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COUNTY OF LAMBTON H. WAYNE KLOSKE, AM.C.T.

HWY. #21 BOX 3000 CLERK ADMINISTRATOR

WYOMING — ONTARIO . DON R. BRUDER, AM.C.T.
' TREASURER

RECEIVED TELs 19 845.3303

FAX.: (519} 845-3160

v 9 1089

November 6, 1989 M.M. DILLCN LTD,
TORONTO OFFICE

Reeve Bryson and Village of Wyoming Council
Box 250

Wyoming, Ontario

NON 1TO

Dear Reeve Bryson and Members of Council:

Re: Sarnia/Lambton Waste Management Master Plan

I am writing on behalf of the Sarnia/Lambton Waste Management
Master Plan Steering Committee. This letter invites you and your
council to a Master Plan presentation for municipal councillors
followed by two public information centres. Your Council's
assistance is 2lso requested to establish a Public Advisory
Committee.

The City of Sarnia and the County of Lambton are preparing a
Waste Management Master Plan. M. M. Dillon Limited bhas been
retained by the City and the County to assist in the preparation
of the Plan.

The central aim of the Waste Management Master Plao is to define
the best system for the long-term management of wastes within
the County.

The Master Plan is being prepared in accordance with the require-
ments of the Environmental Assessment Act and the Ministry of
the Environment's guidelines for Waste Management Master Plans.

The results of previous Master Plan work have been documented in
three reports: a Stage 1l Report (a description of the existing
waste management system and future requirements), a Stage 2A
Report (identification of feasible waste management alternatives)
and a Stage 2B Report (evaluation of these alternatives).
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The final Master Plan document is now in preparation. The final
Master Plan will provide a summary and update to the work
completed for the previous three stages. It will also present
the results of the Stage 3 studies.

The final Master Plan will present recommendations on the
following:

Waste reduction strategies;

Municipal recycling programs;

A materials recovery facility;

Site selection for new landfill capacity;
% Waste management administration.

* % % %

The transition of waste management responsibilities to the
County mandated by Bill 35 will be addressed in the Plan.

Public involvement is important to the development of the final
Master Plan. We invite the participation of you and your council
members in the following:

1. Municipal Councillors' Presentation

The Steering Committee will present highlights of the Master
Plan to all City of Sarnia and Lambton County local municipal
councillors on Monday, 20 November 1989, at 1:00 p.m. at the
Lambton Coupty Administration Building. The presentation
will consist of a review of the work which bas been com-
pleted to date including recommendations for waste reduction/
recycling programs and the process leading to identification
of potential sites for new landfill capacity.

2., Public Information Centres

Public information centres are scheduled for 20 November
1989, in Wyoming and 21 November 1989 at Sarnia City Hall.
A notice describing the information centres is enclosed.

3. Public Advisory Committee

The Steering Committee seeks to establish a Public Advisory
Committee to assist in development of the final Master Plan
and its implementation. The Committee will be chosen from a
list of nominees consisting of interested ratepayers f{rom
the City, the Town of Clearwater, the County's other local
municipalities, and representatives of industry and environ-
mental groups. The Committee's duties wijll include parti-
cipation in meetings and two workshops. The worksbops will
focus on a review of recommended Master Plan components, the
identification of concerns and issues and the selection of
sites for new or expanded waste management facilities.

caa/3
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The first meeting of the Public Advisory Committee will be
held in late November or early December. At this meeting,
the Committee will help determine its Terms of Reference and
elect a Chairman.

Please submit, at your earliest convenience, the name of a rate-
payer who would be willing to sit on the committee and is active
and/or 1interested in waste management issues. Please forward
this person's name to:

Janet M. Smolders, M.C.I.P.
Senior Planner

M.M. Dillon Limited

495 Richmond Street

Box 426, Stationm B

London, Ontario

N6A 4W7

Telepbone: (519) 438-6192
The Waste Management Master Plan Steering Committee will select
from all nominees a representative Public Advisory Committee for
this important project.

Thank you for your assistance. If you require further infor-
mation, please contact Janet Smolders or the undersigned.

Yours truly,

James J. Kuﬁ}ba, P. Eng.
Director, Waste Management
County of Lambton

JJK:1h
c.c. A, Wright

M.0.E, Staff - W.M.M.P.
Catherine Fletcher



SARNIA/LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT
MASTER PLAN

The City of Samia and the County of Lambton are preparing a Waste Management Master
Plan, M.M Dillon Limited has been retained by the City and the County to assist in the

preparation of the plan.

The Master Plan is being prepared in accordance with the requirements of the Environmental
Assessment Act and the Ministry of the Environment's guidelines for Waste Management
Master Plans. The central aim of the Waste Management Master Plan is to define the best
system for the long-term management of wastes within the County.

The results of previous Master Plan work have been documented in three separate reports:

o Stage 1 Report - description of existing waste management system and future
requiremenis

o Stage 2A Report - identification of feasible waste management alternatives

o Stage 2B Report - evaluation of these alternatives

The final Master Plan document is now in preparation. The document will present
recommendations on the following:

Waste reduction strategies

Municipal recycling programs
Materials recovery facility

Site selection for new landfill capacity
Waste management administration

oo 000

INFORMATION CENTRES

You are invited to attend an Infonmation Centre to review the work which has been completed
to date on the Master Plan. The Information Centres will be informal walk-in sessions.
Representatives of the County of Lambton, the City of Sarnia and M.M. Dillon will be
available to explain the Master Plan and to answer questions. These sessions will be held on:

MONDAY 20 NOVEMBER 1989 or TUESDAY 21 NOVEMBER 1989
3.00 - 9.00 pm 2.00 - 8.00 pm
LAMBTON COUNTY ADMINISTRATION BLDG SARNIA CITY HALL
789 BROADWAY STREET 255 N. CHRISTINA STREET
WYOMING, ONTARIO SARNIA, ONTARIO

For further information, please contact:

Jim Kutyba, P.Eng. or Janet Smolders, MCIP
Lambton County Wasie M.M. Dillon Liwited
Management Engineer Box 426, Siation B
Box 3000 London, Ontario
Wyoming, Ontario NON 110 NGA 4W7

Tel: (519) 845-3303 Tel: (519) 438-6192



SAME _LETTER TO:

Mayor Bradley and City of Sarnia Council
Box 3018

Sarnia, Ontario

N7T 7N2

Mayor Mason and Town of Clearwater Council
2109 London Road

CLEARWATER, Ontario

N7T 7H2

Reeve Douglas and Village of Alvinston Council
Box 28

ALVINSTON, Ontario

NON 1A0

Reeve Evans and Village of Arkona Council
Box 95

ARKONA, Ontario

NOM 1BO

Reeve McLean and Township of Brooke Council
R. R. 7

ALVINSTON, Ontario

NON 1A0

Reeve Thomas and Township of Bosanquet Council
Box 269

THEDFORD, Ontario

NOM 2NO

Reeve Langstaff and Township of Dawn Council
R. R. 4
DRESDEN, Ontario

F9928-14
27 October 1989

NOP 1MO

Warden O'Neill and Township of Enniskillen Council
R. R, 1

PETROLIA, Ontario

NON 1RO

Reeve Bilton and Township of Euphemia Council
R. R. 2

BOTHWELL, Ontario

NOoP 1CO

Mayor Minielly and Town of Forest Council
Box 610

FOREST, Ontario

NON 1J0



Reeve Bob Sharen and village of Grand Bend Council
Box 340

GRAND BEND, Ontario

NOM 1T0

Reeve Nisbet and Township of Moore Council
Box 40

BRIGDEN, Ontario

NON 1RO

Reeve Byers and Village of 0il Springs Council
Box 22

oIL SPRINGS, Ontario

NON 1PO

Mayor Beaubien and Town of Petrolia Council
Box 1270

PETROLIA, Ontario

NON 1RO

Reeve Boyd and Village of Point Edward Council
36 St, Clair Street

POINT EDWARD, Ontario

N7V 4G8

Reeve Kerrigan and Township of Plympton Council
Box 400

WYOMING, Ontaro

NON 170

Reeve Dedecker and Township of Sombra Council
Box 40

SOMBRA, Ontario

NOP 2HO

Reeve Jamieson and Village of Thedford Council
Box 189

THEDFORD, Ontario

NOM 2NO

Reeve McPherson and Township of Warwick Council
R. R. 8

WATFORD, Ontario

NOM 250

Reeve Carpeneto and Village of Watford Council
295 Main Street

WATFORD, Ontario

NOM 2S0
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Reeve Bryson and Village of Wyoming Council
Box 250

WYOMING, Ontario

NON 1TO



SARNIA/LAMBTON WASTE MANAGEMENT
MASTER PLAN

MUNICIPAL COUNCILLORS' WORKSHOP
20 NOVEMBER, 1989, 1:00 P.M.

RECORD OF ATTENDANCE

NAME TITLE MUNICIPALITY
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SUMMARY OF MUNICIPAL COUNCILLORS' WORKSHOP
vembe H H

A workshop was held with representatives of the County's local
nmunicipalities and the city of Sarnia at the Lambton County Adminis-
tration Building in Wyoming. The purpose of the workshop was to
review the work completed to date on the Master Plan, with municipal
representatives, before it is presented to the public. The Public
Information Centres were held later that day on 20 November in Wyoming
and the next day (21 November) in Sarnia. The following people
attended the workshop:

Representatives of the Sarnia/Lambton Waste Management Master Plan

Ron Snow, Co-Chairman, Reeve of Petrolia

Don Poore, Co-Chairman, City of Sarnia Alderman

Mayor Mike Bradley, City of Sarnia

Terry Burrell, Alderman, City of Sarnia

Charlee Nisbet, Reeve, Moore Township

John Robertson, City Manager

Jim Kutyba, County of Lambton Waste Management Engineer

Representatives of Local Municipalities and
and St

Pat Davidson, Deputy Reeve, Wyoming

Keith Allison, Councillor, Wyoming

Jean Stewardson, Deputy Clerk, Wyoming

John Russell, Councillor, Bosanquet

Frank Turner, Sanltation Supervisor, Bosanquet
Marcel Beaubien, Mayor, Petrolia

Ross O'Hara, Councillor, Petrolia

Maxine Fiddiers, Councillor, Petrolia

Ron Whitman, Clerk, Moore Township

Brad Loosley, Clerk-Administrator, Petrolia
Clive Barry, Works Commissioner, Petrolia
John Phair, Councillor, Petrolia

Roy Ayers, Councillor, Petrolia

Frank Van Bree, Councillor, Warwick

Jack McPherson, Reeve, Warwick

Bob Vaughan, Councillor, Warwick

Doug Hollingsworth, Deputy Reeve, Warwick
Eldon Minielly, Councillor, Warwick

Arnold Pole, Councillor, Moore Township

Marg Stacey, Councillor, Moore Township

Stan Campbell, Councillor, Moore Township
Jane Marsh, Deputy Reeve, Moore Township
Janet Langstaff, Clerk, Dawn Township

Robert Langstaff, Reeve, Dawn Township

Keith Houston, Deputy Reeve, Dawn Township
Dick Butler, Councillor, Dawn Township

Bruce Phair, Councillor, Dawn Township

Rose Wilcocks, Councillor, Thedford

Alan Brandon, Moore Township Waste Management Committee
Ross McLean, Reeve, Brooke Township

Elizabeth Tenhoeve, Deputy-Reeve, Plympton Township
Steven Porquar, Road Manager, Lambton County
Carolynne Griffith, Councillor, Brooke Township

Loca) Medija
Rick smith, CKcO TV, Kitchener
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Jim Balfour, Project Manager

Catherine Fletcher, Senior Environmental Planner
Janet Smolders, Senior Planner

Marilyn Harrold, Project Engineer

Don McKinnon, Environmental Planner

PRESENTATION RY CONSULTANT

M. M. Dillon Limited is preparing the Master Plan on behalf of the
County of Lambton and the City of Sarnia. Jim Balfour, Dillon’'s
Project Manager, summarized the work completed to date and the re-
malning work on the Master Plan. He invited the attendants to ask
questions during his presentation.

Mr. Balfour explained that the Master Plan has been underway since
1985. For at least a year, the Plan was on hold, pending the outcome
of the Lambton County restructuring. Three recent changes have
affected the direction and nature of the Master Plan. The first is
Bill 35 (the Act to restructure the County) which makes waste
management a County responsibllity. Another recent change is the
capacity of the eight existing landfill sites. For example, the City
of Sarniats landfill site is quickly nearing its capacity. Finally,
the third change involves the Master Plan as it relates to the
Environmental Assessment Act., Most new waste management facilities,
including landfill sites, require a hearing pursuant to the
Environmental Assessment Act. As a result, the Master Plan has to be
suitable as an Environmental Assessment document.

The Master Plan will consist of a long-term strategy to the Year 2011,
for the whole area. The implementation of the Plan will begin in
1991, the year that Lambton County assumes its new responsibilities.
An important component of the Plan will be how the County will
administrate its waste management function.

Mr. Balfour explained the Province's "3R's" policy. The Ministry of
the Environment (MOE} has new targets for minimizing the amount of
waste which goes to landfill sites. By 1992, MOE requires that all
municipalities reduce their waste stream to landfills by 25%. By the
Year 2000, the waste stream should be reduced by 50%. There are three
methods (the 3R's) to reduce wastes:

- the blue box and curbside recycling. There are a number of
municipalities involved in the Bluewater Recycling Program which
began last year. Next year, Sarnia, Clearwater and Point Edward
are going to start recycling programs;

- composting. Many people are familiar with and use this tech-
nology. Dillon has estimated that a large portion of the waste
stream can be composted. It can be done on an individual basis
or, as is currently being investigated by the City of Sarnia, as
mass composting;

- mass materials/recovery fagility. This involves separating mixed
wastes into reusables, recyclables or material which can be com-
posted. The residual goes to landfills. This is the technology
of the future.

In order for a municipality to obtain a landfill approval from the
MOE, the municipality must show how it is trying to meet MOE's targets
for reducing the waste stream. MOE's targets are based partly on the
public's demands that the amount of landfilling be reduced.

Mr. Balfour explained that Dillon's work to date shows that there are
some deficiencies in current landfill capacity. These remaining
capacities depend, of course, on the effectiveness of the municipali-
ties' waste reduction measures. The City of Sarnia's landfill site is
quickly nearing its capacity. Dillon has been hired by the City and



the County to apply for an interim expansion of the site. The interim
expansion will allow continued use of the Sarnia site until such time
as the Master Plan can be implemented.

Mr. Balfour stated that there are three alternatives for dealing with
the deficiency in landfill capacity. These are: use the existing
lLaidlaw or Petrolia landfill sites or find a new landfill site in the
County. Dillon is currently looking at the advantages and disadvan-
tages of these alternatives. A new landfill would meet the highest
standards and the tests of the Environmental Assessment Board and the
public. Mr. Balfour explained that Dillon has begun a site search for
a new landfill site. The search is based on constraint mapping which
eliminates areas which are technically unsuitable for landfill.

To date, Dillon has identified a study area for the landfill site
search which includes Sarnia, Clearwater, Moore, Plympton and part of
Enniskillen. The study area is based on the County's "waste centroid"®
{the area within which most of the wastes are generated) and travel
times to this centroid. Dillon has identified candidate areas for a
new landfill, based on several technical criteria. Mr. Balfour
emphasized that Dillon's work is technical and it is now up to the
community to decide, for example, the importance of agricultural land
versus forests, the importance of hydrogeological suitability versus
proximity to houses, etc. To make these choices, the Master Plan
Steering Committee is establishing a Public Advisory Committee (PAC).
The PAC will help the Steering Committee make these cholices during the
landfill site selection process. The Steering Committee is asking for
volunteers to sit on the PAC.

Mr. Balfour stated that the study cannot proceed further without a
PAC. Dillon has identified technically suitable areas for landfill.
These sites will then be compared, based on several criteria. The PAC
will help chooge the criteria and decide which ones are the most
important. The Master Plan, as a result, will be based on "shared
decisions” between the County, its local municipalities, the City and
the public. The Steering Committee will establish the PAC by the
beginning of December.

Mr. Balfour invited guestions from the people who attended.

Councillor John Russell, of the Township of Bosangquet, asked if the
County could coffer financial rewards to those municipalities which
significantly reduce their wastes to landfills. Mr. Balfour stated
that the Master Plan may not be that specific, but it will look at the
division of waste management responsibilities between the County and
the local municipalities. Mr. Balfour also mentioned that, in order
for the municipalities to meet MOE's waste reduction targets, it will
be necessary for the Provincial and Federal governments to pass new
legislation, particularly for packaging.

Alderman Poore thanked everycne for attending and asked for their
continued participation. Everyone was then invited to look at the
displays and discuss the project with the Steering Committee members
and Dillon staff.

This summary was prepared by Janet Smolders, of M. M. Dillon Limited,
who should be advised of any errors and/or omissicns.

M. M. DILLON LIMITED
CONSULTING ENGINEERS AND PLANNERS
LONDON ONTARIO

23 November 1989
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The City of Sarnia and the County of Lambton are preparing a Waste
Management Master Plan. M.M. Dilion Limited has been retained by the
City'and the County to assist in the preparation of the plan. :
The Master Plan is being prepared in accordance with the requirements
of the Environmental Assessment Act and the Ministry of the Environ-
ment’s guidelines for Waste Management Master Plans. The central aim
of the Waste Management Master Pian is to define the best system for
the long-term managemaent of wastes within the County. . :
The results of previous Master Plan work have bsen documsnted in
three separate reports:
* Stage ! Report - description of existing waste management sys-
tem and future requirements
* Stage 2A Report - identification of feasible waste management
alternatives
¢ Stage 2B Report - evaluation of thase alternatives

The final Master Plan document s now in preparation. The document

will presant recommendations on the following:

* Waste reduction stratagies ¢ Materials recovery facility
* Municipal recycling programs * Waste management administration
INFORMATION CENTRES

You are invited to attend.an Information Centre to review the work
which has been completed to date an the Master Plen. The Information
Centres will be informal waik-in sessions. Representatives of the County
of Lambtan, the City of Sarnia and M.M. Dillon will be available to ex-
plain the Master Plan and to answer questions. These sessions will be
held on: po EiEl ¥
-MONDAY 20 NOVEMBER 1989 ' TUESDAY 21 NOVEMBER 1988
oL %00-9:00pam. o - § 2:00-8:00 pm
LAMBTON COUNTY ADMINISTRATION - SARNIA CITY HALL
BLDG. 789 BROADWAY STREET 255N. CHRISTINA STREET

¥ ;.. 'WYOMING, ONTARID . - - - SARNIA, ONTARIO

For further information, please contact: : BT
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| Lambton'County Waste . 2 E I MM, Dillon Limited ey
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SARNIA/LAMBTON
 ~ WASTEMANAGEMENT -
~~ MASTERPLAN

“The Clty of Sarnia and the ‘County of Len;bton are prepanng a Waste
Management Master Plan.”M.M. Dillon Limited has been retain by the
City and the County to assist in the preparation of the plan. % ’

The Master Plan is being prepared in accordance with the requu‘ements of
the Environmental Assessment Act and the Ministry of the Environment's
guidelines for Waste Management Master Plans. The central aim of the
Waste Management Master Plan is to define the best system for the long-
term management of wastes within the County.

The results of previous Master Plan work have been documented in three
separate reports:

" e Stage 1 report - description of existing waste

management system and future requirements

» Stage 2A Report - identification of feasible waste

management alternatives - Sl
. » Stage 2B Report - evaluation of these alternatives :

A

The final Master Plan document is now in preparation. The document
will present recommendations on the following: s
- ® Waste reduction strategies - - BegLs
‘¢ Municipal recycling programs . L2
» Materials recovery facility
* Site selection for new landfill capacity

e Waste management administration

' INFORMATION CENTRES

L You are invited to attend an Information Centre to review the work which
" has been completed to date on the Master Plan. The Information Centres
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Waste Mangement

"THE CHALLENGE"

The management of waste is an
issue that effects everyone liv-
ing or working in Lambton
County, Like many areas acr-
oss Ontario and throughout
Canada, the production of waste
has risen as population, indus-
trial development and our con-
sumer lifestyle have increased.
It is estimated that cach Cana-
dian produces approximately 2.2
Ibs. of garbage per day.

In 1988, the residents of La-
mbton County produced ap-
proximately 100 000 tonnes of
solid non-hazardous garbage.
This figure does not include
liquid industrial, hazardous
waste, or waste imported from
other regions.

Wasle management is an issue
we cannot afford o ignore.
The production and ineffective

management of wastes is costly,
financially and environmentally,
Although the production of
some waste is inevitable, it is
important for everyone, both
individually and collectively, to
find ways to first of all reduce
waste and then effectively man-
age what remains.

THE WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN

‘The City of Samia and the
County of Lambton are prepar-
ing & Waste Management Mas-
ter Plan. The central aim of
the Master Plan is to define the
best system for the long term
management of wastes within
the county. The Master Plan is
being prepared according to the
requirements of the Environ-
mental Assessment Act and the
Ministry of the Environment
guidelines for waste manage-
ment master plans.

The development of the Master
Plan has included:

« an examination of existing
waste management prac-
tices and facilities;

« the determination of future
waste management needs;

+ the identification of a "long
list" of possible ways to
manage future wastes;

+ the evaluation of waste
management options.

The final Master Plan will
present recommendations on the
following:

* Waste Reduction Strat-
egies;

o Municipal recycling pro-
grams;

+ Materials Recovery facility;

« Site selection for new land-
fill capacity; and

« Waste management ad-
ministration.

MINIMIZING OUR GARBAGE: THE 3R'S

The first priority in any waste
management master plan is to
find ways to reduce the waste
we produce. At home, we can
minimize our garbage by recycl-
ing cans, bottles and newspa-
pers; reusing bags, plastic con-
tainers, clothes and other ma-
terials; using a garden compost
box for kitchen scraps, garden
materials and leaves; and by
minimizing use of "throw-a-
ways". AS consumers, we can
purchase food in reusable cloth
shopping bags rather than plas-
tic ones; buy fresh foods

with no packaging, where poss-
ible avoid products with excess
packaging, and buy "environ-
mentally friendly products”.

The actions of individual
houscholders and consumers are
very imporiant, but significant
waste reduction efforts must be
made by industrial and com-
mercial generslors as well, At
work, industrial, commercial
and gavernment employers need
to inventory the type and amou-
nt of wasts produced in indus-
trid processes,”on the floor”,
and in offices, and identify

ways 10 reduce the wastes pro-
duc_:ed.

In the spring of 1989, the Min-
ister of the Environment an-
nounced objectives to reduce
the amount of waste going to
disposal facilities such as in-
cinerators or landfilis. Ry max-
imizing the 3R’s (reduction,
reuse and recycling) commun-
ities ecross Ontario are required
to reduce waste disposal rates
by 25% by 1992 and by 50%
by the year 2000,
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BLUE BOX
PROGRAM

Local "blue box" programs are
one way to promote the "3R’s"
of waste management and re-
duce the amount of wasie re-
quiring disposal. In September
1989, blue box recycling pro-
grams were initialed in the
Towns of Grand Bend, Alvin-
ston, Watford, Thedford, Por-
est, and Arkona and in the
Townships of Warwick and
Bosanquet.

Blue box programs will begin
Jannary 1, 1990 in the City of
Samia, Village of Point Edward,
Moore Township and possibly
the Town of Clearwater. Fur-
ther extension of blue box pro-
grams (o other areas of the
County is recommended.

COMPOSTING

Composting allows the trans-
formation of "waste” materials
into productive soil. Leaves,
lawn and garden cuttings, food
scraps and other kitchen wastes
can be composted rather than
thrown away.

Each individual household is
capable of composting up to
36% of their wastes. House-
holds would be supplied with a
specially designed barrel in
which to place compostable
wastes. After a period of time
allowing for the decomposition
of the waste, the compost can
then be used as & mulching
agent andfor soil additive for
the home and garden.

The City of Samia is currently
planning 2 mass leaf collection
and composting program. The
Masier Plan will recommend the
gradual extension of the pro-
gram to include:

« curbside collection of

lawn and garden ma-

terials; and
« collection of kitchen and
food wastes.

MATERIALS
RECOVERY
FACILITY

A Materials Recovery Facility
(MRF) is used 1o separate
mixed waste materials into
reusable, recyclable, composta-
ble and residual components.
Wastes are collected and trans-
ported to the facility where
mass processing occurs, Recyc-
lable materials, such as glass,
tin, aluminium, newsprint, and
plastics are separated and sent
to appropriate markets. Compo-
stable materials are sent to a
composting facility. Residual
wastes are then transported to a
gisiposal facility such as a land-
ill.

The Master Plan will recom-
mend the eventual incorporation
of an MRF into the long-term
waste management system for
the County. This type of facil-
ity would significantly reduce
{by up to 60%) the amount of
wasle requiring disposal and
thereby reduce the need for
facilities such as landfills.

SARNIA LANDFILL
INTERIM EXPANSION

The existing Samia Landfill Site
is expected to reach full capac-
ity by mid to late 1990.

The approval and development
of long-term disposal facilities
under the Master Plan will not
be complete until approximately
1995,

To meet the needs of waste
disposal in the Samia area from
1990 to 1995, the City of Sa-
mia and the County of Lambton
plan 10 apply for a short-term
expansion of the Samia landfill
sie.

This interim expansion request
is to allow an additional 5 years
capacity (maximum) on the
current Ministry of the Envi-
ronment Certificate of Approval
for waste disposal,

A full environmental study is
still being carried out to assess
the impacts which may result
from the interim expansion and
to develop measures to reduce
these impacts.

Approval for the short-term
landfill expansion will be
sought through:

+ an application for an Envi-
ronmental Assessment Act
exemption;

» an application for approval
under the Environmental
Protection Act; and

« applicaion for approval
under the Planning Act and
other relevant legislation,

The studies and approval appli-
cations for the Sarnia Landfill
Expansion are being carried out
separately but in coordination
with the activities for the Waste
Management Master plan.
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LANDFILL SITE
SELECTION

Even in the most progressive
and effective waste manage-
ment{ syslem, some residual
wastes will require disposal.
Therefore, some landfill capac-
ity will be needed,

There are currently eight mu-
nicipal landfills in operation
within Lambion County. Some
of these are environmentally
unsuitable and recommended for
closure; others are almost full,
It has been determined that
some new landfill capacity will
likely be required during (he
Master Plan's 20 year planning
period.

This new landfill capacity may
be obtained either by opening a
new landfill site or by extend-
ing an existing landfill.

The location for new landfill
capacily is being determined
through a process called con-
straintl mapping. Areas con-
sidered unsuitable or less suit-
able for a landfill are elimin-
ated. The remaining areas are
considered landfill siting areas,

The search for new landfill
capacily centres on an area
which includes the City of Sar-
nia, Town of Clearwater and
parts of Moore Township, Ply-
mpton Township, and Ennis-
killen Township. This area
represents the centre point of
wasle generation within the
County and includes the major
waste generation source: The
City of Sarnia, (see map)

The Master Plan will provide
recommendations on the areas
identified as suitable for new
landfill capacity based on stud-
ies of potential hydrogeologic,
natural environment, community
and land use impacts. The
final selection of the landfill
location will be made by the
Steering Committee in consulia-
tion with members of the Public
Advisory Commitiee, municipal
councils and affected residents.

Details of the landfill site selec-
tion process will be presented at
the Information Centres to be
held November 20 and 21,
1989. (see further details about
the Informaiion Centres on
following page)

LOCATION

MAP

7 Forul-l'\lr-‘
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PUBLIC ADVISORY
COMMITTEE

The Steering Committee is to
establish a Public Advisory
Committee (PAC) to assist in
development and implementation
of the Master Plan. The PAC
is to consist of a selection of
interested ratepayers from the
City, The Town of Clearwater,
other local municipalities, and
representatives of industry and
environmental groups.

The PAC will review recom-
mended Master Plan compo-
nents, help to identify concerns
and issues and assist in the
selection of sites for new or ex-
panded waste management fa-
cilities,

E I

You are invited to attend an
Information Centre to review
the work which has been com-
pleted to date on the Master
Plan. The Information Centres
yvill be informal walk-in sess-
ions.

MON. 20 NOVEMBER 1989
300 - 9.00 PM

LAMBTON COUNTY
ADMINISTRATION BLDG
789 BROADWAY ST,
WYOMING, ONT.

For further information, please
contact:

Jim Kutyba, P.Eng.
Lambton County Waste
Management Bngineer
Wyoming, Ontario
NON 1TO

Tel: (519) 845-3303

or

ENTRES

Representatives of the County
of Lambton, the City of Sarnia
and M.M. Dillon will be avail-
able to explain the Master Plan
and to answer questions. These
sessions will be held on the
following dates:

TUE. 21 NOVEMBER 1989
200 - 8.00 PM

SARNIA CITY HALL
255 N. CHRISTINA ST,
SARNIA, ONT.

Janet Smolders, MCIP
MM. Ditlon Limited
Box 426, Station B
London, Ontario

N6A 4W7

Tel: (519) 438-6192
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COUNTY OF LAMBTON H. WAYNE KLOSKE, A.M.C.T.
HWY #21 BOX 3000 CLERK ADMINISTRATOR
_ ] DON R. BRUDER, A.M.C.T.
WYOMING — ONTARIO BRUDER,

= E()blgl VED ‘ TEL.: (519} 845-3303

FAX.: (519) 845-3160

November 6, 1989 M.M. DILLON LTD.
‘ TORONTO OFFIOE‘::““ .

Reeve Bryson and Village of Wyoming Council
Box 250

Wyoming, Ontario

NON 1TO

Dear Reeve Bryson and Members of Council:

Re: Sarnia/Lambton Waste Management Master Plan

I am writing on behalf of the Sarnia/Lambton Waste Management
Master Plan Steering Committee. This letter invites you and your
council to a Master Plan presentation for municipal councillors
followed by two public information centres. Your Council's
assistance 1is 2lso requested to establish a Public Advisory
Committee.

The City of Sarnia and the County of Lambton are preparing a
Waste Management Master Plan. M. M. Dillon Limited has been
retained by the City and the County to assist in the preparation
of the Plan.

The central aim of the Waste Management Master Plan is to define
the best system for the long-term management of wastes within

the County.

The Master Plan is being prepared in accordance with the require-
ments of the Environmental Assessment Act and the Ministry of
the Environment's guidelines for Waste Management Master Plans.

The results of previous Master Plan work have been documented in
three reports: a Stage 1 Report (a description of the existing
waste management system and future requirements), a Stage 2A
Report (identification of feasible waste management alternatives)
‘and a Stage 2B Report (evaluation of these alternatives).

S P
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The final Master Plan document is now in preparation. The final
Master Plan will prov1de a summary and update to the work
completed for the previous three stages. It will also present
the results of Lhe Stage 3 studies.

The final Master Plan will present recommendations on the
following:

Waste reduction strategies;

Municipal recycling programs;

A materials recovery facility;

Site selection for new landfill capacity;
Waste management administration.

L

The transition of waste management responsibilities to the
County mandated by Bill 35 will be addressed in the Plan.

Public involvement is important to the development of the final
Master Plan. We invite the participation of you and your council
members in the following:

1. Municipal Councillors' Presentation

The Steering Committee will present highlights of the Master
Plan to all City of Sarnia and Lambton County local municipal
councillors on Monday, 20 November 1989, at 1:00 p.m. at tbe
Lambton County Administration Bu11d1ng The presentation
will consist of a review of the work which has been com-
pleted to date including recommendations for waste reduction/
recycling programs and the process leading to identification
of potential\sites for new landfill capacity.

2. Public Information Centres

Public information centres are scheduled for 20 November
1989, in Wyoming and 21 November 1989 at Sarnia City Hall.
A notice describing the information centres is enclosed.

3. Public Advisory Committee

The Steering Committee seeks to establish a Public Advisory
Committee to assist in development of the final Master Plan
and its implementation. The Committee will be chosen from a
list of nominees consisting of interested ratepayers from
the City, the Town of Clearwater, tbe County's other local
municipalities, and representatlves of industry and environ-
mental groups. The Committee's duties will include parti-
cipation in meetings and two workshops. The workshops will
focus on a review of recommended Master Plan components, the
identification of concerns and issues and the selection of
sites for new or expanded waste management facilities.

! A
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The first meeting of the Public Advisory Committee will be
beld in late November or early December. At this meeting,
the Committee will belp determine its Terms of Reference and
elect a Chairman.

Pleagse submit, at your earliest convenience, the name of a rate-
payer who would be willing to sit on the committee and is active
and/or interested in waste management issues. Please forward
this person's name to:

Janet M. Smolders, M.C.I.P.
Senior Planner

M.M. Dillon Limited

495 Richmond Street

Box 426, Station B

London, Ontario

N6A 4W7

Telephone: (519) 438-6192

The Waste Management Master Plan Steering Committee will select
from all nominees a representative Public Advisory Committee for
this important project.

Thank you for your assistance. If you require further infor-
mation, please contact Janet Smolders or the undersigned.

Yours truly,

James J. Kutyba, P. Eng.
Director, Waste Management
County of Lambton

JJK:1lh
c.c. A, Wright

M.0.E. Staff -~ W.M.M.P.
Catherine Fletcher



SARNIA/LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT
MASTER PLAN

The City of Samia and the County of Lambton are preparing a Waste Management Master
Plan. M.M Dillon Limited has been retained by the City and the County to assist in the

preparation of the plan.

The Master Plan is being prepared in accordance with the requirements of the Environmental
Assessment Act and the Ministry of the Environment’s guidelines for Waste Management
Master Plans. The central aim of the Waste Manogement Master Plan is to define the best

system for the long-term management of wastes within the County.
The results of previous Master Plan wotk have been documented in thiee separate reports:

o Stage 1 Report - description of existing waste management system and future
requirements

o Stage 2A Report - identification of feasible waste management alternatives

o Stage 2B Report - evaluation of these alternatives

The final Master Plan docurment is now in preparation. The document will preseat
recommendations on the following:

Waste reduction strategies

Municipal recycling programs
Materials recovery facility

Site selection for new landfill capacity
Waste management administration

Q0000

' INFORMATION CENTRES

You are invited to attengd an Information Centre to review the work which has been completed
to date on the Master Plan. The Informatdon Centres will be informal walk-in sessions.
Representatives of the County of Lambton, the City of Sarnia end M.M. Dillon will be
aveilable to explain the Master Plan and to answer questions, These sessions will be held on:

MONDAY 20 NOVEMBER 1989 or TUESDAY 21 NOVEMBER 1989
3.00 - 9.00 pm 2.00 - 8.00 pm
LAMBTON COUNTY ADMINISTRATION BLDG SARNIA CITY HALL
789 BROADWAY STREET 255 N. CHRISTINA STREET
WYOMING, ONTARIO SARNIA, ONTARIO

For further information, please contact:

Jim Kutyba, P.Eng. or Janet Smolders, MCIP
Lambton County Wasie M.M. Dillon Limited
Management Engineer Box 426, Station B

Box 3000 London, Ontario



SAME LETTER TO:

Mayor Bradley and City of Sarnia Council
Box 3018

Sarnia, Ontario

N7T 7N2

Mayor Mason and Town of Clearwater Council
2109 London Road

CLEARWATER, Ontario

N7T 7H2

Reeve Douglas and Village of Alvinston Council
Box 28

ALVINSTON, Ontario

NON 1AO0

Reeve Evans and Village of Arkona Council
Box 95

ARKONA, Ontario

NOM 1BO

Reeve MclLean and Township of Brooke Council
R. R. 7

ALVINSTON, oOntario

NON 1A0

Reeve Thomas and Township of Bosanquet Council
Box 269

THEDFORD, Ontario

NOM 2NO

Reeve Langstaff and Township of Dawn Council
R. R. 4
DRESDEN, Ontario

Fo928-14
27 October 1989

NOP 1MO

Warden O'Neill and Township of Enniskillen Council
R. R. 1

PETROLIA, Ontario

NON 1RO

Reeve Bilton and Township of Euphemia Council
R. R. 2

BOTHWELL, Ontario

NOP 1cCO

Mayor Minielly and Town of Forest Council
Box 610

FOREST, Ontario

NON 1J0



Reeve Bob Sharen and Village of Grand Bend Council
Box 340

GRAND BEND, Ontario

NOM 1T0O

Reeve Nisbet and Township of Moore Council
Box 40

BRIGDEN, Ontario

NON 1BO

Reeve Byers and Village of 0il Springs Council
Box 22

OIL SPRINGS, Ontario

NON 1PO

Mayor Beaubien and Town of Petrolia Council
Box 1270

PETROLIA, Ontario

NON 1RO

Reeve Boyd and Village of Point Edward Council
36 St. Clair Street

POINT EDWARD, Ontario

N7V 4G8

Reeve Kerrigan and Township of Plympton Council
Box 400

WYOMING, Ontaro

NON 1TO

Reeve Dedecker and Township of Sombra Council
Box 40

SOMBRA, Ontario

NOP 2HO

Reeve Jamieson and Village of Thedford Council
Box 189

THEDFORD, Ontario

NOM 2NO

Reeve McPherson and Township of Warwick Council
R. R. 8

WATFORD, Ontario

NOM 250

Reeve Carpeneto and Village of Watford Council
295 Main Street

WATFORD, Ontario

NOM 250



Reeve Bryson and Village of Wyoming Council
Box 2E£0

WYOMING, Ontario

NON 1TO
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QUR FILE:

Ministry of Agriculture & Food ,f Mo
9 Gladstone Avenue I’, 8\4_
ST. THOMAS, Ontario WUV F
N5R 2L3 ¢
4144,\ Aﬁb
Attn: Mr. Jim Miller Y1
Land Use Specialist ’ur?vt

Sarnia/Lambton Waste
Management Master Plan

Dear Sirs:

The final Sarnia/Lambton Waste Management Master Plan
document is currently being prepared. The City of Sarnia
and the County of Lambton have scheduled Information

Centres to present the work which has been completed to
date.

Representatives of your agency or group are invited to
attend an Information Centre. The attached notice summar-
izes the existing status of the Master Plan and the loca-
tions, dates and times of the Information Centres. If you
have any questions or would like further information,
please call the writer or Jim Kutyba, Director, County of
Lambton Waste Management Department.

Yours truly,

M. M. DILLON LIMITED

]

\ ——
JMS:gdr Janet M. Smolders, MCIP for
J. R. Balfour, P.Eng., MCIP
Project Manager

cc: Jim Kutyba
Andy Wright
Hans Moiij, MOE, Waste Management Branch
Chuck Hostovsky, MOE, EA Branch



SARNIA/LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT
MASTER PLAN

The City of Samnia and the County of Lambton are preparing a Waste Management Master
Plan. M.M Dillon Limited has been retained by the City and the County to assist in the
preparation of the plan.

The Master Plan is being prepared in accordance with the requirements of the Environmental
Assessment Act and the Ministry of the Environment’s guidelines for Waste Management
Master Plans. The central aim of the Waste Management Master Plan is to define the best
system for the long-term management of wastes within the County.

The results of previous Master Plan work have been documented in three separate reports:

o Stage 1 Report - description of existing waste management system and future
requirements

o Stage 2A Report - identification of feasible waste management alternatives

o Stage 2B Report - evaluation of these alternatives

The final Master Plan document is now in preparation. The document will preseat
recommendations on the following:

Waste reduction strategies

Municipal recycling programs
Materials recovery facility

Site selection for new landfill capacity
Waste management administration

COoO0OO

INFORMATION CENTRES

You are invited to attend an Information Centre to review the work which has been completed
to date on the Master Plan, The Information Centres will be informal walk-in sessions.
Representatives of the County of Lambton, the City of Sarnia and M.M. Dillon will be
available to explain the Master Plan and to answer questions. These sessions will be held on:

MONDAY 20 NOVEMBER 1989 or TUESDAY 21 NOVEMBER 1989
3.00 - 9.00 pm 2,00 - 8.00 pm
LAMBTON COUNTY ADMINISTRATION BLDG SARNIA CITY HALL
789 BROADWAY STREET 255 N. CHRISTINA STREET
WYOMING, ONTARIO SARNIA, ONTARIO

For further information, please contact:

Jim Kutyba, P.Eng. or Janet Smolders, MCIP
Lambton County Waste M.M. Dillon Limited
Management Engineer Box 426, Station B
Box 3000 London, Ontario
Wyoming, Ontario NON 1T0 N6A 4W7

Tel: (519) 845-3303 Tel: (519) 438-6192



Same letter to:

FEDERAL AND PROVINCIAL MINISTRIES AND AGENCIES:

Ministry of Agriculture & Food
Lambton County Office

P.C. Box 730

PETROLIA, Ontario

NON 1RO

Attn: Mr. Bryan D. Boyle
Agricultural Representative

Ministry of the Attorney General
Crown Law Office, Civil

720 Bay Street, 8th Floor
TORONTO, Ontario

M5C 1CS

Attn: Mr. T. C. Marshall
Director

Ministry of Culture & Communications
Heritage Branch

2nd Floor

77 Bloor Street West

TORONTC, Ontario

M7A 2R9

Attn: Mr. R. Montgomery
Director

Ministry of Correctional Services
Industrial Programming

2001 Eglinton Avenue East
SCARBOROUGH, Ontario

M1IL 4P1

Attn: Mr. D. W. King
Co-ordinator, Industrial Programs

Ministry of Education

Policy Analysis and Research Branch
15th Floor, Mowat Block

900 Bay Street

TORONTO, Ontario

M7A 1L2

Attn: Mr. H. Noble, Director

-1 -



Ministry of Energy

Energy Research & Development Section
10th Floor

56 Wellesley Street West

TORONTO, Ontario

M7A 2B7

Attn: Mr. Richard Fry
Program Supervisor

Ministry of the Environment
985 Adelaide Street South
LONDON, Ontario

N6E 1V3

Attn: Mr. D. A. McTavish
Director, Southwestern Region

Ministry of the Environment
Sarnia District Office
Suite 109

265 Front Street North
SARNIA, Ontario

N7T 7X1

Attn: Mr. Dan Gaudenzi

Ministry of the Environment
Environmental Approvals Branch
250 Davisville Avenue

TORONTO, Ontario

M4S 1H2

Attn: Mr. John Bray
Director

Waste Management Branch

Municipal Waste Management Unit

40 St. Clair Avenue West, 5th Floor
TORONTO, Ontario

M4W 1M2

Attn: Mr. Joe Petoia
Supervisor



Ministry of the Environment

Waste Sites and Systems Approvals Unit
135 St. Clair Avenue West

8th Floor

TORONTOQ, Ontario

M4V 1PS

Attn: Mr. Paul S. Isles
Supervisor

Ministry of Government Services
Realty Group

12th Floor, Ferguson Block

77 Wellesley Street West
TORONTO, Ontario

M7A 1N3

Ministry of Health
Public Health Branch
15 Overlea Boulevard
5th Floor

TORONTO, Ontario
M4H 1AS

Attn: Dr. R. Schabas
Director

Ministry of Municipal Affairs
Office of Local Planning Policy
13th Floor, 777 Bay Street
TORONTO, Ontario

M5G 2ES

Attn: Mr. Gerry Fitzpatrick
Policy Co-ordinator

Ministry of the Solicitor General
Office of the Fire Marshall

3rd Floor

7 Overlea Boulevard

TORONTO, Ontario

MeN 4X2

Attn: Mr. Roy Philipe
Deputy Fire Marshall



Ministry of Tourism and Recreation
10th Floor, 77 Bloor Street West
TORONTO, Ontario

M7A 2R9

Attn: Ms. Ruth Cornish
Director

Ministry of the Solicitor General
Administration Division

25 Grosvenor Street, llth Floor
TORONTO, Ontario

M7A 1¥6

Attn: Mr. Lorne Edwards
Exec. Director

Ministry of Transportation
Highbury Engineering Division
Main Floor, East Building
1201 Wilson Avenhue

DOWNSVIEW, Ontario

M3M 1lJ8

Attn: Mr. E. J. McCabe
Exec. Director

Ministry of Labour

Standards and Programs Branch
9th Floor, 400 University Avenue
TORONTO, Ontario

M7A 177

Attn: Mr. A. D. Heath
Director

Ministry of Natural Resources
Chatham District

Kent County Municipal Building
435 Grande Avenue West
CHATHAM, Ontario

N7M 5L8

Attn: Mr. John Monck
Planner



Ministry of Transportation
Southwestern Region

P.O. Box 5338

LONDON, Ontario

N6A 5H2

Attn: Mr. A. McConnell, Manager
Engineering and Right-of-wWay

Environment Canada

Environmental Protection Service

Regional Screening & Co~ordinating
Committee

25 St. Clair Avenue East, 7th Floor

TORONTO, Ontario

M4T 1IM2

Attn: Mr. Simon Llewellyn

Transport Canada

Airports Directorate

Real Estate and Commercial Development
4900 Yonge Street, Suite 300
WILLOWDALE, Ontario

M2N 6AS5

Attn: Mr. B. Farrow

Department of Indian & Northern
Affairs Canada

457 Richmond Street, 2nd Floor

LONDON, Ontario

NeA 4Y4

Attn: Mr. B. Milner
District Manager

Ontario Hydro - H8Al
700 University Avenue
TORONTO, Ontario

M5G 1Xe6

Attn: Mr. R. A. Brown, Director
Design and Development Division
Transmission



LOCAL, AGENCIES

Ausable Bayfield Conservation Authority
P.O. Box 459

EXETER, Ontario

NOM 1S5S0

Attn: Miss Heather Manders

St. Clair Region Conservation Authority
205 Mill Pond Crescent

STRATHROY, Ontario

N7G 3P9

St. Clair Parkway Commission
P.0. Box 700

CORUNNA, Ontario

NON 1GO

Attn: Mr. David E. Cram
Planning & Development Supervisor

The Lambton Health Unit
333 George Street
SARNIA, Ontario

N7T 4P5

Lambton District Health Council
265 Front Street North, Suite 108
SARNIA, Ontario

N7T 7X1

Sarnia/lLambton Econcomic
Development Commission
155 Frent Street North
SARNIA, Ontario

N7T 7TS

Lambton Industrial Society
265 Front Street North
SARNIA, Ontario

N7T 7J7



CAL INTEREST GROUPS D_INDIAN BANDS

Lambton Federation of Agriculture
c/o Mrs. Lois Wakefield
Secretary-Treasurer

WYOMING, Ontario

NON 1TO

Ontario Federation of Agriculture
491 Eglinton Avenue West

Suite 500

TORONTO, Ontario

MSN 3A2

Lambton Wildlife Inc.
124 Queen Street
SARNIA, Ontario

N7T 737

Sarnia Chamber of Commerce
224 North Vidal Street
SARNIA, oOntario

N7T 277

Lambton Historical Society
c/o Mrs. Eric Steward

728 Grove Avenue

SARNIA, Ontario

N7V 2Y1

Chemical Valley Emergency
Control Organization

c/o Polysar

201 Front Street North
SARNIA, Ontario

N7T 7T9

Sarnia Heritage Committee
c/0 Harry Verdun

308 North Vidal Street
SARNIA, Ontario

N7T 5Y¥6



Clearwater Local Architectural
Conservation Advisory Committee
c/0 Ross Laur

877 Exmouth Street

SARNIA, Ontario

N7T 5R3

Bluewater Anglers, Hunting,
Shooting Club

¢/o0 Mr. Paul Heckley

R.R. #2

CAMLACHIE, Ontario

NON 1EO0

Bluewater Clean
P.O. Box 788
CORUNNA, Ontario
NON 1GO

Chippewa Indian Band Council
(Sarnia Res.)

978 Tashmoo Avenue

SARNIA, Ontario

N7T 7HS

Kettle Point Indian Band Council
53 Indian Lane

R.R. #2

FOREST, Ontario

NON 1J0

Walpole Island Indian
Band Council

WALPOLE ISLAND, Ontario
NOP 2HO

Lambton Anti-Pollution Association
¢/o0 Ms. Sherry Morrison

R.R. #1

MOORETOWN, Ontario

NON 1NO

Union Gas Ltd.

50 Keil Drive North
CHATHAM, Ontario
N7L 3V9



Federation of Ontario Naturalists
355 Lesmill Road

DON MILLS, Ontario

M3B 2W8

Mr. Gary Ponech

Local Chairman

Ducks Unlimited

194 Winslow Crescent
BRIGHTS GROVE, Ontario
NON 1Co

Mr. P. J. Stokes

Architectural Conservancy of Ontario
191 College Street

TORONTQ, Ontario

M5T 1P7

Ms. P. Heppes

Canadian Nature Federation
Suite 203

75 Albert Street

OTTAWA, Ontario

K1P 6G1l

Mr. H. Clare, Treasurer
Conservation Council of Ontario
Suite 202

74 Victoria Street

TORONTQ, Ontario

M5C 2A5

Mr. R. L. Renwick
Provisional Manager
Ducks Unlimited
Unit 10

240 Bayview Drive
BARRIE, Ontario

L4N 4Y8

Mr. G. T. Glazier, Director
Nature Conservancy of Canada
2200 Yonge Street

Suite 1704
TORONTO, Ontario
M4S 2E7



INTERESTED MEMBERS OF PUBLIC AND

B EDERAL AND PROVINCIAIL PART.TAMENTS
Mr. Brian Allaert
R.R. #2
DRESDEN, Ontario
NOP 1MO

Norman and Lillian Harkins
1919 Confederation Street
SARNIA, oOntario

Doris McCormick
R.R. #5
WATFORD, Ontario
NOM 2S0

Marshall Kern
1375 Robin Lane
SARNIA, Ontario
N7V 3Eé6

Robert 1. Warwick
P.O. Box 440
WALLACEBURG, Ontario
N8A 4X1

Mr. Dave Smith, M.P.P.
121 N.W.

Queen's Park

TORONTO, Ontario

M7A 1A2

Mr. Andy Brandt, M.P.P.
155 North Front Street
SARNIA, Ontario

N7T 582

Mr. Ken James, M.P.
House of Commons
OTTAWA, Ontario
K1A 0QA7

- 10 =
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SARNIA/LAMBTON WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN

INTRODUCTION

in 1985 the County of Lambton and City of Sarnia began preparation of a Waste
Management Master Plan. The central aim of the Waste Management Master
Plan is to define the best system for the long-term management of wastes within
the County from 1991 to 2011.

The results of previous Master Plan work have been documented in three
separate reports:

. Stage 1 Report - description of existing waste management
system and future requirements

. Stage 2A Report - identification of feasible waste management
alternatives
. Stage 2B Report - evaluation of these alternatives

The final Master Plan document is now in preparation. The final Master Plan
will present a review and update of the work for Stages 1, 2A and 2B. The final
Master Plan will also present the resuits of the Stage 3 work now in progress.

The Master Plan will present recommendations on the following:

. Waste Reductlion Strategles

. Municipal Recycling Programs

. Materials Recovery Facllity

. Site Selection for New Landfill Capacity

. Waste Management Administration



REQUIREMENTS FOR WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLANS

The Sarnia/Lambton Waste Management Master Plan is being prepared in
accordance with the Ontario Ministry of the Environment’s guidelines for Waste
Management Planning and the Ontario Environmental Assessment Act.

The Ministry of the Environment guidelines outline the work that must be done
In preparing a Waste Management Master Plan. The work Is divided into five
planning stages which are outlined below:

STAGE 1: Data Collection

The work for Stage 1 Includes:

. the collection of general background information;

. the assessment and description of the current waste management system;

. the prediction of future waste management system requirements;

. the identification of evaluation criteria.

STAGE 2A: Identification of Candidate Areas/Markets

The Stage 2A work Involves the identification of preferred areas ("candidate
areas”) and markets for waste management activities. The candidate areas and
markets are evaluated to identify comparative advantages and disadvantages of
each.

At the end of Stage 2A preliminary recommendations are made about the
possible activities and facilities for a future waste management system.



STAGE 2B: Analysis of Aiternatives
The work for Stage 2B Includes:

. the development and assessment of the possible components of the future
waste management system;

. the evaluation of the alternatives (alternative facilities/sites/technologies)
according to naturail, social, cuitural, technical, economic, financlal, and
land use planning perspectives.

STAGE 3: Master Plan Formulation

In Stage 3, the final Master Plan Is formulated which Identifies:

. the preferred system for waste management;

. how the waste management system will be implemented.

Comments, information and advice from the public and government review

agencies are incorporated into the development and documentation of the Master
Plan.



MINIMIZING OUR GARBAGE: THE 3Rs

The first priority In any Waste Management Master Plan is to define ways to
reduce the waste we produce. At home, we can minimize our garbage by
recycling cans, bottles and newspapers; reusing bags, plastic containers, clothes
and other materials; using a garden compost box for kitchen scraps, garden
materials and leaves; and by minimizing use of "throw-a-ways". As consumers,
we can purchase food In reusable cloth shopping bags rather than plastic ones;
buy fresh foods with no packaging; where possible, avold products with excess
packaging; and buy "environmentally friendly products”.

The actions of individual householders and consumers are very important, but
significant waste reduction efforts must be made by industrial and commercial
generators as well. Industrial, commercial and government employers need to
inventory the type and amount of waste produced In industrial processes, "on
the floor", and in offices, and identify ways to reduce the wastes produced.

In the spring of 1989, the Minister of the Environment announced objectives to
reduce the amount of waste going to disposal facilities such as incinerators or
landfills, By maximizing the 3Rs (reduction, reuse and recycling) communities
across Ontarlo are required to reduce waste disposal rates by 25% by 1992 and
by 50% by the year 2000.



BLUE BOX PROGRAMS

Local "blue box" recycling programs are one way 1o
promote the "3Rs"” of waste management and reduce
the amount of waste requiring disposal. In September
1989, blue box recycling programs were Initiated In the
Villages of Grand Bend, Alvinston, Watford, Thedford,
Arkona, the Town of Forest, and In the Townships of
Warwick and Bosanquet.

Blue box programs will begin January 1, 1990, in the
City of Sarnia, Village of Point Edward and Moore
TownshlIp and possibly the Town of Clearwater. Further
extension of biue box programs in other areas of the
County will be recommended in the Master Plan.



COMPOSTING

Composting allows the transformation of "waste" materials into productive soil.
Leaves, lawn and garden cuttings, food scraps and other kitchen wastes can
be composted rather than thrown away.

Each individual household is capable of composting up to 36% of their wastes.
The Master Plan will recommend that individual households be supplied with a
speciailly designed barrel in which to place compostable wastes. After a period
of time allowing for decomposition of the waste, the compost can be used as
a muiching agent and/or soil additive for the home and garden.

In addition to a county-wide household composting program, mass composting
programs may be initlated. The City of Sarnia Is currently planning a mass leaf
coliection and composting program. The Master Plan will recommend the
gradual extension of the program to include:

. curbside collection of lawn and garden materials; and

. collection of kitchen and food wastes.



MATERIALS RECOVERY FACILITY

The Master Plan will recommend the development of a Materials Recovery
Facllity to heip maximize waste reduction, reuse and recycling. This type of
facility would significantly reduce (by up to 60%) the amount of waste requiring
disposal and reduce the need for facilities such as landfilis.

The Materials Recovery Facility will be used to sort and separate mixed waste
materials.

The mixed wastes will be collected and transported to the facility where they are
separated into:

. Reusable and recyclable materials (e.g. glass, tin, aluminium, newsprint,
plastics) which are sent to appropriate markets;

. Compostable materials which are sent to a composting facllity;

. Residual wastes which are transported to a disposal facllity such as a
landfill.



LANDFILL SITE SELECTION

There are currently eight municipal landfills operating in Lambton County.
Some of these have been identified as being environmentally unsuitable and are
recommended for closure; others are almost full. It has been determined that
some new landflll capacity will llkely be required during the Master Plan’s 20
year planning period.

This new landfill capacity may be obtained either by opening a new landfill site
or by expanding an environmentally acceptable landfill.

The proposed process to help determine the location of new landfill capacity is
called constraint mapping. Constraint mapping involves the systematic
elimination of lands consldered unsultable or less suitable for a landfill. The
remalning lands are called landfill siting areas and are carried forward In the
landfill site selection process for further study.

The proposed study area inciudes the City of Sarnia, Town of Clearwater and
parts of Moore Township, Plympton Township, and Enniskillen Township. This
area represents the centre point of waste generation within the County and
inciudes the major waste generation source: The City of Sarnia (see Map A: the
map of the Study Area).

The Master Plan will provide recommendations on potential sites identified as
suitable for new landfill capacity based on studies of potential hydrogeologic,
natural environment, community and land use Impacts as well as size and cost
considerations. Declisions regarding the landfill site selection process and final
landfill jocatlon will be made by the Master Plan Steering Committee In
consuitation with members of the Public Advisory Committee, municipal counclis
and affected residents.



LANDFILL SITE SELECTION
PUBLIC WORKSHOPS

The Master Plan Steering Committee plans to hold a Landfill Site Selection
Public Workshop. The purpose of the workshop Is to provide the opportunity
for the public to have input to the proposed landfill site selection process.
Workshop participants will:

. review the proposed study area for landflll site selection;

. provide comments and suggestions regarding the site selection process
and criteria;

. review the proposed criteria for landfill site selection.

if you are interested In attending the Landfill Site Selection Public Workshop
please fill in a registration form below.



PROPOSED LANDFILL SITE SELECTION PROCESS

The proposed landfill site selection process Includes the following:

1. STUDY AREA IDENTIFICATION
The proposed study area was identified based on:
. a preliminary assessment of landfill location potential across the County;

. the identification of the centre point of waste generation for the County
(the "waste centroid");

. the determination of the area within 20 minutes haulage time from the
major waste generation source: Sarnia

(Please refer to Map A: the map of the Study Area)

2, IDENTIFICATION OF CANDIDATE AREAS FOR LANDFILL

This step would involve the elimination of lands within the study area
considered unsuitable or less suitable for a landfill.

The proposed criteria to identify unsuitable or less suitable lands are:

. areas with high potential for ground water contamination;

. areas within 1000 metres of one or more resldences;

. culturally unique areas;

. bullt-up areas (e.g. commercial/industrial subdivisions, residentlal areas);

Candidate areas less than 40 ha or with less than 40 ha of unconstrained area
are considered too small for a landfill facility and consequently will not be
carrled ahead In the site selection process.



3. LANDFILL SITE IDENTIFICATION

In this step, each of the candidate areas will be analyzed In detail to further
eliminate lands within the candidate areas which are determined to be less
suijtable.

Proposed criteria to be used in this refinement of candidate areas include:

. Areas within 500 m of major existing watercourses and within 200 m of
other permanent watercourses;

. Environmentally Sensitive Areas and Areas of Natural and Scientific
Interest, inciuding areas within 500 m of these;

. Areas containing at least 50% Class 1 agricultural soils;

. Areas producing speciaity crops (fruits and vegetables);

. High quality forests and Management Agreement Areas;

. Major Recreational Areas;

. Areas within 1000 m of committed future residential development;
. Existing oil and gas wells;

. Existing utility corridors (e.g. pipelines, rail lines, hydro lines);

. Controlled access provincial highways (e.g. Hwy. 402) including 100 m

right of way;
. Regional and local roads; and
. Areas with less than 40 ha of unconstrained land for a landfill facllity.

The remaining lands within each candidate area will be considered to be more
suitable for a landfill. These remaining lands are called "siting areas™.

Site size requirements, property boundary information and field Investigations
would be used to identify potential landfill sites within the siting areas.



4, COMPARATIVE EVALUATION OF POTENTIAL LANDFILL SITES

The proposed criteria to assess and compare the potential landfill sites identified
in Step 3 are:

. overburden type and thickness based on water well data;
. proximity to water wells;

. locatlion of site with respect to watershed;

. presence of visual buffers;

. location of site with respect to Sarnia Airport;

. distance from "400" series highways and access route characteristics;
. number of land owners for candidate site:

. official plan designations;

. number of residences/farms within 1.5 km of the site;
. distance of site from Sarnia;

. life expectancy of landfiil;

. availability of services;

. cost of land acquisition;

. requirement of engineering devices;

. potential to expand to increase capacity;

. efficiency of land use;

J ease of development of landfill;

. ease of road access.

. agricultural use;

. forest and wildlife habitat quality; and

. distance to significant natural features.

The proposed comparative evaluation will outline the advantages and
disadvantages of the sites to assist in the identification of a preferred site or
sites for landfill development.

The final selection of the landfill location will be made by the Master Plan
Steering Committee In consuitation with members of the Public Advisory
Committee, municipal councils and affected residents.



ESTIMATE OF WASTE REQUIRING DISPOSAL
1 JANUARY 19%9 -1 gANUARY 2011
TONNES

ESTIMATED QUANTITY

ESTIMATED QUANTITY OF OF WASTE REQUIRING
WASTE REQUIRING DISPOSAL DISPOSAL — WITH
LANDFILL ) NO(?éxEEg§ON ?%gﬁﬁgégﬂ

BROOKE TOWNSHIP 12 930 8 170
DAwWN TOWNSHIP 10 400 6 600
GRAND BEND 36 440 22 130
MOORE TOWNSHIP 228 540 139 740
PETROLIA 385 860 234 170
SARNIA 1 555 860 959 060
SOMBRA 41 120 25 420
LAIDLAW 371 410 223 500
EUPHEMIA 10 020 6 260

2 652 580 1 625 050

*  BASED ON 257 DIVERSION IN 1992 INCREASING INCREMENTALLY TO 50%
IN THE YEAR 2000 AND REMAINING AT 50% UNTIL THE END OF THE
STUDY PERIOD.
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PUBLIC ADVISORY COMMITTEE

The Steering Committee is to establish a Public Advisory Committee (PAC) to
assist in development and implementation of the Master Plan. The PAC is to
consist of a selection of interested ratepayers from the City, The Town of
Clearwater, other local municipalities, and representatives of industry and
environmental groups.

The PAC will review recommended Master Plan components, heip to identify
concerns and Issues and assist in the selection of sites for new or expanded
waste management facilities.

If you or the group you represent wish to nominate someone for the Public
Advisory Committee, please contact:

Jim Kutyba, P.Eng. Janet Smolders, M.C.L.P,
Director, Waste Management M.M. Dillon Limited
County of Lambton or Box 426, Station B
Wyoming, Ontario London, Ontario

NON 1TO N6A 4W7

Tel: (519) 845-3303 Tel: (519) 438-6192

The Waste Management Master Plan Steering Committee will select from all
nominees a representative Public Advisory Committee.
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SARNIA/LAMBTON WMMP

PUBLIC OPEN HOUSE COMMENTS

{November 20-21, 1989)

Comments No. of People Addressing Comment
* Recycling 6
include separation of hazardous chemical housshold
wastes
implement Blue Box in Lambton
implement composting
» Drinking water/leachate contamination a problem 5
* Municipalities outside of Lambton should be restricted from 3
using landfill (e.g. Toronto, US, etc.)
* Landfill site should be more than 1 km away from any 1
developed area
» Hazardous industrial wastes should not be transported across 1
national boundaries
+ Set up "store” for returning still useful items back to users 1
{producers)
« Excessive publications produced re: Sarnia/Lambton landfill 1

are a great waste

* Expected open house 1o have more information, i.e.
advantages/disadvaniages of alternative waste management
possibilities for Lambton

« Select a site with heavy clay, non-productive soil

* Tests, approvals and landfill operations to be recorded by
qualified persons at various intervals such that reports can be
cross-examined with other reports.
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1

July 2, 1993 {revised) }Al.A. ARI::olnted
- Altarnate

PAC MEMBERS

MUNICIPALITY COMMITTEE MEMBER VENDOR #  EHONE # KM

Alvinston Allan McNelll 847-5327
R.R. #2
Alvinston, Ontario
NON 1A0

Arkona

Bosanquet Mary Ellen Anderson (AA) - Mrs. 11158 2064628 (H) 109.02
R.R. #3 296-4459
Thedford, Ontarlo
NOM 2No

S

Bosanquet Frank Turner (A) 33166 296-4245 92.0
P. O. Box 115 298-4242
Thedford, Ontario

NOM 2No

=2

Brooke Carolynne Grlffith (A) - Mrs. 17144 844-2818 (H) 40.0
R.R. #7 844-2018 (W)
Alvinston, Ontarlo
NON 1RO

Brooke Ann Lehrbass (AA) - Mrs. 23183
R.R. #4
Alvington, Ontario
NON 1A0

Enniskillen Anne Jarvis (A) - Mrs. 21010 8821774 244
R.R. #1
Petrofla, Ontario
NON 1R0

Euphemia Owen Dobbyn (A) 14180 695-2947 80.0
R R. #1
Inwood, Ontario
NON 1K0

Forest Tom Stewart (A) 32330 786-5078 (H) 53.0
34 Broadway Street B67-2013
Forest, Ontario
NON 1J0

Grand Bend Dave Best (A) 12273 2398006 (H) 1200
R.R. #2 2385475 {FAX)
Grand Bend, Ontario
NOM 1T0

~J



MUNICIPALITY COMMITTEE MEMBER VYENDOR #  PHONE #
Moore Liz Clarke - Ms. 867-2774
R. R. #1 §42-7763
Courtright, Ontario
NON tHO

Moora

Moors

Oil Springs
Petrolla

Point Edward

Plympton

Sarnla

Sarnla

Samnia

Sombra

fan MacRae (A)
Box 222
Brigden, Ontario
NON 1B0

Waellington, Joa (AA)
R. A. #1

Corunna, Ontario
NoN 160

Shidey Durance {A} - Mrs.
4119 Victorla Avenue
Petrolla, Ontario

NON 1RO

Judy Shelley (A) - Mrs.
107 Monk Street

Point Edward, Ontario
N7V 1M9

Muriel Wright {A) - Mrs.
R.R. #1

Camlachle, Ontario
NoN 1E0

John Kowalyshyn
1039 BelAlre Drive
Sarnia, Ontarlo
N7S 3H4

Braenda Lorenz - Ms,
£70 Devonshire Road
Samla, Ontario

N7V 2P8

Bob Killey

793 Ellzabeth Ave
Samila, Ontarlo
N7S 2Vvs

24215

36209

14181

36200

22088

23194

22064

862-2395

882-1949
882-3010
862-2911

344-7155

899-2345

332-2002

542-4887

J338-5967

337-7390

KM
H
w)

64.0
H)
(Hy 15.0
{(Ans.m/c)
(W) ext 2430

(7a.m.-4p.m.)

H

24.0
w) §3.0
)
H 60.0

50.0

~J



Thediord

Watford

Warwick

Wyoming

COMMITTEE MEMBER

Rose Wilcooks (A) - Mrs.
P. 0. Bax 198

Thedford, Ontario

NOM 2NO

Rhonda Hustler (A) - Ms.
P| °l w 672

Watford, Ontarlo

NoM 2S0

Ren Huctwith (A)
R. R #8
Watford, Ontario
NOM 250

Margaret Hendra (A} - Ms.
488 Huren Street
Wyoming, Ontario

NON 170

36210

18191

18190

256-4807

876-2537

828-3651

845-3597

)

)

57.0

770

~ 4
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INFORMATION KIT

SARNIA/LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN
LANDFILL SITING PROCESS WORKSHOP

April 7, 1990

Lambton College Sarnia




SARNIA/LAMBTON WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN

LANDFILL SITING PROCESS WORKSHOP
Lambton College, April 7, 1990

DRAFT WORKSHOP AGENDA

9:00-9:30 Registration
9:30-10:30 Workshop Introduction
Task |

1030-11:30 Small Group Discussions
11:30-12:00 Presentation to Large Group (10 minutes per group)
12:00-1:00 LUNCH (provided)

Tasks 2 end 3
1:00-315 Small Group Discussion
315-4.00 Presentations to Large Group (15 minutes per group)
4:00-5:00 Open Discussion
5:00-515 Closing Remarks and

Distribution of Comment Forms



INFORMATION XIT

This Information Kit includes:

A. MAP OF LAMBTON COLLEGE
DRAFT WORKSHOP AGENDA
WORKSHOP TASKS

v o W

TASKS
. Task I: Task Description
Proposed Constraints
‘Worksheet
2. Task 2: Task Description
: Proposed Constraints
Worksheet
3. Task 3; Task Description
Proposed Constraints
Worksheet
E. FACT SHEETS
L Ontario Waste Management Master Plan Program
2. Sarnia/Lambton’s Waste Management Master Plan
3. Public Participation and Workshops

If any portion of this Kit is missing, please call Don Mc¢Kinnon (M.M. Dillon
Limited) collect at (416) 229-4646,
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WORKSHOP TASKS

This is the first of two workshops being held to develop a decision-making process
to select a site for Lambton County's long-term landfill facility.

The site is being selected by applying a series of progressively more restrictive
constraints to eliminate more areas of Lambton County from consideration. This
is called a constraint mapping process,

The steps in this process are:
1. define the study area;

2. eliminate clearly unsuitable parts from the study area, leaving large candidate
Z0nes;

3. apply further constraints to the candidate zones, leaving potential sites;
4, compare and evaluate potential sites;
5. arrive at one or more preferred sites.

At this first workshop, we hope to agree on a way to fulfill the first three steps:

TASK L Define the study area.

TASK 2: List and rank constraints to siting a landfill within the study
area.

TASK 3 List and rank constraints to siting a landfill within each

candidate zone.



TASK 1: DEFINE THE STUDY AREA

Task Description

The first task is to review and refine the rationale used to define that portion of Lambton

County that will be the focus of the constraint mapping process. This portion is
called the study area

In a small group of 10-15 people you wilk:
a) review the rationale for the proposed study area;
b) refine the definition of the study area as agreed upon by your group;

c) select someone to present your group’s comments to the other workshop
participants.



TASK I: DEFINE THE STUDY AREA

Proposed Constraints

The criteria that have been defined by Dillon and may be used to define the
study area are as follows:

a)

b)

c)

Soils
Reviewing the soils of the County: excellent clay soils are found throughout

the County, and thus very little of the County can be eliminated from a
hydrogeological perspective.

Population Distribution

Reviewing the distribution of population throughout the County so that all
areas within 1 km of residences were constrained: there is a relatively equal
distribution of areas more than ! km from a residence, thus no part of the

County can be considered to be preferable in terms of population
distribution.

Theoretical Centre of Waste Generation

Finding the area that generates the most waste: although the landfill is to
serve the whole County, not all parts of the County will produce equal
volumes of waste. A theoretical centre of waste generation or waste
centroid was located, and identifies the most efficient location for a landfill
This resulted in a waste centroid approximately 10 km east of the City of
Sarnia. A 10 km radius was used to define the outer boundaries of this

waste centroid, as it was likely to include a sufficient number of candidate
zones.



TASK I: DEFINE THE STUDY AREA

d)

Accessibility

Since Sarnia produces 70% of the County's waste, the travel time from three
major exit points within the City were calculated. A travel time of 20 minutes
was selected as a reasonable time for waste trucks to travel from Sarnia to
the landfil. The outer boundary of this 20 minute travel zone included all of
the 10 km radius around the waste centroid and exceeded it to the northeast
and southwest.

The resulting study area boundary was defined by the outer boundaries of
the last two criteria: the 10 km radius around the theoretical centre of waste
generation and the 20 minute travel time from Sarnia.



TASK I DEFINE THE STUDY AREA

Order of
Importance

WORKSHEET

Proposed Constraints

Soils

Eliminate all areas with soails
not suitable for a landfill
facility.

Population Distribution

Eliminate all areas within 1 km
of a residence.

Theoretical Centre of Waste

Comments/Questions

Generation

Eliminate areas over 10 km
away from theoretical centre
of waste generation.

Accessibility
Eliminate all areas over 20

minutes drive from source of
70% of waste.

Any additional criteria?




TASK 2: LIST AND RANK CONSTRAINTS TO SITING A LANDFILL

WITHIN THE STUDY AREA

Task Description

The second task is to list and rank those characteristics that would make parts of
the study area inappropriate for a landfil facility (The remaining zones are called
candidate zones)

In a small group of 10-15 people you will:

a)

b)

)

d)

€)

review the list of potential constraints compiled by MM. Dillon Limited from
work on similar landfill site selection studies;

eliminate or refine those constraints your group feels are not appropriate;

add those constraints your group feels are appropriate;

rank the constraints on your group's revised list in order of importance;

select someone to present your groups list of ranked constraints to the other
workshop participants.



TASK 2: LIST AND RANK CONSTRAINTS TO SITING A LANDFILL
"WITHIN THE STUDY AREA

Proposed Constraints

a) areas with high potential for ground water contamination;

b) areas within 1000 m of one or more residences;

¢} culturally vnique areas;

d) built-up areas (e.g. commercial/industrial subdivisions, residential areas)

¢) candidate zones of less than 40 ha (considered too small for a landfill facility)



TASK 2: LIST AND RANK CONSTRAINTS TO SITING A LANDFILL
WITHIN THE STUDY AREA

WORKSHEET
Order of
Importance Proposed Constraints Comments/Questions

» Areas with high potential for
ground water contamination.

+ Areas within 1000 m of one
or more residences.

* Culturally unique areas.

+ Built-up areas (e.g.
commercial/industrial
subdivision, residential
areas).

Any additional criteria?




TASK 3: LIST AND RANK CONSTRAINTS TO SITING A LANDFILL WITHIN
CANDIDATE ZONES

Task Description

The third task will be to list and rank those characteristics that would make
parts of each candidate zone unsuitable for a landfill facility. (The remaining
portions of each zone are called potential sites or candidate sites.)

In a small group of 10-15 people you will:

a) review the list of potential constraints compiled by MM. Dillon Limited from
work on similar landfill site selection studies;

b) eliminate those constraints your group feels are not appropriate;
¢) add those constraints your group feels are appropriate;
d) rank the constraints on your group’s revised list in order of importance;

e) select someone to present your group’s list of ranked constraints to the other
workshop participants.

PLEASE NOTE:

The process in Task 3 will be similar to that used in Task 2 to identify candidate
zones, although a more detailed level of analysis is involved. A systematic appli-
cation of the constraints arrived at in Task 3 will result in a short list of poten-
tial sites. The next step (to be reviewed at the next Workshop) will be to compa~

ratively evaluate those potential sites in order to identify one or more preferred
sites.



TASK 3 LIST AND RANK CONSTRAINTS TO SITING A LANDFILL WITHIN
CANDIDATE ZONES

Proposed Constraints

. areas within 500 m of Areas of WNatural and Scientific Interest (ANSI) and
wetlands of Provincial or Regional significance as classified by the Ministry of
Natural Resources.

e areas within 500 m of Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA) as identified by
the University of Waterloo Study Team for the Lambton County Planning
Department or in local municipal plans.

e areas within 500 m of Special Areas (areas with strong potential for ESA
status) identified in the Appendix of Background Report No. 13 to the
Lambton County Official Plan and located outside industrial use designations.

» areas within 500 m of major watercourses (e.g. Bear Creek) or within 200 m
of other watercourses shown on 1:50,000 topographic maps.

* areas containing soils of predominantly Class 1 for common field crops or well
suited for specialty crops, with potential for 500 m buffer if such areas are
larger than 2 km*

» special Areas identified in the Appendix of Background Report No. 13 to the

Lambton County Official Plan and located within future industrial wuse desig-
nations, with 100 m buffer.

« areas more than 2 km from Ilands designated for industrial or waste disposal
uses.

. properties owned by residents living on or near the property.

. properties worked by owners, i.e. not rented.



TASK 3 LIST AND RANK CONSTRAINTS TO SITING A LANDFILL WITHIN
CANDIDATE ZONES -

Potential Constraints (cont'd)

»  areas outside lands designated for industrial or waste disposal uses.
. high quality forests and Management Agreement Areas.

. major recreational areas.

. areas within 1000 m of committed future residential development.
. existing oil and gas wells.

. existing roads and utility corridors (e.g. pipelines, rail lines, hydro lines).



TASK 3 LIST AND RANK CONSTRAINTS TO SITING A LANDFILL WITHIN
CANDIDATE ZONES

Order of -
Importance

WORKSHEET

Proposed Constraints

areas within 500 m of Areas
of Natural and Scientific
Interest (ANSI) and
wetlands of Provincial or
Regional significance as
classified by the Ministry of
Natural Resources.

areas within 500 m of
Environmentally Sensitive
Areas (ESA) as identified by
the University of Waterloo
Study Team for the Lambton
County Planning Department
or in local municipal plans.

areas within 500 m of Special
Areas (areas with sirong
potential for ESA status)
identified in the Appendix of
Background Report No. 13
to the Lambton County
Official Plan and located
outside industrial use
designations.

areas within 500 m of major
watercourses (e.g. Bear
Creek) or within 200 m of
other watercourses shown on
1:50,000 topographic maps.

areas containing soils of
predominantly Class 1 for
common field crops or well
suited for specialty crops.
Potential for 500 m buffer if
such areas are larger than
2 km??

Comments/Questions




TASK 3: LIST AND RANK CONSTRAINTS TO SITING A LANDFILL WITHIN
CANDIDATE ZONES

Order of
Importance

_WORKSHEET
(continued)

Proposed Constraints

special Areas identified in
the Appendix of Background
Report No. 13 to the
Lambton County Official Plan
and located within future
industrial use designations,
with 100 m buffer.

areas more thamn 2 km from
lands designated for indus-
trial or waste disposal uses.

properties owned by
residents living on or near
the property.

properties worked by
owners, i.e. not rented.

areas outside lands desig-
nated for industrial or waste
disposal uses.

high quality forests and
Management Agreement
Areas.

major recreational areas.
areas within 1000 m of

committed future residential
development.

' existing oil and gas wells.

existing roads and utility
corridors (e.g. pipelines,
rail lines, hydro lines).

Any other criteria?

Comments/Questions




ONTARIOS WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN PROGRAM

Waste management is a challenge facing municipalities across Ontario today. In Lambton County,
as in other regions across Ontario, the production of waste has risen as popula-
tion, industrial development and our consumer lifestyle have increased.

It is estimated that each Canadian produces approximately | kg or 2.2 lbs. of
garbage per day. In 1988, the residents of Lambton County produced approxi-
mately 100 000 tonnes of solid non-hazardous garbage. This figure does not
include liquid industrial, hazardous waste, or waste imported from other regions.

Effective municipal waste management requires comprehensive long-term planning.
The Ontario Waste Management Master Plan (WMMP) Program was initiated by the
Ministry of the Environment to assist municipalities in developing long-term plans
for managing these wastes.

Each WMMP includes the following steps:

+ a review of the existing waste management system and its adequacy;

e an estimation of future waste management needs;

. identification of several waste management alternatives;

« a recommendation of a preferred waste management plan (usually recom-
mending a combination of several approaches such as landfill, incineration,
recycling),

. a strategy for implementing the recommended system.

The Province of Ontario requires that input from municipal governments, relevant
government agencies and especially -‘the public, be activity sought and incor-
porated throughout the development of the WMMP,



SARNIA/LAMBTON'S WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN (WMMP)

In 1985, the County of Lambton and the City of Sarnia began preparation of a
Waste Management Master Plan (WMMP) and hired MM. Dillon Limited to assist in
its preparation. Representatives from the Ontario Ministry of the Environment
are also assisting in the preparation of the plan.

The goal of the Sarnia/Lambton WMMP is to define the best system for the long-
term management of wastes generated from within the County from 199]1-201L

The work completed to date has been included:

» a review of how Lambton County presently handles their waste and an estimate
of future requirements;

» identification of a range of alternative methods to handle waste (eg. recy-
cling, incineration, landfilling)

+ an evaluation of the possible application of those alternative methods in
Lambton County.

In this last step, it was determined that Lambton County would require a new
long-term landfill site regardless of what other methods of waste reduction, recy-
cling, reuse or waste treatment were adopted.

The next step, which is the purpose of this April 7 workshop, is to begin identi-
fying possible sites for new landfill capacity in Lambton County.



PUBLIC CONSULTATION

Although public consultation is not a legal requirement for Waste Management
Master Plans (WMMP), the Ontario Ministry of the Environment strongly advises
consultation with the public throughout WMMP development.

In particular, the Ontario Ministry of the Environment advises that the public be
consulted on:

. the decision—-making process

+ adequacy of the datebase;

. alternatives to evaluate;

. methods for evaluating the alternatives;

. predicted environmental effects;

. proposed mitigation measures;

+  evaluation of alternatives and proposed decisions.

Public Advisory Committee

In order to provide an ongoing forum for public involvement, a Public Advisory
Committee (PAC) has been set up. The PAC serves in an advisory capacity to the
study. Members have been sought from the community and includes represent-
atives from interest groups, municipalities and citizens-at-large.

Steering Committee

This committee is made up of elected officials from across the County. This
committee directs the progress of the WMMP.



SARNIA LAMBTON WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN
LANDFILL SITING PROCESS WORKSHOP
APRIL 7, 1990

LAMBTON COLLEGE, SARNIA

Attendees: Please see attached list

The following were facilitators for the workshop:

J. Kutyba ~ County of Lambton
C. Fletcher = MM. Dillon
D. McKinnon - MM. Dillon
L. Fedec - MM. Dillon
M. Harrold = MM. Dillon

C. Fletcher opened the workshop by introducing the individuals who will lead the
discussions. She then explained that the purpose of the workshop was to
develop a decision-making process to select a site for Lambton Countys long-term
waste management needs. The goal of the workshop was to develop siting criteria
to be used as the basis for any siting decision.

C. Fletcher explained that it is most appropriate for members of the affected
public (rather than the consultants) to select and weigh siting criteria. The
landfill is to be located in their County to serve their needs and therefore it has
to be up to the Workshop participants to determine how and where the site will be
located. She explained that the purpose of todays workshop is to discuss the
landfill siting process,

C. Fletcher provided general background information on the Waste Management
Master Plan (WMMP). The central aim of the WMMP is to define the best system for
the long-term management of wastes within the County from 1991-2011. The
cbjectives of the planning process are to:

. review the existing waste management system and assess its adequacy;

. identify future waste management needs;

. identify and evaluate a series of waste management alternatives;

. assess and evaluate the preferred waste management alternatives;

. obtain and incorporate input from the municipalities, the public and govern-

ment agencies through the planning process;
. recommend a preferred waste management system; and

. develop an implementation strategy for transition to the recommended
system.



C. Fletcher outlined the proposed Workshop tasks.

Taskl - Define the study area

Task2 - List and rank constraints to siting a landfill within the study area.

Task3 - List and rank constraints to siting a landfill within each candidate
area.

The workshop attendees were then divided into three groups in which they were
to identify a study area and list and rank constraints to siting a landfill within
the study area.

C. Beckwith - questioned why the title of the study was the Sarnia-Lambton Waste

Management Master Plan, Including Sarnia separately would seem to single Sarnia
out.
T. McNaughton - feit that the landfill study area should be based on

environmental criteria to find a “safe” site. He also questioned the value of
weighing criteria rather than just listing them as absolute criteria.

H. Van Klavern - if the group ranks factors how important will these rankings
be? Will these ranking be changed by someone else further down the line?

E. Dubeve - is concerned that M.M. Dillon is saying that in general Lambton
County has deep clays. He would like MM. Dillon to outline exactly what a
landfill is. He is concerned that the group will make important decisions without
knowing what the implications of a landfill are. He is also concerned that Dillon
appears to have already defined sites. He would like to have the constraint
mapping process explained to him.

C. Beckwith - the group has a large knowledge gap with respect to constraint
mapping and the specifics of what a landfill is. There is also the simple question
of what and who this Master Plan is for.

E. Debevc - is concerned that the group may be moving too fast For example
they don't know what a suitable soil is for landfilling.

P. Westfall - indicated that there is no documentation of what the effects of a
landfill are. Perhaps case studies can be used to illustrate what the effects are.
The positive aspects associated with a landfill should be investigated. Some of

these positive aspects may be:
. Upgrading of services in the area (i.e. roads);

. make the landfill aesthetically pleasing by planting trees;

. create a recreational area;
o compensation to local residents while landfilling is occurring;
. provide economic benefits like increasing the tax base;



. provide local job opportunities by giving local companies a preferred right to
bid on operating the landfill;

. turn the landfill into a long term economic benefit for the local community
such as a tree farm or a methane gas cogeneration plant;

» blend the landfill in with the natural environment such as the water treat-
ment plant on the St. Clair river;

. if the positive aspects of a landfill are sold it may be easier to site a land-
fill.

P. Mathur - felt that they should be concerned with the existing landfills and
what we are going to do with them once they are closed. How are they going to
deal with the existing landfills in the long term.

F. Young - the old landfills were not properly planned or developed and are
hazardous, What are they going to do with them.

B. Killey ~ wondered if waste reduction activities would be taken into account in
sizing a landfilll. The landfill should be sized at 25% of the total waste quantities
for the County. He was also concerned that residents would not have input into
the Master Plan report. He feels that any recommendations in the report must be
very strongly worded.

P. Mathur - the County should have severe penalties for residents/industries/
commercial establishments that do not abide by waste reduction targets. One
example of limiting disposal is by only allowing residents to dispose of one
garbage bag per week.

M. Wright - we have to make extremely strong waste reduction recommendations,
If the County aims for 70% waste diversion, 20% may be achieved,

M. Kern - The following steps must be taken in order to get back to the agenda:
. the group requires a sense of political will and timing of the process;
. a better understanding of waste characteristics is required;

. a better understanding of what the completed landfill will be is required.
For example what will it look like when it is closed.

. the group should also understand that any decisions made today are open to
full review. Everyone will be given an opportunity to speak against any of
the decisions made. He also wondered if there was any interest for an
additional workshop on waste characteristics.

F. Young - was concerned by the lack of politicians at the work shop. They may
not go through the same though process that the group will go through in these
workshops. He feels that it is important that each understand the others way of
thinking.

M. Wright - suggested that perhaps after a couple of work shops the politicians
could be invited to attend.



T. Bell - questioned how long it will take for the long term site to be ready. She
is concerned that all of the money being spent at the existing Sarnia landfill
means that it will be expanded for longer than the 5 year interim expansion
period. She would like to see the new landfill in place by 1991 so the Sarnia
landfill expansion is not required.

The following are summaries of the smail group discussions as presented to the
larger group:

GROUP1 - Summary of comments given by Marshall Kern.
. The group felt that the study area should be the entire County.
. The following were identified as possible constraints:

- Economic - of secondary importance
- Proximity to Provincial Highways
~ Environmental

- protection of surface water quality;

- preference to Class 3 or lower agricultural soils;

— assess the level of agricultural use;

~ future zoning and development;

- 1000 acre parcel of land to accommodate MRF, composting facility and a
landfill that will last way beyond the 20 year study period. Portions
could be kept in agricultural use until required;

- the site should be very visible as a constant reminder of the garbage we
generate;

- dispose of the garbage in a manner that materials can be reclaimed in the
future;

- allow for multiple types of landfills for the various waste types;

~ current number of residences are of secondary importance since it gives
no indication of future growth;

- existing landfills should be used for composting facilities.

GROUP 2 ~ Summary of comments given by Clive Beckwith

. They have yet to come to a consensus on what the study area should be.
Some of their ideas are:

- maintain the high quality agricultural land;

-a | km radius around households in industrial areas is not necessary. A
landfill should be viewed as an industrial use. A house located in an
industrially zoned area is already impacted and a landfill would not signifi-
cantly increase these impacts;

— the set backs from homes used, should be the same as for heavy industry
standards;

- a one kilometer separation from homes would only apply in agricultural and
rural areas;

- the proposed waste centroid is too limiting.



GROUP 3 - Summary of comments given by Peter Westfall

. They did not come to a consensus on what the study area should be. Some
of the areas they discussed are as follows:

- they discussed using soil classification as a constraint;

- they felt they required more information before Class 1 lands were excluded
because they may rule out areas of Class 1 land that aren't being farmed;

- they discussed population distribution and felt that the people creating the
waste should be near it;

- environmental constraints versus taking people off of their land should be
examined;

- the waste centroid and 20 minute travel time zone are too limiting;

-if a MRF is built then the waste quantities requiring disposal will be
reduced and therefore the travel time could be increased to include areas
with poorer agricultural soils;

- a site located away from the waste centroid would serve as an incentive to
reduce wastes;

- perhaps the County should have a number of landfill sites.

A general discussion of the study area and siting factors ensued.
M. Kern - questions the rationale behind the waste centroid

B. Killey ~ asked for background on how MM. Dillon selected the waste centroid
concept for a study area over other considerations.

M. Kern - suggested that individual centroids be developed based on threshoids
of economic feasibility for transfer stations and MRFs. The landfill centroid could
then be based on these individual centroids. This analysis will show whether we
need one or more facilities and their locations.

P. Westfall - the group seems to agree that the landfill will be in the general area
of the waste centroid but that the waste centroid concept is too restrictive. The
group needs a clear understanding of the whole system (ie. number of transfer
stations/MRFs) before they can site the landfill

F. Young - stated that the centroid is based on economics alone.  Additional cost
due to further travel distances may not be as significant as compared to the
impact on the environment,

P. Westfall - wanted to know if anyone had any objections of starting with: the
study area as the bounds of the “study area” map (i.e. Moore, Enniskillen,
Plympton Townships and Sarnia/Clearwater); and staying within Class 3 lands
within this boundary. Watersheds should also be taken into account.

F. Young - suggested that we should concentrate on the areas with the
watershed divide because they are the highest points of land. He feels that
these areas will have less of an impact on waterways. He also agreed with using
Class 3 land.



The general consensus of the group was to scrap the idea of a waste centroid and
start with Class 3+ farm land on clay based soils as an opportunity for landfill
siting. As well additional information should be used to further constrain study
area such as: ESAs, and Accessibility to provincial highways. Industrially
zoned land may be considered an opportunity and the use of | km buffer around
each residence is questionable,

The following information will be provided by MM. Dillon on 19/04/90: A Dbase
map showing Sarnia/Clearwater and Moore, Enniskillen and Plympton Townships;
an overlay showing Class 3+ agricultural land on clay based soils; an overlay
showing ESAs; an overlay showing provincial highways; an overlay showing
industrial designated areas; an overlay showing the surface water divides, an
overlay showing areas greater than 1 km from ail residences; and an overlay
showing all areas greater than 0.5 km from all residences.



Lambton County Waste Management Master Plan
Volume 3 - Public and Agency Consultation

SCHEDULE 3D-9

SITE SELECTION WORKSHOP NO. 2
INFORMATION KIT AND MEETING NOTES
SEPTEMBER 1990




SARNIA/LAMBTON WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN
LANDFILL SITING PROCESS WORKSHOP #2
SEPTEMBER 13, 1990

7:00 - 8:00 . Introduction
. Overview of the Constraint Mapping Process
. Goals of Site Selection Process

. Summary of Past Work
. Purpose of Tonight's Workshop

8:00 - 9:00 . Small Group Discussions - Criteria to Constrain Large
Candidate Areas

9:00 - 9:45 . Open Group Discussion on Criteria to Constrain Candidats
Areas
9:45 - 10:00 . Closing Remarks

. Future Workshops



Goals of Site Selection Process

The guiding principles of the site selection process must be established. Commonly used
goals in past landfill siting exercises inciude:

to minimize risk to human health;

-

to minimize impacts to the natural environment;

-

to minimize cost; and
. to maximize service.
We should now take the time to review these goals, judge their acceptability and rank their

relative importance.

Study Area

. initially defined as entire Lambton County;

. preliminary hydrogeologic review of the entire County revealed that with the exception
of a few isolated areas, the County has suitable hydrogeoclogic conditions for a landfil!
facility (i.e. deep clays);

. similar population density throughout the County.
. further defined by constraining all Class 1-2 agricuitural lands;
. remaining "study area” was defined as Class 3+ agricuitural land;
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SARNIA LAMBTON WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN

LANDFILL SITING PROCESS WORKSHOP #2

SEPTEMBER 13, 1990

LAMBTON COUNTY BUILDING, WYOMING

Attendees: Dick Lam Ann Lam Trudy Downie
Herb Payne Dorothy Payne Pat Alexander
Sheila Gibbons Lillian Harkins Ed Debevec
Scott Sills Marshall Kern Ross McLean
Brenda Lorenz Hank Plug Ed Hoskins
Clive Beckwith Bob Killey Franklin Turner
Arnold Sayer Murray Hyatt Muriel Wright

Florence Wright

Poonam Mathur

Rhonda Hustler

Owen Dobbyn

The following were facilitators for the Workshop:

J. Kutyba - County of Lambton

C. Fletcher - M.M. Dillon Limited
D. McKinnon - M.M. Dillon Limited
L. Fedec - M.M. Dillon Limited
M. Harrold - M.M. Dillon Limited

C. Fletcher opened the workshop by introducing the individuals who will lead the small group
discussions. She then explained that this workshop was the second of a series of four. The
importance of focusing on the site selection process was stressed. The purpose of the workshop
was then outlined - which was to develop criteria to constrain the previously identified candidate
areas.

D. McKinnon followed by providing a brief review of the constraint mapping process. It was
explained that the process should be conceived as a scoping exercise where the options for siting
are constantly being narrowed down.

D. McKinnon then provided an overview or summary of the past completed work (Workshop #1
and the PAC meetings). Previously agreed upon criteria were then reviewed.

Study Area

D. McKinnon explained that due to suitable hydrogeologic conditions and similar population
density throughout Lambton County, most of the County was suitable for a landfill. Based on
the groups rejection of the "waste centroid" as proposed in the first workshop, it was decided by
the workshop group that all class 1 and 2 agricultural lands should be constrained from the study
arca. The refined study area was thus defined as class 3+ agricultural land on clay based soils.



Identification of Candidate Areas

Candidate area identification criteria as discussed at the first workshop were reviewed. These
included:

Potential for displacement and disruption of natural features:

. areas with endangered species and their habitat;

. areas of natural and scientific interest with 500 m buffer;

. class 1-3 wetlands with 500 m buffer;

. environmentally sensitive areas with 500 m buffer;

. areas with strong potential for ESA status with 500 m buffer.

Areas within 500 m of major streams with significant rare fish species.

Disruption of existing residences:
- areas within 500 m of residences.

D. McKinnon indicated that as a result of these criteria, 19 candidate areas were identified as
displayed on the large constraint map.

The question was then brought to the group as to whether these past criteria were still acceptable.

Points made by the group include:

19 candidate areas were too many to examine

only consider the areas which fall into the industrial zoned lands since landfills are an
industrial type use (this would limit the number of areas to look at and speed up the
process)

the process was proceeding too slow

industrial zoned areas are an "artificial” designation which could change any time
options may be reduced too quickly by only examining candidate areas in industrial zoned
lands

too much emphasis is placed on zoning if we only examined areas in industrial
designations,

M.M. Dillon staff indicated to the group that they might limit their options too quickly by only
examining candidate areas in industrial designated lands. It was suggested that zoning be used
later in the comparative evaluation of sites.

After lengthy discussion, the motion was made by Franklin Turner: "that the committee look at
the 19 candidate areas”. Seconded by Trudy Downey. Majority vote.

The motion was then made by Bob Killey: “to accept the candidate area identification criteria
as presented in Table 1.". Seconded by Amold Sayer. Majority vote.

2



D. McKinnon then explained that the rest of the workshop was to be conducted through small
group discussions.

After approximately 45 minutes of small group discussions, the following are summaries of each
group’s discussion which were presented to the larger group. Rankings of each of the criteria
and revisions to the criteria presented in Table 2 are summarized below:

GROUP 1 - SUMMARY OF GROUP DISCUSSION PRESENTED BY JIM KUTYBA
RANKING
. Displacement of high quality forests and management agrecement areas Medium
. Presence of oil and gas wells (include all wells) High
. Flood plains and related hazard lands (100 year and 200 year storm High
information needed)

. Areas within 200 m of all streams (drains) (all watercourses) High
. Areas within 500 m of future commitied residential development Low
. Areas within 500 m of existing and future recreational featurcs Low
. Presence of known archaeological features Low
. Presence of heritage features Low
. Presence of utilities {corridors) High

Additional points made by Group 1 include:

. Lambton Wildlife Inc. maybe able to help identify high quality woodlot areas.

. Lambton County has a by-law protecting woodlots/tree removal.
. Would the site areas include a 500 m buffer?
. Maybe we should also be locking at the areas adjacent to the 49 closed landfill sites in

the County for siting a new landfill.



GROUP 2 - SUMMARY OF GROUP DISCUSSION PRESENTED BY MARSHALL KERN
RANKING
. Displacement of high quality forests and management agreement arcas Low
. Presence of oil and gas wells (include existing and abandoned wells) High
. Flood Plains and related hazard lands (at least 10 year storm records) High
. Areas within 500 m of all strcams (drains) High
. Arcas within 500 m of future committed residential development High
. Presence of existing and Fature recreational features (and 500 m buffer) High
. Presence of known archaeological features (and 500 m buffer) Medium
. Presence of heritage features (and 500 m buffer) Medium
. Presence of utilities (corridors) Medium

Group 2 also selected the criteria of cemeteries (including access roads) with a 200 m buffer
(medium ranking) and Indian Reserves with a 500 m buffer (high ranking). They also expressed
that the 200 m around all streams should be extended to 500 m and that archaeological and

heritage features should also have a 500 m buffer.

GROUP 3 - SUMMARY OF GROUP DISCUSSION PRESENTED BY PAT ALEXANDER
RANKING
. Displacement of high quality forests and management agreement areas High -
. Presence of oil and gas wells (plus brine disposal wells) High
. Flood Plains and related hazard lands High
. Arcas within 200 m of all streams (drains) High
. Areas within 500 m of future committed residential development Low
. Presence of existing and future recreational features Low
. Presence of known archaeological features Low
. Presence of heritage features Low
. Presence of utilities (corridors) Medium

Group 3 also indicated that any Native Land Claims in the area should be noted (it was indicated
by the group that the only land claim which they were aware of is a 400 acre site outside of

Petrolia).



Following the presentations to the large group, a motion by Franklin Turner was made "that the
committee meet as often as necessary (i.e. every two weeks)". Seconded by Pat Alexander. Next
workshop date set for 4 October 1990.
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SARNIA/LAMBTON WASTE MANAGEMENT
MASTER PLAN

SITE SELECTION WORKSHOP #3
Thursday, October 11, 1980

7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.
Lambton County Buliding

AGENDA

6:45 p.m. - 7:05 p.m. Registration
7:05 - 715 Opening Remarks
715 - 7:45 Review of Constraint Maps

. Site Size Requirements

. Constraining of Site Areas
7:45 - 8:00 Outline of Small Group Sessions
8:00 - 9115 Small Group Sessions
9:15 - 9:45 Presentation to Large Group
9:45 - 10:00 Closing Remarks



TASK 1: REVIEW OF SITE SELECTION GOALS

Goals represent the aim of the planning activity or end result which the process Is trying to
achieve. Thus far, in the site selection process, we have incorporated standard goals used
in past sting exercises. The following outiines the goals which have been used to date:

. minimize effects of public health and safety
. minimize effects on the natural/social environment

. minimize cost of development.

In small groups you will:

. review these goals
. rank the relative importance of the goals
. determine if the goals are consistent with past siting decisions.



TASK 2: DEFINE THE FACTOR GROUPINGS

The second step of a comparative evaluation exercise is the definition of the factor groupings.
Factor groupings are the broad categories of factors which guide the comparative evaluation
of alternative sites. The following outiines factor groupings commonly used:

. alr quality

. ground water

. surface water

. natural environment and resources
. social/cultural environment

. land use

. economics

. transportation

. cost

. service.

In small groups you will:

. review these factor groupings
. refine the list.



TASK 3: DEFINE AND RANK FACTORS WITHIN THE FACTOR GROUPINGS

The purpose of this step Is to define and rank the factors to be used in the comparative
evaluation of alternative sites. The following represents a typical list of evaluation factors
categorized by goals and factor groupings.

HUMAN HEALTH AND SAFETY

Ground Water

. potential for contamination of ground water.

Surface Water

. potential for contamination of surface water (and downstream fiooding/erosion/
sedimentation problems).

NATURAL/SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT

Natural Environment and Resources

. displacement of natural features

. potential disruption of natural features

. displacement of agricuttural resource lands

. disruption of agricultural resource lands

. displacement of mineral aggregate resources

. disptacement of timber agreement resources on site.
Soclal/Cultural

. potential disruption to residents in site vicinity

. potential disruption to community/recreation features in site vicinity



. potential disruption to residents, businesses and community/recreation features along

access routes
. potential effects on school bus routes
. disruption of heritage features

. disruption of properties owned by residents living on or near the property
. land ownership parcels
. displacement of properties worked by owners (i.e. not leased).

ND USE

. compatibility of existing land use(s) on-site (Official Plan, Zoning By-law)
. compatibility with future designated land use(s) on-site

. compatibllity with existing land use(s) in the site vicinity

. compatibility with future designated land use(s) in the site vicinity.

TRANSPORTATION

. ease of access (travel distance, proximity to highway)
. potential for traffic disruption.

COSTS

. transportation haulage costs
. site operating costs
. site capital costs.

in small groups you will:
. define the factor list
. rank factors and indicators (where applicable) on the basis of high, medium and low

importance.

Table 3 outlines In detall factors and their associated indicators



RANKING

Ranking of the evaluation factors are to be based on a measure of high, medium or low
importance. Factors are to be ranked from an overall perspective. For example, a "high”
ranked factor under the Ground water factor grouping is equivalent to & “high” ranked factor
under the social/culture factor grouping. The factor which are ranked high will Be the most
highly valued factors used to difterentiate among alternative sites. Lower ranked factors will
be used when alternative sites cannot be differentiated on the basis of the highly ranked
factors.

EUTURE WORKSHOPS

The next workshop (Workshop #4) will be conducted once detalled site data has been
gathered for all sites and comparative evaluations made. This workshop will be used to make
trade-offs among the sites and help select the preferred sites.
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" SARNIA - LAMBTON WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN

Landfill Siting Process Workshop #3

- RECEIVED
11 OCTOBER 1990
LAMBTON COUNTY BUILDING, WYOMING JAN 161931
' M'““‘éﬂ%:w%ggté_g E -

Attendees: ot
Trudy Downie Kyle Harrison Herb Payne
Dorothy Payne Cathy Lapeir Patricia Nantais
Bob Killey ' Jack Waliace Owen Dobbyn
Franklin Turner Marshall Kern Brenda Lorenz
Lillian Harkins Tom McNaughton Ed Debevc
Betty Ross Pat Alexander Sheila Gibbons
Hank Plug Clive Beckwith Liz Larson
Muriel Wright Rhonda Hustler Scott Sills
Fraser Young Allan McNei Murray Hyatt
Florence Wright J
The following were facilitators for tm p:

Jim Kutyba - County of Lambton

Scott Ferguson - County of Lambton

Catherine Fletcher - M. M. Dillon Limited

Bohdan Kowalyk - M. M. Dillon Limited

Don McKinnon - M. M. Dilion Limited

Marilyn Harrold - M. M. Diilon Limited

C. Fletcher opened the workshop by introducing the facilitators for the evening. She
explained that the main purpose of this workshop was to develop and rank criteria to
be used in the comparison of landfill sites. She also stated that the criteria developed
to constrain candidate areas at Workshop #2 (13 September 1990) would be reviewed
for accuracy as well as the resulting constraint mapping.



D. McKinnon gave a general overview of the steps leading up to the present levei of
work for any new workshop attendees. He explained that the study area for site
selection was based on Class 3 to 7 agricultural land and unclassified eroded lands on
clay based soils. However, in industrially designated areas, agricultural classes are
not recognized by OMAF. Areas of Class 2 agricuttural land had previously been
eliminated in the industrially zoned areas. If these lands are included, a few additional
siting areas may appear.

A motion was made by Brenda Lorenz: “to inciude all industrially zoned areas in the
study regardless of their agricultural classification®. Seconded by Pat Alexander.
Majority vote.

Review of Criteri ed t nstrai ndidate_Ar:

A summary of the ranking of criteria from each of the three groups from Workshop #2
was presented to the group in tabular form. D. McKinnon explained that the criteria
ranking_did not have to be used since there are a reasonable number of siting areas
available even if all of the criteria are applied with the same weight. The ranking of
criteria would only have been used if the criteria had eiiminated too much land.

The group agreed with the information provided in the summary tables from
Workshop #2 on the ranking of criteria. Marshall Kern felt that his group had
differentiated between the presence of existing and proposed utilities. However, he
did not know what the difference in rankings were. C. Fletcher said she would check
on the notes taken at Workshop #2 to see what was said.

Minimum_Setback from Streams and Drains

. At Workshop #2, one of the small groups recommended a 500 m buffer around all
water courses in the study area. The other groups felt that the 200 m buffer was
satisfactory. A discussion on the advantages and disadvantages of applying a 500 m
buffer ensued. B. Kowalyk discussed with the group the significance of placing a
500 m buffer around all water courses.

A motion was made by Rhonda Hustler "to use a minimum setback of 500 m from all
streams and drains”. Seconded by Clive Beckwith. Majority vote.

It was also decided to identify streams on the basis of 1:50,000 topographic series
maps and 1:10,000 Ontario Base Maps.

Ap' plication of Criteria Used to Constrain Candidate Areas

D. McKinnon explained how the criteria discussed at Workshop #2 were used to
identify potential siting areas as follows:



« .+ the presence of registered existing and abandoned oil and gas wells; it was
noted that records for old wells are poor or unavailable. Old wells may only
be identifiable once excavation for a iandfill begins;

. flood plain mapping: presentiy there is no flood plain mapping available for
the County;

- potential for contamination of surface water: two alternative buffer zones of
200 m and 500 m were mapped around minor water courses;

« high quality forests were mapped;

. future committed residential development: only one committed development
was identified and mapped (not all land use information had been obtained
prior to the meeting);

. future and existing recreational features: none were identified through field
visits;

. presence of known archaeological features: the Ministry of Culture and
Communications was contacted. No archaeological sites were identified in
any of the candidate areas;

. presence of heritage features: the Ministry of Culture and Communications
and LACAC were consulted. No heritage features were identified in the
candidate areas;

- presence of utilities: the group indicated that hydro lines along Highway 80
are going to be relocated south of the homes. Union Gas is also proposing
to move gas lines presently located on Lot 27, Concession | in Moore
Township to Lot 26, Concession Xl in Moore Township;

. Indian Reserves: no impact on candidate areas; and

cemeteries: none were identified near candidate areas.

The group caonfirmed that all of the criteria in Table 2 was acceptable and that a 500 m
buffer would be added to all identified water courses based on existing 1:50,000
topographic maps. The opportunity was then provided for the group to review the
constraint maps in detail.




Site Size Requirements

M. Harrold reviewed four sizing scenarios with the group.

. Scenario 1 - landfill only, assuming MOE waste diversion objectives are met
requires 31 ha.

« Scenario 2 - landfill only, assuming no diversion requires 48 ha.

. Scenario 3= landfill (assuming MOE waste diversion objectives are met),
MRF and composting facility on same site requires 48 ha.

« Scenario 4 - landfill (assuming no diversion), MRF and compost'ing facility on
same site requires 71 ha.

It was noted that there are two questions that must be answered to determine the size
of the parcel of land required:

. should the MRF and compost facility be located at the landfill; and

. should the landfill be designed based on 100% of the waste or assuming the
MOE waste diversion objectives are met.

Rhonda Hustler outlined the PAC's recommendations with respect to MRF. The PAC
wants to emphasize source separation and education and they feel a MRF is not a
cost-effective solution. The PAC is interested in a processing facility like Blue Water
Recycling. They would like to see the number of materials collected in the Blue Box
increased, incentives for people to source separate implemented and to reassess the
need for MRF in five years time.

M. Harrold explained that a facility like Blue Water Recycling is considered to be a
MRF. A MRF may be a low to high technology facility and may recover materials from
a source separation program or a mixed waste steam. A MRF is essential if the MOE
objectives are to be met.

The PAC would like to see Blue Water Recycling incorporated into the WMMP.

Discussion continued on the advantages and disadvantages of siting on the basis of
the smallest, largest or a range of site size scenarios.

A motion was made by Fraser Young to site for a parcel of land of 71 ha. Seconded
by Tom McNaughton. Passed (14 for, 9 opposed and 1 abstention).



Potential Factors for Comparative Evaluation of Landfill Sites

The process of ranking site evaluation criteria was explained to the group by
C. Fletcher. !

C. Fletcher also asked the group at that time to review the factor groupings within
"Task 2". It was explained that these factor groupings should be perceived as subject
areas for defining site evaluation criteria. No additions were made by the group.

The group decided to remain in the large group rather than break into smaller groups
due to time constraints.

D. McKinnon explained that Table 3 in the handout was a suggested list of potential
criteria for comparing sites. The group's purpose was to review Table 3 and confirm
or exclude factors and rank them as either of high, medium or low importance.

D. McKinnon explained that each of the factors have indicators and, where
appropriate, these indicators would be ranked separately as well.

C. Fletcher.reviewed site selection goals with the group. The group ranked the goals
of "minimize effects on public health and safety” and"minimize effects on the
natural/social environment" as being equally high. The goal of “minimize cost of
development" should be of less importance or ‘weight' than the first two.

The group felt that they did not have sufficient information at this stage to rank the
factors and indicators. All factors/indicators were considered to be equally important
on a generic level. It was decided by the group not to rank factors until data for the
potential sites has been collected. At that point, the group would then be able to
make trade-offs among the sites.

The group was asked if they agreed with the factors and indicators in Table 3 and
whether they had any additional factors to add or exclude.

Marshall Kern suggested that the locations of the 49 closed landfills be added as a
factor. He also suggested that the indicator “"number of student pick-up points within
1,000 m of site boundary" will change over time depending on demographics. it was
suggestfd that this indicator is only a “snap shot" of the present situation.

In reviewing the factor groupings, Ed Debevc asked why their weren't any air quality
factors for comparing sites. D. McKinnon explained that at this level of information,
the potential for air quality impacts would be the same at all of the potential sites.
Potential air quality impacts will be assessed once a specific site has been identified
and the potential impacts and mitigation are being evaluated.



MMD will provide a map illustrating the location of potential siting areas upon request
only. This information is to remain within the workshop group.

The next meeting will be on 29 November 1980. MMD will provide information on all
indicators and factors identified in Table 3 assuming they have all been ranked as
high.

C. Fletcher will send an agenda and comparative evaluation tables for Workshop #4
(29 November 1990) to workshop members by 18 November 1990.

FO928-14
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SARNIA/LAMBTON WASTE MANAGEMENT
MASTER PLAN

SITE SELECTION WORKSHOP #4
Thursday, November 29, 1990

7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.
Lambton County Bullding

AGENDA

6:45 p.m. - 7:05 p.m. Registration
7:05 - 7:15 Opening Remarks
7:15 - 745 Review of Facility Siting Activities

. Additional Siting Areas

. Changes to Factors and Indicators

. Review of Data Tables
7:45 - 9:00 Ranking of Factor Groups and Factors
9:00 - 10:00 Review of Technical Team's Site Evaluation



RANKING OF FACTOR GROUPS AND FACTORS

The purpose of this step is to rank the factor groups and factors to be used in the comparative
evaluation of alternative sites. The following represents a typical list of evaluation factors
categorized by factor groupings.

Ground Water

. potential for contamination of ground water.

Surface Water

. potential for contamination of surface water (and downstream flooding/erosion/
sedimentation problems).

Natural Ecosystems

. potential removal of natural ecosystems on-site
. potential disruption of natural ecosystems off-site.

Agriculture
. potential removal of agricultural resource lands on-site

. potential disruption of agricultural resource fands off-site.

Other Resources

. potential removal of mineral aggregate resources on-site
. potential removal of timber agreement resources on site.
Social/Cultural

potential disruption to residents in site vicinity

potential disruption o community/recreation features in site vicinity

potential disruption to residents along access routes

potential disruption to community/recreation features along access routes
potential effects on school bus routes

potential disruption of heritage features

displacement of properties owned by residents living on or near the property
land ownership parcels

potential for buffering of landfil! effects.

L) [ ] * » [ ] L] a - -



Land Use

. compatibility of existing land use(s) on-site (Official Pian, Zoning By-law)
. compatibility with future designated land use(s) on-site

. compatibility with existing land use(s) in the site vicinity

. compatibility with future designated land use(s} in the site vicinity.

Economics

. potential disruption to businesses in site vicinity

Transportation

. ease of access (travel distance, proximity to highway)

. potential for traffic disruption.

Costs

. transportation haulage costs

. site capital/operating costs.

The workshop group will:

. rank factor groupings and factors (where applicabie) on the basis of high, medium and

low imporiance.

Table 1 outlines in detail factors and their associated indicators

Ranking

Ranking of the evaluation factors are to be based on a measure of high, medium or low
importance. Factors are to be ranked from an overall perspective. For example, a "high"
ranked factor under the Ground water factor grouping is equivalent to a "high” ranked factor
under the social/culture factor grouping. The factor which are ranked high will be the most
highly valued factors used to differentiate among aiternative sites. Lower ranked factors will
be used when alternative sites cannot be differentiated on the basis of the highly ranked
factors.
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SARNIA-LAMBTON WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN
LANDFILL SITING WORKSHOP #4

LAMBTON COUNTY BUILDING, WYOMING

Minutes of Meeting ey
DATE: 29 November 1990 ) JAN 16 1991
PLACE: Lambton County Building, Wyoming
' i1.M. DILLON LTD,
SUBJECT: Landfill Siting Workshop #4 ~~JORON -
CcT g p # s inmeem— - - emmntilid 2 0l
ATTENDANCE: Trudy Downie Sheila Gibbons Pat Alexander
Ed Hoskin Bob Killey Hank Plug
Jack Wallace Liz Larson Brenda Lorenz
Lillian Harkins Dick Lam Kyle Harrison
Pat Nantais Cathy LaPeir Muriel Wright
Rhonda Hustler Allan McNeil Sherry Morrison

The following were facilitators for the workshop:

Jim Kutyba - County of Lambton
Catherine Fletcher - M. M. Dillon Limited
Bohdan Kowalyk - M. M. Dillon Limited

Don McKinnon - M. M. Dillon Limited
Marilyn Harrold <M. M. Dillon Limited

C. Fletcher opened the:‘;}bxrﬁxhy éxplaining that the purpose of
the workshop was to revigy thé data and rank the criteria for the
comparison of the nine potential landfill sites and the

identification of preferred sites.

Pat Alexander asked the group if she could make a presentation.
Pat was concerned about decisicns made at past workshops. She is
trying not to be biased about past decisions. However, she felt
that using Class 3 land and a 25 minute travel time* would limit
growth to the area along the river. This area is growing rapidly
and growth is moving east from the river. Placing a landfill
close to these expanding areas may prohibit growth in the
communities of Corunna, Mooretown and Courtright. Pat requested
that the group rank future urban development factors as high.
Emphasis should be placed on social factors. The group should
reevaluate the criteria used and set up a ranking to take into
account these concerns. The last County Council meeting stated
that royalties would be provided to the host municipality.

* Please note that a 20-minute travel time was not used to define
the site selection study area (as revised on 7 April 1990).



pPat stated that Moore Township already has five landfills and she
requested that the workshop group look at what compensation is
appropriate as soon as possible.

C. Fletcher asked whether Pat Alexander's main concern was the
use of the Class 3 to 7 agricultural land criteria in defining
the study area.

Pat Alexander said that expanding areas should be taken into
consideration and that rural areas are more preferable than
developing areas for siting. She felt that sites west of Hwy. 40
and north of Hwy. 80 should not be considered unless a site
couldn't be found elsewhere.

Bob Killey stated that the site locations were anonymous and,
therefore, we could not arbitrarily eliminate an area.

Muriel Wright stated that the distance factor had been eliminated
at the first meeting. She felt all of the appropriate factors
had been taken into consideration. She asked that we go through
the evening's exercise and that likely, those undesirable lands
would be eliminated based on existing factors.

Pat thanked the group for hearing her concerns.

Review of Work Done Since Workshop #3 on 11 October 1990

C. Fletcher explained that the letter sent out with the workshop
package outlined the activities completed by the consultant team
since the last workshop.

B. Kowalyk explained why two new candidate areas have been
included since the last workshop. A Special Appendix Area
mistakenly had a 500 m buffer around it. The workshop criteria
had requested a 500 m buffer around ESAs only. Therefore to be
consistent, the buffers were removed and two new sites emerged.

C. Fletcher stated that a third area was alsoc added. It was
originally screened as being tco small when mapped at the
1:50,000 scale. However, there was sufficient area when mapped
at the 1:10,000 scale.

C. Fletcher explained that a few corrections had been made to the
table provided in the workshop package mailed on 26 November
1990. Updated tables were provided to each workshop participant.

It was explained to the group that the minimum site size was
changed from 71 ha (as identified in Workshop #3) to 75 ha. The
larger area was due to the squaring off of the land required for
the facilities.



D. McKinnon explained how sites were identified using a minimum
site size of 75 ha. Some siting areas had only one site while

others had several. Sixteen potential sites were identified of
approximate equal size. The sites had to be equal in size for

comparative purposes. Actual sites areas were identified based
on:

« minimizing the number of properties affected;
« maximizing distance from urban areas; and

« maximizing accessibility by locating sites close to
existing roads.

C. Fletcher stated that the 16 sites were then screened based on
agricultural designation, use and capability.

B. Kowalyk said that sites with high intensity agricultural use
(e.g., field crops) and that were designated for agricultural use
were eliminated. One site was found at the detailed level to
have some Class 2 land. Seven sites were eliminated in total.

C. Fletcher explained that detailed data was collected for the
remaining nine sites. The workshop group was asked to look at
the data tables dated 2¢ November 1990.

Fditor's Note: A 10th site was added after the 29 November 1990
Workshop as a result of a review of the siting
criteria.

DATA TABLES

Groundwater Resources

- M. Harrold explained the groundwater factor group and outlined
the factors and indicators. She explained that based on
existing information, all of the sites are suitable from a
hydrogeologic perspective and have low potential for
groundwater contamination. She said that the two indicators:
depth to basal aquifer and potential yields could be used to
rank sites if necessary. The greater the overburden and the
lower the yields, the more likely the site will be suitable.

- Pat Alexander questioned what the significance was in the
differences between the data under the indicator "nature of
aquifer".

Surface Water

- M. Harrold explained that there were no significant differences
between sites with respect to available surface water data.



Natural Ecosystems

- B. Kowalyk outlined the different natural features found on
each of the sites. All data was obtained from secondary
sources and general field survey. There are no high priority
forests on any of the sites. The only sensitive features
identified near the sites were the St. Clair River and the
Clay Creek Woodland ANSI.

- Bob Killey asked what the status of Environmentally Sensitive
Areas was and whether Special Appendix Areas were any less
valuable than ESAs.

- B. Kowalyk stated that these areas (Special Appendix Areas)
have no status and, therefore, we did not give them any
buffers. However, the area itself was eliminated from further
consideration.

Agriculture

- B. Kowalyk said that he would consider land use designations
and the area and type of agricultural use to rank sites.
Pasture land is considered a less intensive use than field
crops. The potential for disruption at each of the sites is
sirilar.

Other Resources

- B. Kowalyk stated that there were no identified mineral
aggregate resources on site. Sites were located such that no
timber agreements were on site. Site E has a 16 ha timber
agreement wood lot adjacent to the site.

Social/Cultural Environment

- D. McKinnon outlined the differences between sites. He

explained that the data table was missing information on school

bus routes and stops because we would have to indicate the
location of the sites in order to obtain the information.

Land Use

- D. McKinnon explained that all sites are currently being used
for agriculture. He explained that the designation
"Industrial-Type 3" allows for a heavier industrial use
compared to "Industrial-Type 2" land. He requested that the
group add "no current development proposals" on their data
tables for Sites G and I, across from the indicator "official
plan designations and development activity and/or proposals
within $00-1000 m of the site".



Transportation

- M. Harrold explained that transportation impacts would be
assessed based on ease of access and potential for traffic
disruption. Sites that are further away will be in general
less preferred. The data in the table is based on approximate
waste centroids for each community weighted by the anticipated
number of trucks from that area. The truck counts were based
on a maximum number (i.e., no diversion).

cost

- M. Harrold explained that costs will differ for each site.
Transportation costs depend on travel distance and road
upgrading/construction. Leachate may be required to be treated
on site or trucked to a treatment facility. The sites are all:
similar with respect to ease of development. Costs will vary
for each site depending on the distance to a surface water
receiving body. Actual operation of the landfill will be
similar at each of the sites.

- Bob Killey questioned the significance in the differences
between transportation distances with respect to cost. He
wondered what the $/km was.

FACTOR GROUPS AND FACTOR RANKING

C. Fletcher explained the ranking process to the group. - Factor
groups will be ranked first as either of hlgh, medium or low
importance. Factors will then be ranked in the same way. Each
of the indicators will be evaluated later by the technical team
for each of the sites. The factor ranking and factor group
ranking will then be applied to the technical team's evaluation.

The factor group and factor rankings are provided in Table 1.

The workshop group decided that further meetings would not be
required and requested that the results of the evening's workshop
be sent to them in the form of a letter. It was also suggested
that a letter be sent to each municipality in Lambton County
indicating the names of the workshop partlclpants from their
jurisdiction.
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COUNTY OF LAMBTON H. WAYNE KLOSKE, A.M.C.T.

HWY. #21 BOX 3000 CLERK ADMINISTRATOR
WYOMING — ONTARIO DON R. BRUDER, A.M.C.T.
TREASURER
NON 170

TEL.: {519) B45-3303
FAX.: (519) 845-3160

Janhuary 4, 1991

Dear

The County of Lambton and City of Sarnia are currently
preparing the Sarnia/Lambton Waste Management Master Plan. The aim
of the Master Plan is to define the best system for the long-term
management of wastes within Lambton County from 1991 to 2016.

The waste management system for the County will include the
following components: recycling and source separation, backyard
composting, centralized composting, a materials recovery facility
(MRF) and landfill.

oOover the past year, a site selection process has been in
progress to select a site for a centralized waste management
facility which will include a composting area, MRF and a new
landfill. The site selection process has been conducted by staff
from the County of Lambton, the consulting firm of M.M. Dillon
Limited and by members of the public representing municipalities
across the County.

Properties which you own identified by the assessment roll
number are two of several properties within
Moore Township which have been identified for consideration in the
site selection process for the new centralized waste management
facility.




You will be contacted in the near future to discuss the site
selection process and to arrange for further consultation.
Following that, further detailed studies will be conducted in order
to determine the preferred site for the facility.

If you have any immediate questions or concerns, please
contact the undersigned at (519) 845-0801.

Yours truly,

James J. Kutyba, P.Eng.
Director, Waste Management

JJK/nb



COUNTY OF LAMBTON H. WAYNE KLOSKE, AM.C.T.

HWY. #21 BOX 3000 CLERK ADMINISTRATOR
WYOMING — ONTARIO DON R. BRUDER, A M.C.T.
TREASURER
NON 1T0

TEL.: (519) 845-3303
FAX.: (519) 845-3160

January 7, 1991

Dear

The County of Lambton/City of Sarnia Waste Management Master
Plan Steering Committee would like to invite you to an information
meeting on the results of the Landfill Site Selection process. As
a property owner that may be directly affected by the siting of the
new County landfill site, the Steering Committee feels an
interactive meeting would be beneficial.

The meeting has been scheduled as follows:
Wednesday, January 16, 1991
7:00 p.m.
MOORE CIVIC CENTRE, Council Chambers.

We look forward to your attendance. Please call if you should
have any questions.

Yours truly,

James J. Kutyba, P.Eng.
Director, Waste Management

JJK/nb




POTENTIAL LANDFILI, SITE PROPERTIES

Name
Michael Ludney

Keneth Prouse
Robert Prouse
Edward MacPherson

Mary MacPherson

357316 Alberta Ltd.

c/o Matthews Group Ltd.

Talstc Puurunen
Sylvia Puurunen

540933 Ontario Ltd. |

c/o Mrs. Stan Sroks

Donald J. Burns

Robert MacPherson
Laurie MacPherson

Address

6700 E. 15 Mile Road
Sterling Heights, MI
48077 USA

R. R. #1
Mooretown, Ontario
NON 1MO

95 William
Mooretown, Ontario
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown, Ontario
NON 1MO

Suite 1500
50 Burnhamthorpe
Mississauga, Ontario

R. R. #1
Mooretown, Ontario
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown, Ontario
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown, Ontario
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown, Ontario
NON 1MO

Assess, Roll £

40-071

40-072

40-074

40-075

40-076

40-107

40-106

40-105

40-103



ame

Robert D. Nisbet
Margaret R. Eyre
c/o Janes Eyre

Michael P. Bogart

Kenneth L. Kells
Phyllis C. Kells

Dora J. Rankin

Mooreglen Fams Ltd.
c/o Melvin R. Anderson

Address

R. R. #1
Mooretown, Ontario
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Brigden, Ontario
NON 1BO

R. R. #1
Mooretown, Ontario
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown, Ontario
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown, Ontario
NON 1MO

Assess, Bgll i

40-063

40-062

40-061

40-060

40-059



Name
Frank Celnar
Helena Celnar

Frank Celnar
Helena Celnar

Verne A. Robbins

Brian L. Bruton
Robin Bruton

Robert D. Nisbet
Margaret R. Eyre
c/o James Eyre

Garry A. Robbins
Mary Robbins

Archibald K. Robbiné

Ruby K. Robbins

Address

1145 Fraser Ave.
Sarnia, Ontario

N78 4V3

1145 Fraser Ave.
Sarnia, Ontario

N75 4V3

R. R. #1
Mooretown,
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown,
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown,
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown,
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mcoretown,
NON 1MO

ontario

Ontario

Ontario

Ontario

Ontario

Assess. Roll

40-097~01

40-097

40-095

40-094

40-093

40-092-01

40~092



ame
166814 Canada Ltd.
In Trust

166814 Canada Ltd.
In Trust

166814 Canada Ltd.
In Trust

Address

P. 0. Box 3001
sarnia, Ontario
N7T 7M2

20-148

P. 0. Box 3001
Sarnia, Ontario
N7T 7M2

20-147

P. 0. Box 3001
Sarnia, Ontario
N7T 7M2

20-146

Assess, Roll £



amne

Donald W. Anderson
Doris J. Anderson

Donald W. Anderson
Doris J. Anderson

Donald W. Anderson

Donald W. Anderson
pDoris J. Anderson

William D. Booth
Ethel Booth

Verna McDonald

Address

R. R. #1
Mooretown,
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown,
NON 1Mo

R. R. #1
Mooretown,
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown,
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown,
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown,
NON 1MO

Ontario

Ontario

Oontario

ontario

Ontario

Ontario

Assess., Roll_i
40-025

40-024
40-023
40-022
40-020

40-019



Hame

Monsanto Canada Inc.
Ross Braun

Monsanto Canada Inc.
RoOoss Braun

Cc.I.L. Lambton
Employees Social
Recreational Club Inc.

Address

P. O. Box 787
2330 Argentia
Streetsville,
L5M 2G4

P. 0. Box 787
2330 Argentia
Streetsville,
L5M 2G4

P. 0. Box 1900

Assess. Roll

20-164
Road
Ontario

20-163-02
Road
ontario

20-163-01

Courtright, Ontario

NON 1HO



ame

ICI Nitrogen Products
Stewart Forbes,
Plant Manager

ICI Nitrogen Products
Stewart Forbes,
Plant Manager

Address

P. 0. Box 1900 20-021
Courtright, Ontario

NON 1HO :

P. 0. Box 1900 20-022

Courtright, oOntario
NON 1HO

Assess. Roll #
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SARNIA/LAMBTON WASTE
MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN

PRESENTATION OF THE SITE
SELECTION PROCESS



SARNIA/LAMBTON WASTE
MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN

AIM

To define the best system for the long-term management of wastes
within Lambton County from 1991 to 2016.

COMPONENTS
The Master Plan document addresses the following:

existing waste quantities

future waste quantities

existing waste management system

future waste management requirements

alternative waste management technologies for the future
the preferred waste management system

implementation of the preferred system

waste management contingency plan



The Recommended Waste Management
System Includes:

*  recycling/source separation
*  backyard composting

*  centralized composting

*  materials recovery facility

| landfill

In the recommended system, wastes will be collected and handled
through:

. curbside collection
. direct haul

. waste transfer stations



NEED FOR NEW LANDFILL CAPACITY

*  Waste quantities were estimated for the County by:

*  contacting all of the municipalities

*  surveying industries

e  site inspections of existing disposal facilities
*  discussions with MOE staff

e  discussions with waste haulers

e  discussions with landfill operators

*  Future waste quantities were predicted for the study period
based on the waste quantities identified and the projected
population growth for each of the municipalities in the County

* Based on the above waste quantities, only one of the six
municipally owned landfills has sufficient -capacity to
accommodate its present waste shed over the study period.
This landfill has insufficient capacity to absorb all of the
County’s waste. Therefore, new disposal capacity is required
over the study period.



DISPOSAL CAPACITY FOR PLANNING PERIOD
FROM 1 JANUARY 1991 TO 1 JANUARY 2016
(TONNES)

E ted Req t l

Estimated Remaining |

Surplus/(Deficit)

 LaniliSie. | DisposalCopaciy | CSLICL TGS | Capaciy
St el _--(_t.o_n_nes)-. : (tonnes) {tonnes)
Brooke Township 13 640 8 880 {4 760)
Dawn Township 10 800 52 500 41 700
Grand Bend 46 440 ! (46 440)
Moore Township 274 320 45 570 (228 750)
Petrolia 412 340 2 (412 340)
Sarnia 1 781 990 60 520 (1 721 470)
Sombra 45 460 ! (45 460)
Laidlaw 413 490 2 (413 490)
Export (Euphemia) 9 950 2 (9 950)
TOTAL | 308430| = 167470 (2840 960)

1Landfill still being used but is recommended for closure.

Zprivate landfills; assumes capacity will not be used by the County as of 1 January 1991.




THE MASTER PLAN PROCESS:
STAGE 3

KEY EVENTS 1989/90
August 1989 to November 1989:

*  Stage 3 Master Plan work began
*  Consultantsidentified non-landfill requirements, landfill capacity

requirements, draft landfill siting criteria, preliminary landfill
study area.

November 1989:

°  Newsletter No. 1 distributed in Lambton County summarizing
the Master Plan process, components and opportunities for
public participation

*  Municipal Councillors’ Workshop held 20 November 1989.

*  Public Information Centres held:

* 20 November 1989 (Wyoming)
* 21 November 1989 (Sarnia)

*  County municipalities requested to nominate representatives for
a Public Advisory Committee

* Landfill Site Selection Public Workshop registration.



December 1989

*  Public Advisory Committee held first meeting

*  Draft Master Plan (non-landfill components) presented to the
Steering Committee and Public Advisory Committee.

December 1989 to April 1990:

*  Public Advisory Committee reviewed non-landfill aspects of the
Master Plan

Site Selection Public Workshops:

7 April 1990

13 September 1990
11 October 1990
29 November 1990



SITE SELECTION WORKSHOP
PARTICIPANTS

Representatives from the following municipalities participated in the
site selection workshops:

Alvinston

Brooke Township
Clearwater Township
Grand Bend
Moore Township
Oil Springs
Plympton Township
Sarnia

Thedford

Watford

Wyoming

The workshops were facilitated by staff from:

¢ the County of Lambton
* M. M. Dillon Limited



SITE SELECTION PROCESS

STEPS:

1. Study Area Identification

2. Candidate Area Identification
3.  Siting Area Identification

4.  Site Identification

5. Comparative Evaluation of Sites

6. Identification of Preferred Sites for Further Detailed Study



KEY SITING ASSUMPTIONS

Waste management needs will be taken care of through
publicly-owned facilities; County will not be dependent upon
private sector facilities

Site will be selected for a centralized, composite waste
management facility:

*  Landfill
*  Materials Recovery Facility
*  Composting Area

Only municipal solid wastes, and the solid, non-hazardous
wastes which are currently taken from industrial and commercial
sources {e.g., kitchen wastes, office wastes) will be handled by
County facilities.



SITE SELECTION STUDY AREA

Proposed Study Area (December 1989):

Whole County was assessed with respect to:

*  hydrogeologic conditions
*  population distribution

Based on regional scale data, all areas were found to be
equivalent in terms of general hydrogeologic conditions (with
the exception of a few pockets of less suitable areas) and
population distribution

Other criteria were required to "narrow down" the study area to
a reasonable size; the criteria defined were:

* a waste centroid for the County

* waste haul travel time from the major source of waste:
City of Sarnia

Therefore, the proposed study area was determined based on:

 assessment of hydrogeologic conditions (regional scale)
*  assessment of population distribution (regional scale)

10 km radius around waste centroid
* 20 min haul time from Sarnia



SITE SELECTION STUDY AREA
(continued)

Revised Study Area (April 1990):

The study area originally proposed was revised at the first site
selection workshop

The application of the waste centroid/waste haul time concept
was considered inappropriate

The new study area was defined based upon the following
criteria:

* clay based lands with Class 3 to 7 agricultural capability
*  eroded lands

* lands designated for industrial use regardless of
agricultural classification



IDENTIFICATION OF
CANDIDATE AREAS

The criteria used to identify the candidate areas were as follows:
NATURAL ENVIRONMENT AND RESOURCES
. Areas with endangered species and their habitat

. Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSIs) (provincial/regional
significance), with 500m buffer

J Class 1-3 wetlands (provincial/regional significance), with 500m buffer
*  Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) identified by the University of
Waterloo Study Team for the Lambton County Planning Department or

in local municipal plans, with 500m buffer

. Areas within 500m of major streams with significant/rare fish species

SOCIAL/CULTURAL/LAND USE ENVIRONMENT

*  Areas within 500m of built-up areas and residences



IDENTIFICATION OF SITING
AREAS AND SITES

The siting areas were identified based on the following criteria:
GROUND WATER

s Presence of wells (abandoned oil, gas, water and brine injection)

SURFACE WATER

O Flood plains and related hazard lands (100 and 200 year flood zones)

*  Areas within 500m of all water courses previously not identified as
outlined on 1:50,000 topographic map and 1:10,000 Ontario Base Map

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT AND RESOURCES

L Displacement of high quality forests and Management Agreement Areas
on site

. Special areas (areas with strong potential for ESA status - as identified
in Background Report No. 13 to the Lambton County Official Plan)

. Presence of active oil and gas wells



IDENTIFICATION OF SITING
AREAS AND SITES (continued)

SOCIAL/CULTURAL ENVIRONMENT

Areas within 500m of future committed residential development

Presence of existing and future (committed) planned recreational
features

Presence of known archaeological features plus a 500m buffer
Presence of heritage features plus a 500m buffer

Presence of existing and future approved utilities in the area
Presence of Indian Reserves plus a 500m buffer

Presence of cemeteries plus a 500m buffer.

Sites were located within the siting areas based on:

the minimum site size requirement (75 ha)
land parcels and property ownership considerations.
maximization of distance from residential areas

site accessibility



COMPARATIVE EVALUATION OF SITES

The sites were assessed and compared based on consideration of the
following:

S Factori - | Factor Ranking’
Potential for contamination of ground High
water
Potential for contamination of surface High
water and downstream flooding
Effects on natural ecosystems High/Moderate
Effects on agricultural resource lands High/Moderate
Social/cultural concerns High
Land use compatibility High/Moderate
Transportation concerns Moderate
Costs High/Moderate

'As identified by the Site Selection Workshop participants.
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Moore Civi¢ Centre

1155 Emily Street
Mooretown, Ontario
NOM 1MO

Attentfon: Mr, Charles Nisbett, Reeve

Dear Sirs:

Re: Acquisition of Property within the Township
____of Moore for Waste Disposal Sites

We advise that we have:had an opportunity to review aspects of the work done on the
Couaty of Lambton Waste Management Master Plan (the "Master Plan"). We have also
reviewed the letter from UMA Engineering Ltd. dated May 30, 1991, You have asked us
to comment from a legal perspective.

The Master Plan is developed pursuant to the frame work contained in the Enviropmental
Assessment Act (EAA). That Act is a planning tool. The Ministry of the Environment in
its publication revised November, 1988 called Introduction to Waste Management Planning
stated at page 7:

"Five features have been identified as key to successful planning under
the EAA. These features are:

1. Consult with affected parties;

2. mmiﬁer reasonable alternatives;
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.
3, consider all aspects of the environment,
4, systematically evaluate net environmental effects;
S. provide clear competent documentation.”

Section 5(3) of the EAA stresses the fact that alternatives must be extensively reviewed in
order to satisfy the planning process under the BAA.

The results of inadequate examination of alternatives can been seen In decisions of the
Joint Board, constituted under the Consolidated Hearings Act, in decisions imvolving
proposed landfill sites in the Township of Tiny and the Township of St. Vincent. Extremely
expensive and lengthy hearings were undertaken before the Joint Board only to bave the

roposal rejected due to inadequate planning and consideration of alternatives, In the

ownship of Tiny decision, Cabinet overruled the Joint Board which would simply have
said no to the project altogether. The Cabinet ordered that it be referred for further study.
In the Township of St. Vincent decision the Joint Board decided that the process was so
flawed it had to be started again.

With the greatest of respect to all parties involved, it is our view that the process is
fundamentally fiawed as outlined in the UMA Engineering Ltd. report of May 30, 1991,
The assessment is not complete and should not be submitted to the Minister. If it is, there
will be valid objections which, in our view, would result in a hearing before the Joint
Board. The cost to the County would be extremely large.

With these comments, we do not wish to adversely comment on any of the participants.
The Master Plan study began with different terms of reference from those with which it
concluded. We do not suggest that anyone look for a party vpon whom to cast blame.
We consider the process jo be flawed and respectfully suggest that you seck to correct the
same. '

If we can be of any assistance, please do not hesitate to contact us.
Yours very truly,

TIC/1de
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m' | UMA Engineéring Ltd.

Engineers & Planneors

1135 Adelaide St. N., Sults 211, London, Ontario NSY 5K7
el (519) 642-2400 Fax (519) 8420404

6958-001
May 31, 1991

Moore Clvic Centre
1155 Emily Street

. MOORETOWN, Ontario
NON 1IMO

Aftenton: M. Chadles Nisberr, Recve

Re: Erecutive Summmary of the Report Entitied
*Samis/Lambton Wasts Mansgement Master Plan
A Review, Critiqoe and Recommendations for Moore Townsbip*
Submitted to Moare Towmstip Councll

Dear Mr. Nisbett

Subsequent 1 our meeting and presentation of the report w0 Councll on May 16, 1991, CEG and
UMA were instrocted 0 prepare 2 summary letter of the review for distribution to Lambton County
Couneill and other interested persons and agencjes. .

The purpose of the stady commissioned by Moore Township was 10 review the isues raised by
the Samnia/Tambton Waste Management Master Plan Study as they affect the Counaty as well as the
Township. -

The following issues were {dentifled in the review snd it I8 recommended that Moore Township
investigate further how they may be best managed. -

' Waste Quanity Projoctious and Remaining Landfll Capaclly
The Stage 1 process in the Master Plan Study provides the basis on which the Iater
recommendations

and decisions are made by the Weste Management Commineo and M.
M. Diion Limited.

_Ihﬁehmbmwnmmmwmmmof'ﬁmhmmommmeﬁgm
for waste generation fates and the remaining capacity of the existing landfill sites used by
the Couaty and their consatams in the Waste Management Master Plan.

The consuitant has used waste generation rates that are 25% higher than the MOE

) pmmgnmmmmmmmquumnmmmofmm

_ Appended ‘o the back of this summary are quantity calcolations showing quantty
projections based on MOE waste generation rates and quantity reduction credits for
fntroduction of the 3R’s. These calculations indicate substantial accomulated
reductions over the 20-year planning perod. Further, the report states that becaase of
fimited time and budget, a detailed analysis of existing landfill facilities was rot carried out
1o’ accurately determine the remaining capadity of the existing sies in the County.
Reasonably accurate information for projected quantitles and remaining site Hfie capacites
fs essentia] in determining the need and thming for a new County landfill site.
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Moore Township
Page #2

mawmmmm )

mdsdshnmmadehwhmephmhgpmmobmane;vhndﬂnramum
enhance the existing County mmnicipal system or utilize existing or proposed private and
municipal landfilis for the County’s fumre needs. For example, under sites of 3
_ mﬁonwasmadeofﬂlelandmed_ by Moore Township adjacent 1o their existing

It appeass that from the outset, the Waste Management Commitree was only given two
opﬁom.meﬁtstmstheuisdngmmiﬁpanymedm.opotuedmnecﬁonand

systens of an entirely private run system.  There was 00 discussion about maintatning the
current collection system and utilizing the excess capacity of the privately owned sites.

In addiior, it has come to Moore Township's attention that a private developer has offered
10 accept all of Lambion Coumty’s residential waste at 0o cost W taxpayers in 2 proposed
600 acye landffl site in Plympton Township. In addition, the owner has offered a
substantial royalty for every tonne of garbage landfilied at the site that originates outside
of Lambton County. This would be a revenune prodocing arrapgement versus & total
estimated cost 10 the County raispayers of $70 M for the acquishion, development and
operation of 8 new municipal jandfill

Public Inwolvement

There appears to be a lack of significant public involvement in the process to date. Four
open houses were held during Stage 1 attracting a wital of 50 people. The open. houses
served as én information distribution function only. Limle or no comments were solicited
from the public at large and only & selected number of elscted officials were fnterviewed.’
In recent decisions of the Environmental Assessment Hearing Board on applications for new
fandfills, the Board bas criticized the lack of effiective public jnvolvement in cach case. In
- addition, the Public Advisory Committee does not appear to be @ true representation of
thepnbﬂdsperoapﬂonsuda!ﬁmdeswmdsmeWaﬂcMmthhminngMh
IambmnConnty.m:wpmgmﬁngmym,ademﬂoquofanelmm
administrators and 300 10 500 cendomly chosen cittzens of the County should be ndertaken
1o see if the Waste Management Commines and s consultant are stll in touch with the
public goals and objectives regarding Waste Management planning in Lambton County.

Role of Connty Planning Department

The role of the County Plamming Department appears to be minimal in this pianning
process. It is abvious that the Couaty Planning office cannot function objectively when i
oomestosﬂingww!andﬁﬂsandhowmismayaﬂnuﬂ\emembcrmnnidpaﬂﬂu. With this
in mind, thonght should be given to the directly affected wwnships retaiming independent
objecﬁveplanningad\ﬁcethatdealswiﬂlmcnewandeﬂsﬁngmaﬁﬂm This would
free the County Planning office from fis conflict position, thus enabling the office to
andertake #s normal day-to-day planning consultation and administration of the individnal
mmﬁpalﬁrsowmansandhnhglay-hws,
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Moore Township
Page #3

Site Selection Criteria

The site selection criteria employed to idéntify & new landfill site has not been consistent
throvghout the study. During the course of the study, the varions screesing criteria
employed to ieatify potential ]andGll areas and sites have changed, but industrial land -
desigoation has remained -constant Therefore, since the Township of Moate has a
substantal wact of industrial designated land in its Official Plan, all potential landfill sites
ideatified 10 date are in Moore, - )

This industris] designation as a criteria seems 1o have eliminated farther investigation of
suttable sites in the County. However, the industriat designation s ap artificis] criteria that
could change at any time.

Thméoni:emsdemchsuam_ﬂatthemeﬂprminobmhgappmm&a pew landfill site
for Lambton County may be doomed to fallure before the Joint Board. We recommend that
Moore Township suggest that the County cease all forther work on the study until the foRowing

acﬁonsarenngemkzn:
e adeialed calcuiation of existing and future waste generatio volumes;
° a detafled sarvey of cuirent capacity in the existing system inclading sites of opportoaity;

) a review of the planning issues related o the Master Plan swdy by an independent
consu_lﬁngphnnet; ;

® the completion of a comprehensive public involvement survey;

* discussions with the owner/opesalor of the proposed Plympion site as © the terms and
conditions of ks offer 10 provide County capacity within his landfill; and

® athomighmhaﬁonofandananddﬂqucofmumpﬁommwdhganaspmofmc'
Master Plan to date. . .

.Indosing..nishopedﬂmthis summary will provide sufficient information to County Conncd w
.make an informed decksion regarding the motion tabled which will be voted on June. 3, 1991
regarding the suspension of Master Plan study activities until these 2nd other issves have been

addressed.
Sincercly, _
. UMA Engineering L. Consolidated Egvironmental Group Lid.
David J. Whitney, P. Eng, M. Eng. Tan Moncrieff
Manager, Loadon Office Manager
ik
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" UMA’ Engineering L.td. have prepared the following Waste Generation Tables based on @mbles in ‘the
Draft Stage 3A Report prepared by M. M. Dillon. Incinded is the projected population tble by
munidpﬂ;gusedbyMMDmonhmeSmgulReponandtheDranStageSARepom

There are WO sets of waste gencration mbles included ln this appendix, ane being the Pr'ojeﬁed
Municipal Waste Generation Rates Per Yeay, aod the other being the Projected Cumulative Municipal

m‘eadm-tﬂemmﬁpmdbyuum'mmbyﬁ%mmmm. Tates
used by the ML.O.E. for waste projections. nmmmm&mmm.mmmabmw
20% and 40% to reflect the waste reducrion rates proposedbytthO.Emronghhph_mmm_ﬁmot

of each of the Waste Generation tables illustrates the reduction of waste quantities
produced in the Connty through the planning period. Based on this, a new landfill site mey not be:
required i the County by using the reduced wasie quantity rates and conducting an exiensive survey of
the existing remaining capacity in the County waste management system. .
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Tabl.&mthssugauneport .
Prqpa:ed by M. M, Dillun.nhd.

STAGE 3A
' PROJECTED POPULATION BY MUNTCIPALITY -
_ 1986 TO 2011
CITY '
Sarnia? (ammie-
Clsanatar 13 1993) 49,033 78,127 80,277 81,578 81,643 82,874
L _

Clearwatexr’ - 23,754 - - = - -
Forest 2,558 3,054 3,185 3,283 3,349 . 3,450
Patrolia - 4,347 4,568 4,630 4,638 - 4,646 4,670
Alvinston 759 748 751 744 - 137 733
Arkona .- 476 486+ 496+ 508+ - 523+ . 538+

" Grand Bend " 662 1,707+ 1,932+ 2,185+ - 2,472+ 2,796+
0oLl Springs 674 802 849 889 . 828 ... 970
Point Edward 2,291 2,133 1,976 1,816 1,656 - 1,535
Thedford - 649 668 649 621 585 560
Watford 1,516 1,434 1,427 1,402 1,37¢ 1,354
Wyoming 1,796 2,019 2,289 2,486 = 2,685 2,993
TORNSEIPS :
Bosanquet 4,424 9,384 9,463 9,460 9,341 9,326
Brooke ' 1,878 1,716 1,572 1,401 1,219 1,107
Dawn . 1,752 1,480 1,134 1,123 977 875
Enniskillen 3,165 3,261+ 3,342+ 3,427+ 3,512+ - 3,601+
Euphemia - 1,027 . 1,232 1,188 1,128 1,064 1,018
Moorze i 10,182 12,475 13,602 14,621 15,352 16,536
Plympton = . 5,042 ° 5,298+ 5,568+ 5,852+ 6,150+ . 6,463+
Sombra - . 4,231 4,572 4,659 4,694 4,740 - . 4,795
Warwick . 2462 _2.528 _2.500 _ 2,440 _ 2,367 _ 2,322

. 122,678 137,695 141,489 144,296 145,316 148,516
e

Except whuemmdb;ﬁ&cpmjedommﬂm[mbm@mwmmﬂngmmwmmpm
No. 1 to the Lambton County Official Plan, "Popuiation”, Table 10, “Lambton County Projected Populaton b
Mwﬁpaﬁty 19762001° (August 1975) and 1967 “Samia-lambton Waste Management Master Plan Stage

are those npdates (+) by Dillon in 1989 w0 changs those projections which are o
bnprmmmwmmlhﬁuotpopnhﬂon@mnmemmnmd)udmtm@m&m
'rownofaeuwmx:). mmmmmmm

LmbmdomhpojemmmpohmmmwmhmeSngeIm The 2011 figures wec
cxmapolated by Dilloa in 1989.

Jamoary the d&mmmmawmuw Them
o Mum?maMswwmmmwumw

~—

%

' pm]emmtomﬂeahmm

-
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Yable from the 3a
Prepared by M. Sxt.ag:mmhggt

STAGE 3A
PROJECTRD MONICIPAL WASTE GENERATION RATES PER YEAR
(TONNES /ANNUM)
Mupicipality m& 1991 1996 2001 2006 2011t
Sarnia® 39,370 62,740 64,460 65,510 65,560 66,550
IORNS :
Clearwater’ 18,210 - - = = S
Forest 2,050 2,450 2,560 2,640 2,690 2,770
Petrolia 3,490 3,670 3,720 3,720 3,730 3,750
ILLAGES e
Alvinston - .610 600 600 600 590 530
. Arkona ... 380 390 400 410 420 430
.Grand Bend - 530 1,370 1,550 1,750 1,990 2,250
0il Springs 540 640 680 710 746 780
Point Bdward 1,840 1,710 1,590 1,460 . 1,330 .. 1,230
Thedford 520 540 520 500 4700 - 450
Watford 1,220 1,150 1,150 1,130 1,100 1,090
Wyoming 1,440 1,620 1,840 2,000 2,160 = 2,400
FOWNSHIPS
Bosanquet 1,780 3,770 . 3,800 3,800 3,750 3,740
Brocks - ‘750 . "690 630 . 560 "450 ’ 440
Dawn : 700 590 460 450 390 350
Enniskillen 1,270 1,310 1,340 1,380 1,410 1,450
Euphamia . 410 490 480 450 430 410
Moore 7,430 9,110 9,930 10,670 11,210 12,070
Sombxa - 1,700 1,840 1,870 1,880 - 1,900 . 1,930
. Warwick 5010 1,000 ___980 ___950 ___930
_ " 88,360 98,980 102,030 104,230 105,130 107,620
- '. | -
o

Lambton County assumes waste management responsibility on 01 Ja

anuary
1991. Year 20 for County planning purposes is reached. 01 January

2011.
2.
Sarnia and Iown. of Clearwater due to amalgamntton.

Effoctive 01 Jammary 1991 mta quantities reflect total from City of

3. Town of Clearwater waste ‘quantity is added to to City of Sarnia waste

quantity effective 01 Januarg 1991 dna to amalgmtion.
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Clearwater®
Forest
Patrolia

YILLAGES

Alvinston
Axkona

Grand Bend
01l Springs
Point Bdward
Thedford
Watford

Wyoming
TORNSEIRS
Bosanqut_

Broocke
Dawn

Enniskillen’

m h m i“! . 3
lympto:

P n

Sombra

Warw:lc_k

thes:
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PROJECTED MUNICIPAY, WASTE GENERATION RATES PER YRAR
. (PONNES/ARNUK)
M.0.E. RATES (25% LES THAN M. X, DILLON RATES)

-1986 - 1991 1996 2001 2006 2011%

29,527.5

- 13,657.5
1,537.5

2,617.5

- 457.5
285.0
397.5.

‘ 405.0
1,380.0
390.0
915.0
1,080.0

1,335.0
562.5
525.0
952.5
307.5

- 5,572.5

2,347.5

1,275.0

. .. 742,83
. "66,210.0

47,055.0

1,837.5
2,752.5

450.0
292.5
1,027.5
480.0
1,282.5
405.0
862.5
11,215.0

2,827.5
517.5
442.5
982.5
367.5

6,832.5

2,467.5

1,380.0

757.%
74,235.0

48,345.0

1,820.0
2,790.0

450.0
300.0
1,162.5
510.0
1,192.5
390.0
862.5
1,380.0

2,850.0
472.5
345.0

1,005.0
360.0

7,447.5

2,587.5

1,402.5

—_—235.0 ___112.5
76,522.5 78,172.5 78,847.5.

49,132.5

1,980.0
2,790.0

450.0
307.5
1,312.5
532.5
1,095.0
375.0
847.5
1,500.0

2,850.0
420.0
337.5

1,035.0
337.5

8,002.5

2,722.5

1,410.0
7

4.9 Fl 170-0'

2

L

442.5
315.0

1,492.5 -

555.0

997.5

352.5
825.0

1,620.0

2,812.0

367.5
292.8
1,057.5
322.5
8,407.5
2,865.0
1,425.0

017.5
. 2,797.5

49,912.5

N
-

077.5
. 2,812.5

442.5
332.5
1,687.5
'585.0
922.5
- 337.5
B617.5
1,800.0

.2,805.0
330.0
262.5

1,087.5
307.5
9,052.5
307.5
1,447.5
§97.5
80,715.0

oot S T

1 I.ambton C:ounty assms waste nanagment responsibility on 01 J'anu_ary 1991.
reached 0l January 201l.

‘Year 20 for cwnty pl.a.nn.i.ng purposes is

i Rffective 01 a'anua::y 1991 waste quantities reflect total from cs.ty of
Samda and Town of c1¢a.rwater due to ama.lgamation

. Pown of c.'l.ea:water mte

quantity is added to City of Sa.rn:l.a. waste quantity
oﬂective 01; Janna::y 1991 due to malgamation.
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PROJECTED MUNICIPAL WASTE GENERATION RATES PER YEAR
( TORNES/ANNUNM)
¥.0.E. RATES, 20% REDUCTION OF WASTE QUANTITIES THROUGH 3R’S

4386 1391 133¢ 2001 2006

Municipality
CITY

Sarnia®
Clearwatexr’
Forast
Petrolia

VILLAGES
Alvinston
Arkona
il Sering
01l Springs
Point Edward
Thedford
watford
Wyoming

IOWNSHIRS
Bosanquet
Broocke @ -

Dawn - :
. Enniskillen
Buphemia
Moorea

Plymp
Sombza -

Warwick

Notess
1.

1991.
2011.

23,622 37,644
10,926 -
1,230 1,470
2,094 2,202
366 360
228 234
318 822
324 384
1,106 1,026
312 324
732 690
864 972
1,068 2,262
450 - 414
420 354
762 786
246 294
4,458 5,466
1,878 1,974
1,020 1,104
__'606
59,388

38,676

1,536
2,232

360
240
930
408
954
312
690
1,104

2,280
378
276
844
288

5,958

2,070

1,122

——600
61,218

39,306

1,584
2,232

360

246 .

1,050
426
876
300
678

1,200

2,280
336
270

- 828

270

6,402
2,178
1,128

—a88
62,538

39,336

1,614

2,238

354
252
1,194
444
798
282
660
1,296

2,250

294

234
846
258
6,726
2,292
1,140

—_—310
. 63,078

Qo0

2011

39,930

1,662
2,250

35¢

258
1,350

468"

T T 738

270
654
1,440

2,244
- 264
210
870
246
7,242
246
1,158

— -} ]
64,572

" Lambton County assumes waste management riasponsibility on 0l January
!nu:_ 20 for County planning purposes is reached 01 January

2. ﬁifective 01 January 1991 waste quantities reflect total from c:l.ty o1

Sarnia-and Town of Clearwatér dus to amalgamatioa.

% ' own of Clearwater waste quantity is added to City of Sarnia wast:
‘quantity effective 01 Jamuary 1991 due to amalgamation.

I . .
B m
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Sarnia?

- JOBKS

Clearwater’

Foxest
Petrolia

YILLAGES
Alvinéﬁon
Arkona
Grand Bend

. 011 Spxings

Point Edward
' Thedford
Watford

Wyoming
TORNSHIPS
Bosanquet

Brooke
Dawn

Bnniskillen .

Ruphemia .
¥oore
Plympton
Sombra
- Wazwick

Notes:
1.

1991.
2011.

. stable from the Stage 3A Beport

T1 519 6422404

UMA LONDON

navizadbymnngimormq:.td.
SEAGE 3A

pnoaxcmnn,nnnxcxpnn WASTE CENERATION RATES PER YEAR
(TONNES/ANNUN)
M.0.E. RAEES. 40% REDUCPION OF WASTE QUANTITIES THROUGH 3R’S

@o1t

1986 1993 14336 2001 _ﬂﬂﬁ Zﬂllf'

17,716.5 28,233.0 29,007.0 29,479.5 29,502.0 29,947.5

8,194.5
922.5
1,570:5

274.5
. 171.0

238.5'

243.0
'828.0

234.0

549.0
648.0

801.0

. .337.5

315.0
571.5
184.5
.3,343.5
1,408 3
765.0

1,102.5

1;651-5

1270.0
175.5
616.5
288.0
769.5
243.0
517.5
729.0

1,696.5
310.5

589.5

220.5

- 4,099.5

1,480.5
828.0

—445.8 __434.5
- 39,762.0 44,541.0

2.0 1,188.0
4,0 1,674.0

270.0  270.0

180.0 184.5

306.0 319.5
234.0 225.0 .

517.5 508.5
828.0 900.0

©1,710.0 1,710.0

283.5  252.0
207.0  202.5
603.0  621.0
216.0  202.5

4,468.5 4,801.5

1,552.5 1,633.5
841.5 .. 846.0

-~ 441.0 ___427.5 ___ 418,:
45,913.5 46,903.5 ¢7,308.5 48,429.(

- Sarnia. and Town of Clearwater due to amalgamation.

% @own of CJ.earwator waste gquan

189.0.
895 05'

333.0

598.5
211.5
495.0
972.0

1,687.2
220.5
178.5

634.5 .
5,044.5

1,719.0
855.0

-quantj.ty effactive (1 January 1991 dus to mlgmtion.

268.5
199.5
1,012.5
. 351.0
553.5
202.5
490.5
1,080.0

1,683.0
198.0
157.5
65245
184.5

5,431.8

184.%
868.%
B

I.anbton COunty assumas wast.e management mponsi.bi.lity on 01 Janua:'
Year 20 for County planning purposes is reached 01 Januar

Effective 01 J’annary 1991 waste quantitias reflect total £rom City o

ty is added to City of Sarmia wast
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M.¥. Dillon
M.0.E. Waste

T1 519 6422404 UMA LONDON

Table Prepared By UMA Engineering Ltd.
SUMMARY PROJECTED MUNTCIPAL WASTE GENRRATICN RATES PER YEAR

3 1986
88,360.0

Caneration Rates

.25% Less Than
Dillon’s Rates

M.0.E. Waste
Ganaration
Rates 3R’S
20% Reduction

¥.0.E. Waste
Ganaration
Rates 3R’s -
40% Reduction -

66,270.0
53,016.0

39,762.0

{Tonnes/Annmm)
1991 1996 2001

98,980.0 102,030.0 104,230.0

74,235.0 76,522.5 78,172.5
59,388.0  61,218.0 62,538.0

44,541.0 45,913.5 46,903.5

2006

105,130.0

78,847.5

63,078.0

47,308.5

@os2

2011
107,620.0

80,715.0

'sl,s7z,o

- 48,429.0
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!!ab].a from the Stages 3A Report
- Prepared by M. M. Dillon Ltd.
STAGE 3A
pnnascmzn CUMULAFTIVE MUNICTPAL WASTRS
. " (TONNES/ANNUM)

Municipality 1986 1991 1996 2001 2006
CITY

Sarnia? 39,370 358,380 676,380 1,001,310 1,328,980
TORNS o |
Clearwater’ . 18,210 ‘- - - -
Forest . 2,050 13,500 26,080 39,120 52,470
Petrolia 3,490 21,390 39,870 58,470 77,090

I

Alvinston ‘610 3,640 6,640 9,640 12,610
Arkona 380 2,310 4,280 6,310 8,380
' Grand Bend 530 5,280 12,580 20,830 30,180
oil Springs 540~ 3,490 6,790 10,270 13,890
Point Edward = 1,840 10,720 18,970 26,600 33,570
‘Thedford . 520 3,170 5,820 8,370 10,800
Watford - - 1,220° 7,150 12,900 18,600 24,170
Ryoming 1,440 9,090 17,740 27,340 37,740
TOWNSHIPS

Bosanguet 1,780 15,655 34,580 53,580 72,460
Dawn 700 3,930 6,550 8,830 10,930 -
Enniskillen 1,270 7,720 14,350 21,150 28,120

Euphemia 410 2,660 5,090 7,410 9,610
Moora 7,430 - 48,780 96,380 147,880 202,580

Plympton 3,130 - 19,180 . 36,030 53,730 72,360

Sombra 1,700. .. 10,550 19,830 29,200 38,650
Waxwick - —_—330 . - —11.020 __ 15,970 _ - 20,800
' TOTAL 88,360 556,935 1,059,530 1,575,240 2,098,640

Notes:

Qo1

2011

1,659,260

66,160
95,790

15,560
10,510
40,780
17,690
39,970
13,100
29,650
. 49,140

91,190
15,580
12,780
.35,270
11,710
-260,780
.91,930
48,230

2,630,580

= I.ambton COunty assumes waste management responsibility on 01 January 1991.

Year 20 for County planning purposes is reached 01 January 2011.

. pffective 01 January 1991 cumulative quantities are for City of Sarnia and

Town of ('.J.eamter.

3 Town of Clearwatar waste quantj.ty is added to City o:E Sa.rnia waste qu.antity
et!activa 01 J‘anuaxy 1991 dne to amalgamation.
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Municipality
CITY

Sarnia®
TOWNS
Clearwater’

Forest
Petrolia

YILLAGES

Alvinston
Arkona - :
Grand Bend
0il Springs
Point Edward
Thedfoxrd
Watford

Wyoning
ZOWNSHIRS

Bosanquet
Brooke

15:18

Dawm
Baniskillen .

Euphenia
- Moore
Plympton
Sombra
Warwick

TOTAL

No H

1 519 6422404

1386
29,527

13,657
1,537
2,617

457
285
- 397
405
1,380
390
915

1,080

1,335
562
525
952
307

5,572

- 2,347
. 1,275

—142

Thblé from the Stage 3A Repoxt

UMA LONDON

2006

996,735

39,352
57,817

9,457

6,285
22,635
10,417
25,177
' 8;100
28,305

54,345
9,837
8,197

21,090
7,207

151,935

28,987

—11.977 ___15.600

Ravised by UMA Engineering Ltd.
- ETAGE 1A
PROJECTED CUMULATIVE MUNICIPAL WASTES
. (TOHNES/ANNUNM)
M.0.E. RATES (25% LESS THAN K. M. DILLON RATES)
1991 1396 2001
268,785 507,285 750,982
10,125 19,560 29,340
16,042 29,902 43,852
2,730 4,980 7,230
1,732 3,210 - 4,732
3,960 9,435 15,622
2,617 . 5,092 7,702
8,040 14,227 19,950
2‘377 4;365 63277'
5,362 9,675 13,950
6,817 13,305 20,505
11,741 25,935 40,185
3,262 5,737 7,972
2,947 4,912 6,622
5,790 10,762 15,862 -
1,995 3,817 5,557
36,585 72,285 110,510
. 14,385 27,022 40,297
7,912 14,872 21,900 ..
—4.492 ___8.200
417,701 794,647

66,270

1,181,430 1,573,980

Qo1

2011°

1,244,445

49,620
71,842

11,670

7,882
30,585
13,267
29,977

9,825
22,237
36,85¢

68,39z
11,688
9,58%
26,452
8,784
195,58:
68,947
36,17

- —r2 121
1,972,93¢

- pambton County assumes waste management responsibility on 01 January 1951.

Yoar 20 for- County planning purposes is reached 01 January 2011.

% pffective 01 January 1991 cumulative quantities are for City of Sarnia and
Town of Clearwater.

3. fown of Clearwater waste quantity is added to City of Sarnia waste quantity
effective 01 Jammary 1991 dne to amalgamation.
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ELO E. RLIBS, 20% REDUCTION OF WASTE QUANTITIES. THROUGH 3R’S

CITY
sarnia’
TOWKS
Clearwater’
Forest
Petrolia
-VILLAGES
Alvinston

Arkona
Grand Bend

4286

23,622

10,926

0il Springs

Point Bdward
Thedford
watford.
Wyoming
TOWNSHIPS

Bosanquet-
Broocka
Dawn -
Enm.skillm
Buphemia
Moore .
‘Plympton
Sombra
Wanwick

TOTAL

Hotes:

- 1,104,

1,230

366"

228
o318
-324

5 312

732

T 864

1,020
594

53,016

1,068 -.

. 450
420

762 |
- 246 -

4,458
,878

2006

797,388

31,482

46,254

7,566
5,028
18,108

8,334

20,142
"6:480
14,502
122,644

43,476

. 1,950 -
6,558
. 16,872

- 5,766
121,548

23'190 T

STAGR 3A
- PROJECTRED CUMULATIVE MUNICYPAL. WASTES
(PONHES/ARNUX)
1991 199¢ 2001
1215,028 405,828 600,786

8,100 15,648 23,472 -
12,834 23,922 35,082
2,184 3,984 5,784
1,386 2,568 3,786
3,168 7,548 12,498
2,094 4,074 6,162
6,432 11,382 15,960
1,902 3,492 5,022
4,290 7,740 11,160
5,454 10,644 16,404
9,393 20,748 32,148
2,610 4,590 . 6,378
2,358 3,930 5,298

4,632 8,610 12,690
1,356. 3,054 4,446
29,268 57,828 88,728
11,508 21,618 32,238

_ 6,330 11,898 17,520 _ .

—3,804¢ ___ 6,612

333,921 635,718

945,144 1,259,184

2011’
995,556

-~ 39,696
57,474

9,336

6,306
24,468
10,614
23,982
- 7,860
17,780
29,484

'%4,714
9,348
7,668

21,162
7,026
156,468
55,158
28,93¢

__1%:30¢

1,578, 34¢

i rambton County assumes wast.e management responsibility on 01 January - 1991.

Year 20 for County planning purposes is reached 01 Jannary 2011.

% pffective 01 January 1991 cumlative quantities are for c:t.ty of Sarnia and
Town of Clea.rwater.

3. mown of Clearwater waste quantity is added to City of Sarnia waste q_uantity
ef!ective (1 3 8 Jam:.a::y 1991 due to amalgamation.
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Municipality

@o1s

2011

745'667.'

25,722.(
43,105.:

7,002.(
. 4,729.:
18,351.¢
7,960.:
.17,986.:
" 5,895.(
13,342.;
22,113.(

41,035.;
7,011.¢
5,751.(

15,871.¢
5,269.:
117,351.(
41,368.:
21,703.:

—11,475,1

15:19 o1 519 6422404 UMA LONDON
: Table from the Stage 3A Report
. Revised by UMA Engineering IL.td.
STAGR 3A @ .
PROJECTED CUMULATIVE MUNICIPAL WASTRS
(‘PORBES /ARNUN)
M.C.E. Rms, 40% REDUCTION OF WASTE QUANTITIES THROUGH 3R’S
1286 1991 1336 2001 2008
17,716.2 161,271.0 304,371.0 450,589.2 598,041.0
-8,194.2 - - - -
922.2 6,078 11,736.0 17,604.0 23,611.2
1,570.2 9,625.2 17,941.2 26,311.2 34,690.2
274.2 1,638.0 2,988.0 4,338.0 5,674.2
171.0 1,039.2 1,926.0 2,839.2 3,771.0
238.2 2,376.0 5,661.0 9,373.2 13,581.0
--243.0 1,570 2 3,055.2 4,621.2 ,521 2
234.0 1"2602 2'619-0 -3'76602 ) 3;76602
549.0 3,217.2 5’805-0 8;370-0 8'370-.0
64800 5 4'090-0 7‘983.0 12;303-0 12,30300
801.0 7,044.6 15,561.0 24,111.0 32,607.0
315.0 1,768.2 2,942.7 3,973.2 &,918 2
. 571.2 3,474.0. 6,457.2 9,517.2 12,654.0
184.2 1,197.0 2,290.2 3,334.2 4,-324.2
3 '343.2 21,951.0 43,371.0 66,546.0 91,161.0
i,408.2 8,631.0 16,213.2 24,178.2 32,362.0
765.0 4,747.2 1 8,923.2 13,140.0 17,382.2

39,762.0 250,620.6 476,788.2 708,858.0

Town of Clearwatar

. mown of Clearwater waste.quantity

effective 01 January 1991 due to amalgamation.

reached 01 January 2011.

1944,388.0° 1,183,761.!

I.ambton c:mnty .assumes waste magugnt responsi.bility on 01 J‘anuary 1991.
Year 20 for C‘.ounty plann.!.ng purposes is

Bttactive 01 January 1991 cumulative quantities are for c1ty of Sarnia and

is added to City of Sarnia waste qn.antity

i T
o g
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1986

HQH- 'DillOn a 88’360

M.0.BE. Waste ;
Generation Rates -
-25% Less Than
Dillon‘s Ratas 66, 270

H.O.B. .Naste
Genaration

Rates 3R’s - :

20% Reduction 53,016

M.0.E. Wasta
Ganeration
Ratas 3R’s

40% Reduction = 39,762

1993

417,701

333,921

250,620.6

UMA LONDON

1396 2001

556,935- 1,059,530 1,575,240

794,642 1,181,432

635,718 945,144

476,788.2 708,858

2006
2,098,640

1,573,980

1,259,184

944,388

2011
2,630,580

1,972,835
1,578,348

1,183,761
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10 INTRODUCTION

In 1985, M. M. Dillon Engineering Consuitants were remined by Lambton County to undertake the
assignment of drafting the Sarmia/Lambton Waste Management Master Plan (WMMP). Initially, the
perception was that it would be a so-called "good news* plan and that it was likely that no new landfill
site would need to be identified and therefore the Master Plan would set out a contemporary waste
management system for the County and would not likely have to be subjected t0 an Environmental
Assessment (EA) Hearing Process.

Because of unforeseen circumstances, however, in late 1989, it became clear that the originai oprion for
future landfill requirements in the County was no longer available. As a result, the study process had to
be upgraded and the baseline information updated to meet the requirements of the Environmental
Assessment Act (EAA) because 2 new site had to be identified and recommended for approval The
result of the updated Master Plan and site selection process produced 7 possible sites for a new landfill,
all located within Moore Township.

In response, Moore Township requested funds from the County to underiake a planning study on behalf
of the Township in order 1o determine the validity of the Dillon Master Plan’s assumptions and
conclusions. The following report will discuss in detail a brief project history, the purpose of this review
and critique, the method used for the review, the documents used and finafly the conclusions and
recommendations to the Township Council.
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20 PROJECT HISTORY

M. M. Dillon was retained by the County of Lambton’s Waste Management Committee in 1985 to
prepare a Waste Management Master Plan (WMMP) for the County. The objective of the WMMP was
to oudine the various wasie management options, opportunities and weaknesses and how the system
couid be modified and improved to marimize available resources well into the 21st century.

The standard approach utilized in such studies is oudined in the document entitled "Introduction to
Waste Management Planning and the Ontario Environmental Assessment Act" produced by the Ministry
of Environment (MOE), Environmental Assessment (EA) Branch. In summary, the approvai is broken
down into three main stages leading 10 a recommended WMMP. The first stage is 2 basic information
or database document. The second stage is divided into two parts; Stage 2A outlining the identification
of candidate areas or markets, and Stage B being an analysis of those alternatives. The third stage is
also divided into two separate areas; 3A being the Master Plan formulation and 3B being the summary
document for the Master Plan EA.

As discussed earlier, it was anticipated by the consultant and the Waste Management Steering
Committee that the Master Plan would be a "good news" plan.'since there appeared to be sufficient
long term capacity in the two municipally owned landfilis. The objectives, therefore, were to confirm to
the perception that there was sufficient landfill space within the Sarnia/Lambton County area to meet
the needs of the County and member municipalities well into the future. With this preliminary analysis,
the reporting need not meet the standards necessary to survive scrutiny under the EA Act.

The reason for assuming the planning process would be relatively easy was based on two assumptions
that later turned out t0 be vastly different than originally anticipated. The first was that the existing
Sarnia landfill had sufficient capacity to take all of the waste generated in the City for an additional 10
years. The second assumption was that once the Sammia sitc was exhausted, there was considerable
volume or capacity in the recently approved expansion to the Petrolia landfill The Petrolia landfill
Provisional Certificate of Approval would have to be amended to increase its service area to include all
of Lambton County and the City of Sarnia. This was not perceived to be a2 major hurdle and could be
applied for under the Environmental Protection Act (EPA).

With these two adequate landfills operating and approved within the County, the purpose of the plan
was to simply streamline the waste management system and provide guidelines and upgrade the



SARNIA/LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN Page #3

management structure and plans for the implementation of various injtiatives including Energy From
Waste (EFW), resource recovery, and centralized coilection and disposal.

In January of 1989, the Ontario Government passed Bill 35, the amalgamation of the City of Sarnia and
the Town of Clearwater (formerly Sarnia Township) and a restructuring of governments within the
County of Lambton. Such restructuring addressed in particular, the establishment of a county-wide
waste management department responsibie for the operation and management of all municipal landfill
facilities in the Sarnia/Lambton area. This act, although passed in 1989, was to come into force on
January 1, 1999. Until Bill 35 had been passed, Sarnia wished to play a relatively minor role in the
Master Plan process due to the apparent sufficient capacity within its own landfill

However, after further investigation and measurement by the MOE, Waste Management Branch, it was
discovered that Sarmia had less than 18 months capacity and that Sarnia had better apply for a
temporary extension to their landfill uatif a more suitabie permanent solution could be found. With
Sarnia committed to the master plan process, efforts intensified in the direction of the Petrolia landfill,
which, after a rather notorious battle, was sold to Philip Environmental Lid., a private waste
management company from Burlipgton.

The consultant and Steering Commitiee were now faced with the task of starting at the beginning with
their research and focusing on a site selection process for a completely new landfill given the generic
code name, the "Greenfield Site*. In addition, the study contents, assumptions and conclusions had to
be brought up o EAA standards suitable for review at an EA or Joint Board hearing.

One of the most important concerns that needed to be addressed, was the level of public invoivement in
the Master Plan process. A recent decision by the Joint Board turned down an application for a new
landfill in Tiny Township, Simcoe County because of insufficient public involvement in the site selection
plaaning and development process. With this decision from the Board on another proposed landfill, it
was recommended that the Steering Committee and Dillon implement a more thorough public
involvement program as quickly as possible. :

Several methods exist as uyseful mechanisms that meet the requirements of sufficient and useful public
involvement The one selected for the Samia/Lambton Study was the use of a Public Advisory
Committee (PAC). Themembemh:pwouldhemadeupofindmduahnommawdbythemunicipaﬂﬁu
aﬁeranonce,adverusmgsuchaposmonwaspublhhedmaﬂthebﬂlnmpape:s. Other members
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were aken from various public interest groups located and active within the County who expressed an
interest in taking part in the process. PAC was formed and asked to rf}new tpgélocumentaﬁonto date,
including a draft Stage 3A report, which was produced by Dillon in May of 1996. This report was an
aaempt o update the information and assumptions discussed in the Stage 1, Stage 2A and Stage 2B
reports released eartfier in order to meet EAA requirements.

PAC 100k 10 months to review all of the documentation and reports before responding back to the
Steering Committee with its recommendations, These recommendations were considered by the Steering
Committee and consultant for inclusion in the site selection process. The recommendations called for a
reduction in dependence on landfills for disposal of wastes in the County.

The PAC recommendation suggested that the Steering Committee consider system components with
respect o achieving the MOE waste diversion initiatives calling for a 50% diversion by the year 2000,
PAC felt that a diversion rate of 70% is realistic and achievable. In order to meet these objectives,
PAC suggested that aggressive reduction and recycling programs be implemented for residential and
industrial/commercial wastes,

One of the benefits of the 3R’s, as recommended by PAG, is a reduction in waste volume for landfilling,
thereby extending site life, which could possibly eliminate the need for siting 2 new landfill facility within
the study horizon, as proposed by the WMMP.

Dillon’s response to the PAC recommendations addresses the recommendations on a very cursory level
- There appears to be no discussion of the recommendations with members of PAC or the Steering
Comminee and the main factor in not addressing the recommendations in detail appeared to be cost
and time. The results of the site selection process were released. on January 4, 1991. All seven
candidate sites identified were located in Moore Township. A mailed survey was sent to all of the
property owners affected by the alternative sites and there was additional site analysis in order to reduce
the proposed candidate sites to a more manageable number of these sites.

In March 1991, the selection process reduced the number 1o 3 sites, then 2 both being located at the
south end of Moore Township adjacent to the Mooare-Sombre townline north of the ICI (formerly CIL)

f | - | e il A et
iy s R il 1 SRR TR ; :
" R i b o, L e P
o R s i Ll nrd o Bl T4 k43P it

Thes sites wil be subjected 10 further impact assessments before & final recommended site is
announced by the Steering Committee. P oToamuC S S AL

P
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3.0 PURPOSE OF THIS REVIEW AND CRITIQUE

On March 7, 1991, Moore Township council passed a resolution hiring the joint venture of consultants,
Consolidated Environmental Group Lud, (CEG) and UMA Engineering Ltd. (UMA) w0 undertake a
planning review of the Sarpia/Lambton Waste Management Master Plan (WMMP) study documents and

recommendations to date. Specificaily, council wished the consultants to examine the following points:

1) Is there a neced for a new landfill site in the County, given the large number of private
sites.

2) Will the location of the site hurt future economic development for the Township.

3) Has the master plan study inciuded any analysis of energy from waste or recovery.

4) Has the County Planning Office been involved in the process.

In addition, the purpose of this report was (0 examine the dmentaﬂon and process produced in the

Master Plan study in order to determine whether Moore Township has a case 10 intervene in the EAA
process. The following points are to be examined:

1 Basic assumptions regarding solid waste generated in the Sarnia/Lambion area.
2 The site selection criteria.
3. Timing, intensity and role of the pubiic involvement process.

The funding of the report was provided by the Township Waste Management Steering Committee and
the budget range was $10,000 to $14,000. =

'I'hefollowingset:tinnsdismssthemethodofevaluaﬁonandasummrizedreviewofthevarious
documents used in order to derive the conclusion and recommendations to councilk
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4.0 METHOD OF REVIEW
41 Information and Docament Sources

The joint venture consultants were hired to undertake a Planning Review of the Sarmia/Lambton
WMMP study documents and recommendations. Moore Township provided the consultants with the
Stage 1, 2A, 2B and draft 3A reports prepared by M. M. Dillon. Additional information was given 10
the consultants to assist in their review of the reports and recommendations. This information included
the Minutes of the Steering Committee, the Waste Management Committee and the Public Advisory
Committee. Further, letters, reports, comments and correspondence referred to the commitees or
municipalitics were also reviewed. However, during the review of the data, it has become apparent
therre is considerably more informaton, specifically MOE comments, which has not been reviewed.

The analysis of the material commenced with organizing the information into chronological order, so that
minutes of meetings and comments from agencies aad the public could be read in conjunction with each
of the reports that were completed for each stage under separate cover. This method emabled the
consultants 10 review the process used to develop the report for each of the stage documents of the
WMMP and to be cognizant of the WMMP consultant’s mpoﬁsc to comments on the reports from
government agencies and the public. The critique of the Sarnia/Lambton WMMP has been preliminary
in nature and based on the limited amount of documentation supplied by Moore Township. After the
initial review of the material, it is evident that significant background information, not in the report has
been reviewed to justify the recommendations of the WMMP.

However, if the Critique is to proceed, it will be necessary to receive a complete set of the minutes of
all the committees and public workshops, as well as any correspondence or reports that were sent or
presented to the committees,

Moreover,auofthecommentsmadebytheMOEtoMM.DmonthmnghoutmeMasterPlanpm
should be reviewed to establish the background of comments made by the MOE, as noted in the
minutes of the Steering Committee. '

A list of the documentation reviewed has been included in a Bibliography.
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42  Interviews

A limited number of interviews were conducted in order to clarify the history and study progression, as
well as personal opinion when they were offered. These interviews tok two forms; personal and
telephone, and were kept as informal as possible. The interviews, in general, assisted in understanding
the process and personalities involved better. It will be necessary to interyiew all of the administration
and municipal politicians in the second phase in order to determine true reflection of their attitude
towards waste management in Lambton County.
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50 M. M. DILLON STUDIES

51  Methodology Employed

The MOE assists municipalities in the preparation of WMMP with 50% cost sharing and techmical
advice invoivement to establish the long term management of municipal waste, The WMMP is to be
prepared based on the following recommended steps.

Sta - Data ion: Docu isti 12

1) Collect general background information.

2) Define current waste management system.

3) Project future waste management system requirements.
4) Devise evaluation criteria.

This report should also include any responses to input from public and government agencies’
consultations.

The report from Stage 1 is used as the basis for developmg and evalnanng alternatives in Stage 2A.
Work for Stage 2A is as follows:

1) Prepare evaluation for identifying candidate areas and markets.

2) Analymfaaommidenﬁfymnﬁidawareaslmarkcnbasedonmviewoffadmytype.

The public and government agencies’ review will continue as required.
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This stage amalgamates the waste management alternatives into systems to derive a preferred waste
management system. Work for Stage 2B is as follows:

1) Develop and assess system component alternatives and sites.

2) Evaluate and rank each of the alternatives based on nature, social, cultural, technical, economic,
financial, land use planning and environmentai perspectives.

This report documents public and government agencies’ reviews.

Stage 3A - Master Plan Formulation

The final report is a Master Plan document, which identifies the preferred waste management system.
Work for Stage 3A is as follows:
1) Report on environmental effects of the seiected alternatives,

2) [nclude recommendations on:

i description of sites/facilities;

if) changes to present financial and administrative practices;

iii) possible changes in legisiative authority;

) financing of facility development and operation;

V) detailed schedule and budgets for facility development; and

vi) identify procedure for updating the Master Plan including public and agencies review.

A summary document is preparediflheMastchlan'ntobesuhmiuedforanEAAapme

D .
v 4 e S =pL= v e i, < -
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52  Stage 1 Repart

As outlined in the MOE’s publication, “Introduction to Waste Management Planning®, the Stage 1 report
is intended to document the existing data, describe the alternatives and the affects on the environment
and develop criteria for evaluation to be used to complete the subsequent stages of the study. The
Minisury requires the involvement of the public and agency review at this stage 10 introduce the study
and to develop, rank and weigh the evalvation criteria.

The initial perception of the Master Plan, when it was undertaken, was that it would be a “good news”
report and that a new landfill site would not need to be identified. This perception set the precedent
for the level of detail used to anaiyze the existing waste management system. This established an almost
cursory level of analysis, which M. M. Dillon express as an averview evaluation based on limited feld
investigation and available information. Again, this reflects the concept of a "good news" report.

The study consultant then proceeded to develop goals and objectives to be the basis of the component
evaluation criteria for the Master Plan. The goals and objectives are based on the existing system for
the landfill component and the addition of a non-landfill component to the waste management sysiem.

There is no indication in the Stage 1 report of public involvement in the initial development of the goals
and objectives of the Master Plan to form the basis of the component evaluation criteria.

The lack of public involvement is further evidenced by the poor turnouts at four public open houses
held by the consultant to provide an opportunity for the public to review the existing waste management
system and the components being considered for inclusion in the Master Plan. A total of fifty people
turned out t0 the four open house meetings. -

The open houses were organized as informal walk-in sessions. Displays were prepared to illustrate
conditions at existing hndﬂns:m,dmibedoomponcnubemgoonmdemdformmnmthesymm
and provided the goals and objectives of the Master Plan. At no time during the open house was a
formal presentation made 0 the public to educate and inform them on the requirements of a WMMP
ortohavemputonseningthegoalsandobjecuvuforanymgouttheMmterPlan.

e
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mebactgmundhfomaﬁonbasedonmmmnancrhaspmwdmmenpom
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The goals and objectives present a broad perspective with which to analyze the informaton in the
preparation of the Master Plan reports. These criteria should be applied to all areas of the review on
an equat basis and documented to allow consistent ranking and weighing of components.

The second activity undertaken in the Stage 1 report was to identify the possible components for
inclusion in the waste management system. Dillon's component identification process consisted of four
activities:

1) Evaluate a “long list* of componens to ideatify possible components.
2) Evalvate administrative alternatives,
3) Identify candidate areas for system facilities.

4) Identify objectives to evaluate possible components and facility location throughout the WMMP
process.

For each of these activities, the consultant identified criteria to screen the altermatives to narrow down
the lisis for further examination in Stage 2.  Again, there is no reference to public or agency
involvement in developing the criteria or ranking the criteria by level of importance to the local
community.

Deils of the methods used to screen the different components iz each of the four activity arcas are
lacking and lend themseives to the conclusion of a predetermined solution for waste management in
Lambton County.

The main criticism of the Stage 1 report, which carried over to the subsequent reports, is the level of
detail gathered for evaluation of the existing system and then projected to determine the future waste
management requirements. In addition is the reliance by the Steering Committee on Dillon’s experience
from their ongoing work in waste nanagement projecss, as moted in the Stage 2A report, withont
involving the public in a more direct decision-making role, or questioning the rationale of Dillon’s
recommendations,
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The concerns in regard to the data collection and waste quantity projections are further noted in the
June 24, 1986 Steering Committee minutes, where the consuitant was asked to give an overview of the
Stage 1 report. There was considerable discussion amongst the City, local Ministry representatives and
Dillon swff in regard to the consultant’s landfill capacity calculations. Mr. Janse, the acting Sarnia
District Manager for the MOE stated that he disagreed with almost all of the consuitant's capacity
calculations. Mr. Murray, Project Manager for M. M. Dillon stated that, regardless of the discrepancies,
the most important point is that the Study Area has 20 years of excess landfill capacity. It was further
stated that the consultant is simply asking the Committee be basically content with the figures.

These types of responses from the consultant bring into question the validity of the whole Stage 1 report
and the methods employed in carrying out the background research.

Alderman Rade, City Co-Chairman of the Waste Management Committee asked the consultant at the
same meeting, for a summary of the public participation at the series of open houses. Mr. Balfour, of
M. M. Dillon expiained that not very many residents came to the open houses, but a number of
entreprencurs interested in recycling attended. This indicates the lack of public consultation in the
initial stages of the Master Plan development and the lack of concern by the consultant to involve the
public in the WMMP process.

The conclusions of the Stage 1 report supports the premise of a "good news® WMMP. Dilion, based on
their existing and projected waste quantity calculations, concluded there was sufficient capacity within the
existing system for the 20-year planning period. Further, the existing landfills were evaluated to
determine the potential to expand the approved area for landfill within the existing property boundaries
and found the potential available capacity would be well in excess of the 20-year requirement,

Dillon recommended that because the existing system is totally landfill dependent, with of 20
years of capacity for landfilling, further evaluation is required to determine the best system for the
management of waste for Sarnia/Lambton. For this reason, it was recommendedtopmedtosugez
of the Master Plan process.
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33 Stage 2A Report

The Master Plan process consists of three stages. The first stage focused on what could be done by
establishing a long list of possible waste maragement components and elements. This was accomplished
by reviewing the existing system and assessing the adequacy of the system to meet the fumre needs of
the community.

Stage 2 concentrates on what should be done to manage the area’s waste. To do this, Stage 2 is
divided into two phases. The first phase, 2A, smuctures the evaluation process and identifies
alternatves. The second phase, 2B, concentrates on the evaluation of the alternatives and the selection

of the approach to be included in the Master Plan.

The third stage, Stage 3 is the preparation of the Master Plan, which will focus on what will be done
and how it will be implemented.

The Stage 2A report is based on the results of the Stage 1 report, which contains many flaws and
inconsistencies. The Stage 2 report further compounds the inadequacy of Stage 1 by accepting the base
information provided and making recommendations 0 be examined in Stage 2B.

The Stage 1 analysis consisted of three major components;

1) Develop goals for the implementation of the Master Plan.

2) Assessment of the existing system and determine the future peeds.

3) [dentify potential components to be included in the system.

As previously reviewed, the goals used to guide the process in which the Master Plan i directed were
not derived through a public participation process.

The assessment of the existing waste management system and the projected future needs of the users
has been brought into question by the MOE, as noted in the minutes of the Steering Committee
minutes of June 24, 1986,
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The result of the analysis of the existing system in Stage 1 determined there is sufficient capacity for the
20-year planning period. The existing landfills were also evaluated for the potential to expand the
approved area for landfilling within their property boundaries. The additional capacity through
expansion would create potentially available capacity in excess of the 20-year requirement,

The findings of the Stage 1 report indicated that there was no need 0 conduct a search for an
additional landfill facility in the County. The major activities in Stage 1 were the identification of
possible components for the waste management system and to identify administration alternatives to
manage the system.,

Candidate areas were identified for siting various components. Constraints mapping was used to identify
possible areas for sitng future landfills and opportunity mapping identified sites for all other
components. There were considerable siting opportunities for all components of the waste management
system.

The Stage 1 analysis identified four administrative alternatives, pot including the existing situation,
There was no attempt to rank the alternatives in Stage 1, because it was considered inappropriate to
narrow the choices before allowing the public and agencies to remw and comment on the alternatives,

The Steering Committee reviewed the Stage 1 analysis, which resulted in a Working Paper, that deleted
the option of full privatization of the system and added two new alternatives for a tomal of 6. The
Working Paper shouid have been included in the Stage 2A report or a review of its contents to enable
readers of the report to follow the process used to determine its conciusions. There is no record of
public input in reaching the decision on dropping the full privatization option for waste management.

IntheanalyskoftheAdm.in'su'ativeAltema&m,the:eiastamntsayhgthatanofthealtemnm
could include public versus private operations of elements. There is no indication that this was ever
examined further eitherbyadminmu'auve analysis orbyeeonomcanalym. ;

The privatization of one or more of the system oomponem should have been evalvated farther for
consideration in the developmentand impiementation of the Master Plan in the broad terms as specified
bythe four goals developed lll Slage 1. Sz am SRTE es oeGeLEEy U VTN £0ad

CmAF L mmAR R

Chapter 3 of the Stage 2A report outlines the development and evaluation of the treatment components.

¥



SARNIA/LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN Page #15

The analysis does not consider the *No Treatment* alternative as part of the waste management system
even though there is in excess of 20 years of landfill capacity within the boundaries of existing landfill
facilities.

The Stage 1 report identified five options for waste treatment:

1) Composting

2) Shredding

3) Combustion (with & without energy recovery)
4) Waste derived fuet (RDF)

3) Private sector recycling initiatives

These were the only options evalvated in the Stage 2 report. There was no consideration of a
municipal recycling initiative to reduce the volume of garbage going into the existing waste collection
system and further extending the capacity lifetime beyond the present 20 year time frame available.

The data source for information used in this apalysis relied on information from Dillon’s, the consultant,
ongoing work and experience in waste management. There are no references in the report of when the
consultant's past experience was used 10 evaluate the data and what basis the consultant used to
determine when an option required further analysis beyond relying on past experience.

This type of analysis could prejudice the findings of the report by not allowing a totally unbiased
evaluation.

The weatment alternatives were evaluated according to a set criteria. There is no indication of any
invoivement of the public, in the selection or ranking of criteria, as recommended by the MOE. One of
the criteria, Possibly Public Response (PPR), suggests that the analysis was based on avoiding possible
public criticism of options. A description of the PPR criteria used in the ranking of treatment
alternatives by criteria is written in an advisable wone by analyzing the choices for waste treatment with
terms such as ‘It is not possible o speculate which technology, EFW, RDR or; composting, would
reccive greaterflesser public resistance/acceptance.  However, it is reasonable 1o assume that wo
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facilities would potentially receive greater public opposition than one.™

By using this type of criteria, the "Best Solution* may be avoided because of perceived public response
by the politicians. This criteria also indicates the consuitant tried to deflect public opinion by suggesting
uncontroversial reatment alternatives and siting locations.

There is no documentation of public involvement in selecting the recommended componeats for
consideration in the development of the waste management system which were determined 10 be:

1 The existing collection system.
2 Mass burning modular technology with energy recovery.
3. Landfill

Two possible system options are:

1 The existing collection system and landfill facility(s).
2 The existing collection system with EFW facility(s) and landfill facility(s).

Once it was decided t0 pursue the EFW technology, a narrow focus was used for the site selection
criteria. ‘The main consideration for siting was based on the potential steam market for the energy
produced by the facility. The selection of an EFW facility was made without any firm commitment from
potential steam customers to purchase steam,

The volume of waste required to fuel the EFW plant did not consider waste reduction derived from
recycling/source separation and the public initiative for waste reduction. There was no justification to
research for additional landfill capacity due to the sufficient capacity within the present system.

The Stage 2B report will further refine these systems and comparatively evaluate them based on the
flawed existing waste quantities and projected waste quantities, as well as a lack of public involvement in
the process. .

* M. M. Dillon, Sarnia/Lambton Waste Management Master Plan, Stage 2A Report, May 1987, p.
3-18.
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54  Stge 2B Report

The Stage 2B report reviews the waste management alternatives ard develops component systems. The
report determines the preferred system and the respective sites for the various components.

The Stage 2B report documents the second phase of Stage 2 of the Master Plan process. The first
phase structured the evaluation process and identified the waste management system alternatives and
admiristrative options. The second phase concentrates on the evaluation of alternative systems.

Stage 2B reviews three main activities:

examines recycling and its impact on system choice;
the optimization of the two system options; and
recommendation of a preferred alternative.

The Stage 2B report further compounds the inaccuracies derived from the previous two repors. There
is an absence of documentation of public involvement in the master plan process in the report.

The screening of the EFW siting opportunities in the report relies on the opportunity mapping criteria
from Stage 1. The opportunity mapping identified industrially designated lands and major
institutional/industrial uses as possible siting locations because of potential markews for the energy
generated by the EFW facility. There has been no commitment from any of the potential steam
customers 10 purchase the steam. If the EFW facility is built relying on one or two customers for the
energy produced, it would be possible for one or both of the encrgy customers to hold the EFW facility
for ransom, after the investment by the municipality to'build the EFW facility , 10 set the rates charged
for the energy or lose the client.

This is similar to the situation to not privatize the waste management system because the municipality
could not control the cost of dumping after the initial contract had expired. In the EFW scenario, the
County would be out significantly more money by having t0 finance the building of the EFW facility.

The summary of the system differences in the Stage 2B report compares the environmental effects,
displacement effects, level of service, flexibility atributes and long term reliability,. Based on these
assessments, additional observations were made:
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EFW is a waste reduction alternauve and the system cannot pay for itseif;

benefits of EFW are long term based on deferring the need for new landfill sites;

the costs favour the existing landfill system because of adequate landfill capacity existing in the
system.

'I'heStachBreponrecommendstheemﬁnglandﬁﬂwstemwitharevicwatsyearperiodstore-
evaluate developing an EFW facility or other waste reduction systems. The Stage 3 report will detail
the development of the preferred system.

e
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55 Stage 3A Repart

The draft 3A report has been subjected t0 a number of significant changes in approach and direction.
The Master Plan Steering Committee decided in 1989 to deveiop a Master Plan that will meet the full
requirements of the Environmental Assessment Act. This required the previous work to be updated to
a level accepuable to the Environmental Assessment Act standards,

Bill 35, 1989 transferred the responsibility for waste management administration from the Iocal
municipalities to the County. This required the updates of the previous repors to reflect the change in
administration,

Further in March 1988, the Ministry of Eaviropment announced aggressive waste diversion targets calling
for a 25% diversion of waste from landfills and incinerators by 1992 and 50% diversion by the end of
the century.

The 3A report also incorporates recent information on the waste quantities available in the Sarnia
landfill, as reported by Conestoga-Rovers and Associates Limited, the consultant for the City of Sarnia.
These findings show the site life of the Sarnia landfill as having 17 months of capacity available as of
September 1988,

The guidelines for Waste Management Planning recommended by the Ministry of Environment outline
the work to be completed to prepare the plan. Stage 3, the Master Plan Formulation, relies on the
background information documented in the previous reports. The Stage 1, 2A and 2B reports were
prepared based on a limited amount of field investigation of the available capacity in the existing waste
management system. The existing and projected waste quantity capacity calculations are brought into
doubt by the Conestoga-Rovers’ report on the Sarnia landfill and the limited field investigations of the
other sites.

The May 2, 1989 minutes of the Waste Management Steering Commitiee outlines the discussion
between the Committee, the consultants and the MOE. The Ministry felt that significant changes to the
Stage 1 and 2 reports to account for Sarnia’s situation would result in too much *fudging* of the reports.
It was decided that Stage 2 not be adjusted and that revisions will be made to Stage 3 to accommodate
the new information. dycli L1 = il
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The current waste profile used for the Stage 3A report is based on the 1985 questionnaire and survey
data. The 3 R’s were not considered in the quantity calculations to project the future waste profile.

The waste generation rates used by the coasultant are 25% higher than the MOE Planping rates. It is
stated in the 3A report that these vaiues skew the overall waste generation rates to the high end of the
scale. This brings into question the need for new landfill capacity when no accurate assessment of
available capacity has been undertaken of the existing sites, the volumes projected are 25% higher than
MOE rates and the recycling component for waste reduction has not been quantified.

One of the primary goals of the WMMP is 10 reduce the waste quantities going into landfills. The
WMMP recommended finding a new site for a landfill without detailed analysis of existing facilities and
determining accurate waste generation rates.

One of the main concerns regarding the Waste Management Master Plan has been the lack of public
invoivement in the process. The consultant implemented for Stage 3 a Public Advisory Committee in
December 1989. The Committee reviewed all of the previous reports prepared by the consultant to
obtain background information to review the Stage 3 report. The Committee was charged with playing
caich-up on past analysis, while at the same time uying to review current information and reporss from
the consultant. Further, the review of the minutes of the PAC indicates the concerns of the Committee.
PAC wanted funds to hire an outside Engineer to lead them through the site selection process. There
were also concerns that PAC was brought in w0 late and given too litde time 10 review the past work
and become involved with the present process,

There is a lack of documeniation of the involvement of the public in establishing the criteria and
reviewing the screening of alternative components to be considered for the waste management systent.

The landfill site sefection process identifies potential capacity in the County of Lambton. The approach
implemented to identify new landfill capacity was divided into two phases.

° Phase 1 identifies opportunity sites which are defined as areas adjacent to existing landfill sites
in the County, which have addligioéln‘al approved capacity.
: vt e el BT LD LI BCRN ST s
° Phase 2 identifies new sites for landfilling through the constraint mapping process. This resulted
in the identification of large candidate areas suitable for siting a new landfill
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The candidate areas and the opportunity sites were then evaluated to determine the most preferred
sites.

The documentation in the Stage 3A report is incomplete. The Section listing the available capacity of
all existing landfill sites is missing, Section X, The detailed evaluations are not included in Section 6.3
as indicated. The descriptions of the Laidlaw and Petrolia sites are 10 be completed and are not
included in the Draft 3A report,

The 3A report site selection process followed the constraint mapping approach initiated in the Stage 2
report.  Then, because of the new information regarding the site life at the Sarmia landfill, a pew
approach was introduced to find a new landfill site that was not required in the Stage 2 reports.

The new rationale for site selection proposed a waste centroid be located in the County in combination
with waste haul time distances from Sarnia. The study area was identified based on the waste centroid
and then candidate areas were selected by eliminating areas which are clearly unsuitable for a landfill in
the study area. Candidate area and then candidate sites were selected through a more deuwiled level of
analysis.

To summarize, the results of the constraint mapping of terrain evaluations and population distribution
analysis indicated there are numerous areas throughout Lambton County 10 locate 2 new landfill site.
Therefore, additional criteria were introduced 10 reduce the study area. The waste centroid analysis was
based on economic factors to identify the least cost location for a landfill to serve the needs of the
entire County,

The waste centroid was located approximately 10 km east of the City of Sarnia. Further analysis
developed a study area that included an outer most boundary of a 10 km radius from the centroid or a
20 minute travet time from the City of Sarnia.

The initial development of the waste centroid site selection method was started prior to the PAC being
formed 1o review past reports and 1o comment on the current site selection process. No further reports
other than the minutes of the Steering Committee, the Public Advisory Committee and the "public_
workshops have not been received for review. At some point in the process, the results of the Eéte
centroid site selection criteria has been dropped and the thrust of the Stage 3A report changes. The
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cﬁteriainStage3Atolocateancwlandﬁﬂfaciﬁtywcrerevised.

The Stage 3A report states that privately owned landfill sites are less preferred because of the lack of
control by the County over access 1o the site and tipping fees and then states that a Material Recovery
Facility (MRF) could be publicly or privately owned. The report recommends that an MRF for
Lambton County be privately owned due o the high capital costs and the location canrot be
determined due to the potential private ownership of the facility.

There is a very large gap between the direction of the draft 3A report and the recommendation for
siting seven sites in Moore Township made by the Steering Committee in the spring of 1991
Chapter 5, Materials Recovery Site Selection and Chapter 6, Landfill Site Selection are not included in
the draft 3A report

The most current information reviewed to analyze the site selection process has been the minutes of
meetings and public workshops.

The main criteria for siting the landfll facility in Moore Township is the industrial designation in the
Township Official Plan, which has been a criteria used by the consultant since the Stage 2A report.
There is evidence in the minutes of the second Master Plan workshop on September 13, 1990 that there
were questions on the rationale of the industrial criteria.

The most significant concern is the fact that basing the site location on industrial land is an artificial
designation which could change at any time. Morcover, the opdons for siting the facility could reduce
too quickly by examining oaly industrial areas and not investigating other more suitable sites.

MMDmonsmﬁalsoindimwdmatthcopﬁonswouldbeﬁmnedtooquid:lybyonlyenminhgthe
indusuialduimwdlandsandsuggﬂtedthatitheusedasalamrmdainthecompm&ve
evaluation of sites.

The County will be responsible for the rebabilitation and perpetual care of the landfills afier they
become full and cease operation. Uses will have t0 be found for the closed sites. Possible uses include
parksandconsemﬂonams. Somemﬁngusesmrclosedhndﬁnstmmdndcskihﬂb,tobogganmns
andgramglandforﬁmmck. Whenthelnngﬁermmhabﬂitauonofﬂmesimtomﬁnulor
agmamkmnﬁdmummumappmpmmmbumm&dﬂqonammmny
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designated lands. Locating the landfill in industrial designated lands removes the land from being
returned (o industrial uses,
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60 CONCLUSIONS

Subsequent 10 a review of all of the provided data and limited interviews, CEG and UMA have arrived
at a number of conclusions. These conclusions couid have serious and far reaching impacts on the
present WMMP study and it will be necessary to undertake more detailed studies to verify the conflicts
before progressing further.

The first observations are that the terms and conditions of the initial study changed considerably over
time so that finally the objective was the need for a new landfiL Everyone invoived in the study seems
to agree that these conditions have changed. However, there is no justified need for a new landfill to
satisfy the long term requirements of the City/County plan. When it became clear that the Petrolia site
was no longer available and that the Sarmia site needed to be expanded in order to get through the
short terma fast track was established in order 1o identify a new site and obtain the necessary
. approvalks.

A number of times, counsel for the County and M. M. Dillon stated that the use of private sites was
acceptable providing they have the proper ‘institutional underpinnings® and are environmentally sound.
The problem with the County satisfying itself that those criteria are met is that Dillon was unilaterally
making a recommendation to the County on the "soundness® of the Laidlaw site. This decision should
be determined by the EAFB.

In addition, it is noted that Dillon is representing the Greater Toronto Area (GTA) in selecting site
seiection criteria and possible new sites for its client. There appears to be some conflict in interest that
should be discussed and researched further.

With regard to the approach to public participation used by the Steering Committee and their
consultant, the fundamental problem is the weak and an almost superficial public involvement program.
The maxim of "wo little, too late® is very appropriate in this situation. The impetus was left up to the
public to become invoived and as a result there was little volunteer invoivement. In order to solicit
public comment and attitude towards such proposals, an effort must be made to reach the public on
their own terms and conditions. Workshops can be a useful tool once a specific proposal and alternate
locations have been gencrated, however, detailed survey of representative local politicians and a large
number of the general public should have been undertaken at the initiation of the project. It is these
public and local political attitudes that will help shape the direction of any WMMP study.
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The second issue is the need for a new municipal site given that there are so many existing and
proposed private sites within the County, Early in the study, the Steering Committee rejected the idea
of a fully private system of waste collection and disposat as a viable alternative to be considered further.
[t appears from reading the documentation that no variation of this alternative was considered until the
meeting of September 11, 1989 when a refinement of the originally so called "private* disposal method
was discussed. Mr, Andy Wright, the County’s solicitor stated that Kent and Essex Counties have such
arrangements and they work very well with an agreed rate structure. However, the commitee stll did
not wish to consider private sites further.

It is clear that there is more than enough capacity within the existing landfills both public and private in
the County. What is needed is a clear understanding of this capacity and what arrangements can be put
in place to ensure the County’s needs over the long term and the terms and conditions of such an
arrangement

The third issue is the potential effects of a landfill on adjacent planned land use designations. Although
there was a number of times when the "industrial zoned or designated” land use area was considered,
then dropped as a criteria for site selection, it is obvious that the criteria was used in the siting of the 7
potential landfills, which are all located in the "industrial designation” of the Moore Township Official
Plan.

There is no hard planning evidence that a municipal iandfill operation is a major attribute or detriment
0 an industrial development area. However, this begs the argument, why develop another site when
several exist already? Most businesses usually have to use private collection and since a majority are
the owners of those private sites most of this waste is redirected from the municipal sites. Therefore, it
can be concluded that the development of the landfill on industrial pianned land will reduce the
capability of the Township to provide such land 10 a potentially more productive, longer term employer
and rate payer.

The fourth issue is the seriousness of the Master Plan in its discussion of waste recovery and energy
from waste. Given that this is a WMMP study for the Sarnia/Lambton study area, private groups, such
as the Chamber of Commerce have undertaken what appears 10 be more detailed studies of energy
from waste projects than the Steering Commitiee were willing to consider. These options have not been
brought into the Master Planning Process in sufficient detail 10 warrant valid consideration and
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evaluation.

The fifth issue pertains to the role of the County Plananing Office in the process. Due to certain
conflicting views held by the consultant and Steering Committee on one hand and the planning
administration on the other, the role of the pianning deparmment toward the later pericd has been
minimized. The municipal planning advice and components in the study has been dependent on the
interpretation of the consultant. There is no doubt that some planning information was obtained from
" the County department, however, little or no professional opinion was solicited from the County planner
regarding their client’s planning needs, goals and objectives. This is obvious by the lack of consideration
of Moore Township’s goals and objectives regarding the industrial area designated or either side of
Highway #40.

The final issue is that pertaining to a perceived conflict of interest between the consultant, M. M.
Dillon; the client, the Sarmia/Lambton Wasie Management Steering Commiuee; and the Greater
Toronto Area, the sponsor of the three private sites in Lambton. There have been a number of
discussions in the minutes about the topic and M. M. Dillon were instructed to draft a letter stating why
in their opinion there was no conflict. This letter has not been reviewed, however, a second legal
opinion may produce a different conclusion than that of the WMMP Steering Committee.
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7.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

There are a number of recommendations 10 be made as a result of the review and conclusions drawn
from this study documentation to date. The purpose of these recommendations is to provide Moore
Township an understanding of the work still to be completed prior to submitting a formal intervention
before the EAHB hearing on the Master Plan prepared for the Sarnia/Lambton Waste Management
Steering Committee.

Re endation #1

Prior o embarking on any study of this size and magnitude, it is imperative that the propoaent has a
good idea of the public attitude towards the specific problem. [n the case of the Sarmia/Lambton Waste
Management pian, very little effort was made t0 understand what the public perception and artitudes
are towards garbage and landfills and their management

Therefore, it is recommended that a full public attitude survey be undertaken in order to better
understand the public perception of the problem and their suggestions as to possible solutions t0 the
waste management in the Sarnia/Lambton study area.

The objective of this survey is to identify public artitudes toward various aspects of waste management
to identify preferences for how the waste Mmanagement system might operate most appropriately for
Lambton County.

This survey should be undertaken to document the opinions of political and community leaders as well
as from a representative sampie of residents in Lambton County.

The approach to gathering the information will be as follows:
L. The key community leaders and politicians will be interviewed, either in person or by telephone
and other Moore Township officials as appropriate. Those to be interviewed will be identified

in discussion with the CAO and Reeve of Moore Townaship.

2. A telephone survey from a random sample of Lambton County residenss will be undertaken.
The sampies will be drawn such that there is a represeniative number of respondents from each
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municipal jurisdiction within Lambton County and for the County as a whole.

The public attitude study will take about 2 months 0 complete and can be initiated as soon as approval
is granted.

eco dation #2

The basis of this report and recommendations are the documents provided by Moore Township. Prior
t0 any further investigation, a detailed and thorough critique should be undertaken in order to establish
a more firm position regarding the issues surrounding the whole study. This would include a detajled
survey of the existing system, both public and private, in order to verify the M. M. Dillon data with
regards to existing and proposed capacity of the waste management system; the amount of waste
generated and the predicted success of the alternative methods of reduction such as resource recovery
and EFW processing,

mmendation #3

Moore Township should rewin a municipal planner to review the land use planning aspects of the study.
The County planning department could continue the day-to<day administration of the Official Plan and
Zoning by-law. However, an independent consultant is recommended to address the planning issues
raised by the Master Plan process.

epdati 4
A thorough engineering, economic and eavironmental study be undertaken to provide council with a

competitive, more up-to-date recommendation for the Master Plan implementation and cosybenefit
analysis of the private versus municipal system.

e
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1.1.1 Study Purpose

The plan will serve as the rationale for subsequent approvals of facilities under the Environmental
Assessment Act

pg 12
114 Staws upder the i ental

MP being deveioped in accordance with requirements of the Environmental Act.

pg 14
L16 Report Format
pg. 1-5

1.2 Study Approach
1.22 Goal [dentification

The goals address, in general terms, the definition of environment in the EAA. Four goals were
deveioped.

- avoid risk to public heaith and safety
- avoid environmental impacts

. enhance level of service
. minimum costs

pg- 1-7  Relating all anaiysis to the four study goals allows decisions to be made in a consistent,

traceable and logical manner and satisfies the requircments of the Environmental Assessment
Act.

pe. 1-7
124 sStage/Evajuation - two major activities

+ descriptiou and assessment of existing system and identification of future needs.
- identification of possible components for inclusion in the waste management system.
pe- 18 Existing Svytem Assessment
This evaluation was undertaken at an overview level
- site suitabdlity criteria Table 1, pg. 1-9.
pg. 1-10  Table 2 - Relationship of Goak to existing site suitability criteria.
pg 1-11

b) Thelevelofanalyshuseda:;dthedata,ﬁmeandmomavnﬂablemundemkethe
evaluation (existing sites).
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pg. 113
b)

pg. 1-14
pe 1-17

- time and resources limited to undertake the evaluation.

- do not allow a detailed analysis and evaluation.

-overview level analysis, limited field investigation and available information,
Time and costs do not allow a detailed analysis and evaluation of expansion.
Table 3 - Criteria for Assessing Site Expansion

Component Identification

Second major activity undertaken in Stage 1 comsisted of four activities.
. identify possible components

. administrative alternatives

. identify candidate areas

. identify objectives to evaluate components and locations

pg. 1-18
pg 1-19
pg- 1-20
pg. 121

pe 1-22
pg. 1-23
pg- 1-24

Component Screening Criteria, Table 5
Reiate between Goals & Component Screening Criteria, Table 6
Level of detail - generic in nature

Component Identification- identify candidate areas.
- areas where the location of a particular waste management component is high.

Administrative Evaluation Criteria, Table 6
Relate between Goals & Administrative Evaluation Criteria, Table 8
Components for which candidate areas identified

. depot centres

. transfer stations

- composting
- combustion (with energy recovery)

. combustion (without energy recovery)

. waste derived foel

. landfill

.
[ TR
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Grouped into two types.

. landfill facilities

. non-landfill facilities

pg 1-24 Those componeats for which candidate areas were identified included:
. depot centres

. transfer stations

. composting

. combustion (with energy recovery)

- Combustion (without energy recovery)

. waste derived fuel

. landfill

These were grouped into two types for constraint mapping.
. landfill facilities

. non-landfill facilities

The non-landfill facilities are generally industriai in nature and siting requirements were distinctly
different from landfill component.

Stage 1

Pg 121 - no public input on goals for the Waste Management Master Plag,

pg 1-23 - uses costs as 2 factor - minimize costs.
- why buy existing industrial land.

P8 124 - grouped facilities into two types
- landfill
- non-landfill

- non-landfill facilities industrial in nawure - siting requirements distinctly different from iandfill
component.

pg 1-24 ;:oconsu'am mapping used for landfill component - generally sites throughout Lambton
unty.

Pg 1-29 - no absolute constraints to siting any facility - any location in the County considered suitable.
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pg. 1-30

P 130
pg. 1-35
pg. 1-36

pg. 1-37

pg. 1-38

pg. 140
pg. 141

pg 229
pg. 2-30
pg 240

pg 245

pg 249

- non-landfill facilities industrial in nature. Identify areas which permtit industrial,

-Question- only existing industrizl - no offer of site to municipalities to see if anyone wanits
it - change O.P.’s and zoning.

- potential markets - for steam - EFW's dropped later.
- components ¢an be sited anywhere in Sarnia/Lambton area.

- avoid risk to public heaith by reducing potential for pollution of surface water.
- Moore sites close to St Clair River,
- move further inland,

- avoid risk to public heaith by reducing polluting air resources.
- move from Moore already bad air, spread impact around the County.

- agricultural land.
- lots in County
- not a significant loss (71 ha). willing sellers/next to existing,

- minimize conflict with existing, committed proposed and planned land uses.
- taking valuable industriaf land.

- check Moore O.P. background for projections on need for industrial land figures. - need

for areas as designated - landfill not considered/need to designate additional area for it - may
be based on land ownership and industry surveys - landfill not considered.

Econgmic
- maximize local employment opportunities.
- minimize land acquisition costs.
Public Participation P
- 10 assist in development of the plan.
- EFW facility - market area requirements,
- Ontario Hydro - would not be warranted.
- hidden costs.

- land purchase - why industrial land

- administration - why not private system
- exempt assessment - tax private fac. higher

- capacity and life of existing private sites
- well beyond planning period

- futare needs R o e R
- current capacity - beyond 20 years

T ML AT Sk AU T Sl
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~a

Pg- 2-52 - expansion potential and existing landfill facilities

- within current boundaries

- acquisition of adjaceat lands

- to be investigated during Stage 2
Pg. 2-53 - each site desirable characteristics would favour expansion.
Pg 2-54 - additional unapproved area available on site.
pg- 3-52 - management/administrative

Aliernative C
- eatirely private responsibility

pg. 3-35 - review and comment by agencies and the public of alternatives - considered inappropriate
to narrow choices before allowing comments.

pg. 3-57 - agricultural constraint mapping criteria dropped from further consideration.
- because of predominance of high quality agricultural lands.

pg 3-58 - opportunity mapping for components
EFW/MRF

- industrial designation
- Figure 22
pg 42 - capacity for 20 years. However, the system is towzlly landfill dependent - no 3 Rs.
pg- 44 - Stage 2 analysis will develop specific siting criteria - with public input - no record.
Appendix D
pg. D-3 ublic icipation
1st open house:
- total of 13 peapie at open house in Wyoming.
- 12 people in Sarnia .
- Do written comments
2nd open house:
- Opportunity to review the results of Stage 1 analysis,
- 18 people in Wyoming
- 7 people in Sarnia
- one written comment
pg. D4 Direct Mailing List

- interested persons or groups
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pg. D-7 - very little response from public on approach methods and analysis.
- were they asked.

Appendix F
Figure 3 - assessment of existing system.

Figure 18 - transportation and wtilities - Moore Twp. contains the most.
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Stage 1 - Addendum

- contains changes and additions from Steering Committee and MOE.
- we have none of the MOE comments.

pg. 1-32
pg. 149

Pg 25

pg 2-10
pg. 2-18
pg. 244

- added existing waste management facilities to the opportunity mapping criteria.

- reference to ESA's.

- constant generation rate used over the 40-year needs period - reflecting current trend in the
province.

- doesn’t consider 4 R’s.

- discussion on how Dillon arrived at waste quantities.

- sludge not inciuded in quantity estimates,

- Samnia landfill life - 10+ years.

*Pg 2-51 - Landfill area used and remaining

Insert 6
pg. 2-52

pg. 2-56

pg. 41
pg. 4-2
pg. 44

- add extensively.

- County can meet the requirements for 20 years at existing landfills.

- Expansion potential of existing landfill
-Facilities - developing areas not approved but within property boundaries.
-acquiring additional land not considered in stage 1 - could be in Stage 2.

- Conclusions on Expansion
-in excess of 20 year planning period.

Stage 1 -Conclusions
- potentially available capacity well in excess of 20 year requirement.

- recommends importing of waste be examined in Stage 2.
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Stage 1 - Appendices
Appendix A - External Team Organization

Appendix B - Questionnaires
- Municipal Questionnaire
- Industrial Waste Questionnaire

Appendix C - Site Descriptions
Existing Landfills

Appeadix D - Public Participation Program
- Newsletters
- Public Open Houses
- Media Advertisement
- Direct Mailing to Interested Groups and Individuals

Appendix E - Replacement Cost of Landfill Calculations
Appendix F - Figures
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2A - Outline -

pg 18 - desirable to devise an approach for developing and evalvating systems that minimizes the
number of alternatives.

- approach has been devised and followed during Stage 24, see pg. 1-8.
pg- 2-1 - inappropriate to narrow choices before review by agencies and the public,
- review by Steering Comminee resulted in a working paper. Where is paper?
- most notably - the deietion of the full privatization aiternative - no public comment.
Pg 3-1 - information drawn from Dillon’s ongoing work in waste management.
- this experience used 10 estimate costs.
P& 3-3 - possible public response/evaiuvation criteria.
- components for future consideration - 3 alternatives.
pg- 3-10- incineration without energy recovery decured Inappropriate and will not be pursued further.
- EFW recommended combustion option for Sarnia/Lambton.
d echnro

- public response more severe than mechanical treatment
- disadvantage of mechanical - higher cost

pg- 3-11- mechanical treatment recommended composting option for Sarnia/Lambton.
- very general

Data Source pg. 3-1
- information was drawn from Dillon’s ongoing work in waste managemetln.
- 0o public involvement on decisions.

pg 2-1 Administration

- Steering Committee dropped full privatization.
- no public comment.

- it seems like Dillon is making the decisions on what to drop.
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Stage 2B - Onutline

pg. 4
116 Study Goals - four goals

PE- 5
1.1.7 uatio existi

- existing approved capacity of 102 ha.
- need to dispose of 2.4 million tonnes over 20 years.

- requires 90 ha
- sufficient capacity within existing system for 20 year planning period.

*pg.6 - potendial for expanding approved area of landfilling.

- additional capacity available approximaiely 148 ha in addition to the 102 ha of unused
approved capacity availabie in existing system.

- total of 250 ha is well in excess of 20 year requirement of approximately 90 ha.
- Is this requirement before the 3 R’s - yes.

pe 8 - considerable opportunities for siting all components.

pg. 13 - "appeared to be little justification for a new landfill M'.

pg. 13 - two systems identified.

pg. 13 - if no EFW, won't need to be near steam markets.

pg. 18 - 'long list’ of factors.

Pg- 20 - system alternative assessment factor, Table 2.1 includes social impacts,

pe 9 - separation and recycling deferred uatil preferred system identified, (stage 3).
pg 10
133 Treamment Component Evaluation
- five treatment components (RDF and EFW)
pg 12 - eight criteria to evaluate components. '
* - EFW - siting opportunities - dependent on markets.

- EFW modular technology recommended as most desirable option.

Pg. 13 - two system altermatives identified. h
-existing coilection system and landfill facilities, e i N i
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1y

pg. 25 - added (e) public input.

pg. 26  Recycling Opporwnities

- waste reduction estimates are highly speculative (thus no reduction is a reasonable
conservative assumption), contradicts page 27 & 34.

pg 27 - recycling should be considered as a major element in keeping with the MOE's "4 R’s"
policy.

pg. 29 - recycling tonnage
- if County-wide significant saving,

pg. 30 - reduce landfill capacity requirements and extend life of existing sites (10% over 20 yrs.)
pg. 34
37 Why Recycle?
- less waste extend site life.
pg 36  System 1 Optimization

pg. 36 - Allocation of wastes ‘C of 2A’s’ - assumptions
-no limits - change rules later.

pg 44 - Sombra - does have industrial land, but privately owned.
pg 49 - shredding only considered for Sarnia.
Pg.- 50 - imporvexport

pg 53 - Optimized System 1 Description
-existing collection system - existing Jandfill and transfer facility at Grand Bend

pg- 55  System 2 Optimization
-add an EFW

pg 58 EFW Facility Siting
-based on Steam customers

Figure 5.1 EFW siting opportunities
-all located in Moore Twp.

pg 61 - life of four landfills shown
-Sarnia - 25 years
-Moore - 27 years
-Petrolia - 31 years
-Dawn - 24 years

Pg 52 - list of all centfied operating landflll sites in the counties surrounding Lambton - Appeadix
_ oun . .
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wa

pg. 81 Social Impacts
pg. 84 Recommendation
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Stage 3A - Outline

No/Index

No/Chapter 5: ateri € acility Site

No/Chapter 6: Landfill Site Selection

Change of direction from Stage 2B promoting an EFW as one of two preferred options for Lambton
County.

- 3 R’s not considered in quantity calculations.

- dropped EFW and now promote an MRF.,

Section 1.5 Public Consujtation

- says nothing
- where are the results of public consultation.

Section 2.1 Introduction

- the information presemted in Stage I, 2A & 2B was incorporated and where necessary,
updated in this report.

Section 2.3.2 Current Waste Profile
- based on the 1985 questionnaire and survey data.
Section 233 Euture Waste Profile
- waste generation rates 25% higher than the MOE planning rates
- these values "skew” the overall waste generation rates to the high end of the range.
- a5 a result, higher values than MOE planning rates use for planning in this Master Plan,
- pg 6. 3 R’s waste reduction not factored into waste quantity rates.
- Pg 11. private industry may handie industrial non-hazardous waste. No figures,
Section 2.6.2 Existing Disposa] Facilities
A more accurate assessment of the remaining capacity at all sites may be warranted.
- assessment would include field surveys and mapping,
Section 2.63 Environment| Sujtability
- Pg 25. landfill locations suitable for continued nse within current disposal areas.
- pg-so. four existing landfills have approval to Operate on only & portion of land owned.
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- pg 30. estimates for required disposal capacity assume current practices with no waste
reduction from 3 R’s.
* Primary goal of WMMP to reduce waste quantities destined for landftlling, .
Section 3 Identify and Evaluate Alternative Technique

pg.l  Technologies evaluated in a two-step process to reduce a long hst of alternatives 10 a more
manageable number.

- based on criteria in Table 3.1.

. No public involvement in setting criteria and no record of public comment as listed as one of
the criteria.

- who picked or suggested alternative techniques.

- o record of steering committee decisions on alternative technique.
Pg 14 Section 3.5 Criteria for Evaluation of Selected Components

- agaie no documentation of public involvement,
pg 26 & 27

- elimination of EFW based on 3 R's yet on page 30 estimated disposal capacity assumed no 3
R’s.

Section 4 mmmammamm
4.1 Criteria
- no documentation of Steering Committee or public involvement.
No Section 5 MRF Site Selection
- to be completed. '
- phone call on April 4, 1991 to Kim Kutyba. Said Site Selection criteria coming in 2-3 months.
Section 6 Landfill Site Selection
6.12 Goals of Site Selection process
- minimize cost - why pick industrial land over agricuitural land.
614 pg 3 New Landfill Capacity
- 2 phases I.Oppormnilysm-areaadjacenttoexisﬁnglandﬂnsxm,whinhhava

additional approved capacity.
z.ldenﬂfynewshestorhndﬁlﬁng.
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P 3 - all evaluation factors were identified and developed and ranked with input from PAC and 2

6.2.3

G.3
L

Pl

3.

4,
63.2

public workshops.

Opportunity Site [dentify

- most compatible with existing/proposed land uses.

- only landfills with approved capacity considered as opportunity sites,
- areas adjacent to existing sites may have infrastructure in place.

- description of opportunity sites to be completed.

ndfjll Sjte S ! c

waste centroid and waste haul time distarce from Sarnia
identify candidate areas

identify potential sites in C.A.

assess candidate sites.

- entire county acceptable from hydrogeologic perspective.

- RO area to be at an advantage in terms of hydrogeoiogy.
- day soils everywhere.

- sensitivity to population distribution - candidate areas throughout the County.
- in summary - results of terrain and population. No area at an advantage for landfilling.

- additional steps taken o reduce study area.

Pe- 14 Reduce Study Area

1

- produced a Waste Centroid and located approximately 10 km to east of City of Sarnia.

- from the Waste Centroid, a radivs of 10 km was used in which to locate the candidate sites,
City of Sarnia major waste producer.

- used to identify waste travel time from 3 exit points from the City,

- study team determined 20 minutes would be boundary of study area.

- 20 minutes travel time contained the 10 km radius around Waste Centroid.



SARNIA/LAMBTON
WAS’I'EMANAGEMENTMASTERPLAN-AM&D Page #D-4

Figure 1 illustrates - No. Figure 1.

Section 7 Waste Mapagement System Development

73
Pg- 5 - MRF may divert 60% of waste. MOE mandated waste reduction 50%.

pg- 4 - MRF desirable for the waste diversion potential

73.1
pg. 7 - Residential recyciable volume reduction - 65% potential.

Pg 14 - MRF - private ownership preferred for Lambton County.
- MRF should be located in opportunity areas identified in Chapter 5. Not compieted.
Pg- 14 - MRF location cannot be determined due to potential private ownership of the facility.

Pg. 14 - there are several opportunity lands for MRF sitings in the defined study area. Opportunities
are vacant ipdustrially zoned land and existing waste disposal facilities.

74.1 Plan 1 Potential Allocation of Waste No Diversion

Pg- 19 - new land has yet to be selected. Assumed new landfill located at the centre of the Waste
Centroid.

pg. 36/
76 Optimized System Description

Section 8.1.2.1 Goals and Objectiveg
- key goals - the 3 R’s.

Section 825  Landfill p. 13
-addiﬁonallongtermcapacityneeded.

Pg 13 - the County should now continue with the site selection process and environmental assessment
studies,

Pg 14 - the County will be responsible for rehabilitation and perpetual care of landfills after they cease
operation. Such uses could possibly inciude parks or conservation authority activities.

. rehab. landfills make more sense to locate in a park.

i s 30
ik
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Steering Committee Minutes Review

The Steering Committee was established to act as a liaison between the consuitant and the member
municipalities of Lambton County and the City of Sarnia. It functions as the client to whom the
consuitant M. M. Dillon reports, seeks approval and direction for the study progress. The Steering
Committee is made up of

The following is a summarization in point form of the committee minutes from March 29, 1988 w0
January 4, 1991. Comments are made in bold.

March 29, 1988, S/1, WMMP

- Report on Stage 2B.
May 2, 1989

- Where Master Plan fits with Sarnia Landfill EA.
- MOE setting up PAC.

Update on WMMP

- Authorize Dillon to finalize Stage 2B report. Start Stage 3.

- County restructuring concerns.

- Laidlaw applied to change C of A to include all of Ontario. 1,700 people attended an Open
House held by Laidlaw,

- SILWMMPCommineeopposaLaidlawCofAchangewanofOnmrio.

- Would not recommend changes to Stage 1 and 2 to account for Sarnia’s situation. Result in too
much fudging.

Comment: Does this mean that the original data was incorrect or did not account for Sarnia? If the
latter, then new Stage 1 and 2 report should have been initiated.

- Should have a Public Advisory Committee.,
- Report on meeting - MOE/Samia Technical staff.
June 15, 1989

- Stage 2B report received from June 1, 1988.

- Feasibility study being done,

- I.ztterfmmdtyofSamia,Dec.ﬁlss,mqwﬂngDﬂlontoreviseStagel&Zreporls,re:
Sarnia landfill life.

Commeat: What was Dillon’s response?

- DMOnhmFeb.mhdndedpubncparddpaﬂonpmgmm.
- Lack of public interest - MOE and Steering Committee fiel opportunities were adequate.
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an

- Letter from Malcolm Boyd, re: tech. meeting Apr.7/88.
June 89
Deals with Petrolia Site.

- Dillon instructed to upgrade WMMP to EAA level
- MOE recommended hiring a public participation co-ordinator.

Commeat: There were no Terms of Reference for the public participation co-ordinator and Dillon
recommended against it.
July 25, 1989

- Discuss Laidlaw propose to expand its landfill and license 1o take in waste from all of Ontario.

- Rhonda Hustler from Citizen’s Committee wants County 10 take stand on Laidlaw EA process -
Comminee want a report from Planning Director.

Comment: What is County’s stand rowards Laidlaw?

September 5. 1989

Sarnia Interim Expansion

- Recommend Dillon & Conestoga-Rovers at a cost of $525,000,

September 11. 1989 |

Petrolia lapdfill life at present fiil rate.

- 17,000 t4r is 35 years.
5 Saufficient at Brooke, Dawn, Moore and Petrolia sites, until 2001 at present fill rates.

Janet Smoiders of Dillon pointed out July 19/89 letter includes 5 criteria for accessing value of landfill
sites.

Comment: What is the life of Sarnia landfill pow? What is 5 criteria ?
September 13, 1989

Sarnia Interim Expansion

Qctober 24, 1989

General

- Public participation in this stage more intense to address MOE concerns.

Comment: What were MOE concerns?

November 16, 1989
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Update on WMMP Stage 3A
- Three options for site.

- Laidlaw site
- Petrolia site
- New site in study area

Dillon explained study area site search.

Dillon’s work has shown many areas techuically suitable for landS§IL

MOE'’s concerns establishing PAC and involving the public.

Alderman Poore commented addition of PAC constitutes a ‘change in rules while the game is
on".

Comment: It is obvious that Alderman Poore represents a mafority opinion of members of Steering
Committee.

November 27, 1989

Review of proposed workplan for increased public participation in WMMP.

Reference of Tiny Township in Simcoe County - inadequate public participation.

MOE recommending more public participation.

Best to have some radicals, housewives and farmers on PAC.

Dillon will choose representatives from list.

Update on Laidlaw site. -

Existing capacity - approximately 1 million tons at present fill rate (200 t/day) = 12 yrs.
May not be viable site o incinde in WMMP.

Comment: Why?

- Petrolia site fits in WMMP.

Comment: Why?

December 18, 1989

Update on Stage 3 of WMMP

Update on Petrolia site.

Both Petrolia and Laidlaw - "opportunity sites®,
Compare them to a new site.

Long werm new site would not require community consensus because of site selection process in
EAA. '

Comment: Assumption is that there is no public invoivement in site selection process.
PAC update - general '
- WﬂlinviteZPACmembersmsitonWhMSteerthommime.
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Update Sarnia Interim Expansion

- Residents interviewed within 1.5 km of site.
- Participation rate high.

Comment: Note that when effort is made 10 contact public on an environmental issue, participation
rate s high,
Jaguary 22, 1990

Question on voting privileges of PAC on the Steering Commirtee.

Aprii 19, 1990

Chamber of Commerce. present re: EWP - feasibility study by Gore & Storrie to be completed by
September 20, 1990. Cost of plant = 1 bilkion, start-up = 8-10 yrs.

- Funding for study from 4 major industries in Chemical Valley, Ontario Hydro, City of Sarmia,
County of Lambton and Ministry of Energy.

- Letter from R. Hustler wanting minutes of Public and Incamera meetings of Steering
Committee.
Incamera meeting should not be discussed publicly.

:
s
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P.Westfall, solicitor for the intervenor group for Sarnia Interim Expansion.

A. Wright wanted to know if there were other groups that would seek intervenor funding.

General consensus of WMMP Committee is that Public Liaison Committee established for the

Sarnia landfill not be given voting privileges on WMMP Steering Committee.

- The representatives of PAC on the Steering Committee adequately fuifilled the needs of the
pubiic.
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Sarnia Landfill Terms of Reference
April 19, 1990
Certificate. of Approval - part lots 11 and 12, Conc. I, Twp. of Sarnia, Oct. 3/86

May 23, 19950

Moore Township talked about the Ogden-Martin EFW plant and tour in Grand Rapids, Mi
- Worried the GTA proposal will delay the WMMP.

Comment: Proposed Plympton Site.

- Discuss taping minutes.
- Discussion on Dillon/Metro. Toronto/Lambton conflicts of interest.

Relationship to date
Lambton/Sarnia:

- Dillon hired in 1986 for WMMP and site selection process.
- Also Sammia site interim expansion.

Metro Toronto:

Dillon hired in 1987 for a long term site selection.

Plympton Township looked at.

Concem if Metro asks Dillon to list sites best to worst.

Suspicion of those not involved of "Hidden Agenda”.

The Committee took the position that Dillon does not have a Conflict of Interest.
Dillon will prepare a letter for public record on why no conflict of interest.

Comment: Leuer should be reviewed and if necessary, challenged.
- Infor. on MRF plant.
PAC minutes of May 3, 1990:

T. Burrell feels committee has not had a hand in landfill site selection process to dat
C. Fletcher of Dillon explained Dillon started siting on their own in 1989.

PAC favoured environmental constraints over environmental

Dillon wouid assist PAC in "getting the word out”,

A.Wright indicated daily tonnage limit for Laidlaw site Warwich Township couid be
court challenge.

Jupe 19, 1990 - Sarnia Landfill Expansion

Purpose: Review comments on draft documentation to support Applications for an En
Assessment Act Exemption and Environmenta} Protection Act Approval,

Landfill expansion costs:
- Letter to David Peterson, re: GTA Council does not support site in Lambton.
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July 3, 1990

- Short summer meeting,

July 18,1990

New Committee members from City and County.
Further discussion onr Dillon’s Copflict of Interest.

Metro asked Dillon to go beyond technicai fact finding to actually ranking the sites in order of
preference.

- Letter to Kent County to identify the Ridge and Gore sites as alternatives to expanding Sarnia
site,

PAC minutes of May 31 and June 28/90 be adopted.

Direction re: PAC and mileage.

Backyard composting program status.

WMMP committee supports B.C.P,

Copy of Waste Line - magazine.

] L L] + L]

Augpust
New Committee members from PAC introduced.
Sarnia Interim Expansion

- Social Impact Assessment, pg. 68-70.
. WMMP - Ogden Martin proposal - EFW,

August 29

Samia Interim Expansion Application

- re: expansion a minor variance to the zoning - non-conforming use.

- A.Wright stated a lapdfill can exist anywhere as long as it conforms to the EAA. R.Snow felt
County farther ahead to0 purchase homes prior to approval of landfill and then resell with
landfills existence a pre-condition.

Comment: Obvious that R.Snow does not understand EAA or process.

- Moore, Dawn and Brooke can’t accept Sarnia Waste as per respective C of A.

Comment: Can they be expanded and meet environmental criteria.

September 17, 1990 @ 12:30 p.m.

- Curbside collection of lawn and garden waste left to the future,

- Dillon will make presentation on Interim Expansion at Couaty Council.
‘- Public Advisory Committee Action Plan Recommendations.
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Less emphasis on landfill more on reduction.

CFlewher feels onus on County to respond to PAC recommendations.

PAC does not fecl MRF feasible at this time.

PAC - 70% diversion over time.

Dillon will review PAC recommendations in regard to Stage 3 report. Review Sept 13/90
workshop.

Comment: Has Dillon ignored PAC recommendations?

Industrial versus all land. Zoning not a consideration.

RSnow question on how 10 handle a willing seller.

Reply - site has to meet technical requirements. Pass minimum acceptability.
Reviewed criteria for study area are:

- 00 Class 1 or 2 lands

- close to highways

- ESA to be avoided

- break-in watershed

- industrially zoned lands preferred

As a result of Sept.13/90 workshop, industrially zoned land not a criteria.

October 18, 1990 @ 12:30 p.m,

ol o o

Samnia Interim Expansion application 95% complete.

C. Fletcher updated Committee.

3 workshops to date include PAC and public at large.

Discussed 19 candidate areas.

Siting criteria and priority discussed.

Site size 71 ha on assumption. It wouid include landfill with no diversion to MRE (worst case).
Next workshop short list sites, Site sizes required as follows: 31 ha -meet diversion objections
(25%-50%) landfill only.

A number of sizes and uses (see minutes).

ASSUMPTIONS OF MASTER PLAN

Planning - Council will ngt depend on private sector.
Will be - landfill composting and MRF,
Waste quantities residential some commercialfindustrial

Dillon looking 2t candidate landfill sites.

Moved - design of site not included, approx. 140,000 tjyr. of inert industrial/commercial solid
waste.

November 8 1990 12:30 p.m,

Delcgation RE: Reuter Resource Recovery

Asked Dillon and MOE for comments.
25% contingency in landfill size criteria. g s SRk L St
Letter from Rhonda Huster, Oct.18/90, re: potential confiict of interest by Committee member.

Bt PN e o s UL Y cho B4 41 R



SARNIA/LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER FLAN - Appendix E Page #E-8

Comment: Who?

- Letter sent by Metro Toronto to citizens of Plympton against landfill to review and approve
criteria for Metro site selection.

Comment: Did WMMP Committee do the same for Sarnia/Lambion study?

- Letter.

December 13, 1990 @ 12:30 p.m,

- Delegation from Bluewater Recycling Assoc. gave a short introduction 1o BRA.
- Currently serving 55 municipalities in Huron, Middlesex, Lambton and Perth.

- MOE guidelines 25% to 50% reductions.

- Processing approximately 4,000 tones of recycles per year.

- Request from Metro Toronw to review the criteria for site selection.

- Request made 10 PAC.

Comment: Did Metro review the sites and were they selected by Dillon?

- Sarnia landfill interim expansion application update to committee.

- Review of discussion by M. Lennox with P. Hungerford with regard to planning documentation,
re: required zoning changes.

- D. Poore advised commitiee property owners in vicinity of Sarnia landfill willing to sell their
properties.

Comment: Was this followed-up by the Committee?

- Discussed best methods to notify the public, re: Stage 3 report
- Discussed user pay system.
- Letter from City Sarnia, re: garden composting received and filed - dealt with staff level

New Business:

- Material Recovery Facility by the Reuter group on the Indian Reserve. R.Snow agrees MRF
viable part of waste plant.

Comment; Was it copsidered/reduce volume for existing sites, ie. Moore, Dawn, Etc.?

- SamialnteﬁmExpansion-sitewﬂlﬁﬂImsquicklybemusecnyreducedordivemdwastefrom
the landfill 1,500 t/month between 1988 and 1990,

- Letter from Dillon to the Commitiee, re: Material Recovery Facility. Possible effects on siting
work.

- Process has proceeded on assumption of a site for a composite facility.

- If separate, it would not necessarily invalidate current siting process.

Comment: Have they ever considered separate sites for composting facility?
from Peter Westfall/lawyer, to the newspaper, Blackwell S.R. landSiL

daguary 4. 1991 @ 1:00 p.m.
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- Mave ahead with seven preferred sites and notify the owners.
- Next step, notify the adjacent landowners.

Comment: Was there no pror contact with the landownmers to see if they wanpted their lands
considered? Did the landowners have any input into the process?

- Moore Township Council attended meeting.
- S.Campbelt expressed planning process not followed.
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Waste Management Committee
Minutes of Mectings Review

December 20, 1989
- PAC suarted at Stage 3 of WMMP.

Jaguary 23, 1990

- PAC reviewing Stage 3 report info on Environics Research Group Ltd., re: Halton WMMP.

February 22, 1990
Chairperson of PAC
- Antended MOE workshop in Toronto on public participation.

Comment: Why not Steering Committee and consuitant?

March 27, 1990

- PAC reviewed Stage 3 draft - ready for Site Selection workshop.

April 20, 1590

Results of site selection workshops.

- 40 people attended from across the County.

Commeat: Who were these people and wio did they represent?
- agenda: Task 1 - Define Study Area

Task 2 - List Constraints
Task 3 - Rank Constraints

April 23,1990
May 23, 1990
- Second meeting of Landfill Site Selection Commirtee,

- PAC wanss Dillon’s assistance 0 arrive at a method of justifying process to determine final

study arcas defined by constraints.
Juse 13, 1990
Jupe 18, 1990
June 26, 1990
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PAC timetable for WMMP.
Public workshops re: site selection.

Department Report

-

PAC submitted *Action Plan Recommendations*® referred to Dillon.
Listed site selection criteria - industrial land.
In order to not constrain sites prematurety, industrial zoning requirement dropped.

October 30, 1990

General

November 27, 1990
Department Report.

Last component to complete WMMP. Select sites. Reduce number to eight.

December 4, 1990

Fees for dumping.

Comment: Whar are the proposed fees?

December 10, 1990

About County takeover of landfill sites.

Jaguary 29, 1991
Department Report

Candidate sites were presented to the Steering Committee,

Agreed to 7 sites,

D, E, H, I most preferred. A, B, C less preferred.

Met with Moore Township Council - property owners affected by sites notified by hand
delivered mail or same day, January 4, 1990.

Landowners contacted. Sent out a questionnaire.

County Planning Deparment in difficult position. Could be Conflict of Interest with candidate
sites in Moore Township.

Suggest County provide intervenor funding to Moore Township.

Strong support for intervenor funding.
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Public Advisory Committes
Minutes of Meetings Review

The Public Advisory Committee was formed at the advice of the Ministry of the Environment in
November 1989 in an effort to improve the public participation and involvement in the process,
Although it was late in the process, it can be an acceptable method of seeking public involvement, if
implemented properiy.

December 12, 1989

First meeting of PAC.

Introductions.

Review of Master Plan progress.
EAA

PAC Draft Aims and Objectives.
PAC started at Stage 3.

January 11, 1990
Second meeting of PAC.

- An apparent push for speed or pressure on PAC to meet Steering Committee schedule.
- Membership around 20 from ail areas of County.

Eebruary 1, 1990

Third meeting of PAC.

- Stats out of date.
- We need up-to-date stats to make informed judgements.

March 1, 1990

- List questions on Master Plan for answers from Dillon and County.
- Set up 3 sub-committees. Landfill site selection, one committee.

August 2, 1990

- Discussion of importance of PAC's recommendation to Steering Commirtee.

- J. Kutyba said they are very important to the EA board.

- General discussion on site selection workshop. Dillon will be asked to provide info on woodiots,

ESA'spipeli:m,oil&gaswelkandarea residences.
- PAC Landfill Design & Operation Recommendations - landfill should be in industriaf area.

August 16, 1990
Sarnis Interim Expansion Application

- Pubiic presentations discussed.
- Waste reduction discussed.
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LS

ber
- Letier from Rhonda Hustler, re: Conflict of Interest. Mr. Plug attending landfill site selection

meeting is also employee of K & E Solid Waste.

- Attached memo from MV.A. Harrold, re; area requirements for landfill siting. PAC
recommendation and response.

December 6, 1990
Question - Where is PAC going?
- PAC will be finished in January or February 1991.

Cowmment: PAC shouid be active right up to and including the hearing.

-

b Bt
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT WATCH
Joint Board denies Meaford/St. Vincent landfill application

Doug Thomson and
Dennis H. Wood
McCarthy Tétrault, Toronto

A Joint Board, under the Consolidated Hearings Act,
1981, issued on December 13, 1990 a decision on an
application by the Town of Meaford and the Township of St.
Vincent to establish a new landfill in St. Vincent.

The municipalities involved have a combined popula-
tion of approximately 6220, and have been invoived in a
search for a new landfill site since 1981, The Joint Board
hearing on the application lasted 104 days, and it would
appear that the cost of the application to the municipalities
exceeded one million dollars.

The Joint Board, in its decision, did not accept the
environmental assessment carried out on behalf of the
municipalities, and accordingly denied approval to proceed
to the municipalities.

The Board held that (at least with respectto municipali-
ties), a proper site selection process is required by the
Environmental Assessment Act. Such a process will, in the
Board’s view, minimize the negative environmental impacts
of a project, as well as ensure to those who may be affected
byaprojectthatthe selectionof the site was “fair.” In Meaford,
the Board concluded thatthe site selection “process” used by
the proponents was so badly flawed as to be irreparable, and
accordingly, the environmental assessment wasnotaccepted.

While the Board found numerous shortcomings in the
proponents’ site selection process, the following were listed
as the most significant;

1. Criteria were not clearly defined, and, to the extent
thatsome of the criteriahad been defined, they were not used
inidentifying potential sites. The initial listof candidate sites
was assembled as a result of suggestions from members of
the Joint Landfill Committee, the township Council and the
public, with some input from the consultants, A number of
these sites would not have survived the application of the
“exclusionary” criteria which had been identified by the
consultants. The preferred site was identified by the Chair of
the Joint Landfill Committee as a result of an approach to the
property owners, rather than as the result of the application
of site selection criteria,

Doug Thomson and Dennis H. Wood practise en-
vironmental law in the Toronto office of McCarthy
Tétrault, with an emphasis on waste management
and assessment matters.

2. Themunicipalities adopted an exclusionary criterion,
namely that they would only look at properties which were
“available” for sale, on account of their desire 10 avoid
expropriation. The Board, while accepting the municipali-
ties’ judgment on the reasonableness of this criterion, found
that it was not applied in a manner which ensured that a full
list of sites that met this criterion was compiled.

3. The preferred site was investigated for hydrogeologic
suitability, and when itappeared to offer potential for landfill
development, an option was taken on the property and the
sitewasineffect“selected” without acomparative evaluation
of alternative sites,

4. Whenacomparative evaluation invoiving altemative
sites was subsequently done in order to attempt to Justify the
selection of the preferred site, the Board found that those
evaluations were “inconsistent and unfair.”

The Board also offered a number of comments and
conclusions on related and other environmental assessment
matters which are of more general application. Among the
more significant are the following:

1. The requirement of the Environmental Assessment
Acrthatthe advantages and disadvantagestothe environment
of an undertaking and its altematives be evaluated implies
that, prior to the selection of the preferred alternative, a
planning process will have taken place. At a minimum,
according to the Board, that planning process will include
the establishment of criteria for the identification and
evaluation of alternatives. The Board suggested that, if such
planning is not done prior to the selection of the preferred
altemative, the evaluation cannot be fair:

~whatwill invariably happen is that after the alternative
Is selected, the criteria will be established and prioritized,
and the evaluations will be carried out, consciously ar not,
to achieve the result that the undertaking selected Is the
best one.

2. The Board was asked by the intervenors in Meaford
to find that public participation was an implied requirement
ofthe Environmental Assessment Act. The Board declined to
answer this question, butnoted that ““(r)egardless of whether
it is required, it is to 2 proponent's considerable advantage
to involve the public in a meaningful way from the earfiest
stagesofprojectdevelopment.” InMeaford, the Board found
that the public participation program of the municipalities
was informative and notconsultative, and that virtually all of
the important decisions, including the estabiishment of the

MUNICIPAL WORLD 15

D e T N U




=foedy

-

S lms Sir_itigel weees

e

selection and evaluation criteria, were
made without public involvement.

3. The Board stated that, given
provincial waste diversion targets, mu-
nicipalities “should no ionger do their
planning on the basis that waste gen-
eration will inevitably increase.”

4. The proponent municipalities in
Meaford did not carry out a formal
“social impact assessment study.” The
Board concluded that the criteria em-
ployed by the municipalities in their site
search were, instead, an adequate con-
sideration of social impact “given the
namure of the undestaking and the stand-
ards of the day.”

The finding of the Board in this
regard leaves open the question of
whether a formal social impact study of
an undertaking and its alternatives wil
be required by the Board in other cir-
cumstances. Atthe very least, itappears
clear that evaluation criteria properly
designed to take social impact into ac-
count are a required component of any
environmental assessment.

3. With respect to site selection and
evaluationcriteria, the Board suggested
that, in most circumstances, all criteria
will not be of equal importance, Ac-
cordingly, some determination of the
relativeimportance of these criteriamust

be made at the outset: “(a)t a minimum,
ﬁleremustbeanexplicitrecognitionof TORONTQO OFFICE RMISSISSAUGA QFFICE .
which criteria are exclusionary, and, of ) :

Suite 1600, Exchange Tower 50 Bumhamthorpe Road West

the non-exclusionary, which are most

Weir & Foulds provides practical legal counsel in this field.
For kmowledge, experience and frank representation, you

WEIR & FOULDS

BARRISTERS AND SOLICITORS

EXPROPRIATION LAW

should know these names:
MJ. McQuaid, Q.C.
L.CE. Tanaka
RS. Sleightholm
L]. Lord
CJ. Tzekas

For more i:lfomatlon contact:

important.” P.O. Box 480 Suite 902 .

6. Thehydrogeological evidence of $°":g§‘m°ag:gnag Place 345‘?;8:;"93'0"‘3"0
both the proponents, and to some extent MSX 1 J'S
the intervenors and the Ministry of the
Environment, was criticized by the 5 .
Board. The Board's decision states that Telephone: (416) 365-1110 Telephone: (416) 896-1110
during the course of the hearing: “(i)t , WE 3 REVAPR 9,51
became clear to the Board that
hydrogeologyisa:bmacmdescicnce.widzhighdegrmof the range of dispute, and therefore the time and expense of
experimental error possible, and even probable.” In particu- ings, might be considerably reduced.”

parti

lar.meBoaldwnseunoanedttmﬁtesoilsamplingandoﬂm
information upon which the hydrogeologic assessment of
subjecttowidevaxianm.'lheBoa:dfotmdma:ﬂmpmpo-
nents’ hydrogeologist had failed to acknowledge the “large
amount of uncertainty” in his estimates of hydraulic con-
ductivity.

TheBoardrecommendedin thisregard thatthe Ministry
of the Environment assist with the standardization of field
measurement and data analysis methodologies for the
hydrogeolagical investigation of landfill sites.

According to the Board: “(i)f standardization existed,

7.Basedonitsirltup1etaﬁonofcondiﬁonsatdleptefu'red
site, the Board found thata fully engineered leachate collection
system would be necessary to keep leachate out of the
groundwater. In this regard, the Board acknowledged the
Mnistryofﬂ:cEnviromaupolicyonmeuseofmgineemd
facilities at landfills, namely that such facilities must be
maintained for at least the “contaminating lifespan” of the
landfilLComemhasbemraisedinthepasthlmpectto
this policy in that it is difficult to establish that an engineered
facility, such as a leachate collection system, or a liner,
would in fact survive the contaminating lifespan of the
landfill. Significantly, in Meaford, the Board appeared to

e o b
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accept that, if the leachate detection system, or part of it,
failed, that failure “would most likely be detectable and
repairable.” This aspect of the Board’s decision may offer
some useful guidance to other applicants who wish to
propose the use of engineered facilities for landfilling.

8. The Board accepted the proponents’ decision to use
avoidance of speciaity cropland as an exclusionary criteria
in their search for a new landfill site. This appears to support
the importance accorded to agricultural impact in the North
Simcoe decision, and in the subsequent Cabinet Order that
modified the North Simcoe decision.

While indicating that it was reluctant to attempt to
provide a “how t0” manual for municipal landfiil site
searches, the Board offered the following process sugges-
tions:
(i) The proponent should make every attemptto involve
the Ministry of the Environment and the public at the outset,

(ii) The site selection criteria should be established,
defined and prioritized before potential sites are identified.

(iii) Data relating 1o the site selection criteria should be
gathered so that screening and, later, meaningful compara-
tive evaluation can be carried out. .

(iv) The site selection criteria should be employed in
identifying potential sites so that an array of real alternatives

- is compiled for evaluation,

(v) Sites should be compared using similar levels of
detail. _

Meaford is the second Joint Board decision in succes-
sion to reject a site on which it appeared landfilling could
have been safely carried out, on account of concerns about

the “process” which led to the site. The Board in Meaford
cites with approval the decision of the Joint Board in the
North Simcoe case, namely that “if the process is flawed, a
question mark hangs over the result.”

While it is perhaps easy to find fault with the site
selection processemployed by the municipalitiesin Meaford
on the evidence outlined by the Board, the decision none-
theless reaffirms that the identification and evaluation of
altematives required by the Environmental Assessment Act
must be carried out in a systematic, rational and traceable
fashion.

Inthe North Simcoe case, aJoint Board denied approval
for the landfill sought by the applicant municipalities. On
review, the Cabinet overturned the Board’s decision and
substituted an adjourriment of the hearing, in order to atlow
the municipalities an opportunity to carry out further in-
vestigations of other areas comparable to the preferred site,
and presentthisevidence atacontinuationof'the “adjourned”
hearing. This remedy does not appear to be available in
Meaford, where the Board stated that: “(t)he site selection
process cannot be repaired; it has to be started anew.” It
remains to be seen whether Cabinet will agree. Q

{. THE BUTLER GROUP (CONSULTANTS) INC.

LAND PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

DAVID A. BUTLER
BES., M.CLP. PRESIDENT

0 Meraiac Aumrum. 5uite 300 Rarcwik, Oniorio MST 251 » (448) 7284796 = Fax
381 WO S, S 7, anmdu-mmcm-huu;‘w
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J. Clark

Frank Cowan Company Limited

The Frank Cowan Company is pleased to announce the following appointments:
Mr. John Clark, Senior Vice-President; Mr. Richard S. Purdy, Senior Vice-President;
Mr. David W. Reed, Vice-President; and Mr. Henry (Hank) Roy, Vice-President.

e

. H.Roy :
The Frank Cowan Company has been providing and servicing the general insurance
requirements of municipalities, school boards, hospitals and other public bodies since 1932.

O.W. Reed
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Our File: F8928-20
18 June 1991

Lambton County Waste Management
Master Plan Steering Committee

County of Lambton

P.O. Box 3000

WYOMING, Ontario

NON 170

Attention: Mr. H. Wayne Kloske
Chief Administrative
Officer and Clerk

Waste Management Master Plan
Review and Critique

This letter provides, as requested, a brief and general response to the following:

. a letter from Harrison Elwood, Barristers and Sclicitors dated 31 May 1991 and signed
by Thomas J. Carbett (the Harrison Eiwood letter);

. a letter from UMA Engineering Ltd., Engineers and Planners, dated 31 May 1991 and
signed by David J. Whitney of UMA and lan Moncrieff of Consolidated Environmental
Group Ltd. (CEG) (the UMA/CEG letter);

. a report by Consoiidated Environmental Group Ltd. and UMA Engineering Ltd., dated
May 1991, entitled Sarnia/Lambton Waste Management Master Plan; A Review,
Critique and Recommendations for Mogre Township (the UMA/CEG reponr).

Our overall response is that the Harrison Elwood and UMA/CEG letters, and the UMA/CEG
report demonstrate a lack of knowledge and an inadequate understanding of the process
being followed, the activities that have been completed and the work in progress in the
development and finalization of the Lambton County Waste Management Master Plan
(WMMP). The two letters and the report reflect not only a lack of information but significant
misinformation.

... continued
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Lambton County Waste Management
Master Plan Steering Committee -2- 18 June 1981

What is surprising is that the letters by Harrison Elwood and UMA/CEG contain broad
criticisms and condemnations of the WMMP process, in spite of their admitted lack of
knowledge and uncertainty about what has occurred.

We recognize that the reviewers may not have been provided with the information necessary
to be fully knowledgeable about the Lambton County WMMP process. We also recognize
that their Terms of Reference may have prevented them from contacting all sources
necessary to conduct an adequate review. Members of the Dillon study team were not
contacted. Apparently, the MOE representatives, who have provided an ongoing review and
critique of the WMMP work, were not contacted.

We would welcome a legitimate, comprehensive and independent review of the Master Plan
work to date and would be happy to co-operate with such an effort.

The UMA/CEG letter provides comments on the following:

waste quantity projections;

the use of municipat and private landfills;

public involvement;

the role of the County Planning Department; and
the site selection criteria.

The following provides responses to these and other key issues raised by UMA/CEG. We
have attempted, as requested, {o be concise in our review. We would, however, be pleased
to provide a more detailed response to the report, if warranted.

. The reviewers refer to a draft Stage 3A report produced by Dillon in May 1890. No
such report exists.

in addition to the Stage 1, Stage 2A and Stage 2B reports, a draft report entitied
Samia/tambton Waste Management Master Plan, dated December 1989, was
presented to the Steering Committee and the Public Advisory Committee (PAC). The
purpose of the draft report was to provide the Steering Committee and the PAC
members with written documentation of the work completed to that date, and to
encourage implementation of any aspects of the recommended system (e.g., 3R's) that
could proceed immediately.

As outlined in presentations to the Steering Committee and to members of County
Council, the Master Plan work undertaken since August 1989, and currently in its final
phase, will result in the production of an EAA-level plan which incorporates and
updates all previous work. This will not be a "Stage 3" document but wiil be a final
Master Plan which incorporates the results of ail Stage 1, 2 and 3 work.

- continued
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Public representatives from across the County are participating in the review and
update process and, through the site selection workshops held from April to November
1890, members of the public, representing 11 municipalities across the County, have
played a significant role in the site selection process.

It appears the reviewers are unaware of the approach being pursued in conducting
and documenting the Master Plan process. it is possible they not only misread the
date but also misinterpreted the status of the December 1988 drait report produced
for the benefit of Steering Committee and PAC members.

. The reviewers assert that a decision was made to obtain a site for a new landfill rather
than enhance the existing County municipal system or utilize existing or proposed
private and municipal landfills. The reviewers question the waste quantity projections
calculated by Dillon. The reviewers conclude that "thers is no justified need for a new
landfill to satisty the long-term requirements of the City/County pian”.

The decision to pursue new long-term landfiil capacity is based on extensive analysis
of:

. the existing waste management system and municipal facilities within Lambton
County;

. the potential role of existing private waste management facilities;
. the predictions of future waste quantities for the planning period;
. the potential effects of waste diversion activities.

With respect to the six existing municipally-owned landfills, only one has sufficient
capacity to accommodate its present wasteshed over the study pericd. This landfill
has insufficient capacity to absorb all of the County’s waste through to 2016. Long-
term disposal capacity is specifically required in the Sarnia-Clearwater area. Even if
existing municipal sites had sufficient capacity, five of the six sites (all except the
Sarnia site) would require changes to their Certificates of Approval in order to accept
wastes from the Sarnia-Clearwater area.

With respact to private sites, no alternatives currently exist within Lambton County for
the fong-term disposal of wastes. Two privately owned sites, Laidlaw and Petrolia,
have capacity but require changes to their existing Certificates of Approval (C of A).
In the case of Laidlaw, it is already operating at or near the allowed daily limit. In the
case of Petrolia, a change to the approved service area would be required.

.. continued
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The use of private sites can be, and has been (for several years), pursued in parallel
with the planning for a publicly owned waste management facility. The County,
however, cannot afford to abandon plans for a public facility uniess and until a
contractually committed private solution is in place.

With respect to the reviewers' comments regarding waste quantity projections, waste
generation rates calculated for Sarnia-Clearwater and Point Edward were determined
to be approximately 2.5 kg/cap/day, based on data available in 1986. This rate is
approximately 25 per cent greater than the Ministry of Environment's (MOE) planning
or rule-of-thumb rate of 2 kg/cap/day for urban areas. The planning rate is assumed
by the MOE to be 1 kg/cap/day for rural areas. However, in July 1990, the MOE
released a discussion paper entitted "Towards a Sustainable Waste Management
System* which indicated that each person in Ontario generated over one tonne of
waste during the year 1987. This is equivalent to a generation rate of 2.7 kg/cap/day.

The Sarnia area accounts for about 80 per cent of the wastes generated within
Lambton County. To determine waste quantity projections, the generation rate
calculated for Sarnia-Clearwater and Point Edward was adjusted downwards to better
reflect the generic MOE generation rates. A waste generation rate of 2.2 kg/cap/day
was considered by the County to be a reasonable estimate of waste generation in
urban areas. Similarly, a rate of 1.1 kg/cap/day for rural areas was aiso considered
reasonable.

During the past year, further work has been completed in relation to the generation of
municipal wastes in the Sarnia-Clearwater area. This work was undertaken as a
component of the Sarnia Landfill expansion study. Waste generation data collected
for that study reflects the generation rates used in the WMMP.

The effect of waste diversion or 3R's (reduce, re-use, recycle) programs on the quantity
of municipal wastes requiring disposal in Lambton County was considered in the
WMMP as part of the development of systems. It will be essential that the County
make a concerted effort to achieve the MOE guidelines for waste diversion. These
guidelines are to divert 25 per cent of the waste stream from disposal by 1992 and 50
per cent by 2000, To achieve these goals, the County has included such altermnatives
as composting and a materials recovery facility in their proposed waste management
system. The inciusion of these alternatives will decreasa the reliance on disposal by
landfill.

. The reviewers state: "There appears to be a lack of significant public involvement in
the process to date." With respect to "pubiic Involvement methods® they assert that
“the one selected for the Sarnia/Lambton study was the use of a Public Advisory
Committee (PAC)". Apparently, the reviewers were unaware of the range of activities
undertaken in the public consultation program to date, and the degree to which the
public has been involved.

... continued
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During Stages 1, 2A and 2B of the Master Plan process, the Steering Committee and
Dillon provided many opportunities for public, interest group, local municipal and

agency input. The opportunities provided during these stages are summarized as
follows:

Stage 1 (1986

A notice was placed in ten County newspapers advising of the start-up of the
Master Plan.

Two newsletters were distributed to all local municipalities, interest groups, area
industries, interested/affected agencies and to the County’s branch libraries.

A questionnaire on current waste management practices was distributed to all
locai municipalities and area industries.

A meeting was held with interested/affected agencies.
Four Open Houses were held.

The Stage t report was distributed to all local municipalities and to those
agencies and interest groups who had participated in Stage 1.

Stage 2A (1987)

*

Two Open Houses were held.
A meeting was held with interested/affected agencies.

The Stage 2A report was distributed to local municipalities and all agencies and
interest groups who had participated during Stages 1 and 2A.

Stage 28 (1987)

Two Open Houses were held during Stage 2B.

A jeint City/County Council meeting was held. Representatives of
interested/affected agencies and local municipal councillors were invited to
attend.

The Stage 2B report was distributed in the same way as the previous reports.

« continued
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The poor attendance at the Open Houses and lack of public interest in the early
stages of the Master Plan were discussed on many occasions with representatives of
the Ministry of the Environment's Environmental Assessment Branch and Waste
Management Branch. Both Branches agreed, at the time, that the co-proponents
provided adequate opportunities for public input. Unfortunately, few people took
advantage of these opportunities.

Since the initiation of the EAA-level pian, in August 1989, and the decision to begin a
site selection process for new landfill capacity, public interest and involvement in the
Master Plan has increased. Since the fall of 1989, a full range of public consuitation
activities has occurred, including:

a newsletter

public notices

Council presentations

Public Information Centres

Public Advisory Committee Meetings
Site Selection Public Workshops
Press Conferences

a property owner meeting.

. The UMA/CEG 31 May letter states that “the role of the County Planning Department
appears to be minimal in this planning process". The County Planning Department
has, in fact, had significant invoivement in the WMMP. The Planning Department'’s role
has changed throughout the Master Plan process, as a resuit of the County's new
responsibilities for waste management.

The Master Plan was Initiated by the Lambton County Planning Department in 1985.
Between 1985 and 1990, the Master Plan was directed by the Waste Management
Master Plan Steering Committee, which reported to the County's Planning and
Development Committee. The County Planning Director was Dillon’s main client
contact.

During the Summer of 1888, the Provincial Legislature passed Bill 35 which provided
for the restructuring of Lambton County on 1 January 1991. Also on that date, the
County was to assume waste management responsibilities. To implement these
responsibilities, the County hired a Waste Management Director in late 1989, and
formed a County Waste Management Department.

.. continued
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With the new department, the responsibiiity for the Master Plan shifted from the County
Planning Department to the Waste Management Department, The Waste Management
Master Plan Steering Committee now reports to the County's newly formed Waste
Management Committee. Dillon’s main client contact is the Waste Management
Director, Mr. James Kutyba.

The County Planning Department is still, however, involved in the preparation of the
Master Plan. The Department has provided Dillon with ongoing assistance. In
addition, representatives of the Department will continue to be consulted during the
final phase of the site selection process.

*  The reviewers state that "the site selection criteria employed to identify a new landfill
site has not been consistent throughout the study”, and that "the various screening
criteria empioyed to identify potential landfill areas and sites have changed, but
industrial land designation has remained constant®. They assert that “the current
process in obtaining approval of a new landfill site for Lambton County may be

doomed to failure before the Joint Board" and that "the process is fundamentally
flawed",

Unlike those that have failed before the Joint Board, the site seiection process
undertaken to date is, in our view, a rational, comprehensive, defensible process which
has included significant public invoivement, including representation from Moore
Township. Representatives of the Ministry of the Environment have reviewed the
process and provided comments and suggestions for improvements throughout. The
process which resulted in the announcement of seven candidate sites in January 1991
was presented to members of Moore Township Council, the media and potentially
affected properly owners in January 1991.

The goals of the process, established at the outset, provided the framework for the
aspects of the environment (“factor groups" and "factors”) which were considered
explicitly at every step in the process. The participants in the site selection workshops
reviewed, and confirmed or revised, not only the type of criteria employed but the
relative importance of the criteria in decision-making.

The site selection process involved a constraint mapping procedure. In essence, this
procedure invoived the progressive elimination of areas within the County considered
unsuitable or less suitable for landfilling.

The criteria used to eliminate areas were identified with reference to the site selection

goals and to the broad definition of the environment specified in the Environmental
Assessment Act. The approach taken was logical and consistent throughout.

. continued



DiILLen

Lambton County Waste Management
Master Plan Steering Committee -8- 18 June 1991

. The reviewers refer to the waste centroid and 20 minute travel time from the City of
Sarnia originally suggested by the consultant team to assist in defining a site selection
study area. These initial criteria were deleted due to decisions made by the site
selection workshop participants at the first site selection workshop held in April 1990.

This revision in the study area identification criteria was considered appropriate, given
the workshop participants’ views that there shouid be less emphasis on costs, and
greater emphasis on the preservation of Class 1 and 2 agricultural soils, and on land
use compatibility. A waste management facility is considered an industrial use, and
it is most appropriate that, where possible, waste management facilities be sited on
lands designated for industrial uses.

With respect to the Moore Township site and the proposed site in Plympton Township,
neither of these are compatible with the criteria established for the site selection
process. In the selection of a site for new landfill capacity, existing sites (as in the
case of Moore) are not considered to have advantages over a new site.

. The reviewers indicate that the energy-from-waste options have not been given
sufficient consideration or evaluation. In fact, energy-from-waste options have been
explicitly considered in the evaluation of alternative waste management technoiogies;
the technical reasons why EFW is not a component of the recommended system have
been clearly discussed. In brief, the Lambton County waste stream, with the
incorporation of the 3R's, including an MAF and centralized composting, would be
insufficient to support both an incinerator and a landfill. It is aiso noteworthy that a
ban on any new municipal solid waste Iincinerators was recently imposed by the
Minister of the Environment.

. The reviewers state that "the (Dillon) report recommends that an MRF for Lambton
County be privately owned ..." In the December 1989 draft report by Dillon it was
stated: "The MRF may be publicly or privately run. Private ownership is preferred for
Lambton County ...". Following further analysis it was recommended that a County-
owned, privately-operated MRF faciiity would offer a number of advantages and may
best "fit" the intent and content of the current Master Plan, as indicated in the "Working
Paper on Materials Recovery Facility Implementation” by Dillon dated May 1980, and

. continued
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the letter from Dillon presented to the Steering Committee and dated 13 December
1980. The pursuit of a County-owned MRF has been clearly reflected in the site
selection process which occurred throughout 1990 and is currently in its final phase.
This site selection process focuses on the identification of a site for a composite waste
management faciiity, including an MRF, centralized composting and a landfill.

We would be happy to respond to any further questions or concerns that may be raised,

within the context of the Steering Committee, regarding the Lambton County WMMP
process.

Yours truly,

M. M. DILLON LIMITED

i ARl Ao

CJF:.emi Catherine J. Fletcher, M.Sc.
for J. R. Balfour, P.Eng., MCIP
Project Manager

cc: Warden Ron Snow

Mr. lvan Bryce, Chairmqn,__Wast_gﬂM_a‘gagement Standing Committee

Mr. James Kutyba & {iitz 2T ; {1515
Mr. Andy Wright, McLennan Wright



June 18, 1991

The Corporation of the e
County of Lambton, Fl!i(:ia‘\!"“!)

789 Broadway Street,

Post Office Box 3060 , 5 ‘
WYOMING, Ontario ’ \ ¢Ep 17 t:)\, . \‘
NON 178 .

W O
Attention: Ron Snow §£;1d“3“° Y

Warden of Lambton Countyh,,..,..-

Dear Warden Snow:

Re: Moore Township's Legal, Engineering and
Planning Consultants' Critique of the

Waste Management Master Planning Process

I am taking the liberty of writing as I gather that the
County is being faced with what I predict will be the first of
many attempts by Moore Township to sabotage the County's Waste
Management Master Plan, from within.

One of the difficulties which the County will inevitably
encounter, aB it attempts to establish waste disposal facilitlies,
is that those facilities will be located in and be opposed by
local municipalities which are part of the County. Local munici-
palities, then, will always be privy to the strategic planning
and decision making of the County, as it works toward obtaining
the necessary approvals under the Environmenta)l Assessment Act.

The reverse, however, will not be true. Local municipalities
opposing the County cannot be expected to share their strategic
planning. This is a necessary feature of a County system under
which the County has the authority to provide waste disposal
facilities, inevitably in the territorial jurisdiction of a
constituent local municipality.

Because the process will always be open to scrutiny by the
potential opposition, the County must take care to provide a
consistent and open response to suggestions or demands that the
process be changed. Only by continuing to proceed in a consist-
ently reasoned and rational manner will the County be able to
implement its' mandate under the Sarnia-Lambton Act, 1989, that
is, obtaining approvals for and commissioning waste disposal
capacity as part of the over-all County waste management plan.

DL. MELENNAN, O.C. ANCREWC. WRIGHT.B A . LL B _ JOHNM DINESMAN, BA. W. RUSSELL MONTEITH, O C.
C GRANFOICKIE. BA.1L B H JAMES WOOD. B 8C..LLB " TNMOTNIY G PAICE, BEC.LLD A DAVID BRANDER, 8 A . LL B,
ANTHONY M J) VAN BOMMEL, LL B. MARCUS A. LENNOX,LLB , MB A A MAUREEN FOSTER, LL 8. € ANNE IISCOCK.BA . 1L 8



The point of this communication is to caution the County to
recognize Moore Township's motives. When conasidering the legal,
engineering and planning opinions presented by Moore Township,
County Council and its adminstration must appreciate that those
opinions reflect the views of a Township which is seeking to
avoid hosting a County landfill site. It appears to me that the
Township's current strategy is to persuade County Council to
take a fatal.step in the process at this stage. The Township

would then-challbngq;the result of the procees when it comes to
the necessary hearings.

I gather that County Council has before it a series of
resolutions which, if adopted, would pervert or curtail the Waste
Management-Master Plan, including the ensuing environmental
assessment process.. In support of these resolutions the Township
of Moore has recently obtained opinions from legal, engineering
and planning consultants.

While the County and its legal, engineering and planning
advisors should always be ready to consider criticisms, sug-
gestions and opinions from the prospective host municipality,
the County must appreciate that such criticisms, suggestions and
opinions are not always intended to be constructive. When there
is a difference of view, I would suggest that more weight ought
to be given to the opinions of the legal, engineering and planning
advisors of the County. Their mandate is to serve the County-
wide best interests, which is consistent with the County's mandate
under the Sarnia-Lambton Act, 1989. This mandate requires that a
County-wide perspective be taken in matters relating to waste
management strategy and planning.

In the current situation, Moore Township has presented a
legal opinion which is based on a joint report prepared in May of
1991 by UMA Engineering Ltd. and Consolidated Environmental Group
Ltd. The conclusions of UMA Engineering Ltd. and Consolidated
Environmental Group Ltd. are predictably critical of the County's
efforts. The consultants' conclusions, in this sense, are repre-
sentative of the -conclusions which would be expected of any
potential host community; whether it be Moore Township or Plymp-
ton Township, as recommended by the consultants for Moore Town-
ship.

Notwithstanding that, on their own admission found on page 6
of the Joint UMA/Consolidated May 1991 Report, Moore Township's
consultants are not fully informed of all of the facts, they are
nonetheless prepared to recommend the undertaking of a thorough
study to provide "a competitive, more up-to-date recommendation
for the Master Plan implementation" (page 28 of Joint UMA/Con-
solidated May 1991 Report) in the hopes that the competitive
master plan will produce a different result.

Certainly the production of another, competing master plan
is a legitimate opposition tactic. If successful, from the

et
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perspective of Moore Township, it will produce a preferred land-
£ill site in another Lambton County municipality. It is highly
probable, however, that the new prospective host municipality
will want to undertake a further competitive master plan. In the
end, the County must ask how many master plans the County must
sponsor and subsidize before this process comes to an end.

In the name of saving money, it would seem that the County
is being asked to scrap the Waste Management Master Plan which
has been under way for six years and to fund the cost of the
proposed competitive master plan which is, presumably, to be
undertaken by UMA Engineering Ltd. and Consolidated Environmental
Group Ltd. under the direction of Moore Township's legal advisors
rather than our firm as the County's waste management lawyers.

I conclude with an expression of concern about this costly,
and unbudgeted, mode of information exchange with Moore Township.
Care should be taken to avoid establishing this pattern as the
norm for dealing with requests for clarification of issues re-
lating to waste management. For instance, I would suggest that,
through the County's Waste Steering Committee, Moore Township
should be encouraged to have its solicitors and consultants
communicate with us or with M.M. Dillon for clarification of
issues or facts.

With these comments I do not wish to comment adversely on
any of the participants retained by the Township of Moore to
oppose the results of the County's Waste Management Plan. Their
position is essentially a reflection of the mandate which they
have from their client. However, while the County and its consul-
tants should be astute to consider the opposition comments, the
County should not adopt a course of action designed to pervert
the process so that this, or any other, Township may avoid a
result with which it and its ratepayers are not entirely
delighted.

Yours yery hruly,

-#
Andrew C. QZight

ACW/fog
2391 2 29.1
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QUESTIONNAIRE TO
PROPERTY OWNERS AND TENANTS
OF SEVEN PREFERRED SITES
1991




B8ARNIA/LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN
LANDOWNER QUESTIONNAIRE

Name

Mailing Address

Property

Lot Cconc.

Please address the following questions by outlining the requested informatio:
on the attached map (if applicable) and discussing its significance. Also,
could you please outline the boundaries of your property on the map.

Residency

1. How long have you owned the property? years.

2. a) Do you lease your property to another individual?
yes no.

b) If yes, to whom and for what purpose do you lease your property.

(Name & Address)

c) If yes, how much of your land parcel is leased?

3. Please check off the appropriate.

I live on-site and farm the property.

I live on-site and lease the property.

I live off-site and farm the property.

I live off-site and lease the property.

4. What future plans to you have for this property.




Agriculture

5. Do you currently farm your property?
yes no.

6. Please outline the types of crops grown (and where grown) and
productivity levels for the last five (5) years.

7. Please comment on your farming practices (i.e. crop rotations or
monoculture, fertilizer application, land improvement, etc.)

8. Please outline the % production of this area as compared to the other
areas you farm (i.e. what % does this area contribute to your total

production.

9. What is the total area you farm (include this area and elsewhere)?




10. Is this property used for any type of livestock? If so, what kind anc
how many.

Natural Environment/Resources

11. Please outline any information with respect to the following for your
property.

- Fisheries

- Vegetation

- Soils

-Wildlife

12. Are you involved in any of the following activities on your land parcel:

- Tree Cutting

- Hunting




- Trapping

13. If so, please discuss the activity's significance to you.

14. Please outline on the map any active oil/gas wells which are on your
property.

Surface Water

15. Please outline the location and direction of flow of any drains on you
property.

16. Which drains would you consider permanent (i.e. flow all year round)?

17. Please outline areas on your property which have standing water (sprin
flooding).

Hydrogeology

18. Please mark on the map the location of any abandoned wells of which yo
are aware.

19. Please mark on the map areas of your property which are leased for
natural gas storage. Also, what gas company leases your land for this
purpose.




20. Please comment on ground water quality in your area.

21. Please provide any information with respect to your water well (use,
location, depth, depth to water, diameter, type, name of driller, when
drilled/dug).

General Comments

22. Are there any other comments concerning your property you would like t
make?

23. Are there any other significant land features on your property of whic
you feel we should be aware?

Thank you for your comments. This information will be used to assess
the suitability of your property for a waste management facility.



POTENTIAL LANDFILL, SITE PROPERTIES

A.

Name

Michael Ludney

Kenneth Prouse

Robert Prouse
n Lylell

Edward MacPherson"Bruce"

Mary MacPherson

357316 Alberta Ltd.
c¢/o Matthews Group Ltd.
Kim Donovan

Vice President,
Project Development

Taisto Puurunen
Sylvia Puurunen

540933 Ontario Ltd.
¢/o Mrs, Stan Sroka

Donald J. Burns

Robert MacPherson
Laurie MacPherson

XX - questionnaire returned

Address

6700 E. 15 Mile Road
Sterling Heights, MI

48077 Usa

R. R. #1
Mooretown, Ontario
NON 1MO

95 William
Mooretown, Ontario
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown, Ontario
NON 1MO

1091 Crumlin Road
P. O. Box 3055
London, Ontario
NeaA 1J2

R. R. #1
Mooretown, Ontario
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown, Ontario
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown, Ontario
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown, Ontario
NON 1MO

Assess. Roll #

40-071
leased

40-072 XX
leased
867-5399
40-074 XX
leased
867-2941

40-075 XX

40-076

453-5900

40-107 XX

40-106 XX
leased
862-3229

40-105
leased
864-4058
40-103 XX

867-2673



Name

B. Blake Nisbet

Michael P. Bogaert

Kenneth L. Kells

Phyllis C. Kells

Dora J. Rankin

Mooreglen Farms Ltd.
c/o Melvin R. Anderson

XX - questionnaire returned

Address

R. R. #1
Mooretown, Ontario
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Brigden, Ontario
NON 1BO

R. R. #1
Mooretown, Ontario
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown, Ontario
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown, Ontario
NON 1MO

Assess. Roll #

40-063
leased
867-2874
40-062 XX
864-1210
40-061 XX
leased
864-1424

40-060 XX

40-059 XX

867-5278



XX - questionnaire returned

Name

Frank Celnar
Helena Celnar

Frank Celnar
Helena Celnar

Verne A. Robbins

Brian L. Bruton
Robin Bruton

Robert D. Nisbet
Margaret R. Eyre
c/o James Eyre

Garry A. Robbins
Mary Robbins

Archibald K. Robbins

Ruby K. Robbins

Address

1145 Fraser Ave.
Sarnia, Ontario

N7S 4V3

1145 Fraser Ave.
Sarnia, Ontario

N78 4V3

R. R. #1
Mooretown,
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown,
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown,
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown,
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown,
NON 1MO

Ontario

Ontario

Ontario

Ontario

Ontario

Assess. Roll

40-097-01
542-5917
40-097
leased
542-5917
40~-095 XX
leased
867-5517
40-094 XX
862=-1762
40-093 XX
leased
862-1877
40-092-01
leased
862-1870
40-092 XX

862-1656



Name Address Assess. Roll

D. 166814 Canada Ltd. P. 0. Box 3060 20-148
In Trust Sarnia, Ontario
E.A. (Beth) Burr N7T 7M1 332-1212
Mgr. Real Estate &
Facilities
166814 Canada Ltd. P. 0. Box 3060 20-147 XX
In Trust Sarnia, Ontario
E.A. (Beth) Burr N7T 7M1 332-1212
Mgr. Real Estate &
Facilities
166814 Canada Ltd. P. 0. Box 3060 20-146
In Trust Sarnia, Ontario
E.A. (Beth) Burr N7T 7M1 332-1212
Mgr. Real Estate &
Facilities

XX - guestionnaire returned



XX - questionnaire returned

Name

Donald W. Anderson
Doris J. Anderson

Donald W. Anderson
Doris J. Anderson

Deocnald W. Anderson

Donald W. Anderson
Doris J. Anderson

William D. Booth
Ethel Booth

Verna McDonald

Address

R. R. #1
Mooretown,
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown,
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown,
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown,
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown,
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown,
NON 1MO

Ontario

Ontario

Ontario

Ontario

Ontario

Ontario

Assess., Roll
40-025 XX
867-5395
40-024 XX
leased
867-5395
40-023 XX
867-5395
40-022 XX
867-5395
40-020 XX
leased
867-2637
40-019 XX

867-5233



XX - guestionnaire returned

Name

Monsanto Canada Inc.
Keith MacMillan
Director Legal &
Regulatory Affairs

Monsanto Canada Inc.
Keith MacMillan
Director Legal &
Regulatory Affairs

ICI Nitrogen Products
Jim Hodgins

U.A.S. Production
Manager

Address

P. O. Box 787
Streetsville P.O.
2330 Argentia Road
Mississauga, Ontario
L5M 2G4

P. O. Box 787
Streetsville P.O.
2330 Argentia Road
Mississauga, Ontario
L5M 2G4

P. 0. Box 1900
Courtright, Ontario
NON 1HO

Assess. Roll #

20-164 XX
Leased

416-826-9222
20-163-02 XX
Leased

416-826-9222
20-163-01 XX

Leased
867-2739



Name Address Assess. Roll #

I. ICI Nitrogen Products P. O. Box 1900 20-021 XX
Jim Hodgins Courtright, Ontario
U.A.S. Production NON 1HO1 867-2739
Manager
ICI Nitrogen Products P. 0. Box 1900 20-022 XX
Jim Hodgins Courtright, Ontario
U.A.S. Production NON 1HO 867-2739
Manager

XX - questionnaire returned



SARNIA/LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN
LEASED PROPERTY QUESTIONNAIRE

Nanme Assess Roll
Mailing Address d

Property

Lot _ Conc.

Please address the following questions by outlining the regquested informatiol
on the attached map (if applicable) and discussing its significance. Also
could you please outline the boundaries of the property you lease on the map

Residency
1. How long have you leased the property? years
2. How long do you plan to lease this property? years

Agriculture
3. Do you currently farm this property?

yes no (if no, go to question 9).
4. Please outline the types of crops grown {(and where grown) and

productivity levels for the last five (5) years on this leased
parcel.

5. Please comment on your farming practices (i.e. crop rotations or
monoculture, fertilizer application, land improvement, etc.) for this
leased parcel.




6. Please outline the % production of this area as compared to the other
areas you farm (i.e. what % does this area contribute to your total
production.

7. What is the total area you farm (include this area and elsewhere)?

8. 1Is this leased broperty used for any type of livestock? If so, what
kind and how many.

Natural Environment/Resources

9. Please outline any information with respect to the following for this
land parcel which you lease.

- Fisheries

- Vegetation

- Soils

- Wildlife




10. Are you involved in any of the following activities on this land parce.
which you lease?

- Tree Cutting

- Hunting

-~ Trapping

11. If so, please discuss the activity's significance to you.

12. Please outline on the map any active oil/gas wells of which you are
aware?

Surface Water

13. Please outline the location and direction of flow of any drains on thi
property.

14. Which drains would you consider permanent (i.e. flow all year round)?

15. Please outline areas on the leased property which has standing water
(spring flooding).

16. a) Do you lease a residence on this property?

yes no (if no, go to gquestion 17).



b) If yes, please comment on ground water quality in your area.

c) If yes, please provide any information with respect to the water
well you use (use, location, depth, depth to water, diameter, type,
name of driller, when drilled/dug).

General Comments

17. Are there any other comments you would like to make with respect to this
leased parcel?

18. Are there any other significant land features on this property of whicl
you feel we should be aware?

Thank you for your comments. This information will be used to assess
the suitability of this property for a waste management facility.



POTENTIAL LANDFILI, SITE PROPERTIES (leased properties)

A.

Aaron R. Crawford

Michael Ludney
c/o Rich Fisher

Wilfred & Joan Eastman

Lloyd E. Clipdale
Hazel E. Clipdale

Margo Sroka

Reginald Lumley

Robert Findlater
Sheila Findlater

Paul James Babcock

Islay Alexander Reeves
Shirley Mae Reeves

Paul James Babcock
Marianne Babcock

Mary Patricia Robbins

XX - gquestionnaire returned

R. R. #1
Mooretown, Ontario
NON 1MO

R. R. #7
Chatham, Ontario
N7M 5J7

R. R. #1
Mooretown, Ontario
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown, Ontario
NON 1MO

R. R. #1
Mooretown, Ontario
NON 1MO

2578 Confederation
Sarnia, Ontario
N7T 7H3

R. R. #1
Mooretown,
NON 1MO

Ontario

R. R. #1
Mooretown,
NON 1MO

ontario

R. R. #1
Mooretown,
NON 1MO

Ontario

R. R. #1
Mooretown,
NON 1MO

Ontario

R. R. #1
Mooretown,
NON 1MO

Ontario

Road

40-071

40-071

40-074 XX

40-105

40-106

40-106 XX

40-061

40-063

40-097 XX

40-093

40-092-01



XX

no tenants listed

Andy Melville
Bruce Melville

Alan A. Gary

Alcide J. Therrien

no tenants listed

- guestionnaire returned

2526 Confederation
Sarnia, Ontario
N7T 7H3

R. R. #1
Mooretown, Ontario
NON 1MO

General Delivery
Wilkesport, Ontario
NCP 2RO

40-020 XX
40-024 XX
20-163-01 XX
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LAMBTON COUNTY

WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN

SITE SELECTION
PROCESS REVIEW

Presentation to
Moore Township Council
September 1992



SITE SELECTION
AIM:
To identify a site for a composite waste management facility which
will be optimum in terms of:
e  minimizing impacts on human health and the environment;
¢  minimizing costs;

e  maximizing service to waste generators.

The composite facility will include:
e  a materials recovery facility;
e a composting facility;

° a landfill.

Presentation to
Moore Township Council
September 1992



SITE SELECTION PUBLIC WORKSHOPS

The workshops were held:
e 7 April 1990

e 13 September 1990

* 11 October 1990

e 29 November 1990

Representatives from the following municipalities participated:

Alvinston

Brooke Township
Clearwater Township
Grand Bend

Moore Township
Oil Springs
Plympton Township
Sarnia

Thedford

Watford

Wyoming

The workshops were facilitated by:

*  the County of Lambton
e M. M. Dillon Limited

Presentation to
Moore Township Council
September 1992



SITE SELECTION

STEPS:

*  Identify Study Area

®  Identify Candidate Areas

¢ Identify Siting Areas

¢ Identify Potential Sites

¢  Comparative Evaluation of Sites

®*  Detailed Comparison of Preferred Sites

CONSTRAINT MAPPING APPROACH:

* Involves the progressive elimination of areas within the County
considered less suitable for the facility - in particular, the
landfill.

Presentation to
Moore Township Council
September 1992



DILLOM

SITE SELECTION
CONSTRAINT MAPPING APPROACH

CONCEPTUAL DIAGRAM

Planning Area
(County of Lambton)

Study Area
Candidate Area

I<S| es$
:ﬁ




STUDY AREA IDENTIFICATION

e  Whole County was assessed with respect to:

¢ hydrogeologic conditions
e  population distribution

e  Based on regional scale data, all areas in the County were
found to be generally equivalent with respect to the above.

e  To narrow down the study area, a "waste centroid" concept
was initially proposed; this was rejected by the workshop
participants in April 1990.

¢  The final study area was defined based on the following:

e  clay-based lands with Class 3 to 7 agricultural capability;
e rehabilitated eroded lands;

e lands designated for industrial uses (regardless of
agricultural capability).

Presentation to
Moore Township Council
September 1992



IDENTIFICATION OF
CANDIDATE AREAS

The criteria used to identify the candidate areas were as follows:

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT AND RESOURCES

Areas with endangered species and their habitat.

Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSIs)
(provincial/regional significance), with 500m buffer.

Class 1-3 wetlands (provincial/regional significance), with 500m
buffer.

Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) identified by the
University of Waterloo Study Team for the Lambton County

Planning Department or in local municipal plans, with 500m
buffer.

Special areas (areas with strong potential for ESA status - as

identified in Background Report No. 13 to the Lambton County
Official Plan).

Areas within 500m of major streams with significant/rare fish
species.

SOCIAL/CULTURAL/LAND USE ENVIRONMENT

Areas within 500m of residences.

Presentation to
Moore Township Council
September 1992



IDENTIFICATION OF SITING AREAS

The siting areas were identified based on the following criteria:

GROUND WATER

e  Presence of wells (abandoned oil, gas, water and brine
injection).

SURFACE WATER

¢  Flood plains and related hazard lands (100 and 200-year flood
zones).

e  Areas within 500m of all water courses previously not identified
as outlined on 1:50,000 topographic map and 1:10,000 Ontario
Base Map.

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT AND RESOURCES

e Displacement of high quality forests and Management
Agreement Areas on site,

e  Presence of active oil and gas wells.

Presentation to
Moore Township Council
September 1992



IDENTIFICATION OF SITING AREAS
(continued)

SOCIAL/CULTURAL ENVIRONMENT

] Areas within 500m of future committed residential
development.

. Presence of existing and future (committed) planned
recreational features.

e  Presence of known archaeological features plus a 500m buffer.
e  Presence of heritage features plus a 500m buffer.

e  Presence of existing and future approved utilities in the area.
e  Presence of Indian Reserves plus a 500m buffer.

¢  Presence of cemeteries plus a S00m buffer.

Presentation to
Moore Township Council
September 1992



IDENTIFICATION OF SITES

e  The siting areas that were at least 75 ha in size were carried
forward for site identification.

. Potential sites (75 ha parcels) were located with emphasis on
the following:

e  minimize number of land owners and property owners
affected;

o maximize distance from residential areas;
*  maximize site accessibility.

e  Sixteen (16) potential sites were identified.

Presentation to
Moore Township Council
September 1992



INITIAL ASSESSMENT OF SITES

e  The 16 potential sites were assessed with respect to agricultural
capability and use.

° One (1) site eliminated due to lands with Class 2 agricultural
capability.

¢  Six (6) sites eliminated due to high intensity agricultural use on
lands designated for agriculture.

¢  Nine (9) sites carried forward for comparative evaluation.

e A tenth site (Site "J") was later identified and evaluated.

Presentation to
Moore Township Council
September 1992



COMPARATIVE EVALUATION OF SITES

The sites were compared based on consideration of the following:

High

water

Potential for contamination of surface High

water and downstream flooding

Effects on natural ecosystems High/Moderate
Fffects on agricultural resource lands High/Moderate ||

Social/cultural concerns High “

Land use compatibility High/Moderate

Transportation concerns Moderate II

Costs

High/Moderate

1As identified by the Site Selection Workshop participants.

Presentation to
Moore Township Council
September 1992



REASONS FOR
ELIMINATION OF MOORE TOWNSHIP
LANDFILL SITE/ADJACENT LANDS

e  Existing site does not meet the 75 ha size requirement

* to the north: gas pipeline

* to the west: Township road

¢  to the south: 500m separation distance from existing residence

e  to the east: lands with Class 2 agricultural capability

Presentation to
Moore Township Council
September 1992



~— 195

970

:
4
]
' l
g
s

1965 .

1960

94 C

seesveedssescabossancsumsiasasaassenhussh

4945
RADIO TRANSMISSION . T NERE
TOWERS |t ~
..\. Z i

1. / . i T
- s e onm — GAS PIPELINE
AR L A LS L LN YL SY AEEETTCTETCTCERCELTY

. E. e .“x
1945 e e T e e e o : i --_I
o] i
! it : ]
t . RLTE .'§' ‘\‘ .
‘ . 151 was \ i o
: f5 ° e
. 3! [ Bas ﬂi' i _
. 1eas 3 j BOUNDARY OF A3 -
: & | MOORE TOWNSHIP \ ® i s
< ol LANDFILL SITE — e
- Y = 5' 940 / pes 9
‘\ . : ) 1 - ‘IE
— - :L ) i
£ e L 21 i e R ey [
t i~ ! LANDS WITH CLASS ~ ~ ! '~
3 SN 1 OR 2 AGRICULTURE Ny X
e | CAPABILITY § o
} !. 1ga s :
: I o
D e ; °
; { it i we 3
A il - _ == ! :
v ; 500m SEPARATION DISTANCE
g FROM RESIDENCES . :
-".:"""'.(. i
J . ! OIL OR GAS WELLS :
- - LI HWY 80 + ® ® »
f ..’_-- —_— T s T T T T———= _.z'?.--.—'-— U e
- : e e
T T Teegr ) e e e T | |
i, SITING CONSTRAINTS IN VICINITY
. SCALE 1:10,000 | .~ OF MOORE TOWNSHIP LANDFILL SITE Fi ;
-m—— 191 % g“re




COMPARATIVE REVIEW OF SITE "K"

Reasons for the review:
e  "Industrial lands" was interpreted to include:

e lands designated for industrial uses;
e lands designated and licensed for waste disposal;

on clay-based soils, regardless of agricultural capability.

* Lands adjacent to the Moore Township Landfill Site - which
are designated for waste disposal, but not licensed - were not
included.

e  Moore Township disagrees with the above interpretation.

¢ If the Moore Township interpretation is accepted, the Moore
Site plus adjacent lands would form a potential site: "Site K".

Presep1TE® TO PAC
OctToBRER.  [992.
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e VED 2 0 MAY 199

FILE COPY >

March 16, 1993
1~
Lambton County Waste Management Master Plan

The County of Lambton is preparing a Waste Management Master Plan to determine the best ways to manage
wastes. The central aim of the Master Plan is to define the best system for the long-term management of wastes
within the County.

You are invited to attend the upcoming Public Information Centre for the Master Plan. The Information Centre
will be set up as an informal walk-in centre with materials and displays that explain the progress of the Master
Plan to date. County representatives will be available to explain the displays, answer questions, and receive your
comments,

The Public Information Centre will be held at:

Moore Township Municipal Offices
1155 Emily Street
Mooretown, Ontario
Tuesday, 30 March 1993
Drop in any time from 2:00 to 4:00 p.m. or 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. A brief presentation will be made at 7:30 p.m.

Enclosed for your information is a copy of the Waste Management Master Plan Newsletter that has been
distributed across Lambton County.

For further information, please contact:

Mr, Jim Kutyba, P.Eng, OR Ms. Catherine Fletcher, M.Sc,
Administrator, Waste Management Senior Planner
Lambton County M.M. Dillon Limited
Highway 21, Box 3000 Box 426, Station B
Wyoming, Ontario London, Ontario
NON 1T0 N6A 4W7
Tel: (519) 845-0801 Tel: (519) 438-6192
Fax: (519) 845-3817 Fax: (519) 672-8209
Yours truly,
James J. Kutyba, P.Eng.

Administrator, Waste Management
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| LAMBTON COUNTY
[ WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN.

— YOU ARE INVITED TO A
LAMBTON PUBLIC INFORMATION CENTRE

Lambton County is preparing a Waste Management Master Plan (WMMP) to determine the best ways to
manage our wastes for the next 20 10 40 years, The Lambton County WMMP is being prepared according 1o

the requirement of the Environmenta) Assessment Act and the Ministry of the Environment guidelines for waste
management master plans.

It hag been recommended th;t the best waste management system for Lambton County would include: waste
reductian, reuse, and recycling at source; backyard composting; and a central composting, materials recovery
and Jandfill facitity. . :

A site must be found to accommodate the central composting, materials recovery and landfill facility. A facility
sitting exercise was initiated and through an evaluation of a number of candidate sites (see map below), four
sites were considered to be more preferred than the others: Sites D, H,Iand K.

LAMBTON WMMP PUBLIC
INFORMATION CENTRE

i WHO IS INVITED?

You are invited to attend a Public Information Centre to
review past and future WMMP activities.
Representatives from the Waste Management Waste
oL Plen Steering Committee, the County of Lambton, and
M.M. Dillon Limited will be available to answer
questions, &

WHY SHOULD YOU COME?

To view the activities undertaken to date and the
proposed activities for the next step of the waste
management facility site selection process. Lambton
SR County is interested in hearing any comments or
T concemns from individuals or groups about this project.

WHERE AND WHEN WILL IT BE HELD?

L, .
Location: Township of Moore  Date: Tuesday, March 30, 1993
! Municipal Office  Time: 2:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. (informal viewing session of displays)
1155 Emily Street 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. (informal viewing session of displays)
Mooretown, Ontario ) .
v Presentation 7:30 p.m.

"

If you wish to be more involved in the study or to be placed on t'h‘e mailing list, please contact:

Mr. Jim Kutyba, P. Eng, OR Ms, Catherine Fletcher, M.Sc.
Administrator, Waste Management Senior Planner

Lambton County . - M.M. Dillon Limited
Highway 21, Box 3000 Box 426, Station B
Wyoming, Ontario London, Ontario

NON 1TO : . . N6A 4W7

Tel: (519) 845-0801 Tel: (519) 438-6192

Fax: (519) 845-3817 Fax: (519) 672-8209
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RADIO ANNOUNCEMENT March 3, 1993
(50 seconds)

RE: LAMBTON COUNTY WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN
PUBLIC INFORMATION CENTRE, MARCH 30, 1993

The management of waste is an issue that affects everyone living or working in Lambton
County. We need to find ways to, first of all, reduce waste and then effectively manage what
remains.

The Lambton County Waste Management Master Plan aims to define the best system for the
long-term management of wastes within the County.

(30 seconds)

The Lambton County Waste Management Master Plan is being prepared and you are invited
to attend a Public Information Centre to comment on the activities to date. The
recommendations for waste reduction, reuse and recycling will be outlined. Also, the siting
process which will lead to a site for a new composting, materials recovery and landfill facility
will be explained. The Public Information Centre will be held at:

WHERE: Township of Moore
Municipal Office (wheelchair accessible)
1155 Emily Street
Mooretown Ontario

WHEN: Tuesday, March 30, 1993

Drop in anytime between 2:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m.
and 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.

Presentation; 7:30 p.m.
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LAMBTON COUNTY
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN

Newsletter March 1993

Waste management is an issue that affects everyone living or working in Lambton County. The County is
preparing a Waste Management Master Plan to determine the best ways to manage our wastes for the next 20
to 40 years.

We are sending you this newsletter:

« to provide an update on the progress of the Master Plan;

* 1o encourage you to be involved; and

+ toinvite you to the Public Information Centre on Tuesday, March 30, 1993 (see page 2 for more details).

An overview....

The central aim of the Master Plan is to define the best system for the long-term management of wastes within
the County. Like many areas across Ontario, and throughout Canada, the production of waste has risen as
population, industrial development and cur consumer lifestyle has increased. It is estimated that each Canadian
produces approximately | kilogram of garbage per day.
In 1992, the residents, businesses and industries of Lambton County produced approximately 100,000 tonnes
of solid non-hazardous garbage. This figure does not include liquid industrial or hazardous waste. Although
the production of some waste is inevitable, it is important foreveryone, both individually and collectively, to find
ways to first of all reduce waste and then effectively manage what remains.
The Lambton County Waste Management Master Plan (WMMP) s being prepared according to the requirements

of the Environmental Assessment Act and the Ministry of the Environment guidelines for waste management
master plans.

Based on the work completed to date, it is recom- MASTER PLAN PROGRESS TO DATE:
mended that the best waste management system for

Lambton County would include: 1986/87 SR G LR
) . 1987/88 Stage 2A and 2B completed
+ waste reduction, reuse and recycling at source
(e.g. at home, work); 1988/89 Master Plan on hold

August 1989  Revised Master Plan initiated, to meet En-
vironmental Assessment Act {(EAA} re-
quirements

« backyard composting;

« a central composting facility;

1989 to 1991 EAA-level Master Plan in progress, in-
« a materials recovery facility (MRF); and cluding site selection for new long-term
waste management facility.
SOCIEILIGIT July 1991 Master Plan put on hold to await Ministry
of Environment funding

Wastes would be collected and handled through

curbside collection, direct haul, and transfer stations January 1993  Master Plan progress resumed; EAA-level
(if required). Master Plan report expected to be com-
plete in Fall 1993




CONSULTATION PROGRAM:
IT'S YOUR MASTER PLAN .. .BE INVOLVED

PLblic and agency consultation has been a significant part of the planning process for the Master Plan. Residents from across Lambion County are encouraged

1o continue to be involved.

You are invited to attend a PUBLIC INFORMATION CENTRE

Location:
1155 Emily Streel
Moaretown, Onlario

(across from Moore Township Civic Cenire)

O

MOORE TOWNSHIP MUNICIPAL OFFICE

Date:

Time:

Presentation:

Tuesday. March 30, 199)

2:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. (informal viewing session of displays)
7:00 p.m, to 9:00 p.m. (informal viewing session of displays)

T30 p.m.

Information will be available on the pastand future activities for the Master Plan. Representatives from ithe WMMP Steering Commitiee, the County of Lambton,
The Information Centre will be set up as an informal walk-in centre.

Skl

and M.M. Dillon Limited will be

In addition to the upcoming Public Information
Centre(PIC), members of the public will have the
opporunity lo be invelved inthe Master Plan through
the following:

o resident meetings:

¢ municpal council meelings:

« waorkshops: and

+  Public Advisory Commiuee {PAC) meel-

ings

The dates und locutions of future activities will be
announced as the Master Plan progresses,

The county will also continue to inform and involve
affected government ugencies in the Master Plan.
Agency representatives will be invited 1o the Infor-
mation Centre and other consultation activities. and
will be invited to comment on the Muster Plan
process and recommendations.

to answer g|

PUBLIC ADVISORY COMMITTEE

In 1989, the Waste Managemen! Master Plan Sieering Commitiee established a Public Advisory
Commitee (PAC) 10 assist in the development and implementation of the Master Plan. The PAC consists
of interested ratepayers from municipalilies within Lambton County as well 8s represeniatives of
industiry and environmental groups. The PAC has 20 municipal representatives and 10} citizen

representatives.

The PAC bers review reg

ded Master Plun components, help to identify concems and issues,

und continue to assist in the selection ol sites for new or expanded waste management facilities.

PAC meetings are held in the lunchroon at the Lambton County Admind

alion B

-
g 1n Wy 2

ut 7 p.m. on the last Wednesday of every month. Members of the public are welcome.
Faor further information. please contact:
Muriel Wright

Public Advisory Commiliee Chairperson
1519) 899-2345 (Home)

MINIMIZING OUR GARBAGE: THE 3Rs

The first priority it any waste nianagement nkister plan is to find ways to reduce the waste we produce. Athome, we can minimize our garbage by recycling cans.
baltles sl newspapers; reusing hags, plastic containers, clothes and other materials: using 3 parden compost box for kitchen scraps. garden materials and leaves:
and by minimizing use of “throw-a-ways”. Asconsamers, we can purchase food in reusable cloth shopping bags rather than plastic ones; buy fresh foods with no
packaging. where possible avoid products with excess packaging. and buy “environmentally friendly products™,

The actions ol individual householders and consumers are very imperant, but significant waste reduction efforts must be made by industrial und commenrcial
generators as well, Al work, industnal, commercial and govemment employers need to inventary the type and amount of wasie produced in industrial processes,
“on the Noor™. am in offices. and identify ways 10 reduce the wisies produced

In ke Spring of 1989, the Minister of the Environment announced objectives toreduce the zmount of waste going todisposal facilities such asincinerators or landfills.
By maximizing the 3Rs {reduction. reuse and recycling) communities across Ontario are required 1o reduce wasie disposal by 50% by the year 2000.

RECYCLING PROGRAMS

Local recycling programs are one way 10 promole
the *3Rs’ of waste management and reduce the
amount of wasie requiring disposal. Much of
Lambton County is already served by recycling
programs. Blue Box collection programs are pres-
ently operating in the City of Samia, the Town of
Forest, the Villages of Alvinston, Arkona. Grund
Bend, Oil Springs, Point Edward, Thedford, Watford,
and the Townships of Bosanquet, Moore, Plympton
and Sombra. Recycling depots presently serve the
Town of Petrolia, the Village of Wyoming, und the
Townships of Brooke. Enniskillen. Euphemia,
Sombra. and Warwick. Local residents should at-
tempt lo use these programs as much as possible so
as 1o maximize the amount of wisie diverted from
lundfill disposal.

COMPOSTING

Composting allows the wransformation of “waste”
materials intoa soil-like material. Leaves, lawn and
garden cultings, food scraps and other kitchen wastes
can be composied rather than thrown away.

Each individual household is capable of composting
up to 36% of their wasles, Ina backyard composting
program, households are supplied with a specially
designed unit (a composter), in which 10 place
compostable wastes. Afiera period of time allowing
for the decomposition of the waste, the compost can
then be used as 2 mulching agent and/or soil additive
for the home and garden

The City of Sarnia is curmemily operating a mass leaf
collection and compasting program. The County off
Lambton has distributed a total of 6,960 back yard
composlers 10 date. The Master Plan may recom-
mend the gradual extension of the program to in-
clude:

o curbsile collection of lwnand garden mate

rals: and
« collection of Kitchen and food wastes,

MATERIALS RECOVERY
FACILITY

A Materials Recovery Facllity (MRF} is used to
separate mixed waste materials into reusable, recy-
clable, compostable and residual components.
Wastes are collecied and transported to the facility
where mass processing occurs. Recyclable materi-
als, such as glass, tin, aluminium, newsprint, and
plastics are separated and sen to appropriate mar-
kets. Compostable materialsare sent toacomposting
facility, Residual wastes are then transported to a
disposal facility such as a landfill,

The Master Plan will recommend the eventual incor
poration of an MRF into the long-term waste man-
ugement syslem for the County. Thistype of facility
would significantly reduce (by upto 60%]1the amount
of waste requiring disposal and thereby reduce the
need for facilities such as fandfills



MATERIALS RECOVERY FACILITY SURVEY

As part of Lambion County's WMMP, a study is being conducted 1o assess the feasibility of a materials recovery facility (MRF)
and the collection system that would be compatible with such a facility. At this point, your assistance is appreciated by taking a
few moments to fill out the survey below.

SURVEY

In completing the survey, please keep in mind the following notes.

A recycling depot is much less expensive (o set up and operate, can
be set up at convenient locations, and additional materials can be
added more easily in the future. A Blue Box program is more
convenient and results in more material being collected, but Blue
Box programs are generally more expensive to operate on a per
tonne of waste diverted basis,

A new type of waste collection system that is common in Europe is
the wet/dry system. In this system, wet wastes, like food wasles and
yard clippings, are placed in a designated container. Similarly, dry
wastes, like paper, glass, metal cans and plastics, are placed in a
second designated container. These containers, which can be bags
(less expensive) or bins (more expensive), are collected onaregular
basis,

A two container system would consist of one container for wet
wastes and a second container for dey materials. In this system. all
of your wastes woull go into the two containers. In a three
container system, you would be given a special container for your
wet wastes and be expected to use your Blue Box for recyclable
materials. The rest of your wastes would go into your regular
garbage container.

The main advantage of this system is that much higher amounts of
garbage can be diverted from disposal because it is much easier to
process and recover the compostable and recyclable materials from
the waste stream when the wet and dry fractions are separated.

The Cities of Guelph and Mississauga, the Region of Halton and
the Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto are presently conducting
pilot studies to determine the feasibility of implementing a varia-
tion of the wet/dry collection system.

1, I prefer a blue box, emptied on a regular basis, in which 1o put my recyclables.

_I YES _JNO

_! Other

2. [ prefer to take my recyclables to a recycling depot set up at convenient locations.

_] YES _No

k3 I prefer to haul my wastes to the local landfill site.

_] YEs _no

_I Other

J Other

4. If Lambton County were 10 adopt a variation of the wet/dry collection program described above, | would be willing to participate

init.
] YES _no
5. For a wet/dry collection system, [ prefer:

] atwo container system

_J Other

| # three container system

..I other

6. For a wet/dry collection system, | prefer to use:

J coloured bags (e.g. blue for dry wastes, green for wet wastes)

_'I special containers/bins

NAME:

ADDRESS:

DAY-TIME PHONE NO.:

Please cul out questionnaire and return by March 31, 1993 (or drop it off at the Public Information Centre) to:

Mr. Jim Kutyba, P.Eng.

Administrator, Wasic Managemem

Lambton County

Highway 21, Box 3000

Wyoming, Ontario

NON ITO
Phone: (519)845-0801
Fax: (446) 845-3817
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WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITY SITE SELECTION PROCESS

One activity in the Master Plan process is the selection of a site for the new long-term waste management facility, The site selection
process began in 1990 and 1991, and resumed in January 1993 following the receipt of Ministry of Environment funding. The new

long-term facility will include:

* a Materials Recovery Facility;
+ acentral Composting Facility: and
+ u Landfill.

The siting process aims to find the most suitable 75 ha site. Public workshops were held throughout 1990 to identify siting criteria, and
1o begin to identify possible areas and possible sites. “Constraint mapping"” was conducted, which involves the gradual elimination of

less suitable lands.

The following outlines the six main sieps of the site selection process.

Step I - Identification of Study Area

The Study Area is the broad area within Lambion County in which
1he site selection process occurs. The study area was identified as
clay-based lands designated for industrial type land uses, clay-based
rehabilitated eroded lands and clay-based lands with Class 310 7
agricultural capability.

Step 2 - 1dentification of Candidate Areas

Candidate Areas are large arcas of lind within the Study Area
considered to be more suitable for the development of the waste
management facility. Candidute Areas were identified by applying
constraints with respect to: natural environment and resources,
land use, und the socialfcultural environment,

Step 3 - Identification of Siting Areas

Siting Areas are smaller land parcels located within the Candidate
Areas considered to be more suilable for the development of the
waste management facility. Siting Areas were identified by apply-
ing constiraints with respect to ground water, surfuce water. natural
environment and resources. and the social/culturat environment.

1ao0me roun runa i
(aLRT OO
l oL CEwme|
@ 3 X
COURTReek ‘M-
o
LAY SAR T
ul
moxromo sometp thr
Séntiwa Tes S|

Figure: Location of Sites D, H, I and K

TRANSFER STATIONS

Wﬂsle transfer stations may be needed,
particularly in areas of Lambton that would
be distant from the new composite waste

Jim Kutyba, P.Eng. or
Administrator, Waste Management

Step 4 - Identification of Long List of Sites

This step involved the identification of 75 ha sites within the Siting
Areas with emphasis on the following:

+ minimizing the number of landowners and property own-
ers affected;

* maximizing the distance from residential areas;

* maximizing the distance from sensitive natural areas; and

+ maximizing the site accessibility.

The sites within agriculural designated areas under current agricul-
tural use were eliminated. A total of |1 sites were identified.

Step 5 - Comparison of Long List of Sites

The long list of eleven sites were compared by speciatists in: ground
water, surflace waler. natural ecosysiems, agriculture, socialfcul-
tural issues, land use, transportation and costs. As a result of this
exercise. four sites were considered to be preferred: D. H, land K
{see map).

Step 6 - Comparison of Short List of Sites

Step 6 will involve the comparative evaluation of Siies D, H, 1 and
K inorder to identify a preferred site. This comparative evaluation
is to be conducted at a greater level of detail involving on-site field
visits and resident interviews. This activity is expected to occur
throughout spring and summer 1993,

Waste collection and handling are necessary components of any
waste management system. To dite, the Master Plan studies have
concluded that curbside collection, direct haul and transfer stations
are recommended collection and handling approaches for Lambion
County. Further studies will be carried out to refine the best options
and the best mix of options for the collection of wastes in urban and
rural areas. A conceptual design for an integrated material recovery
and compost facility will be developed. This information will be
used in the comparison of candidate sites D, H, [ and K.

For further information, please contact:

Catherine Fletcher, M.Sc.
Senior Planner

facili N Lambton County M.M. Dillen Limited
management facility. Studies will be car- Highway 21, Box 3000 Box 426, Station B
ried out to investigate the economic feisi- Wyoming, Ontario London, Ontario
bility of developing one or more wansfer NON ITO NG6A 4W7
stations. The County will then decid
siations, " the Lounly witl thes decttle an Tel: (519) 845-0801 Tel: (519)438-6192

location{s) of the stations,

@ This Paper is 100% recyclable

Fax: (519) 845-3817

Fax: {519) 672-8209

See you at the Information Centre!
|
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OVERVIEW

In 1992, the residents, businesses and industries of Lambton County
produced approximately 100,000 tonnes of solid non-hazardous garbage.
This figure does not include liquid industrial or hazardous waste.
Although the production of some waste is inevitable, it is important for
everyone, both individually and collectively, to find ways to first of all
reduce waste and then effectively manage what remains.

Waste management is an issue that affects everyone living or working in
Lambton County. The County is preparing a Waste Management Master
Plan according to the requirements of the Environmental Assessment Act
and the Ministry of Environment Guidelines to determine the best ways to
manage our wastes for the next 20 to 40 years.




LAMBTON COUNTY
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN

AIM

To define the best system for the long-term management of wastes within
Lambton County for the next 20 to 40 years.

THE RECOMMENDED WASTE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
INCLUDES:

. Recycling/source separation
. Backyard composting

. Centralized composting

. Materials Recovery Facility
. Landfill

In the recommended system, wastes will be collected and handled through:

. Curbside collection
. Direct haul
. Waste transfer station(s) (to be determined).




WASTE MANAGEMENT INITIATIVES
FOR LAMBTON COUNTY

Short-Term Needs
(5 years)

Environmental
Approvals Required

The initiatives recommended to address the
short-term waste management needs are:

* maximize 3R’s

+ Sarnia Landfill Application for Expansion

¢ none

« EAA Exemption (as per MOE policy re
Interim Expansion of Municipal Landfills)
+ EPA level

Long-Term Needs
(20-40 years)

Environmental
Approvals Required

The Waste Management Master Plan
recommends that the waste management
system should include the following:

* Maximize 3R's
» waste reduction/reuse
» recycling/source separation
* composting
- household
- centralized

* Materials Recovery Facility
 Collection

+ curbside collection
+ direct haul

+ transfer station(s)
+ Disposal

 long-term County landfill

* none
* none
* none
» EPA level and potentially EAA level
» EPA level and potentially EAA level

* none
* none

» EPA level and potentially EAA level

» EAA level and EPA level




1992 WASTE QUANTITIES

Residential and some light commercial wastes are collected by municipal
forces and private contractors. These wastes are disposed in landfills
owned by Lambton County and by private firms. Industrial, commercial
and institutional wastes are collected by private firms and disposed in
landfills owned by private firms,

Residential and Light Commercial Wastes Tonnes
Sarnia Landfill (Sarnia and Point Edward) 17,500
Laidlaw Landfill in Warwick (Clearwater, Forest, Alvinston, Arkona, 14,300
Grand Bend, Thedford, Watford, Bosanquet, Euphemia, Warwick)

Phillip Environmental Site in Petrolia (Petrolia, Oil Springs, 4,050
Wyoming, Enniskillen, Plympton)

Brooke Township Landfill 200
Dawn Township Landfill 150
Moore Township Landfill 2,500
Sombra Township Landfill 1,000
TOTAL 39,700

Industrial, Commercial and Institutional Wastes

Laidlaw Site in Warwick

Phillip Environmental Site in Petrolia
K&E Dry Waste Site in Sarnia
Sussex Environmental Site in Sarnia

Unitec Site in Moore Township

TOTAL 61,200

Total for County and Private Sites for 1992 100,900




WASTE REDUCTION

LEGAL AND POLICY ISSUES

+ The Ministry of the Environment and Energy (MOEE) adopted
objectives of at least 25% diversion from disposal by the year 1992 and
at least 50% diversion by the year 2000.

» Consistent with these objectives, the MOEE is proposing to issue new
regulations that will:

. make it easier to obtain approvals for recycling and composting sites;
. make it mandatory for establishments in the industrial, commercial
and institutional (IC&I) sectors to complete waste audits and waste

reduction work plans and separate certain materials for recycling;

. make it mandatory for municipalities with populations of 5,000 or
more to set up recycling programs;

- require municipalities that collect leaf and yard wastes to provide
composting systems.

+ On September 1992, the Ontario Government banned the construction of
future solid waste incinerators in Ontario.




WASITE DIVERSION

WHAT ARE THE 3 Rs OF WASTE DIVERSION?

REDUCE - REDUCE THE AMOUNT OF WASTE PRODUCED.
REUSE - REUSE SOMETHING SEVERAL TIMES BEFORE THROWING [T AWAY.

RECYCLE - COLLECT SOMETHING AND CONVERT [T INTO A SIMILAR OR NEW PRODUCT.

HOW IS LAMBTON COUNTY DOING?

BLUE BOX COLLECTIONS ARE CURRENTLY PROVIDED IN ALVINSTON, ARKONA,
BOSANQUET, FOREST, GRAND BEND, MOORE, OIL SPRINGS, PLYMPTON, POINT EDWARD,
SARNIA, SOMBRA, THEDFORD, AND WATFORD. RECYLCLABLES ARE ALSC COLLECTED
AT APARTMENT BUILDINGS IN SARNIA. A TOTAL OF 5354 TONNES OF RECYCLABLES

WERE COLLECTED USING BLUE BOXES IN 1992,

|

RECYCLING DEPOTS ARE PROVIDED IN BROOKE, ENNISKILLEN, EUPHEMIA, PETROUA,
SOMBRA, WARWICK, AND WYOMING. A TOTAL OF 312 TONNES OF RECYCLABLES
WERE COLLECTED USING DEPOTS IN 1992,

BACKYARD COMPQOSTERS HAVE BEEN DISTRIBUTED THROUGHOUT LAMBTON COUNTY.
— THE COUNTY HAS SO FAR DISTRIBUTED A TOTAL OF 6,960 COMPOSTERS. AN ADDITIONAL
28D 1441 COMPOSTERS HAVE BEEN DISTRIBUTED BY BLUEWATER RECYCLING.

LEAF AND YARD WASTE COLLECTIONS ARE PROVIDED IN SARNIA, THESE ARE COMPOSIED
AT A CENTRAL COMPOSTING SITE LOCATED IN SARNIA. A TOTAL OF 1852 TONNES OF
LEAF AND YARD WASTES WERE COMPOSTED IN 1992,

W # |  HouseHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTIONS WERE OPERATED BY THE COUNTY
‘L@/% IN 1991 AND 1992.
F

THE VILLAGE OF GRAND BEND STARTED UP A USER PAY COLLECTION PROGRAM ON
OCTOBER 1, 1992. LOCAL RESIDENTS MUST USE BAG TAGS. THESE TAGS ARE SOLD BY
LOCAL MERCHANTS. GRAND BEND IS REPORTING REDUCTIONS IN WASTE QUANTITIES
GOING TO LANDFILLS AND SIGNIFCANT INCREASES IN THE AMOUNTS OF
RECYCLABLES COLLECTED.
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TRANSFER STATIONS

Many of the landfills in Lambton County will close in the next few
years. The landfill in Grand Bend closed October 1, 1992.

Landfills which close in the future may be replaced by rural transfer
stations.

Rural transfer stations are facilities where wastes are delivered in small
vehicles, packed into large vehicles and hauled to the landfill site.

Rural transfer stations can help reduce operating costs when the landfill
is a long distance from where the wastes are generated.

Rural transfer stations act as a substitute to a local landfill site. Local
residents avoid having to drive long distances to the closest landfill.

Rural transfer stations can also serve as locations for recycling depots.

The feasibility of establishing rural transfer stations will be evaluated.
Locations, costs and service areas will be considered.




KEY ASSUMPTIONS AND POLICIES
AFFECTING THE MASTER PLAN

PUBLIC SECTOR OR PRIVATE SECTOR?

» The County will not be dependent upon the private sector. The County
will pursue public sector solutions for waste management needs unless
and until private sector solutions are in place.

IMPORT/EXPORT?

e The County will not import or export wastes.

SITE SIZE (75 ha) FOR LONG-TERM WASTE MANAGEMENT
FACILITY?

» The site will accommodate a landfill, materials recovery facility and
centralized composting area.

« Only municipal solid wastes, and solid, non-hazardous wastes which are
currently taken from industrial and commercial sources (e.g. kitchen
wastes, office wastes) will be handled by County facilities.

+ Some existing landfill sites will be closed.

» There will be a deficit of disposal capacity of up to 2.8 million tonnes.




SITE SELECTION APPROACH

STEPS

+ Identify study areca « Identify potential sites

o Identify candidate areas » Comparative evaluation of sites

« Identify siting areas » Detailed comparison of preferred sites.

SITE SELECTION
CONSTRAINT MAPPING APPROACH
CONCEPTUAL DIAGRAM
Involves the progressive elimination of areas within the County
considered less suitable for the facility - in particular, the landfill,

Planning Area
(County of Lambton)

Study Area
Candidate Area




STUDY AREA IDENTIFICATION

 All of Lambton County was assessed with respect to:
- hydrogeologic conditions
- population distribution.

» The final Study Area was defined based on the following:

- clay-based lands with Class 3 to 7 agricultural capability

- clay-based rehabilitated eroded lands and bottom lands

- clay-based lands designated for industrial-type uses (regardless of
agricultural capability).




IDENTIFICATION OF CANDIDATE AREAS

The constraint criteria used to identify the candidate areas were as follows:
NATURAL ENVIRONMENT AND RESOURCES

» Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSIs) (provincial/regional
significance), with 500 m buffer.

» Class 1 to 3 wetlands (provincial/regional significance), with 500 m
buffer.

» Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) identified by the University of
Waterloo study team for the Lambton County Planning Department or in
local municipal plans, with 500 m buffer.

» Special areas (areas with strong potential for ESA status - as identified
in Background Report No. 13 to the Lambton County Official Plan).

» Areas within 500 m of major streams with significant/rare fish species.
SOCIAL { CULTURAL | LAND USE ENVIRONMENT
* Built-up areas.

+ Areas within 500 m of residences and other sensitive land use features
(i.e. schools).




IDENTIFICATION OF SITING AREAS

The siting areas were identified based on the following constraint criteria:

GROUND WATER

» Presence of wells (abandoned oil, gas, water and brine injection).
SURFACE WATER

 Floodplains and related hazard lands (100 and 200-year fiood zones).

» Areas within 500 m of all watercourses previously not identified as
outlined on 1:50,000 topographic map and 1:10,000 Ontario Base Map.

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT AND RESOURCES

» Displacement of high quality forests and management agreement areas
on site.

» Presence of active oil and gas wells,




IDENTIFICATION OF SITING AREAS
(Continued)

SOCIAL | CULTURAL ENVIRONMENT
 Areas within 500 m of future committed residential development.

» Presence of existing and future (committed) planned recreational
features.

» Presence of known archaeological features plus a 500 m buffer.
» Presence of heritage features plus a 500 m buffer.

» Presence of existing and future approved utilities in the area.

+ Presence of Indian reserves plus a 500 m buffer.

» Presence of cemeteries plus a S00 m buffer.




IDENTIFICATION OF SITES

+ The siting areas that were at least 75 ha in size were carried forward for
site identification.

+ Potential sites (75 ha parcels) were located with emphasis on the
following:

- minimize number of landowners and property owners affected
- maximize distance from residential areas
- maximize site accessibility.




COMPARATIVE EVALUATION OF SITES

The sites were compared based on consideration of the following:

FACTOR FACTOR RANKING'
POTENTIAL FOR CONTAMINATION OF GROUND WATER HIGH
POTENTIAL FOR CONTAMINATION OF SURFACE WATER HIGH
AND DOWNSTREAM FLOODING
EFFECTS ON NATURAL ECOSYSTEMS - HIGH/MODERATE
EFFECTS ON AGRICULTURAL RESOURCE LANDS HIGH/MODERATE
SOCIAL/CULTURAL CONCERNS HIGH
LAND USE COMPATIBILITY HIGH/MODERATE
TRANSPORTATION CONCERNS MODERATE
COSTS HIGH/MODERATE

' As identified by the Site Selection Workshop participants.

» Eleven sites were considered suitable and compared by specialists.

 As a result of this exercise, four sites were considered to be preferred:

D, H, I and K.




PUBLIC CONSULTATION ACTIVITIES TO DATE

Newsletters (November 1989, March 1993)

Municipal Council Presentations

Public Information Centres (November 1989, March 1993)
Public Advisory Committee Meetings (ongoing since 1989)
Site Selection Public Workshops (April to November 1990)
Press Conferences

Property Owner Meeting (January 1991)

WMMP Steering Committee Meetings




FUTURE STEPS

During 1993, work will continue on the following parts of the Master Plan:
WASTE COLLECTION AND DIVERSION:

* The best short-term and long-term strategy for the County will be
defined.

TRANSFER STATIONS:

+ The need for transfer stations will be assessed. If it is determined that
one or more transfer stations will be required, a site selection process
will be carried out.

COMPOSITE WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITY:

» The four sites (Sites D, H, I and K) will be evaluated in detail to select
the preferred site.

PUBLIC AND AGENCY CONSULTATION:

» The County will continue to inform and involve members of the public
and interested agencies.

MASTER PLAN REPORT

+ The Master Plan studies, consultation activities, recommendations and

results will be documented in a report which will be mde available for
public review.

In 1994-95, the preferred site for the Composite Waste Management
Facility will be investigated in detail to meet the requirements of the
Environmental Protection Act (EPA). Following that, it is expected that a
public hearing will be held to obtain final approvals for the facility.
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LAMBTON COUNTY MARCH 1993
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN PUBLIC INFORMATION CENTRE

COMMENT FORM

Please provide your comments regarding the Lambton County Waste Management Master Plan in the
space below. Your written comments will be maintained on file as part of the database for the study
and may also be included in the study documentation which will be made available for public review.
Your comments and opinions are welcome. Please consider the following questions:

1. Do you have specific comments or concerns about the proposed waste collection and handling
systems?
2, Do you have specific comments or concerns about the siting process for the new composite

waste management facility?

Please provide your comments in the space below and on the back of this page if necessary.

Name and Address (Optional). Please print.

Please leave your completed Comment Form in the box provided or mail to:

Mr. Jim Kutyba, P.Eng.
Administrator, Waste Management
Lambton County
Highway 21, Box 3000

-t Wyoming, Ontario
NON 1TO

Y
TO Tel: (519) 845-0801
Fax: (519) 845-3817
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WASTE MANAGEMENT_NIASTERPLAN
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Lambton County has prepared a draft Waste Managemmt Maswt

(WMMP) to determine the best way to manage our waste fox:lil?ﬁeit“-
20 years. - g saETELTh

Draft recommendations for the management of Lambto_n County's
wastes over the long term include:

« waste reduction, reuse, and recycling at source;
« backyard and centralized composting;

« materials recovery; and

+ landfilling. .

Preliminary recommendations for the development and siting of these
activities and facilities will be introduced at this presentation. Repre-
sentatives from the Steering Committee, the County of Lambton, and
M.M. Dillon Limited will be available to answer your questions.

WHY SHOULD YOU COME?

This presentation will mark the beginning of the last phase of public
and agency review of the draft WMMP prior 1o formal submission to
the Ministry of Environment and Energy in early 1994,

WHEN AND WHERE WILL IT BE HELD 7"

Thursday, November 25, 1993 :
7:00 p.m. - 9:00 pm. 2 SRRt
Moore Township Council Chambers
1155 Emily Street

Mooretown, Ontario

FOR MORE INFORMATION CONTACT: .~

Mr. Jim Kutyba, PEng. "Ms. Catherine Fletcher . *;
Administrator, Wastc Management  Senior Planner -~ 5. s -
Lambton Connty .~ MM, D1110n Lumtedu e
Highway 21, Box 3000 . Box426, Station B % ,‘;;
‘Wyoming, Ontario - - - . ! --London Ontario - = %
NON 1T0 Vs Moadh 0 NGAWT - R Scoa
* R 7 '.:5:-:'.*:} . i-.n;
Phone.(519) 845-0801 ol Phone. (519) 438-6192’ o

Fax (519)845.3817: - Fax "’ (519)6728209"
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LAMBTON COUNTY
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN

RADIO SPOT (30 seconds)

Proposals for the reduction, recycling and disposal of Lambton
County’s waste for the next 20 years will be presented to the
public:

WHEN: Thursday, November 25, 1993
7:00 - 9:00 p.m.

WHERE: Moore Township Council Chambers
1156 Emily Street
Mooretown, Ontario

This presentation, sponsored by Lambton County, will include a
description of a proposed site for a combination materials recovery
facility, central composting, and landfill.

For more information please contact:
Jim Kutyba

Lambton County Offices
(519) 845-0801
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YOU ARE INVITED
1 TO A PUBLIC PRESENTATION OF THE
puthtins?

o DRAFT
LAMBTON COUNTY
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN

Lambton County has prepared a draft Waste Management Master Plan (WMMP) to determine the best way
to manage our waste for the next 20 years. Draft recommendations for the management of Lambton County’s
wastes over the long term include:

. waste reduction, reuse, and recycling at source;

. backyard and centralized composting;

. materials recovery; and

. landfilling.

Preliminary recommendations for the development and siting of these activities and facilities will be
introduced at this presentation. Representatives from the Steering Committee, the County of Lambton, the
Public Advisory Committee, and M.M. Dillon Limited will be available to answer your questions.

WHY SHOULD YOU COME?

This presentation will mark the beginning of the last phase of public and agency review of the draft WMMP
prior to submission to the Ministry of Environment and Energy, and other government reviewers, in early
1994,

WHEN AND WHERE WILL IT BE HELD?

Thursday, November 25, 1993

7:00 - 9:00 p.m.

Moore Township Council Chambers
1155 Emily Street

Mooretown, Ontario

FOR MORE INFORMATION PLEASE CONTACT:

M. Jim Kutyba, P.Eng. Ms Catherine Fletcher
Administrator, Waste Management Senior Planner
Lambton County M.M. Dillon Limited
Highway 21, Box 3000 Box 426, Station B
Wyoming, Ontario London, Ontario

NON 1TO N6A 4W7

phone: (519) 845-0801 phone: (519) 438-6192

fax:  (519) 845-3817 fax:  (519) 672-8209
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DRAFT LAMBTON COUNTY NOVEMBER 1993
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN PUBLIC PRESENTATION

COMMENT FORM

Please provide your comments regarding the Draft Lambton County Waste Management Master Plan
recommendations in the space below. Your written comments will be maintained on file as part of
the database for the study and may also be included in the study documentation which will be made
available for public review. Your comments and opinions are welcome. Please provide your
comments in the space below and on the back of this page if necessary.

Name and Full Address (Optional). Please print.

Please leave your completed Comment Form in the box provided or mail to:

Mr. Jim Kutyba, P.Eng.
Administrator, Waste Management
Lambton County

Highway 21, Box 3000

Wyoming, Ontario

NON 1TO

Tel: (519) 845-0801
Fax: (519) 845-3817
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DRAFT
LAMBTON COUNTY
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN

PUBLIC PRESENTATION

NOVEMBER 25, 1993

MM. DILLON LIMITED COUNTY OF LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




DRAFT MASTER PLAN DOCUMENTATION FOR
REVIEW BY PAC, STEERING COMMITTEE, COUNCIL
AND AGENCIES

VOLUME 1: MASTER PLAN REPORT
. DESCRIBES ALL ELEMENTS OF THE MASTER PLAN
PROCESS AND THE LONG-TERM WASTE
MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS
VOLUME 2: MASTER PLAN APPENDICES
. CONTAINS TECHNICAL APPENDICES RELATED TO THE
DEVELOPMENT OF THE MASTER PLAN
VOLUME 3: PUBLIC AND AGENCY CONSULTATION
d CONTAINS APPENDICES RELATED TO THE PUBLIC
AND AGENCY CONSULTATION PROGRAM

VOLUME 4: SITE SELECTION APPENDICES

d CONTAINS TECHNICAL APPENDICES RELATED TO THE
SITE SELECTION PROCESS

MM. DILLON LIMITED COUNTY OF LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




PURPOSE OF THE PRESENTATION

TO PROVIDE A SUMMARY OF KEY MASTER
PLAN RESULTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

TOPICS

e WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN
GOAL/HIERARCHY

e RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING:

. OVERALL SYSTEM
. WASTE DIVERSION (3Rs)

. SITE FOR NEW LONG-TERM FACILITY

e FUTURE STEPS

MM. DILLON LIMITED COUNTY OF LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




GOAL

e DEVELOP BEST SYSTEM FOR LONG-TERM
MANAGEMENT OF MUNICIPAL SOLID

WASTES

OBJECTIVES

e DEFINE A SYSTEM THAT WOULD:

e  MINIMIZE IMPACTS ON THE

ENVIRONMENT

e MINIMIZE TRUE COSTS

e MAXIMIZE SERVICE TO THE PEOPLE IN

LAMBTON COUNTY

MM. DILLON LIMITED

COUNTY OF LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




WASTE MANAGEMENT

1ST

2ND

3RD

LAST

MM. DILLON LIMITED

HIERARCHY

REDUCTION OF WASTE

REUSE OF MATERIALS

RECYCLING OF MATERIALS

DISPOSAL OF WASTES

COUNTY OF LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




TYPES OF RECOMMENDATIONS

THE MASTER PLAN PRESENTS
RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING:

e WHAT WASTE MANAGEMENT
ACTIVITIES/ INITIATIVES/FACILITIES
SHOULD OCCUR

e HOW THE COUNTY COULD IMPLEMENT
EACH INITIATIVE

MM. DILLON LIMITED COUNTY OF LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




TOPICS

e WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN
GOAL/HIERARCHY

RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING:

. WASTE DIVERSION (3Rs)

. SITE FOR NEW LONG-TERM FACILITY

FUTURE STEPS

MM. DILLON LIMITED COUNTY OF LAMBTON

WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




RECOMMENDED
WASTE MANAGEMENT
SYSTEM COMPONENTS

e DRAFT WMMP RECOMMENDATIONS (1993):

d COLLECTION (REVISED)

° SOURCE SEPARATION/RECYCLING

. HOUSEHOLD COMPOSTING

o CENTRALIZED COMPOSTING (ADDED)

. MATERIALS RECOVERY FACILITY (ADDED)

. EXISTING PLUS NEW LANDFILL SITES (REVISED)

. TRANSFER STATIONS (IF REQUIRED)

MM. DILLON LIMITED COUNTY OF LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




TOPICS

e WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN
GOAL/HIERARCHY

e RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING:

. OVERALL SYSTEM

. SITE FOR NEW LONG-TERM FACILITY

e FUTURE STEPS

MM. DILLON LIMITED COUNTY OF LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




M.M. DILLON LIMITED

LONG-TERM
WASTE DIVERSION STRATEGY

PROVINCIAL OBJECTIVE OF AT LEAST 50%
DIVERSION BY YEAR 2000

BEST COMBINATION OF WASTE DIVERSION
TECHNOLOGIES AND PROCESSES

IS BASED ON THE 3Rs HIERARCHY

1) REDUCTION OF WASTE

2) REUSE OF MATERIALS

3) RECYCLING OF MATERIALS

COUNTY OF LAMBTON

WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




LONG-TERM
WASTE DIVERSION STRATEGY

RECOMMENDED STRATEGY INCLUDES:

COLLECTION

* USER PAY / DIRECT COST WASTE COLLECTION

SOURCE SEPARATION/RECYCLING
e  ENHANCED PUBLIC EDUCATION (3Rs)
e  ENHANCED BLUE BOX (ADDITIONAL MATERIALS)

o ENHANCED AND EXPANDED LEAF & YARD
WASTE COLLECTION

. EXPANDED COLLECTION OF BULKY ITEMS &
HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTES

. INSTITUTIONAL, COMMERCIAL & INDUSTRIAL
(IC&I) COLLECTION PROGRAMS

MM. DILLON LIMITED COUNTY OF LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




LONG-TERM
WASTE DIVERSION STRATEGY

RECOMMENDED STRATEGY INCLUDES (CONTINUED):

HOUSEHOLD COMPOSTING

o EXPANDED BACKYARD COMPOSTER
DISTRIBUTION

. LARGE 3-BIN COMPOSTERS FOR MULTI-FAMILY
HOUSING COMPLEXES AND APARTMENT
BUILDINGS

CENTRALIZED COMPOSTING

d SARNIA/COUNTY LEAF AND YARD WASTE SITE(S)

MATERIALS RECOVERY FACILITY

J PRIVATE/COUNTY OWNED MATERIALS
RECOVERY FACILITIES (MRF)

M.M. DILLON LIMITED COUNTY OF LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




ENHANCED BLUE BOX

 ENHANCEMENT OF EXISTING
RECYCLABLES COLLECTION SYSTEM

e EXAMPLES OF ADDITIONAL MATERIALS:
PLASTIC BOTTLES & JUGS
FILM PLASTICS
BOXBOARD
ALUMINIUM TRAYS & FOIL
* RECYCLING CONTRACTORS ALREADY

COLLECT SOME TYPICAL ENHANCED BLUE
BOX MATERIALS

* CURBSIDE COLLECTION & DEPOTS

* RECOMMENDATION: THAT THE COUNTY
ASSUME RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE
COLLECTION OF RECYCLABLES

M.M. DILLON LIMITED COUNTY OF LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




USER PAY / DIRECT COST
WASTE COLLECTION

e TWO LEVELS:

1) COUNTY

* TIPPING FEES FOR MUNICIPALITIES

2) MUNICIPALITY

e PART OF EXISTING WASTE
COLLECTION PROGRAMS

e OPTIONAL FOR MUNICIPALITIES

« GRAND BEND & BOSANQUET
TOWNSHIP

M.M. DILLON LIMITED COUNTY OF LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




ENHANCED AND EXPANDED LEAF &
YARD WASTE COLLECTION

e ENHANCE BY ADDING MORE COLLECTIONS
THROUGHOUT YEAR

e EXPAND BY INCLUDING URBAN AREAS
OUTSIDE SARNIA

e RECOMMENDATION: CONTINUE USE OF
SARNIA COMPOSTING SITE OR DEVELOP
NEW SITE AT COMPOSITE FACILITY IF
NECESSARY

M.M. DILLON LIMITED COUNTY OF LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




EXPANDED HOUSEHOLD COMPOSTING

PRIMARY DIVERSION ALTERNATIVE FOR
HOUSEHOLD ORGANICS

RECOMMEND DISTRIBUTION OF
COMPOSTERS FREE OF CHARGE
THROUGHOUT COUNTY

BASED ON PILOT STUDIES IN PICKERING &
WATERLOO

COST EFFICIENT - PICKERING,
$24.32/TONNE OVER 10 YEARS BEFORE
SUBSIDIES

RECOMMEND PILOT STUDY IN SARNIA

RECOMMEND THREE-BIN COMPOSTERS
FOR MULTI-FAMILY HOUSING COMPLEXES
AND APARTMENT BUILDINGS

M.M. DILLON LIMITED COUNTY OF LAMBTON

WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




BULKY ITEMS AND HOUSEHOLD
HAZARDOUS WASTES

* BULKY ITEMS INCLUDE USED APPLIANCES,
SCRAP TIRES, SCRAP WOOD

RECOMMENDATIONS:
e EXPAND ON EXISTING CURBSIDE
COLLECTIONS AND NUMBER OF DEPOTS

e EXPAND EXISTING COLLECTIONS OF
HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTES

1) MORE COLLECTION DAYS AT
PERMANENT DEPOT IN SARNIA AREA

2) MORE COLLECTION DAYS IN OUTLYING
AREAS

MM. DILLON LIMITED COUNTY OF LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




INSTITUTIONAL, COMMERCIAL &
INDUSTRIAL (IC&!) PROGRAMS

TRADITIONALLY, MUNICIPAL WASTES
INCLUDE IC&I WASTES

* PRIMARILY COMMERCIAL AND
INSTITUTIONAL WASTES FROM SARNIA

e NEW 3Rs REGULATIONS WILL PLAY A
LIMITED ROLE IN DIVERTING THESE
WASTES

e EXAMPLE: PILOT STUDY BY CENTRE AND
SOUTH HASTINGS WASTE MANAGEMENT
BOARD IN QUINTE REGION

* RECOMMENDATION: ENHANCED BLUE BOX
COLLECTIONS FOR SMALL COMMERCIAL
AND INSTITUTIONAL ESTABLISHMENTS

M.M. DILLON LIMITED COUNTY OF LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




MATERIALS RECOVERY FACILITIES
(MRF)

* PRIVATE FACILITIES BEING RUN BY
COLLECTION CONTRACTORS

e MAY BE ADEQUATE FOR ENHANCED BLUE
BOX PROGRAM

e RECOMMENDATION: CONTINUE USE OF
PRIVATE MRFs OR DEVELOP COUNTY MRF
AT COMPOSITE FACILITY IF NECESSARY

M.M. DILLON LIMITED COUNTY OF LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




TRANSFER STATIONS

COMPARED STATION OPERATING COST
WITH POTENTIAL SAVINGS IN HAUL COSTS

CONSIDERED OVERALL COST TO COUNTY
AND MUNICIPALITIES

MOEE WILL REQUIRE COVERED BUILDING

NET COST WAS POSITIVE - TRANSFER
COSTS MORE

RECOMMENDATION: ALL MUNICIPALITIES
TO DIRECT HAUL SOLID WASTES TO
DESIGNATED LANDFILL SITES

ALTERNATIVE: IF TRANSFER STATIONS
ARE DESIRED BY THE COUNTY, THE
INCREASED COST COULD BE COLLECTED
IN A COUNTY LEVEL USER PAY SYSTEM

M.M. DILLON LIMITED COUNTY OF LAMBTON

WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




TOPICS

e WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN
GOAL/HIERARCHY

e RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING:

. OVERALL SYSTEM

. WASTE DIVERSION (3Rs)

e FUTURE STEPS

M.M. DILLON LIMITED COUNTY OF LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




DETAILED COMPARISON OF SITES

THE FOLLOWING STUDIES WERE DONE TO
COMPARE SITES D, H, 1 AND K:

AGRICULTURE IMPACT ASSESSMENT
BIOLOGY IMPACT ASSESSMENT

DESIGN AND OPERATIONS ASSESSMENT
HYDROGEOLOGIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT
LAND USE IMPACT ASSESSMENT
SOCIAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT

SURFACE WATER IMPACT ASSESSMENT

TRANSPORTATION IMPACT ASSESSMENT

M.M. DILLON LIMITED COUNTY OF LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




DETAILED COMPARISON OF SITES
(Continued)

« RESULTS OF DETAILED STUDIES WERE
COMBINED AND SUMMARIZED TO IDENTIFY
THE BEST SITE OVERALL

e TWO METHODS USED TO IDENTIFY AND
EVALUATE THE ADVANTAGES AND
DISADVANTAGES OF THE SITES:

e A QUALITATIVE (DESCRIPTIVE)
ANALYSIS

« A QUANTITATIVE (CONCORDANCE)
ANALYSIS

M.M. DILLON LIMITED COUNTY OF LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




DETAILED COMPARISON OF SITES
(Continued)

BASED ON THE TECHNICAL STUDIES, THE
ORDER OF PREFERENCE OF THE SITES IS:

1ST :  SITEI

2ND : SITEH
3RD : SITED
4TH : SITEK

M.M. DILLON LIMITED COUNTY OF LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




KEY ADVANTAGES OF
RECOMMENDED SITE |

® BEST PROTECTION OF SURFACE WATER
QUALITY

® POTENTIAL FLOOD HAZARD IS LOWEST

® LOCATED IN AN AREA DESIGNATED FOR
INDUSTRY, WITH EXISTING HEAVY INDUSTRY

¢ ONLY ONE RESIDENCE WITHIN 1000 M

¢ NO RESIDENCES IN SITE VICINITY
(1000 TO 1500 M)

M.M. DILLON LIMITED COUNTY OF LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




KEY ADVANTAGES OF

RECOMMENDED SITE |
(CONTINUED)

® NO RECREATION FEATURES IN SITE VICINITY

® NO RESIDENCES OR RECREATION FEATURES
LOCATED ALONG ACCESS ROUTE

® NO SENSITIVE/SIGNIFICANT NATURAL AREAS
ON SITE; CLEARED LAND

e SECOND LOWEST NUMBER OF POSSIBLE FARM
UNITS WITHIN 1000 M (5.8 UNITS x 40 HA
EACH)

® EXCELLENT PROTECTION OF GROUNDWATER
(ALL 4 SITES)

M.M. DILLON LIMITED COUNTY OF LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




COSTS COMPARISON FOR SITE
PREPARATION AND SERVICING

vt ef—— e ———————————————————————————————————————————-——)

LAND
PURCHASE

LAND PURCHASE PRICES TO BE NEGOTIATED
AT THE TIME OF PURCHASE

CLEARING AND
GRUBBING

$32,000 $211,000

FENCING

$175,000

$180,000

$180,000

$240,000

POWER
SERVICING

$24,000

$55,000

$72,000

$41,000

ROAD WORKS

$708,000

$508,000

$516,000

$939,000

LEACHATE
TREATMENT

TOTAL OF

$800,000

$1,711,000

$1,080,000

$1,855,000

$1,047,000

$1,815,000

$804,000

$2,235,000

PRICE
ESTIMATES

M.M. DILLON LIMITED COUNTY OF LAMBTON

WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




RELATED ISSUE:
NATIVE LAND CLAIMS

. ACROSS ONTARIO, FIRST NATION COMMUNITIES ARE
NEGOTIATING/HAVE NEGOTIATED:

. SPECIFIC LAND CLAIMS
. COMPREHENSIVE LAND CLAIMS

° TREATY RIGHTS

. ALL SITES IN MOORE TOWNSHIP:

. SUBJECT TO TREATY RIGHTS

. SITES H AND I:

° INCLUDED IN SPECIFIC LAND CLAIM BY WALPOLE
ISLAND FIRST NATION

. LAND CLAIM STATUS UNCERTAIN RE:

- SPECIFIC BOUNDARIES

- RESOLUTION DATE (ONGOING FOR 30 YEARS)

- WHETHER COMPENSATION WILL BE IN LAND OR
IN CASH

M.M. DILLON LIMITED COUNTY OF LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




RELATED ISSUE:

NATIVE LAND CLAIMS
(CONTINUED)

. OPTIONS:

. MEET WITH WALPOLE ISLAND REPRESENTATIVES

. CONTINUE TO INFORM ALL FIRST NATIONS IN THE
AREA

° CONTINUE TO PURSUE LAND CLAIM STATUS WITH
PROVINCIAL/FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
REPRESENTATIVES

M.M. DILLON LIMITED COUNTY OF LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




TOPICS

e WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN
GOAL/HIERARCHY

e RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING:

° OVERALL SYSTEM

. WASTE DIVERSION (3Rs)

d SITE FOR NEW LONG-TERM FACILITY

MM. DILLON LIMITED COUNTY OF LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN




FUTURE STEPS

and Council

Estimated
Activity Completion
Date
r:
Completion of Draft Master Plan Jan. 1994

Review by PAC, Steering Committee,

Distribute Draft for Agency Review Feb. 1994

Initiate EPA Level Studies on Feb. 1994
Preferred Site
Completion of Final Master Plan Mid-1994

Completion of EPA Level Studies Mid-1995

Level Document(s)

Completion of Final EAA Level/EPA | Late 1995

Hearing Late 1996 to
Mid-1997
Site Development for New Long- Late 1997 to

Term Waste Management Facility Mid-1998

M.M. DILLON LIMITED

COUNTY OF LAMBTON
WASTE MANAGEMENT MASTER PLAN






