversion. We have assumed a 2% 
average annual increase in the diversion rate within the IC&I sector over the 
projected life of the new landfill. Therefore, the residual waste to be disposed of at 
the new landfill would be material remaining after the projected diversion within the 
IC&I sector. 

On support for waste diversion, we have proposed the WCEC is an integrated 
facility that will include diversion and disposal facilities. It should be noted that 
similar to the existing closed landfill, a landfill gas to energy component is proposed 
as part of the WCEC. 

Further details on residual waste and diversion are provided in Supporting 
Document #1 of the approved ToR and in Chapter 3 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

Health Concerns 

- Atmosphere emissions 

- Groundwater discharges 
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(Approx. # of Times Raised = 55) 

Air and groundwater contamination from landfills are a serious health concern. Health 
and safety concerns were raised for residents living in the community around the 
landfill. With both landfill gas and leachate, complex mixtures of toxic chemicals, 
concerns were raised about the potentially dangerous toxic emissions in the air as well 
as groundwater contamination and how this will affect long-term health.  

It was contended that nothing since has been done to protect the life and health of the 
people still nearby who rely on wells. 

Health concerns raised about the impacts from mercury from landfill gas and vinyl 
chloride 

On health concerns related to air emissions and groundwater discharges, potential 
effects on air and groundwater related to landfill gas and leachate from the existing 
and new landfill were assessed in the EA. Assessments considered requirements of 
health-based Provincial regulations and guidelines, like Ontario Regulation 419/05 
(air quality) and MOE Guideline B-7 (groundwater quality). Mitigation, monitoring and 
contingency measures were proposed to address the predicted net effects from the 
existing and new landfill on air and groundwater. 

Regarding the assessment of potential landfill gas emissions and related impacts, 
work plans were provided in the ToR that described how the landfill gas analysis 
would be conducted in the EA, including the contaminants to be modelled. This list 
included Vinyl Chloride, but mercury as it is typically not assessed as a landfill gas 
emission from municipal solid waste landfills in Ontario. The work plan for landfill gas 
assessment, as included in the approved ToR, was implemented in the EA.  

The landfill gas baseline conditions assessment modelled Vinyl Chloride and 
sources included in the dispersion model were the five landfill-gas fired engines, the 
three flares, and the landfill mound. All five engines and three flares were assumed 
to be operating concurrently at maximum capacity, coupled with maximum fugitive 
emissions from the landfill mound. Terrain data and surrounding building information 
were also considered in the modelling. Emissions were modelled for 24-hour and 1-
hour averaging times, to correspond with MOE POI Limits for the various 
compounds. The results of this calibrated modelling indicate that the maximum 
impacts at the nearby discrete sensitive receptor, the property line receptor, and off-
site location would be less than the MOE POI Limits for all 23 compounds (including 
Vinyl Chloride) assessed for the 2012 baseline year. 

In the detailed impact assessment, predicted 24-hour Vinyl Chloride concentrations 
did not exceed the POI limit or criteria at any of the receptors. 

Further, we have developed and implemented a comprehensive EMP for the Carp 
Road Landfill, which includes groundwater monitoring. The EMP is approved by the 
MOE and results of the monitoring are regularly reported to the MOE. Where 
potential groundwater contamination from the Carp Road Landfill was identified 
beyond the site boundary, we have established CAZs as per MOE Guideline B-7 
(Reasonable Use). We monitor groundwater conditions within the CAZs to assess 
groundwater quality and the attenuation of impacted groundwater to Reasonable 
Use limits.  

Further, we will design the proposed new landfill to meet Ontario Regulation 232/98, 
which includes landfill gas collection, double-liner cell design, leachate collection, 
and air and groundwater monitoring requirements. 

Further, we have committed to develop an Odour and Landfill Gas BMP Plan and a 
Groundwater BMP Plan as part of the ECA approvals process for a new landfill and 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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we have committed to consult with stakeholders, such as the MOE, City, and public, 
in the development of BMPs, like the Odour and Landfill Gas and Groundwater BMP 
Plans. 

Further details on our commitments are provided in Chapter 8 Table 8-2 of the Final 
EA Report. 

Service Area 

- Service Area for Landfill 

- Limit where waste comes from 

(Approx. # of Times Raised = 50) 

The facility should accept waste only from Ottawa and Lanark Country. Ottawa should 
not be used as a Dump for the waste of the non-contiguous areas and this limitation 
should be included in any licensing. A new mega dump is an invitation for WM to 
accept garbage from other parts of Ontario as the landfill capacity is not necessary for 
the City of Ottawa. 

For several months a few years ago, contaminated soil from a soap factory in Toronto 
was unloaded and buried. How reasonable are the assurances from WM that garbage 
is not going to be trucked in from across the province, other provinces or the US? Their 
past practices? 

In order for WM to operate the site on a profitable basis, much of the waste required to 
meet the targets will have to be brought in from beyond Ottawa and Lanark County. 
Essentially then, Ottawa does not need a new landfill within the city boundaries. WM 
needs a new landfill because they own no other property in the area. 

In this day and age, the sacrifices that would have to be made by the few (residences 
affected by the dump) to appease the many (the city of Ottawa and the municipalities 
that ship their garbage here) should not be accepted. 

On the service area for the new landfill and limiting the service area, we have 
proposed an Ontario-wide service area based upon historic operations and future 
business opportunities for the site. In the ToR, we noted that we have historically 
made provisions with the City of Ottawa to reserve between 75% and 90% of its 
Ottawa landfill disposal capacity for waste generated within the City of Ottawa, with 
the remainder coming from waste generators outside the City of Ottawa, including 
the GNZ and other locations in the province. It is anticipated that the majority of the 
remaining 10-25%of the waste received would be event-based, including non-
hazardous soils from site remediation projects and non-hazardous waste from 
industrial processes. Residential and IC&I waste regularly collected from outside the 
City of Ottawa and GNZ would not generally be part of the anticipated waste stream. 
The rationale for requesting a province-wide service area is consistent with the 
service area permitted for the Carp Road Landfill.  

Further detail on the proposed service area is provided in Chapter 3 of the Final EA 
Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

I am pleased to see that the City is extending its host community service area to 
Lanark County. The City of Ottawa does have an ethical obligation to extend the 
service area of its landfill facilities to the surrounding community. The Town of Smiths 
Falls is not in the Lanark County political structure, and, therefore may not be eligible 
according to the terms recommended by City staff. Since Smith Falls has traditionally 
had access to the Carp Landfill, I suggest that the staff recommendation should be 
clarified to allow Smith Falls to use the site. 

Since landfill sites are expensive to build and difficult to locate within communities, the 
City could consider service to other surrounding towns, such as Arnprior, Kemptville, 
Merrickville, and Williamsburg. If the City does not feel offering these communities 
access is a social responsibility it could be considered as a business opportunity. 
Dealing with it as a business opportunity it would be appropriate to levy a surcharge 
(e.g. $10 per tonne for areas outside of the City’s service area). The surcharge would 

We have, as noted in the ToR, historically made provisions with the City of Ottawa to 
reserve between 75% and 90% of its Ottawa landfill disposal capacity for waste 
generated within the City of Ottawa, with the remainder coming from waste 
generators outside the City of Ottawa, including the GNZ and other locations in the 
province. It is anticipated that the majority of the remaining 10-25%of the waste 
received would be event-based, including non-hazardous soils from site remediation 
projects and non-hazardous waste from industrial processes. Residential and IC&I 
waste regularly collected from outside the City of Ottawa and GNZ would not 
generally be part of the anticipated waste stream. The rationale for requesting a 
province-wide service area is consistent with the service area permitted for the Carp 
Road Landfill. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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be shared by the host community and the City of Ottawa. 

Land Use 

- Compatibility with planning policies 

- Compatibility with sensitive uses 

(Approx. # of Times Raised = 50) 

Irreconcilable Incompatibility 

Concern that the EA does not have regard to the MOE’s D-series guidelines for a 
proposed land use change. The landfill should not be permitted as the new landfill 
results in land use conflicts presenting an “irreconcilable incompatibility” meaning that 
land use impacts cannot be reasonably mitigated and that there are inadequate 
separation distances to permit the functioning of the two incompatible land uses to a 
level of trivial impact. It is recommended that WM ‘s selection of a study area should 
include all areas in which adverse affects have been observed to create an influence 
area. Due to the history of non-compliance at the site it is recommended that the 
influence area include all areas where odour issues were observed.  

We recommend that WM be required, at a minimum, to present a renewed study of 
current land use that is equivalent to the area of the socioeconomic area of influence of 
3 km.   

The EA underestimates development pressures and impacts on residential uses. 

We assessed land use conditions and predicted potential impact to land use as per 
the approved ToR.  Section 7.1 of the ToR identified the proposed study areas for 
the EA as follows: 

• On-Site – the lands owned or optioned by WM and required for the new 
landfill. The Site is bounded by Highway 417, Carp Road and Richardson 
Side Road;  

• Site-Vicinity – the lands in the vicinity of the site extending about 500 
metres (m) in all directions; and,  

• Regional – the lands within approximately 3 - 5 kms of the Site for those 
disciplines that require a larger analysis area (i.e., socio-economic, odour, 
etc.).  

We noted that these were “generic study areas that may be modified during the EA 
to suit the requirements of each environmental component” and that “each technical 
discipline will modify the study area as required (e.g., surface water study area will 
extend along watershed boundaries).” Effects were assessed within 3 km of the 
preferred alternative landfill footprint for the atmospheric environment, geology and 
hydrogeology, surface water, biology, and the socio-economic environment 
(including visual). It was determined that, with the application of the proposed 
mitigation measures, there will be no net negative effects on the environment as a 
result of the Preferred Alternative Landfill Footprint. The Land Use Regional Study 
Area was extended as far as necessary to recognize the potential for effects on 
sensitive land uses beyond 500 m from the Preferred Alternative Landfill Footprint. 
This extent was determined to be 1.5 km from the proposed landfill, based on the 
effects identified for other environmental components assessed in the EA. 

With respect to MOE guidelines, we considered Guideline D-4 regarding Land Use 
On or Near Landfills and Dumps that provides direction for the restriction of land 
uses specifically in the vicinity of landfills.  Although Guideline D-4 addresses the 
restriction of land uses within the vicinity of existing landfills, the principles of 
Guideline D-4 are also to be considered when looking for locations to establish a 
new landfill. Guideline D-4 recommends a number of influence areas where land 
uses should be restricted.  The guideline states that no land use may take place 
within 30 m of a fill area, but that this buffer is often between 60 m and 100 m buffer 
from the fill area.  Furthermore, the guideline recommends that sensitive land uses 

Comment 
noted.  
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be restricted within 500 m area of the fill area. The guideline also recognizes that 
actual influence areas will vary with the individual landfill and states that where the 
actual influence area of a site has been determined to be less than the 500 m study 
area set out in the guideline, the study area can be reduced to coincide with the 
actual influence area.  Finally, Guideline D-4 states that where “significant impacts” 
are encountered at or beyond 500 m, the study area within which an assessment for 
any change in land use is recommended, shall be extended beyond the 500 m area.  
Significant impacts occur where the proponent of a landfill has not incorporated 
feasible remedial measures to prevent or minimize adverse effects.  To recognize 
the potential for significant impacts beyond the 500 m, the Regional Study Area for 
the land use component of the EA was set at 1.5 km from the On-Site Study Area. 

With respect to compatibility with sensitive uses, we identified sensitive land uses as 
per provincial land use Procedure D-1-3 (July 1995), which generally includes 
places where people sleep (i.e., dwellings), churches, cemeteries and parks. In 
addition, we have considered the compatibility guidelines in the Carp Road Corridor 
Community Development Plan that are intended to ensure that industrial uses in the 
Carp Road Corridor can co-exist with adjacent residential uses. We have considered 
guidance of the City of Ottawa Official Plan, including compatibility criteria that seek 
to avoid any land use conflicts between uses. We maintain that the existing and 
proposed landfills are located within the Carp Road Corridor Rural Employment Area 
and that the proposed landfill is consistent with the City of Ottawa Official Plan 
policies for this area.  

Further details on the Detailed Impact Assessment – Land Use are provided in 
Chapter 6 of the Final EA Report. 

Chapter 4 Page 4-56 

For the section on the Site-Vicinity Study Area and the Regional Study Area it indicates 
that the impact on these sensitive land uses will need to be studied with regard to the 
potential influence area.  What does that mean? Is not the purpose of the EA to study 
the impacts?  

We have provided details regarding existing conditions in Chapter 4 of the Final EA 
Report and we have provided results of the detailed impact assessments in Chapter 
6 of the Final EA Report. 

 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

Chapter 4 Page 4-57 

For the section titled Site-Vicinity Study Area: "The policies of Section 3.8 for Solid 
Waste Disposal Sites restrict development of sensitive land uses within 500 m of a 
landfill site. In other words, the policies of the Official Plan will protect against any 
encroachment of sensitive land uses despite being permitted within the 500 m 
influence area or other influence area, as defined by the EA." Does this mean that new 
residential development is restricted within 500 m of a site? Nothing new can be put 
within 500 m once the dump is in place but the dump can be put there even if existing 
residential developments are within 500 m?  

We understand that policies for Solid Waste Disposal Sites (Section 3.8) of the 
Official Plan require that proponents of development proposals within the influence 
area of a solid waste disposal site undertake a study to demonstrate that the landfill 
will not have any unacceptable adverse effects on the proposed development and 
will not pose any risks to human health and safety.  Particular attention is required 
for those proposals that accommodate people or include animal husbandry or food 
production. The policies of Section 3.8 also state that the City must be satisfied that 
there will be no impacts from the proposed use on continued landfill operations. 
Further details are provided in Section 6.7.8.1 in Chapter 6 of the Final EA Report. 

Comment 
noted. 

Contaminating Life 



38 
 

Issue Response Status 

- Responsibility for post-closure care 

(Approx. # of Times Raised = 45) 

The contamination lifespan of landfills are conservatively estimated to be hundreds of 
years. To approve a landfill with a contamination lifespan of several hundred years at 
this location would be irresponsible and would only set the stage for inevitable conflict 
as a result of the changing dynamic of the neighbourhood. In fact there are landfills that 
were closed over a thousand years ago that are still contaminating the local 
groundwater. Landfills are time bombs that continue to contaminate the water and air 
for hundreds of years. I am concerned that a landfill in the middle of my community will 
be an environmental liability for generations to come. Beyond the environmental liability 
I worry about the financial liability that will be left for my children and grandchildren.  

Between 2002 and 2006, contaminated groundwater was detected on property on the 
east side of Carp Road, across from the landfill. In order to avoid violating Provincial 
environmental law and having to carry out a clean-up, WM simply purchased the 
affected property. In 2011, WM acquired more property to the north and south of the 
current landfill for the same reasons. In total, the contaminated lands now total nearly 
53 hectares. In the EA, WM is proposing a double liner system to prevent leachate 
escaping into the groundwater. However, all liners will leak eventually, either through 
wear and tear or the toxicity of the waste they are supporting. Leachate can be created 
over hundreds of years while no manufacturer can guarantee the integrity of their liners 
for more than a decade or two. 

We are responsible for undertaking and funding of the post-closure care of the Carp 
Road Landfill in keeping with the CofA issued by the MOE. This includes ongoing 
groundwater monitoring for the duration of time over which the existing landfill has 
the potential to generate contaminants. We must post and maintain financial 
assurance in the form of an irrevocable letter of credit issued by a Canadian 
Chartered Bank in favour of the Province to ensure the safe closure and long-term 
management of the existing landfill. Similar conditions regarding post-closure care 
will be applicable to the new landfill.  

Further details on our commitments are provided in Chapter 8 Table 8-2 of the Final 
EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

Shouldn’t planning include how this property and current usage will benefit future 
generations? Perhaps increasing waste revenues now with a naturalized park on the 
property (buffer and landfill) later would be the best decision. What will landfill usage be 
for future generations? I doubt if it will be the same as today. Use landfill space wisely, 
which may or may not preclude using more landfill space today. If a landfill property 
restoration (e.g. naturalized park) is part of the plan; be credible and begin 
implementing the plan in the buffer areas.   

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, including the public, regarding 
End-Use/Closure Plan for the undertaking and other WCEC facilities prior to 
submission of the formal application to the MOE. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

Property Value Protection 

- Decrease in Property Value 

- Property Value Protection 

(Approx. # of Times Raised = 20) 

The EA does not include a detailed PVPP. The EA does not identify which properties 
will be eligible for property value protection. Per the ToR, the EA must include a PVPP 
negotiated in consultation with the community. This was a commitment from the WM 
and it never happened. As required in the ToR, WM must provide a clearly defined 
zone to provide effected residents with certainty that they will be compensated for any 
loss in property value.  

In the EA, we assessed potential socio-economic effects of the existing and new 
landfill upon current and future land use, residential and commercial development, 
and visual environment within the Study Area. Mitigation, monitoring and 
contingency measures were proposed to address the predicted net effects from the 
existing and new landfill on Socio-Economic and Visual conditions. In Appendix D – 
Community Commitments section of the ToR we identified our commitment to 
develop a PVPP plan that will provide to qualified owners of real estate protection 

A condition of 
approval may 
be required to 
address this 
issue. 
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The Province should recognize that there is a major difference between a landfill site 
with a capacity of 6 million cubic metres (existing site) and a 12+ million cubic metre 
site (total including proposed). Empirical evidence shows that landfill sites that are 8 
million cubic metres or larger have significant impacts on property values and quality of 
life for residents within a radius of 3 miles, which in this case translates to thousands of 
residents.  

The Province should not approve this EA as it is inevitable that surrounding property 
values will be adversely impacted by at least 20%. This represents, at a minimum, 
$80,000,000 in reduced property values to surrounding homes. Residents cannot sell 
their homes because of the combination of the existing dump and the threat of its 
monster sibling. Numerous buyers refuse to even look at homes that are in close 
proximity to the landfill e.g. Timbermere, Echo Woods and Canterberry Woods. This 
type of scenario would require that the property closer to the landfill to reduce its price 
in order to attract that buyer. The economic impact on families that must rely on the 
value of their home to fund their retirement will be devastating. The average increase in 
housing prices in our area over the same period was 98%, significantly lower than the 
city average.  

We believe the current landfill site has had significant effect in keeping housing price 
growth in this area down and that a further expansion will only exacerbate the issue.  
Approving this new footprint will decimate the housing prices in the surrounding area, 
stealing retirement plans from not only the aging home owners but also the young 
families who will never likely see any return on the investment they are currently 
making in their homes. WM does not appear to be accepting this responsibility. The 
precise liability, terms, methodology and compensation payment regime must be 
developed, consulted upon, and approved by the affected households before any 
project could proceed for all homes within a 15 km radius of the dump. 

The City recommends that WM establish a Property Value Protection Plan which 
includes all residences within a five (5) kilometer radius of the new landfill footprint. The 
City also requests that WM provide indemnification to the City such that WM is fully 
prepared to provide any and all compensation, where applicable, with no cost or 
responsibility attributed to the City due to expansion of the landfill and the resulting 
impacts to surrounding properties. 

against reduction in value of their homes by reason of the new project. The PVPP 
plan contained within the Final EA report is considered by WM to be final. Specific 
properties covered by the PVPP will be identified when the EA and related ECA 
approvals have been secured and associated conditions are known. Specific 
properties covered by the PVPP will be identified within the plan by municipal 
address and owners of said properties will be notified by WM. 

We have committed to the implementation of a PVPP, as outlined in Appendix C of 
the EA. When the EA and related ECA approvals have been secured and 
associated conditions are known, specific properties covered by the Property Value 
Protection Plan will be identified by municipal address and owners of said properties 
will be formally notified by letter. Fair market value, as determined by a Qualified 
Appraiser conducting an examination of the property consistent with normal 
evaluation approaches and procedures, noting the condition of the property both 
interior and exterior, subject to all factors affecting value to which the property is 
subject other than the presence of the Landfill, will be used in the determination of a 
‘Target Value’ for an Eligible Property under the Plan. We are also prepared to 
discuss with the City potential approaches to addressing City concerns regarding 
their civil exposure as a result of the new landfill and any potential impacts to 
surrounding properties. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 Table 8-2 of the Final 
EA Report. 

 

WM did not provide any information on what will be used to determine the initial 
property value. Using any data since the WM plan was announced approximately 2 
years ago is invalid since the announcement itself would affect property values. 
However values from 2 years ago are not accurate today due to overall industry price 
increases that have occurred in the Ottawa market. There is a high possibility that the 
values are set by WM to their benefit and the worst case outcome is that our house is 
unsellable due to the permanent odour from the new dump and we are not part of the 
property value protection plan.  

In Appendix D – Community Commitments section of the ToR we identified our 
commitment to develop a PVPP that will provide to qualified owners of real estate 
protection against reduction in value of their homes by reason of the new project. 
The PVPP contained within the Final EA report is considered by WM to be final. 
Specific properties covered by the PVPP will be identified when the EA and related 
ECA approvals have been secured and associated conditions are known. Specific 
properties covered by the PVPP will be identified within the plan by municipal 
address and owners of said properties will be notified by WM. 

A condition of 
approval is 
required to 
address. 

There must be some compensation for our neighbourhood, for us close neighbours In the EA, we assessed potential socio-economic effects of the existing and new A condition is 
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who live closest to the WCEC site. 

The most affected neighbourhood should be defined as those residing within the 
boundaries of 

- Huntmar to David Manchester rods, 

- Hazeldean to McGee roads. 

This compensation should not go to far reaching neighbourhoods. For example, a 
tennis court built 10+ km from the site does not compensate this most affected 
neighbourhood. 

This compensation could include free access to community use activities (recreation) 
on the property of (and maintained by) WM, and as well a reduction in garbage pick-up 
fees for this neighbourhood are what I suggest. 

landfill upon current and future land use, residential and commercial development, 
and visual environment within the Study Area. Mitigation, monitoring and 
contingency measures were proposed to address the predicted net effects from the 
existing and new landfill on Socio-Economic and Visual conditions.  

In Appendix C – Community Commitments section of the Final EA Report we 
identified our commitment to develop a PVPP plan that will provide to qualified 
owners of real estate protection against reduction in value of their homes by reason 
of the new landfill footprint and to implement an odour enforcement mechanism to 
address odour-related complaints in the future.  

required to 
address. 

In the PVPP, there is no indication of an appeals process for a home owner to follow if 
they do not agree with the value set by WM. 

In the PVPP, the appeals process for a homeowner to follow if they do not agree 
with the value set by WM is outlined in Section 4.3 Determination of Target Value.  

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

Landfill Gas 

- Odour management 

- Odour enforcement 

- GHG emissions 

(Approx. # of Times Raised = 10) 

Landfills are a major source of global warming gases. Landfills are the largest 
manmade source of greenhouse gas emissions in North America and as such, I 
believe preventing any new landfill capacity should be part of the government's current 
platform to combat and lower greenhouse gas emissions. 

Research and studies have shown that landfill gases contribute substantially to the 
greenhouse gases released into the atmosphere. As such, the expansion of this site 
will be contrary to the priority that the other levels of governments are giving to 
reducing greenhouse gases. 

In the EA, potential effects on air related to landfill gas from the existing and new 
landfill were assessed. The assessments considered the requirements of health-
based Provincial regulations and guidelines, such as Ontario Regulation 419/05 (air 
quality). Mitigation, monitoring and contingency measures were proposed to address 
the predicted net effects from the existing and new landfill on air. 

Further details on our commitments are provided in Chapter 8 Table 8-2 of the Final 
EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

1. Comments on 5D-Atmospheric-Landfill Gas (VOC) Detailed Impact 
Assessment 

General comments 

b) It is well known that mercury as a very toxic chemical commonly exists in 
landfill gas (see some scientist research results below in italic). (Though the 
proposed landfill is for non-hazardous waste, WM does not have any 
measures to guarantee filtering of improperly disposed mercury contained 
materials in the accepted waste). However such hazardous Land Fill Gas 

Regarding the assessment of potential landfill gas emissions and related impacts, 
work plans were provided in the ToR that described how the landfill gas analysis 
would be conducted in the EA, including the contaminants to be modelled. This list 
did not include mercury as it is typically not assessed as a landfill gas emission from 
municipal solid waste landfills in Ontario. The work plan for landfill gas assessment 
included in the approved ToR was implemented in the EA. It assessed the potential 
effects of landfill gas emissions from the existing and new landfill. The assessment 
considered the requirements of health-based Provincial regulations and guidelines, 
such as O.Reg. 419/05 (air quality), and we proposed mitigation, monitoring and 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response 
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(LFG) contaminant is not studied in this landfill gas assessment. It is only 
listed in the leachate ingredients which is not sufficient. Missing such a 
critical aspect, this assessment is incomplete. 

“Landfills are a major source of the more toxic, organic mercury”. “Mercury losses 
occur through two main pathways, the working face and landfill gas vents”. (Summary 
of Research on mercury Emissions from Municipal Landfills, 
http://www.newmoo.org/prevention/mercury/landfillfactsheet.cfm) 

“Mercury, a nerve poison, is a major ingredient in many products…a new study finds 
that landfill disposal of such products can chemically alter the mercury in them, not only 
rendering it more toxic but also fostering its release into the air”. (Landfills Make 
Mercury More Toxic, 
http://www.phschool.com/science/science_news/articles/landfills_mercury_toxic.html) 

“Mercury contained in buried landfill waste was known to migrate vertically and be 
released via upward emission to the atmosphere or downward leaching to 
groundwater.” (Mercury Found to Migrate Horizontally from Landfill, 
http://toxics.usgs/gov/highlights/uz_mercury_transport.html) 

“…when a CFL bulb is broken, it can release dangerously high levels of mercury into 
the air…a broken CFL bulb can emit upwards of 50,000 nanograms per cubic meter, or 
more than 166 times the safe upper threshold.” (Compact Fluorescent Lights Dumping 
Mercury Directly into Landfills, 
http://www.naturalnews.com/028034_mercury_compact_flourescent_lights.html) 

c) There are more and more populations in the surrounding area of the 
proposed landfill. Most of them are young families with young children. The 
emitted mercury from the landfill is known a big health risk to you children. 
This assessment without measure and evaluation of such hazardous 
emission should not be accepted. 

d) Active face is not one of the major LFG emission sources identified by the 
WM. There are many landfill gases emitted into air in active working face, for 
example, hazardous mercury vapour and hydrogen sulfide. However, in this 
assessment, the conclusion was made without considering this important 
LFG source. Such assessment is incomplete. 

contingency measures to address the predicted net effects from the existing and 
new landfill. 

With respect to landfill gas emissions, we have developed and implemented a 
landfill gas collection system and an EMP at the existing closed landfill to capture, 
monitor, and manage landfill gas. This system and the EMP are approved by the 
MOE and results of the monitoring are regularly reported to the MOE. The proposed 
new landfill will be designed to meet Ontario Regulation 232/98, which includes 
landfill gas collection and monitoring requirements. By constructing a landfill gas 
collection system during the development of the new landfill, we will improve our 
ability to capture landfill gas throughout the life of the new landfill.  

In regards to potential health concerns related to landfill gas emissions, we applied 
criteria and indicators to assess potential effects of landfill gas emissions from the 
proposed new landfill, which incorporated requirements of health-based regulations 
like Ontario Regulation 419/05 (air quality).  

Comments on 1C-Landfill Gas Existing Conditions Report 

General comments 

The active face is one of the major LFG emission sources identified by the WM. There 
are many landfill gases emitted into air in active working face, for example, hazardous 
mercury vapour and hydrogen sulfide etc. However, the model used in this report does 
include this important LFG source. Use of such report as a baseline for the detailed 
assessment of the new proposed landfill is misleading.  

We have assumed the baseline conditions or “existing case” to be the existing 
closed landfill (i.e., closed on September 30, 2011) and, as a result, the primary 
remaining source of potential odour is landfill gas, since there is no active working 
face.  

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

http://www.newmoo.org/prevention/mercury/landfillfactsheet.cfm
http://www.phschool.com/science/science_news/articles/landfills_mercury_toxic.html
http://toxics.usgs/gov/highlights/uz_mercury_transport.html
http://www.naturalnews.com/028034_mercury_compact_flourescent_lights.html
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Why is LFG generation not included as a source? WM must determine when LFG will 
be generated. When will LFG capture equipment be installed? 

We will design the proposed new landfill to meet Ontario Regulation 232/98, which 
includes landfill gas collection requirements. We will construct a landfill gas 
collection system throughout development of the new landfill to improve our ability to 
capture the landfill gas and control odours. Perforated horizontal collectors will be 
installed in the landfill as filling progresses.  

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

Interpretation over the allowable quantities of toxic contaminants in the emissions from 
the landfill gas-to-energy engines at the Carp Rd. landfill continues to be a concern. 

We have monitored and reported emissions from the landfill gas to energy plant to 
the MOE, in accordance with the ECA for the facility. We have also reported these 
results to the CLCLC on a regular basis.   

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 Transportation 

- Traffic increase on Carp Road 

- Traffic improvements on Carp Road 

- Airport operations and gull control 

(Approx. # of Times Raised = 10) 

There are potential traffic needs on Carp Road. The Carp Road is a narrow two lane 
major north-south connection off the 417 highway (Queensway) for thousands of daily 
commuters. There are already too many large vehicles travelling this stretch causing 
traffic tie-ups and numerous hazards for commuters. In the past, there were garbage 
trucks lining the road in the mornings waiting for the facility to open. The approval of 
such an expansion will see a parade of garbage trucks 24 - 7 from all neighbouring 
communities, but I suspect mostly from Toronto despite their claim to the contrary. 
There are safety concerns for our children on School buses on the Carp Road. This 
site is not suitable for an expanded landfill and recycling facility.  

Traffic on Carp road is extreme at the present time and is an impediment to 
development of the Carp Road Corridor. The City needs to carry out a detailed and 
comprehensive traffic plan for the Carp Road Corridor in conjunction with the local 
Business Improvement Area (BIA) and residents. The plan should accommodate future 
developments and as such development should be on hold until the plan is finalized 
and ready for development integration. 

Residents indicated that they would like to ride their bikes into Stittsville, but it is 
already too busy for that to be safe. Even a merge lane on Carp road will not 
adequately mitigate the traffic that WM is forecasting. That is when safety issues are 
going to become apparent if WM gets approval to proceed. 

On traffic increase and improvements on Carp Road, we have committed to maintain 
communication with the City regarding transportation matters, including existing and 
future level of service. This may involve certain road improvements, including a 
potential merge lane for traffic exiting the WCEC facility and widening of Carp Road. 

Further details on our commitments are provided in Chapter 8 Table 8-2 of the Final 
EA Report. 

We have committed to maintain communication with the City regarding 
transportation matters, including existing and future level of service. This may 
involve certain road improvements, including a potential merge lane for traffic exiting 
the WCEC facility and widening of Carp Road. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 Table 8-2 of the Final 
EA Report. 

 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

Impacts to Airport 

The proposed landfill is too close to the Carp Airport. The Carp airport is only 5 Kms 
north of WM’s Carp landfill and, therefore lies within the airport’s zone of concern for 
incompatible land uses. Three of the world’s most reputable aviation regulatory bodies 
say that landfills should be at least eight Kms away from airports to ensure safe 
operation. Transport Canada has noted that landfills are incompatible with airports and 

We have committed to finalize the Integrated Gull Management Plan outlined in the 
Detailed Impact Assessment stage. This Plan will address the following aviation 
safety issues: gull controls, operational controls, and operational monitoring. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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continues to recommend that neither new landfills, nor landfill expansions, be approved 
within eight kms of an airport. This is entirely in conflict with WM’s proposed new Carp 
Landfill. 

The traffic effects assessment is based on out-dated data and ignores key traffic 
issues. 

Improvements and expansions to the Carp Airport and proposals to develop the 
surrounding Carp Road airport lands by West Capital Developments will increase traffic 
on Carp Road south to Highway 417.  These changes are not recognized. 

Proposed left turn lane northbound does not address eastbound traffic coming from 
Highway 7 and traffic from the northwest onto Highway 417.  This traffic will be turning 
left onto across both lanes on Carp Road.  

There will a stretch of Carp Road where truck exiting the landfill will have to merge with 
southbound traffic before the bridge which is not addressed in the EA. 

The proposed WM left hand turn lane will be on a hill and trucks waiting to turn left will 
obstruct the views of other traffic turning in/out of business along that stretch of Carp 
Road. The proposed turning lane will be ineffective due to the volume of trucks and 
infrequent openings in southbound traffic heading towards Highway 417.  

Traffic improvements should include the four laning of Carp Road between Richardson 
Side Road and Highway 417.  This will create a merge lane for northbound and 
southbound trucks coming off Highway 417. A stop light should be provided south of 
highway 417 for eastbound trucks coming off of Highway 417. Also recommend all 
trucks enter the landfill via a right hand turn north of Highway 417 into Karson/Pratt pit 
then via a tunnel under Carp Road to the landfill. 

Traffic in the EA is underestimated.  Based on 2011 traffic counts, the proposed landfill 
will increase truck traffic to 123 trips per hour (61 trips northbound and southbound 
each) increasing peak traffic by 12% when landfill is operational. 

We assessed existing transportation (traffic) conditions as per the approved ToR.  
We have provided details regarding existing conditions in Chapter 4 of the Final EA 
Report.  

We predicted the potential impacts to transportation (traffic) conditions as per the 
approved ToR.  We have provided results of the detailed impact assessments in 
Chapter 6 of the Final EA Report. 

We committed to maintain communication with the City regarding transportation 
matters, including existing and future level of service. This may involve certain road 
improvements, including potential merge lane for traffic exiting the WCEC facility and 
widening of Carp Road. 

Further details on our commitments are provided in Chapter 8 Table 8-2 of the Final 
EA Report. 

A condition of 
approval may 
be required 
with respect to 
proposed 
transportation 
improvements 
committed to 
in the EA. 

EA Process 

- Consultation process; Study Areas;  

(Approx. # of Times Raised = 10) 

Compliance with ToR-Regional Study Area 

The regional study area is not consistent with ToR which requires generic study areas 
including a regional study area of 3-5 km.  Concerned that regional study area of the 
land use component in the existing conditions reports (Supporting Document 1) and 
the detailed impact assessment (Chapter 6) was reduced to 1.5 km without adequate 
justification.  Also concerned that this is inconsistent with the socio-economic study 
area of 3.5 kms. While the ToR indicates that the EA will allow the generic study areas 
to be modified to suit the requirements of each environmental component, the 

We have developed the EA in accordance with the approved ToR, which indicates in 
Section 7.1 – Study Areas that the study areas are generic and may be modified in 
the EA to suit the requirements of each environmental component. For the purposes 
of the Detailed Impact Assessment for land use, the On-Site Study Area is defined 
as the lands for the Preferred Alternative Landfill Footprint; the Site-Vicinity Study 
Area is defined as all properties lying wholly or partially within a 500 m radius of the 
Preferred Landfill Footprint; and the Regional Study Area extends an additional 1 km 
from the Site-Vicinity Study Area or 1.5 Km. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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supporting documents of the ToR suggests the EA study areas can be expanded but 
not decreased as the ToR suggested that expansions were only permitted for those 
areas which required a larger analysis (i.e. socio-economic, odour, etc). 

 

We have identified sensitive land uses as per provincial land use Procedure D-1-3 
(July 1995), which generally includes places where people sleep (i.e., dwellings), 
churches, cemeteries and parks. In addition, we have considered the compatibility 
guidelines in the Carp Road Corridor Community Development Plan that are 
intended to ensure that industrial uses in the Carp Road Corridor can co-exist with 
adjacent residential uses. We have also considered guidance of the City of Ottawa 
Official Plan, including compatibility criteria that seek to avoid any land use conflicts 
between uses. 

Section 4. Description of the Environment Potentially Affected by the Proposal 

4.2 Study Areas 

We recommend that all base maps depicting the Study area be reviewed and updated 
to accurately reflect development activity with the Study area. This is a deficiency 
within the EA. We are concerned that the Regional Study Area is not sufficiently large 
to address potential environmental effects: specifically odour emissions, land use and 
socio-economics. The effects of historic odours, and even current reportings, have 
extended to Kanata which is 5 kms distant from the proposed undertaking. Figure 4.1, 
which illustrates the Study area is presented on a base map that is not current and, for 
those reviewers who are not familiar with the regional setting, distort their perception of 
the area and which may result in an their underestimate of environmental effects on 
those land uses. Omissions include: 

• to the east, development of the Terry Fox extension has been completed; 

• residential development is completed east and south of the Richardson Side 
Road intersection; 

• new housing developments have been completed immediately north and east of 
that same intersection and west of the Goulbourne Forced Road; 

• commercial development is fully complete along the west side of Terry Fox in the 
area of Campeau Drive and Didsbury Road; 

• extensive residential development is completed and development plans have 
been produced for the north side of Hazeldean Road between Terry Fox and 
Stittsville Main;  

• extensive development has occurred along Huntmar south of Highway 417, 
including the area immediately southwest of the interchange; 

• new plans of subdivision are in place and under construction for Arcadia 
Developments north of the Highway 417 interchange with Huntmar;  

• extensive development has occurred and plans prepared for development north 
of Maple Grove and west of Huntmar.  

• a large section of Wilbert Cox Drive is not shown on the map which if it had been 

We have documented Study Area detail, such as road networks, using information 
from various government sources, confirmed through field verification. The Study 
Area mapping reflects field conditions at the time of verification, which may predate 
the new roads referenced. 

We have developed the EA in accordance with the approved ToR, which indicates in 
Section 7.1 – Study Areas that the study areas are generic and may be modified in 
the EA to suit the requirements of each environmental component. For the purposes 
of the Detailed Impact Assessment, the On-Site Study Area is defined as the lands 
for the Preferred Alternative Landfill Footprint; the Site-Vicinity Study Area is defined 
as all properties lying wholly or partially within a 500 m radius of the Preferred 
Landfill Footprint; and the Regional Study Area extends an additional 1 km from the 
Site-Vicinity Study Area. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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shown would be included in the Site vicinity area (500 m) 

• the map does not include new roads Shamus and Gentry located north of 
Richardson Side Road and west of David Manchester Road. 

The deficiency of base mapping is further exacerbated by the redefinition of the Study 
Area by FoTenn from 3-5 km to 1.5 km (see Section 4.4.8) from the undertaking for the 
purposes of the Land Use component. This is especially misleading because of the 
excluded, potentially affected population. The Socioeconomic Supporting document 
indicates that approximately 18,500 people live within the Site Vicinity Study Area. The 
existing and projected population within the 3-5 km distance would far exceed this 
figure: hence any odour or air emissions that extend beyond that distance would have 
to be considered significant.  

As required by the ToR, the EA does not include environmental management plans, 
best practices management plans and contingency plans for mitigating and monitoring 
the most serious adverse environmental effects associated with the landfill as indicated 
by historic operations of the closed landfill.  Plans are proposed post approval and as 
such it is not reasonable to expect the MOE to determine if adverse environmental 
effects associated with the undertaking can be adequately mitigated and addressed. 
Also, stakeholder involvement will be limited post EA approval. 

 

We have committed to prepare EMP(s) and BMPs following approval of the 
undertaking by the Minister of the Environment and prior to construction.  The 
EMP(s) and BMPs will include a description of proposed mitigation measures, 
monitoring requirements, and commitments, as stated in Chapter 6 of the Final EA 
Report. The EMP(s) and BMPs will ensure these mitigation measures, monitoring 
requirements, and commitments are implemented during construction, operation, 
closure, and post-closure of the undertaking and other WCEC facilities. 

We have also committed to prepare Contingency Plans related to groundwater, 
surface water, and atmosphere (i.e., odour, dust, noise, landfill gas) following 
approval of the undertaking by the Minister of the Environment and prior to 
construction.  The Contingency Plans will include a description of proposed 
contingency measures, monitoring requirements, and commitments, as stated in 
Chapter 6 of the Final EA Report. The Contingency Plans will ensure these 
contingency measures, monitoring requirements, and commitments are 
implemented, if required, during construction, operation, closure, and post-closure of 
the undertaking and other WCEC facilities. 

Further, we have committed to consult with stakeholders regarding ECAs, EMP(s) 
and BMPs, Contingency Plans, and End-Use/Closure Plan for the undertaking and 
other WCEC facilities prior to submission of the formal applications to the MOE. 
Consultation will include opportunities to review ECAs, EMP(s) and BMPs, 
Contingency Plans, and End-Use/Closure Plan for the undertaking and other WCEC 
facilities. Give notice of availability of draft documents on the project website for 
review for a 30-day period (e.g., local newspapers, project website, stakeholder 
email). Conduct consultation events on draft documents, if needed (e.g., Open 
Houses). Post final documents submitted to the MOE on the project website, 
including the results of the consultation process. Stakeholders will include the 
CLCLC, the City of Ottawa, government agencies, and the public. 

Commitments have also been made to ensure the principles of the Odour 
Enforcement Mechanism, as outlined in Appendix D in the ToR, are implemented. 

The MOE is 
satisfied. A 
condition of 
approval may 
be required to 
address. 
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Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 Table 8-2 of the Final 
EA Report. 

The EA has not been completed in accordance with the approved ToR. 

The ToR establish what must be contained/addressed in the EA. Modifications to the 
ToR may be included if provisions are contained within the ToR. Section 11 of the ToR 
– Modifications During the Preparation of the EA addresses potential such 
modifications and includes, amongst others: 

• additional alternatives 

• additional consultation activities 

• additional studies on environmental effects.  

Consultation was undertaken during the EA process in accordance with the Code of 
Practice Consultation in Ontario’s Environmental Assessment Process. 

Below are some examples of how WM incorporated some of the elements of the 
Codes of Practice into the consultation activities undertaken during development of 
the EA: 

• Provided opportunities for participation to potentially affected or interested 
parties that were reasonable and meaningful; 

• Took into account input received during the consultation process by 
addressing comments and concerns; 

• Used a mix of consultation methods, such as Open Houses, Workshops, 
Technical Sessions, Project Advisory Committee (PAC), website, etc.; 

• Consulted with government reviewers, Aboriginal peoples, and any other 
interested persons; 

• Provided a record of consultation describing the activities carried out during 
the development of the EA (to be provided as an appendices to the EA); 

• Took into account the details of the undertaking such as size, type, setting, 
number of people that are expected to be affected, and the expected level of 
controversy; 

• Submitted the mandatory notifications, including the Notice of Commencement 
and Notice of Submission; 

• Integrated the input from the consultation into comment and response tables 
included in this Record of Consultation; and, 

• Responded to concerns by meeting with individuals in person (Open Houses), 
through small working sessions (Workshops, Technical Sessions), and through 
the PAC. 

The approach to consultation during the development of the EA was intended to be 
proactive, open, inclusive, flexible and transparent. Consultation activities were 
designed to accommodate the needs and characteristics of adjacent residents, the 
public and other stakeholders to facilitate their full participation in the process. 

The following principles, established in the Consultation Plan in the ToR, guided the 
consultation carried out during the preparation of the EA: 

• To engage residents within proximity of the proposed undertaking and other 
stakeholders from the beginning of the process through the use of a variety of 
consultation events and activities including open houses and to ensure that 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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there were adequate opportunities to provide input, feedback and comments 
concerning the EA undertaking and process, and that these comments are 
considered by the EA team; 

• To engage local elected officials in the development of the EA and to ensure 
that they were provided with regular and timely information concerning the EA 
development process; 

• To ensure the consultation process is open, transparent and inclusive; and, 

• To document all issues and concerns identified by the public, agencies and 
other stakeholders and to demonstrate how these concerns and issues have 
been considered during development of the EA. 

This process is a circus and the population is getting tired of repeating the same 
process. Now, it's being rushed just so that it's being taken care of before the provincial 
elections. I believe that it should be put on hold and resumed once the elections are 
over. If it was that much of a rush, they would have pushed through with it the last time 
instead of stopping the process claiming to proposed something better yet proposing 
pretty much the same thing once again.  

The Draft EA Report was posted for pre-submission on the Project Website and 
Public Review locations for a period of 7 weeks, which began the week of March 5, 
2012 and ended on April 27, 2012. WM reviewed comments over the summer 
months and posted the Final EA on September 14th, 2012. As per the Ontario EAA 
Deadlines Regulation, the statutory review period lasted 7 weeks, until November 
2nd, 2012. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

Misrepresentation of WM’s proposal to the public and government reviewers 

Throughout the entire EA to date, ToR up to and including the EA, WM has crafted the 
project as the West Carleton Environmental Centre and couched the real project, the 
EA of a new landfill, within the document.  Even the Notice of Submission has as its 
heading: 

Waste Management of Canada Corporation 

Environmental Assessment for 

West Carleton Environmental Centre 

Further, WM has maintained a roadside Notice Board throughout the process and has 
continually referred to the WCEC as opposed to the new landfill footprint. With the 
issuance of the Notice of Filing of the EA that Notice Board refers to the filing of the EA 
for the WCEC with no reference to the landfill footprint. 

Regulatory compliance requirements imposed on WM are not precisely indicated 
(odour abatement, groundwater contamination zone acquisitions) but are skimmed 
over e.g. Provincial Officers Orders. Rather, WM’s considerable investments as an 
indication of its proactive environmental stance are cited. The majority of expenditures 
were made to achieve regulatory requirements (e.g. stormwater ponds, leachate 
control ponds, poplar plantings for leachate management) which now constitute part of 
the Wildlife Centre. The exception to this would be the ‘gas to energy’ facility which 
was constructed to take advantage of gas that would otherwise be burned to achieve 
odour compliance.  

We conducted our EA and EA consultation program in accordance with our 
approved ToR. 

We provided complete documentation of all consultation activities, including Open 
Houses, Workshops, Technical Sessions, and the Roundtable Discussion, in 
Chapter 7 of the Final EA Report. 

We provided complete documentation of all comments submitted by stakeholders, 
including federal and provincial government agencies, City of Ottawa, Aboriginal 
organisations, and the general public, and our responses to these comments within 
the Record of Consultation (Supporting Document #6) in the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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Open House flow charts of the EA process indicate that the EA is subject to MOE 
review process and ‘Decision’ by the Minister. There is no qualification of the ‘Decision’ 
which could be to reject the proposal. Within the text of the EA the wording is altered to 
‘approval’.  

A review of the Executive Summary descriptions of Workshops, Roundtable and 
Technical Sessions yields the impression that the proposal was discussed fully. “The 
purpose of the Workshops was to provide an additional avenue for consultation … 
offering participants the opportunity to present their questions and comments regarding 
the proposed WCEC …”The Workshops were directed sessions scripted by WM to 
address certain aspects of the proposal. Opportunities for questions and the provision 
of comments about the proposal were forced on WM which, in turn, minimized WM’s 
objectives for those venues. 

WM indicates that “(A)at the request of the community, a Stakeholder Roundtable 
Discussion was held on October 12, 2011 … to have a dialogue about EA compliance, 
deficiencies … community outreach and possible modifications to the process.” This 
description does not indicate that the request was made in March/April and was 
resisted/deferred by WM until October by which time little change could be effected 
regarding the issues described.  

Regarding the Technical Sessions, WM indicates that three were convened (Air, 
Groundwater and Property Value between Nov1, 2011 and January 25, 2012. The 
absence of descriptive text regarding those meetings is neither positive nor negative. 
However, a clear summary of those would be that they were convened too late in the 
process to be of assistance; were too general and non-responsive to be helpful; and for 
the Property Value session, did not address the issue in any fashion. 

In summary, this crafting of the EA is done in such a way so that it does not provide 
clear, concise and complete documentation. This crafting minimized the potential for 
the involvement of all persons as early as possible in the process in order that their 
concerns could be identified and considered before irreversible decisions and 
commitments are made on a chosen approach or specific proposals. Overall, the EA 
presentation leaves two impressions: 

• first, Public has the impression that the project is a ‘done deal’ because the text 
indicates that the EA is subject only to the Minister’s approval; and, 

• second, that WM’s operations are environmentally pro-active and not the result of 
mandated environmental compliance, some of which was ‘forced’ by public 
concern. That impression tends to nullify public concern about the new landfill 
and the potential effects.  

The former is a critical misrepresentation in that it diminishes public participation in the 
EA process. The latter is significant not only from the public’s perception but also for 
reviewers of the EA who may, or may not be familiar with the serious regulatory non-
compliance issues of the waste operations. 
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Additional detail respecting misrepresentation is captured, indirectly, in the reviews of 
process and of public participation. 

Many concerns were voiced by concerned residences and I don't believe the concerns 
were ever directly addressed, in fact I felt they were ignored. 

Unfortunately the closure of the dump has left many people apathetic when it comes to 
protesting the probable concerns of the expansion. But I'm absolutely convinced if they 
were reminded of the stench that over-powered our neighbourhood when the dump 
was in full operation, they would have much to say, and they will have much to say it 
the dump is allowed to expand. 

We have undertaken our consultation program in accordance with our Consultation 
Plan in the approved ToR.  

Further details on our consultation program are provided in Chapter 7 of the Final 
EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

The report speaks to EA consultation process and list the many forms of consultation 
defined in the ToR and although WM did follow the public consultation process defined 
in the ToR it did not live up to the spirit of the EA process which demands flexibility and 
honest outreach. The MOE code of Practice on EA consultations requires that 
proponents adapt the EA public consultation process to assure that there full 
community engagement. A quick analysis of the first few open house and work shop 
sessions quickly indicates that public engagement dropped off quickly as attendees felt 
it a waste of time. A request by many people in the community for an open Question 
and Answer was disregarded by WM. 

On the flexibility aspect of consultation, WM was very slow to react to community 
requests. When the lack of community engagement was first noticed members of the 
community requested a round table meeting to discuss changes to the consultation 
process (March 2011) WM ignored these requests until finally at under pressure from 
city councillors WM agreed to a round table meeting which didn’t get scheduled until 
October 2011 well into the consultation process and most of the community giving up 
on providing input.  

So even though WM check off all the boxes in the public consultation process they 
failed to engage the community in constructive two way consultation. 

In the context of my position that the site not suited for a landfill expansion, I support 
the comments made by Councillor Marianne Wilkinson.  

We have undertaken our consultation program in accordance with our Consultation 
Plan in the approved ToR.  

 

The MOE is 
satisfied. 
Refer to 
discussion in 
Review. 

Government and Agency Consultation 

We have concerns regarding how government & agency issues and concerns have 
been addressed. 

We have responded to government and agency issues and concerns, including the 
MOE, City of Ottawa, MVCA, and other Provincial and Federal organizations, 
throughout the EA process and in the Draft EA and Final EA Report. Some of these 
issues and concerns are either a matter to be addressed in subsequent stages of 
approval, such as the ECAs from MOE, zoning and leachate treatment agreement 
from the City, and other approvals, or matters where we have a difference of opinion 
regarding technical matters, such as assumptions used for modelling. We have 
committed to acquire all necessary permits and/or approvals for the new landfill and 
other facilities at the WCEC. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 Public Consultation We conducted our EA in accordance with our approved ToR and the requirements The MOE is 



50 
 

Issue Response Status 

Fails to meet the MOE’s Code of Practice - Preparing and Reviewing 
Environmental Assessments in Ontario and Code of Practice - Consultation in 
Ontario’s Environmental Assessment Process  

Chapter 7 Public and Agency Consultation 

The EA (September 2012) states that “In accordance with the MOE’s Code of Practice 
for Preparing and Reviewing Environmental Assessments in Ontario (November 2008), 
WM undertook a comprehensive public and stakeholder consultation program 
throughout the EA process.” We have reviewed this material in detail and have 
concluded that it is deficient in light of the requirements for both Codes and the 
purposes of the EAA. Insufficient information is provided to meet the Code of Practice 
– Consultation in Ontario’s Environmental Assessment Process (June 2007) and the 
Code of Practice for Preparing and reviewing Environmental Assessments in Ontario 
(October 2009).  

Respecting the Code of Practice for Consultation, the purpose of the Code is: 

• To focus on and address real public concerns rather than regulatory procedures 
and administration 

• To provide appropriate information to the MOE to enable a fair and balanced 
decision. 

Respecting the Code of Practice for Preparing and Reviewing Assessment, the 
purpose of the Code is to fulfill the requirements of the EAA which is to ensure that 
interested persons have an opportunity to comment on undertakings that may affect 
them.  

Chapter 7 describes the consultation programs completed by WM. For each program 
(e.g. Event - Open House #2) , the report lists contact processes, date, venues, a 
summary of content presented, a brief description of the actual event, a Table entitled 
Summary of Comments from (the program) and a reference to Supporting Document 
#6 – Record of Consultation. The purpose of the main body of the Supporting 
Document is unclear, as it is almost identical to the content in Chapter 7 for the 
program. It is time-consuming and redundant to read both and, in fact, it is confusing 
as the content is almost the same but the order is altered and the facts are juggled. 

The only part of the Supporting document that is different is the reference to an 
Appendix. The Appendix is the ‘Record of Questions & Answers’ from the particular 
program (e.g. Open House #2). For each program, there is the Table entitled Summary 
of Comments. This title is inaccurate and misleading as the comments placed in the 
Summary appears to be chosen at random from the Appendix and do not appear to 
represent accurately the nature of the questions asked. There is no apparent rationale 
for choices. There is also no consistent percentage of comments chosen to place in the 
Summary Table.  

The use of the word Summary for the section, Table of Summary of Comments, might 

of the Ontario EAA. We also followed the MOE’s Code of Practice - Preparing and 
Reviewing Environmental Assessments in Ontario.  

We have undertaken our consultation program in accordance with our Consultation 
Plan in the approved ToR.  

We provided complete documentation of all consultation activities, including Open 
Houses, Workshops, Technical Sessions, and the Roundtable Discussion, in 
Chapter 7 of the Final EA Report. 

We provided complete documentation of all comments submitted by stakeholders, 
including federal and provincial government agencies, City of Ottawa, Aboriginal 
organisations, and the general public, and our responses to these comments within 
the Record of Consultation (Supporting Document #6) in the Final EA Report. 
Consultation was undertaken during the EA process in accordance with the Code of 
Practice Consultation in Ontario’s Environmental Assessment Process. 

Below are some examples of how WM incorporated some of the elements of the 
Codes of Practice into the consultation activities undertaken during development of 
the EA: 

• Provided opportunities for participation to potentially affected or interested 
parties that were reasonable and meaningful; 

• Took into account input received during the consultation process by 
addressing comments and concerns; 

• Used a mix of consultation methods, such as Open Houses, Workshops, 
Technical Sessions, Project Advisory Committee (PAC), website, etc.; 

• Consulted with government reviewers, Aboriginal peoples, and any other 
interested persons; 

• Provided a record of consultation describing the activities carried out during 
the development of the EA (to be provided as an appendices to the EA); 

• Took into account the details of the undertaking such as size, type, setting, 
number of people that are expected to be affected, and the expected level of 
controversy; 

• Submitted the mandatory notifications, including the Notice of Commencement 
and Notice of Submission; 

• Integrated the input from the consultation into comment and response tables 
included in this Record of Consultation; and, 

• Responded to concerns by meeting with individuals in person (Open Houses), 
through small working sessions (Workshops, Technical Sessions), and through 
the PAC. 

satisfied with 
the response. 
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be interpreted as being the result of some analysis of the content of the comments. 
However, this is not the case and no qualification is made regarding the content. 
Further, many of the Answers listed in the Summary of Comments are not the same as 
those from the extracted from the Appendix. For example, in the Air Technical Session, 
the answer provided in the Appendix for question # 4 is ‘That has been monitored’, 
whereas, in the Summary of Comments the answer is ‘Leachate breakouts are upset 
conditions that cannot be modelled – we will look at some data if possible and see 
what the frequency generally is’. 

This type of reporting is not clear, concise or accurate and therefore could not be relied 
on by the Minister in making his decision respecting the potential environmental effects 
of the undertaking on the environment as defined in the Act.  

Further examination of sections 7.3 Project Advisory Committee, 7.5.1 Open Houses, 
7.5.2 Workshops, 7.5.4 Roundtable Discussion and 7.5.5 Technical Sessions follow. It 
is noteworthy to mention that the Consultation undertaken by WM for this EA did not 
utilize the CLCLC as an instrument for consultation. The CLCLC Mission Statement, as 
defined by a Settlement Agreement between WM, the Minister of the Environment and 
certain Appellants dated September 27, 2007, is as follows: 

The (CL)CLC shall serve as the key (but not exclusive forum to address in an unbiased 
way issues with and between the community and WM on all aspects of current, and 
past operations as well as future developments at the WM Ottawa Facility/Landfill Site. 

7.5.1 Open Houses 

Appropriate notification for the open houses was generally consistent: two-week, 
advance notice by publication. However, the notice for Open House #1 was published 
in the Ottawa Citizen, the large, city-wide, daily newspaper and local papers. 
Subsequent open houses were excluded from publication in the Ottawa Citizen. As 
waste management and disposal are issues of concern to all Ottawa residents, this 
change in approach seems questionable in light of the objective of the open houses to 
inform and solicit comment from the broader interest group. 

Throughout the evolution of the ToR and the convening of Open House #1, WM was 
criticized for misrepresenting the purpose of the EA, which was to assess the 
environmental effects of the landfill component, by linking the landfill component with 
the development of the West Carleton Environmental Centre (WCEC). The WCEC 
represented a slate of other projects that may be constructed if the landfill were to be 
approved by the Minster. The association of the two projects, the landfill to the WCEC, 
is considered to be seriously misleading as it presented an old technology with 
potential environmentally beneficial projects that might occur but only if the landfill were 
to be approved by the Minister. We maintain that this linkage detracts significantly from 
the intent of the two codes of practice to ensure the information is clear, concise and 
accurate. 

For all of the open houses, no record of public comments, concerns or support/non-

The approach to consultation during the development of the EA was intended to be 
proactive, open, inclusive, flexible and transparent. Consultation activities were 
designed to accommodate the needs and characteristics of adjacent residents, the 
public and other stakeholders to facilitate their full participation in the process. 

The following principles, established in the Consultation Plan in the ToR, guided the 
consultation carried out during the preparation of the EA: 

• To engage residents within proximity of the proposed undertaking and other 
stakeholders from the beginning of the process through the use of a variety of 
consultation events and activities including open houses and to ensure that 
there were adequate opportunities to provide input, feedback and comments 
concerning the EA undertaking and process, and that these comments are 
considered by the EA team; 

• To engage local elected officials in the development of the EA and to ensure 
that they were provided with regular and timely information concerning the EA 
development process; 

• To ensure the consultation process is open, transparent and inclusive; and, 

• To document all issues and concerns identified by the public, agencies and 
other stakeholders and to demonstrate how these concerns and issues have 
been considered during development of the EA. 
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support for the landfill project were compiled. Nor were any records compiled of the 
proponent’s response to those comments or concerns. Hence, no record of 
outstanding concerns were generated either. We consider that the lack of records for 
the Open Houses does not fulfil the intent of either Code of Practice for the proponent 
to clearly and accurately summarize the comments and concerns raised during the 
preparation of the EA, to describe the proponent’s response to comments and 
concerns, and to describe any outstanding issues. 

The final observation respecting the open houses relates to the diminishing public 
response as the consultations proceeded and WM’s response to that. Submission of 
written comments and e-mails decreased as follows: Open House #1 - 58 comment 
sheets and 2 e-mails; Open House #2 – 23 comment sheets and 16 e-mails; Open 
House #3 – 1 comment sheet and 5 e-mails; Open House #4 – 1 comment sheet and 1 
e-mail; and Open House #5 – 0 comment sheets, 1 e-mail. The Code of Practice for 
Consultation suggests that the diminishing interest and responses should be evaluated 
as part of a consultation plan and that effort to improve public interest and participation 
should be considered. This should perhaps have been of concern to WM, and to the 
MOE. WM could have surveyed or questioned individuals to determine the reasons. 
We are of the view that a consistent lack of response by WM to public concerns about 
the consultation process, timing and their intransigent position to suggestions 
disengaged public interest and participation. That being the case, the open house 
activities should be considered as non-compliant with the intent of the two Codes of 
Practice. 

There were reoccurring issues with the open houses and workshops, including: 

• Inadequate notice (e.g. the Open House was scheduled less than 2 weeks 
after announced start of the EA which was not anticipated by stakeholders 
and The draft EA report was made available only a few days before the 
Open House, so there was no time to review the material to prepare 
informed questions and comment to be presented at OH#5; 

• The utility of content presented (e.g. the Open House was basically an 
outline of the draft EA report, stakeholder expectation was that the 
environmental component would be fully described before discussion of 
footprints and would be receptive to outstanding issues such as the ‘do 
nothing’ alternative, CAZ expansions, modelling in lieu of actual air issues, 
landfill option evaluation/comparison.); 

• The material presented was misleading and confusing;  

• The venues were also not adequate to accommodate the open 
house/workshop sessions due  parking spots, noise); 

• The information presented was too technical; 

• Some technical staff were not in attendance to answer questions (e.g. air 

We conducted Open Houses and Workshops of our EA consultation program in 
accordance with our approved ToR. 

We developed a summary of Open House #2 that included advertisements, 
materials presented, and relevant technical appendices, as required. We also 
posted these materials on our project website, distributed them to our stakeholder 
list, and had hard copies available at our landfill offices.  

Further, we prepared for the second stage of the EA process a summary of 
stakeholder comments from government agencies and the public, and our 
responses to these comments. This summary was provided to stakeholders in the 
same manner as noted above. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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emissions consultants).  

• WM did not publish the Notice in the large city-wide newspaper, The Ottawa 
Citizen, for Open House #2 as they had been for Open House #1. Many 
errors / omissions in reports were not corrected. 

• No records of WM-stakeholder discussions maintained. It appeared that WM 
made no attempt to investigate timing of community events. Non-compliant 
with consideration of local context thereby diminishing perception of WM 
consideration for local population. 

7.5.2 Workshops 

Our review indicates that the Summary does not: 

• Clearly and accurately summarize the comments and concerns raised during the 
consultation activities and during the preparation of the EA;  

• Describe the proponent’s response to comments and how concerns were 
considered in the preparation of the EA; 

• Describe any outstanding concerns;  

nor does it 

• Include minutes from any meetings held with interested persons. 

Concerning the Workshop Summaries, it is apparent that these are not summaries of 
the proceedings but rather excerpts from the supporting documentation. The 
Summaries provide no information regarding the support, non-support or impartiality to 
the process. The reader of the EA is left to consult the details of the Supporting 
Documents to ascertain whether all issues are accurately presented. Further, no 
identification of outstanding concerns are presented which leaves the reader to believe 
that all aspects of consultation were appropriately addressed or there were no 
concerns. 

It is noted that, despite requests to the proponent for a stenographer or a taping of the 
proceedings, no detailed records are available to validate the completeness or 
accuracy of the comments or responses. The proponent assured stakeholders that 
their note-taking captured fully the comments made and responses given. Further, it 
was indicated that the proceedings summaries would be available as draft for 
verification by the participants. The Associations view is that this placed an 
unnecessary burden on the public whose time to participate effectively was consumed 
by document reviews and meeting participation. 

Workshops were inappropriately managed from the outset. Workshops failed to provide 
reports on the present environmental conditions of the site and area and they were not 
updated based on WM’s statement that additional studies had been ongoing since 
2006. 

As we noted previously, we conducted our EA consultation program in accordance 
with our approved ToR. 

We developed summaries of all of the consultation activities, including Open 
Houses, Workshops, Technical Sessions, and the Roundtable Discussion. These 
summaries included advertisements, materials presented, and relevant technical 
appendices, as required. We also posted these materials on our project website, 
distributed them to our stakeholder list, and had hard copies available at our landfill 
offices.  

Further, we prepared at each stage of the EA process a summary of stakeholder 
comments from government agencies and the public, and our responses to these 
comments. These summaries were provided to stakeholders in the same manner as 
noted above. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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Workshop sessions were not reported accurately. The stated objectives and 
description of the proceedings were not completed. Records of the sessions were not 
taken by the facilitators. Summaries offered a draft of the proceedings and relied on the 
public to review and correct them: corrections for which were only occasionally 
provided. For Workshop #3, we submitted a listing of corrections for the draft summary 
after detailed notes of the session listing discrepancies and omissions from the 
recorded comments. That submission was not incorporated. While we have not 
included the submission here, it is available to you. 

7.5.4 Round Table Discussions 

In the early stages of the EA, materials were not provided to the public in advance of 
the sessions. Participants, therefore, did not have time to review the materials and 
develop informed comments and questions for the sessions. After repeated requests 
(as late as October 12, 2011 at the Roundtable Session), WM began to post materials 
earlier, but still inconsistently, varying from a few hours before a session to several 
days. 

Round Table Discussion should have been convened immediately to address EA 
process issues identified in February and March, 2011. WM did not respond to verbal 
and written requests until May, when a city councillor and member of PAC raised the 
issue. Request for a June meeting was deferred by WM until September and then 
October. Subsequently, early in October, WM advised that they would not attend and 
then they confirmed attendance for the 12th. This continued deferral of the meeting to 
discuss fundamental approaches to the EA discouraged public interest and 
participation in subsequent consultation sessions. 

No recorded summary of questions or answers is provided in this section. Hence it is 
deficient in that it does not comply with the Code of practice. 

A Stakeholder Roundtable Discussion was held on October 12, 2011 and was 
attended by 25 individuals. The purpose of the Round Table Discussion was to 
provide an open and impartial forum between community stakeholders and WM to 
discuss the following issues: 

• Compliance with the ToR (public consultation, comment response, and other 
issues);  

• Deficiencies in the EA (schedule, content, and public consultation); 

• Communication and outreach with stakeholders including:  

• Review of public consultation event venues (i.e., location 
and date/time), 

• Appropriate delegates or representatives available to 
answer questions, and 

• Availability of information to the public (i.e., groundwater 
and leachate reports);  

• Definition of community stakeholders and their role in the EA (i.e., information 
access, discussions, etc.); and 

• Possible modifications to the process. 

The discussion at this Roundtable session brought to light stakeholder concerns 
regarding the EA process as well as solutions to alleviate these concerns.  
Commitments made by WM resulting from the Stakeholder Roundtable Discussion 
included the following: 

• Provision of Technical Sessions on groundwater and air; 

• Provision of a further session in relation to property value protection; 

• Review of stakeholder input and WM responses to comments; 

• Dissemination of relevant consultation material prior to consultation events; 

• Availability of consultation material in a format that allows for printing as well 
as text copying; and 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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• Streamlining of all comments to one WM representative. 

The document is very hard for general public to comment on within such short period 
due to required professional knowledge and the length of the document. 

The Draft EA Report was posted for pre-submission on the Project Website and 
Public Review locations for a period of 7 weeks, which began the week of March 5, 
2012 and ended on April 27, 2012. WM reviewed comments over the summer 
months and posted the Final EA on September 14th, 2012. As per the Ontario EAA 
Deadlines Regulation, the statutory review period lasted 7 weeks, until November 
2nd, 2012. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

7.5.5.1 Air Technical Session 

A detailed review of the Air Technical Session reveals that the Summary of Comments 
(Table 7-9) is very different from the appendix, Appendix H, from which it is derived. 
The following are noted: 

• There were more concerns about odour than the Summary indicated 

• Questions were raised about the critical receptors chosen 

• Material was not posted in advance for review 

As we noted previously, we conducted our EA consultation program in accordance 
with our approved ToR. 

We developed a summary of the Air Technical Session that included 
advertisements, materials presented, comments and responses, and relevant 
technical appendix. We also posted the session summary on our project website 
and distributed it to our stakeholder list.  

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

7.5.5.2 Groundwater Technical Session 

A detailed review of the Groundwater Technical Session reveals that the Summary of 
Comments (Table 7-10) is also very different from the appendix, Appendix J, from 
which it is derived. The following are noted: 

• Liner reliability and possible problems leading to leakage and contamination. 9 
questions in sequence were omitted. 

• Other possible problems. Four questions in sequence were omitted. 

• Specific problems in the local area, historic problems with well contamination and 
financial assurances. 7 questions in sequence were not transferred. 

Further analysis of the responses indicates that the responses are short and weak e.g. 
‘we took action’. It is estimated that 15% of the responses do not answer the question 
asked. 

As we noted previously, we conducted our EA consultation program in accordance 
with our approved ToR. 

We developed a summary of the Groundwater Technical Session that included 
advertisements, materials presented, comments and responses, and relevant 
technical appendix. We also posted the session summary on our project website 
and distributed it to our stakeholder list.  

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

7.3 Project Advisory Committee  

WM advised stakeholders that they had created a Public Advisory Committee ‘to help 
with our revised ToR’, and later ‘to assist with the EA process’. The PAC mandate is 
broadened in the EA “to review and provide comment on all WM submissions prepared 
as part of the EA for which public comments are being requested”.  

Further, individual members of the PAC will be asked to prepare a report of their work 
… if they do so the reports will inevitably be circulated and available for review by 
others. WM will also make available to the PAC all public comments during the EA plus 
all technical work plans and reports prepared by or on behalf of WM during the EA 

The role of the PAC was to review and provide comment on all WM submissions 
prepared as part of the EA for which public comments were being requested. The 
PAC was comprised of five Councillors representing wards in western Ottawa, 
residents nominated by the Councillors, two CLCLC members, and two WM 
representatives. Comments provided to PAC members by area residents and 
CLCLC members were considered by the PAC in their ongoing discussions of the 
WCEC EA with WM. A summary of comments and concerns raised by the PAC at 
their meetings is contained in Section 7.3.1. The outcome of these comments and 
concerns is reflected in Section 7.3.2. 

On public liaison committee, we have committed to continue to participate on and 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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process related to the undertaking.  

Our review of this Section indicates that the Summary does not: 

• Clearly and accurately summarize the comments and concerns raised during the 
consultation activities and during the preparation of the EA;  

• Describe the proponent’s response to comments and how concerns were 
considered in the preparation of the EA; 

• Describe any outstanding concerns;  

nor does it 

• Include minutes from any meetings held with interested persons. 

These requirements are cited in Section 4.3.5 of the Code of Practice for Reviewing 
and Preparing Environmental Assessments in Ontario as amongst others, aspects 
which the consultation summary must address. 

It is noted that the PAC meetings were convened, for the most part, approximately one 
week prior to the events under discussion. It seems unreasonable to assume that 
changes to poster boards, planned venues or other written documentation could have 
been undertaken by WM in response to PAC concerns, other than adding two venues 
for Open House #2. 

Noting that the PAC is composed of five councillors, the lack of expressed comments 
and concerns, the proponent’s response to those, and the non-provision of meeting 
minutes for this information detracts significantly from the contribution that the public 
was led to believe would be made by the PAC. That lack of detail has been confirmed 
through our requests in March, to WM and the Chair of the PAC, for documentation 
related to their work. No such information was forthcoming e.g. agendas, minutes, 
individual notes.  Ultimately, we were referred to the WM website and found that the 
little information that was there (identified before March 2012 had been removed. 

Our position respecting the reporting of the PAC activities is that it is deficient and does 
not assist the Minister in making his decision respecting the potential environmental 
effects associated with the undertaking. 

support the Community Liaison Committee (CLC), or a variation thereof, formed for 
the WCEC.  

Further details on the CLC are provided in Section 7.8 of the Final EA Report. 

Further details on our commitments are provided in Chapter 8 Table 8-2 of the Final 
EA Report. 

Project Amendment 

- Process for amending 

(Approx. # of Times Raised = 5) 

Concerns were raised regarding the project amendment process and the need for 
consultation with affected stakeholders and the City of Ottawa. 

We have committed to consult with stakeholders, such as the City and public, on 
amendments to the EA prior to their implementation.  

Further details on the amendment procedure are provided in Chapter 10 of the Final 
EA Report. 

A condition of 
approval is 
required to 
clarify. 
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Future Consultation 

- Ongoing consultation 

- Public Liaison Committee 

(Approx. # of Times Raised = 5) 

Need for ongoing consultation for the implementation of the EA, the detailed design 
and involvement in other approvals (e.g. ECA, etc). 

On future consultation, we have committed to consult with stakeholders, including 
the MOE, City of Ottawa, the public, and Aboriginal organizations, in the 
development of ECAs, EMPs, BMPs, and Contingency Plans for the new landfill and 
other WCEC facilities. 

A condition of 
approval is 
required to 
address. 

Carp Landfill Community Liaison Committee (CLCLC) 

The CLCLC has had monthly meetings for the past five years, only recently reduced to 
bi-monthly meetings. The CLCLC currently considers all issues regarding the current 
landfill site. This month’s agenda includes the MOE’s response to the 2011 Waste 
Management Annual Report together with WM’s response to MOE comments. It would 
seem to be a logical extension to ask the current committee if they would undertake the 
monitoring of the expanded landfill site. 

There must be a liaison committee whose majority is people who reside within the 
boundaries of: 

- Huntmar to David Manchester roads 

- Hazeldean to McGee roads 

These are the most affected neighbourhoods. 

Ongoing consultation with a CLC is recommended. 

We have committed to continue to participate on and support the CLC, or a variation 
thereof, formed for the WCEC.  

We have committed to develop and implement an EMP and BMPs for monitoring 
and reporting at the WCEC and to provide notice and communication to the MOE, 
City, and CLCLC.  

We are required to develop and submit to the MOE an annual report for the existing 
closed landfill. This report is copied to the City and CLCLC and posted on the 
WCEC website. 

We have committed to develop and submit to the MOE an annual report for the new 
landfill and other facilities at the WCEC. This report will be copied to the City and 
CLCLC and posted on the WCEC website. 

Further details on the CLC are provided in Section 7.8 of the Final EA Report. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 Table 8-2 of the Final 
EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

Reporting Mechanisms 

- Annual report on monitoring 

- Stakeholder complaint management 

(Approx. # of Times Raised = 5) 

It is very difficult for the public to have issues with a dump dealt with. It is a long a 
painful process complaining to the operator many times – and then the MOE – before 
issues will be addressed (and not necessarily resolved).  

Request constant supervision by the MOE of the new landfill, particularly as it impacts 
the neighbourhood (health and safety, groundwater, air quality, odour, traffic flow, 
property value, quality of life). 

This supervision must be reported in detail to the community at regular intervals 

On stakeholder complaint management, we have developed and maintained a 
system for the receipt of and follow-up to public complaints related to operations of 
the existing closed landfill, including any odour, litter, noise, and traffic complaints. 

We have committed to continue a system for the receipt of and follow-up to public 
complaints related to operation of the new landfill and other WCEC facilities, 
including any odour, litter, noise, and traffic complaints. 

Further details on our commitments are provided in Chapter 8 Table 8-2 of the Final 

A condition is 
required to 
address this 
issue. 
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(minimum once a year). 

These reports must be made available to the public without delay, by a predetermined 
annual date, and in language that the layperson understands, including scientific detail 
that satisfies even the most technically advanced review. 

There must be some communication vehicle (website, email, phone) in place, where 
neighbourhood can receive information and can report concerns to WM and to City 
Councillors representing the most affected area. These concerns (topic, date received) 
must be reported to the CLPLC within 30 days of receipt. 

EA Report. 

We have committed to continue to participate on and support the CLC, or a variation 
thereof, formed for the WCEC.  

We have committed to develop and implement an EMP and BMPs for monitoring 
and reporting at the WCEC and to provide notice and communication to the MOE, 
City, and CLCLC.  

We are required to develop and submit to the MOE an annual report for the existing 
closed landfill. This report is copied to the City and CLCLC and posted on the 
WCEC website. 

We have committed to develop and submit to the MOE an annual report for the new 
landfill and other facilities at the WCEC. This report will be copied to the City and 
CLCLC and posted on the WCEC website. 

Leachate Treatment 

- Leachate treatment options 

- Leachate treatment agreement 

(Approx. # of Times Raised = 5) 

In the EA, WM wrongly assumes there is available capacity of City of Ottawa sewer 
system and waste water treatment facility (ROPEC). Why should Ottawa infrastructure 
be responsible for treating millions of gallons of contaminated water? 

An EA that proposes off-site leachate treatment as part of its plan to treat effluent 
should not be approved. Sewage treatment plants are not set up to treat leachate.  
Leachate needs to be pre-treated on site. Also overflows in capacity at the sewage 
treatment plant and through emergencies could result in discharges of untreated 
leachate to the Ottawa River. 

Each year, WM sends over 275 million litres of leachate through the city sewer system, 
paying only $0.65/cubic meter to do so, while the residential rate payers affected by the 
dump pay $1.64/cubic meter. The load on the sewer system will further increase if WM 
receives approval for a planned 6.5 million cubic meter expansion of the Carp Rd. 
Landfill. 

Comments on preferred leachate treatment by City staff do not seem to consider 
leachate volumes going to the City sanitary sewer system. The “West Urban 
Community – Wastewater Collection System Master Servicing Plan – Study” presented 
to committee does not seem to include large volumes of leachate entering the sewers 
system from sources outside the West Urban Community. City staff comments 
recognize the possible need for more sewer capacity. 

 

We assessed leachate treatment and disposal alternatives as per the approved 
ToR.  This assessment and analysis is detailed in Chapter 5 of the Final EA Report.  
In the assessment and analysis, we indicated that the City of Ottawa’s R.O. Pickard 
Environmental Centre (ROPEC) sewage treatment facility has the capacity to treat 
an average of 545 million liters of wastewater per day. We also indicated the 
approximate maximum leachate generation rate from the existing closed landfill and 
proposed new landfill was estimated to be 5.1 l/s or 440,640 l/day that is less than 
0.08% of the ROPEC capacity. We also noted that ROPEC is licensed by the MOE 
to operate and the City of Ottawa reports that ROPEC meets all of the provincial 
guidelines for wastewater effluent, as defined by the MOE. 

We have described in Section 5.2.5 of the Final EA Report, discharge to the City’s 
sanitary sewer system requires the agreement of the City and compliance with the 
City’s Sewer Use Bylaw. This ensures that the City is able to accept the source of 
industrial wastewater and treat it to the appropriate standards prior to discharge to 
the Ottawa River. We have indicated in the Final EA Report that a new leachate 
agreement with the City will be required to address changes to the description of the 
WCEC facility and to define leachate quantity/quality parameters. 

The new leachate agreement from the City will address sewer discharge rates and 
volumes. 

We have committed to acquire all necessary permits and/or approvals for the new 
landfill and other facilities at the WCEC.  

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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Further details on the leachate treatment and disposal are provided in Chapter 5 of 
the Final EA Report. 

Further details on approvals are provided in Chapter 9 of the Final EA Report. 

Future Expansion 

- Commitment to final expansion 

(Approx. # of Times Raised = 5) 

If a decision is rendered to approve WM's proposal, the Province and WM should 
guarantee that this landfill be the last time that WM be allowed to request a landfill 
expansion at the Carp site.  

The City of Ottawa has asked you for guarantees that this will be the final expansion of 
the Carp Road facility. You have the power to decide right now that the last expansion 
was the final one and that there are an infinite number of better uses for this property 
and better places to dispose of solid waste. Please look at the map again and consider 
the thousands of homes, fragile watershed, schools, playgrounds and churches within 
sight of this facility. This site is well within the city limits, the proposed project is huge.  

On commitment to final expansion, we have proposed a new landfill footprint of 6.5 
million cubic metres based upon historic operations and future business 
opportunities over a 10 year planning horizon given future uncertainty associated 
with the factors that may affect volume of disposal capacity required, but we did not 
exclude the future residual waste disposal needs for residential and IC&I sectors in 
the City of Ottawa and GNZ. We have not precluded an ongoing need for disposal 
capacity for residual waste for the residential and IC&I sectors in the City of Ottawa 
and GNZ beyond a 10 year planning horizon. 

Further details on need and rationale are provided in Supporting Document #1 of the 
approved ToR and in Chapter 3 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

Site Plan Control 

-Planning Act Approvals 

(Approx. # of Times Raised = 5) 

Concerns were raised regarding site plan control. On need for Planning Act approvals, we have determined that the new landfill is not 
subject to site plan control approval by the City of Ottawa. However, we have also 
committed to acquire all necessary permits and/or approvals for the new landfill and 
other facilities at the WCEC.  

Further details on approvals are provided in Chapter 9 of the Final EA Report. 

Further details on WM commitments are provided in Chapter 8 Table 8-2 of the Final 
EA Report.  

Planning Act 
approval 
issue. 

Letters of Support 
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(Approx. # of Times Raised = 5) 

Business Needs for Safe, Secure Solid Waste Disposal 

The Business Improvement Area’s (BIA’s) howled in 2005 when City Council had, 
unilaterally and without notice or discussion, ceased curb side garbage pickup for small 
business. The Business Advisory Committee (BAC) howled in 2006 when the 
administration had, again unilaterally and without notice or discussion, introduced a 
yellow bag program to deal with the problem they had created. The resultant press had 
got me quoted in the paper which generated a call from a manufacturer of recycle 
boxes in southern Ontario. The ensuing discussion was educational for me but I 
became alarmed when he began discussing Waste Diversion Targets and Garbage 
Police who were writing fines for business that were not meeting stipulated solid waste 
diversion targets. 

Alarmed by the information about provincial solid waste diversion targets coming to 
me, as a result of newspaper interviews resulting from the Yellow Bag solid waste 
issue, I immediately contacted the BAC Member who was also General Manager of the 
Ottawa Gatineau Hotel Association and I contacted the General Manager of the Ottawa 
Chamber of Commerce. Neither of these parties had any knowledge of Solid Waste 
Diversion Targets nor Provincial Government fines for failure meet whatever the 
targets were. 

I contacted a friend who I knew had been part of the team dealing with the WSI 
application to enlarge the Trail Road waste disposal site East of Ottawa. He shared 
some information with me and arranged to have the Ontario Waste Management 
Association present to BAC on Ontario’s Private Sector IC&I Waste System and also 
WSI present to BAC on their application to expand the Trail Road site. BAC received 
both these presentations in January 2007. 

I brought this issue to the attention of BAC and in late summer of 2006 we passed a 
motion requesting that the Administration report to us on whether there were issues of 
concern to the Ottawa Business Community resulting from the Provincial Solid Waste 
Diversion program that appeared to be actively engaged in Southern Ontario. We got 
an immediate reply that they would be at our next BAC meeting, a subsequent reply 
that they would be back to us when they figured out what the issues were and finally an 
administration manager and a consultant attended our December 2006 meeting to 
discuss the issues. Under questioning the consultant acknowledge his engineering firm 
had been engaged to conduct a $250,000 study to figure out what the questions and 
answers were. 

The January 2007 presentation to BAC by the Ontario Waste Management Association 
on Ontario’s Private Sector IC&I Waste System truly alarming. The numbers shook out, 
Province Wide, 30% of total Waste residential, 70% ICI + C&D of which 40% is 
exported to the U.S. Should any of the three receiving states ban trans-border 
shipments of other peoples waste, or should another “911” type event result in a 
prolonged border closing, we would be hard pressed to find alternatives. Currently the 

Thank you for your comments and we appreciate your support for the project Comment 
noted. 
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bulk of the 40% of Ottawa’s total solid waste previously going to the Carp Road facility 
is being trucked to New York State. Ottawa’s businesses MUST have a secure, 
affordable, solution to its solid waste. 

I understand and support the movement towards increased diversion of solid waste 
from landfill. Having said that, ICI and CD solid waste has been regulated at the 
Provincial level and exposing businesses to a solution that varies dramatically 
depending on the politics and environmental minds of each particular Municipality 
within which landfills exist is not supportable. There MUST be a uniform Province wide 
initiative presented to the Business Community to provide a level, and fair, playing 
field. In addition to that there are some initiatives, like packaging regulations, that can 
only be addressed at the Federal level. Based on what I was seeing in 2006 and 2007, 
we are some place back from that starting line. If we are lucky, restoring the capacity at 
WM’s Carp Road facility will give us the ability to secure our needs in the near to 
intermediate term while diversion / recycling alternatives are developed. 

Waste Management’s EA Process 

Coming into the EA Process with a primary objective of securing IC&I – Construction 
and Demolition capacity I was somewhat oblivious to the neighbourhood specific 
concerns other than that there was an NYMBI reflex wherever a landfill facility existed 
or was proposed. I had been aware of these issues during the 16 year period I resided 
in Albert and since my return in 1995 had diligently followed local coverage. 

I had the opportunities to tour the Carp Road facility in 2008 with several members the 
City’s Business Advisory Committee and again a year or so later as part of the Ottawa 
Executives Association. I was very impressed with the initiatives taken to limit the 
odour, the methane collection system providing gas to an on-site generating plant 
which was under construction at my first visit and awaiting commissioning at the 
second. I was also quite impressed with nature preserve and the system set up to 
move some of the leachate to a drip feed to each of 23,000 poplar trees being grown in 
a portion of the property. Management indicated they were regularly providing tours to 
school groups as well as guide/scout, other community groups and any interested 
individuals who approached them. 

I was able to attend the Kick-off of the EA process and have also attended several of 
the open houses, workshops, information sessions, technical sessions and discussion 
groups. In all my interactions I found the WM Staff to be well informed, professional in 
their presentations, patient in listening to the concerns of those present and notably did 
not react to the infrequent but occasional outrageous statement or emotional outburst 
from attendees. Over the months, I noted that the diminishing crowds in attendance 
whittled down to small core of mostly opposed people who seemed to be primarily 
owners of residences adjacent to the current or proposed expansion landfills.  

Concerns raised were not necessarily limited to the announced topic for any given 
session. Staff / presenters were patient in allowing individuals to vent and gently 
guided discussion back to the agenda, often by asking the attendee’s permission to 
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move the next questioner. 

While far from complete, below is a summary of my observations on the discussion of 
the identified topics. 

• Environmental 

o Air / odour – there was obviously serious problems with odour some years 
back. Those who had been exposed to odours at that time were less 
receptive to messages about efforts made to reduce/eliminate odours. 
Changed practices including working on a smaller current work area, quicker 
bulldozing / covering of current materials added to the site, comprehensive 
gas capture process, and routing gas to the burn at the newly built 
generating plant (rather than just flaming off the gases) should go a long way 
toward significant reduction, if not elimination, of the odour problem. This 
issue was at the forefront of the early public sessions, but had virtually 
disappeared by the end. 

o Water – possible water contamination was high on most people’s list of 
concerns. The independent expert who presented at one of the information 
sessions did a thorough job of explaining the underground water flows, 
ground water issues, location and rationale for the large number of 
monitoring stations, and the independent testing frequency and protocols. 
While not discussed at these meetings, as the area density increases, 
whether residential or commercial / industrial, there will be future pressures 
to extend the City water supply to serve these communities, effectively 
eliminating these concerns. 

o Leachate – while the drip feeding of leachate to 23,000 poplar tress made a 
dent in the collected leachates, the bulk of the collected material was piped, 
in accordance with a written agreement with the City, to the nearest sanitary 
sewer where it would go forward to the City water purification plant. 
Residents who were adjacent to this pipe expressed significant concern 
about the safety surrounding the transmission of this remnant product, and 
the impact of breaks or damage to the pipe. While being told, again, about 
the extensive network of ground water testing sites which would identify any 
‘new’ dangers arising, they seemed oblivious to the impact from the growing 
number of rural residential septic systems. While not discussed at these 
meetings, as the area density increases, whether residential or commercial / 
industrial, there will be future pressures to extend the City sanitary and storm 
sewer systems to serve these communities which will remove this separate 
transmission risk. 

o Proposed liner under the expansion landfill – in retrospect I wonder if the 
meeting where this subject was discussed was an example of ‘the discussion 
expanding to fill the time available.’ A significant portion of the original landfill 
was developed prior to liners being required, retrofits are not practical. Later 
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portions of the original site had liners that were appropriate at that time. The 
fact that the expansion site will have liners that are substantially better than 
what is in place under the old site seemed to raise concern because it 
surfaced the issue that there was risks that the liner was protecting against. 
See comments below about soil remediation in the Darlington / Port Hope 
area – all risks are relative and the fact that improved practices are reducing 
the risks further, should be a good thing. 

• Traffic – traffic in the Carp / Stittsville area has increased significantly in the last 
decade. Scotiabank Place, new housing, industrial expansion, several golf 
courses, and significant increase in usage of nearby Sand and Gravel pits to 
service Highway 417 and other road expansions. There is an obvious need to 
expand the Carp Road from 2 lanes to 4 lanes from the Robertson Road north 
past the Landfill site. Robertson Road has been under construction for 2+ years 
now from Bells Corners to the also 2+ year expansion to 4 lanes from 417 to 
Carleton Place. No question there has been a significant increase in traffic and 
much of it is in truck and heavy equipment. The landfill is a significant contributor 
but in fact in a much smaller proportion than it used to be. 

• Housing Values – The independent expert who presented on housing values as 
part of the proposed guarantee of market values opined that the greater Ottawa 
housing market was strong in all its geographic areas, thus providing a strong 
baseline for any future need to assess whether there was a disproportionate 
change of values in areas adjacent to the proposed landfill expansion site. The 
ensuing discussion wandered somewhat into historic values being lower because 
of the landfill (not relevant to the proposal), to the impact on individual properties 
(very hard to differentiate).  

o Interestingly I was subsequently talking to a friend who is part of the team 
engaged on the $1billion dollar, 10 year, Federal soil remediation program 
just begun on the Darlington / Port Hope area. He indicated that residences 
currently in the area impacted by inappropriate waste disposal from the 
nearby Nuclear Generating Stations were valued at 23% lower than market 
because of the contamination.  

o Ottawa continues to be blessed by 15,000 Federal Public Servants retiring 
on fully indexed pensions while 15,000+ entry level jobs open up in the Civil 
Service. Any impact on the Stittsville area will be minor. 

Conclusions 

The participating ‘concerned’ citizens seemed to understand and appreciate the 
information received from WM. The majority seemed to be satisfied that steps being 
taken were substantially better than previous practices. While not enthusiastic about 
the expansion they were prepared to accept its inevitability.  

There were certainly a small number of attendees who had been exposed to Carp 
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Road landfill issues for decades, and amongst them, the smaller subset who resided 
on properties adjacent to the Landfill. These few seemed to have an overall negative 
attitude to anything other than NIMBY. 

While initially solely concerned about the need for a safe, secure and affordable solid 
waste solution for business, I came away from the EA process with a fulsome 
understanding of the depth and range of concerns shared by those who would be 
neighbours to the site. I am favourably impressed with the time, effort, skill and 
knowledge WM has put into the EA process. I feel personally comfortable with their 
proposal and am pleased to support WM’s request to expand the Carp Landfill.  

We, at Boldt Theile Inc, are a neighbour (approximately 2 km north) of the current and 
proposed West Carleton Environmental Centre (WCEC). We are concerned citizens as 
many of our employees including our ownership group reside in the vicinity of the 
proposed WCEC. We are members of the Carp Road Corridor Business Improvement 
Area (BIA) and stand side-by-side at the BIA with WM. 

The reality of our society and our North American culture is that we will continue to 
generate waste. We are not culturally similar to our European or Asian counterparts, 
nor do we face their challenges in terms of population density and congested space. 

Technologies, i.e. incineration, work in their environments because they have the 
masses and volumes to viably support it, and quite frankly, it has to; their backs are 
against the wall when it comes to dealing with and managing waste. 

Our realties are much different. Locally, our Industrial, Commercial, and Institutional 
(ICI) waste gets picked up. For most of us, that’s where we stop thinking about it. But, 
what happens to it after that? For the most part, it is trucked to landfill sites south of the 
border. That’s right; our American brethren are looking after our waste needs. As a 
society and as a city, we cannot allow this to continue. We need a made-in-Ottawa 
solution. 

We have reviewed the WCEC EA. We have attended all of the public consultation 
meetings and open houses. As contractors employed on the WM site from time-to-
time, we witness the efforts of WM staff in the care of the current WM facility. We are 
confident that the plan put forth by WM is sound, well researched, and will benefit 
Ottawa and surrounding communities for years to come. More importantly, it will permit 
us to deal with our waste locally. The status-quo, shipping our waste to the U.S. cannot 
be allowed to continue. 

Thank you for your comments and we appreciate your support for the project Comment 
noted. 

I would like to provide to you in writing my support for WM’s proposed West Carleton 
Environmental Centre. With a need to handle ICI waste in our community, we need 
local solutions. As a large international business but with strong local involvement and 
commitment to the community, WM is a leader in the proper handling of ICI waste as 
well as providing integrated and multi-functional usage for its land on Carp Road. 

As a proponent of the project, I recognize the need to deal with local issues via local 
solutions. As someone who lives in close proximity to the site (less than five kilometers 

Thank you for your comments and we appreciate your support for the project Comment 
noted. 
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from my home), I have seen no impact in my daily living in the time that I have lived in 
Stittsville and Kanata and don’t anticipate any significant change in the future.  

Opponents raise the issue of traffic. The Carp Road is on the books to be expanded to 
four lanes in the near future and in fact the local Councillor who opposes the expansion 
has been on the record as wanting to accelerate the expansion of Carp road to four 
lanes. 

Opponents are suggesting property values are being affected. Yes they are. My 
property value has increased by 25% since the expansion was announced! It is a red 
herring argument and any time issues of landfill are raised opponents always play the 
“property values” card. It is a false objection. I purchased my condominium for 
$183,000 in 2008 and last year when it was appraised, just three years after being 
purchased, a professional appraiser hired by my financial institution, valued my 
property at $232,000. 

I have the fullest confidence that as the proponent, WM are the professionals who are 
best equipped to help solve this local matter with local solutions while at the same time 
contributing to the local community. 

Have served on the CLCLC since its beginnings. During this five years, 

- have received many reports from experts inside and outside WM, 

- have received answers to the committee’s questions,  

- have received reports from WM about their management of their existing site and 
their improvements made at the Committee’s demand, 

- have heard about WM’s commitment to making their site acceptable to the 
community, even going beyond the demands made of them.  

Have served on the PAC for WM’s WCEC (West Carleton Environmental Centre) since 
its beginnings. During this time: 

- have represented the community and have carried their/our concerns to WM, 
which were respectfully and appropriately received. 

- have made demands for clear and open communication, which demands were 
met. 

- have sought and received reassurances around impacts of the proposed landfill 
on the surrounding neighbourhood, in particular ground water, odour and air 
quality, traffic congestion, property value, commitment to being a good 
neighbour.  

I live with my family, on a property that has been family property through the 
generations since 1800. With this long history on this property, I have actively sought 
reassurances that this property will continue to be a good place for my family to live. 
We are close neighbours of the proposed WCEC, whose back door is also on William 

Thank you for your comments and we appreciate your support for the project Comment 
noted. 
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Mooney Road. 

After attending and participating at these committee meetings and at public information 
meetings, and after listening to my neighbours, I have come to the conclusion that WM 
has earned the right to proceed with their WCEC and the proposed landfill. 

Cumulative Effects 

- General 

- Traffic 

(Approx. # of Times Raised = 5) 

The cumulative effects assessment does not meet the objectives of a proper 
cumulative effects assessment. The EA does not properly assess the cumulative 
effects of the new landfill in combination with other projects or activities that have been 
or will be carried out within the foreseeable future. 

It is not in accordance with Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency’s (CEAA’s ) 
requirements.  The assessment does consider all of the Valued Ecosystem 
Components in the study area including social, cultural and economic values such as 
safe reliable transportation; human health and safety; and property values and 
economic development.  

Also it does not include all the effects from current operations and land uses in 
proximity to the project.  For example for air quality the assessment does not define the 
level, frequency an duration of effects from the quarry operations; the asphalt plant to 
the east; 2 waste transfer stations; adjacent industrial users of chemical solvents, etc; 
application of liquid manure on local agricultural fields; traffic on Highway 417 and Carp 
Road; and, past landfill operations.   

The assessment also does not define the level, duration or frequency of groundwater 
effects from past landfill operations; past and future tree leachate irrigation; current and 
future stormwater management ponds with groundwater infiltration; agricultural 
fertilizer, pesticide or manure application; operation industrial use of water at quarry 
operations; past and future snow dumps. 

Residual cumulative effects have not been defined or the significance of the residential 
effects.  The assessment of significance needs to framed around more than just 
regulatory thresholds and industrial standards and guidelines and should consider the 
exceedance of a threshold; effective mitigation; size of study area; incremental 
contribution of effects; relative contribution of effects of other actions; relative rarity of 
species; significance of local effects and magnitude of the change relative to natural 
background variability. 

The classification of the levels of significance, have not been provided in a non- biased 
or objective way.  A moderate adverse effect should have been classified as having 

We have undertaken a cumulative effects assessment in accordance with the 
approved ToR.  During the ToR, we committed to undertaking an assessment of the 
cumulative effects of the proposed new landfill and other WCEC 
components/facilities, as well as other non-WCEC projects/activities that exist, are 
planned and approved, or are reasonably foreseeable. The assessment of 
cumulative environmental effects is not required in the provincial EA process; 
however, in recognition of the public’s concerns related to potential effects created 
by the proposed WCEC and surrounding development, we decided to include a 
cumulative effects evaluation similar to that typically undertaken in the federal EA 
process.  As guidance, we followed the CEAA’s Operational Policy Statement 
(Agency 2007) and the Cumulative Effects Assessment Practitioners Guide (Agency 
1999) in conducting the Cumulative Effects Assessment. No official CEAA sign-off is 
required for the WCEC EA. 

We have provided an analysis on the synergistic effects between the proposed 
components of the WCEC, existing projects and reasonably foreseeable projects in 
the area.  Reasonably foreseeable means projects that are “directly associated with 
the project under review, identified in an approved development plan or identified in 
a development plan in which approval is imminent”.  We have also identified Valued 
Ecosystem Components (VECs), and established a cumulative effects significance 
framework for assessing the significance of the residual adverse effects for each of 
the VECs identified.  

Further details on cumulative effects are provided in Chapter 6 of the Final EA 
Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied. 
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moderate significance not a classified as not significant. 

There is insufficient evidence to support the conclusions that the project                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   
will not cause significant adverse cumulative effects.                                                                                                                                            

The EA does not include the cumulative effects on traffic in the area around the landfill. 
The impact of the additional 123 trucks per hour expected from the expanded landfill 
will be much greater than stated by WM.  

Similarly, who is expected to pay for the expansion of Carp Rd? We rely on Carp Rd to 
get to the 417 to get to work as well as most of the community services in Stittsville.  

During the ToR, we committed to undertaking an assessment of the cumulative 
effects of the proposed new landfill and other WCEC components/facilities, as well 
as other non-WCEC projects/activities that exist, are planned and approved, or are 
reasonably foreseeable The assessment of cumulative environmental effects is not 
required in the provincial EA process; however, in recognition of the public’s 
concerns related to potential effects created by the proposed WCEC and 
surrounding development, we decided to include a cumulative effects evaluation 
similar to that typically undertaken in the federal EA process. 

With respect to traffic, we looked at synergistic effects (temporally and spatially) from 
the traffic generated from the landfill as well as the existing and planned 
transportation corridors and network, including: 

- Existing Provincial, Regional and Local road network 

- Upgrade to Carp Road (2 to 4 lanes from Highway 417 to Hazeldean 
Road) 

- Upgrade to Highway 417 (4 to 6 lanes, Carp Road interchange) 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

Community Benefits 

- Need for community to benefits 

(Approx. # of Times Raised = 2) 

There is no, or very minimal relevance to the subsections 3.4.2 and 3.4.2. These are 
distractions to the discussion of benefits and serve only to misrepresent and diminish 
the clarity of the information relevant to the undertaking.  

There is no reference to the Wildlife Centre and public access to recreation in the 
recreation or socio-economic analysis. 

There are commitments in the ToR for community benefits to be provided as part of the 
EA. 

 

 

In terms of socio-economic considerations, we assessed potential socio-economic 
effects of the existing and new landfill upon current and future land use, residential 
and commercial development, and the visual environment in the EA. We proposed 
mitigation, monitoring and contingency measures to address predicted net effects 
from the existing and new landfill on socio-economic and visual conditions. As well 
we committed to a PVPP and Odour Enforcement Plan and to provide benefits to 
the community, whether through use of a community trust fund, an agreement with 
the City, or otherwise. Also, the planned WCEC will create additional economic, 
environmental, and community benefits, such as jobs, wildlife habitat, and 
community and recreation uses as part of an End Use/Closure Plan.  

A condition of 
approval may 
be required to 
address. 

Other Concerns 

Concerns were raised similar to the City of Ottawa regarding the baseline condition 
reports for: 

• Surface water and water quality; 
• Biology; 

See proponent’s response to City of Ottawa in Table 7-1 of the EA report.   Refer to 
Appendix A of 
the Ministry 
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• Aquatic surveys; 
• Visual assessments; and, 
• Birds. 

Review. 

Concerns were raised regarding Visual Assessment. Visual impacted are 
underestimated as shown in photos provided from  views provided from Kanata  

We determined that the Study Area for the visual component of the socio-economic 
existing environmental conditions was to be within 3 km of the existing site. We 
provided the details on the socio-economic (visual) detailed impact assessment in 
Chapter 6 of the Final EA Report. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

Chapter 4 Page 4-65 4.4.10.4 Economic 

While stating the revenue and expenditures for the City of Ottawa, WM only states the 
economic benefit to WM and not the economic impact to the City of Ottawa of not 
being able to develop the area around the waste management facility. This will result in 
future "leap frogging" of the area requiring the city to provide services (i.e. snow 
clearing) to residential areas which are further than they should be and increase the 
cost of services to the city as a whole. Please review SD1-13-Socio-Economic.pdf for 
details on what WM terms as “landscape could undergo changes within the future 
operating life of the project”. This PDF glosses over the confirmed development plans 
already started in west Ottawa within the Kanata study area.  

The existing and new landfill are located within the Carp Road Corridor Rural 
Employment Area. The proposed landfill is consistent with the City of Ottawa Official 
Plan policies for this area. The existing landfill is operated and maintained in 
accordance with our CofA, which includes conditions related to site conditions and 
appearance. In the EA, we assessed the potential impacts of the existing and new 
landfill on the Land Use, Socio-Economic, and Visual conditions within the Study 
Area. Mitigation, monitoring and contingency measures were proposed to address 
the predicted net effects from the existing and new landfill on the Land Use, Socio-
Economic, and Visual conditions. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

SD1-13-Socio-Economic.pdf 

Section 4.1.3 Page 10. WM underestimates future population associated with both the 
Minto Developments planned ‘Arcadia’ community and the Kanata West Concept Plan. 
Future populations is 

a) Arcadia Development 

WM states in this section that the site will contain 1800 new homes. Using 
PPH = 3.15 for this area results in 5670 people. This number is not included 
in the totals for the Kanata Portion study area. Why would these homes be 
excluded when the area of Kanata Lakes which is further away is included? 
Is it simply because the homes are not yet built? They are planned and will 
be occupied during the expected 10 year operating life of the dump.  

b) Kanata West Concept Plan 

WM also states that over the next ten to twenty years 1700 acres around 
Scotiabank place will see mixed use development and bring 5000 new 
homes. Using PPH=3.15 that equates to 15,749 people. Again this area is 
closer to the dump location than Kanata Lakes but is not included in the 
totals for the Kanata portion study area. 

In the EA, we assessed potential socio-economic effects of the existing and new 
landfill upon current and future land use, residential and commercial development, 
and visual environment within the Study Area. Mitigation, monitoring and 
contingency measures were proposed to address the predicted net effects from the 
existing and new landfill on Socio-Economic and Visual conditions. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

Prolonging the life of the Trail Road Landfill site 

A City comment concerned with scaling down the size applied for in the current Carp 
Road site is inappropriate given the difficulties that will be encountered with acquiring 
approval for a new site. About 15 years ago, in an effort to establish its own landfill site, 

We have committed to finalize and implement a Community Host Agreement with 
the City of Ottawa. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 
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Frank Reid (a Councillor with the Regional Municipality of Ottawa), chaired a 
committee to find an acceptable site within the City. It was apparent that everyone was 
opposed to having the landfill in their community. In the end, because of a problem with 
the consultation process, it would have been necessary to start all over again. 
However, the search was abandoned because it was the end of term of the Council. 

Drinking water Quality in Stittsville 

The water tastes bad compared to 10 years ago. I know they say to let your water run 
for a minute, but really a full minute? Like many people, I like to have a glass of water 
by my nightstand. You don't want to drink it a day later. Although I have noticed at 
times, it wasn't so bad. Is this still okay? I think not. 

With respect to water, it is our understanding that the community of Stittsville is 
serviced by piped municipal water, which is the responsibility of the City of Ottawa. 

With respect to location, the existing and proposed WM landfills are located within 
the Carp Road Corridor Rural Employment Area and they are consistent with the 
City of Ottawa Official Plan policies for this area. 

The MOE is 
satisfied with 
the response. 

 
 



MAKING A SUBMISSION? 
 
A five-week public review period ending March 29, 2013 will 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 
2 St. Clair Avenue West, Floor 12A 

Toronto, Ontario M4V 1L5 
Fax: 416-314-8452 

 
Re:  Environmental Assessment for a New Landfill Footprint at the West Carleton 

Environmental Centre 
Attention:  Charlene Cressman, Special 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. 
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