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	Document Reference
	Specific Comments
	Type of Comment 

	1.  Introduction
	· Page 1, second paragraph – should be “continue to accept non-hazardous solid waste”.

· Page 1, second paragraph – The definition of “Eastern Ontario” and its relation to WM’s service area needs to be explained. 


	· Technical 

· City reaffirms prior comment from draft ToR – section 5.1

	2.  Proponent – Waste Management of Canada Corporation 
	· At present, WM is a primary service provider and contract service provider for the collection, processing and marking of recyclable materials from Industrial, Commercial and Institutional (ICI) sectors of Ottawa.  WM is not a primary provider for collection, processing or marketing of residential waste.  This clarification would be appreciated within the ToR.

	· Explanatory critical comment

	3. Purpose of the Proposed Assessment 
	· The City and WM’s reservation of capacity agreement is an ongoing contractual obligation.  This capacity reservation has been agreed to on behalf of residential and ICI sectors of Ottawa.  The reservation may vary between 75% to 90% capacity depending on the amount of residential waste tonnage disposed of at the WM facility.  More explanation on this point would have been appreciated in the ToR.


	· Explanatory critical comment

	3.1 Problem Assessment
	· Page 6, the problem outlined at part (a) is virtually the same as the problem at part (f).  Similarly, part (e) has been reflected in parts (c) & (d).  This repetition does not add strength to WM’s argument.  The City recommends deleting parts (e) and (f).


	· New comment

	3.2 Opportunity Assessment
	· On page 7, parts (c) and (d) of the Opportunity Assessment, WM states that additional waste disposal capacity at or in the vicinity of the Ottawa WMF will permit WM to expand customer services to promote diversion and recycling at the source and at the Ottawa WMF.  WM also states that it will enhance its commercial operations by providing services supporting waste diversion processing facilities. In its Description of the Proposed Undertaking, WM states that the proposed undertaking will include “a combination of on-site facilities to form an integrated waste management facility.”  While the City is supportive of these intentions, WM has not provided any explanation as to any legal, economic or physical barriers preventing these works from being initiated at the present time.

· The City requests that WM provide a clear explanation of its current waste diversion efforts with its current customer base and at the current site of the Ottawa WMF in the ToR and the EA.  WM has not explained or provided any strategies or plans as to how waste diversion is undertaken with their current customers, how “last chance harvest” efforts are organized at the Ottawa WMF on an on-going basis and only from that, what residual landfill tonnage will be required.  WM has not provided any data as to their annual tonnages relative to overall waste diverted from the current landfill.   The City submits that only “residual waste” required from WM’s various waste diversion initiatives should provide a basis for additional waste disposal capacity.   As per the Minister’s statement in the Legislative Assembly’s Question Period of 1 March 2006, WM must be able to sufficiently demonstrate that “(those) alternatives have to be clean, and they can’t discourage the use of waste reduction, reuse and recycling”.   It is the City’s submission that the ToR as currently drafted do not provide enough information on its current waste diversion efforts relative to establishing a need for the proposed undertaking.
· Page 7, part (c) states that this opportunity will allow WM to expand customer services that promote diversion and recycling at source.  However, WM has not outlined the barriers that prevent them from offering this level of customer service at present.  Presumably, if there was an economic incentive to offer such services at present, WM would do so.  Thus, a potential increase in waste disposal capacity will not necessarily translate into any concrete action regarding this aspect of customer service.

· Page 7, part (d) – WM states that this opportunity will provide a wider range of integrated services supporting waste diversion and energy production through utilization of landfill gas.  However, WM is pursuing approval of energy production through landfill gas utilization at its present location and size.  Therefore, WM has already demonstrated that this initiative is in no way dependent on the opportunity outlined in the ToR.  

Furthermore, if the chosen alternative is new landfill capacity and WM chooses to implement that alternative by integrating landfill gas technology throughout the alternative – that is a matter separate and apart from consideration of the merits of that alternative.  All references to energy production from landfill gas should therefore be deleted from the ToR.  Or if energy production is an economic issue for additional landfill capacity, it will also be an economic issue for the EFW waste alternative and should therefore be considered in WM’s analysis of both alternatives. 


	· City affirms prior comment.  High Priority comment.

· High priority new comment

· High priority new comment

· New comment

· New comment



	4. The Contents of the Environmental Assessment Document
	· The City understands that it is WM’s intent to incorporate elements of a full EA analysis within the confines of a focused EA, per WM’s reference to subsection 6(2)(c), 6.1(2) and 6.1(3) of the EAA. 

· The City confirms its position that an EA, under subsection 6(2) (a) and 6.1(2) of the EAA provides the necessary scope to assess the broadest range of  “alternatives to” the undertaking.

· The City requests WM confirmation, prior to the Minister’s decision, that it has completed previous planning work to limit the discussion of “alternatives to”. WM should also confirm that these earlier processes had similar provisions to those of the EAA such as an examination of alternatives; regard to the environment and environmental effects; public consultation with interested persons (public, municipalities); ability for the public to inspect the planning document in its entirety; and approval by a recognized decision-making body in a transparent manner (municipal council resolution), as per Section 4.2.5 of the Code of Practice for Preparing and Reviewing Environmental Assessments in Ontario (Draft), October 2006.  The City submits that if WM is relying on the City’s Interim Waste Management Master Plan (IWMMP) in this regard, this Plan and the consultation plan associated with that document needs to be clearly referenced within the EA.


	· New comment

· New comment

· New comment



	
	
	

	5.1 Description of the Proposed Undertaking 
	· Page 9, second paragraph, third line - Figure 1 indicates a purple line drawn around lands in the vicinity of the Carp Landfill.  In particular, WM has not provided any justification for the boundary not being extended east of Carp Road.  One can only surmise that the boundary was not extended past Carp Road because of the longevity of the licenses of the neighbouring quarry operations.  A brief explanation on this point would have been appreciated.

· Page 9, paragraph 2, last line - Inclusion of references to landfill gas utilization facilities is not required in this section since WM has already embarked on this project, nor – to the City’s understanding – are these facilities proposed for lands not currently owned or controlled by WM. 

· Page 9 – the proposed undertaking is defined as “to provide additional waste disposal capacity at, or in the vicinity of, the WM Ottawa WMF”.  The final sentence states “The description of the proposed undertaking will be further refined during the EA”. Thus, the definition of the undertaking is preliminary and will be finalized during the EA.  Later, in Section 9.3 of the ToR, it states that “WM may determine, at its sole discretion, that a preferred alternative is not commercially viable, in which case WM may choose not to carry forward that preferred alternative for approval”.  Thus, as per Section 4.2.10 of the Code of Practice, and notwithstanding WM’s reference to flexibility in Section 9.3, page 21, second paragraph of the ToR, it is assumed that if the proposed undertaking or the preferred alternative method of carrying out the undertaking is not to its satisfaction, WM will not proceed with approval.  Thus, it the carries forward that a new ToR would be required under such circumstances.


	· New comment

· New comment

· New comment

	5.2 Rationale for the Proposed Undertaking
	· Page 9, first and third paragraph – Traffic and Parking Operations note that WM is proposing a change in annual volumes of waste from 450,000 tonnes to 600,000 tonnes, a potential 33% increase in truck traffic.  The origin and potential impacts of this truck traffic will need to be examined in the Transportation Assessment.

· Page 10, first bullet - The fact that WM’s site is currently designated on the City’s Official Plan is irrelevant in justifying the rationale for the undertaking in the ToR.

· Page 10, part (a) - An explanation of the use of 2005 as a base line year for WM’s inventory of waste generation, diversion and disposal would be appreciated in the EA.  

  
	· New comment

· New comment

· Positive change



	6.  Description and Rationale for “Alternatives To” the Undertaking 
	· Missing alternative – stand-alone waste combustion EFW facility.  This could be easily studied along with the waste combustion EFW facility and new landfill disposal capacity alternative being proposed by WM. 

· Page 11 - A clear statement that WM is proposing waste combustion in combination with new landfill capacity, due to the technical need to dispose of ash residue produced through the combustion process, would have been appreciated.  An explanation supporting primary use of combustion and then a secondary landfill operation would have been helpful. 

· The City submits that WM should be directed to evaluate two “alternatives to” involving waste combustion and EFW:  (1) stand-alone waste combustion with EFW and (2) waste combustion with EFW combined with new landfill disposal capacity.

· Three new alternative methods would also be required to be added to the ToR to evaluate any waste combustion and EFW alternatives.  Such alternative methods would require WM to examine (1) the beneficial re-use, on or off-site, of non-hazardous residual waste ash generated from combustion processes; and (2) on-site disposal of hazardous residual waste ash generated from combustion processes, (3) off-site disposal of hazardous residual waste ash generated from combustion processes, or (4) on-site treatment of the hazardous residual waste so as to render it non-hazardous. 


	· High priority comment 

· New comment

· High priority comment

· High priority comment

	7.  Description and Rationale for “Alternative Methods” of Carrying Out the Undertaking
	· Page 13 – Alternative landfill footprints – are there technical reasons as to why one or more of the proposed footprints could not be combined?  If so, these should have been explained by WM in the ToR.

· Pages 13-14 – There are more possible site access alternatives, such as from Richardson Side Road or directly from Highway 7.  If such options have been discarded for reasons known to WM – such as the need to preserve buffer lands - then these should be explained in the ToR.  

· Pages 13-14 - Traffic and Parking Operations note that the various site access alternatives require more detailed review in the future, such as the need for dedicated turning lanes or intersection modifications, MTO approval and possible capacity issues.

· Page 14 – If thermal combustion is chosen alone or in combination with landfill disposal, there may be other potential sources of wastewater handling and treatment that needs to be considered in addition to leachate treatment alternatives.


	· New comment

· New comment

· Technical comment

· New high priority comment

	8.  Description of Environment Potentially Affected by the Proposed Undertaking 
	· Pages 16 & 17 –Noise, Archaeological and Cultural Resources are missing from the general discussion, although, they are identified in Appendix A.

· Page 17, Terrestrial and Aquatic – The ToR has a brief description of natural environment but does not describe the provincially significant wetlands (PSW) located in the western portion of the “Lands in the Vicinity of the WM Ottawa WMF” (as illustrated in Figure 2) west of William Mooney Road.  These PSW are indicated on Schedule A of the City of Ottawa Official Plan and are part of the Goulbourn Wetland Complex.  The Carp River Watershed/Subwatershed Study (CRWSS) provides background information on natural environment conditions.

· Page 17, Hydrogeology/Groundwater  - references some areas of local groundwater recharge along the sand and gravel ridge located to the south and southwest of the site. The CRWSS reports several areas of groundwater recharge within the WM Ottawa WMF vicinity and “site”.  The CRWSS also reports an area of groundwater discharge along the creek in the WM Ottawa WMF vicinity (to the west and north of the current licensed area).  WM should therefore confirm that the CRWSS has been consulted, and its contents regarding groundwater recharge and discharge to surface water, will be incorporated into the EA. 

	· New comment

· New comment

· New comment



	9.  Environmental Assessment Methodology
	
	

	9.1 Evaluation of “Alternatives To” 
	· Consultation has not been conducted on the development and use of the criteria and methods that will be used to comparatively evaluate “alternatives to”.
	· High priority issue.  City reaffirms its prior comments and concern.



	9.2 Evaluation of “Alternative Methods”
	· Consultation has not been conducted on the development and use of the criteria and methods that will be used to comparatively evaluate “alternative methods”.

· Page 20, item 5 – WM has not explained what it considers to be reasonable mitigation methods.  Does reasonable mitigation measures – something that is technically feasible and approvable by the MOE or does an economic judgment also play a role in this evaluation.  WM has identified gross effects on the environment first and then the net effects – the effects following implementation of mitigation measures.  Mitigation measures assume an element of approval outside of the EAA and WM has said in Section 13, page 26, the EPA and other statutory approvals will be sought concurrently with the EA approvals.  


	· High priority issue.  City reaffirms its prior comments and concern

· High priority issue.  City reaffirms prior comments.  See page 24 on the table on the draft ToR.

	9.3 Detailed Assessment of the Undertaking
	· Page 21, first full paragraph – The ToR state that “The baseline conditions for the impact assessment will account for the ongoing operation of the existing waste management facilities and surrounding land uses.  The baseline year for the existing facilities will be 2006, unless otherwise stated.  The impact assessment will assume baseline conditions only of the operating landfill”.   With respect, environmental impacts, including but not limited to landfill gas odours and air quality emissions, may be derived from the Ottawa WMF as a whole, not just the operating landfill, and the City is not in favour of the use of 2006 as a baseline year for potential odour impacts associated with the proposed undertaking.  

As such, the City recommends that the ToR clearly identify all potential environmental effects, including but not limited to landfill gas odour-causing compounds and potential air quality emissions, from the entire Ottawa WMF.  
	· New high priority comment

	10.  Community Commitments Agreement
	
	

	11.  Monitoring Strategy
	· Section 4.2.8 of the Code of Practice for Preparing and Reviewing Terms of Reference for Environmental Assessments in Ontario (Draft), October 2006, the ToR should include a statement that the environmental assessment shall include a comprehensive list of commitments made by the proponent in the ToR process, and where or how they have been dealt with in the EA.  A commitment should also be made in the ToR to include in the EA a comprehensive list of commitments made by the proponent during the preparation of the EA including: impact management measures (mitigation measures); additional works and studies to be carried out; monitoring; public consultation and contingency planning; documentation and correspondence; all commitments made during the preparation of the EA; and all other commitments made during the review of the EA.  The ToR should also include a commitment to develop a monitoring framework during the preparation of the EA.  The monitoring framework should consider all phases of the proposed undertaking (planning, detailed design, tendering, construction, operation, closure and decommissioning).  Where appropriate, this framework must include the following types of monitoring:  compliance monitoring and effects monitoring.  This framework is critical since WM has indicated that it will be seeking other Provincial and other approvals at the same time as EA approval.

· The City agrees with WM that a monitoring strategy for implementation of impact management measures is also required.  


	· New comment

· Explanatory comment

	12. Consultation on the Terms of Reference
	· Section 12 – WM has not referred to the Code of Practice for Consultation in Ontario’s Environmental Assessment Process (Draft), October 2006.  WM responded to this same comment on the draft ToR by indicating that it did not see the purpose in referencing the prior Guide (December 2000) – now the draft Code of Practice.  However, the Code of Practice commits the proponent to doing many things during the consultation process that the proponent should acknowledge and adhere to.  With regard to Section 1.3 of the Code of Practice pertaining to characteristics of strong consultation, it is not understood how WM has demonstrated through the ToR process how “goals and objectives are jointly developed by the community and the proponent”. The public consultation that has taken place to date, particularly with respect to members of the local community living in proximity to the WM Ottawa WMF, has established that there are divergent goals and objectives between WM and the public.  How will future consultation ensure that common goals and objectives are jointly developed by the community and WM?  The City respectfully requests that the first milestone consultation on the concerns, review analysis, environmental assessment criteria and methodology take place as per Figure 2:  Minimum Consultation Requirements of the Consultation Guide.  The City also requests that the Minister amend the ToR to include an issues and dispute resolution strategy as a critical component of its consultation plan.


	· New high priority comment

	12.1 Consultation on the Terms of Reference
	
	

	12.2 Consultation Plan for the EA
	· The ToR does not identify the first mandatory consultation point where WM, the Public Advisory Committee and the community will identify concerns, develop alternatives and evaluation criteria.  This is noted on Figure 2 of the Draft Code of Practice.  There is no identification of Supplementary Consultation in the ToR.
· The City appreciates WM’s action in appointing a Public Advisory Committee with professional facilitation.
· The City’s prior comment about the need to establish a Technical Advisory Committee stands.   In lieu of a Technical Advisory Committee, the City submits that WM should give strong consideration to the incorporation of a peer review process within its EA to enhance its ongoing relationship and reestablish trust with the local communities.


	· High priority concern

· Positive change incorporating City’s prior concern.

· City affirms prior concern from draft ToR.

	12.3 First Nations Consultation
	
	

	13. Other Approvals
	· A zoning by-law amendment will be required to expand the landfill and remove a holding designation within current landfill site property boundary.  In considering a zoning by-law amendment, the City’s Official Plan policies dictate that the City must take into account various criteria such as the community, public health, transportation, environmental, visual, financial and land use impact of the facility, the use of mitigation measures and potential impacts and mitigation measures related to air traffic.

· The City’s Draft Comprehensive Zoning by-law has changed the definition of a sanitary landfill to allow for an incinerator.   A separate use, Waste Processing and Transfer Facility, has also been added to the Draft By-law with final adoption expected in early 2008.

  
	· Explanatory comment only 

· Explanatory comment only

	List of Figures
	· An additional figure or figures should be provided to illustrate the different radii of study for the different criteria identified by WM.

	· City affirms and expands upon staff comments on the draft ToR. 



	Appendix A Environmental Assessment Criteria and Studies
	· Page 7, Air Quality Assessment – Landfill gas compounds have been identified.  However, compounds associated with a proposed waste combustion facility have not be been identified and no explanation for this omission has been identified.

· Page 26-27, Transportation Assessment – There is no indication of how potential impacts to the Carp Airport will be determined.  Aviation impacts in Table A.1 have been included in the Natural Environment and Resource Study.  Traffic and Parking Operations and Utilities suggest that these impacts should be properly studied in the Transportation Assessment or in a separate Aviation Assessment and should not be avoided.  As such, the study area for the Transportation Assessment or the Aviation Assessment should be expanded to include the “In the Community” study area. 

· WM should give consideration to conducting specific consultation with West Capital Developments, the current operator of the Carp Airport to ensure that the ongoing planning applications concerning the Carp Airport will not cause any potential land use conflicts.  WM is advised to consult the Carp Airport Planning Rationale Document (December 2005) prepared by Novatech Engineering Consultants Ltd., which is available from the City’s Planning and Development Approvals Branch of the Planning, Transit and Environment Department.

· Ottawa Public Health and Utilities staff recommend that a separate assessment of odour should be included in either the Air Quality Assessment or the Human Health Risk Evaluation components.  The report indicates that odour will be looked at as part of the air quality assessment, but odour-causing compounds are not listed or referenced as separate items to be considered by WM.  Given the community’s current concerns about odours and the ongoing operation, this would be a prudent measure for WM.    

· Page 20, Natural Environment and Resources Assessment – This assessment should specifically reference studies of the potential impact on the wetlands previously identified by the City.

· Page 21, Natural Environment and Resources Assessment - References – Add the following documents to the list of guidelines, material and data sources:

· Ontario Wetland Evaluation System: Southern Manual 3rd Edition 1993 revised December 2002.

· Carp River Watershed/Sub-watershed Study Volume 1 and 2.  Prepared for the City of Ottawa by Robinson et al. (November 2004) and available from the Planning, Environment and Infrastructure Policy Branch of the Planning, Environment and Transit Department.

· Page 25, Social Impact Assessment  - References - Ottawa Public Health would like to have input into the design of the household survey that is proposed for use in the Social Impact Assessment.  

· Page 27 – Transportation Assessment – References - Traffic and Parking Operations recommend that this assessment be compliance with the City’s Transportation Impact Assessment Guidelines.

· Table A-1 Environmental Assessment Criteria – The criteria and the weighting of each criteria should be the subject of the first point of public consultation with the community, the Public Advisory Committee and the Government Review Team.  Suggested changes are as follows:

Page A-1 – Effects due to Facility Emissions (other than fine particulate emissions) – should also include the “In the Community” study area.

Page A-2 – Aviation Effects due to Avian Interference – primary study should be the transportation study and should also include the “In the Community” study area.

Page A-4 – Disruption to Use and Enjoyment of Residential Properties due to Nuisance Effects – since odour has been a current problem over a wide area, the City recommends that this should include the “In the Community” study area.

Page A-4 – Disruption to Use and Enjoyment of Public Facilities and Institutions due to Nuisances – As above, odour has been a a current problem over a wide area, and for that reason, the City recommends that this criteria be studied within “In the Community” study area.

Page A-6 – Disruption to Businesses (including farms) due to Nuisance Effects – As above, odour has been a current problem over a wide area, and for that reason, the City recommends that this criteria be studied within “In the Community” study area.


	· New high priority comment

· New high priority issue for the City as owner of the Carp Airport

· New comment

· New high priority comment

· New comment

· New comment

· New comment

· New comment

· High priority comment
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