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Apply to Participate on the Waste Management Community Liaison Committee
The City is creating a Waste Management Community Liaison Committee for the purpose of the Environmental
Assessment (EA) for the Residual Waste Disposal Strategy including a proposed landfill expansion and the
development of a Resource Recovery Strategy. If you are interested in participating in this committee, please visit
the City’s website at getinvolved.london.ca/WhyWasteDisposal for more details and complete the application or
contact City staff as noted below no later than April 20, 2017:
Jay Stanford, MA., M.P.A.
Director- Environment, Fleet and Solid Waste Management
Phone:519-661-2500 ext. 5411
Fax:519-661-2354
Email: jstanfor@london.ca
or
Wesley Abbott, P.Eng.
Project Manager – Solid Waste management
Phone: 519-661-2500 ext. 1812
Fax: 519-661-2354
Email: wabbott@london.ca
Mailing Address for the above staff is: Solid Waste Management Division, 8th Floor, 300 Dufferin Avenue, P0. Box
5035 London, ON N6A 4L9

http://www.london.ca/city-hall/public-notices/Pages/Public-Notices-April-13.aspx

9/29/2017

Waste Management Community Liaison Committee Distribution List for the Open House #1 Notice

Stakeholder Category
Waste Management Company
WLR Consulting

First Name
Dave

Last Name
Raney

Email Address
daveraney@wlrconsulting.ca

Community Group
Thames River Ecological
Association
Community Group
W12a Landfill PLC

Danielle

Kelly

Dkelly49@uwo.ca

Marie

Ross

Marie.ross45@gmail.com

Local Business Community
Small business owner

Derek

Armstrong

derk@blumonster.com

Member at Large

Carol

Young

Stowe@rogers.com

Local Business Community
Small business owner

Stephanie

Marentette

Stephanie.m.marentette@gmail.com

Waste Management Company

Mike

George

microts@rogers.com

Member at Large

Toni

Krahn

Teejay1127@yahoo.ca

Community Group
London Environmental Network

Skylar

Franke

londonenvironnetwork@gmail.com
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Terms of Reference

Acronyms and Glossary of Terms
Acronym/Term

Definition

W12A Landfill

W12A is the City of London’s landfill site located at 3502 Manning
Drive. Currently the W12A Landfill accepts residential garbage for
disposal, and household special waste for further management.

Certificate of
Approval (C of A)

An approval issued by the Ministry of Environment & Climate
Change for the establishment and operation of a waste
management site/facility. Now referred to as an Environmental
Compliance Approval (ECA).

Residual Waste
Disposal Strategy

A Strategy that will address the need to manage residual waste in
the City of London.

Resource
Recovery
Strategy

A Strategy to maximize waste reduction, reuse, recycling and
resource recovery in an economically viable and environmentally
responsible manner.

Environmental
Assessment (EA)

An environmental assessment is a study which assesses the
potential environmental effects (positive or negative) of an
undertaking (i.e., project). Key components of an environmental
assessment include consultation with government agencies and
the public; consideration and evaluation of alternatives; and, the
management of potential environmental effects. Conducting an
environmental assessment promotes good environmental
planning before decisions are made about proceeding with a
proposal. This is also referred to as an “individual” environmental
assessment as it deals with a landfill.

Waste
Management
Community
Liaison
Committee

The Waste Management Community Liaison Committee (CLC) is
a committee made up of multiple stakeholders to ensure that the
interests of community stakeholders are equally and adequately
represented throughout the EA process for waste disposal
(landfill expansion) including the development of a Resource
Recovery Strategy. It is also designed to function as a liaison
(feedback) panel to assist the City and project staff as part of the
overall Community Engagement Program for the EA process.

Terms of
Reference (ToR)

A document prepared by the proponent (in this case the City of
London) and submitted to the Ministry of Environment & Climate
Change for approval. The Terms of Reference document sets out
the framework for the planning and decision making process to
be followed by the proponent during the preparation of an EA; in
other words, it is the City of London’s work plan for what is going
to be studied. If approved, the EA must be prepared according to
the ToR. The ToR also provides the framework for evaluating the
EA.
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Background

In London more than one tonne of waste is produced per person each year. This includes
waste generated at home as well as waste generated by businesses. Much of this waste is
diverted through numerous reuse, recycling and composting/digesting programs. The waste
that cannot be reduced, reused, recycled or composted/digested is considered Residual
Waste (e.g., garbage).
City staff have been directed to develop a Resource Recovery Strategy which is a plan to
maximize waste reduction, reuse, recycling, resource recovery, energy recovery and/or waste
conversion in an economically viable and environmentally responsible manner. Resource
Recovery strategies (i.e., often known as waste diversion strategies) are developed and
approved at the local government level and do not require Provincial government approval.
However, these strategies do serve as input into Provincial Government decision-making as
related to approval of the Residual Waste Disposal component.
The Residual Waste Disposal Strategy involves the development of a long-term plan to
manage residual waste (waste after resource recovery) and involves completion of an
Individual Environmental Assessment (EA) as prescribed by the Ministry of Environment &
Climate Change (MOECC). The Individual EA requires approval by the Minister of
Environment & Climate Change and the Cabinet. The EA being undertaken by the City of
London is going to focus on a landfill expansion of the W12A Landfill.

2.0

Understanding the Many Opportunities to Participate in the
Environmental Assessment (EA) Process and the Development of
the Resource Recovery Strategy

The Community Engagement Program approved by Municipal Council meets all
requirements of the Provincial Government for undertaking EAs, plus it meets the City of
London Community Engagement Policy. In many areas, City staff believe it exceeds what is
required for engagement and what has been done in the past. The process, including
reporting arrangements, is shown on Figure 1 on the next page.

3.0

Purpose/Mandate of Waste Management Community Liaison
Committee (CLC)

There are two main purposes of the Waste Management Community Liaison Committee
(hereafter referred to as the CLC). First, it is to make sure that the interests of multiple
stakeholders are equally and adequately represented throughout the EA process and
Resource Recovery Strategy development, by participation of key individuals representing
specific stakeholders. City staff will strive to ensure that the Committee is as well-balanced as
possible.
Second, the CLC has been designed to function as a liaison (feedback) panel to assist City
and technical consultant staff as part of the overall Community Engagement Program for the
EA process and Resource Recovery Strategy.
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Figure 1 – Reporting Structure

PEC – Planning & Environment Committee, a Standing Committee of Council
Waste Management Working Group - comprised of members of Municipal Council
ACE - Advisory Committee on the Environment
EEPAC - Environmental and Ecological Planning Advisory Committee
AAG - Agricultural Advisory Committee
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Responsibilities of the CLC will include providing:
•
•
•
•
•
•

a channel for other citizens or businesses to share their views on matters within the
CLC’s terms of reference
input and feedback on communication materials to be used in the community
engagement program
advice on relevant issues that are important to a community stakeholder category
input and feedback on the ToR and EA Studies developed by City staff and/or
technical consultants
assistance in evaluating and understanding relevant issues identified from the public
as appropriate, and
a balanced discussion to ensure that all CLC members are heard, differing viewpoints
are noted and thorough discussion occurs.

It is important to note that consensus on issues is not required. Differences of opinion are
important and will be noted by stakeholder category. City staff welcome this important input,
feedback and information exchange. In summary, the CLC is not designed to influence
decisions, to ignore or prevent ideas from being discussed or to support specific community
groups or individuals. It is designed to help ensure that everyone is heard, concerns are
raised, opportunities and challenges are discussed, and that Londoners and businesses are
being represented.

4.0

Composition

Unless otherwise agreed upon by the City of London, the following representatives will be
selected to participate in the CLC:
•
•
•
•
•
•

One or two members from a community group with an interest in the environment
One or two members from a community association
One or two members of the local business community
One or two waste management companies using the W12A Landfill and/or involved in
resource recovery
One or two members from the W12A Landfill Public Liaison Committee
Two (2) members at large

The public will be invited to submit an application to participate in the CLC. A maximum of 12
participants will be selected by the City of London (see section 5.0). The City reserves the
right to expand the membership if there are stakeholder categories it feels are not being
represented and/or other stakeholder categories come forward that have shown an interest in
participating in the process through the CLC.
An ideal candidate will have a:
•
•
•

direct interest in the London community as a resident, business owner or property
owner benefitting from a local Residual Waste Disposal Strategy and Resource
Recovery Strategy,
willingness to listen to others between meetings and bring those points to a CLC
meeting,
willingness to be prepared for CLC meetings by reading background materials,
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positive attitude to work on subject matters that have different viewpoints,
passion for the community, and
commitment to work on a project over several years.

Member Selection Process

A short application must be completed and submitted to the City of London. The form is found
at getinvolved.london.ca/WhyWasteDisposal. Completed applications can be e-mailed to
tlee@london.ca, or faxed to the attention of T. Lee at (519) 661-2354 or sent by regular mail
to the attention of T. Lee, Solid Waste Management, P.O. Box 5035, London, Ontario N6A
4L9. Applications must be received by April 20, 2017.
Step One
Eligible applicants for the stakeholder category of ‘Member at Large’ that would not be
eligible for any of the other stakeholder categories will be considered first.
Step Two
If more than two eligible applicants apply for Member at Large, the Managing Director,
Environmental & Engineering Services & City Engineer will randomly draw two names from
all eligible applicants for appointment. The names of the remaining applicants will be retained
for consideration should a subsequent vacancy in this category occur. The Managing
Director, Environmental & Engineering Services & City Engineer will draw a name from all
remaining eligible applicants to fill any vacancies, should a vacancy arise.
Step Three
Eligible applicants in each of the remaining categories will be considered.
Step Four
If more than two eligible applicants apply for any of the remaining stakeholder categories, the
Managing Director, Environmental & Engineering Services & City Engineer will randomly draw
two names from all eligible applicants within each category for appointment. The names of the
remaining applicants will be retained for consideration should a subsequent vacancy in a
particular category occur. The Managing Director, Environmental & Engineering Services & City
Engineer will draw a name from all remaining eligible applicants to fill any vacancies within a
particular category, should a vacancy arise.
Step Five
Applicants will be contacted by the City of London in order to be advised if they have been
selected for appointment, if they will be considered for a future appointment, or if, for some
reason, they are not eligible for appointment.

6.0

City Co-Chair and Election of a Community Co-Chair

The CLC will have two Co-Chairs. The City Co-Chair will be the Director, Environment, Fleet &
Solid Waste. The backup will be the Project Manager for the EA. The Community Co-Chair and
their back-up will be elected from amongst the members of the CLC at its first meeting. Any
nominated individuals will have the opportunity to accept or decline the nomination. The person
receiving the largest number of votes will be elected for the respective position.
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The role of the City Co-Chair is to:
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

ensure that the CLC meetings are run fairly
ensure participation is being encouraged from all members
prepare and circulate meeting materials
arrange presentations
prepare meeting records

The role of the Community Co-Chair is to:
a)
b)
c)
d)

ensure that a variety of important topics are being considered by the CLC
CLC members are available for community input to bring to the CLC meetings
setting meeting agendas
addressing concerns raised by individual members of the CLC

The role of both Co-Chairs is to:
•
•
•
•
•

preside over meetings of the CLC,
encourage balanced and professional discussions,
encourage participation of all members and ensure that any individual does not dominate
the discussion and prevent others from speaking,
enforce the observance of order and decorum amongst members, and
attend Open Houses.

7.0

Term

The active term for the CLC will be the duration of the EA process. The ToR for the EA and
EA studies are currently estimated to run for three to four years. The development of the
Resource Recovery Strategy will be completed in 2018.
No compensation will be paid to members of the CLC for their participation. Costs for parking
and public transit will be covered by the City of London.

8.0

Proposed Meeting Schedule

All meeting dates will be established by the Co-Chairs in consultation with Committee
members. It is anticipated that meetings will be every two months and would be scheduled to
start at approximately 6:30pm and conclude about 9:00pm on a weekday evening.
In addition, it is anticipated that a meeting will be required ahead of all major community
engagement events (e.g., Open Houses) and prior to the release of all major draft
documents. Additional meetings outside those described above may be arranged by the CoChairs, if deemed necessary.

9.0

Meeting Structure

The City of London will advise of upcoming meeting dates at least two weeks in advance,
unless emergent circumstances make it impossible to provide that amount of advance notice.
A meeting Agenda and any attachments will be circulated electronically at least seven days in
advance of the meeting (Other forms of distribution may be accommodated, if required),
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unless circumstances do not permit. Members will be notified if, for some reason, agendas
cannot be circulated at least seven days in advance of a meeting.
No more than two delegations from the community shall appear on an Agenda unless agreed
to by both Co-Chairs. Delegates will be permitted a maximum of 10 minutes. Written
materials must be provided in advance by delegates, for inclusion on the Agenda.
CLC meetings will be open to the public. A meeting record will be kept by the City of London
and provided to the CLC for approval. The record will include: outcomes, actions, and
responsibilities. Meeting records shall be available to the public and will be forwarded to the
Waste Management Working Group (WMWG).
Establishing a measure of support or non-support on certain items will be important. A
method of determining support or non-support in such instances will be discussed at the first
meeting. The City Co-Chair shall remain neutral and not be included in determining the level
of support or non-support on any matter.

10.0 Quorum and Attendance
Quorum will be a simple majority of the CLC members (not including the City Co-Chair). As
soon as there is quorum after the time set for the meeting, the Co-Chairs will call the meeting
to order. If a quorum is still not present within 30 minutes after the time set for the meeting,
then the names of the members present will be recorded and the meeting will be adjourned
until the date of the next meeting. If quorum is lost during the meeting and not regained within
15 minutes, the meeting shall stand adjourned until the date of the next meeting.
The CLC may decide to replace a member if that member misses three consecutive
meetings. The Community Co-Chair will contact the CLC member after missing two
consecutive meetings and issue a reminder of the need to attend the next meeting. The
decision to replace the member will be based on a majority vote of current members,
excluding the City Co-Chair. When a member is to be replaced, the process identified in
Section 5 shall be used to identify an individual to fill the vacancy.

11.0 Collection of Personal Information
The personal information requested on the application form is collected under the authority of
the Municipal Act, 2001 and will be used to assist The Corporation of the City of London
employees in selecting appointees for the Waste Management CLC. Questions about this
collection may be referred to Jay Stanford, Director, Environment, Fleet & Solid Waste, 300
Dufferin Avenue, London, ON; Tel: 519-661-2500 ext. 5411.
The application form also indicates that by signing or transmitting the application form,
consent is given to the collection, use and disclosure of the personal information provided on
the form. It is also understood and agreed that the personal information may be disclosed to
the public and media by the City of London, upon request, and may be included in publicly
disclosed Committee and Council reports, agendas and on the City of London’s Internet
website.
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Waste Management Community
Liaison Committee Agenda
Meeting #1 June 5, 2017
5:30 pm – sandwhiches available, mingle/network time
6:00 pm – meeting starts
Location: London City Hall, 2nd Floor, Committee Room #2
Previous Meeting no previous meeting
Item
#

Item

Approx.
Amount of
Time (min.)

1

CALL TO ORDER

5

a

Review of Agenda

3

b

Items that Must be Added to this Agenda

2

2

ITEMS FOR THIS AGENDA

a

Introduction of Members and City Staff (20 seconds each)

5

b

Election of Community Co-Chair and back-up Community
Co-Chair

10

c

Why have a WMCLC and What the City Hopes to Achieve

3

d

Offer from Try Recycling and Miller Waste Systems to
participate in the WMCLC, where appropriate

2

e

Reminder – Information that is Currently Available

5

25

•

Community Engagement Program report

•

Waste Management Working Group committee reports

•

Guiding Principles

•

Key Project Parameters

3

STANDING ITEMS

a

Updates Resource Recovery Strategy (Between March 30
and June 5, 2017)
•

85

London Waste to Resources Innovation Centre
Page 1 of 2

5

Attach.

Item
#

Item

•
b

c

d

e

Approx.
Amount of
Time (min.)

Attach.

Waste Diversion and Resource Recovery projects
assigned by Council

Next Steps – Resource Recovery Strategy
•

Virtual Open House – both projects

•

On-line activity for July and first part of August

Updates – Residual Waste Disposal Strategy – EA for a
Proposed Landfill Expansion (Between March 30 and June
5, 2017)
•

Comments on community engagement to date

•

Comments on responses from neighbouring
municipalities on potentially using any new City waste
management facilities

Next Steps – Residual Waste Disposal Strategy – EA for a
Proposed Landfill Expansion
•

Development of alternative landfill concepts

•

Development of work plans for technical studies

CLC Discussion – Actions and Feedback. Topics for June 5,
2017 to include (but not limited to):
•

CLC response or individual responses to Guiding
Principles, Key Project Parameters

•

CLC response to Virtual Open House

•

Ideas to raise awareness in the community

•

Ideas for to City staff to include in studies, conversations

•

Ideas to increase knowledge of CLC members

•

other

5

5

5

65

4

ADDITIONAL BUSINESS

5

a

Key items for next meeting

3

b

Date of next meeting

1
Y:\Shared\SolWaste\WM Plan\EA\Community Engagement\CLC\Agenda June 5 2017.docx
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Waste Management Community
Liaison Committee Meeting #1
Summary
Meeting #1: June 5, 2017
6:00 pm to 8:00 pm
Location: London City Hall, 2nd Floor, Committee Room #2
CLC Member Attendance:
Derek Armstrong, Kelly Danielle,
Skylar Franke, Mike George, Toni Krahn, Dave Raney, Marie Ross,
Carol Young
City Staff Attendance:
Wesley Abbott, Jane Kittmer, Jay Stanford
(Co-Chair)
Guests:
None
Previous Meeting no previous meeting
Item
#

Item

1

CALL TO ORDER

a

Review of Agenda


No items added

2

ITEMS

a

Introduction of Members and City Staff (20 seconds each)

b

Election of Community Co-Chair and back-up Community Co-Chair




c

Why have a WMCLC and What the City Hopes to Achieve


d

More members favoured an email vote system. Carol Young and Skylar Franke
have volunteered to be considered for co-chair.
One person will serve as co-chair; the other person will be backup
ACTION: City to coordinate an email vote.

Information provided

Offer from Try Recycling and Miller Waste Systems to participate in the WMCLC, where
appropriate


Committee members welcome input from Try Recycling and Miller Waste
Systems and believe they may be a useful resource given their experience
Page 1 of 3

Item
#

Item


e

ACTION: City staff to contact both companies to discuss opportunities for
involvement and sharing of knowledge

Reminder – Information that is Currently Available





Community Engagement Program report
Waste Management Working Group committee reports
Guiding Principles
Key Project Parameters
 Information provided

3

STANDING ITEMS

a

Updates Resource Recovery Strategy (Between March 30 and June 5, 2017)


London Waste to Resources Innovation Centre



Waste Diversion and Resource Recovery projects assigned by Council


b

Next Steps – Resource Recovery Strategy


Virtual Open House – both projects



On-line activity for July and first part of August


c



Comments on community engagement to date



Comments on responses from neighbouring municipalities on potentially using any
new City waste management facilities
Information provided

Next Steps – Residual Waste Disposal Strategy – EA for a Proposed Landfill Expansion


Development of alternative landfill concepts



Development of work plans for technical studies


e

Information provided

Updates – Residual Waste Disposal Strategy – EA for a Proposed Landfill Expansion
(Between March 30 and June 5, 2017)


d

Information provided

Information provided

CLC Discussion – Actions and Feedback.
Discussion items included:


Increase awareness of all Londoners regarding litter, illegal dumping and the
impact of the landfill on the surrounding neighbours
Page 2 of 3

Item
#

Item











Increase education to increase knowledge of residents regarding reuse and
recycling. Possibly include info with tax bills/utility bills or email notifications,
increase school programs, TV publicity (get CTV to do a series)
Educate residents on the cost structure of waste programs, link to taxes and the
environmental benefits
Increase visibility of City at festivals (including attending new Inspiration festival)
Creating a controversy may be best way to get public engaged
Preference for a green bin program
Preference for recovering energy from organics, generate wealth to help other
social programs
Preference for City processing organics
Suggestions for July/August on-line activity – make your own waste program on a
budget, choose what items you want to go into the green bin from a pick list
Promote waste diversion during Waste Reduction Week October 16 – 22 with
give-aways

4

ADDITIONAL BUSINESS

a

Key items for next meeting



b

meeting to be held at the Materials Recovery Facility (MRF), 3438 Manning Dr
discuss on-line activity

Date of next meeting



Monday or Wednesday in early July
Use doodle poll to determine date
Y:\Shared\SolWaste\WM Plan\EA\Community Engagement\CLC\Summary Meeting 1 June 5 2017.docx
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Waste Management Community
Liaison Committee Agenda
Meeting #2 Wednesday September 13, 2017
5:00 pm – Meet at City Hall if you want to carpool
(City will have a van)
5:30 pm – Food, mingle/network time
6:00 pm – Tours
7:20 pm – Meeting
8:00 pm - Adjournment
Location: Manning Drive Regional Material Recovery
Facility, 2nd Floor, 3438 Manning Drive
Previous Meeting June 5, 2017
Item
#

Item

Approx.
Amount of
Time (min.)

1

Facility Tours

80

a

W12A Landfill

40

b

Material Recovery Facility (including video)

40

2

CALL TO ORDER

5

a

Review of Agenda

2

b

Items that Must be Added to this Agenda

2

c

Approval of notes from June 5, 2017 meeting

1

3

STANDING ITEMS

Attach.

30

Discussion on standing items related to “updates and next steps” has been delayed until the
next meeting (proposed for Late October/early November) to allow additional time for the
tours. Information on updates and next steps can be found in on-line reports listed below.
The information in these reports will be discussed at the next meeting.
1. www.london.ca/city-hall/meetings/Pages/default.aspx
See July 17, 2017 meeting of the Civic Works Committee
Report at this meeting:
• Appointment of Consulting Engineer for Various Technical Studies as Part of the
Environmental Assessment Process for the Proposed Expansion of the W12A
Landfill Site
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2. www.london.ca/city-hall/meetings-advisory/Pages/default.aspx
See June 27, 2017 meeting of the Waste Management Working Group
Reports at this meeting:
• Background Report #2: Reporting Categories and Titles
• Update Report #2: Programs, Projects And Provincial Activities that will Inform
and/or Influence Strategies
• Update Report #3 Project Timelines
• Progress Report #1: Community Engagement Program
• Progress Report #2: Partial Municipal Responses to Regional Service Area for
Waste Management Facilities (March 30 To June 2, 2017)
a

Updates Resource Recovery Strategy (Between June 5 and
July 19, 2017)

0

b

Next Steps – Resource Recovery Strategy

0

c

Updates – Residual Waste Disposal Strategy – EA for a
Proposed Landfill Expansion (Between June 5 and July 19,
2017)

0

d

Next Steps – Residual Waste Disposal Strategy – EA for a
Proposed Landfill Expansion

0

e

CLC Discussion – Actions and Feedback. Topics for
September 13, 2017 to include (but not limited to):

30

•

Key Project Parameters
o 25 years (attachment A)
o Limits on waste quantities (attachment B)
o Use by neighbouring municipalities
(attachment C)
o 60% diversion by 2022 (attachment D)

•

Community Engagement on Resource Recovery

4

ADDITIONAL BUSINESS

5

a

Key items for next meeting

3

b

Date of next meeting

2
Y:\Shared\SolWaste\WM Plan\EA\Community Engagement\CLC\Agenda Sept 13 2017.docx
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Attachment A
What Length of Time does the Disposal Strategy Cover?
Overview
The W12A Landfill has approximately eight years capacity remaining based on current waste
disposal rates which will provide disposal capacity until 2025. The five most recent municipal
Terms of References (ToRs) (which sets out the framework for undertaking the EA) approved by
the MOECC (Table 1) for landfill expansion EA’s have planning periods for new residuals disposal
capacity of 20 to 36 years beyond the currently approved disposal capacity.
Considering the above, new residuals disposal capacity of 20 years, 25 years, 30 years and 35
years were assessed taking into consideration:
•
•
•
•
•

consistency with other EAs;
Final Draft Strategy for a Waste-Free Ontario;
MOECC comments;
understanding of community considerations; and
financial considerations.

Consistency with other EAs
Precedents set by other residual management disposal capacity projects provide a good
indication of expectations by government and community reviewers. As noted above the five most
recent municipal ToRs for landfill expansions approved by the MOECC are identified on Table A1.
Table A-1 – Planning Periods of Recently Approved ToRs
Existing
Landfill
Remaining Site
Life
(years)

New Residuals
Management
Disposal
Planning Period
(years)

City of Temiskaming Shores (2012)

7

23

Regional Municipality of Niagara (2013)

3

25

The Town of St. Marys (2014)

4

36

Municipality of Greenstone (2014)

0

20 to 30

County of Brant (2014)

10

30

Average

5

27 to 29

City of London

8

-

Municipality

Final Draft Strategy for a Waste Free Ontario
The MOECC posted its Final Draft Strategy for a Waste-Free Ontario: Building the Circular
Economy to the Environmental Registry on December 16, 2016 and will receive comments until
January 30, 2017. Although not finalized, the proposed strategy for a Waste-Free Ontario does
provide a general guideline for where the Province is likely to head with respect to future landfills.
The strategy recognizes the need for more landfill space but does not want an oversupply of landfill
capacity. The proposed strategy states:
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“While Ontario strives for a waste-free future, there will still be a need for landfill space
as we work towards this goal... Potential new landfills will need to be planned well to
avoid over-supply of landfill capacity, and managed well to meet environmental
standards and maximize the capture of greenhouse gases.”
Seeking an additional 20 to 25 years of waste disposal capacity is reasonable when considering
the above. It balances the need for long-term waste disposal security against looking too far into
the future given the proposed strategy for a Waste-Free Ontario. The 20 to 25 years of
additional waste disposal capacity is less than the average additional disposal capacity being
sought by other municipalities who recently had ToRs approved (Table 1).
It must be noted that landfilling is different when compared with other waste disposal
technologies such as energy-from-waste (EFW). A landfill is built in stages (i.e., cells for waste
placement) that typically last 3 to 5 years. The cost to build the cell occurs when the previous cell
is nearing completion (about one year before). If there is less garbage than anticipated the
construction of the next stage can be delayed. This is different than an EFW facility that must be
built in its entirety and requires a minimum tonnage commitment to operate the facility. Some
EFW technologies can be modular in size to help lower capital costs if available tonnage is likely
to be lower.
MOECC Comments
In discussions with the MOECC it was made clear that the decision on the length of the new
disposal capacity period was up to the City but the MOECC would need a compelling rationale to
support additional disposal capacity of greater than 25 years given the Draft Final Strategy for a
Waste-Free-Ontario: Building the Circular Economy.
Understanding of Community Considerations
Generally, a shorter disposal capacity period of time (20 years) would be considered better by
the local community living near a current or proposed disposal facility noting that some/many in
the local community have no desire for any additional capacity at the W12A Landfill. The
community as a whole would likely prefer a longer disposal capacity period (25 to 30 years) to
provide a longer term solution.
Financial Considerations
The environmental assessment process for approval of long term residuals disposal facilities is
long and expensive. The length of the overall approvals process for municipalities is typically
between six and eight years and costs several millions of dollars. A longer, new disposal
capacity period allows the work by everyone and costs of the EA process and other required
subsequent approvals to be spread over a longer period of time and delays the expense of
completing the next EA.
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Recommendation
Table A-2 summarizes the considerations discussed above with respect to the length of the new
residuals disposal planning period.
Table A-2 – New Disposal Planning Periods (Considerations and Length of Time)
Considerations

New Disposal Planning Periods
(years)

Consistent with Other EAs
Consistent with Waste-Free Strategy
MOECC Comments
Understanding of Community Considerations
Financial Considerations

20

25

30

35

























A new disposal planning period of 30 or 35 years is not recommended as they are not consistent
with the Province’s recently released Draft Final Strategy for a Waste-Free Ontario or comments
provided by the MOECC.
New disposal capacity planning periods of 20 or 25 years have similar benefits but a
period of 25 years provides greater certainty for London and delays the expense of
completing the next environmental assessment for a longer period. For these reasons, it
is proposed that the new disposal capacity period of 25 years beyond the current capacity
of the W12A Landfill be pursued, extending to 2050.
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Attachment B
What annual tonnage could be landfilled?
The current Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA) for the W12A Landfill site limits the
maximum annual disposal (referred to as the “rate of fill”) to approximately 650,000 tonnes.
Historical annual quantities disposed of have been a function of waste diversion programs, use of an
EFW facility operated by the London Health Sciences Centre, disposal bans (e.g., construction,
renovation and demolition materials) and amount of business garbage delivered to the W12A
Landfill. Listed in Table 3 is a summary of tonnage over the years.
Table 3 - Waste Quantities Received at the W12A Landfill
Tonnes

Description of Activity

260,000 Waste received in 2016
225,000 Average annual waste received for disposal for 5 year period 2012 - 2016
260,000 Average annual waste received for disposal for 5 year period 2007 - 20011
275,000 Highest 5 year average annual waste received for disposal 1984 - 1988
310,000 1987 - the largest annual amount of waste (garbage) received
380,000 1989 - the largest annual amount of waste (garbage and clean fill) received
The average annual amount of waste received for disposal at the W12A Landfill over the last 10
years has been approximately 240,000 tonnes. The largest annual amount of waste received for
disposal occurred in 1987 and was approximately 310,000 tonnes.
Preliminary waste quantity projections indicate that the maximum annual rate of fill of 650,000
tonnes will not have to be increased to meet the disposal needs envisioned considering the 25
year time period recommended above, the proposed service area (Section 3) and the future
waste diversion goals (Section 4). It may be possible (or necessary from an approvals
perspective to “avoid over-supply of landfill capacity) to reduce the annual rate of fill once final
waste quantity projections have been calculated.
Considering the above, it is proposed not to change the maximum annual rate of fill of
650,000 tonnes per year at this time but is expected that the annual rate of fill will be
reduced once the final waste quantity projections have been finalized.
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Attachment C
What Service Area does the Disposal Strategy Include?
Overview
The approved W12A Landfill service area currently includes London, Thames Centre, Try
Recycling’s facilities located in Middlesex Centre (County of Middlesex), the Lake Huron Water
Treatment Plant located in the Municipality of South Huron (County of Huron) and the Elgin Area
Water Treatment Plant located in the Municipality of Central Elgin (County of Elgin) for disposal;
and London, County of Middlesex and County of Elgin for Municipal Hazardous and Special Waste
Services (MHSW) (See Map 1, next page).
The City could limit this aspect of the EA to the existing service area of the W12A Landfill (as
noted above, a combination of locations and point sources) or consider a larger service area
(regional to provincial). Factors to take into consideration when deciding on the extent of the
service area include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

consistency with current approach for providing waste management services;
geographic location (wasteshed);
province’s recently released Final Draft Strategy for a Waste Free Ontario;
provincial shortfall in disposal capacity;
provision of a publically-owned disposal option for nearby municipalities, institutions & businesses;
community support;
local nuisance impacts;
financial benefit;
backup/contingency disposal capacity; and,
ease of approvals.

Consistent with Current Approach for Waste Management Services
Not changing the existing service area or having a regional service area is consistent with the
current approach of providing waste management services to nearby municipalities when in the
interest of the City. Municipalities, other government organizations, or individual businesses in
Eglin, Middlesex, Huron and Oxford Counties already use one or more of the waste
management services available in the City’s Waste Management Resource Recovery area as
shown in Table C-1. The City also provides waste management services to the Oneida First
Nations community.
Table C-1 - Waste Management Services Provided to Other Jurisdictions
First
Elgin
Huron Middle- Oxford
Waste Management Service
Nations
sex
Yes
Disposal of Municipally Controlled
Waste
Yes
Yes
Yes
Disposal of Point Source IC&I Waste
Yes
Yes
Processing of Municipally Controlled
Recyclables
Yes
Yes
Yes
Processing of IC&I Recyclables
Yes
Yes
MHSW
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Map 1 – Current Services Areas
(Solid, Non-Hazardous Waste and Municipal Hazardous and Special Waste)

It is also noted that the City’s Manning Drive Material Recovery Facility (MRF) can accept
recyclables from anywhere in Ontario but currently only processes recyclables from the local
region (recyclables from nearby municipalities or organizations in Elgin, Middlesex and Oxford
Counties).
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The City also is the Administrator in the Lake Huron and Eglin Area Water Supply Systems
which is a regional water supplier to municipalities in Elgin, Huron, Lambton and Middlesex
Counties.
Geographic Location
A regional service area consisting of Elgin County, Middlesex County, Huron County Lambton
County, Oxford County and Perth County makes a logical “wasteshed” consisting of all Counties
that border Middlesex County. London represents the main regional center for all or parts of each
these Counties. This proposed “wasteshed” or service area is shown on Map 2 (next page).
The existing service area has served a very useful purpose but it has created several restrictions
that impede service efficiencies by creating unnecessary boundaries and removing control from
London Municipal Council to assist neighbouring municipalities and/or derive additional tipping fee
revenues from their waste management assets. A province-wide service area is a more common
request from private landfill operators. It is also significantly more complex when analyzing impacts
and other considerations (e.g., environmental, social, financial).
Recently Released Final Draft Strategy for a Waste-Free Ontario
As previously noted, the MOECC posted its Final Draft Strategy for a Waste-Free Ontario:
Building the Circular Economy to the Environmental Registry. The strategy recognizes the need
for fewer and larger landfills to reduce environmental impacts, particularly those associated with
greenhouse gas impacts. This will require a more regional approach to waste disposal. The
proposed strategy states:
“The size of landfills will also be considered to reduce the need for multiple new
landfills and use landfill gas reduction facilities effectively.”
Having London provide residual waste services to a larger area (regional to provincial) is
consistent with having fewer and larger facilities to reduce greenhouse gas impacts.
Addresses a Portion of Provincial Shortfall in Disposal Capacity
The Ontario Waste Management Association estimates that Ontario’s existing landfill capacity is
estimated to be between 11 years (if all waste generated in Ontario was disposed in Ontario) to
17 years (if 30% of Ontario’s waste continues to be sent to the United States for disposal).
Consequently, there is the potential for a significant shortfall in disposal capacity should new
disposal capacity not become available in a timely fashion.
There are currently two large landfill proposals in Southwestern Ontario; a new landfill is
proposed near Ingersoll (Southwestern Landfill Proposal by Walker Environmental) and
expansion of the Ridge Landfill in Chatham-Kent (proposed by Progressive Waste Solutions). It
is estimated there will still be a waste disposal capacity shortfall over the proposed study period
even if both these landfill proposals are approved.
Having a regional to provincial service area could address a portion of the provincial disposal
capacity shortfall.
Publically-owned Disposal Option for Nearby Municipalities, Institutions and Businesses
Municipalities that do not have their own landfill typically must rely on using a private landfill for
disposal, of which there are a limited number in Southern Ontario. Enabling the W12A Landfill to
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accept waste from surrounding municipalities would provide these municipalities with a
competitive public option that could potentially reduce their costs. It also has the potential to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions by reducing transportation distances.
Map 2 – Proposed Service Area to Receive Solid, Non-hazardous Waste
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It is common for institutions and businesses to award waste collection and disposal contracts for
all of their facilities irrespective of the municipalities in which they are located in. This can provide
cost savings through economies of scale and/or simplify their administrative costs associated
with waste management. For example, the Thames Valley District School Board which has
schools in the cities of London, Woodstock and St. Thomas as well as the counties of Elgin,
Middlesex and Oxford. Having a landfill site that can serve all these areas would be beneficial.
Community Support
No community engagement on choosing between the existing, a regional or a provincial service
area has been undertaken. Based on previous events, it is believed:
•
•
•

there would be no to some opposition to the existing service area;
there would be significant opposition to a provincial service area regardless of the benefits
based on the opposition to the purchase of the Green Lane landfill by the City of Toronto;
and,
there may or may not be opposition to a regional service area given the limited concerns with
the changes made to the W12A Landfill’s service area over the last few years.

Local Nuisance Impacts
One of the proposed guiding principles (separate Waste Management Working Group Report) to
be used to direct the development of the long-term Resource Recovery Strategy and the
Residual Waste Disposal Strategy for the City of London is:
Waste disposal facilities must meet, and if possible, exceed all applicable regulatory
standards. London will make all reasonable efforts to reduce and address negative effects
of any future residual waste disposal facility through proper design and operation of the
facility, as well as providing appropriate mitigation measures to the surrounding
community.
In other words, regardless of the size of the service area (existing, regional or provincial), any
waste disposal facility will need to meet all applicable regulatory standards and will be designed
and operated to prevent adverse impacts to the area’s water quality, air quality, noise levels, etc.
The size of the service area does have the potential to affect nuisance impacts (e.g., odours,
increase traffic on the roads, etc.) in the local area.
Provide Financial Benefit to the City by Lowering Waste Disposal Costs
Waste disposal facilities typically have significant “economies of scale” due to the large portion of
fixed costs (e.g., landfills have fixed costs such as scale house attendant, operations staff,
groundwater monitoring, etc.) compared to the variable costs (e.g., leachate collection system,
cover material, etc.). Consequently having more waste come to a waste disposal facility over a
year from a regional to provincial service area will lower the cost per tonne of waste received.
This results in more economical and cost effective waste disposal for the City and the customer
base.
The additional revenue and financial savings can then be reinvested into new environmental
initiatives at the landfill, used to lower waste management costs for the residents and/or offset
the cost of additional resource recovery (i.e., tipping fee charge of approximately $45/tonne
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versus an incremental operating and capital replacement cost of $25/tonne for 150,000 tonnes
per year will generate $3,000,000 annually to lower costs or to reinvest).
Provide Backup/Contingency Disposal Capacity
Waste management is a critical service and any prolonged disturbance or disruption of service
can be detrimental to both the environment and residents and other users. There may be
circumstances where the City will not be able to accommodate some or all the waste coming to
the landfill for a short period of time. This could be the result of a work stoppage, fire, accidents
or malfunctions at the landfill, etc. In such cases, having disposal options at other landfills as a
short-term contingency measure is vital to providing effective waste management.
Ideally the City would have a contingency plan in place whereby one or more landfills would be
able to take London’s garbage in these circumstances and in return the City would reciprocate
the contingency (backup) capacity for these landfills. Having a service area that is broader than
the current service area would allow the City to create a contingency agreement with any other
landfills in the selected service area.
Ease of Approvals
It is expected that proposing a provincial-wide service area for a municipally-owned waste facility
will make the environmental assessment approval more difficult as it would complicate the
assessment of impacts. For example, it would be difficult to determine greenhouse gas (GHG)
impacts from the transportation of waste given the wide range from where waste could originate.
A service area using the existing service area of the W12A Landfill or a regional Study Area
would be much less complicated.
Recommendation
Table C-2 summaries the considerations discussed above with respect to the proposed service
area.
Table C-2 – Service Areas and Considerations
Considerations

Service Areas
Existing

Regional

Provincial






?










?
















Consistency with Current Approach
Geographic Location (waste shed)
Final Draft Strategy for a Waste-Free Ontario
Provincial Shortfall in Disposal Capacity
Provision of a Publically-owned Disposal Option
Community Support
Local Nuisance Impacts
Financial Benefit
Backup/Contingency Disposal Capacity
Ease of Approvals
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Based on the above considerations:
•

A province-wide service area is not recommended given the expected additional
difficulties in the approval process and strong likelihood of public opposition.

•

A regional service area is preferred over a service area using the existing service
area of the W12A Landfill because it has most of the benefits of the existing service
area plus the added benefits of being consistent with the Final Draft Strategy for
Waste-Free Ontario, addresses a portion of the provincial shortfall in disposal
capacity, provides a public disposal option for nearby organizations and
municipalities and provides a greater financial benefit to the City.

It is proposed the Disposal Strategy include the City of London plus Elgin County, Middlesex
County, Huron County, Lambton County, Oxford County, Perth County and local First Nation
Communities in its proposed service area. The population of Elgin, Middlesex, Huron, Lambton,
Perth and Oxford Counties (including separated cities) as well as local First Nations communities
is approximately 525,000.
It must be noted that having available residual waste disposal capacity for municipalities outside
of London does not mean that London is obligated to accept waste from these municipalities in
the future. City Council will the authority to determine which, if any, municipalities or businesses
outside of London are allowed to use any City residual waste disposal facilities. For example,
the City’s Manning Drive Material Recovery Facility (MRF) can accept recyclables from
anywhere in Ontario. It is currently processes recyclables from municipalities or organizations in
Elgin, Middlesex and Oxford Counties.
In February, City staff were directed to to canvass municipalities responsible for waste
management within the proposed service area to determine interest in using any future waste
disposal or future resource recovery facility.
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Attachment D
What Residential Waste Diversion Rate should we use in sizing the landfill?
Provincial Diversion Goals
The Province recently established two “visionary goals” for solid waste which were to achieve
zero waste and zero greenhouse gas emissions. The Province also established interim goals for
total solid waste diversion (consisting of residential; institutional, commercial and industrial
(IC&I); and construction, renovation and demolition (CR&D) waste streams) of 30% by 2020,
50% by 2030 and 80% by 2050. The Provincial waste diversion goals are aggressive
(aspirational) targets and to achieve them will require major changes to how business is done in
Ontario including moving to a Circular Economy.
The existing goals as well as the previous waste diversion goals set by the Province are
presented in Table 1.
Table 1 - Provincial Waste Diversion Goals and Actual Rate
Year

Diversion
Goal/Rate

Comment

19891

•
•

25% by 1992
50% by 2000

goal applied to all waste

20042

•

60% by 2009

goal applied to residential, IC&I and CR&D sectors
individually

20153

•

25% (actual)

Overall rate

20174

•
•
•

30% by 2022
50% by 2030
80% by 2050

goal applied to all sectors combined
Energy from waste and alternative fuels are permitted
but these methods do not count towards diversion

Notes
1. A Brief History of Waste Diversion in Ontario (Canadian Institute for Environmental
Law and Policy, 2008)
2. Ontario’s 60% Waste Diversion Goal - A Discussion Paper (MOE, 2004)
3. Draft Strategy for a Waste Free Ontario: Building: The Circular Economy (MOECC,
2015)
4. Strategy for a Waste Free Ontario Building a Circular Economy (MOECC, 2017)
Data from the Province indicates that the current diversion rate is approximately 45% to 50% for
residential waste and about 25% for all waste (residential, IC&I and CR&D combined).
According to Draft Strategy for a Waste Free Ontario: Building: The Circular Economy (MOECC,
2015) “Ontario’s waste diversion rate has stalled at 25 percent over the last decade”. This
means the province has not come close to meeting any of the previous targets except for the
25% waste diversion (by 1989) but it took over two decades longer that proposed.
Residential Waste Diversion
The City has progressively carried out assessments of waste diversion and developed
implementation programs and schedules for specific activities to continue to increase its rate of
diversion. The current residential diversion rate is 45% with the latest assessment of diversion
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programs provided in The Road to Increased Resource Recovery and Zero Waste (Road Map
2.0, 2013).
Programs identified in Road Map 2.0 have the potential to divert 60% of residential waste. The
only remaining major diversion component that remains undecided from Road Map 2.0 is how
residential organics will be managed. It is estimated that it would take between two and five
years to fully implement an organics management program depending on the method and
technology chosen to manage organics.
A review of the larger municipalities/recycling boards in Ontario (excluding London) indicates that
60% residential diversion is a practical upper limit for large municipalities with a Green Bin
program (see Appendix B). Nine of the ten largest municipalities (i.e., Essex-Windsor does not
have a Green Bin program) had Green Bin programs and their diversion rates for 2014 and 2015
are presented in Table 2. Data for 2016 will
Table 2 - Waste Diversion in Municipalities
not be available until spring 2018.
with Green Bin Programs
The City of Guelph is also included in the table
Municipality
Waste Diversion1
as a comparator city as they have a University
2014
2015
(like London) and a Green Bin program.
Diversion rates varied from 43% to 63% with
an average diversion rate of 53%. Only three
jurisdictions (Guelph, Halton and York)
achieved a diversion rate greater than 55%.
Without a Green Bin program, the practical
upper limit for residential diversion for a large
municipality is approximately 50%.
As shown in Table 2 there was no increase in
waste diversion from 2014 to 2015. In
general, increases in composting were offset
by decreases in recycling (e.g. fewer
newspapers, steel cans, etc.).
Some municipalities have set aggressive
(aspirational) waste diversion targets higher
than 60% but do not have a clear strategy or
specific plan on how they will reach these
targets. It is likely residential diversion rates
will increase beyond 60% in the future but will
require the use of technologies that are
currently not practical or economically justified.

Ottawa

45%

43%

Peel

45%

44%

Hamilton

48%

46%

Toronto

52%

52%

Durham

55%

54%

Niagara

52%

54%

Waterloo

52%

54%

Halton

56%

57%

Guelph

-

61%

York

62%

63%

Average

52%

52%2
53%

Notes
1. From www.RPRA,ca/Library/WDOHistorical/ Municipal-Information
2. Average excluding Guelph.

It should be noted that multi-residential units have much lower diversion rates compared to
single family homes. In London the average diversion rate for single family homes is 50%
compared to 20% for multi-residential units. London has a higher percentage of multi-residential
units (i.e., apartments buildings) compared to many other large municipalities. Approximately
one in three housing units in London is multi-residential. The percentage of multi-residential
units is expected to increase in the future due to intensification (as per The London Plan) which
will make it more difficult to increase diversion.
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The City is considering establishing a goal to increase the current London household waste
diversion rate to 60% by 2022 from the current rate of 45% and take into account recently
announced interim provincial waste diversion targets of 30% by 2022, 50% by 2030 and 80% by
2050.
It is proposed Residual Waste quantities that the City will need to manage will be
estimated by assuming that the current London household waste diversion rate of 45%
will increase to 60% by 2022. It is possible that further increases in residential waste
diversion may occur after 2022 but for planning purposes higher diversion rates cannot
be relied on at this time.
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Waste Management Community
Liaison Committee Meeting #2
Summary
Meeting #2: September 13, 2017
6:00 pm to 8:00 pm
Location: Regional Materials Recovery Facility
CLC Member Attendance: Skylar Franke (Co-Chair), Derek Armstrong,
Danielle Kelly, Toni Krahn
City Staff Attendance: Wesley Abbott, Jane Kittmer, Jay Stanford (CoChair)
Guests: John Whitworth, Manager of W12A Landfill
Previous Meeting June 5, 2017
Item
#

Item

1

FACILITY TOURS

a

W12A Landfill – included the HSW Depot, methane flare, tipping face and top of the
landfill

b

MRF Tour - walk-through of the two sorting lines

2

CALL TO ORDER

a

Review of Agenda
•

b

Items That Were Added to this Agenda
•

c

No items added

Discussion of best timing for meetings to try to get more members in attendance.
It was decided to hold the meeting on the third Monday of the month from 6:00 pm
to 8:00 pm. Food will be available at 5:30 pm. Next meetings will be October 16,
November 20 and December 18.

Approval of notes from June 5, 2017 meeting
•

Previously done by email.

3

STANDING ITEMS

a

Updates – Resource Recovery Strategy (between June 5 and September 13, 2017)
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Item
#

Item

b

Next Steps – Resource Recovery Strategy

c

Updates – Residual Waste Disposal Strategy – EA for a Proposed Landfill Expansion
(between June 5 and September 13, 2017)

d

Next Steps – Residual Waste Disposal Strategy - EA for a Proposed Landfill Expansion
Discussion on standing items related to “updates and next steps” was delayed until the
next meeting (October 16) to allow additional time for the tours. Information on updates
and next steps can be found in on-line reports listed below. The information in these
reports will be discussed at the next meeting.
1. www.london.ca/city-hall/meetings/Pages/default.aspx
See July 17, 2017 meeting of the Civic Works Committee
Report at this meeting:
• Appointment of Consulting Engineer for Various Technical Studies as Part of
the Environmental Assessment Process for the Proposed Expansion of the
W12A Landfill Site
2. www.london.ca/city-hall/meetings-advisory/Pages/default.aspx
See June 27, 2017 meeting of the Waste Management Working Group
Report at this meeting:
• Background Report #2: Reporting Categories and Titles
• Update Report #2: Programs, Projects And Provincial Activities that will Inform
and/or Influence Strategies
• Update Report #3 Project Timelines
• Progress Report #1: Community Engagement Program
• Progress Report #2: Partial Municipal Responses to Regional Service Area
for Waste Management Facilities (March 30 To June 2, 2017)

e

CLC Discussion – Actions and Feedback
•

Key Project Parameters
o 25 years
o Limits on waste quantities
o Use by neighbouring municipalities
o 60% diversion by 2022

Discussion items included:
•
•

CLC members encouraged, if not already done, to comment on the Guiding
Principles and 4 Key Project Parameters for the Residual Waste Disposal
Strategy and Resource Recovery Strategy at www.getinvolved.london.ca.
A separate survey will be circulated to the CLC regarding the Guiding Principles
and 4 Key Project Parameters in order that a comments from the CLC can be
created and submitted as part of this phase of community engagement.
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Item
#

Item
General discussion took place on these items:
o the reasoning for choosing the 25 year planning period rather than a
longer period
o waste practices of neighbouring communities. It may be acceptable to
increase the service area to include neighbouring communities, but it’s
important to ensure that they are maximizing diversion. Important to have
tonnage limits and controls so others do not abuse disposal privileges.
o is it an option to close W12A Landfill and use another landfill?
o we have to deal with organics to achieve 60% waste diversion
o composition of garbage to landfill: 10 – 20% is recyclable
o is incineration an option?

4

ADDITIONAL BUSINESS

a

Key items for next meeting
•
•

b

Updates and Next Steps for the Resource Recovery Strategy and the Residual
Waste Disposal Strategy
Reviewing materials for the Open Houses on November 29 and November 30

Date of next meeting
•

October 16, 2017 6:00 – 8:00 pm, food available at 5:30 pm
London City Hall, 2nd Floor
Y:\Shared\SolWaste\WM Plan\EA\Community Engagement\CLC\Summary Meeting 2 Sept 13 2017.docx
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Waste Management Community
Liaison Committee Agenda
Meeting #3 Monday October 16, 2017
5:30 pm – Food, mingle/network time
6:00 pm – Meeting
7:30 pm - Adjournment
Location: London City Hall, 2nd Floor, Committee Room #2
Previous Meeting September 13, 2017
Item
#

Item

Approx.
Amount of
Time (min.)

1

CALL TO ORDER

5

a

Review of Agenda

2

b

Items that Must be Added to this Agenda

2

c

Copy of Approved Meeting Summary from June 5 and
September 13, 2017 meetings (Summaries follow Agenda)

1

2

ITEMS FOR THIS AGENDA

5

a

Second Series of Open Houses
•

See Attachment A “Newspaper Notice Open House 2”

3

STANDING ITEMS

30

a

Update Resource Recovery Strategy (Between June 5 and
September 16, 2017)

10

•

b

Next Steps – Resource Recovery Strategy
•

c

Verbal update including information contained in
“Update Report #5: Programs, Projects and Provincial
Activities That Will Inform and/or Influence Strategies“
(Attachment B)
5

Updated schedule (Attachment C)

Update – Residual Waste Disposal Strategy – EA for a
Proposed Landfill Expansion (Between June 5 and
September 16, 2017)
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10

Attach.

•

•
d

Verbal update including information contained in
“Decision Report #5: Residual Waste Disposal
Strategy Scope of Work as Part of the Environmental
Assessment Process“ (Attachment D)
Results of CLC survey (Attachment E)

Next Steps – Residual Waste Disposal Strategy – EA for a
Proposed Landfill Expansion
•

5

Updated schedule (Attachment F)

4

CLC DISCUSSION

45

a

Community interaction on getinvolved.london.ca

10

•
•

b

What can and cannot be done (Attachment G)
Example; Waste Reduction Week Oct 16 – 21, 2017
(See Attachment H “WRW poster” - note - This is a
trial for the getinvolved site)

CLC Suggestions for Community Engagement
•
•
•

35

From other programs and projects; what has caught
your eye and made you want to participate?
Ideas for this project (EA or Resource Recovery
Strategy)
Do any CLC members wish to get directly involved?

5

ADDITIONAL BUSINESS

5

a

Key items for next meeting

3

b

Date of next meeting: November 20, City Hall Cafeteria, 12th
floor

2

5:30 pm Food, mingle/network time
6:00 pm Meeting
Y:\Shared\SolWaste\WM Plan\EA\Community Engagement\CLC\Agenda October 16 2017.docx
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Waste Management Community
Liaison Committee Meeting #1
Summary
Meeting #1: June 5, 2017
6:00 pm to 8:00 pm
Location: London City Hall, 2nd Floor, Committee Room #2
CLC Member Attendance:
Derek Armstrong, Kelly Danielle,
Skylar Franke, Mike George, Toni Krahn, Dave Raney, Marie Ross,
Carol Young
City Staff Attendance:
Wesley Abbott, Jane Kittmer, Jay Stanford
(Co-Chair)
Guests:
None
Previous Meeting no previous meeting
Item
#

Item

1

CALL TO ORDER

a

Review of Agenda


No items added

2

ITEMS

a

Introduction of Members and City Staff (20 seconds each)

b

Election of Community Co-Chair and back-up Community Co-Chair




c

Why have a WMCLC and What the City Hopes to Achieve
•

d

More members favoured an email vote system. Carol Young and Skylar Franke
have volunteered to be considered for co-chair.
One person will serve as co-chair; the other person will be backup
ACTION: City to coordinate an email vote.

Information provided

Offer from Try Recycling and Miller Waste Systems to participate in the WMCLC, where
appropriate


Committee members welcome input from Try Recycling and Miller Waste
Systems and believe they may be a useful resource given their experience
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Item
#

Item


e

ACTION: City staff to contact both companies to discuss opportunities for
involvement and sharing of knowledge

Reminder – Information that is Currently Available
•
•
•
•

Community Engagement Program report
Waste Management Working Group committee reports
Guiding Principles
Key Project Parameters
 Information provided

3

STANDING ITEMS

a

Updates Resource Recovery Strategy (Between March 30 and June 5, 2017)
•

London Waste to Resources Innovation Centre

•

Waste Diversion and Resource Recovery projects assigned by Council


b

Next Steps – Resource Recovery Strategy
•

Virtual Open House – both projects

•

On-line activity for July and first part of August


c

•

Comments on community engagement to date

•

Comments on responses from neighbouring municipalities on potentially using any
new City waste management facilities
Information provided

Next Steps – Residual Waste Disposal Strategy – EA for a Proposed Landfill Expansion
•

Development of alternative landfill concepts

•

Development of work plans for technical studies


e

Information provided

Updates – Residual Waste Disposal Strategy – EA for a Proposed Landfill Expansion
(Between March 30 and June 5, 2017)


d

Information provided

Information provided

CLC Discussion – Actions and Feedback.
Discussion items included:


Increase awareness of all Londoners regarding litter, illegal dumping and the
impact of the landfill on the surrounding neighbours
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Item
#

Item











Increase education to increase knowledge of residents regarding reuse and
recycling. Possibly include info with tax bills/utility bills or email notifications,
increase school programs, TV publicity (get CTV to do a series)
Educate residents on the cost structure of waste programs, link to taxes and the
environmental benefits
Increase visibility of City at festivals (including attending new Inspiration festival)
Creating a controversy may be best way to get public engaged
Preference for a green bin program
Preference for recovering energy from organics, generate wealth to help other
social programs
Preference for City processing organics
Suggestions for July/August on-line activity – make your own waste program on a
budget, choose what items you want to go into the green bin from a pick list
Promote waste diversion during Waste Reduction Week October 16 – 22 with
give-aways
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ADDITIONAL BUSINESS

a

Key items for next meeting



b

meeting to be held at the Materials Recovery Facility (MRF), 3438 Manning Dr
discuss on-line activity

Date of next meeting



Monday or Wednesday in early July
Use doodle poll to determine date
Y:\Shared\SolWaste\WM Plan\EA\Community Engagement\CLC\Summary Meeting 1 June 5 2017.docx
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Waste Management Community
Liaison Committee Meeting #2
Summary
Meeting #2: September 13, 2017
6:00 pm to 8:00 pm
Location: Regional Materials Recovery Facility
CLC Member Attendance: Skylar Franke (Co-Chair), Derek Armstrong,
Danielle Kelly, Toni Krahn
City Staff Attendance: Wesley Abbott, Jane Kittmer, Jay Stanford (CoChair)
Guests: John Whitworth, Manager of W12A Landfill
Previous Meeting June 5, 2017
Item
#

Item

1

FACILITY TOURS

a

W12A Landfill – included the HSW Depot, methane flare, tipping face and top of the
landfill

b

MRF Tour - walk-through of the two sorting lines

2

CALL TO ORDER

a

Review of Agenda
•

b

Items That Were Added to this Agenda
•

c

No items added

Discussion of best timing for meetings to try to get more members in attendance.
It was decided to hold the meeting on the third Monday of the month from 6:00 pm
to 8:00 pm. Food will be available at 5:30 pm. Next meetings will be October 16,
November 20 and December 18.

Approval of notes from June 5, 2017 meeting
•

Previously done by email.
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STANDING ITEMS

a

Updates – Resource Recovery Strategy (between June 5 and September 13, 2017)
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Item
#

Item

b

Next Steps – Resource Recovery Strategy

c

Updates – Residual Waste Disposal Strategy – EA for a Proposed Landfill Expansion
(between June 5 and September 13, 2017)

d

Next Steps – Residual Waste Disposal Strategy - EA for a Proposed Landfill Expansion
Discussion on standing items related to “updates and next steps” was delayed until the
next meeting (October 16) to allow additional time for the tours. Information on updates
and next steps can be found in on-line reports listed below. The information in these
reports will be discussed at the next meeting.
1. www.london.ca/city-hall/meetings/Pages/default.aspx
See July 17, 2017 meeting of the Civic Works Committee
Report at this meeting:
• Appointment of Consulting Engineer for Various Technical Studies as Part of
the Environmental Assessment Process for the Proposed Expansion of the
W12A Landfill Site
2. www.london.ca/city-hall/meetings-advisory/Pages/default.aspx
See June 27, 2017 meeting of the Waste Management Working Group
Report at this meeting:
• Background Report #2: Reporting Categories and Titles
• Update Report #2: Programs, Projects And Provincial Activities that will Inform
and/or Influence Strategies
• Update Report #3 Project Timelines
• Progress Report #1: Community Engagement Program
• Progress Report #2: Partial Municipal Responses to Regional Service Area
for Waste Management Facilities (March 30 To June 2, 2017)

e

CLC Discussion – Actions and Feedback
•

Key Project Parameters
o 25 years
o Limits on waste quantities
o Use by neighbouring municipalities
o 60% diversion by 2022

Discussion items included:
•
•

CLC members encouraged, if not already done, to comment on the Guiding
Principles and 4 Key Project Parameters for the Residual Waste Disposal
Strategy and Resource Recovery Strategy at www.getinvolved.london.ca.
A separate survey will be circulated to the CLC regarding the Guiding Principles
and 4 Key Project Parameters in order that a comments from the CLC can be
created and submitted as part of this phase of community engagement.
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Item
#

Item
General discussion took place on these items:
o the reasoning for choosing the 25 year planning period rather than a
longer period
o waste practices of neighbouring communities. It may be acceptable to
increase the service area to include neighbouring communities, but it’s
important to ensure that they are maximizing diversion. Important to have
tonnage limits and controls so others do not abuse disposal privileges.
o is it an option to close W12A Landfill and use another landfill?
o we have to deal with organics to achieve 60% waste diversion
o composition of garbage to landfill: 10 – 20% is recyclable
o is incineration an option?
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ADDITIONAL BUSINESS

a

Key items for next meeting
•
•

b

Updates and Next Steps for the Resource Recovery Strategy and the Residual
Waste Disposal Strategy
Reviewing materials for the Open Houses on November 29 and November 30

Date of next meeting
•

October 16, 2017 6:00 – 8:00 pm, food available at 5:30 pm
London City Hall, 2nd Floor
Y:\Shared\SolWaste\WM Plan\EA\Community Engagement\CLC\Summary Meeting 2 Sept 13 2017.docx

Page 3 of 3

Attachment A
Newspaper Notice Open House 2

Notice of the Second Series of Open Houses
City of London Residual Waste Disposal Strategy
Environmental Assessment of the Proposed W12A Landfill Expansion
The City of London (the City) has initiated a study under the Environmental Assessment (EA) Act for a
proposed expansion of the City’s existing landfill (W12A), which is expected to reach capacity in 2025.
The service area for the landfill expansion is proposed to be enlarged to a regional area, which would
include: the City of London, County of Huron, County of Perth, County of Elgin, County of Lambton,
and County of Middlesex.
The City wants community feedback on the proposed expansion of the W12A Landfill and is hosting
this second series of open houses as follows:
November 29, 2017
Horton Street Goodwill Industries (3rd floor)
255 Horton Street (at Wellington), London
2 – 4 p.m. and 5 – 8 p.m.

November 30, 2017
Lambeth Community Centre (Gymnasium)
7112 Beattie Street, London
2 – 4 p.m. and 5 – 8 p.m.

It is proposed that the landfill expansion will occur within the area on and adjacent to the existing
landfill property as shown on the map below.

Map in Progress

October 2017

At these open houses the public will learn about the proposed content of the Draft Terms of Reference
(overall work plan for the project) including existing site conditions, landfill expansion alternatives
(known as ‘Alternative Methods’), the proposed methodology and technical studies for evaluating and
comparing the ‘Alternative Methods’, and how to be involved in the EA process. Additionally the City’s
draft Resource Recovery Strategy will be presented to the public.
A main focus of the open houses will be to inform the public and seek input on the ‘Alternative Methods’
for landfill expansion and the criteria to be used to comparatively evaluate the ‘Alternative Methods’.
Attendees will have the opportunity to have one-on-one discussions with City staff and the project
consultant.
If you wish to be added to the project contact list, or have questions, please contact City staff as noted
below or visit the City’s website at getinvolved.london.ca/WhyWasteDisposal.
Jay Stanford, M.A., M.P.A.

Wesley Abbott, P. Eng.

Director - Environment, Fleet and Solid Waste
Phone – (519) 661-CITY (2489) ext. 5411
Fax - (519) 661-2354
E-mail - jstanfor@london.ca

Project Manager – Solid Waste Management
Phone – (519) 661-CITY (2489) ext. 1812
Fax - (519) 661-2354
E-mail – wabbott@london.ca

Mailing Address for the above staff is:
Solid Waste Management Division, 8th Floor, City Hall
300 Dufferin Avenue, P.O. Box 5035
London, ON N6A 4L9
All personal information included in a submission – such as name, address, telephone number and
property location – is collected, maintained and disclosed by the MOECC for the purpose of
transparency and consultation. The information is collected under the authority of the Environmental
Assessment Act or is collected and maintained for the purpose of creating a record that is available to
the general public as described in s.37 of the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act.
Personal information you submit will become part of a public record that is available to the general
public unless you request that your personal information remain confidential. For more information,
please contact the MOECC’s Freedom of Information and Privacy Coordinator at 416-327-1434.
Veuillez noter qu’il vous est possible de nous communiquer vos commentaires ou vos questions sur le
projet en français en les adressant à Trish Edmond dont les coordonnées sont indiquées ci-dessus.
Trish Edmond, P. Eng., EA Manager
Golder Associates Ltd
1931 Robertson Road
Ottawa, ON K2H 5B7
Telephone: 1-800-275-3281
Fax: 613-592-9601 E-mail: trish_edmond@golder.com

October 2017

Attachment B
Update Report #5
Programs, Projects and Provincial Activities
That Will Inform and/or Influence Strategies

1

TO:

CHAIR AND MEMBERS
WASTE MANAGEMENT WORKING GROUP
MEETING ON SEPTEMBER 28, 2017

FROM:

JAY STANFORD, M.A., M.P.A.
DIRECTOR - ENVIRONMENT, FLEET & SOLID WASTE

SUBJECT:

UPDATE REPORT #5:
PROGRAMS, PROJECTS AND PROVINCIAL ACTIVITIES THAT
WILL INFORM AND/OR INFLUENCE STRATEGIES

RECOMMENDATION
That, on the recommendation of the Director - Environment, Fleet and Solid Waste, this
report BE RECEIVED for information.
PREVIOUS REPORTS PERTINENT TO THIS MATTER
Relevant reports that can be found at www.london.ca under City Hall (Meetings) include:
x

Update and Next Steps – Resource Recovery Strategy and Residual Waste Disposal
Strategy as part of the Environmental Assessment Process (February 7, 2017
meeting of the Civic Works Committee (CWC), Item #10)

Relevant reports that can be found at www.london.ca under City Hall (Meetings –
Advisory and other Committees) include:
x

Update Report #2 - Programs, Projects and Provincial Activities that will Inform
and/or Influence Strategies (June 14, 2017 meeting of the Waste Management
Working Group (WMWG), Item #8)

x

Resource Recovery Update (January 19, 2017 meeting of the WMWG, Item #7)
COUNCIL’S 2015-2019 STRATEGIC PLAN

Municipal Council has recognized the importance of solid waste management in its 20152019 - Strategic Plan for the City of London (2015 – 2019 Strategic Plan) as follows:
Building a Sustainable City
x Strong and healthy environment
x Robust infrastructure
Growing our Economy
x Local, regional, and global innovation
x Strategic, collaborative partnerships

Leading in Public Service
x Proactive financial management
x Innovative & supportive organizational
practices
x Collaborative, engaged leadership
x Excellent service delivery

BACKGROUND
PURPOSE AND CONTEXT:
This report provides the Waste Management Working Group with an update on a
number of projects, programs and provincial activities that will inform and/or influence
the Resource Recovery and Residual Waste Disposal Strategies. This update covers
the period June 1 to September 12, 2017.
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DISCUSSION
Waste Free Ontario Act
In November 2015, the Minister of the Environment and Climate Change (MOECC)
introduced a new legislative framework for managing waste in Ontario under Bill 151,
Waste Free Ontario Act (WFOA). The legislation is comprised of two Acts, the Resource
Recovery and Circular Economy Act (RRCEA), and the Waste Diversion Transition Act
(WDTA). Bill 151 received Royal Assent in June 2016 and was proclaimed November
30, 2016.
This legislation and accompanying Strategy (below) will result in a range of changes on
how waste will be handled in Ontario over many years. These changes and direction
have the potential to impact most aspects of London’s residential waste management
system (generally under the responsibility of Municipal Council). The new legislation is
designed to ultimately impact producers, retailers, suppliers and recycling service
providers across the product/package chain. It will also have some influence on how
IC&I waste is managed by businesses and private waste management companies.
Strategy for a Waste-Free Ontario Building the Circular Economy
The MOECC published the final Strategy for a Waste-Free Ontario: Building the Circular
Economy in February 2017, a requirement of the Waste Free Ontario Act, 2016,
(WFOA), which outlines a road map for resource recovery and waste reduction for
Ontario. It also:
x
x
x

sets a vision and goals including interim waste diversion goals for 2020 (30%), 2030
(50%) and 2050 (80%);
articulates key government actions to support implementation of the vision and
goals; and
identifies performance measures to measure progress towards achieving the vision
and goals.

The Strategy focuses on moving Ontario towards a circular economy described as “a
system where nothing is wasted and valuable materials destined for landfill are put back
into the economy without negative effects on the environment.” This approach – a
circular economy – has the potential to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, save and
better utilize scarce resources, create jobs and create financial opportunities.
Municipal Involvement with Respect Waste Management in Ontario
For several years, waste management and other organizations across the province
have been reviewing and establishing positions and making contributions to policy and
regulatory development. City staff is actively involved in several of these organizations:
x

Association of Municipalities of Ontario (AMO) – City staff sit on the Waste Management
Task Force of AMO (combination of elected officials and municipal staff). Appendix A
contains a recent release from AMO on Provincial direction (The Waste Free Ontario
Act: What it Means for Current and Future Waste Diversion Programs in Your
Municipality, August 29, 2017).

x

Regional Public Works Commissioners of Ontario (RPWCO) – City staff sit on the
main committee and the Solid Waste Subcommittee.

x

Ontario Waste Management Association (OWMA) – City staff sit on the Board of
Directors.

x

Municipal Resource Recovery and Research (3Rs) Collaborative – is a recently
formed group comprised of the AMO, RPWCO, Municipal Waste Association and
City of Toronto. London is a member of the 3Rs Collaborative.

x

Municipal Waste Association (MWA) and Recycling Council of Ontario (RCO) –
receiving updates and comments via general membership.
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City of London
In addition to ongoing efforts to maintain and/or improve existing waste diversion/resource
recovery programs, listed below are additional initiatives that have been underway to assist
with the advancement of waste prevention and resource recovery. The updates are for the
period June 2 to September 12, 2017.
Initiative
Organics
Management

Updates – June 2 to September, 2017
x

x
x

Community
x
Impacts from
Facilities in the
general vicinity
of ShaverBrockley
communities
(general south
of Highway 401)

x

x

Municipal Council submitted comments to the Environmental
Bill of Rights (EBR) Registry with respect to MOECC’s
discussion paper, “Addressing Food and Organic Waste in
Ontario”. This paper was designed to serve as the basis for
preliminary discussions with stakeholders to inform the
development of the Food and Organic Waste Framework which
aims to:
x “Reduce the amount of food that becomes waste
x Remove food and organic waste from the disposal
stream
x Reduce greenhouse gas emissions that result from food
and organic waste
x Support and stimulate end markets that recover the
value from food and organic wastes
x Increase accountability of responsible parties
x Improve data on food and organic waste
x Enhance promotion and education regarding food and
organic waste.”
The City submission can be found under the Civic Works
Committee (CWC) meeting on July 17, 2017 entitled
Comments on Environmental Bill of Rights Registry –
Discussion Paper: Addressing Food and Organic Waste in
Ontario.
See additional rows below for other organics related work.
A Green Bin Program update will be submitted to the Waste
Management Working Group and CWC in the fall 2017 or early
2018 to coincide with the development of an London’s
implementation plan that must also consider the ongoing
developments from MOECC as part of its Food and Organic
Waste Action Plan.
Mayor Brown and Councilor Usher brought community
concerns to Planning & Environment Committee (PEC) on
November 28, 2016 which resulted in the following direction to
City staff approved by Municipal Council on December 6, 2016:
“The Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to report back
to a future meeting of the Planning and Environment
Committee with an update relating to what measures
have been and could be undertaken to address the
negative impacts that the industrial uses in the area are
having on the Shaver-Brockley community and
surrounding area and what the City of London can do to
mitigate the impacts.”
A Public Participation Meeting (PPM) was held at PEC on
August 28, 2017. At the meet City staff presented a report
entitled Review of Impacts from Industrial Sources (Focus on
Odour) and Potential Municipal Actions (Primarily South of
Highway 401).
At the September 5, 2017 Council meeting, 13
recommendations were approved.

4

Initiative
Avoiding Food
Waste

Updates – June 2 to September, 2017
x

x
Waste
x
Characterization
and
x
Composition

x
x

x
Home
Composting/
Community
Composting

x

x
x

Mixed Waste
Processing

x

x
x

Institutional
Waste,
Recyclables
and Organics

x

Biogas and
Renewable
Natural Gas
(RNG)
Production from
Waste

x

x

Household Food Waste Survey, designed and implemented by
Western University with support from the City of London, was
completed in early July. Over 1,500 participated in the survey.
Results are currently being analyzed by Western University.
Implementation of a food waste avoidance (management) pilot
project with Western University starting in mid-September.
City of London is currently participating in several major waste
composition and characterization studies:
4 season residential waste composition study from
approximately 100 homes and five multi-residential buildings.
Activities will occur in fall and winter 2017 and spring and
summer 2018. These audits are paid for by Stewardship
Ontario (industry) and occur every couple of years across
Ontario.
Food waste characterization study (avoidable versus not
avoidable food waste) as part of the above audits.
Food waste characterization study (avoidable versus not
avoidable food waste) as part of the Western University
Household Food Waste Survey.
Waste characterization as part of the mixed waste processing
examinations (see below).
Continued engagement in community efforts that support
composting education, including home composting and
community composting at multi-residential buildings.
Composter and digester sales at the City EnviroDepots were
strong during the spring months with a total of 240 units sold.
The Draft Urban Agriculture Strategy has references and
activities associated with home and community composting
and recovery of food waste. The draft strategy has been
approved by PEC for circulation. Further work on this strategy
is being undertaken by Planning staff with the final strategy to
be presented to Council for approval this autumn.
London is one of seven Ontario municipalities that is part of a
Municipal Working Group for Mixed Waste Processing (led by
the Region of Peel).
Ongoing discussions and information sharing with Working
Group. Next meeting scheduled for fall 2017.
Additional documentation, analysis, waste composition and
characterization on London waste currently being prepared by
City staff (with support from technical experts). These details
are a key foundation for the development of the Resource
Recovery Strategy including organics management.
No additional work undertaken by City staff on this subject
and/or the broader industrial, commercial and institutional (IC&I)
waste stream.
Appears to be a lower priority at the Provincial level at this time.
Working on an application to Ontario’s Municipal GHG
Challenge Fund to provide potential funding, in a competitive
process, to develop a RNG production facility
x Sized to make use of current landfill gas collected from the
W12A landfill, with the ability to scale up in the future to add
upgrading biogas from organics management.
x Given that this is a competitive application process, there is
no guarantee that this funding will be received.
x Application due November 14, 2017; Successful applicants
will be informed in writing by February, 2018.
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Initiative
London Waste
to Resources
Innovation
Centre
(with a focus on
new, emerging,
and/or next
generation
technologies)

Updates – June 2 to September, 2017
x

x
x

Five Memorandums of Understanding (MoU) approved by
Council:
x Green Shields Energy (GSE) - a working relationship to
explore the viability of a Gas Phase Reduction (GPR)
technology for managing solid waste.
x Western University (Institute of Chemicals and Fuels from
Alternative Resources - ICFAR) – a working relationship
covering the broad sectors of solid waste management,
biomass management and related sectors that produce
waste materials.
x Hawthorne Thorne Green Key Group - Hawthorne has the
Canadian rights to the Tucker Advanced Pyrolysis
Technology, known as the Pyrolator, a patented “non-burn
technology” with numerous economical and environmental
advantages over both traditional burn (combustion – energyfrom-waste) technologies, gasification, and pyrolysis
technologies.
x Bio-Techfar - Bio-Techfar have developed a proprietary
pyrolysis technology, referred to as the BT-100/500, that has
successfully converted a range of biomass materials into
pyrolysis-oil and pyrolysis-char for both energy and nonenergy applications.
x Try Recycling - Try Recycling will be looking at new
beneficial use products including solid recovered fuel (SRF)
(from size reduction of bulky and other items); unwanted
(end-of-life) bulky items like couches, mattresses; and
enhanced/customized soil conditioners.
City staff are in discussion with two other businesses that have
expressed recent interest and one large association.
City staff have been working with Western on funding
applications dealing with academic grants and research
projects.

Garbage &
Resources
(Recyclables,
Food & Other
Organics)
Collection
Systems

City staff continue examining two garbage and resource collection
program alternatives (using CNG waste collection vehicles and/or
using semi or fully automated collection) for submission to Civic
Works Committee in December 2017 or early 2018.

Recycling in
Downtown

City staff continuing to work on a report examining Recycling
Engagement and Program Development for downtown for
submission to Civic Works Committee in late 2017/early 2018.
This will be tied to changes in Provincial legislation.

Landfill Gas
Recovery to
Energy

No change with respect to proposed 500kW power plant using
approximately 15% of the landfill gas currently captured. Still
waiting to for decision on City’s application. Expect a decision
sometime in fall 2017 or early 2018.
Work on business case to evaluate the feasibility of converting all
(in the event FIT application not accepted) or the remaining portion
of captured landfill gas at W12A to RNG for either direct City fleet
use or pipeline injection will begin late 2017 or early 2018.

Landfill
Planning and
Management in
Ontario

The MOECC will be awarding in late September or October a
consulting project to study landfill planning and management in
Ontario. This study will consider “options and recommendations
for Ontario’s approaches for planning and managing Landfills both
at a regional and provincial scale, learning from best practices of
other jurisdictions and an assessment of social, environmental and
economic implications of options and recommendations.”
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Initiative
Landfill Best
Practices

Updates – June 2 to September, 2017
MOECC review of appropriate hydrogeological settings for landfills
in Ontario has been completed (A State of the Science Review of
Landfill Siting and Site Characterization and Risk in Relation to
Landfills, Dillon Consulting, 2017). Review recommends that
landfill standards for the Province be reviewed and updated but
the overall approach for addressing management of groundwater
in different hydrogeological settings in Ontario is reasonable.
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Appendix A The Waste Free Ontario Act: What it Means for Current and Future Waste
Diversion Programs in Your Municipality, August 29, 2017

Attachment C
Tentative Schedule for Development of
Resource Recovery Strategy

Attachment C Tentative Schedule for Development of Resource Recovery Strategy
Event/Major Activity

Comments

CLC Role

Project Start
(March, 2017)

Inform Indigenous, government agency and
community stakeholders

-

On-going community
engagement (March, 2017 to
Winter 2018)

Includes presentation to key stakeholders,
project website, booth at events, etc.

Provide feedback on community
engagement as required
Provide feedback on what is proposed

Open House #1
(May, 2017)

Provide information on existing programs and

-

Council Meeting
(October 30, 2017)

Approval of 60% diversion by 2022 goal

-

Open House #2
(November, 2017)

Information, costs and benefits on potential
programs to achieve 60% diversion

Review of open house materials prior
to open house. Provide feedback.

NEW - Potential Release of
Draft Provincial Organics
Strategy (Dec. – Jan. 2018)

Released on Environmental Bill of Rights
registry for 60 day comment period.

-

NEW - Amended Blue Box
Program Plan (BBPP)
(February, 2018)

The amended BBPP is being developed by
Stewardship Ontario and will outline the steps
to take municipalities from where they are now
to the full EPR program.

-

DRAFT - REVISED - Circulation
of Draft 60% Diversion Action
Plan (March – April 2018)

Based on developments and timing at the
Provincial level, timetable will be adjusted

Review of Draft Strategy as part of
community stakeholders

DRAFT - REVISED - Circulation
of Draft Resource Recovery
Strategy (May - June 2018)

Review by Indigenous, government agency and
community stakeholders

Review of Draft Strategy as part of
community stakeholders

DRAFT - REVISED - City
Approval (July – August 2018)

Will include public participation meeting
y:\shared\solwaste\wm plan\ea\resource recovery - timetable.docx

Attachment D
Residual Waste Disposal Strategy Scope
of Work as Part of the Environmental
Assessment Process

1

TO:

CHAIR AND MEMBERS
WASTE MANAGEMENT WORKING GROUP
MEETING ON SEPTEMBER 28, 2017

FROM:

JAY STANFORD, M.A., M.P.A.
DIRECTOR, ENVIRONMENT, FLEET & SOLID WASTE

SUBJECT:

DECISION REPORT #5: RESIDUAL WASTE DISPOSAL STRATEGY
SCOPE OF WORK AS PART OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL
ASSESSMENT PROCESS

RECOMMENDATION
That, on the recommendation of the Director – Environment, Fleet & Solid Waste, the
following key parameters that define the scope of work for the Residual Waste Disposal
Strategy as part of the Environmental Assessment process BE SUPPORTED by the
Waste Management Working Group:
a) The study period for the Residual Waste Disposal Strategy will be 25 years beyond
the current approved capacity of the W12A Landfill of 2025, ending in 2050;
b) The maximum annual amount of waste that will be allowed to be landfilled be
reduced from the currently approved amount of 650,000 tonnes per year to 500,000
tonnes per year;
c) The service area include the City of London, Elgin County, Huron County, Lambton
County, Middlesex County, Perth County and local First Nation Communities noting
City of London Council will have the authority to determine which, if any,
municipalities or businesses outside of London are allowed to use any City residual
waste disposal facility or facilities in the future; and
d) The W12A Landfill expansion be sized assuming the residential waste diversion rate
is 60% by 2022 noting this does not prevent increasing London’s residential waste
diversion rate above 60% between 2022 and 2050.
PREVIOUS REPORTS PERTINENT TO THIS MATTER
Relevant reports that can be found at www.london.ca under City Hall (Meetings) include:
x

Update and Next Steps – Resource Recovery Strategy and Residual Waste Disposal
Strategy as part of the Environmental Assessment Process (February 7, 2017
meeting of the Civic Works Committee (CWC), Item #10)

x

Individual Environmental Assessment Long Term Solid Waste Resource Recovery &
Disposal Plans (October 6, 2015 meeting of the CWC, Item #14)

Relevant reports that can be found at www.london.ca under City Hall (Meetings –
Advisory and other Committees) include:
x

Progress Report #2: Partial Responses to Regional Service Area for Waste
Management Facilities (March 30 to June 2, 2017) (June 27, 2017 meeting of the
Waste Management Working Group (WMWG), Item #7)

x

Progress Report #1: Community Engagement Program (June 27, 2017 meeting of
the WMWG, Item #6)

x

Decision Report #2: Residual Waste Disposal Strategy Scope of Work as part of the
Environmental Assessment Process (January 19, 2017 meeting of the WMWG, Item
#6)
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COUNCIL’S 2015-2019 STRATEGIC PLAN
Municipal Council has recognized the importance of solid waste management in its 20152019 - Strategic Plan for the City of London (2015 – 2019 Strategic Plan) as follows:
Building a Sustainable City
x Strong and healthy environment
x Robust infrastructure
Growing our Economy
x Local, regional, and global innovation
x Strategic, collaborative partnerships

Leading in Public Service
x Proactive Financial Management
x Innovative & supportive organizational
practices
x Collaborative, engaged leadership
x Excellent service delivery

BACKGROUND
PURPOSE:
The purpose of this report is to seek support from the Waste Management Working
Group for key parameters that define the scope of work for the Residual Waste Disposal
Strategy as part of the Environmental Assessment (EA) process.
CONTEXT:
Resource Recovery Strategy and Residual Waste Disposal Strategy
In October 2015 Municipal Council directed staff to proceed with the development of a
Resource Recovery Strategy and a Residual Waste Disposal Strategy for the city of
London.
The Resource Recovery Strategy involves the development of a plan to maximize waste
reduction, reuse, recycling, resource recovery, energy recovery and/or waste conversion
in an economically viable and environmentally responsible manner. Resource Recovery
strategies (i.e., often known as waste diversion strategies) are developed and approved
at the local government level and do not require Provincial government approval.
However, these strategies do serve as input into Provincial government decision-making
as related to approval of the Residual Waste Disposal component.
The Residual Waste Disposal Strategy involves the development of a long-term plan to
manage residual waste (waste after resource recovery). The Residual Waste Disposal
Strategy will include expansion of the W12A Landfill which will involve completion of an
Individual EA as prescribed by the Ministry of Environment & Climate Change
(MOECC). The Individual EA requires approval by the Minister of Environment &
Climate Change and Cabinet.
Individual Environmental Assessment for Residual Waste Disposal Strategy
The first phase of the Individual EA process is the development and approval of a Terms
of Reference (ToR) by the Minister. The ToR becomes the work plan for the preparation
and review of the Individual EA. It is expected that the ToR will be complete in late spring
2017.
The second phase of the Individual EA process is completion and approval of an EA.
The proponent completes the EA in accordance with the approved ToR. The proponent
then submits the completed EA to the Minister for approval.
Council Direction
The ToR (work plan) for the EA process includes direction on key project parameters.
Information on the advantages and disadvantages of different options for the four key
project parameters listed below were presented to Civic Works Committee (CWC) on
February 7, 2017.
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After consideration of these options by CWC, Council approved the following for
community engagement:

c) in addition to all the requirements of the Terms of Reference process, the
following proposed parameters BE ENDORSED and included in the
community engagement program for feedback:
i) the study period for the strategy be 25 years beyond the current approved
capacity of the W12A Landfill of 2025, ending in approximately 2050;
ii) the maximum amount of waste that can be landfilled each year, as per
the current provincial Environmental Compliance Approval, remain
unchanged at 650,000 tonnes at this time;
iii) the service area include the City of London, Elgin County, Middlesex
County, Huron County, Lambton County, Oxford County, Perth County,
and the local First Nation Communities; it being noted that the City
Council will have the authority to determine which, if any, municipalities,
communities or businesses outside of London are allowed to use any
future waste disposal facility or facilities or future resource recovery
facility or facilities and under what conditions; and,
iv) the capacity of any new residual waste disposal facility be sized
assuming the residential waste diversion rate is 60% by 2022; and take
into consideration the Provincial interim goals for total solid waste
diversion of 30% by 2020, 50% by 2030 and 80% by 2050;

d) the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to canvass municipalities
responsible for waste management within the proposed service area to
determine interest in using any future waste disposal or future resource
recovery facility;
DISCUSSION
Community Engagement Program
The Community Engagement Program was used to solicit feedback on the four key
project parameters outlined above. The Community Engagement Program included a
Notice of Commencement, project website, open houses, establishment of a
Community Liaison Committee, presentations to community groups and city advisory
committees, engagement with local Indigenous communities, and displays at various
festivals and community events.
One of the goals of the Community Engagement Program was to make sure that
residents and other stakeholders in the vicinity of the W12A Landfill were informed
about the Residual Waste Disposal Strategy and the possible expansion of the W12A
Landfill. To achieve this goal, personalized mailings were made to property owners as
well as residential tenants within two kilometres of the landfill (about 270) on two
occasions. The first mailing was to notify stakeholders about the commencement of the
project and the second mailing was to inform stakeholders about the first series of open
houses.
In addition, staff provide updates to the W12A Landfill Public Liaison Committee on the
status of Residual Waste Disposal Strategy and Resource Recovery Strategy at each of
their meetings. The W12A Landfill Public Liaison Committee also has a member that
sits on the Waste Management Community Liaison Committee.
Feedback Received and Recommended Project Direction
A summary of the Community Engagement Program feedback is provided in a
companion report on the agenda for the September 28, 2017 meeting (Update Report
#4) of the WMWG and summarized in Table 1. Table 1 also includes the recommended
project direction for the four key parameters based on the feedback as well as other
relevant information.
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Feedback on the four project parameters is still being collected from the project website
(website comments accepted until September 27, 2017; a final social media campaign
was launched in early September to augment previous promotions and remind residents
of deadline) and from the Community Liaison Committee (meeting to take place on
September 13, 2017). The additional feedback received will be presented verbally at
the September 28, 2017 meeting. The proposed recommendations in Table 1 may
need to be revised if significantly different feedback is received compared to the
feedback received to date.
Table 1 Summary of Feedback Received on
Proposed Four Key Project Parameters (as September 12, 2017)
Project Direction
Endorsed by Council for
Community Engagement

Feedback Received

Other Information and
Recommended Project Direction

The study period for the
strategy be 25 years
beyond the current
approved capacity of the
W12A Landfill of 2025,
ending in approximately
2050.

x Feedback
predominately
received on website.
x Majority of feedback
(approximately 60%)
supported 25 year
planning period.
x Some feedback
supported longer
planning period while
others wanted a
shorter planning
period.

x No change to 25 year planning
period recommended.

The maximum amount of
waste that can be
landfilled each year, as
per the current provincial
Environmental
Compliance Approval,
remain unchanged at
650,000 tonnes at this
time.

x Feedback
predominately
received on website.
x Majority of feedback
(approximately 70%)
supported placing
limits on waste
landfilled each year.
x Some feedback
supported not having
limits while others
were undecided.

x Waste quantity projections
suggested maximum waste to be
received will be less than 500,000
tonnes per year (including waste
from an expanded service area).
x Recommend the maximum
amount of waste that will be
allowed to be landfilled be
reduced from the currently
approved 650,000 tonnes per
year to 500,000 tonnes per year.

The service area include
x Feedback received
the City of London, Elgin
predominately on
County, Middlesex
website and at open
County, Huron County,
houses.
Lambton County, Oxford
x Approximately one
County, Perth County, and
third of feedback
the local First Nation
supported expanding
Communities; it being
the service area, one
noted that the City Council
third did not support
will have the authority to
expanding the service
determine which, if any,
area and one third was
municipalities,
undecided.
communities or
businesses outside of
London are allowed to use
any future waste disposal
facility or facilities or future
resource recovery facility
or facilities and under
what conditions.

x Letter outlining potential initiatives
mailed to area municipalities in
spring (Appendix A)
x Response from Oxford County
indicates they do not want to be
included in Waste Disposal
service area but do wish to
participate in Resource Recovery
discussions.
x Responses from other
municipalities (Appendix B)
indicate a desire to be included in
waste disposal service area but
many municipalities do not expect
to use the landfill. Municipalities
also want to participate in
Resource Recovery discussions.
Continued on next page

5

Table 1 Summary of Feedback Received on
Proposed Four Key Project Parameters (as September 12, 2017)
Project Direction
Endorsed by Council for
Community Engagement

Feedback Received

Other Information and
Recommended Project Direction

x Majority of comments
x Landfill expansion will be sized to
received on this topic
accommodate an average of
generally expressed
approximately 26,000 tonnes per
support for a regional
year of residential waste and
service area subject to
26,000 tonnes of business waste
limits on the amount
from the expanded service area.
being accepted and/or x Recommend the service area
strict rules and controls
include the City of London,
on accepting waste
Elgin County, Huron County,
from other areas to
Lambton County, Middlesex
prevent municipalities
County, Perth County and local
with limited waste
First Nation Communities (see
diversion programs
Figure 1) noting City of London
from using the landfill
Council will have the authority to
and to prevent London
determine which, if any,
from being seen as a
municipalities or businesses
“dumping ground”.
outside of London are allowed to
use the W12A Landfill.
The capacity of any new
residual waste disposal
facility be sized assuming
the residential waste
diversion rate is 60% by
2022; and take into
consideration the
Provincial interim goals for
total solid waste diversion
of 30% by 2020, 50% by
2030 and 80% by 2050.

x Feedback received
predominately on
website and at open
houses.
x Majority of feedback
(approx. 70%)
supported 60%
diversion by 2022.
x Some feedback
supported higher
diversion goals, some
supported no goals
while others were
undecided.
x Many comments
included support for a
Green Bin program
although some
comments were antigreen bin.

x

x

x

60% diversion rate is practical
limit in Ontario at this time; only
three large urban municipalities
have diversion rates about 55%
(Guelph, Halton Region and
York Region which includes
Markham) based on 2015 data
(most recent provincial data
available).
It may be possible to achieve
higher diversion rates in the
future.
Recommend the W12A
Landfill expansion be sized
assuming the residential
waste diversion rate is 60% by
2022 noting this does not
prevent increasing London’s
residential waste diversion rate
above 60% between 2022 and
2050.
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Figure 1 – Proposed Service Area for W12A Landfill
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8

Appendix A : Typical Letter to Neighbouring Municipalities

April 21, 2017
Name
Title
Address
Address
Address
Address
Dear Name:
Overview
The City of London has initiated two major waste management projects:
1. An Environmental Assessment (EA) as part of a long-term Residual Waste Disposal
Strategy. This involves the completion of an Individual Environmental Assessment
(EA) as prescribed by the Ministry of Environment & Climate Change (MOECC).
2. A long term resource recovery strategy that includes a focus on new, emerging and
next generation energy recovery and/or waste conversion technologies that typically
benefit from having a larger service area to attract materials for processing (i.e.,
beyond existing recycling and waste diversion programs). This project is designed to
address the new Strategy for a Waste-Free Ontario: Building a Circular Economy
(February 2017) report from the MOECC.
London Municipal Council has directed City staff to determine interest in regional
opportunities for both these projects that would benefit taxpayers and create
opportunities in southwestern Ontario:
the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to canvass municipalities responsible for
waste management within the proposed service area to determine interest in
using any future waste disposal or future resource recovery facility;
In this regard, we are contacting municipalities with waste disposal and/or resource
recovery responsibilities within a regional area to determine interest to be included in a
regional service area. The proposed regional service area would include Elgin County,
Middlesex County, Huron County, Lambton County, Oxford County, Perth County, and
local First Nation Communities (see Figure 1, next page).
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Figure 1 – Proposed Service Area
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It is recognized that many municipalities within the proposed regional service area have
their own landfills or existing long-term contracts with private landfills and/or are closer
to private landfills and subsequently will have limited need in using residual waste
disposal facilities in London. In these cases, being included in the service area would
still provide a valuable contingency location in the event of an emergency; ensure that
competitive alternatives are available in the marketplace; and benefit from potential
economies of scale.
The purpose of this letter is to determine the level of interest of your municipality in
having access to a new or expanded waste disposal facility that would be developed by
the City of London and/or being included in a resource recovery strategy for new,
emerging and next generation energy recovery and/or waste conversion technologies.
1. Need for Access to Future Residual Waste Disposal
Can you please provide a response and let me know if your municipality:
1. has no interest in being included in the service area of any new waste disposal
facility; or,
2. would like to be included in the service area of any new waste disposal facility but
are unlikely to use the facility; or,
3. would like to be included in the service area of any new waste disposal facility and
may consider using the facility depending on the cost.
2. Need for Access to Future Resource Recovery Facilities
With respect to a long term resource recovery strategy that focuses on new, emerging
and next generation energy recovery and/or waste conversion technologies, your
municipality:
1. have no interest in being included in these discussions about future resource
recovery facilities; or,
2. would like to be included in these discussions but are unlikely to use the facilities; or,
3. would like to be included in these discussions and may consider using the facilities
depending on the cost.
Date for your Response
A response on behalf of your Municipal Council for both these projects by May 30, 2017
would be ideal. However, if that timeframe is not sufficient, a preliminary comment from
your municipality by May 30, 2017 with a final Council Resolution no later than June 30,
2017 would be appropriate.
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Background
The City of London owns and operates the W12A Landfill Site. This landfill accepts
waste from London, the Municipality of Thames Centre, Try Recycling Operations
Facility in the Municipality of Middlesex Centre, Lake Huron Water Treatment Plant in the
Municipality of Bluewater and the Elgin Water Treatment Plan in the Municipality of
Central Elgin. Based on current waste quantities being received, the W12A Landfill has
between eight to ten years of capacity remaining.
Located at the W12A Landfill site is the Household Special Waste (HSW) Depot. The
service area for HSW depot includes the residents and small quantity generators in
London, the County of Middlesex and the County of Elgin.
Approvals, design and construction of new long term resource recovery and disposal
capacity will take several years so the City has begun work on a Resource Recovery
Strategy and Residual Waste Disposal Strategy to determine the most appropriate long
term resource recovery and disposal methods. More details on how these strategies will
be developed can be found at getinvolved.London.ca/WhyWasteDisposal.
City of London work to date, a review of other regional waste management projects in
Ontario and discussions with officials at the MOECC, highlight that a regional service
area and/or collaborating in a broader regional area has many advantages such as:
x
x
x

being consistent with the Strategy for a Waste-Free Ontario;
providing a competitive public disposal option and other resource recovery options for
nearby organizations and municipalities; and,
addressing a portion of the provincial shortfall in disposal capacity.

Further details on the rationale for the City of London to consider a regional service area
for any new waste management facilities can be found
at getinvolved.London.ca/WhyWasteDisposal.
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me (jstanfor@london.ca,
519.661.2500 ext. 5411) or Wesley Abbott, Project Manager (wabbott@london.ca;
519.661.2500 ext. 1812).
Regards,
Jay Stanford, M.A., M.P.A.
Director - Environment, Fleet and Solid Waste
cc:

Martin Hayward, Acting City Manager & Managing Director, Corporate Services
and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer
Kelly Scherr, P.Eng., Managing Director, Environmental & Engineering Services
and City Engineer
Trish Edmond, Golder Associates
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Appendix B : Feedback from Neighbouring Municipalities
(as of September 12, 2017)
County

Elgin

Role in
Waste
Disposal

Not directly
responsible

Local Municipality
Response

Interested/
may use

Middlesex

Separated Municipalitya

Responsible
for waste
management
planning and
Household
Special
Waste
management
.

Response

Hhldsc

Town of Aylmer

interested/
may use

2,989

Municipality of Bayham

interested/
may use

2,655

Municipality of Central
Elgin

interested/
may use

5,700

Municipality of Dutton/
Dunwich

interested/
may use

1,807

Municipality of West
Elgin

interested/
may use

2,972

Township of Malahide

interested/
may use

3,145

Township of Southwold

no response

1,715

City of St. Thomas

interested/
may use

16,791

Municipality of
Adelaide Metcalfe

directed to
BRAb, BRA
supports
initiatives

1,045

Municipality of Lucan
Biddulpha

directed to
BRAb , BRA
supports
initiatives

1,837

interested/
may use

6,139

Municipality of North
Middlesex

no response,
part of BRAb ,
BRA supports
initiatives

2,399

Municipality of
Southwest Middlesex

interested/
may use

2,629

directed to
BRAb ; BRA
supports
initiatives

8,455

Municipality of Thames
Centre

interested/
may use
(currently use
in winter
months)

4,884

Village of Newbury

no response

207

Municipality

Municipality of
Middlesex Centre
Letter
received for
information;
No specific
response at
this time

Municipality of
Strathroy- Caradoc

Notes a) Located within County but not part of County government.
b) BRA (Blue Recycling Association) is a non-for-profit corporation that provides recycling
and/or garbage collection services to member municipalities. BRA supports regional
approach and encourages members to participate directly with London or through the
BRA.
c) From Resource Recovery Productivity and Recovery Authority website
(http://www.rpra.ca/Library/WDO-Historical/Municipal-Information/Residential-GAPDiversion-Rates). Most recent data available is for 2015.
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County
County

Role in
Waste
Disposal

Local Municipality
Response

Response

Hhldsc

no response

3,117

Municipality of
Bluewater

interested/
may use

4,532

Municipality of Central
Huron

interested/
may use

3,823

Town of Goderich

interested/
may use

3,676

Township of Howick

no response
(County
responsible for
planning)

1,441

Municipality of Huron
East

interested/
may use

3,825

Municipality of MorrisTurnberry

interested/
may use

1,258

Township of North
Huron

no response
(County
responsible for
planning)

2,296

Township of South
Huron

no response
(County
responsible for
planning)

4,644

Municipality of North
Pertha

interested/
may use

5,340

Township of Perth East

interested/
may use

4,080

Township of Perth
South

interested/
may use

1,431

Municipality of West
Perth

interested/
may use

3,500

Municipality

Huron

Township of AshfieldColborne-Wawanosh

Responsible
for waste
management
planning

No
Response

Perth

Not directly
responsible

Interested/
may use

Separated Municipalitya

City of Stratford

interested/
unlikely to use

14,042

Separated Municipalitya

Town of St. Marys

interested/
unlikely to use

3,094

Notes a) Located within County but not part of County government.
b) BRA (Blue Recycling Association) is a non-for-profit corporation that provides recycling
and/or garbage collection services to member municipalities. BRA supports regional
approach and encourages members to participate directly with London or through the
BRA.
c) From Resource Recovery Productivity and Recovery Authority website
(http://www.rpra.ca/Library/WDO-Historical/Municipal-Information/Residential-GAPDiversion-Rates). Most recent data available is for 2015.
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County
County

Role in
Waste
Disposal

Local Municipality
Response

Municipality

Response

Hhldsc

Municipality of BrookeAlvinstona

no response
(County
responsible)

994

directed to
County

843

Township of
Enniskillen

no response
(County
responsible)

1,093

Municipality of
Lambton Shores

no response
(County
responsible)

7,008

Village of Oil Springs

no response
(County
responsible)

285

Town of Petrolia

no response
(County
responsible)

2,357

Town of PlymptonWyoming

no response
(County
responsible)

3,524

Village of Point Edward

no response
(County
responsible)

995

City of Sarnia

no response
(County
responsible)

34,785

Township of St. Clair

interested/
unlikely to use

6,003

Township of Warwick

no response
(County
responsible)

1,432

City of Woodstock

no response

17,530

County of Oxford
(includes Woodstock)

County policy
not to export
waste

45,858

Oxford

Lambton

Township of DawnEuphemia

Total

Responsible
for solid
waste
disposal

Responsible
for solid
waste
management

Interested/
unlikely to
use

Not
interested

230,645

Notes a) Located within County but not part of County government.
b) BRA (Blue Recycling Association) is a non-for-profit corporation that provides recycling
and/or garbage collection services to member municipalities. BRA supports regional
approach and encourages members to participate directly with London or through the
BRA.
c) From Resource Recovery Productivity and Recovery Authority website
(http://www.rpra.ca/Library/WDO-Historical/Municipal-Information/Residential-GAPDiversion-Rates). Most recent data available is for 2015.

Attachment E
Results of CLC Survey

Survey completed by Waste Management Community Liaison Committee members, September 2017

Attachment F
Tentative Schedule for Development of
Terms of Reference

Attachment F - Tentative Schedule for Development of Terms of Reference*
Event/Major Activity
Notice of Commencement
(March, 2017)

Comments
Inform Indigenous, government agency
and community stakeholders

CLC Role
-

Includes presentation to key
On-going Community Engagement
stakeholders, project website, booth at
(March, 2017 to Spring 2018)
events, etc.

Provide feedback on community engagement
as required

Open House #1
(May, 2017)

Selection of preferred disposal
alternative

-

Council Meeting
(October 30, 2017)

Approval of key project parameters

Open House #2
(November, 2017)

Selection of landfill expansion
alternatives, comparative criteria,
required studies

Review of open house materials prior to open
house.

Circulation of Draft ToR
(February - March 2018)

Review by Indigenous, government
agency and community stakeholders

Review of Draft ToR as part of community
stakeholders

City Approval of Proposed ToR
(Late Spring, 2018)

Will include public participation
meeting

MOECC Approval of ToR
(Fall, 2018)

MOECC review will take six months (or
longer).

Provide feedback on what is proposed

-

Provide feedback on what is proposed

* Work plan for Environmental Assessment
y:\shared\solwaste\wm plan\ea\terms of reference - timetable.docx

Attachment G
Proposed Example for getinvolved.ca
website

Attachment G – Proposed example for getinvolved.ca website
Note to CLC the following is only an example. Actual data/numbers need to be
developed.

What to do About Organic Waste?
How much more are you willing to spend?
Higher levels of organics diversion will cost more. On a per household basis, how much
more are you prepared to pay per year to divert more organic waste from landfill?
$0
$1 - $25
$26 - $50
$51 - $75
$76 - $100

What would you spend it on?
Select from the programs below to design an organics management program based on
the amount of additional money you are prepared to pay per year and the amount of
increased diversion and reduced greenhouse gases (GHG) per year you desire.

Food Waste Avoidance (select one)

Have title linked to more detailed
information on separate page

$0

No Existing Program (0% diverted, 0 GHG reduced)

$1 - $3

Moderate Outreach Program (1% more diverted, 1,000 tonnes GHG
reduced)

$4 - $6

Significant Outreach Program (2% more diverted, 2,000 tonnes GHG
reduced)

Home Composting (select one)
$0.0

Existing Program – costs $0.1 per household per year, 35% homes do
some composting (3.5% diverted, 3,500 tonnes GHG reduced)

$.5 to $1

Moderate Additional Promotion and 50% Subsidy of Composters –
increase to 30% of homes doing some composting (1% more diverted,
500 tonnes GHG reduced)

$1 - $3

Significant Additional Promotion and 75% Subsidy of Composters –
increase to 35% of homes doing some composting (2% more
diverted, 1,000 tonnes GHG reduced)

Community Composting (select one)
$0

No Existing Program (0% more diverted, 0 tonnes GHG reduced)

$1 to $2

Low Tech Program – promote composting at apartment buildings;
provide education materials and composters (0.5% more diverted, 500
tonnes GHG reduced)

$2 to $4

Low and High Tech Program – Same as above plus small mechanical
composting systems or drop off facilities on public lands (e.g., parks)
where there is local support (1% more diverted, 1,000 tonnes GHG
reduced)

Curbside (single family) Organics Collection and Processing Program (select one)
$0

No Program (0% more diversion, 0 tonnes GHG reduced)

$20 to $30

Green Bin Program – Weekly collection of source separated organics
from approximately 100,000 curbside households and reduced (biweekly) collection of garbage (7 to 9% more diverted, 8,000 tonnes
GHG reduced)

$40 - $60

Mixed Waste Program – Processing of garbage at a facility to partially
separate organics from non-organic material. Organic rich material
composted or anaerobically digested. (35% more diverted, 25,000
tonnes GHG reduced)

Multi-Residential (apartment) Organics Collection and Processing Program
(select one)
$0

No Program (0% more diversion, 0 tonnes GHG reduced)

$5 to $10

Green Cart Program –Collection of source separated organics from
approximately 50,000 multi-residential units (1 to 2% more diverted,
1,500 tonnes GHG reduced)

$15 to $20

Mixed Waste Program – Processing of garbage at a facility to partially
separate organics from non-organic material. Organic rich material
composted or anaerobically digested (15% more diverted, 10,000
tonnes GHG reduced)

How did you do?
Were you able to design the organics management program you want for the money
you are willing to pay?
Yes
No
Comments

______________________________________________
______________________________________________
______________________________________________
______________________________________________
______________________________________________
______________________________________________
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Waste Management Community
Liaison Committee Meeting #3
Summary
Meeting #3 Monday October 16, 2017
6:00 pm – 7:30 pm
Location: London City Hall, 2nd Floor, Committee Room
#2
CLC Member Attendance: Danielle Kelly, Derek Armstrong, Toni
Krahn, Skylar Franke (Co-Chair), Marie Ross
City Staff Attendance: Wesley Abbott, Jane Kittmer
Previous Meeting September 13, 2017
Item
#

Item

1

CALL TO ORDER

a

Review of Agenda


b

Items that Must be Added to this Agenda


c

No items added

No items added

Approval of notes from June 5 and September 13, 2017 meetings


Notes approved

2

ITEMS FOR THIS AGENDA

a

Second Series of Open Houses
•

See Attachment A “Newspaper Notice Open House 2”





Skylar has added the dates of the Open Houses to LEN Calendar of Events
Updated map will be sent to CLC members when complete (approx. Oct 24)
Discussion about attending Open Houses as a group. To be confirmed next
meeting.

3

STANDING ITEMS

a

Update Resource Recovery Strategy (Between June 5 and September 16, 2017)
Page 1 of 3

•



b

c

Next Steps – Resource Recovery Strategy
•

Updated schedule (Attachment C)




Information provided
Interest was shown for attending and possibly speaking to the Civic Works
Committee. The next meeting is on October 24, 2017 at 4 pm, City Hall - 3rd
Floor - Council Chamber. There is no public meeting associated with this
agenda item so there may not be an opportunity to speak directly to
committee on this matter. Written comments on this item will be accepted
until 9 am on Monday October 23, 2017 and will appear as an added agenda
item at the meeting. You can ask for delegation status as part of your written
comments but it is up to the discretion of the chairperson if they allow you to
speak. Written comments need to be sent to cwc@london.ca

Update – Residual Waste Disposal Strategy – EA for a Proposed Landfill Expansion
(Between June 5 and September 16, 2017)
•
•



d

Verbal update including information contained in “Update Report #5:
Programs, Projects and Provincial Activities That Will Inform and/or Influence
Strategies“ (Attachment B)
Information provided
Province is moving towards Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) for blue
box materials. See the Attachment “CWC Report Blue Box Amendment
Update” for explanation of EPR and the Food and Organic Waste Action Plan.
This internal report was made public on October 18, 2017.

Verbal update including information contained in “Decision Report #5:
Residual Waste Disposal Strategy Scope of Work as Part of the
Environmental Assessment Process“ (Attachment D)
Results of CLC survey (Attachment E)
Information provided
Discussion regarding the recommendations by City staff to address the
negative impacts from the industrial users in the Shaver-Brockley
communities. See Attachment “Minutes August 28 2017 Planning and
Environment Committee”, Item 16 for the list of recommendations.

Next Steps – Residual Waste Disposal Strategy – EA for a Proposed Landfill
Expansion
•

Updated schedule (Attachment F)



Information provided

4

CLC DISCUSSION

a

Community interaction on getinvolved.london.ca
•

What can and cannot be done (Attachment G)
Page 2 of 3

•

Example; Waste Reduction Week Oct 16 – 21, 2017 (See Attachment H
“WRW poster” - note - This is a trial for the getinvolved site)

Discussion items included:




b

Danielle will add the link to the Waste Reduction Week activities to the LUSH
Facebook page.
Attachment G needs the lead-in question “Do you want an organics
program?”, need to define organics and yard waste, is it possible to use
Survey Monkey for this survey to make it more dynamic?
Use Facebook boost for better advertising
Will the green bin program have raccoon–proof containers?

CLC Suggestions for Community Engagement
•
•
•

From other programs and projects; what has caught your eye and made you
want to participate?
Ideas for this project (EA or Resource Recovery Strategy)
Do any CLC members wish to get directly involved?

Discussion items included:







Expand contact list for notifying community, send to LEN
CityGreen newsletter – how can paperless customers be notified?
Composter (specifically digester) availability not effectively communicated to
public
Events – provide people with a take-home action (i.e. FOG cups)
EA Open House #2 – provide a take-home item/prize for participants, create
something (i.e. speaker) to draw people to the event
Take bales of recyclables to summer events in Victoria Park – promote the
value of recyclables

5

ADDITIONAL BUSINESS

a

Key items for next meeting


b

Next meeting will be a preview of the information to be presented at the Open
House

Date of next meeting: November 20, City Hall Cafeteria, 12th floor
5:30 pm Food, mingle/network time
6:00 pm Meeting
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Waste Management Community
Liaison Committee Agenda
Meeting #4 Monday November 20, 2017
5:30 pm – Food, mingle/network time
6:00 pm – Meeting
7:30 pm - Adjournment
Location: London City Hall, 2nd Floor, Committee Room #2
or Cafeteria - further UPDATE to be provided
Previous Meeting October 16, 2017
Item
#

Item

Approx.
Amount of
Time (min.)

1

CALL TO ORDER

5

a

Review of Agenda

2

b

Items that Must be Added to this Agenda

2

c

Approval of notes from October 16, 2017 meeting (Attached)

1

2

ITEMS FOR THIS AGENDA

0

•

none

3

STANDING ITEMS

a

Update Resource Recovery Strategy (Between October 16
and November 20, 2017)
•

b

8

Verbal update including details of Council approval of
key project parameters, London Waste to Resources
Innovation Centre, etc.

Next Steps – Resource Recovery Strategy
•

c

20

2

Open House on Wednesday November 29 and
Thursday November 30

Update – Residual Waste Disposal Strategy – EA for a
Proposed Landfill Expansion ((Between October 16 and
November 20, 2017)

Page 1 of 2

8

Attach.

•
d

Verbal update including details of Council approval of
key project parameters

Next Steps – Residual Waste Disposal Strategy – EA for a
Proposed Landfill Expansion
•

2

Open House on Wednesday November 29 and
Thursday November 30

4

CLC DISCUSSION

60

a

Review of Open House Boards

30

•
•
b

Getting to 60%
•

c

Copies of the display boards will be provided at the
meeting
Discussion on the information being provided and
what changes should be considered
15

Preliminary discussion on the programs presented in
the Open House display boards

Ranking of Environmental Components (criteria)
•

•

15

Information will be provided how selection of the
preferred landfill alternative will done by comparing
each alternative against a number of environmental
components;
Preliminary discussion of what rankings do the CLC
members wish to give the various environmental
components

5

ADDITIONAL BUSINESS

5

a

Key items for next meeting

3

•
•
b

Meeting dates for 2018
Discussion of CLC membership (e.g., is there a need
for members to ensure greater attendance)

Date of next meeting: December 18, 10th Floor, Engineering
Boardroom

2

5:30 pm Food, mingle/network time
6:00 pm Meeting
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Waste Management Community
Liaison Committee Meeting #4
Summary
Meeting #4 Monday November 20, 2017
6:00 pm – 7:45 pm
Location: London City Hall, Cafeteria
CLC Member Attendance: Skylar Franke (Co-Chair), Dave Raney,
Mike George, Toni Krahn, Derek Armstrong, Marie Ross
City Staff Attendance: Jay Stanford, Wesley Abbott, Jane Kittmer
Previous Meeting October 16, 2017
Item
#

Item

1

CALL TO ORDER

a

Review of Agenda


b

Items that Must be Added to this Agenda


c

No items added

Approval of notes from October 16, 2017 meeting


2

No items added

Notes approved

ITEMS FOR THIS AGENDA


none

3

STANDING ITEMS

a

Update Resource Recovery Strategy (Between October 16 and November 20, 2017)




Information provided
The Province released a Draft Plan for organics stating that municipalities
over a given size must have an organics program. This will apply to London.
There will be no funding from the Province.
The Waste Free Ontario Act focusses on Extended Producer Responsibility
(EPR). Companies that produce or import products will be fully responsible
for having the products recycled or reused. Currently, industry provides
municipalities with funding to cover approximately half of the cost of the
Page 1 of 3

recycling program; municipalities cover the rest of the costs. Once industry
takes over, industry will either pay municipalities to manage the program
(estimated for London to be between $1.5 – 3 million/year) or industry will
manage the program, which will result in the money that London used to
spend on the recycling program becoming available for other uses. Council is
suggesting to take this newly available money and use it for an organics
program.
b

Next Steps – Resource Recovery Strategy



c

Update – Residual Waste Disposal Strategy – EA for a Proposed Landfill Expansion
(Between October 16 and November 20, 2017)



d

Information provided about the upcoming Open House
Members to attend Open House and decide among themselves what session
they will attend

Information provided
Council approved the 4 Key Parameters of the Proposed Landfill Expansion:
manage residual waste until 2025, expand service area, reduce annual
acceptable waste to 500,000 tonnes and commit to 60% waste diversion

Next Steps – Residual Waste Disposal Strategy – EA for a Proposed Landfill
Expansion



Information provided
Members to attend Open House and decide among themselves what session
they will attend

4

CLC DISCUSSION

a

Review of Open House Boards


b

Getting to 60%


C

Council has committed to achieving 60% waste diversion. 10 – 15% of this will
be achieved by an organics program (Green Bin, mixed waste composting,
etc.). Local processors of organics are Orgaworld or Stormfisher (after preprocessing). There is a possibility of the City looking at building a processing
facility.

Ranking of Environmental Components (criteria)


5

Boards were reviewed. No major changes suggested by the group.

Feedback will be gathered at the Open Houses in a booklet given to open
house participants. Dotmacracy was an earlier suggestion but it was decided
to use a booklet instead so as not to sway people’s opinions by seeing other’s
votes.

ADDITIONAL BUSINESS
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a

Key items for next meeting




b

December 18 meeting has been postponed until 2018
Should we open membership up to new members?
Determine meeting schedule. Should we keep the meetings on the third
Monday of the month or change in hopes of getting more members to attend?

Date of next meeting: in 2018, exact date to be determined
5:30 pm Food, mingle/network time
6:00 pm Meeting
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Proposed Terms of Reference for the Environmental Assessment of the
Proposed W12A Landfill Expansion, City of London

G5 Public Liaison Committee

August 14, 2018

W12A Landfill Public Liaison Committee
Residual Waste Disposal Strategy and Resource Recovery Strategy: Update #1
Item
1.

Information
(Tentative) Waste Management “Social (Meet and Greet)”
When: May 5, 2017 from 5 to 7 pm
Where: 12th Floor, City Hall, 300 Dufferin Ave
Why: To allow key stakeholders involved in the development of the Residual Waste
Disposal and Resource Recovery Strategies to meet each other in an informal
setting.
Who: Members of the W12A Landfill Public Liaison Committee, Waste Management
Community Liaison Committee, Waste Management Working Group, leads from
City Advisory Committees City Staff
Other: Food and drinks provided. Parking and/or bus fare will be reimbursed

2.

Upcoming Open Houses
Open House #1
When: May 24, 2017 from 2 to 4 pm and 5 to 8 pm
Where: 255 Horton Street (Goodwill Industries)
Who: Any interested resident
What: Displays providing information on the Environmental Assessment Process,
W12A Landfill, Resource Recovery components and how to get involved. City
staff and technical consultants (Golder Associates) will be available to answer
questions.
Open House #1
When: May 25, 2017 from 2 to 4 pm and 5 to 8 pm
Where: 7112 Beattie Street (Lambeth Community Centre)
Who: Any interested resident
What: Displays providing information on the Environmental Assessment Process,
W12A Landfill, Resource Recovery components and how to get involved. City
staff and technical consultants (Golder Associates) will be available to answer
questions.

3.

PLC Membership on Waste Management Community Liaison Committee (CLC)
The purpose of the Waste Management CLC is to ensure that the interests of multiple
stakeholders are equally and adequately represented throughout the development of the
Residual Waste Disposal Strategy and the accompanying Resource Recovery Strategy.
Complete details on the CLC at getinvolved.london.ca/WhyWasteDisposal/communityliaison-committee. City would like to have one or two members of W12A Landfill PLC
join the Waste Management CLC. It is up to the PLC to decide which, if any, members
will join the Waste Management CLC.

April 20, 2017
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W12A Landfill PLC – Update #1

W12A Landfill Public Liaison Committee
Residual Waste Disposal Strategy and Resource Recovery Strategy: Update #1
Item
4.

Information
Notice of Commencement
The Notice of Commencement was advertised in The Londoner on March 20 and April 6,
2017. Notices, along with a covering letter, were mailed to:





Landowners and tenants within 2 kilometres of the Waste Management and
Resource Recovery Area (275 persons)
Government Agencies (20 provincial level reviewers and four federal level
reviewers)
Community Groups and Landfill Customers (42)
Aboriginal Communities (9)
y:\shared\solwaste\wm plan\ea\community engagement\plc update 1.docx
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W12A Landfill Public Liaison Committee
Residual Waste Disposal Strategy and Resource Recovery Strategy: Update #2
Item

Information

1.

Project Website (Getinvolved.London.ca)
Residual Waste Disposal Strategy
 Over 600 visits (395 unique visitors); over 50 feedback responses received of June 5
Feedback is currently being requested on:
 Draft Guiding Principles
 Key Project Parameters o Find solutions that will manage Residual Waste (garbage) until 2050 (25 years
beyond the current approved capacity of the W12A Landfill);
o Look at the possibility of allowing neighbouring municipalities to use any new
waste disposal facilities developed by the City of London;
o Place limits on the amount of Residual Waste that will be accepted at any new
waste disposal facilities; and,
o Commit to increasing the current household waste diversion rate to 60% by 2022
from the current rate of 45%.
Resource Recovery Strategy
 Over 100 visits (76 unique visitors), 2 provided feedback as of June 5. Feedback is
currently being requested on:
o Draft Guiding Principles
o Household Food Waste Survey (being undertaken by Western University)

2.

Waste Management Social (May 5)


3.

21 participants attended this informal (social) designed to acquaint participants with
members from the Waste Management Working Group

Open Houses (May 24 & 25)



65 Visitors
Summary of Comments Received at the Open Houses include.
Residual Waste Disposal Strategy – proposed landfill expansion
o The potential for more odours because of additional garbage;
o Litter blowing from the landfill and litter from trucks arriving at the landfill;
o Increase in garbage trucks in the area. Concerns also expressed about gravel
trucks from the aggregate pits;
o Water quality concerns for the neighbours using groundwater wells;
o Allowing neighbouring municipalities to use the City landfill if they do not have
waste diversion programs as comprehensive as London’s;
o Fairness, why isn’t it someone else’s turn for the landfill site?;
o Landfill gas and the resulting greenhouse gas emissions;

June 15, 2017
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W12A Landfill PLC – Update #2

W12A Landfill Public Liaison Committee
Residual Waste Disposal Strategy and Resource Recovery Strategy: Update #2
o The height of the landfill and what that would look like; and
o How property values in the area would be impacted.
Other comments on the Residual Waste Disposal Strategy included:
o Managing London’s garbage within its boundaries is a good thing to do;
o Being neighbourly with appropriate rules on disposal use can be achieved if
Council sticks to its policies;
o Current landfill is in a good location to protect groundwater; and
o Energy-From-Waste (EFW) makes the most sense to manage waste.
Resource Recovery Strategy
o Support for a Green Bin program;
o Need to include additional products like foam plastic and grocery bags in the
recycling program;
o Some were very interested in newer and emerging technologies and what role
they might play in London. These included biogas facilities, gasification facilities
and pyrolysis facilities; and
o The City is moving too slow. It needs to catch up to other municipalities.
Other Comments
o Many comments were shared on existing waste management programs offered by
the City of London or by private companies in or near London;
o Many personal experiences shared; and
o Questions on the evolution of some of the services such as the “different day”
garbage pickup system.
4.

Community Liaison Committee (CLC)



5.

First meeting held June 5
W12A Landfill PLC representative is Marie Ross

Other Community Engagement Completed
 Contact made with 9 Indigenous Communities (one meeting request)
 Contact made with 34 government agencies
 Presentation to Advisory Committee on the Environment (ACE) on May 3
 Booth at Gathering on the Green (Wortley Village) on June 3
 Booth at public screening of The Big Leak (Wolf Performance Hall) June 5

June 15, 2017
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W12A Landfill Public Liaison Committee
Residual Waste Disposal Strategy and Resource Recovery Strategy: Update #2
6.

Upcoming Community Engagement
 Presentations to City advisory committees (Agricultural Advisory Committee on June
21, Environment and Ecological Planning Advisory Committee on June 22);
 Individual stakeholder meetings (2 groups have requested meetings to-date);
 Waste Management Community Liaison Committee meeting;
 Attendance at community events (e.g., Sunfest, Home County Music and Art Festival,
etc.); and
 Feedback opportunities on the project website.

y:\shared\solwaste\w12a\plc\meetings 2017\meeting #42 june 15, 2017\plc update 2.docx
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W12A Landfill Public Liaison Committee
Residual Waste Disposal Strategy and Resource Recovery Strategy: Update #3
Item
1.

2.

Information
Project Website (getinvolved.london.ca)
Residual Waste Disposal Strategy
 Over 800 visits (491 unique visitors); 90 feedback responses received of August 3
Resource Recovery Strategy
 Over 350 visits (258 unique visitors), 5 provided feedback as of August 3
 Household Food Waste Survey (being undertaken with Western University) had over
1,000 responses
 Planning to have an interactive section on different ways to manage organics in
September
Open Houses (October/November)




3.

1st series of open houses were in the spring; afternoon and evening session on a
Wednesday in downtown (central London) and afternoon and evening session in
Lambeth on a Thursday
Do PLC members have any suggestions on where and when (day/times) the 2nd
series of open houses should be held?
Open houses will look at possible expansion alternatives and the technical studies
necessary to compare the alternatives

Community Liaison Committee (CLC)



No update
Next meeting to be held in late August/early September

4.

Other Community Engagement Completed

5.

 Presentation to Advisory Committee on the Environment (EEPAC) on June 22
 Booth at Sunfest (Victoria Park) on July 6-9
 Booth at Home County (Victoria Park) July 14-16
 Booth at Inspiration Festival (Wortley Village) July 23
Upcoming Community Engagement
 Booth at Reforest London Festival (Harris Park) August 19
 Booth at Gathering on the Green (Wortley Village) August 20
 Presentations to Agricultural Advisory Committee on September 20
 Individual stakeholder meetings (2 groups have requested meetings to-date)
y:\shared\solwaste\wm plan\ea\community engagement\w12a landfill plc\plc update 3.docx
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W12A Landfill Public Liaison Committee
Residual Waste Disposal Strategy and Resource Recovery Strategy: Update #4
Item
1.

Information
Project Website (getinvolved.london.ca)
General
 Disposal; > 1,000 unique visitors (> 1,500 visits)
 Resource Recovery; > 500 unique visitors (> 750 visits)
 Feedback from > 350 unique visitors
Written Comments (over 200)
Table 1 – Summary of Written Comments to complete
Comment

%

Support for organics (Green Bin) program

50

Suggests for program changes to encourage program participationa

15

Suggestions for improvements to Blue Box Programb

8

Focus on business and multi-residential diversion

7

Support for energy-from-waste (EFW)

4

Support 60% diversion (or higher)

4

All other comments (no comment more than 2%)

12

Total

100

Notes:
a) Suggestions included lower container limit to 1 or 2 containers, clear garbage bags, mandatory
recycling bylaw, etc.
b) Suggestions included adding film plastic (e.g., plastic bags); expanded foam polystyrene to
Blue Box, etc

Quick Feedback on Key Project Parameters (over 300)
 Feedback on 25 year planning period
o Majority of feedback (approximately 60%) supported 25 year planning period.
o Some feedback supported longer planning period while others wanted a
shorter period
 Feedback on limiting maximum amount landfill in one year
o Majority of feedback (approximately 70%) supported placing limits on waste
landfilled each year.
o Some feedback supported not having limits while others were undecided.

October 19, 2017
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W12A Landfill Public Liaison Committee
Residual Waste Disposal Strategy and Resource Recovery Strategy: Update #4




2.

2nd Series of Open Houses




3.

Meeting held on Wednesday September 13, 2017
Notes from meeting attached (Attachment A)

Waste Management Working Group (WMWG)




5.

afternoon (2 to 4 pm)and evening (5 to 8 pm) session on Wednesday November 29 at
Goodwill (Horton and Wellington)
afternoon (2 to 4 pm)and evening (5 to 8 pm) session on Thursday November 29 at
Lambeth Community Centre
Open houses will look 1) at possible landfill expansion alternatives and the technical
studies necessary to compare the alternatives and 2) provide updates on Resource
Recovery Strategy

Community Liaison Committee (CLC)



4.

Feedback on regional service area
o Approximately one third of feedback supported expanding the service area,
one third did not support expanding the service area and one third was
undecided.
o Majority of comments received on this topic generally expressed support for a
regional service area subject to limits on the amount being accepted and/or
strict rules and controls on accepting waste from other areas to prevent
municipalities with limited waste diversion programs from using the landfill and
to prevent London from being seen as a “dumping ground”.
Feedback on 60% diversion by 2022
o Majority of feedback (approximately 70%) supported 60% diversion by 2022.
o Some feedback supported higher diversion goals, some supported no goals
while others were undecided.

Meeting held on Thursday September 28, 2017
Minutes from meeting attached (Attachment B)
Additional verbal update will be provided at the meeting

Other Community Engagement Completed
 Booth at Gathering on the Green (Wortley Village) August 20
 Met with Chippewa of the Thames First Nation on September 6
 Presentation to Agricultural Advisory Committee on September 20

October 19, 2017
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W12A Landfill Public Liaison Committee
Residual Waste Disposal Strategy and Resource Recovery Strategy: Update #4
6.

Upcoming Community Engagement
 Promotion events during Waste Reduction Week October 16 - 22
 2nd Series of Open Houses November 29 and 30

7.

Updates on Provincial Initiatives


Verbal update will be provided at the meeting
y:\shared\solwaste\wm plan\ea\community engagement\w12a landfill plc\plc update 4.docx
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Minutes of Meeting
W12A Landfill Public Liaison Committee Meeting #45
3438 Manning Dr, Manning Drive Material Recovery Facility
Thursday December 8, 2017
MEETING
DATE
LOCATION
TIME

W12A Landfill Site Public Liaison Committee
(PLC) Meeting #45
Thursday December 7, 2017
3438 Manning Dr, Manning Drive Material Recovery Facility
Education/Training Room
6:00 pm – 7:00 pm

MEMBERS
PRESENT

Marie Ross, Committee Chair
Bob Ross
Steve Rimbault
Sue Morrison
Eugene Morrison
Joanne Miklos-Denlseger
John Mackay
Greg Sheil
Doug MacPherson

OTHERS
PRESENT

City of London (City)
Michael Losee, Division Manager – Solid Waste Management
Andrė Joseph, Manager – Solid Waste Engineering & Planning
Wesley Abbott, Project Manager – Solid Waste Management
Jessica Morris – Solid Waste Planning Coordinator

ITEM
1.

DISCUSSION
APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MINUTES
Meeting called to order at approximately 6:05pm
Motioned by Sue Morrison, seconded by Bob Ross that the
minutes of the October 19, 2017 PLC Meeting #44 be
adopted.
Motion carried.

2.

FOLLOW-UP ON ACTION ITEMS FROM PREVIOUS
MINUTES

Source Water Treatment Payment Tracking Sheet
Staff provided a list of the total amount of subsidy received.
Joanne asked what amount was remaining. Mike responded
that about $30,000 was remaining and the City has about five
additional agreements in place but have not received any
invoices.

ACTION ITEM

W12A Landfill: Public Liaison Committee, Meeting #45
Thursday, December 7, 2017
Eugene asks if there have been any new request. Mike
responds no.
Greg mentions that he still has to submit his.
Mike points out that people are finding out about the program
through word of mouth. The supplier that installs the treatment
systems asked if he could advertise the program and Mike
asked him not to advertise it, but if people contact him he can
bring it up.
Marie asked if the PLC should be advertising so that more
people are aware. Joanne recommended no advertising just
yet, until all the current agreements have been paid out. Wes
mentioned that if someone installs a system now and finds out
about the program after, they would still be considered
eligible.
City Staff to provide PLC member attendance record
Marie asked if there are any questions about the record, and
asks to confirm how many positions were posted as vacant.
Mike replies that there were two or three. Wes mentions that
there could have been a sign-up sheet at the open house, and
suggests that one be provided for the next scheduled event.
Sue mentioned a neighbor “Ron” was thinking of joining but
was hesitant since he was in the waste industry. Mike
confirmed that if they are living in the area they are welcome
to join.

3.

RESIDUAL WASTE DISPOSAL STRATEGY AND
RESOURCE RECOVERY STRATEGY UPDATE #5 (verbal)
Open houses went well. A few attendees brought forward
concerns regarding quantity of waste and waste from areas
outside of London. There was also interest in the traffic
studies.
Sue asks if anyone cares about the people who live near the
landfill. Wes mentions that yes people did ask at the Goodwill
open house. Eugene asked if their councilor was there, Wes
confirmed.
Joanne asks if any of the industries that plan on expanding
into the south are aware of the expansion. Wes responded
that they did not come to the open house, but there was
participation from the Chambers of Commerce.
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Marie asked if anyone showed a preference of the three
options. Wes confirmed that yes, people seemed to show a
preference for one of the three, but the overall preference
varied per person. The results will be summarized in the
Terms of reference, which will be reviewed and approved by
the MOECC.
Eugene mentioned that he talked to Jay about making the
landfill independent like London Hydro. He mentioned that it’s
hard to cost something that’s cross subsidized. Wes
mentioned that yes, some municipalities take this route, like
the City of Toronto. Wes also mentioned that most of the costs
are covered by the landfill. Mike mentioned that the work on
Manning Drive was already in transportations plan, and wasn’t
a result of the landfill.
Sue asked who is paying for the water to be flushed for
Manning, Mike replies that it’s everyone that uses water.
Eugene mentioned that he’s still pushing for piped water from
the city, he’s not happy with the treatment system.

4.

LANDFILL OPERATIONS UPDATE (verbal)
Mike gave an update on the nuisance bird program. A bird of
prey program pilot took place for 2 months and there was a
noticeable change in the sea gull population. Wes inquired as
to the cost of the program and Mike responded that it was about
$15,000 for the 2 months and the City figures that it would be
approximately $50,000 to $70,000 for the year. Sue mentioned
that the program was good and should continue as the vultures
are wrecking the trees.
Bob asked if vultures or sea guls were protected. Mike
mentioned that through this program, the City needs a scare
and kill permit and it takes about 30 days to get. The expansion
would likely have one of these programs. If it doesn’t have this
already the ECA may have to be amended, which can take up
to a year.
Eugene stated that if they leave the house for a month it
becomes unlivable because of the birds.
Bob asked if he can shoot the birds. Mike responded that he
isn’t familiar with the hunting regulations.
Doug brought up the Good Neighbour Policy that can keep the
group involved during the expansion. The City has bought the
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Thursday, December 7, 2017
land but the community should have a say. The rented land isn’t
taken care of. He also mentioned that he wouldn’t move the
landfill one step closer to the gravel pit or the wetlands. Mike
responded that that’s why the City tries to have these open
houses. Policies will be made, but the City will need approval
for expansion.
Doug visited a TRY Envirodepot to dispose of waste from
another resident. A Geiger counter went off and he had to return
the item. He points out that there wouldn’t be a detector at the
curb or curb pick up. What sort of hazardous material protection
do they have at the landfill. Joanne asked if we have a spot for
radioactive material. Mike responded no. Wes mentioned that
sometimes we have is in out waste for example smoke
detectors. Mike mentioned that materials from hospital can be
the same.

5.

CAPITAL PROJECTS UPDATE (verbal)
Andre gave the update mentioning the road upgrade is
scheduled for February or March, the RFP for the EA approval
will be going out early January and the RFP for the power
plant is pending council approval.

6.

MOECC REPORT (verbal)
No one from MOECC present

9.

OPEN DISCUSSION – NEW BUSINESS
Marie mentioned to the group that they would all put ideas down
on paper and they can put them together to create a solid
guideline that their group stands behind. At the next meeting,
everyone should bring their ideas. Following that, the group can
consolidate the ideas and present them to the City to show what
the group wants. Mike reminded the group that there are funds
that have been supplied to the ground for these types of ideas.
Sue mentioned that the lighting at Wonderland and Bradley is
really nice. Bob added that Scotland Drive is very dark and
there have been a few near misses because of the lack of light.
Bob also mentioned that the ditches should be cleaned out. Sue
mentioned that Jane looked into the ditches and their upkeep
and was told there was no program to clear the ditches. Bob
mentioned that Ken and himself do his road. Mike mentioned
that City staff have power within their division but can only
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advocate for this group to other division such as transportation
or road works. Wes suggested that the City employees can get
the group connected to the right people. Greg and Doug
mention that they like the roads dark and would like to avoid
light pollution.
Joanne suggested to Bob to write letters to everyone Bob
knows to tell them what Bob has been doing, but also warns
that it’s a liability, and possibly unsafe. Greg mentioned that if
it’s a road safety thing, the City will have to cut it.
Eugene says that the City can’t give any area a preference to
one area. The City needs to give us special things because our
situation is special.

10.

CLOSING
Meeting ended at approximately 7:05 pm.
Motioned by Sue Morrison, seconded by Joanne MiklosDensleger, that PLC Meeting #45 be adjourned.
Motion Carried.
ACTION ITEM







ACTION
REQUIRED

Staff to summarize meeting dates and staff attendance

City Staff

DOCUMENTS DISTRIBUTED BEFORE MEETING
Minutes of Meeting #44, Thursday, October 19, 2017
Meeting #45 W12A Landfill Public Liaison Committee
Agenda
Summary PLC Meeting Dates and Members Present
Summary of Source Water Treatment Program
Participation

DISTRIBUTED BY

DOCUMENTS DISTRIBUTED AT THE MEETING

City Staff

DISTRIBUTED BY

None
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Proposed Terms of Reference for the Environmental Assessment of the
Proposed W12A Landfill Expansion, City of London

G6 Waste Management Working Group

August 14, 2018

Waste Management Working Group (WMWG)
Background Reports:



Overview if Individual Environmental Assessment (EA) Process (January 19,
2017 meeting of the Waste Management Working Group, Item # 3).
Background Report #2: Reporting Categories and Titles (June 14, 2017
meeting of the Waste Management Working Group, Item # 5).

Update Reports:










Resource Recovery Update (January 19, 2017 meeting of the Waste
Management Working Group, Item # 4).
Update Report #2: Programs, Projects and Provincial Activities That Will
Inform and/or Influence Strategies (June 14, 2017 meeting of the Waste
Management Working Group, Item 8).
Update Report #3: Project Timelines (June 14, 2017 meeting of the Waste
Management Working Group, Item # 9).
Update Report #4: Community Engagement Program Update from June 6 to
September 12, 2017 (September 28, 2017 meeting of the Waste
Management Working Group, Item #9).
Update Report #5: Programs, Projects and Provincial Activities that will Inform
and/or Influence Strategies (September 28, 2017 meeting of the Waste
Management Working Group, Item #7).
Update Report #6: Proposed Technical Studies for Inclusion in Terms of
Reference (September 28, 2017 meeting of the Waste Management Working
Group, Item #8).

Progress Reports:



Progress Report #1: Community Engagement Program (June 14, 2017
meeting of the Waste Management Working Group, Item # 6).
Progress Report #2: Partial Municipal Responses to Regional Service Area
for Waste Management Facilities (March 30 to June 2, 2017) (June 14, 2017
meeting of the Waste Management Working Group, Item # 7).

Decision Reports:






Draft Guiding Principles – Resource Recovery and Residual Waste Disposal
Strategies (January 19, 2017 meeting of the Waste Management Working
Group, Item # 5).
Residual Waste Disposal Strategy Scope of Work as Part of the
Environmental Assessment Process (January 19, 2017 meeting of the Waste
Management Working Group, Item # 6).
General Framework for the Community Engagement Program for the
Resource Recovery and Residual Waste Disposal Strategies as Part of the





Environmental Assessment Process (January 19, 2017 meeting of the Waste
Management Working Group, Item # 7).
Decision Report #4: Guiding Principles – Resource Recovery and Residual
Waste Disposal Strategies (September 28, 2017 meeting of the Waste
Management Working Group, Item #2).
Decision Report #5: Residual Waste Disposal Strategy Scope of Work as Part
of the Environmental Assessment Process (September 28, 2017 meeting of
the Waste Management Working Group, Item #3).

Reports of the Waste Management Working Group:


1st Report of the Waste Management Working Group. Meeting held on January
19, 2017.

1ST REPORT OF THE
WASTE MANAGEMENT WORKING GROUP
Meeting held on January 19, 2017, commencing at 4:30 PM, in Committee Room #4,
Second Floor, London City Hall.
PRESENT: Councillor H.L. Usher (Chair), Councillors M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, S. Turner,
H.L. Usher and M. van Holst, and J. Bunn (Secretary).
ABSENT:

Mayor M. Brown.

ALSO PRESENT: W. Abbott, M. Losee and J. Stanford.
I.

CALL TO ORDER
1.

Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest

That it BE NOTED that no pecuniary interests were disclosed.
II.

ORGANIZATIONAL MATTERS
2.

Election of Chair and Vice Chair

That it BE NOTED that the Waste Management Working Group elected
Councillor H.L. Usher and Councillor M. Cassidy as Chair and Vice Chair,
respectively, for the term ending November 30, 2017.
III.

CONSENT ITEMS
3.

STAFF REPORT - Overview of Individual Environmental Assessment (EA)
Process

That it BE NOTED that the Staff Report from the Director, Environment, Fleet &
Solid Waste, dated January 19, 2017, related to an overview of the individual
Environmental Assessment (EA) process, was received.
4.

STAFF REPORT - Resource Recovery Update

That it BE NOTED that the Staff Report from the Director, Environment, Fleet &
Solid Waste, dated January 19, 2017, with respect to a resource recovery
update, was received.
IV.

SCHEDULED ITEMS
5.

STAFF PRESENTATION - J. Stanford, Director, Environment, Fleet &
Solid Waste - Draft Guiding Principles - Resource Recovery and Residual
Waste Disposal Strategies

That on the recommendation of the Director, Environment, Fleet & Solid Waste,
the Draft Guiding Principles included in the staff report dated January 19, 2017,
for the development of London's Long-Term Resource Recovery Strategy and
Residual Waste Disposal Strategy BE SUPPORTED and BE RELEASED for
public engagement;
it being noted that Waste Management Working Group approved the addition of
a new Draft Guiding Principle, “Make Waste Reduction the First Priority”; and,
it being further noted that the Waste Management Working Group received the
attached presentation with respect to this matter.
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6.

STAFF PRESENTATION - J. Stanford, Director, Environment, Fleet &
Solid Waste - Residual Waste Disposal Strategy Scope of Work as Part of
the Environmental Assessment Process

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Environment, Fleet & Solid Waste,
the following key parameters for the scope of work for London’s long-term solid
waste Residual Waste Disposal Strategy, as part of the Environmental
Assessment process, BE SUPPORTED:
a)

the study period for the strategy will be 25 years beyond the current
approved capacity of the W12A Landfill of 2025, ending in approximately
2050;

b)

the maximum amount of waste that can be landfilled each year remains
unchanged at 650,000 tonnes at this time;

c)

the service area will include the City of London, Elgin County, Huron
County, Lambton County, Middlesex County, Oxford County, Perth
County and local First Nation Communities, it being noted that the City
Council will have the authority to determine which, if any, municipalities
or businesses outside of London are allowed to use any City residual
waste disposal facility or facilities in the future; and

d)

the capacity of any new residual waste disposal facility will be sized
assuming the residential waste diversion rate is 60% by 2022 and the
Provincial interim goals for total solid waste diversion of 30% by 2020,
50% by 2030 and 80% by 2050;

it being noted that the Waste Management Working Group received the attached
presentation with respect to this matter.
7.

STAFF PRESENTATION - J. Stanford, Environment, Fleet & Solid Waste General Framework for the Community Engagement Program for the
Resource Recovery and Residual Waste Disposal Strategies as Part of the
Environmental Assessment Process

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Environment, Fleet & Solid Waste,
the following BE SUPPORTED with respect to the community engagement plan
for the development of the Resource Recovery and Residual Waste Disposal
Strategies:
a)

the general framework for the community engagement program as
presented in the staff report dated January 19, 2017;

b)

the establishment of a Waste Management Community Liaison
Committee, designed to be a liaison/feedback group for City staff; and,

c)

the typical flow of information and reporting structure, as provided in the
above-noted report;

it being noted that the Waste Management Working Group (WMWG) indicated a
desire to meet periodically in a larger meeting involving City Advisory
Committees, the Community Liaison Committee, W12A Landfill Public Liaison
Committee and Indigenous Communities; and,
it being further noted that the WMWG received the attached presentation with
respect to this matter.
V.

ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION
8.

Meeting Schedule

That it BE NOTED that the Waste Management Working Group will meet in May,
September and December, 2017.
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VI.

DEFERRED MATTERS/ADDITIONAL BUSINESS
None.

VII.

ADJOURNMENT
The meeting adjourned at 6:50 PM.

NEXT MEETING DATE: May, 2017

2ND REPORT OF THE
WASTE MANAGEMENT WORKING GROUP
Meeting held on June 27, 2017, commencing at 4:00 PM, in Committee Room #1
Second Floor, London City Hall.
PRESENT: Councillor H. Usher (Chair), Mayor M. Brown; Councillors M. Cassidy, J.
Helmer, S. Turner and M. van Holst and J. Bunn (Secretary).
ALSO PRESENT: W. Abbott, M. Losee, K. Scherr and J. Stanford.

I.

CALL TO ORDER
1.

Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest

That it BE NOTED that no pecuniary interests were disclosed.
II.

SCHEDULED ITEMS
2.

W12A Waste Management Resource Recovery Area and Overview of the
London Waste to Resources Innovation Centre

That it BE NOTED that the Waste Management Working Group received the
attached presentation from J. Stanford, Director, Environment, Fleet & Solid
Waste, with respect to the W12A Waste Management Resource Recovery Area
and an overview of the London Waste to Resources Innovation Centre.
III.

CONSENT ITEMS
3.

1st Report of the Waste Management Working Group

That it BE NOTED that the 1st Report of the Waste Management Working Group
from its meeting held on January 19, 2017, was received.
4.

INFORMATION - Waste Management Community Liaison Committee
Agenda

That it BE NOTED that the Waste Management Community Liaison Committee
Agenda and Report from its meeting held on June 5, 2017, were received.
5.

STAFF REPORT – Background Report #2: Reporting Categories and Titles

That it BE NOTED that the Staff Report from the Director, Environmental Fleet &
Solid Waste, dated June 14, 2017, with respect to reporting categories and titles,
was received.
6.

STAFF REPORT – Progress Report #1: Community Engagement Program

That it BE NOTED that the Staff Report from the Director, Environment, Fleet &
Solid Waste, dated June 14, 2017, with respect to the Community Engagement
Program for the Resource Recovery and Residual Waste Disposal Strategies,
was received.
7.

STAFF REPORT – Progress Report #2: Partial Municipal Responses to
Regional Service Area for Waste Management Facilities (March 30 to June
2, 2017)

That it BE NOTED that the Staff Report from the Director, Environment, Fleet &
Solid Waste, dated June 14, 2017, with respect to municipal responses related
to a proposed regional service area for waste management facilities, from March
30, 2017 to June 2, 2017, was received.
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8.

STAFF REPORT – Update Report #2 Programs, Projects and Provincial
Activities that Will Inform and/or Influence Strategies

That it BE NOTED that the Staff Report from the Director, Environment, Fleet &
Solid Waste, dated June 14, 2017, with respect to programs, projects and
provincial activities that will inform and/or influence Resource Recovery and
Residual Waste Disposal Strategies, was received.
9.

STAFF REPORT – Update Report #3: Project Timelines

That it BE NOTED that the Staff Report from the Director, Environment, Fleet &
Solid Waste, dated June 14, 2017, with respect to project timelines associate
with the Residual Waste Disposal Strategy and Resource Recovery Strategy,
was received.
IV.

ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION
None.

V.

DEFERRED MATTERS/ADDITIONAL BUSINESS
None.

VI.

ADJOURNMENT
The meeting adjourned at 5:14 PM.

NEXT MEETING DATE: September 7, 2017

<A>
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AGENDA
WASTE MANAGEMENT WORKING GROUP
Meeting to be held on January 19, 2017, commencing at 4:30 PM, in Committee Room #4, Second
Floor, London City Hall.
Committee Members: Mayor M. Brown; Councillors M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, S. Turner, H.L. Usher
and M. van Holst, and J. Bunn (Secretary).

I.

CALL TO ORDER
1.

II.

ORGANIZATIONAL MATTERS
2.

III.

IV.

V.

Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest

Election of Chair and Vice Chair

CONSENT ITEMS
3.

STAFF REPORT - Overview of Individual Environmental Assessment
(EA) Process

4.

STAFF REPORT - Resource Recovery Update

SCHEDULED ITEMS
5.

STAFF PRESENTATION - J. Stanford, Director, Environment, Fleet &
Solid Waste - Draft Guiding Principles - Resource Recovery and Residual
Waste Disposal Strategies

6.

STAFF PRESENTATION - J. Stanford, Director, Environment, Fleet &
Solid Waste - Residual Waste Disposal Strategy Scope of Work as Part
of the Environmental Assessment Process

7.

STAFF PRESENTATION - J. Stanford, Environment, Fleet & Solid Waste
- General Framework for the Community Engagement Program for the
Resource Recovery and Residual Waste Disposal Strategies as Part of
the Environmental Assessment Process

ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION
8.

Meeting Schedule

VI.

DEFERRED MATTERS/ADDITIONAL BUSINESS

VII.

ADJOURNMENT

http://sire.london.ca/advisory/cache/2/mzlihbmqcbzsvlun0cvquu45/141810042017032703...
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NEXT MEETING DATE: To Be Determined
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1ST REPORT OF THE
WASTE MANAGEMENT WORKING GROUP
Meeting held on January 19, 2017, commencing at 4:30 PM, in Committee Room #4, Second Floor,
London City Hall.
PRESENT: Councillor H.L. Usher (Chair), Councillors M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, S. Turner, H.L. Usher
and M. van Holst, and J. Bunn (Secretary).
ABSENT:

Mayor M. Brown.

ALSO PRESENT: W. Abbott, M. Losee and J. Stanford.

I.

CALL TO ORDER
1.

Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest

That it BE NOTED that no pecuniary interests were disclosed.
II.

ORGANIZATIONAL MATTERS
2.

Election of Chair and Vice Chair

That it BE NOTED that the Waste Management Working Group elected
Councillor H.L. Usher and Councillor M. Cassidy as Chair and Vice Chair,
respectively, for the term ending November 30, 2017.
III.

CONSENT ITEMS
3.

STAFF REPORT - Overview of Individual Environmental Assessment
(EA) Process

That it BE NOTED that the Staff Report from the Director, Environment, Fleet &
Solid Waste, dated January 19, 2017, related to an overview of the individual
Environmental Assessment (EA) process, was received.
4.

STAFF REPORT - Resource Recovery Update

That it BE NOTED that the Staff Report from the Director, Environment, Fleet &
Solid Waste, dated January 19, 2017, with respect to a resource recovery
update, was received.
IV.

SCHEDULED ITEMS
5.

STAFF PRESENTATION - J. Stanford, Director, Environment, Fleet &
Solid Waste - Draft Guiding Principles - Resource Recovery and Residual
Waste Disposal Strategies

That on the recommendation of the Director, Environment, Fleet & Solid Waste,
the Draft Guiding Principles included in the staff report dated January 19, 2017,
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for the development of London's Long-Term Resource Recovery Strategy and
Residual Waste Disposal Strategy BE SUPPORTED and BE RELEASED for
public engagement;
it being noted that Waste Management Working Group approved the addition of
a new Draft Guiding Principle, “Make Waste Reduction the First Priority”; and,
it being further noted that the Waste Management Working Group received the
attached presentation with respect to this matter.

6.

STAFF PRESENTATION - J. Stanford, Director, Environment, Fleet &
Solid Waste - Residual Waste Disposal Strategy Scope of Work as Part
of the Environmental Assessment Process

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Environment, Fleet & Solid Waste,
the following key parameters for the scope of work for London’s long-term solid
waste Residual Waste Disposal Strategy, as part of the Environmental
Assessment process, BE SUPPORTED:
a)

the study period for the strategy will be 25 years beyond the current
approved capacity of the W12A Landfill of 2025, ending in approximately
2050;

b)

the maximum amount of waste that can be landfilled each year remains
unchanged at 650,000 tonnes at this time;

c)

the service area will include the City of London, Elgin County, Huron
County, Lambton County, Middlesex County, Oxford County, Perth
County and local First Nation Communities, it being noted that the City
Council will have the authority to determine which, if any, municipalities
or businesses outside of London are allowed to use any City residual
waste disposal facility or facilities in the future; and

d)

the capacity of any new residual waste disposal facility will be sized
assuming the residential waste diversion rate is 60% by 2022 and the
Provincial interim goals for total solid waste diversion of 30% by 2020,
50% by 2030 and 80% by 2050;

it being noted that the Waste Management Working Group received the attached
presentation with respect to this matter.
7.

STAFF PRESENTATION - J. Stanford, Environment, Fleet & Solid Waste
- General Framework for the Community Engagement Program for the
Resource Recovery and Residual Waste Disposal Strategies as Part of
the Environmental Assessment Process

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Environment, Fleet & Solid Waste,
the following BE SUPPORTED with respect to the community engagement plan
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for the development of the Resource Recovery and Residual Waste Disposal
Strategies:
a)

the general framework for the community engagement program as
presented in the staff report dated January 19, 2017;

b)
the establishment of a Waste Management Community Liaison
Committee, designed to be a liaison/feedback group for City staff; and,
c)

the typical flow of information and reporting structure, as provided in the
above-noted report;

it being noted that the Waste Management Working Group (WMWG) indicated a
desire to meet periodically in a larger meeting involving City Advisory
Committees, the Community Liaison Committee, W12A Landfill Public Liaison
Committee and Indigenous Communities; and,
it being further noted that the WMWG received the attached presentation with
respect to this matter.
V.

ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION
8.

Meeting Schedule

That it BE NOTED that the Waste Management Working Group will meet in May,
September and December, 2017.

VI.

DEFERRED MATTERS/ADDITIONAL BUSINESS
None.

VII.

ADJOURNMENT
The meeting adjourned at 6:50 PM.

NEXT MEETING DATE: May, 2017
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AGENDA INCLUDING ADDEDS
WASTE MANAGEMENT WORKING GROUP
Meeting to be held on June 14, 2017, commencing at 4:00 PM, in Committee Room #3, Second
Floor, London City Hall.
Committee Members: Mayor M. Brown; Councillors M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, S. Turner, H.L. Usher
and M. van Holst, and J. Bunn (Secretary).

I.

CALL TO ORDER
1.

II.

SCHEDULED ITEMS
2.

III.

Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest

5:00 PM

STAFF PRESENTATION – Jay Stanford, Director,
Environment, Fleet & Solid Waste, the W12A
Waste re
Management Resource Recovery Area and
Overview of the
London Waste to Resources Innovation
Centre

CONSENT ITEMS
3.

1st Report of the Waste Management Working Group

4.

INFORMATION - Waste Management Community Liaison Committee
Agenda
a)

(ADDED) Waste Management Community Liaison Committee
Meeting 1 Summary

5.

STAFF REPORT – Background Report #2: Reporting Categories and
Titles

6.

STAFF REPORT – Progress Report #1: Community Engagement
Program

7.

STAFF REPORT – Progress Report #2: Partial Municipal Responses to
Regional Service Area for Waste Management Facilities (March 30 to
June 2, 2017)

8.

STAFF REPORT – Update Report #2 Programs, Projects and Provincial
Activities that Will Inform and/or Influence Strategies

9.

STAFF REPORT – Update Report #3: Project Timelines

IV.

ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION

V.

DEFERRED MATTERS/ADDITIONAL BUSINESS
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ADJOURNMENT

NEXT MEETING DATE: September 7, 2017
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2ND REPORT OF THE
WASTE MANAGEMENT WORKING GROUP
Meeting held on June 14, 2017, commencing at 4:00 PM, in Committee Room #3, Second Floor,
London City Hall.
PRESENT: Councillor H.L. Usher (Chair), Councillors M. Cassidy and M. van Holst and H. Lysynski
(Acting Secretary).
ABSENT:

Mayor M. Brown and Councillors J. Helmer and S. Turner.

ALSO PRESENT: W. Abbott, M. Losee, K. Scherr and J. Stanford.

I.

CALL TO ORDER
The meeting adjourned at 4:05 PM due to lack of quorum, at the call of the Chair.

NEXT MEETING DATE: September 7, 2017
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AGENDA
WASTE MANAGEMENT WORKING GROUP
Meeting to be held on June 27, 2017, commencing at 4:00 PM, in Committee Room #1, Second
Floor, London City Hall.
Committee Members: Mayor M. Brown; Councillors M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, S. Turner, H.L. Usher
and M. van Holst, and J. Bunn (Secretary).

I.

CALL TO ORDER
1.

II.

SCHEDULED ITEMS
2.

III.

Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest

5:00 PM

STAFF PRESENTATION – Jay Stanford, Director,
Environment, Fleet & Solid Waste, the W12A
Waste re
Management Resource Recovery Area and
Overview of the
London Waste to Resources Innovation
Centre

CONSENT ITEMS
3.

1st Report of the Waste Management Working Group

4.

INFORMATION - Waste Management Community Liaison Committee
Agenda
a)

Waste Management Community Liaison Committee Meeting 1
Summary

5.

STAFF REPORT – Background Report #2: Reporting Categories and
Titles

6.

STAFF REPORT – Progress Report #1: Community Engagement
Program

7.

STAFF REPORT – Progress Report #2: Partial Municipal Responses to
Regional Service Area for Waste Management Facilities (March 30 to
June 2, 2017)

8.

STAFF REPORT – Update Report #2 Programs, Projects and Provincial
Activities that Will Inform and/or Influence Strategies

9.

STAFF REPORT – Update Report #3: Project Timelines

IV.

ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION

V.

DEFERRED MATTERS/ADDITIONAL BUSINESS
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NEXT MEETING DATE: September 7, 2017
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2ND REPORT OF THE
WASTE MANAGEMENT WORKING GROUP
Meeting held on June 27, 2017, commencing at 4:00 PM, in Committee Room #1 Second Floor,
London City Hall.
PRESENT: Councillor H. Usher (Chair), Mayor M. Brown; Councillors M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, S.
Turner and M. van Holst and J. Bunn (Secretary).
ALSO PRESENT: W. Abbott, M. Losee, K. Scherr and J. Stanford.

I.

CALL TO ORDER
1.

Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest

That it BE NOTED that no pecuniary interests were disclosed.
II.

SCHEDULED ITEMS
2.

W12A Waste Management Resource Recovery Area and Overview of
the London Waste to Resources Innovation Centre

That it BE NOTED that the Waste Management Working Group received the
attached presentation from J. Stanford, Director, Environment, Fleet & Solid
Waste, with respect to the W12A Waste Management Resource Recovery Area
and an overview of the London Waste to Resources Innovation Centre.
III.

CONSENT ITEMS
3.

1st Report of the Waste Management Working Group

That it BE NOTED that the 1st Report of the Waste Management Working Group
from its meeting held on January 19, 2017, was received.
4.

INFORMATION - Waste Management Community Liaison Committee
Agenda

That it BE NOTED that the Waste Management Community Liaison Committee
Agenda and Report from its meeting held on June 5, 2017, were received.
5.

STAFF REPORT – Background Report #2: Reporting Categories and
Titles

That it BE NOTED that the Staff Report from the Director, Environmental Fleet &
Solid Waste, dated June 14, 2017, with respect to reporting categories and titles,
was received.
6.

STAFF REPORT – Progress Report #1: Community Engagement
Program
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That it BE NOTED that the Staff Report from the Director, Environment, Fleet &
Solid Waste, dated June 14, 2017, with respect to the Community Engagement
Program for the Resource Recovery and Residual Waste Disposal Strategies,
was received.
7.

STAFF REPORT – Progress Report #2: Partial Municipal Responses to
Regional Service Area for Waste Management Facilities (March 30 to
June 2, 2017)

That it BE NOTED that the Staff Report from the Director, Environment, Fleet &
Solid Waste, dated June 14, 2017, with respect to municipal responses related
to a proposed regional service area for waste management facilities, from March
30, 2017 to June 2, 2017, was received.

8.

STAFF REPORT – Update Report #2 Programs, Projects and Provincial
Activities that Will Inform and/or Influence Strategies

That it BE NOTED that the Staff Report from the Director, Environment, Fleet &
Solid Waste, dated June 14, 2017, with respect to programs, projects and
provincial activities that will inform and/or influence Resource Recovery and
Residual Waste Disposal Strategies, was received.
9.

STAFF REPORT – Update Report #3: Project Timelines

That it BE NOTED that the Staff Report from the Director, Environment, Fleet &
Solid Waste, dated June 14, 2017, with respect to project timelines associate
with the Residual Waste Disposal Strategy and Resource Recovery Strategy,
was received.
IV.

ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION
None.

V.

DEFERRED MATTERS/ADDITIONAL BUSINESS
None.

VI.

ADJOURNMENT
The meeting adjourned at 5:14 PM.

NEXT MEETING DATE: September 7, 2017
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AGENDA
WASTE MANAGEMENT WORKING GROUP
Meeting to be held on September 28, 2017, commencing at 4:00 PM, in Committee Room #5,
Second Floor, London City Hall.
Committee Members: Mayor M. Brown; Councillors M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, S. Turner, H.L. Usher
and M. van Holst, and J. Martin (Acting Secretary).

I.

CALL TO ORDER
1.

II.

III.

Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest

SCHEDULED ITEMS
2.

4:10 PM
Environment,
Guiding
and Residual Waste

DELEGATION - Jay Stanford, Director,
Fleet & Solid Waste - Decision Report #4:
Principles - Resource Recovery
Disposal Strategies

3.

4:25 PM
Environment,
Residual
Work as Part of
Assessment Process

DELEGATION - Jay Stanford, Director,
Fleet & Solid Waste - Decision Report #5:
Waste Disposal Strategy Scope of
the Environmental

CONSENT ITEMS
4.

2nd Report of the Waste Management Working Group

5.

Waste Management Community Liaison Committee Meeting #2
a)

Agenda

b)

Summary

6.

STAFF REPORT – Update Report #4: Community Engagement Program
Update from June 6 to September 12, 2017

7.

STAFF REPORT – Update Report #5: Programs, Projects and Provincial
Activities that will Inform and/or Influence Strategies

8.

STAFF REPORT – Update Report #6: Proposed Technical Studies for
Inclusion in Terms of Reference

IV.

ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION

V.

DEFERRED MATTERS/ADDITIONAL BUSINESS
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ADJOURNMENT

NEXT MEETING DATE: To be determined
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3RD REPORT OF THE
WASTE MANAGEMENT WORKING GROUP
Meeting held on September 28, 2017, commencing at 4:00 PM, in Committee Room #4, Second
Floor, London City Hall.
PRESENT: Councillor H. Usher (Chair), Councillors M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, S. Turner and M. van
Holst and J. Martin (Acting-Secretary).
ABSENT: Mayor M. Brown.
ALSO PRESENT: W. Abbott, M. Losee, K. Scherr and J. Stanford.

I.

CALL TO ORDER
1.

Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest

That it BE NOTED that no pecuniary interests were disclosed.
II.

SCHEDULED ITEMS
2.

Decision Report #4: Guiding Principles - Resource Recovery and
Residual Waste Disposal Strategies

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Environment, Fleet and Solid
Waste, the following Guiding Principles for the development of London’s
Resource Recovery Strategy and Residual Waste Disposal Strategy BE
SUPPORTED:
a)

Be Socially Responsible;

b)

Ensure Financial Sustainability;

c)

Ensure Impacts of Residual Waste Disposal are Minimized;

d)

Ensure Responsibility for Waste Management;

e)

Implement More Resource Recovery Solutions;

f)

Make the Future System Transparent;

g)

Make Waste Reduction the First Priority;

h)

Prioritize our Community’s Health and Environment;

i)

Support Development of Business (contractual) Partnerships;

j)

Support Development of Community Partnerships; and,

k)

Work to Mitigate Climate Change Impacts;
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it being noted that the attached presentation from the Director, Environment,
Fleet and Solid Waste, was received. (2017-E07)
3.

Decision Report #5: Residual Waste Disposal Strategy Scope of Work as
Part of the Environmental Assessment Process

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Environment, Fleet and Solid
Waste, the following key parameters that define the scope of work for the
Residual Waste Disposal Strategy as part of the Environmental Assessment
process BE SUPPORTED:
a)
b)

the study period for the Residual Waste Disposal Strategy will be 25 years
beyond the current approved capacity of the W12A Landfill of 2025,
ending in 2050;
the maximum annual amount of waste that will be allowed to be landfilled
be reduced from the currently approved amount of 650,000 tonnes per
year to 500,000 tonnes per year;

c)

the service area include the City of London, Elgin County, Huron County,
Lambton County, Middlesex County, Perth County and local First Nation
Communities; it being noted that the City of London Council will have the
authority to determine which, if any, municipalities or businesses outside
of London are allowed to use any City residual waste disposal facility or
facilities in the future; and,

d)

the W12A Landfill expansion be sized assuming the residential waste
diversion rate is 60% by 2022 noting this does not prevent increasing
London’s residential waste diversion rate above 60% between 2022 and
2050;

it being noted that the attached presentation from the Director, Environment,
Fleet and Solid Waste, was received. (2017-E07)
III.

CONSENT ITEMS
4.

2nd Report of the Waste Management Working Group

That it BE NOTED that the 2nd Report of the Waste Management Working
Group from its meeting held on June 27, 2017, was received.
5.

Waste Management Community Liaison Committee Meeting #2

That it BE NOTED that the Waste Management Community Liaison Committee
Agenda and Report from its meeting held on September 13, 2017, were
received. (2017-E07)
6.

Update Report #4: Community Engagement Program Update from June
6 to September 12, 2017

That it BE NOTED that the report dated September 28, 2017, from the Director,
Environment, Fleet and Solid Waste, with respect to the community engagement
program from June 6 to September 2017, was received. (2017-E07)
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7.

Update Report #5: Programs, Projects and Provincial Activities that will
Inform and/or Influence Strategies

That it BE NOTED that the report dated September 28, 2017, from the Director,
Environment, Fleet and Solid Waste, with respect to programs, projects and
provincial activities that will inform and/or influence strategies, was received.
(2017-E07)
8.

Update Report #6: Proposed Technical Studies for Inclusion in Terms of
Reference

That it BE NOTED that the report dated September 28, 2017, from the Director,
Environment, Fleet and Solid Waste, with respect to proposed technical studies
for inclusion in the Environmental Assessment for the proposed expansion of the
W12A Landfill Terms of Reference, was received. (2017-E07)
IV.

ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION
None.

V.

DEFERRED MATTERS/ADDITIONAL BUSINESS
None.

VI.

ADJOURNMENT
The meeting adjourned at 5:36 PM.
NEXT MEETING DATE: Not Scheduled
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AGENDA
WASTE MANAGEMENT WORKING GROUP
Meeting to be held on January 18, 2018, commencing at 4:00 PM, in Committee Room #4, Second
Floor, London City Hall.
Committee Members: Mayor M. Brown; Councillors M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, S. Turner, H.L. Usher
and M. van Holst, and J. Bunn (Secretary).
I.

II.

CALL TO ORDER
1.

Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest

2.

Election of Chair and Vice Chair for the term ending November 30, 2018

SCHEDULED ITEMS
3.

4:15 PM
Expansion)

III.

IV.

DELEGATION Wesley Abbott, Project Management Update Report #7: Proposed Alternative Methods
(Alternative Landfill Design Concepts for

CONSENT ITEMS
4.

3rd Report of the Waste Management Working Group

5.

Waste Management Community Liaison Committee Meeting #3

6.

Waste Management Community Liaison Committee Meeting #4

7.

STAFF REPORT – Progress Report #4: Community Engagement
Program Update from September 13, 2017 to January 8, 2018

8.

STAFF REPORT – Update Report #8: Programs, Projects and Provincial
Activities that will Inform and/or Influence Strategies

ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION
9.

STAFF REPORT – Update Report #9: Terms of Reference Outline and
Next Steps

V.

DEFERRED MATTERS/ADDITIONAL BUSINESS

VI.

ADJOURNMENT
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NEXT MEETING DATE: February 15, 2018
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1ST REPORT OF THE
WASTE MANAGEMENT WORKING GROUP
Meeting held on January 18, 2018, commencing at 4:02 PM, in Committee Room #3,
Second Floor, London City Hall.
PRESENT: Councillor M. van Holst (Chair); Mayor M. Brown; Councillors M. Cassidy, J.
Helmer, S. Turner and H.L. Usher and J. Bunn (Secretary).
ALSO PRESENT: W. Abbott, M. Losee and J. Stanford.
I.

CALL TO ORDER
1.

Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest

That it BE NOTED that no pecuniary interests were disclosed.
2.

Election of Chair and Vice Chair for the term ending November 30, 2018

That it BE NOTED that the Waste Management Working Group elected
Councillor M. van Holst and Councillor S. Turner as Chair and Vice Chair,
respectively, for the term ending November 30, 2018.
II.

SCHEDULED ITEMS
3.

Update Report #7: Proposed Alternative Methods (Alternative Landfill
Design Concepts for Expansion)

That it BE NOTED that the Waste Management Working Group received the
attached presentation from W. Abbott, Project Manager, Environmental and
Engineering Services and J. Stanford, Director, Environment, Fleet and Solid
Waste with respect to alternative landfill design concepts for expansion. (2018E07)
III.

CONSENT ITEMS
4.

3rd Report of the Waste Management Working Group

That the 3rd Report of the Waste Management Working Group from its meeting
held on September 28, 2017, BE RECEIVED.
5.

Waste Management Community Liaison Committee Meeting #3

That the Waste Management Community Liaison Committee Agenda and
Summary from its meeting held on October 16, 2017, BE RECEIVED. (2018C06)
6.

Waste Management Community Liaison Committee Meeting #4

That the Waste Management Community Liaison Committee Agenda and
Summary from its meeting held on November 20, 2017, BE RECEIVED. (2018C06)
7.

STAFF REPORT – Progress Report #4: Community Engagement Program
Update from September 13, 2017 to January 8, 2018

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Environment, Fleet and Solid
Waste, the staff report dated January 18, 2018, with respect to an Update on the
Community Engagement Program from September 13, 2017 to January 10,
2018, BE RECEIVED. (2018-E07)
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8.

STAFF REPORT – Update Report #8: Programs, Projects and Provincial
Activities that will Inform and/or Influence Strategies

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Environment, Fleet and Solid
Waste, the staff report dated January 18, 2018, with respect to programs,
projects and Provincial activities that will inform and/or influence the Resource
Recover and Residual Waste Disposal Strategies, BE RECEIVED. (2018-E07)
IV.

ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION
9.

STAFF REPORT – Update Report #9: Terms of Reference Outline and
Next Steps

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Environment, Fleet and Solid
Waste, the staff report dated January 18, 2018, with respect to an update on the
Draft Terms of Reference for the Individual Environmental Assessment (EA) for
the expansion of the W12A Landfill. (2018-E07)
V.

DEFERRED MATTERS/ADDITIONAL BUSINESS
None.

VI.

ADJOURNMENT
The meeting adjourned at 5:17 PM.

NEXT MEETING DATE: February 15, 2018
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Alternative Landfill Design
Concepts for Expansion

Waste Management Resource
Recovery Area & “Landfill Block”

Waste Management Working Group
January 18, 2018

Waste Management
Resource Recovery Area
City Owned
Land

W12A Landfill Site Features

Area
(ha)

W12A

142

Within “block”

227

Remainder

121

Total

490

1

26/01/2018

Primary Concerns Raised
About W12A Over the Years

Monitoring & Compliance
Program
• Groundwater (25 wells)

• Odour issues
• Groundwater
quality
• Truck traffic
• Why still open at
this location?

• Surface water (6 stations)
• Leachate collection (monthly testing)
• Landfill gas collection & flaring; other odour prevention/
reduction actions
Source: London Free Press, April 16, 2015

• Tipping face inspector
• Housekeeping (litter, landscaping, road sweeping, dust)
• MOECC staff inspections
• Annual report (to MOECC)
• W12A Landfill PLC

Residual Waste Strategy
(All 4 Approved by Council October 30, 2017)

Four Key Parameters for the Proposed
Expansion of W12A Landfill
1. Expand to 2050 (25 years beyond existing
capacity).
2. Place limits on annual tonnage that can be
landfilled.
3. Consider allowing neighbouring
municipalities to use new/expanded
facilities.
4. Commit to increasing residential waste
diversion from 45% to 60%.

Second Series of Open Houses
(November 29 & 30, 2017)

8

getinvolved.london.ca/
WhyWasteDisposal
getinvolved.london.ca/
WhyWasteResource

2
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9

Existing Design

10

Design Concept 1
Area
107 hectares

Height
9 metres high

Area
107 hectares
(no change)

Height
35 metres high
(increase of 26)

11

Design Concept 2

12

Design Concept 3

Area
134 hectares
(increase of 27)

Area
143 hectares
(increase of 36)

Height
27 metres high
(increase of 18)

Height
24 metres high
(increase of 15)

3
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13

Feedback received
suggests:
Top Ranked
•
•
•
•

14

Groundwater Quality

Environmental Components

Groundwater Quality
Aquatic Ecosystems
Terrestrial Ecosystems
Air Quality

• Preliminary hydrogeological assessment
suggests geomembrane liner likely not
required to met groundwater quality standards
• Existing liner

Visual (middle ranked)
• 401
• Manning and Wellington
• Wellington south of
Glanworth Road

Bottom Ranked
•
•
•
•

Heritage Landscapes
Heritage Resources
Archaeology
Noise

15

Groundwater Quality

Groundwater Quality

oldest part
of landfill

4
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17

Groundwater Quality

18

Visual Impact – Worst Case
401

19

Visual Impact – Worst Case
Manning Drive
and Wellington
Road

20

Visual Impact – Worst Case
Wellington south
of Glanworth
Road

5
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21

22

EA Key Upcoming Dates

Noise
MOECC Environmental Noise Guideline – Stationary and Transportation
Sources – Approval and Planning Publication, Noise Pollution Control 300, August 2013

Major Activity

Date / Timeframe

Waste Management Working Group

February 2018

Submission of Draft Proposed Terms of
Reference (ToR) to Civic Works
Committee (CWC)

March 2018

Seek stakeholder input on Draft
Proposed Terms of Reference

April/May 2018

Public Participation Meeting (PPM) at
CWC

June 2018

Council approval of Proposed ToR and
submission to the Province

June/July 2018

23

Questions
?????

6

Proposed Terms of Reference for the Environmental Assessment of the
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Subscribe
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Trans

View this email in your browser | Visit london.ca

September 7, 2017

Celebrate National Tree Day by planting a new tree on your property! Get a free
tree at one of our three tree pickup locations on September 27.

Council Briefs
For a quick overview of Council discussions and decisions from each Council
Meeting check out the Council Briefs.
Council Briefs September 5, 2017 »
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Waste Reduction &
Conservation Calendar

Drain Your Pool the
Correct Way

Delivery of the 2017-2018 Waste

Planning to close your pool for the

Reduction & Conservation Calendar will

season? Be sure to protect our

begin the last two weeks of September. If

environment and use proper procedures

you have not received your calendar by

when draining your pool, spa or hot tub.

October 1 please contact us.

Learn how to drain your pool the correct
way with our online tips.

The Catty Shack is Now
Open!
Looking to add a furry member to your
family? The Catty Shack, Cat Adoption
Centre, is now open! Located at 756
Windermere Road, The Catty Shack offers
a convenient location to adopt a healthy,
vaccinated and well-adjusted cat needing

Provide Quick Feedback
London's landfill is expected to reach
capacity in 2025. Feedback on the overall
project direction of the Why Waste
Residual Waste Disposal Strategy ends
September 22, 2017. Help us plan for the
future.

a permanent home.
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Know Your Role
Many new pedestrian crossovers are
being installed in London this fall. Whether
you're a driver, cyclist or pedestrian, it's
important you know your role when
approaching a pedestrian crossover.

3DJHRI

New Online Procurement
Service Coming Soon
Changes are coming to our online
procurement service. Starting
September 18, we will be moving to a new
system, bids&tenders™. Suppliers are
encouraged to register for an online
webinar for an overview of how the
system works.

Call for Nominations
Is a youth, group or organization you know
doing great things in our community to

Doors Open London

improve inclusion, diversity and race

Doors Open London is back September

relations? Nominate their efforts for the

16-17. With over 40 heritage buildings,

City of London Diversity, Race Relations
and Inclusivity Award. Deadline for
nominations is September 30.

museums, and London treasures
participating, this free weekend celebrates
everything that makes our city an amazing
place to live! Plan your weekend and
view the full list of participating locations.
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August 14, 2018

Proposed Terms of Reference for the Environmental Assessment of the
Proposed W12A Landfill Expansion, City of London

H1 Initial Review

August 14, 2018

Table H1 – Comments on the Initial Draft Terms of Reference

Reference to
EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the Project
Team

Shannon Gauthier, Project Officer, Environmental Assessment and Permissions Branch, MOECC
General
Comments

1. Please ensure that, where
The City is in agreement with the approach
appropriate, term abbreviations are regarding abbreviations proposed by the
defined the first time they are used reviewer.
(e.g. EA, Act, MHSW), are not
defined more than once throughout
the document and that
abbreviations are only used when
the term is referenced more than
once in document. The terms
identified above are for illustrative
purposes only and do not provide
an exhaustive list.

This approach has been
followed in preparation of the
draft ToR.

General
Comments

2. Please consider adding a
The City is in agreement with this
Background section to the ToR.
requirement.
The Background section may
include information on the existing
W12A landfill, including existing
total approved capacity, ECA
history, explanation of Phase 1 and
Phase 2, current servicing area,
etc. This is recommended to help
provide more clarity when reading
through the ToR.

Some of the requested
information, i.e., service
area, is provided in Section
1.3.1 (Site Development
History) of the draft ToR.
Some of this background
information that was in
Sections 1.3 and 1.3.1 has
been moved to Section 1.3.2
(Landfill Site and Site
Components) and additional
background information on
the W12A site has been
added to Section 1.3.2 of the
draft ToR.
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Table H1 – Comments on the Initial Draft Terms of Reference

Reference to
EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the Project
Team

Section 1.0

The City is in agreement with this
1. Although it is understood that
requirement.
the purpose of the proposed
undertaking is to seek approval for
additional waste capacity because
the existing W12A Landfill is
reaching its total approved
capacity, this has not been clearly
identified.
As per section 5.2.3 of the Code of
Practice, the ToR should include a
brief description of the purpose of
the study to be carried out, what
the proponent wishes to achieve
by engaging in the environmental
assessment process, why does the
proponent need to do this study.
The ToR should also clearly define
a problem or opportunity that
initiated the environmental
assessment process.
Please consider clearly defining
the problem or opportunity that
initiated the environmental
assessment process, and explain
what the City intends to achieve
through the preparation of the
Environmental Assessment.

Clarification that the reason
for pursuing the expansion at
this time is because the
approved capacity of the
W12A Landfill will be
reached early in 2025 has
been added to Section 1.2 of
the draft ToR.
Also, further clarification of
the definition of the problem
that initiated the EA process
has been provided in Section
1.2 of the draft ToR, as well
as a description of what the
City intends to achieve
through the EA process.

Section 1.0

2. As per section 5.2.3 of the Code
of Practice, a commitment must be

The City is in agreement with this
requirement.

The statement requested by
the reviewer has been added
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Table H1 – Comments on the Initial Draft Terms of Reference

Reference to
EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

made within the ToR that the City
will refine the purpose statement if
required throughout the planning
process and present the final
purpose statement in the
Environmental Assessment.

How Comments will be
Considered by the Project
Team
to Section 1.2 of the draft
ToR.

Section 1.0

3. Section 1.3.2: Landfill
Components, explains that the
existing W12A Landfill has 14 cells
that were developed in two
phases. It is unclear which cells is
part of each phase. Please ensure
that when explaining the existing
W12A Landfill site the cells within
each phase are clearly identified
as well as what the total approved
capacity are for each phase.

Section 1.0

4. Figure 1.3-3 shows the existing
The City is in agreement with this
site development plan including the requirement.
location of all 14 cells and two
phases. It is unclear from the
figure which cells are included in
each phase. Please ensure to
better define the two phases within
this figure to clearly show Phase 1
and Phase 2 and what cells are
part of each phase.

Figure 1.3-3 has been
modified in the draft ToR to
clearly show which cells are
part of each of Phases 1 and
2 of the landfill.

Section 2.0

1. Although you do explain that
studies have already been

In Section 2.5 of the draft
TOR, a sentence has been

The City is in agreement with this
requirement.

The previously completed W12A Landfill
Area Plan study concluded that the
3 of 39

The requested clarifications
have been added to Section
1.3.2 of the draft ToR.

Table H1 – Comments on the Initial Draft Terms of Reference

Reference to
EA

Section 2.0

How Comments will be
Considered by the Project
Team
added to refer the reader to a
conducted prior to this ToR, you do expansion of the W12A landfill site is the
more detailed summary of
not provide sufficient justification
preferred long term waste management
the previous study in Section
as to why expanding the W12A
‘Alternative To’ for the City of London.
4.1. The content of Section
landfill is the only feasible
Section 2.5 of the ToR refers the reader to
4.1 has been expanded to
alternative. There needs to be a
Supporting Document #1 to the ToR - the
provide a greater level of
stronger argument and stronger
W12A Landfill Area Plan report, which is
detail from Supporting
supporting evidence as to why this proposed to be included with the draft ToR
Document #1 within the ToR,
is the only option
and provides the complete report from the
(studies/reports/polices/etc). The
previous study such that it is available to any as well as provide further
explanation as to why
supporting evidence can be
reviewer of the draft ToR. Based on
expansion of the W12A
provided as supporting
previous discussions with our previous EA
documentation but the ToR should Project Officer as part of preparing the draft Landfill is the preferred long
term waste management
provide a detailed summary of the ToR, it was agreed that this previous study
supporting documentation.
process and study itself provided a sufficient ‘Alternative To’ for the City of
London.
basis to focus the EA and complete the
Alternatives To assessment at the ToR
phase.
Direction was previously provided to the City
by our EA Project Officer earlier in our ToR
development process that the City could
prepare the ToR on this basis. In our
opinion, Section 2.0 is not the appropriate
location in the ToR to provide a detailed
summary of the previous study; instead, this
should be provided in Section 4.1 of the
ToR.
Comments

2. Section 2.6 Flexibility of the
ToR, explains that as part of the
environmental assessment

Proponent’s Response

The City acknowledges the reviewer’s
comment that Section 2.6 provides
examples of scenarios that might arise
4 of 39

The title of Section 2.6 of the
draft ToR has been changed
to “Flexibility to

Table H1 – Comments on the Initial Draft Terms of Reference

Reference to
EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

process, circumstances may arise
that may require minor changes to
the commitments within the ToR;
and brief list of examples where
changes or modifications that
could take place have been
identified. Although it is
understood that this list is to
provide examples of modifications
or changes that may occur it does
not provide flexibility into the ToR.
Subsection 6.1(1) of the
Environmental Assessment Act
states that the Environmental
Assessment must be prepared in
accordance with the approved
ToR. Section 5.2.10 of the Code
of Practice it is important for
proponents to be aware that
circumstances may arise that could
prevent commitments in the ToR
from being met. As the ToR cannot
be amended after it has been
approved it is important to
incorporate flexibility into the ToR
to accommodate circumstances
that could prevent commitments in
the ToR from being met. If it is
anticipated that a potential change
to a commitment in a ToR may be

during the EA that would necessitate
modifications to certain aspects of the study,
but that the EA must be prepared in
accordance with the approved TOR.
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How Comments will be
Considered by the Project
Team
Accommodate New
Circumstances.” Wording
has been added to Section
2.6 to explain that
circumstances may arise
during the EA that do not
allow commitments made
during the ToR to be fulfilled,
and if this occurs the
commitment may be subject
to further refinement and
adjustments during the EA.

Table H1 – Comments on the Initial Draft Terms of Reference

Reference to
EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the Project
Team

required, it should be clearly
explained in the ToR that the
commitment may be subject to
further refinement. It should also
be clearly identified how the
potential refinement will be
considered during the
Environmental Assessment.
The City should consider
identifying any aspects within the
ToR that has a potential to change
during the environmental
assessment process and ensuring
that flexibility is incorporated
throughout the ToR.

There are no aspects within the ToR
apparent to the City, at this time, that have
the potential to change during the EA

There have been no changes
made in the draft ToR in this
regard.

Section 2.0

3. In addition to the information
required under subsection 6.1(2) of
the EAA, the ToR should include a
commitment that the EA will
include an Executive Summary
report of the EA, a list of studies
and reports and a well-marked
legible map of the location of the
undertaking and the study area of
effects (O.Reg 334, section 2(1)).

The City agrees with the reviewer’s
comment that an Executive Summary will be
prepared for the EA report, a list of
referenced studies and reports, and a legible
map(s) showing the W12A Landfill location
and study area of effects.

In section 7.1 of the draft
ToR, Step 9- Preparation of
EA Study Report has been
added. A new section 7.5.9
has been added to the draft
ToR to briefly describe this
step in the EA methodology,
including the requirements
set out in the reviewer’s
comment.

Section 3.0

1. Section 3.4: Need for the
proposed undertaking, lists factors
that were considered during the
Residual Waste Strategy Projects

The City is in agreement with the reviewer’s
comment.

See response to comment 1
on Section 2.0
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Table H1 – Comments on the Initial Draft Terms of Reference

Reference to
EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the Project
Team

and Landfill Capacity Assessment
including population growth etc. As
mentioned in previous comments a
more detailed rationale needs to
be provided to justify the purpose
of the proposed undertaking.
Section 3.0

Section 3.0

2. Section 3.3.2 Service Area,
explains that the service area for
the W12A Landfill expansion is
proposed to be expanded to a
regional area which includes: the
City of London, County of Huron,
County of Perth, County of Elgin,
County of Lambton and County of
Middlesex. Please provide a
justification as to why these areas
need to be serviced by this landfill
with consideration given to existing
waste disposal areas and capacity
needs. Please provide specific
numbers on how much municipal
waste is forecasted for each area
during the 25 year planning period.

The City is agreeable to providing the
additional information requested by the
reviewer.

Additional information on
waste generation and waste
management in the proposed
regional study area (the
adjacent Counties), and both
a quantitative and qualitative
demonstration of the current
and projected deficit in
landfill disposal capacity at
both the regional and
provincial scales has been
provided in Supporting
Document #2. This provides
further justification of the
proposed regional service
area. Additional information
on these matters has been
added to Section 3.3.2 of the
draft ToR.

3. Section 3.3.2 Service Area,
includes references to the
ministry’s Strategy for a WasteFree Ontario: Building the Circular

The City is agreeable to providing the
additional information requested by the
reviewer.

Additional information
describing how the City’s
proposed long term waste
management planning

7 of 39

Table H1 – Comments on the Initial Draft Terms of Reference

Reference to
EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

Economy (Strategy) and how the
benefits of a regional service area
are consistent with it because it
addresses a portion of the
provincial shortfall in disposal
capacity, providing a public
disposal option for nearby
organizations and municipality’s
and a provincial benefit to the City.
This is not consistent with the
Strategy.
It is recommended that a
description be included within the
ToR that shows how the City plans
to support Ontario’s goals of
achieving a circular economy, in
particular:
 Minimizing the need for
landfills;
 Ensuring existing landfills are
well managed;
 Reducing greenhouse gas
emissions; and
 Improving awareness of
diversion opportunities to help
drive larger volumes of IC&I
waste diversion.
This discussion can describe the
City’s current activities and future
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How Comments will be
Considered by the Project
Team
process and proposed
activities are supportive of
the Strategy for a WasteFree Ontario and the Waste
Free Ontario Act have been
added within Section 3.3.2
and as a new Section 3.3.4
of the draft ToR.

Table H1 – Comments on the Initial Draft Terms of Reference

Reference to
EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the Project
Team

commitments to support Ontario’s
waste diversion and climate
change mitigation goals in the
Strategy and the Waste Free
Ontario Act.
Section 3.0

The City is agreeable to providing the
4. Section 3.4: Need for the
additional information requested by the
Proposed Undertaking, explains
reviewer.
that the City has undergone a
detailed assessment of the
residual solid waste generation
between 2025-2050 and based on
the assessment of total of 1.3
million tonnes of residual waste will
need to be managed. The City’s
planning period is 25 years, an
expansion of the W12A landfill for
an additional disposal volume of
14.6 million cubic metres based on
a utilization rate of 0.72
tonnes/cubic metres. Please
include the calculations, including
underlying assumptions, for the
capacity and planning period.

In Section 3.4 of the draft
ToR, reference is made to
Supporting Document #2 that
provides all the information
requested in the reviewer’s
comment. Additional text
has been added in Section
3.4 of the draft ToR to
summarize the key
assumptions and calculation
of the required expanded
landfill airspace for the 25
year planning period.

Section 4.0

1. Section 4.1: Assessment of
‘Alternatives To’ prior to the EA,
explains that prior to this
Environmental Assessment a study
known at the W12A Landfill Area
Plan was conducted which

A description to clarify the
Do-Nothing alternative for the
City of London in the context
of this project has been
provided in Section 4.1 of the
draft ToR, as well as an

Neither alternative one- Status Quo- in the
W12A Landfill Area Plan, nor alternative one
in the updated screening assessment is the
true Do-Nothing alternative. For the City of
London, the Do-Nothing alternative would be
to allow the W12A Landfill to reach its
9 of 39
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Reference to
EA

Comments
identified seven alternatives.
Alternative one is described as
Status Quo- continued use of the
existing landfill until its approved
total capacity is reached, and then
locate a new Greenfield landfill
within the municipal boundaries of
London. In section 4.2: Updated
Assessment of ‘Alternatives To’,
alternative one is defined as the
closure of the W12A landfill and
opening of a new one. It is unclear
whether or not this is the Do
Nothing alternative.
As per section 5.2.5 of the Code of
Practice, the Do Nothing
alternative must always be
considered during the assessment
of alternatives because it acts as a
starting point for the comparison of
consequences and benefits of
each alternative. The Do Nothing
alternative cannot be screened out
and has to be carried throughout
the Environmental Assessment as
a benchmark for the comparison of
the advantages and disadvantages
for alternative methods of the
preferred undertaking.

How Comments will be
Considered by the Project
Team
approved capacity and not pursue any other explanation as to why this is
solution for waste management for the City. not an ‘Alternative To’ that
One of the City’s basic requirements as a
the City can pursue..
municipality is to provide municipal services In keeping with the Code of
and infrastructure for its ratepayers; as such, Practice, the Do Nothing
the true Do-Nothing alternative is not an
alternative has been included
alternative that can realistically even be
as an ‘Alternative To’ in the
considered by the City, so it was not
confirmatory screening
considered as a separate alternative in the
assessment in Section 4.2
previous W12A Landfill Area Plan study and and Table 4.2-1 of the draft
therefore is also not considered in the
ToR.
updated screening assessment of the same
In the EA methodology in
alternatives.
Section 7.5.5 – Step 5 of the
draft ToR, a comparison of
the effects of the preferred
Alternative Method to the DoNothing alternative has been
added.
Proponent’s Response
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Section 4.0

Comments

Proponent’s Response

2. Per Section 5.2.5 of the Code of
Practice, any pre planning work
that was used to identify and focus
alternatives needs to be
documented in the ToR in a clear
and logical manner so that it is
clear what criteria were used and
the nature of criteria that was used
to identify the alternatives. The
documentation should clearly
identify how similar provisions to
those of the EAA were part of this
pre-planning process. Although
some rationale was provided for
the limited number of alternatives,
additional information is required
on why these alternatives were
considered and why other options
such as thermal technology were
not considered.

The W12A Landfill Area Plan study included
a detailed explanation of how the waste
management options were developed. The
landfill evolution options were developed by
the Consulting team and discussed with the
City of London staff. Those options were
presented at public meetings and additional
options were included in the review process.
The rating and comparison criteria from the
W12A Landfill Area Plan study were robust,
covered the broad range of the environment,
and comparable to those requirements of
the EAA.
Option 7) from the W12A Landfill Area Plan
included accelerated waste diversion to
maximize landfill site life by facilities
including, but not limited to, resource
recovery facilities such as mechanical,
biological and thermal waste processing.
Through the W12A Landfill Area Plan study
these options were evaluated and identified
as not preferred for the City of London
based on prohibitively high costs and in
some cases the continued need for a
substantial landfill expansion with the
technology.
The City of London has continued to review
mechanical, biological and thermal waste
processing options outside of this EA. More
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How Comments will be
Considered by the Project
Team
Section 4.1 of the draft ToR
has been updated to provide
additional summary details
on options development,
including why certain options
were considered and more
details on evaluation criteria
as provided in the W12A
Landfill Area Plan study.
Sections 4.1 and 4.2 of the
draft ToR have been
amended to include more
detailed information on how
Option 7) was considered
during the previous study
and in the current
confirmatory screening
assessment of ‘Alternatives
To’ and why the various
technologies still do not
provide a viable solution for
the City of London.

Table H1 – Comments on the Initial Draft Terms of Reference

Reference to
EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the Project
Team

recently, it would appear that these options
do not align with the Strategy for a WasteFree Ontario and the thermal waste
processing option is not in alignment with
the province’s energy needs.
Section 4.0

3. Some of the cells in table 4.2-1
are colour coded in red, please
explain what this means.

The City acknowledges the reviewer’s
comment.

A legend has been added to
Table 4.2-1 of the draft ToR
to explain the colours used in
the table.

Section 4.0

4. Section 5.2.5 of the Code of
Practice identified a number of
questions that proponents can use
when determining alternatives that
should be considered during the
environmental assessment
process. These questions are
designed to help determine the
initial range of alternatives that
may reasonably address the
problem or opportunity and
determine if they are within the
proponent’s ability to implement.
These questions are not intended
to be used as a means by which
alternatives are compared and
assessed or by which a preferred
alternative is determined.
In accordance with the
expectations of section 5.2.5 of the

The approach followed in this ToR is
identical to the approach that has been
followed in many other ToRs for waste
management facilities in Ontario and
approved by the MOECC, for both public
and private sector proponents since the
changes to the EA Act in the mid-1990s.
It is common practice for municipalities to
undertake studies to assess ‘Alternatives To’
in advance of commencing an EA process,
and thereby identify the preferred
‘Alternative To’ and then focus the EA on
‘Alternative Methods’. Acknowledging that
the previous studies are completed some
period of time in advance of commencing
the EA by preparation of the ToR, it has
become common practice to use some or all
of the screening questions in the Code of
Practice to update the context of the

Text has been added in the
draft ToR to explain that the
previous W12A Land Area
Plan identified the preferred
‘Alternative To’ (involving
expansion of the W12A
landfill), and that the purpose
of the updated screening
assessment is to confirm this
previous conclusion.
Some additional text has
been added to Sections 4.2
and 4.3 of the draft ToR to
explain the confirmatory
screening assessment and
result.
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Reference to
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Proponent’s Response

Code of Practice as part of the
process of identifying a range of
alternatives, the proponents may
also conduct an initial screening of
alternatives before or during the
preparation of the ToR. The
purpose is to limit the range of
alternatives that will be carried
forward. By conducting the initial
screening proponents are able to
scope the range of alternatives so
that alternatives that are more
appropriate to address the problem
or opportunity are brought forward
in the environmental assessment
process. As per the Code of
Practice this screening is not
intended to be used to compare
alternatives and assess or
determine the preferred alternative.
In order to support the screening of
alternatives the proponent must
identify and undertake a
comparison of a reasonable range
of alternatives. The ToR should
include an explanation of how a
reasonable range of alternatives
was identified, compared
(advantages and disadvantages)
and evaluated in order to justify the

alternatives to the present time and confirm
the previous study conclusion.
This approach was proposed by the City,
and discussed with our previous EA Branch
Project Officer and his supervisor
(November 22, 2016), who agreed that the
‘Alternatives To’ assessment could be
concluded in the ToR phase.
The City had initially proposed the title of the
EA to be “EA of Proposed Residual Disposal
Strategy”. However, recognizing that the
City’s proposed approach was to focus the
EA on the expansion of the W12A landfill, it
was the EA Branch that requested that the
title be changed to “EA of the Proposed
W12A Landfill Expansion” (email, March 14,
2017), clearly accepting that the only
‘Alternative To’ to be considered in the EA
phase would be the expansion of the W12A
landfill.
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Reference to
EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

scoping of alternatives. It is
through the comparison that
proponents may identify that
certain alternatives are
unreasonable for further
consideration.
If a screening process is carried
out as part of the ToR to scope the
range of alternatives that are being
considered during the
Environmental Assessment, a ToR
should identify the criteria and
indicators that were used to
compare and assess these
alternatives that initiated the
Environmental Assessment. It is
recommended that consideration
be given to providing more detailed
summary on how the conclusions
of the screening process were
reached, and provide more detail
on how each of the potential
alternatives were identified,
compared and evaluated to
determine which alternatives
should be carried forward for
further consideration. The
screening process should also
consider incorporated provisions of
the EAA.
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Reference to
EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the Project
Team

Section 6.0

1. Per section 5.2.6 of the Code of
Practice, the ToR should also
include a list and brief explanation
of the tools (for example, studies,
tests, surveys, mapping) that will
be used to provide more detailed
description of the environment for
the Environmental Assessment.
This list does not preclude the
proponent from conducting
additional or more detailed studies
as part of the Environmental
Assessment. If the proponent
intends to use or may potentially
use existing studies, this intention
must be clearly stated in the ToR.

The City is in agreement that this
information should be provided in the draft
ToR.

The information sources and
approach that will be used to
describe the existing
conditions are provided in
Section 7.0, Table 7.6-1 of
the draft ToR. Reference to
this table as it relates to
determination of existing
conditions is made in the
introductory paragraphs in
Section 6.0, and then again
in Section 7.5.2 of the draft
ToR (Step 2- Characterize
Existing Environmental
Conditions).

Section 7.0

1. As per section 5.2.6 of the Code
of Practice, the study area is the
area within which activities
associated with the undertaking
will occur and where potential
environmental effects will be
studied. Please consider
presenting one study area that
represents the geographic area
and takes into account the effects
and potential effects, both direct
and indirect, of the alternatives
being considered as part of the

It is agreed that the EA study area is the
area within which the undertaking will occur
(defined as the Site Study Area in this ToR)
and the area off-site where potential effects
from the undertaking may occur and will be
studied (the site-vicinity study area, which is
commonly accepted to be 500 m beyond the
site but could vary by discipline and extend
further).
For waste management facilities where
many of the provincial standards/regulations
are applicable at the property boundary, it is
appropriate (and common practice in many

The proposed Study Areas in
Section 7.2 of the draft ToR
have been revised to reflect
discussions with the MOECC
on this matter. In addition,
the Study Areas are
described in the draft ToR as
preliminary, to be confirmed
during the EA.
Text has been added to
Section 7.5.6 of the draft ToR
to describe that the quantity
of leachate generation from
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Reference to
EA

Section 7.0

Comments

Proponent’s Response

environmental assessment
process. The Study Area should
also include all components
associated with the proposed
undertaking including, but not
limited to, the location of the Waste
Water Treatment Plant. Although it
is not a requirement to have only
one study area, it is recommended
that Proponents provide one study
area within the ToR that looks at all
areas of the Project. This study
area can then be refined during the
Environmental Assessment
process.

waste EAs) to consider these two study
areas in the EA assessments of potential
effects. For this reason, it is not proposed to
use only one study area.
It is also considered unnecessary to have a
study area extend to the wastewater
treatment plant. Leachate from the landfill is
conveyed by forcemain and sewer to the
plant, combining with municipal sewage
along the sewer network. This is an EA of
the landfill expansion, not an EA (i.e., Class
EA) for the sewage plant.

2. Please ensure that the “Haul
Route Study Area” includes
haulage from outside the current
service area if the intention is to
continue to expand the study area
to a regional servicing level.

The definition of the Haul Route Study Area
was discussed with our previous EA Project
Officer. It was agreed that it was
appropriate that the EA traffic study assess
site-related traffic on the access
roads/intersections in the area of the W12A
landfill.
This is because the amount of additional
truck traffic from waste management
vehicles in relation to overall traffic is
minimal except on the roads and
intersections close to the landfill.
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How Comments will be
Considered by the Project
Team
the preferred landfill
expansion alternative will be
predicted, the quality of the
leachate associated with the
expansion and requiring
treatment will be assessed,
and a high level assessment
of the capability of the
forcemain to continue to
covey the leachate and the
Greenway WPCP to continue
to treat the leachate will be
carried out and the results
provided in the EA study
report.
The Haul Route Study Area
has been removed from
Section 7.2 of the draft ToR
and replaced with the revised
Study Area approach as per
the above response to
comment 1 on Section 7.0.

Table H1 – Comments on the Initial Draft Terms of Reference

Reference to
EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the Project
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Typically, the study area for haul routes for
landfill EAs only considered haul routes from
major provincial highways to the proposed
waste disposal facility site entrance. This is
the case for two recently approved ToRs
(Ridge Landfill Expansion ToR,
Southwestern Landfill Proposal ToR).
Section 7.0

3. Section 7.2 Study Areas,
explains that ‘Site Vicinity Area’
includes lands in the vicinity of the
W12A Landfill expanding 500 m. It
is also recommended that you
include working in your ToR that
clearly states that the study area
may change during the course of
the Environmental Assessment.

The City is in agreement with the reviewer’s
comment.

Section 7.2 of the draft ToR
has been modified to provide
this clarification.

Section 7.0

4. Environmental Components and
Table 7.3-1, identifies a number of
criteria and indicators to evaluate
alternatives. Although the criteria
and indicators have been identified
it is unclear the reasons why/how
these criteria and indicators were
selected.
Per section 5.2.7 of the Code of
Practice, the proponent is required
to provide sufficient information on
the criteria and indicators and how
they will be developed. The

The criteria and indicators proposed for
inclusion in this draft ToR are similar to
those that have been proposed in many
other waste EAs for landfill expansions, and
reviewed by and approved by the MOECC
at the ToR phase of the process. In
accordance with the Code of Practice, they
have been fully developed in the ToR. Open
House #2 presented the criteria to the public
for their comment.
All interested members of the public,
Indigenous communities, members of
committees and the government agencies

Additional information on
how the criteria and
indicators were developed
and the consultation
conducted on them during
the ToR phase has been
provided in the draft ToR in
Section 7.3. It is also stated
that the criteria and
indicators presented in the
draft ToR are preliminary and
will be refined and finalized in
the EA. A statement has
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How Comments will be
Considered by the Project
Team
been added to the text in
Section 7.3 to refer the
reader to the proposed data
sources that will be used for
assessing each of the
environmental components

Comments

Proponent’s Response

criteria and indicators identified
within the ToR should be
considered preliminary and the
ToR should clearly state that the
criteria/indicators may be subject
to further refinement in the
Environmental Assessment. The
ToR should also provide
information on how the
criteria/indicators were developed
in consultation with interested
persons and government agencies.

will have the opportunity to comment on the
criteria and indicators during the circulation
of the ToR. The criteria and indicators that
will be presented in the final proposed ToR
are proposed to be final unless
circumstances arise during the EA studies
that require modifications; if so, the reason
for the modifications would be explained in
the EA report.

Section 7.0

5. Section 7.4 Time Frame:
identifies that the W12A Landfill is
expected to reach its total
approved capacity late in 2024,
while it also states in section 1.2
Purpose of the Undertaking that
the W12A landfill will reach its
approved capacity in early 2025.
Please clarify which date is correct
and please ensure to be consistent
throughout your documentation.

The City is in agreement with the reviewer’s
comment.

Section 7.4 of the draft ToR
has been modified to provide
this clarification, and the draft
ToR was checked to ensure
consistency on this matter.

Section 7.0

6. Please ensure to include the
total remaining approved capacity
for the W12A Landfill within the
ToR.

The City is in agreement with the reviewer’s
comment.

This information has been
added to Section 1.3.2 of the
draft ToR.

Section 7.0

7. As per section 4.3 of the Code
of Practice a commitment should

The City is in agreement with the reviewer’s
comment.

In section 7.1 of the draft
ToR, Step 8- Cumulative
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be made in the ToR to include
information about potential
cumulative effects of the Project in
combination with past, present and
reasonably foreseeable future
activities where possible. The City
is also encouraged to consult with
government agencies to identify
any already approved projects that
will be built in the future, and to
consider their potential cumulative
impacts. If additional guidance is
needed on cumulative effects
please refer to the federal guide.
Section 7.0

8. Section 7.5.7 Step 7 –
Consideration of Climate Change,
explains that as part of the
Environmental Assessment the
Projects effects on Climate
Change will be considered as well
as Climate Change impacts on the
proposed Project. Although some
consideration has been given to
the impacts of climate change on
the proposed Project, it is
recommended that city assess the
impacts that climate change will
have on the infrastructure of the
proposed landfill including but not
limited to leachate. If additional

The City is in agreement with the reviewer’s
comment.
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How Comments will be
Considered by the Project
Team
Impact Assessment Report
has been added. A new
section 7.5.8 has been
added to the draft ToR to
describe cumulative impact
assessment methodology.

This description has been
added to the draft ToR in
Section 7.5.7.

Table H1 – Comments on the Initial Draft Terms of Reference
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Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the Project
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guidance is needed please refer to
the Considering climate change in
the environmental assessment
process guide found on-line.
Section 8.0

1. This section provides a
summary of the
consultation/engagement that
occurred during the development
of the ToR. This summary does
identify all persons consulted
during the ToR preparation but it
does not identify how they were
determined. Please provide a
rationale as to why 2 km was
chosen as radius for mail
notification.

The City is in agreement with the reviewer’s
request for clarification.

The justification for the 2 km
distance has been added to
Section 8.1.1 of the draft
ToR.

Section 8.0

2. Section 8.1.1 Notice of
Commencement, states that 31
GRT members were contacted. It
is recommended that the City
clearly identify who on the
Government Review Team was
contacted.

The City is in agreement with the reviewer’s
request for clarification.

The requested information is
available in the Consultation
Record and a reference has
been added to Section 8.1.1
of the draft ToR.

Section 8.0

3. Section 8.1.6 Consultation with
Indigenous Communities during
the ToR Phase, provides a list of
the Indigenous communities and
groups that were consulted and
how they were consulted. It is

The City is in agreement with the reviewer’s
request for additional information.

All Indigenous Consultation
has been accurately
summarized in Section 8.1.6.
Since issuance of the initial
draft ToR some additional
consultation occurs and this
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understood that only one response
was received by a community, it is
unclear as to whether or not
additional comments or responses
were received. As per section 5.3.1
of the Code of Practice the
Proponent must clearly and
accurately summarize the
comments made by all interested
persons during the preparation of
the ToR. The ToR should include a
record of all comments/responses
received by any Indigenous
community.
In addition, consultation with
Indigenous communities is also to
be carried out to address situations
where the Crown may have a duty
to consult. The ministry, on behalf
of the Crown, delegates the
procedural aspects of Aboriginal
rights based on consultation to the
proponent. It is expected that
during the preparation of the ToR
the proponent will identify, engage
and provide information to any
Indigenous community that may
have an interest or be affected. It is
recommended that ToR clearly
identifies all relevant Indigenous
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information has been added
to Section 8.1.6 of the draft
ToR.
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Comments

Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the Project
Team

communities that may be
potentially affected by the
proposed undertaking or
alternatives. It is recommended
that consideration be given to
confirming whether an identified
Indigenous community are aware
of the undertaking and if they wish
to participate.
Section 8.0

4. Sections 8.2 and 8.3 explain an
Engagement Program; it is
recommended that this be
renamed Consultation Plan to keep
consistency as per Section 5.2.9 of
the Code of Practice.

The City are aware of the use of the term
Consultation Plan in the Code of Practice,
but proposed Community Engagement
Program because it is considered to better
describe the intent of the plan, i.e., to reach
out in various ways and engage the
stakeholders (in particular the community
stakeholders) in this EA process. It is noted
that Community Engagement Program has
already been used on documents and other
materials during the development of the
ToR, so it is not considered appropriate to
now change the name of this document.

The draft ToR has been
modified to use the term
‘Consultation Plan’ or
‘consultation’ where possible
when referring to activities
that have been undertaken or
are proposed to be
undertaken.

Section 8.0

5. Section 8.0, identifies that the
Engagement Plan can be found in
Appendix A, since none of the
appendices were provided I am
unable to provide comments.
Please consider the below

The City are in agreement that the
Consultation Plan is different than the
Record of Consultation, and that the
Consultation Plan should consider the
various factors specific to this undertaking to
determine an appropriate consultation

The draft ToR Proposed
Consultation Plan for the EA
in Section 8.2 has been
modified to account for all of
the requirements outlined in
the Code of Practice.

22 of 39

Table H1 – Comments on the Initial Draft Terms of Reference

Reference to
EA

Comments
comments when developing your
Engagement Plan.
Per section 5.2.9 of the Code of
Practice, the ToR shall include a
plan that outlines the consultation
activities at minimum that will take
place during the preparation of the
Environmental Assessment. This
plan is different from the Record of
Consultation which is for past
consultation that took place during
the ToR. The consultation plan
should outline: the general
consultation methods proposed;
how input from interested persons
will be obtained; a description of
the key decision making
milestones during the preparation
of the Environmental Assessment
when consultation will occur and
an issue resolution strategy. It is
not recommended that a very
specific dated schedule be
included in the consultation, since
the schedule can be further
developed during the
Environmental Assessment stage.
In choosing the most appropriate
level of consultation the proponent
should consider the complexity of

Proponent’s Response
approach and contain the information as
described.
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the proposed undertaking, the level
of potential concerns, and the
environmental effects. The
Proponent should refer to the
ministry’s Code of Practice
“Consultation in Ontario’s
Environmental Assessment
Process” in order to provide added
guidance to develop the
consultation plan.
The consultation plan should also
include consultation with
Indigenous communities. It is also
recommended that flexibility be
incorporated to account for any
additional time that might be
needed for example additional time
to review documentation.
Section 8.0

6. Tables 8.1-1, 8.1-2, 8.1-3 and
The City acknowledges the reviewer’s
8.1-5, provide a brief summary of
request.
the comments received from
stakeholders and at the public
information centres. Although the
tables do provide some responses
to the comments, more detail
needs to be added to all comments
and how they have been
addressed and where this can be
found within the ToR.
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The content of these
comment-response tables
has been reviewed and
modified where considered
appropriate in the draft ToR.
Also, a column has been
added to each table to
describe: 1) how the
comment was considered in
preparation of ToR and, 2) if
considered appropriate to be
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incorporated into the EA
study, in which section of the
draft ToR it is referenced.

Section 9.0

1. The responsibility lies with the
Proponent to ensure that the
Canadian Environmental
Assessment Act does not apply to
the proposed undertaking. As such
it is strongly recommended that the
City contacts the Canadian
Environmental Assessment
Agency to discuss the project and
ensure that the Canadian
Environmental Assessment Act
does not apply.

The City is in agreement that the Canadian
Environmental Assessment Agency should
be contacted to determine their interest in
this EA study. This has been done and the
Agency has confirmed that CEAA does not
apply to this EA project.

Additional information on this
matter has been added to
Sections 2.2 and 9.5 and
Table 8.1-1 of the draft ToR.

Section 9.0

2. It is recommended that a
commitment be made within the
ToR that the list of other regulatory
approvals is preliminary and is
subject to change and refinement
as the Environmental Assessment
progresses.

The City is in agreement with the reviewer’s
request to include this in the draft ToR.

This requirement has been
added in the introductory text
in Section 9.0 of the draft
ToR.

Section 11.0

1. As per section 5.2.8 of the Code
of Practice, a commitment should
be included in the ToR to develop
a monitoring framework during the
preparation of the Environmental
Assessment. The monitoring
framework will consider all phases

The City is in agreement with the reviewer’s
request that this should be included in the
draft ToR.

This commitment is provided
in Section 11.2 of the draft
ToR.
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of the proposed undertaking
(planning, detailed design,
tendering, construction, operation,
closure and decommissioning).
Where appropriate this framework
must include compliance
monitoring and effects monitoring.
You may wish to consider a
commitment in the ToR to include
amending procedures in the EA.
This is not a requirement, but is a
tool to provide you with greater
flexibility under this Individual EA
process.

The City acknowledge the comment.

The City decided that an
amending procedure would
not be added to the draft
ToR.

In general, prior to submitting your
ToR, please be advised that you
are also required to provide a
Record of Consultation, which
should detail consultation on the
ToR, any comments recorded, and
responses to any comments
received from the MOECC. As
opposed to submitting this Record
of Consultation as an appendix to
the ToR, it should be submitted as
a separate supporting document.

The City acknowledge the comment.

The organization of the draft
ToR has been modified such
that the Record of
Consultation is a separate
Volume III of the draft ToR
documents. The Table of
Contents, Section 2.3 and
references to the material
contained in Volume III have
been modified accordingly.
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Proponent’s Response

Header Merza, Senior Noise Engineer, Environmental Assessment and Permissions Branch, MOECC
Noise Limits: shall comply with the
MOECC noise limits in:
a) Noise Guidelines for Landfill
Sites, October 1998;
b) Publication NPC – 115,
“Construction Equipment”;
c) Publication NPC – 118,
“Motorized Conveyances”;
and
d) Publication NPC – 300,
“Environmental Noise
Guideline, Stationary and
Transportation Sources –
Approval and Planning,
Publication NPC-300,
August 2013.

The City acknowledges that these are the
relevant documents that will be used in the
noise assessment of the proposed W12A
Landfill expansion.

Noise Report: shall be prepared in
accordance with:
a) Publication NPC-233
“Information to be Submitted
for Approval of Stationary
Sources of Sound “,
October 1995; and
b) Supporting Information for
the Preparation of an
Acoustic Assessment
Report, Prepared by the Air
and Noise Unit,
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A general reference to the
‘MOECC noise guidelines’ is
made in Table 7.6-1 for the
noise work plan, which are
the specific guidelines listed
by the reviewer. This is
considered to be an
appropriate level of detail for
the ToR. The list of specific
guideline documents has not
been added to the draft ToR,
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Environmental Assessment
and Approvals Branch,
November 2003.
Peter Rehbein, Air Quality Analyst, Technical Support Section, Southwest Region, MOECC
Section 7.1,
page 55

1. It is described that the haul route
study area is only relevant to the
traffic assessment and
atmospheric noise assessment.
This study area is also relevant to
air quality and the impacts of
trucks along the haul route should
be considered in the EA.
This section of the ToR should be
updated to include air quality.

The City does not agree with the reviewer’s
comment. The maximum potential air
emissions from the project will occur on the
site. The effects on air quality associated
with site-related traffic will be considered as
part of the assessment for the site study
area, which will be combined with other onsite sources of air emissions to assess the
combined impacts and compare them to the
provincial air quality standards. Also, the
maximum allowable daily or annual tonnage
received at the expandedW12A Landfill will
not be increasing compared to that allowed
in the current ECA (and the maximum
annual tonnage will actually decrease), the
air quality impacts from site-related traffic
will not change from the current baseline
conditions. As such, there is no need to
assess them in the EA.
It is also noted that this approach has been
accepted by the MOECC in many other
landfill expansion EAs where the maximum
tonnage received was not proposed to
increase.
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The assessment of air quality
impacts from W12A Landfill
site-related traffic along the
off-site haul routes has not
been included in the draft
ToR.
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Section 7.5.7,
page 64

2. The EA should also consider
and discuss other ways that the
undertaking could reduce its GHG
emissions, or remove GHGs from
the atmosphere, including any
landscape changes that could
impact greenhouse gas sources or
sinks (deforestation or re-greening,
for example).
This paragraph should be updated
to state that the EA will consider
and discuss other ways that the
undertaking could reduce its GHG
emissions or remove GHGs from
the atmosphere

The City is agreeable to adding text that the
EA will also consider other ways that the
undertaking could beneficially influence
GHG.
However it is not proposed that this should
consider landscaping changes. Although it
is agreed that in general such changes can
affect GHG generation or removal, this is not
the case for the proposed W12A Landfill
expansion. The area of the lands proposed
for a proposed horizontal expansion of the
landfill footprint are, with only very minor
exception, cleared lands; as such,
consideration of deforestation is not relevant
to this project. Similarly, reforestation on a
closed landfill that has a final cover system
and active gas collection system can have
an adverse effect on their performance, and
so is not proposed to be considered in this
study.

Text has been added to
Section 7.5.7 of the draft ToR
that consideration will be
given to other ways of the
project reducing GHG
emissions or removing GHG
from the atmosphere.

Section 7.5.7,
page 64

3. It is not clear what GHG sources
the proponent is proposing to
include in the quantitative
assessment of GHGs. The
assessment should include all
sources of GHGs associated with
the landfill including landfill gas, on
and off-site traffic (including haul
route traffic), and any other

The City is agreeable to adding a description
of the GHG sources that will be considered
in the draft ToR.
However, as discussed in the responses to
previous comments above, these sources
will not include site-related traffic in the offsite haul route study area or landscape
changes.

A description of the GHG
sources that will be
considered in the GHG
assessment has been added
to Section 7.5.7 of the draft
ToR.
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potential sources. This assessment
should also include any landscape
changes that could impact
greenhouse gas sources or sinks.
This paragraph should be updated
to describe the sources of GHGs
that will be included in the
assessment (including on and offsite traffic associated with the
landfill), and any landscape
changes that will also be
considered.
Section 7.5.7,
page 64

4. To understand the relative
impact of the landfill on climate
change, the total GHG emissions
from the landfill should be
compared to Ontario-wide
emissions of GHGs.
This paragraph should be updated
to describe that the total GHG
emissions from the landfill will be
compared to Ontario-wide
emissions of GHGs.

The City is in agreement with the reviewer’s
request.

The suggested text has been
added to Section 7.5.7 of the
draft ToR.

Table 7.6-1,
page 66

5. The table does not list the
specific air quality indicator
compounds that the proponent is
proposing to include in the EA.

The City is of the opinion that providing a
detailed listing of the specific air quality
indicator compounds in the ToR is neither
necessary not appropriate. Rather the
identification of the relevant air quality
indicator compounds is an initial step in the

In Table 7.6-1 of the draft
ToR, under the air quality
work plan, a bullet has been
added in the “Prediction of
Potential Effects” column to
describe the initial step of
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selecting the air quality
indicator compounds.

This table should be updated to list
the specific indicator compounds
that will be included in the EA.

detailed air quality assessment during the
EA process.

Table 7.6-1,
page 66

6. It is not clear how the proponent
proposes to quantify the existing
conditions for air quality. The table
states that EC and MOECC
monitoring data will be compiled
and interpreted, but this data alone
will not appropriately define the
existing local air quality
surrounding the landfill (this data
will not account for the local
contribution of the existing landfill).
This table should clarify how the
existing conditions for air quality
around the landfill will be
quantified, including any additional
data collection or analysis that may
be required.

The objective in carrying out a study to
determine the effects of a project on air
quality is to use the most appropriate
available published air quality data. This is
the approach that has been used and
accepted by the MOECC for many other
landfill expansion EAs. Also, the typical one
year period over which new data is collected
for an EA is very short to provide a
representative ambient air quality record
compared to the long record available from
MOECC and EC air quality stations. It has
not been a requirement for proponents to
obtain air quality data specific to the area of
a particular landfill site to establish baseline
air quality data against which to evaluate
changes associated with the proposed
expansion.
The City does not propose to collect air
quality data specific to the W12A landfill
expansion EA.

Table 7.6-1,
page 66

7. Due to the increase in odour
complaints from the landfill, the EA
should include site-specific
emission measurements, for odour

For assessment of odour emissions from on- Table 7.6-1 in the draft ToR
site sources, it is proposed to use the
has not been changed in
MOECC published maximum odour source
regard to this matter.
strength (which includes hydrogen sulphide)
from landfills, which have been found to be
31 of 39

Additional text has been
provided in Table 7.6-1 of the
draft EA under the Data
Collection column to describe
that available air quality data
from locations in Ontario
outside of London in a similar
setting with a landfill will be
assessed, and if considered
more representative than the
local Environment Canada or
MOECC air quality data, it
will be considered for use in
the assessment
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Table 7.6-1,
page 66
8.

Comments

Proponent’s Response

and hydrogen sulphide as a
minimum.
This table should be updated to
state that site-specific emission
measurements for odour and
hydrogen sulphide will also be
taken.

conservative compared to actual odour
source strength when such determinations
have been undertaken.
For purposes of dispersion modelling for the
W12A Landfill site, it is proposed to request
MOECC for their site-specific meteorological
data set. Together with the published
source strength and LandGem predictions of
gas generation, this is considered to be a
representative and conservative approach to
predicting odour (and hydrogen sulphide)
emissions and comparing the results to the
provincial requirements. This approach has
been used in many other landfill expansion
EAs that have been approved by the
MOECC.

8. The EA should also include an
assessment of air quality along the
haul route. If the haul route may
differ for different alternatives, this
should be included in the
evaluation of alternative methods.
It should also be quantitatively
assessed for the preferred
alternative.
This table should be updated to
describe how air quality along the
haul route will be assessed.

See response to previous comment 1 from
this reviewer. Note that the haul route study
area does not vary for different ‘Alternative
Methods’ of landfill expansion.
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See response to previous
comment 1 from this
reviewer.
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Table 7.6-1,
page 66

9. The EA should also include a
section to discuss if any additional
mitigation and/or future air quality
monitoring is recommended and
will be conducted.
A bullet should be added to the
section of the table for potential
effects for the preferred alternative
to state that the EA will include a
section to discuss if any additional
mitigation and/or future air quality
monitoring is recommended and
will be conducted.

The City is in agreement that the draft ToR
should include mitigation and/or monitoring.
However, in the City’s opinion this should
not be part of Table 7.6-1.

Mitigation and monitoring are
described in Section 11.0 of
the draft ToR.

General

10. The work plan provides limited
detail in how air quality will be
assessed in the EA and as such,
the MOECC may have additional
comments at a later data as to the
assessment of air quality.
The proponent should provide the
MOECC with a more detailed work
plan for air quality in advance of
completing the EA, such that
MOECC can provide more specific
comments at that time.

The City is in agreement with the reviewer’s
request.

The City will provide the
MOECC with the
methodology proposed to be
followed for the quantitative
air quality assessment. This
will be provided to the
MOECC for their review and
comments, such that
concurrence is reached prior
to commencing the
assessment work,

Khalid Hussain, Senior Wastewater Engineer, Wastewater Unit, EAPB, MOECC
Section 7.5,
page 63

1. The leachate generated from the As part of the EA, the City is agreeable to
landfill site is being discharged to
completing a high level assessment of the
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Text has been added to
Section 7.5.6 of the draft ToR
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Reference to
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Comments
the downstream Greenway WPCP
for further treatment. It appears
that additional leachate quantity
will also be likely directed towards
this treatment plant as a result of
the subject proposal. An
environmental impact assessment
may be required to confirm that
leachate is being treated
adequately at the treatment plant,
resulting in no negative impacts to
the receiving environment.
Possible monitoring, assessment
and prediction of the leachate
related parameters for the
Greenway WPCP effluent. If
required, such a study may need to
be coordinated with MOECC’s
Technical Support Section.

Proponent’s Response
Greenway’s WPCP to continue to accept
and treat the leachate from the expanded
W12A Landfill, to demonstrate that this can
be expected to be an acceptable long term
approach for leachate management.

How Comments will be
Considered by the Project
Team
to describe that the quantity
of leachate generation from
the preferred landfill
expansion alternative will be
predicted, the quality of the
leachate associated with the
expansion and requiring
treatment will be assessed,
and a high level assessment
of the capability of the
forcemain to continue to
covey the leachate and the
Greenway WPCP to continue
to treat the leachate will be
carried out and the results
provided in the EA study
report.

Scott Abernethy, Surface Water Specialist, Southwestern Region, MOECC
Section 7.6

1. See memo linking comment to
purpose of EA and other
legislation. [Under the EPA and the
OWRA, adverse effect and water
quality impairment are assessed
not only by a chemical approach
but also by a biological approach
to provide a direct measure of
cumulative effects.][At this stage

It is the City’s opinion that the level of detail
provided on the surface water work plan in
the draft ToR is appropriate for a ToR. It is
also noted that this is an existing landfill site
with leachate containment and an approved
stormwater management system and
surface water monitoring program. As such,
there is a history of surface water quality
data available for use in assessing the
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Text has been added in
Section 11.2 of the draft ToR
to clearly state that there will
be proposed monitoring
programs for the landfill
expansion described in the
EA study report.
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the most important step is to
ensure that existing aquatic
environmental conditions in the
study area are thoroughly
monitored and assessed using
acceptable methods. This
information would then be used to
characterize the water resources to
be protected and to identify
environmental goals and objectives
to help guide various stages of the
proposed undertaking.]
The document could be revised to
provide draft work plans of
sufficient detail to ensure that a
commitment has been made to
adequate monitoring and
assessment of surface water.
Alternately a written commitment
could be made now stating
explicitly and clearly that any water
quality assessment program or
future environmental monitoring
program will be prepared to the
satisfaction of the technical support
section of MOECC’s southwestern
region.

predicted impacts from the proposed
expansion on surface water resources.
Table 7.6-1, under the surface water
component, describes the methodology to
be followed to assess potential effects of the
expansion on both surface water quality and
quantity. Under the aquatic ecosystem subcomponent of the biological work program in
Table 7.6-1, the indicators show the linkage
between the surface water assessment and
the aquatic biology assessment, and
describe the studies proposed to be
undertaken to characterize the aquatic
habitat and resources within the site-vicinity
study area.
In terms of future monitoring programs,
Section 11.2 of the draft ToR describes that
EA level monitoring programs associated
with the expansion will be prepared as part
of the EA process, with further details to be
proposed to the MOECC for their review as
part of the subsequent ECA amendment
process. Through both of these, the
technical support section of the MOECC
western region will provide review and have
input to the monitoring program that
becomes part of the ECA for the expanded
landfill..
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Craig Newton, Regional Environmental Planner/Regional EA Coordinator, Southwestern Region Air, Pesticides and Environmental
Planning, MOECC
Section 5.0
page 38,

1. Reference is made to O.Reg.
232/98 recommending a buffer
width of 100m between the
disposal area and the property
boundary, with a minimum bugger
of 30m.
The wording of this section should
be expanded upon to clarify that
O.Reg.232/98 actually states that
the buffer area shall be at least
100 metres wide at every point,
and can be reduced to at least 30
metres wide at every point
provided a written report confirms
that (a) the buffer area provides
adequate space for vehicle entry,
exit turning, access to all areas of
the site and parking; (b) the buffer
area provides adequate space on
the surface of the site for all
anticipated structures of the site for
all anticipated structures,
equipment and activities; and (c)
the buffer area is sufficient to
ensure that potential effects of the
landfilling operation do not have

The City acknowledges the statements in
O.Reg. 232/98 in regard to landfill buffer
requirements.
The general statement about buffer
requirements in Section 5.0 of the draft ToR
is in the context of factors that will be
considered in developing Alternative
Methods of landfill expansion in the EA
stage, one of which is buffer requirements.
It is not considered necessary to quote the
specifics of the regulation regarding buffers
in the ToR.
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In Section 5.0 of the draft
ToR, the wording of the
general description of buffer
requirements has been
modified to better reflect the
regulation.
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any unacceptable impact outside
the site
Section 7.5.7,
page 64

2. Reference is made to the 2016
The City acknowledges the reviewer’s
Draft Guide – Consideration of
comment.
Climate Change in EA in Ontario.
The 2016 Draft Guide was finalized
in December 2017. The reference
to the Guide being Draft should be
removed, as it is no longer
considered Draft.

The draft ToR has been
modified to reflect the most
recent, publically available
update in the MOECC
guidance document.

Simon Thuss, Hydrogeologist, Southwest Regional Office – Technical Support Section, Groundwater Unit, MOECC
Section 1.3.3,
page 9

Use of chloride as the critical
indicator/trigger parameter.
Clarify that all potential
contaminants will be considered as
part of a comprehensive
groundwater monitoring program,
ensure landfill is operated in
compliance with the Reasonable
Use Guideline.

The existing groundwater monitoring
program at the W12A Landfill includes a
broad list of parameters (general chemistry,
inorganics, metals, VOC) that have been
agreed to by the MOECC. Also, the landfill
expansion will be required to comply with
O.Reg. 232/98, which sets out a suite of
groundwater monitoring parameters in the
groundwater monitoring program section.
As such, the City expects that the
groundwater monitoring program for the
expansion will be a continuation (with
appropriate modifications for the expansion)
of the existing program. The EA will provide
a description of the proposed monitoring
program, with details to be finalized during
the subsequent ECA amendment process
(as described in Section 11.2 of the draft
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No modifications have been
made in the draft ToR.
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ToR). The City acknowledges that the
expanded landfill will be required to
demonstrate compliance with the
Reasonable Use Guideline
Section 1.3.3,
page 9

Increasing chloride concentrations
in wells to the north of the landfill –
inferred to be related to an off-site
source.
Since chloride has been identified
as a key indicator parameter, this
issue needs to be addressed in the
monitoring program for the
expanded landfill.

The City will continue to assess this
No modifications have been
increasing trend in chloride concentrations in made in the draft ToR.
the monitoring wells that are north of the
landfill (upgradient in terms of groundwater
flow direction) as part of the ongoing
monitoring program, and will consider this
information, as appropriate, during the
groundwater impact assessment of the
proposed expansion and development of the
proposed monitoring program for the
proposed expanded landfill.

Section 6.2,
page 41

This section should note that the
surficial aquitard becomes very
thin to the north of the landfill, with
the White Oaks Aquifer sand and
gravel present near surface to the
north of Scotland Drive.
This is a potential data gap.
Additional field investigations may
be required to evaluate the
subsurface conditions and extent
of the surficial aquitard in the area
to the north of the existing landfill.

Based on the results of previous subsurface
investigation programs, as well as
interpretation of the findings from these
programs and information in the water well
records, it is interpreted that the surficial
aquitard extends well north of Scotland
Drive (although in general it gets thinner to
the north of Scotland Drive). The sand and
gravel pits located north of Scotland Drive
have been excavated through the surficial
aquitard to reach the underlying granular
resources. It is acknowledged, as reported
in the W12A Annual Monitoring Report, that
the northern limit of the Upper Aquifer is
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No modifications have been
made in the draft ToR as this
possible data gap is already
identified in the groundwater
quality section of Table 7.6-1.
This is considered to be the
appropriate section of the
ToR rather than Section 6.2.
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approximately along Scotland Road, and so
further north the Upper and Lower Aquitards
are combined into one low permeability unit.
As part of preparation for the EA
groundwater impact assessment, the City
will examine the subsurface information in
the area of the proposed expansion and
determine if there are specific data gaps that
require additional investigations, as
described in the groundwater component
work plan in Table 7.6-1 of the draft ToR.
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City Hall Clerks Office (3rd floor), 300 Dufferin
Cambeth Library
Avenue, London, ON
7112 Beattie Street
Cherryhill Public Library, 301 Oxford Street,
London, ON
London, ON
Si 9-652-2951
The report will also be available online at: httpsj/www.
Central Library
london.ca/ppcp
251 Dundas Street
If you have any comments, questions or concerns
London, ON
regarding the PPCP, please provide written comments to 519-661-4600
the following no later than June 14,2018:
Glanworth Library
Marcy McKilIop, REng.
2950 Glanworth Drive
Wastewater and Drainage Engineering
London, ON
City of London
519-681-6797
300 Dufferin Avenue
The Wi 2A Landfill is currently expected to reach its
London, ON N6A 4L9
currently approved capacity by 2025. The expansion
Phone:519-661-2489 (CITY) ext. 4976
would provide 25 additional years of landfill capacity for
Fax:519.661.2355
residents and businesses. The service area for the landfill
Email: mmckillop@london.ca
expansion is proposed to be enlarged to a regional area,
Tom Mahood, REng.
which would include: the City of London, County of
Project Manager
Huron, County of Perth, County of Elgin, County of
CH2M
Lambton, and County of Middlesex.
72 Victoria Street South
Following the review period, the draft ToR Report will be
Kitchener, ON N2G 4Y9
updated by the City to address comments received and
Phone:19-579-3S00 ext. 73241
will be submitted to the Ontario Ministry of the
Fax:519-579-8986
Environment and Climate Change (MOECC) for approval
E-mail: tom.mahood@ch2m.com
as the next step in the formal review process.
Please note that comments will be maintained for
Interested persons are encouraged to review the draft
reference throUghout the project and will become part T0R Report and provide comments by June 8,2018.
of the public record. Under the Municipal Freedom of
Comments may be submitted through the project
Information and Protection ofPrivacyAct(MFIPPA) and the website getinvolved.london.ca/WhyWasteDisposal
EnvironmentolAssessment Act, any personal information
or by mail, e-mail or fax to the contacts for the project
such as name, address and telephone number included provided below. If you have any questions or comments
in a submission will become part of the public record
regarding the draftioR Report, please contact either of
unless the commenter specifically requests that such
the individuals listed below.
personal details not be included in the public record.
Jay Stanford, M.A., M.RA.
Director Environment, Fleet and Solid Waste
Notice of Draft Proposed Terms of Reference
Phone—Si 9-661-CITY (2489) ext. 5411
Environmental Assessment for Proposed Wi 2A
Fax-519-661-2354
Landfill Expansion City of London
E-mail -jstanfor@london.ca
The City of London is seeking community input on the
Wesley Abbott, REng.
draft Proposed Terms of Reference (ToR) Report for the
Project Manager—Solid Waste Management
proposed expansion of the W1 2A Landfill. TheToR is the Phone—519-661-CFFY(2489)ext. 1812
work plan for completing the required environmental
Fax—519-661-2354
assessment. The draftloR Report will be available for
E-mail wabbott@london.ca
public review until June 8,2018 on the project website
Mailing Address for the above staff is:
(getinvo/ved.Iondon.caM/hyWasteDispo5ol) and at the
Solid Waste Management Division, 8th Floor, City Hall
following locations:
300 Dufferin Avenue, P.O. Box 5035
City Hall
London, ON N6A4L9
300 Dufferin Avenue, 8th Floor
London, ON
519-661-CITY (2489)
-

-

—

300 Duffrrin Avenue

All personal information included in a submission —such
as name, address, telephone number and property
location is collected, maintained and disclosed by the
MOECC for the purpose of transparency and
consultation. The information is collected under the
authority of the EnvironmentolAssessment Act otis
collected and maintained for the purpose of creating a
record that is available to the general public as described
in s37 of the Freedom of Information and Protection of
PrivacyAct. Personal information you submit will
become part of a public record that is available to the
general public unless you request that your personal
information remain confidential. For more information,
please contact the MOECC’s Freedom of Information
and Privacy Coordinator at 416-327-1434.
Veullleznoterquil vaus est possible de nous communiquer
vos commentaires Ou vos questions sur leprojeten français
en les adressant a Trrch Edmond dont les coordonnées sont
indiquéesci-dessus.
Irish Edmond, P Eng. EA Manager
Golder Associates Ltd
1931 Robertson Road
Ottawa, ON K2H 587
Telephone: 1-800-275-3281
Fax: 61 3-S92-9601
E-mail: trish_edmond@golder.com
—

One River Master Plan Environmental Assessment
Study
Notice of Stage 2 Public Information Centre
The City of London has retained Jacobs to undertake the
One River Master Plan Environmental Assessment (EA) to
identify the preferred strategy for the Thames Rivet to
improve the overall health of the River.This study has
been divided into two stages, with the first stage
considering the future of the Springbank Dam and the
second stage assessing options for the Thames River in
the City. With a free-flowing river selected as the
preferred option for Springbank Dam in Stage 1, Stage 2
of the One River Master Plan EA is proceeding.
Stage 2 of the One River Master Plan EA will have three
components for which options will be developed and
assessed, and preferred solutions selected: the inaugural
Back to the River project at the Forks of the Thames, the
decommissioning of Springbank Dam, and the overall
River Management Strategy.The Forks of the Thames
and decommissioning of Springbank Dam components

P0 Box 5035 j London, ON N6A 4L9
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of the project will proceed as Schedule B EAs and will be
integrated with the overall preferred River Management
Strategy.
Two Public Information Centres (PICs) are being held to
provide details on the Stage 2 EA process. The first PlC
will provide information on alternatives for each
component of the One River EA, and how these
alternatives will be evaluated, as well as to receive input
and comments from interested parties and the public.
The details of the first Stage 2 PlC are below.
Date:
Wednesday, June 6,2018
Time:
4:00 to 8:00pm
Location: Museum London, 421 Ridout Street,
London, ON N6A5H4
City Staff and the project team from Jacobs will be
available to discuss the information presented.
Comments received at the PIC5 will be considered in the
evaluation of options for each component of the
project. A second PlC will then be held in September
2018 to present the results of the evaluation and the
recommended solutions.
For further information or if you are unable to attend a
PlC and wish to provide your comments, please contact
a member of the project team:
Ashley M. Rammeloo, REng
Manager, Engineering
RapidTransft
City of London
300 Dufferin Ave P0. Box 5035
London, ON N6A 4L9
Email: arammelo@london.ca
Tom Mahood, P.Eng
Project Manager
Jacobs
72 Victoria Street South, Suite 300
Kitchener, ON N2G 4Y9
Email: Tom.Mahood@jacobs.com
Please note that all correspondence will be maintained
for reference throughout the project and will become
part of the project record. Under the Municipal Freedom
ofInformation and Protection ofPrivaoyAa (MFIPPA) and
the EnvironmentalAssessmentAct fE4A), unless otherwise
stated in the submission, any personal information such
as name, address, telephone number and property
location included in a submission will become part of
the public record files for this project and will be
released, if requested, to any person.

519 661 CITY (2489)

wwwiondon.ca
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information, please visit our website at getinvolved.London.ca/WhyWasteDisposal.
We have also attached some Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) about the Terms of
Reference for your information.
Regards,
Jane
Jane Kittmer
Technician
Solid Waste Management
City of London
300 Dufferin Ave, P.O. Box 5035, London ON N6A 4L9
P: 519.661.2489 x 2334 | Fax: 519.661.2354
jkittmer@london.ca | www.london.ca

From:
To:
Cc:
Bcc:

Kittmer, Jane
Kittmer, Jane
Stanford, Jay; Abbott, Wesley

Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Draft Proposed Terms of Reference for the Environmental Assessment for the Proposed W12A Landfill
Thursday, April 26, 2018 1:00:25 PM
image001.png

Good afternoon,
We previously sent you correspondence regarding the City of London’s (the City)
Environmental Assessment (EA) for a proposed landfill expansion. The City’s
existing landfill (W12A) is expected to reach capacity in 2025.
The City has now completed the Draft Proposed Terms of Reference for the EA and
is seeking feedback prior to formally submitting the documents to the Ministry of the
Environment and Climate Change.
The Draft Proposed Terms of Reference consists of:
· Volume I, Draft Proposed Terms of Reference
· Volume II, Supporting Documents for the Draft Proposed Terms of Reference
· Volume III, Record of Consultation for the Draft Proposed Terms of Reference
The draft documents are available for public review on the project website
(getinvolved.london.ca/WhyWasteDisposal) and at the following locations:
·
·
·
·

City Hall, 300 Dufferin Avenue, London, ON, (519) 661-CITY (2489)
Central Library, 251 Dundas Street, London, ON, (519) 661-4600
Lambeth Library, 7112 Beattie Street, London, ON, (519) 652-2951
Glanworth Library, 2950 Glanworth Drive, London, ON, (519) 681-6797

We invite you to review and provide comments on the draft documents. We are
requesting that comments be returned by Friday June 8, 2018. Comments can be
submitted at https://getinvolved.london.ca/WhyWasteDisposal or by email to the
contacts below.
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact Jay Stanford
(jstanfor@london.ca, 519.661.CITY (2489) ext. 5411) or Wesley Abbott, Project
Manager (wabbott@london.ca; 519.661.CITY (2489) ext. 1812).   For further
information, please visit our website at getinvolved.London.ca/WhyWasteDisposal.
Regards,
Jane
Jane Kittmer
Technician
Solid Waste Management
City of London
300 Dufferin Ave, P.O. Box 5035, London ON N6A 4L9
P: 519.661.2489 x 2334 | Fax: 519.661.2354
jkittmer@london.ca | www.london.ca

Manager (wabbott@london.ca; 519.661.CITY (2489) ext. 1812).   For further
information, please visit our website at getinvolved.London.ca/WhyWasteDisposal.
We have also attached some Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) about the Terms of
Reference for your information.
Regards,
Jane
Jane Kittmer
Technician
Solid Waste Management
City of London
300 Dufferin Ave, P.O. Box 5035, London ON N6A 4L9
P: 519.661.2489 x 2334 | Fax: 519.661.2354
jkittmer@london.ca | www.london.ca
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•

Glanworth Library, 2950 Glanworth Drive, London, ON, (519) 681-6797

We invite you to review and provide comments on the draft documents. We are
requesting that comments be provided by June 8, 2018.
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me (jstanfor@london.ca,
519.661.CITY (2489) ext. 5411) or Wesley Abbott, Project Manager (wabbott@london.ca;
519.661.CITY (2489) ext. 1812). For further information, please visit our website at
getinvolved.London.ca/WhyWasteDisposal. We have also attached some Frequently
Asked Questions (FAQs) about the Terms of Reference for your information.
Regards,

Jay Stanford, M.A., M.P.A.
Director - Environment, Fleet and Solid Waste
cc:

Trish Edmond, Golder Associates Ltd.
Shannon Gauthier, Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change

Attachments: Frequently Asked Questions #4
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We invite you to review and provide comments on the draft documents. We are
requesting that comments be provided by June 8, 2018.
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me (jstanfor@london.ca,
519.661.CITY (2489) ext. 5411) or Wesley Abbott, Project Manager (wabbott@london.ca;
519.661.CITY (2489) ext. 1812). For further information, please visit our website at
getinvolved.London.ca/WhyWasteDisposal. We have also attached some Frequently
Asked Questions (FAQs) about the Terms of Reference for your information.

Regards,

Jay Stanford, M.A., M.P.A.
Director - Environment, Fleet and Solid Waste
cc:

Trish Edmond, Golder Associates Ltd.
Shannon Gauthier, Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change

Attachments: Frequently Asked Questions #4

Page 2
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me (jstanfor@london.ca,
519.661.CITY (2489) ext. 5411) or Wesley Abbott, Project Manager (wabbott@london.ca;
519.661.CITY (2489) ext. 1812). For further information, please visit our website at
getinvolved.London.ca/WhyWasteDisposal.
Regards,

Jay Stanford, M.A., M.P.A.
Director - Environment, Fleet and Solid Waste
cc:

Trish Edmond, Golder Associates Ltd.
Shannon Gauthier, Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change

Attachments:
Volume I, Draft Proposed Terms of Reference
Volume II, Supporting Documents for the Draft Proposed Terms of Reference
Volume III, Record of Consultation for the Draft Proposed Terms of Reference

April 25, 2018

Dear

,

Notification to W12A Landfill Customers
Draft Proposed Terms of Reference
Environmental Assessment for the Proposed W12A Landfill Expansion
City of London, Ontario
We previously sent you correspondence regarding the City of London’s (the City)
Environmental Assessment (EA) for a proposed landfill expansion. The City’s existing
landfill (W12A) is expected to reach capacity in 2025.
A Notice of Commencement of the EA was published on March 30, 2017 and two Open
Houses have been held to date to provide information and receive comments from the
public and other stakeholders.
The City has now completed the Draft Proposed Terms of Reference for the EA and is
seeking feedback prior to formally submitting the documents to the Ministry of the
Environment and Climate Change.
The Draft Proposed Terms of Reference consists of:
•
•
•

Volume I, Draft Proposed Terms of Reference
Volume II, Supporting Documents for the Draft Proposed Terms of Reference
Volume III, Record of Consultation for the Draft Proposed Terms of Reference

The draft documents are available for public review on the project website
(getinvolved.london.ca/WhyWasteDisposal) and at the following locations:
•
•
•
•

City Hall, 300 Dufferin Avenue, London, ON, (519) 661-CITY (2489)
Central Library, 251 Dundas Street, London, ON, (519) 661-4600
Lambeth Library, 7112 Beattie Street, London, ON, (519) 652-2951
Glanworth Library, 2950 Glanworth Drive, London, ON, (519) 681-6797

Y:\Shared\SolWaste\WM Plan\EA\Community Engagement\Notice Draft Proposed TOR Review\Notifications\Cover Letter W12A
customers.docx
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We invite you to review and provide comments on the draft documents. We are
requesting that comments be returned by June 15, 2018.
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me (jstanfor@london.ca,
519.661.CITY (2489) ext. 5411) or Wesley Abbott, Project Manager (wabbott@london.ca;
519.661.CITY (2489) ext. 1812). For further information, please visit our website at
getinvolved.London.ca/WhyWasteDisposal. We have also attached some Frequently
Asked Questions (FAQs) about the Terms of Reference for your information.
Regards,

Jay Stanford, M.A., M.P.A.
Director - Environment, Fleet and Solid Waste
cc:

Trish Edmond, Golder Associates Ltd.
Shannon Gauthier, Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change

Attachments: Frequently Asked Questions #4

Proposed Terms of Reference for the Environmental Assessment of the
Proposed W12A Landfill Expansion, City of London

H4 Comments from GRT

August 14, 2018

Ministry of Tourism,
Culture and Sport

Ministère du Tourisme,
de la Culture et du Sport

Heritage Program Unit
Programs and Services Branch
401 Bay Street, Suite 1700
Toronto ON M7A 0A7
Tel:
416 314 7133
Fax:
416 212 1802

Unité des programmes patrimoine
Direction des programmes et des services
401, rue Bay, Bureau 1700
Toronto ON M7A 0A7
Tél:
416 314 7133
Téléc: 416 212 1802

June 8, 2018 (EMAIL ONLY)
Jay Stanford
City of London
th
Solid Waste Management Division, 8 Floor
300 Dufferin Avenue, P.O. Box 5035
London ON N6A 4L9
E: jstanfor@london.ca

RE:

MTCS file #:
Proponent:
Subject:
Location:

0006472
City of London
Draft Terms of Reference for the Proposed W12A Landfill Expansion
City of London, Ontario

Dear Mr. Stanford:
Thank you for providing the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS) with the Draft Terms of
Reference for your project. MTCS’s interest in this Environmental Assessment (EA) project relates to its
mandate of conserving Ontario’s cultural heritage, which includes:
•
•
•

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

Under the EA process, the proponent is required to determine a project’s potential impact on cultural
heritage resources
Thank you for providing the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport with the Draft Proposed Terms of
Reference for the Proposed W12A Landfill Expansion dated April 5, 2018 prepared by Golder. MTCS has
reviewed the draft and have that following comments:
Section 6.6 (Archaeology) page 56 - MTCS understands that a Stage 1 archaeological assessment
(under Project Information Form number P001-311) for a larger study area and a Stage 2 archaeological
assessment (AA) (Project Information Form Number P364-0092-2015) for lands east of the Phase 1 and
Phase 2 disposal fill areas has been undertaken. Both reports have been entered into the Ontario
Register of Archaeological Reports. Recommendations of the Stage 1 AA identified lands within the
Phase 1 and 2 Waste Disposal Fill Area as having potential. Furthermore, the Draft ToR has identified
these lands as being a potential expansion area, please advise us if the Stage 2 has been undertaken.
We also understand that a Stage 2 AA (P364-0126-2018) is being undertaken for the Waste Management
Resource Recovery Area (north and east of the existing landfill area). Once MTCS has reviewed these
reports we may have further comments.
The draft ToR should make reference to these studies, articulate that archaeological potential lies with the
study area and that mitigation, recommendations identified in the archaeological assessments will be
followed.
Section 6.7 (Cultural Heritage) page 56 – MTCS would like to review the report (i.e. a CHER or CHAR)
that documented all the baseline information for existing conditions and preliminary impact assessment.
Once MTCS has had an opportunity to review the supporting documentation, we may have comments.

Section 7.6 (Work Plans for the EA) page 79 of the draft ToR has identified Work Plans for the EA. Table
7.6.1 (Work Plans) page 80 describes the proposed work plans by environmental sub-component for the
description of existing conditions, comparison of ‘Alternative Methods’ and the prediction/assessment of
potential effects. Under sections Archaeology (page 86), it should be noted that AAs will be undertaken
by a licensed archaeologist prior to completion of the environmental assessment. On Cultural Heritage
Landscapes and Cultural Heritage Resources (page 87): Please change to Cultural Heritage Resources
to Built Heritage Resources. It should be noted that technical cultural heritage studies (such as CHAR,
CHERs and/or HIAs) should be completed by a qualified person. The technical studies shall be submitted
to MTCS and the City’s heritage planning staff for review and comment.
The ToR should commit that all technical heritage studies and their recommendations are to be
addressed and incorporated into EA project.
Thank you for consulting MTCS on this project: please continue to do so through the EA process, and
contact me for any questions or clarification.
Sincerely,
Brooke Herczeg
Heritage Planner
Brooke.Herczeg@Ontario.ca
Copied to:
Karla Barboza, (A) Team Lead, Heritage Program Unit MTCS –
Karla.barboza@ontario.ca
Wesley Abbott, Project Manager of Solid Waste Management – City of London
wabbott@london.ca

It is the sole responsibility of proponents to ensure that any information and documentation submitted as part of their EA report or
file is accurate. MTCS makes no representation or warranty as to the completeness, accuracy or quality of the any checklists,
reports or supporting documentation submitted as part of the EA process, and in no way shall MTCS be liable for any harm,
damages, costs, expenses, losses, claims or actions that may result if any checklists, reports or supporting documents are
discovered to be inaccurate, incomplete, misleading or fraudulent.
Please notify MTCS if archaeological resources are impacted by EA project work. All activities impacting archaeological resources
must cease immediately, and a licensed archaeologist is required to carry out an archaeological assessment in accordance with the
Ontario Heritage Act and the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists.
If human remains are encountered, all activities must cease immediately and the local police as well as the Registrar, Burials of the
Ministry of Government and Consumer Services (416-326-8800) must be contacted. In situations where human remains are
associated with archaeological resources, MTCS should also be notified to ensure that the site is not subject to unlicensed
alterations which would be a contravention of the Ontario Heritage Act.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Abbott, Wesley
Edmond, Trish
Gou, Tian; Kittmer, Jane
FW: Municipal EA for the Proposed W12A Landfill Expansion - City Of London Draft TOR
June-11-18 7:53:33 AM
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Trish
The second of three comments received last week.
Wesley Abbott, P. Eng.
Project Manager
Solid Waste Management
City of London
PO Box 5035, 300 Dufferin Ave., London, N6A 4L9
P: 519.661.CITY (2489) x 1812 | Cell: 519.636.8745 | Fax: 519.661.2354
wabbott@london.ca | www.london.ca

From: Santos, Paul (MTO) [mailto:Paul.Santos@ontario.ca]
Sent: Friday, June 08, 2018 2:06 PM
To: Stanford, Jay <JSTANFOR@London.ca>
Cc: Abbott, Wesley <WAbbott@London.ca>
Subject: Municipal EA for the Proposed W12A Landfill Expansion - City Of London Draft TOR

Dear Mr. Stanford,
Thank you for providing us with an opportunity to offer feedback on the City of
London’s Draft Proposed Terms of Reference for this EA. We have now completed a
review of the draft Terms of Reference documents.
Our review was focused primarily on the provincial highway system, and how the
proposal will affect the continued functioning of the highway system now and in the
future. As such, we offer the following comments for your consideration:
·
·
·

A traffic impact study should be undertaken considering both existing and
post-expansion traffic projections/volumes (please see our attached draft
TIS Guidelines).
The transportation study should identify alternate routes in the event that
the Wonderland Road interchange will require closures for future
rehabilitation needs.
The draft documents suggest that the intent of the expansion is to increase
the regional service area that could include servicing Huron, Perth, Oxford,
Elgin, Lambton, and Middlesex Counties, in addition to servicing the City of
London. The proposed truck haul routes from those areas/counties along

·
·

the provincial highway network should also be identified in the TOR.
The transportation study should provide an assessment of the operation for
both existing and post-expansion conditions for the Wonderland Rd S and
Manning Dr. intersection/interchange ramps.
Any existing or anticipated operational concerns associated with trucking
operations along the provincial highway network related to the landfill,
should be clearly identified in the study for the entire servicing area.

Thank you again for providing the Ministry of Transportation with an opportunity to
participate in this study. Please continue to provide us with updates as the study
progresses. If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact
us.
Regards,

Paul

__________________________________
Paul Santos

Senior Project Manager
Corridor Management Section
MTO West Region, London.
Tel.: (519) 873-4594, Fax.:(519) 873-4228

Proposed Terms of Reference for the Environmental Assessment of the
Proposed W12A Landfill Expansion, City of London

H5 Comments from Public

August 14, 2018

June 08, 2018
W12A PROPOSED LANDFILL EXPANSION
FEEDBACK ON THE DRAFT PROPOSED TERMS OF REFERENCE (TOR)
HOME/RESIDUALWASTE DISPOSAL STRATEGY

1: The 2008 Study and subsequent declarations that recommend London continue
in the Landfill business and expand W12A is questionable. The supporting analyses
appears to lack independence by being primarily an in‐house product conducted
by individuals possibly standing to gain from this recommendation. There are also
very problematic contradictions in the findings. The fact that non‐directly‐
managed waste streams, Industrial, Commercial & Institutional (IC&I) and outside
Regional) are included sounds an alarm. The inclusion of this waste is justified by a
do‐good diatribe (as a favour to neighbouring communities, best for the
environment, etc.). This inclusion contradicts London’s policy that each
community should manage and look after it’s own waste. Why would any caring
community take outside garbage that essentially destroys a section of it? If the
real reason is financial, required to make an expanded W12A landfill feasible, why
is this not stated in the TOR. Also, potentially heavy competition will arise, from
new private Mega landfill developments at Ingersoll and Niagara (in environment
assessment status) does not appear to have been seriously considered. London’s
fixation with landfill management and ownership to guarantee waste disposal
security and at the lowest possible cost are seen as causing the other alternatives
to be not given sufficient analyses.
2: The 60% waste diversion rate (by 2022) goal planned appears to be essentially
the Provincial target minimum. London’s poor past record in waste disposal
leadership, exemplified by the majority of it’s residents, appearing to exhibit, an
out‐of‐sight, out‐of‐mind and extreme penny pinching attitude, makes achieving
even this goal dubious. In addition, the inclusion of non‐managed waste from
Commercial/Industrial (IT&C) and outside Regional waste streams, presents waste
managing difficulties that will make this goal even more difficult to reach. Any
1

attempt to lower this target should result in Provincial rejection of the W12A
Expansion submission.
3: To really improve London’s waste diversion it’s waste generators would have to
be educated and be burdened with the full cost of disposal/diversion, not an easy
to achieve scenario. The currently observed situation; most Londoners taking the
easy route, not willing to pay more for waste recycling/disposal and simply
throwing everything in a waste container or dumpster unsorted, is unsustainable.
Packaging, pay‐per‐bag, deposit levies, etc. should be urgently considered. It is
totally unfair that caring Londoners spend great effort recycling but the majority
appear to care less.
4: The days of odorous, neighbourhood destroying, polluting landfills are
numbered. Nearby residents are demanding their right to enjoy their property,
even initiating legal proceedings. Can London afford to have a large section of the
city off‐limits? What is the real cost; including future employment, displacement of
residents, legal lawsuits for Loss of Property Enjoyment. The “we can’t afford”
diatribe will not be worth much when there is nowhere left to dump the garbage,
as no community will take it. Organics should have been banned from Landfills
years ago. Mitigation, as the solution to forced Landfill siting is a NIMBY myth. The
Kinder Morgan pipeline situation should be a wake‐up call here. A responsible
Provincial Government could be the primary change agent to phase‐out landfills
(like they did for coal‐fired electricity plants). Leadership is needed.
5: The TOR states “The Health of London’s residents and the Environment is a
priority in decision making to minimize negative impacts and to maximize the
benefits”. No mention is made of the studies that warn of severe risks (such as
pulmonary disease and cancers from long term exposure) to residents residing
close to Landfills.
6: The To‐Date Stakeholder responses; from Individuals, the new Community
Liason Committee, the City of London Advisory Committees, Open Houses #1 & 2,
London Get Involved and the Summary Component Impact Table produced many
valuable comments, particularly from London Get Involved. There appears to be
scant recorded input from the most impacted nearby residents, incl. the W12A
2

Landfill PLC, which we feel would have rated some key items differently.
Regardless, there is still a need for Science and Landfill experts.
7: The geology /hydrogeology of the W12A Impact Zone, in our opinion, is
inadequate, depending upon old studies, adjacent aggregate area information,
shallow depth test bore holes and monitored private wells, plus planned usage of
dated petroleum well records. The two aquifers under the landfill have not been
sufficiently studied and mapped as to source, extent, etc. Essentially no real
money has been spent doing comprehensive evaluation incl. deep test well
boring/new technique sonar, radar, etc. And there has been no information
presented as to the location of sand lenses known to exist in the area’s
underground strata. The proposed expanded Landfill is even closer to the
“believed to be” aquifer sources, making more study imperative.
8: The number of Water components being tested is inadequate. For example, my
300+ foot deep water well was discovered by a water treatment firm to show
traces of Freon 12. To date no explanation has been determined.
9: There is no mention of Pest Control as a component or sub‐component. The
present Vulture and Seagull problems are far more serious than “nuisance
designation”. The 100+ vulture colony observed last fall wiped out most of the
trees at two locations and made them virtually unliveable. The roof on our
residence was damaged. The Landfill, which provides a vast feeding area for pests,
must take responsibility. Landowners should not have to bear the costs.
10: There is scant mention of addressing the garbage blowing/spillage problem
from the Landfill and additionally waste transporting vehicles plus the illegal
dumping by residents trying to avoid disposal payment, etc. This results in the
neighbourhood being unsightly and also posing a danger to wildlife. It is described
in the TOR as a residential nuisance but it is also impacts farmland. We expected
vehicle inspection instigation in this TOR, etc. The present garbage pickup program
utilizing summer students on ATV’s plus Landfill and Waste Company staff
responding to individual residents reporting has improved the situation but it is
still a huge problem needing further study.
3

11: The TOR document refers to a reduction in the maximum waste disposal
tonnage from 650,000 to 500,000 tonnes. The current disposal rate is averaging in
the 200,000 to 260,000 range .The actual waste disposal tonnage increase planned
in the proposed W12A expansion, is still being determined, but if significantly
higher, will require an increase in the 1.5 KM major impact zone as tonnage
correlates with odour, gas production, traffic, noise, etc. The Mitigation program
will have to be adjusted. The present impact zones of 500, 1000, and 1500 metres
for mitigation payment will require modification including measurement
methodology. Hopefully, impacted residents will be consulted in this process.
12: Personally, there is great concern with continued reference in this TOR
document to NUISANCE impacts from a Landfill. Many of these impacts are far
more than just a nuisance and include health, loss of enjoyment of property and
financial implications.
13: Commendable Items ‐ The TOR document (a few examples);
‐ Advanced Leachate/Gas Collection Systems Planned.
‐ Considering Impacts of Climate Change
‐ Performing Cumulative Impact assessment.
‐ Extensive Consultation initiatives.
‐ Utilizing Two Strategies, Resource Recovery and Residual Waste Disposal.
‐ With few exceptions, The TOR document is well organized and
comprehensive.
14: FINAL COMMENT;
W12A Area Residents (the most heavily impacted by this planned W12A Expansion
and becoming older and fewer and fewer) require funding to engage Landfill
Consulting expertise to ensure that their interests are fully protected in this
lengthy landfill expansion approval process.
xxx, London, ON,
Tel: 519‐xxx
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Reference
to EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

Shannon Gauthier, Project Officer, Environmental Assessment and Permissions Branch, MOECC (now MECP)
Executive
Summary

1. The executive summary does not
mention the remaining capacity at
the Site. Please consider including
the remaining approved capacity at
the W12A landfill within the
executive summary.

The executive summary states that it is
Suggested change made to
expected that the W12A Landfill will reach its the Executive Summary.
approved capacity in early 2025. The City will
add the volume of airspace remaining.

Executive
Summary

2. Rationale for Expanding the
W12A Landfill site, explains that the
City underwent a separate study
(W12A Landfill Area Plan) that
looked at seven different
alternatives which determined that
the W12A Landfill was the preferred
alternative. Please include a
summary of the alternatives to that
were looked at, how they were
evaluated (criteria) and please
explain why the W12A landfill was
chosen as the preferred alternative.
This would provide greater clarity on
how expanding the W12A landfill
was chose as the preferred
“Alternative To”.

Although the Executive Summary does not list
and describe the 7 alternatives previously
evaluated, it does provide a general
description of the alternatives in the Area Plan
as related to continued use, or not, of the
W12A Landfill site. It is considered that this is
the appropriate level of detail for an Executive
Summary. Additional information will be
added to the Executive Summary to provide
an overview of why expansion of the W12A
landfill was identified as the preferred
alternative.

Executive
Summary

3. Please include a description of
the current service area for the
W12A landfill within the executive
summary.

The executive summary already lists and
The term “service area” has
describes on page II the location from which been added to the Executive
the W12A site is allowed to accept waste, i.e., Summary.
the service area.

1 of 22

In accordance with the
response to comment 7
below, the Executive
Summary was reviewed and
amended.

Reference
to EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

Section 1.3
page 3

4. W12A landfill is approved to
accept both solid non-hazardous
waste and Municipal Hazardous or
Special Waste (MHSW). This
section also indicates that the nonhazardous waste is disposed of at
the W12A landfill, while the MHSW
is accepted for transfer to
appropriate recycling/processing
facilities. It does not say where
exactly it is transferred. Please
include additional information on
where the MHSW is being
transferred.

The City sent MHSW materials to more than a
dozen licensed facilities located in Ontario,
New York, Ohio and Pennsylvania in 2017.
The facilities used change regularly
depending on types of MHSW being received
at the landfill, availability of processing
facilities and pricing. The facilities used in any
given year are listed in the site’s Annual
Status Report. The information from the 2017
W12A Landfill Annual Status Report is
provided in Attachment A.
The text under Section 1.3 is only a general
introduction intended to provide some basic
information about the site. Some of the
information requested in the comment is
provided in Table 3.3-1.

Table 3.3-1 has been updated
with the level of detail
provided in the response
regarding the destination of
MHSW materials. Reference
to this Table has been
provided in the introductory
text of Section 1.3.

Section 1.3.2
page 8

5. This section explains that the
existing W12A landfill has 12 cells
that were developed in two phases
but does not explain why there are
two phases or provide details on the
site of phase 1 since it is closed and
no longer accepting waste. Please
consider providing additional detail
on phases 1 and 2 specifically why
there are two phases and a
description of the site of phase 1
now that it is closed.

A general description of the characteristics
and features of Phase 1 (and Phase 2) are
provided in Section 1.3.2 and illustrated on
Figure 1.3-3. The division of a landfill into a
number of phases or stages is common, and
the City will update Section 1.3.1 to further
describe the background to the landfill
development in two phases.

Suggested changes to Page
7, Section 1.3.1 of ToR to
address the comment.

2 of 22

Reference
to EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

Section 2.3
page 14

6. It is recommended that sections The two sections will be reordered as
5.0 and 6.0 of the ToR are
requested.
reordered. It is recommended that
Section 5.0 becomes Description of
Existing Environmental Conditions
and Section 6.0 becomes
Description and Rationale for
“Alternative Methods”.

Section 2.5
pages16-17

7. As mentioned in the February 26,
2018 memo to the City, there needs
to be a stronger argument and
stronger supporting evidence within
this section as to why this is the only
option. More information from the
supporting documentation W12A
Landfill Plan Study Area needs to
be included to support the
agreement for focusing the
Environmental Assessment. As
mentioned in prior comments,
additional information on what
alternatives were considered, how
they were evaluated (criteria) and
why the W12A landfill is the only
option should be included to support
your argument.

As per the teleconference with the MECP on
July 20, 2018 to discuss these comments, it is
understood the MECP is generally supportive
of the W12A Landfill Area Plan Study
document and its findings. MECP is
requesting that additional details from the
W12A Landfill Area Plan Study be added into
the ToR, for example: a history of what
aspects contemplated in the W12A Landfill
Area Plan Study preferred alternative have
been implemented; the advantages and
disadvantages of the alternatives considered;
what and how alternatives were considered;
and, removal of the numeric ratings on the
table on page 39. As Section 2.5 of the draft
ToR was only ever meant to be an
introduction to the justification and Section 4.0
of the ToR contained more substantial details
on ‘Alternatives To’, it is suggested to
combine these two sections and update the
titles and ToR organization accordingly. It is
noted that the City has reviewed other
recently approved ToR for municipal waste
sites with similar supporting documents and
3 of 22

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team
Section 5.0 and 6.0
reordered.

Section 2.5 has been
removed and its content
moved to Section 4.0.
Section 4.0 has been
reorganized and additional
information added.

Reference
to EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

feel that the level of description in this draft
ToR is similar.
Section 2.6
pages 17-18

8. As mentioned in the February
26, 2018 memo to the City,
Subsection 6.1(1) of the
Environmental Assessment Act
states that the Environmental
Assessment must be presented in
accordance in the approved ToR.
Per Section 5.2.10 of the Code of
Practice it is important for
proponents to be aware that
circumstances may arise that could
prevent commitments in the ToR
from being met. As the ToR cannot
be amended after it has been
approved it is important to
incorporate flexibility into the ToR to
accommodate circumstances that
could prevent commitments in the
ToR from being met. If it is
anticipated that a potential change
to a commitment in a ToR may be
required, it should be clearly
explained in the ToR that the
commitment may be subject to
further refinement. It should also be
clearly identified how the potential
refinement will be considered during
the Environmental Assessment.
The City should reword this section
to be consistent with the Code of

As per the conference call with the MECP on No changes to Section 2.6 are
proposed.
July 20, 2018, Section 5.2.10 of the Code of
Practice has been reviewed. It is noted that
Section 5.2.10 states the ToR can be as
flexible or prescriptive as the proponent
chooses provided it is consistent with the
EAA. Section 2.6 of the draft ToR provides
examples of circumstances that may possibly
arise during the EA where minor adjustments
to what is described in the ToR may be
required. The City intends to complete the EA
based on the approved ToR.
The City has noted the need for flexibility in
Sections 1.2, 7.6 and 7.2 of the draft ToR
where consideration of specific items will be
made during the EA and adjusted as and if
appropriate to do so, as follows: the City will
consider the stated purpose of this EA during
the EA process and will refine the purpose if
required; the EA work plans may be updated
and revised throughout the EA process based
on continuing discussions with GRT
members; and the preliminary study areas are
subject to refinement and will be confirmed
during the EA, respectively. Also, as per the
response to comment 11, during the EA the
quantity of waste to be received from the
proposed regional service area will be
reviewed and modified if appropriate. At this
4 of 22

Reference
to EA

Section 3.2
page 20

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

Comments

Proponent’s Response

Practice and to make it clear that
once the ToR is approved any
commitments made within the ToR
cannot be changed unless within
the ToR it has been identified that
the specific commitment is subject
to further refinement. The City
should also identify any aspect
within the ToR that has a potential
to change during the Environmental
Assessment processing and
ensuring that flexibility is
incorporated throughout the ToR.
This flexibility needs to be
incorporated throughout the ToR
and cannot be a single statement
for all commitments within the ToR.

time, the City is not aware of any additional
specific items to be considered for possible
adjustments that will be required or are highly
likely to be required. It is for this reason, and
consistent with both the Code of Practice and
other recently approved ToRs for waste
projects in Ontario, that a single
encompassing statement is made in Section
2.6 of the ToR regarding flexibility. Further,
this allows for flexibility with regard to
stakeholder-identified issues to be considered
in the EA. If it becomes necessary during the
EA to make the types of adjustments to the
ToR that are contemplated by allowing the
described flexibility, they will be documented
within the EA study report.

9. Section 3.2 Guiding Principles
explains a number of Guiding
Principles that were used by the
City to direct the development of the
Residual waste Disposal Strategy.
It is recommended that the City
include the Waste Free Ontario Act,
Food and Organic Waste
Framework, and Considering
Climate Change in Environmental
Assessment Guide as guiding
principles. This section should also
provide a brief description on what
these are.

The Guiding Principles are a set of principles Section 3.2 has been
developed by the City for this specific project, updated.
subjected to public comment and approved by
Council for this Strategy. The other
documents to which the reviewer refers and
requests be added to the ToR are provinciallyprepared documents related to waste
management and/or EAs in Ontario; there are
also other provincial documents relevant to
this EA. The intent of this section was not to
list all relevant documents, only to describe
the efforts made by the City to establish their
Guiding Principles for this EA. At the end of
Section 3.2 a sentence will be added that
provincial legislation will be integral to
5 of 22
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How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

planning for this EA. A mention of the ongoing diversion studies will also be relevant in
this section as related to some of the
provincial legislation mentioned.
Section 3.3.6
page 27

10. Although this section provides a
brief summary of the information
used to determine how much
residual waste the existing service
area will require, it is unclear how
these assumptions were
incorporated.
Additional information needs to be
included in this section to support
your argument that the existing
service area will require the
management of 9.2 million tonnes of
residual waste over the 25 year
planning period. Please include
calculations on how the 9.2 million
tonnes of residual waste was
determined.

Because the City has detailed information on
the individual waste streams that are received
at the W12A Landfill, the calculation of 9.2
million tonnes of residual waste quantities
from the existing service area was able to be
more detailed than typically undertaken for
planning purposes and presented in a ToR.
The analysis looked at individual waste
generation assumptions for nine different
waste types within the existing service area
(see Tables 6 to 15 Volume II, Supporting
Document #2 – Residual Waste Projections
and Landfill Capacity Assessment).
The City believes including all the
assumptions and methodology used in
calculating the residual waste for the existing
service is too much detail for the ToR and it is
appropriate to refer the reader to Volume II,
Supporting Document #2 – Residual Waste
Projections and Landfill Capacity Assessment
for these details.
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Section 3.3.6 of the ToR has
been updated to provide
reference to Volume II,
Supporting Document #2 and
a new table and figure
illustrating the expected
residual waste has been
added.

Reference
to EA
Section 3.3.7
pages 28-30

Comments
11. Additional information needs to
be provided in the ToR to support
the argument that the City wishes to
expand the service area for the
W12A landfill. More information
needs to be provided on each
municipality including:
- Why these areas need to be
serviced by this landfill with
consideration given to existing
waste disposal areas and capacity
needs (e.g., St. Mary’s is going
through a separate EA process for
an expansion of its landfill)

Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

Information on existing waste disposal needs
and capacity from area municipalities is
presented in Section 4.0 Residual Waste from
Regional Service Area in Volume II,
Supporting Document #2 – Residual Waste
Projections and Landfill Capacity Assessment.
This includes:
• Current residential residual waste
Supporting Document #2 and
quantities and waste diverted (Table 18)
relevant parts of Section 3.3.7
• Assumptions for projecting future waste
have been updated.
residential and IC&I waste quantities
(page 29)
• Remaining site life of existing landfills in
expanded service area (Table 19); this
table notes that the analysis assumes that
the proposed expansion for the St. Mary’s
landfill is approved and no waste from St.
Mary’s will be coming to the W12A
Landfill.
The City believes this information is sufficient
and does not belong in the ToR; however, as
discussed during the July 20, 2018
conference call the data assessment will be
revised as there is perceived to be uncertainty
in receipt of waste from neighbouring
municipalities. Further, a review of this
analysis and update if necessary during the
EA will be added to the ToR.

7 of 22

Reference
to EA

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

Comments

Proponent’s Response

- This section explains that a
number of municipalities have
expressed interest in using the
W12A landfill have any of them
committed? Does the City have any
correspondence with these
municipalities to demonstrate this?

A summary of which municipalities responded
and their response provided in Tables G-1
and G-3 from Appendix G in Regional Service
Area in Volume II, Supporting Document #2 –
Residual Waste Projections and Landfill
Capacity Assessment. All municipalities
responded except one. One municipality
(Oxford County) asked not to be included and
was removed the proposed service area.
The actual correspondence received from
each municipality was not included. Below is
one of the types of written correspondence
received by the City.

- What types of residual waste do
you anticipate receiving from these
municipalities and how much of
each?

General information of the types of residual
No changes to the ToR are
waste is described in Section 4.2 of Residual required.
Waste Quantities in Volume II, Supporting
Document #2 – Residual Waste Projections
and Landfill Capacity Assessment. The City
does not propose to provide this level of detail
in the ToR.
8 of 22

Supporting Document #2 has
been updated to include a
copy of all correspondence
received in an Appendix in
Regional Service Area in
Volume II, Supporting
Document #2 – Residual
Waste Projections and Landfill
Capacity Assessment.
Reference to this information
has been made in Section
3.3.7 of the ToR.

Reference
to EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

The W12A Landfill is licensed to accept solid
non-hazardous municipal waste, which
includes wastes generated by residential,
commercial, institutional and industrial sectors
and contaminated fill. This is described in
Section 1.3 of the ToR. Because it is not
proposed to change the types of waste that
can be accepted at the W12A Landfill, the
types of waste to be accepted from the
regional service area do not need to be stated
in Section 3.3.7 of the ToR.
Section 3.3.7
pages 28-30

12. The rationale for expanding the
service area for the W12A landfill
should also include an analysis of
the current or proposed landfills that
service the area (Southwestern,
Ridge, etc.)

The required analysis is provided in Section
No changes to the ToR are
4.0 of Residual Waste Quantities in Volume II, required.
Supporting Document #2 – Residual Waste
Projections and Landfill Capacity Assessment
and summarized in Section 3.3.9 Waste
Export from Proposed Regional Service Area
(page 32) of the ToR.
The analysis did not include Southwestern
Ontario Landfill because it was identified in
the Southwestern Landfill Proposal ToR that
their proposal will account for only a portion of
the projected waste disposal deficit in central
and southwestern Ontario. Based on the
discussion within this ToR it appears that the
proposed expanded capacity is targeted for
IC&I waste that is currently being exported to
the US.
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Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

Section 3.3.7
pages 28-30

13. It is recommended that a
commitment be made within the
ToR that the proposed Service Area
expansion will be further assessed
and refined during the
Environmental Assessment.

The City’s intention is to clearly define the
Section 3.3.7 has been
proposed service area for the proposed
updated.
expansion at the ToR stage, including
receiving public comment on what is proposed
at the open houses and through comments on
the Draft and then Proposed ToR. Following
the conference call on July 20, 2018 between
the City and the MECP, and as per the
response to comment 11, the City will review
the service area assumptions and study
during the EA and will make amendments if
required.

Section 4.0
pages 35-39

14. The draft ToR indicates that the
City will be using information
presented in a previous study to
support a focused Environmental
Assessment and rationale for the
expansion of the W12A landfill.
However, the supporting
documentation identifies the
preferred undertaking as
development of an Integrated
Resource Recovery Centre, not the
expansion of the W12A. Please
provide an explanation on why the
preferred alternative in the previous
study is not consistent with the
preferred undertaking presented in
this ToR.

The preferred alternative identified in the Area
Plan study is completely consistent with the
preferred alternative presented in the ToR.
As described in Section 4.1 of the ToR,
Alternative 3 includes an expansion of the
W12A Landfill within an overall context of an
integrated resource recovery centre. This is
noted on page 6-1 of Supporting Document
#1 – W12A Landfill Area Plan Study which
states:
“The preferred land use alternative for the
W12A Landfill is to retain the landfill waste
functions; create energy from renewable
resources; and evolve the Landfill to a
Resource Recovery Centre…The existing
landfill includes approximately 147 hectares of
land area. The future landfill area could
increase to approximately 170 to 210 hectares
if there was an expansion easterly from the
10 of 22

Section 4.0 of the ToR has
been updated and
reorganized as per
conversation on July 20, 2018
and noted in response to
comment 7 above.

Reference
to EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

existing limits of the landfill….It could also
expand higher on the existing lands.”
A component of the resource recovery piece
of Alternative 3 has already been constructed
adjacent to the site in the form of a Material
Recovery Facility (MRF). The City is actively
examining other resource recovery
technologies (see Section 3.3.3 of the ToR).
The expansion of the W12A Landfill is the
subject of the Residual Waste Disposal
Strategy.
Section 4.1
pages 35-39

15. Although this section provides a
high level summary explaining how
expanding the W12A landfill was
determined to be the preferred
“Alternative To” additional
information needs to be provided
from the supporting documentation
within the ToR to explain how
expanding the W12A landfill was
selected.
Additional information should be
included in the ToR on each of the
seven alternatives, including
specific information (e.g., what sites
were considered for alternative 5:
new Greenfield site within the City
of London). This section should
also include information on how
each of these alternatives were
assessed (criteria), and why they
were not chosen as the preferred

In the City’s opinion, the information provided Section 4.0 has been
in Section 4.1 clearly describes how
reorganized and additional
Alternative 3, which includes expansion of the information added.
W12A Landfill, was selected; however, during
the conference call on July 20, 2018 several
limitations to the discussion in Section 4.0
have been identified as described in comment
number 7 above.
It is also noted that the W12A expansion was
not the only option that was considered, it was
identified by the comparative evaluation
process as the overall preferred option, which
is the way it is described in the ToR.
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to EA
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Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

Alternative To. Finally, additional
information needs to be included as
to why the W12A landfill was the
only option that could be
considered.
Section 4.1
pages 35-39

16. Assessment of “Alternatives To”
prior to this EA, mentions that a
Materials Recovery Facility is
planned and implemented on lands
just east of the landfill site. Please
provide information on the Materials
Recovery Facility.

A MRF was planned and has been
Additional information on the
implemented just east of the landfill. This was MRF has been added to the
only mentioned to demonstrate what has been ToR.
implemented as part of the integrated
resource recovery centre component of the
previously identified Alternative 3, within the
Special Policy Area. This is the ToR for
expansion of the W12A Landfill, and is not
related to the MRF.

Table 4.2-1
pages 41-46

17. Confirmatory Screening
Assessment of “Alternatives To” the
Undertaking uses the scoping
questions identified in section 5.2.5
of the Code of Practice to confirm
that W12A is the preferred
“Alternative To”. These questions
are designed to help determine the
initial range of alternatives that may
reasonably address the problem or
opportunity and determine if they
are within the proponent’s ability to
implement. These questions are
not intended to be used as a means
by which alternatives are compared
or assessed or by which a preferred
alternative is determined. These

The reviewer previously provided the same
comment. Following discussions during the
conference call with the MECP on July 20,
2018, it is understood that Section 4.2
(including Table 4.2-1) can be removed from
the ToR based on the proposed changes to
Section 4.0 of the draft ToR.
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Section 4.2 (as presented in
the draft ToR) has been
removed.

Reference
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Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

scoping questions may be used in
your justification to determine the
initial range of “alternatives to” that
may reasonably address the
problem or opportunity but are not
intended to be used to compare
alternatives and assess or
determine the preferred alternative.
Section 5.0
pages 49-50

18. This section must demonstrate
that all reasonable options have
been identified and considered in
developing a reasonable range of
alternative methods for
consideration during the
Environmental Assessment
process. It is not clear as to
whether a reasonable range of
alternative methods for the
expansion of the W12A landfill were
considered or how the alternative
methods considered were
compared and evaluated in order to
determine with alternative methods
would be carried forward for further
consideration during the
environmental assessment process.
It is recommended that
consideration be given to providing
a more detailed explanation about
how a reasonable range of
alternative methods were identified;
and how the alternative methods

Section 5.0 has been
In the ToR, the City has provided a
updated.
reasonable range of “physically achievable”
alternatives “to achieve the purpose of the
project”, which has been defined in the ToR.
The only ways to physically increase the
capacity of a landfill are to expand it
horizontally (larger footprint) or vertically
(higher), or a combination of the two. This
represents all reasonable options and is
clearly described in the ToR.
The City is not carrying forward 3 or 4
Alternative Methods for further consideration
in the EA. The City is stating that 3 or 4
different landfill expansion configurations will
be developed during the EA using the key
governing / constraining factors described in
the bullets in Section 5.0, and provide 14.7
million cubic metres of additional airspace. It
is understood based on the July 20, 2018 call
that the MECP would rather not mention
‘Alternative Methods’ at all within the ToR and
at a minimum to not suggest how many
alternatives there could be. The possible
range of Alternative Methods to be explored in
13 of 22
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Considered by the
Project Team

Comments

Proponent’s Response

were compared and evaluated in
order to determine which alternative
methods would be carried forward
for further consideration during the
environmental assessment process.
There is an expectation that a
summary of the process and how
the conclusions of the process were
reached should be presented in the
main body of the ToR document.

the EA are merely described in the ToR. This
was presented to the public at open house #2
and, based on discussions it appeared that
they understood what approaches to
expansion were proposed to be considered
during the EA and why.
A statement will be added to the ToR to
describe that the ‘Alternative Methods’ will
cover the range of possible alternatives
whose characteristics are different enough for
comparison purposes. Mention of the
development of 3 or 4 ‘Alternative Methods’
will be removed.

Section 6.0
page 51

19. Should include a section that
looks at Source Water Protection,
this should include sensitive
receptors, wellhead protection
zones and any vulnerable aquifers.

Information related to Source Water
Protection will be added to Section 6.2
Geology and Hydrogeology

Section 6.2 has been
updated.

Figure 6.3-1
page 54

20. Should include the following:
a. study area;

a. It is not considered appropriate to add the
proposed Study Areas onto Figure 6.3-1
Existing Environmental Conditions. Study
Areas are shown on Figure 7.2-1.

No changes to the ToR are
required.

b. sensitive receptors (drinking
water wells); and

b. It is not considered appropriate to add
Section 7.6 of the ToR has
sensitive receptors (water wells) at this ToR
been updated.
stage; they will be identified during the EA
stage as part of the Existing Conditions work.
Figure 6.3-1 does show structures. The
Ontario Water Well Records are already
included in Section 7.6 but a further
description that this means sensitive receptors
will be added.
14 of 22
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c. labelled main water courses.

c. The names of the main water courses will
be added, noting that many do not have
names.

Section 6.11
pages 63-64

21. Please provide more rationale
as to why the annual fill rate will
increase with consideration given to
population growth and increase in
diversion rates, including diversion
rates within the municipalities of the
proposed expanded service area.

A new section (3.3.11 Annual Fill Rate) will be New Section 3.3.11 has been
added to the ToR, which will describe how the added to the ToR.
proposed reduced annual fill rate of 500,000
tonnes per year was determined. This section
will include explanatory text and the following
table:

Section 6.11
page 63

22. How much of the 200,000 and
280,000 tonnes of waste accepted
by the W12A landfill is IC&I waste?
This should be included in section
1.3.2 Landfill Site and Landfill
Components.

The information requested has been provided Section 6.11 of the ToR has
in the supporting documents (Table D-4
been updated.
Appendix D in Regional Service Area in
Volume II, Supporting Document #2 –
Residual Waste Projections and Landfill
Capacity Assessment).
As previously mentioned, the review of
residual waste was more detailed than
typically undertaken for waste planning and
provided in a ToR. The analysis looked at
nine different waste types including IC&I
waste within the existing service area. It is
proposed to refer the reader in Section 1.3.2
to the Supporting Document for additional
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Figure 6.3-1 has been
updated.
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information and to provide a broad range
within the ToR.
Section 6.11
page 63

23. This section should include how
many trucks come to the site and
how this will change with an
expanded service area.

Agreed, how many trucks presently come to
Section 6.11 of the ToR has
the site will be added to section 6.11.
been updated.
Because this is the Existing Conditions
section of the ToR, it is not an appropriate
place to describe possible changes with the
expanded service area. This will be studied
as part of the traffic assessment, as described
in Section 7.6 of the ToR.

Section 7.1
page 65

24. It is recommended that
The two steps will be reordered as requested. Step 1 and 2 reordered.
proposed EA approach be
reordered so that Step 1: identifying
alternative methods is Step 2, and
Step 2: Characterizing existing
environmental conditions is step 1.

Section 7.2
page 66

25. This section identifies the sitevicinity study area for most
environmental components to be
500 metres from the existing or
potential disposal area. While
supporting documentation #1 has a
site-vicinity study area of
1.5 kilometres. Please explain why
these are different and why
1.5 kilometres was not chosen.

The W12A Land Area study was a planning
No changes to the ToR are
study for use of the land within an area larger required.
than, but including, the W12A Landfill site for
a range of possible land uses. For that study,
a 1.5 km study area was deemed appropriate.
The ToR is for expansion of the W12A Landfill
only, and so a corresponding study area is
proposed and described. The City does not
propose to explain the reasons for the
difference in the ToR. A commitment is
present in the ToR that these preliminary
study areas are subject to refinement and will
be confirmed during the EA.
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Section 7.2
pages 66-68

26. The study area should include
all components associated with the
proposed undertaking including the
proposed expanded service area
and the Haul Route for both the
existing service area and expanded
service area. This study area
should be broad enough to cover all
direct and in-direct environmental
effects that could result from
continued landfill activities. It is
important to clearly describe how
and why boundaries of the overall
study area and the study area(s) for
each environmental component
where chosen to ensure that direct
and indirect effects are assessed.

The undertaking is the proposed expansion of No changes to the ToR are
required.
the W12A Landfill site. The EA studies will
assess the potential effects associated with
this expansion on the environment. The
potential effects will be in the Site Study and
Site-Vicinity Study Areas, and for a specific
component within the Wider Study Area. The
potential effects from the expansion will not
extend along routes beyond those in the area
of the site (from the exit off of Highway 401 to
the site – the haul routes) or to the proposed
expanded service area. The proposed
service area and the rationale for their
identification has been clearly described in the
ToR and no changes are proposed.
It is also noted that the approach taken by the
City is the same as that in recently approved
ToRs for landfill expansion projects.

Table 7.2-1
pages 67-68

27. It is recommended that for air
quality and noise the study area be
changed to wider study area.

The City disagrees, as per the rationale
provided in Table 7.3-1. No changes are
proposed.

Section 7.2
page 68

28. It is recommended that the final The City will make the requested change.
sentence in this section be
reworded to make it clear that these
study areas will be refined and
confirmed in consultation with the
GRT, members of the public and
Indigenous communities.
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No changes to the ToR are
required.
Section 7.2 of the ToR has
been updated.
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Section 7.3
page 75

29. Although this section identifies a
number of airports it is not clear
whether or not any local airports are
near the site. Please include
whether or not local airports are
close to the W12A landfill.

No changes to the ToR are
The City is not aware of any other local
airports and has asked the London
required.
International Airport and the St. Thomas
Airport if they are aware of any aerodromes in
the area or where such information could be
obtained. Contacts at the London
International Airport were able to produce a
list of aerodromes in the area. Of these only
one (Victoria Hospital Heliport) exists within
15 kilometres of the site. Although
aerodromes do not have the same
requirements for wildlife management that
airports do, the Victoria Hospital Heliport has
be contacted to see if they wish to participate
in this EA. Although they have no concerns,
they do wish to be informed on progress on
this EA and have asked to be included in the
communication list.

Table 7.3-1
pages 71-74

30. For the groundwater quality subcomponent the evaluation criteria
should also include sensitive
receptors (drinking water wells).

Because the site must satisfy the Reasonable No changes to the ToR are
Use Guideline at the site boundary, it is not
required.
appropriate to consider off-site drinking water
wells (or any effects on off-site groundwater)
as an indicator. During the July 20, 2018
conference call the City advised the MECP
that they monitor residential groundwater
wells off-site as part of the annual monitoring
program and no impacts from the landfill have
been detected. No change is proposed. The
MECP is planning to speak to the Ministry’s
hydrogeology reviewer.
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Section 7.4
page 75

31. This section should include a
commitment within the ToR that all
post closure commitments will be
described in the Environmental
Assessment.

This commitment will be added to Table 11.1- Section 11 of the ToR has
1 in Section 11 of the ToR.
been updated.

Section 7.5.7
page 78

32. This section should also
consider haul route emissions.

Haul route emissions are not emissions from No changes to the ToR are
the W12A site, which is the basis of the
required.
proposed climate change considerations. No
change to the ToR is proposed.

Table 7.6-1
pages 80-92

33. The indicators listed within this
table are not indicators. As
described in section 5.2.4 of the
Codes of Practice, indicators are
how potential effects will be
measured for each criterion. It is
recommended that definitions of
criteria and indicators be included in
methodology section to improve
readability of the document, and
support a transparent review by all
parties.

Section 7.0 of the ToR is the methodology
section, and the subsections are intended to
be read in sequence, since together they
develop and explain the methodology. The
indicators provided in Table 7.6-1 are taken
directly from Table 7.3-1 in Section 7.3 of the
ToR where the criteria and indicators were
defined. It is not proposed to repeat this in
Section 7.6. The indicators are the way that
the potential effects from the landfill
expansion will be measured. Additional
clarification regarding how criteria and
indicators are proposed to be used in the EA
will be added to Section 7.3 of the ToR. It is
noted that the indicators are similar to other
recently approved waste project ToRs.
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Section 7.3 of the ToR has
been updated.

Reference
to EA

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

Comments

Proponent’s Response

Section 7.6
page 79

34. This revised wording is
recommended: “The EA work plans
will be further developed and
revised throughout the EA process
based on continued discussions
with GRT members, the public and
Indigenous communities.” This will
make it clearer that these are
preliminary plans and can be
revised during the EA process.

The wording of the ToR, which says that the
work plans may be updated and revised
during the EA based on continuing
discussions with the GRT members,
accurately described the City’s intention. The
City will consider comments received from the
public and Indigenous communities during the
process. Only consultation with the GRT is
proposed because they will review the
technical aspects of the EA and it is important
to have agreement on the work plans and
protocols to be followed in advance of doing
the work. As per discussions with the MECP
on July 20, 2018, a commitment to share work
plans with Indigenous communities and post
them on the project website will be added to
Section 7.6.

Section 7.6 of the ToR has
been updated, and this
commitment has been added
to Table 11.1-1.

Section 8.3
page 119

35. This section does not include a
list of the Indigenous communities
that the City plans to continue to
consult with. Please ensure to list
which communities will be consulted
with for the preparation of the EA.

The Indigenous communities are listed in
Section 8.1.7. In Section 8.3, reference will
be made to the list in Section 8.1.7 and that
these communities will continue to be
consulted during the EA.

Section 8.3 has been
updated.

Section 8.0
page 93

36. Should contain a brief summary This statement will be made in Section 8.0 in
stating that the ministry has
the introductory paragraphs before Section
delegated the procedural aspects of 8.1.
consultation with Indigenous
communities to the City. This
section should also include a brief
description of the City’s
responsibilities for procedural
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Section 8.0 of the ToR has
been updated.

Reference
to EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

aspects of consultation with
Indigenous communities.
Section 11.1
page 123

37. Please include all commitments
made within the ToR in Table 11-1.1.
The ToR should also include a
commitment to carry this table
forward to the EA. The table should
outline each commitment made in
the ToR and what section the
commitment is addressed in the EA.

All commitments made within the ToR are
Section 11.1 of the ToR has
included in Table 11.1-1, with a third to be
been updated.
added as per comment 31 on Section 7.
Statements will be added to Section 11.1 that
Table 11.1-1 will be carried forward to the EA
study report, and that the EA will include
information on where and how the
commitments made in the ToR have been
addressed in the EA.

Section 4.2 of
Supporting
Documentation
#1 – W12A
Landfill Area
Plan

38. Appendix 3 was not included
with the Supporting Documentation
#1. Please ensure that this is
included.

Appendix 3 will be added to Supporting
Document #1. Note that this is Appendix 3 of
the Evaluation Report.

Appendix 3 has been added
to Supporting Document #1.

General

39. Throughout the ToR qualitative
assessment is referenced.
Qualitative analysis should also be
based on objective data and
references. Qualitative analysis
should follow appropriate traceable
and replicable methodologies.

The City agrees with the comment provided
regarding qualitative assessments.

No changes to the ToR are
required.

Further, quantitative indicators (e.g.,
soil quantity) should not be
evaluated qualitatively. An outline
of the data sources for the criteria
and indicators is required in the
environmental assessment. Data

The City agrees that quantitative indicators
should not be evaluated qualitatively, unless
for some reason the data required for the
quantitative assessment is not available, in
which case the reason and rationale will need
to be explained in the EA and/or experience in
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Reference
to EA

General

Comments

Proponent’s Response

sources can include information
obtained through consultation with
Indigenous communities,
government agencies, stakeholders
and members of the public. If
quantitative data is unavailable, a
rationale should be provided for why
they have not or could not be
obtained and are not necessary for
the assessment of effects. It is
recommended that the term
qualitative is reviewed throughout
the document and ensure that
where qualitative analysis is used,
data and references are provided to
support and analysis.

a discipline can determine the outcome of the
comparison without doing the detailed
(quantitative) analysis. This is consistent with
other recently approved ToR for waste
projects.

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

40. The City may wish to consider a The City is aware that an amending procedure No changes to the ToR are
commitment in the ToR to include
can be included in the EA. The City is not
required.
amending procedures in the EA.
currently aware that an amending procedure
will be needed, and as such prefers not to
make a commitment in the ToR that this will
be considered. Rather, if the need arises,
such a procedure will be described in the EA
study report.
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Reference
to EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

Peter Rehbein, Air Quality Analyst, Technical Support Section, Southwest Region, MECP
Section 7.1,
page 55

1. This study area is also relevant to
air quality and the impacts of trucks
along the haul route should be
considered in the EA.
This section of the ToR should be
updated to include air quality.
[MECP FINAL RESPONSE]
Trucks along the haul route will have
an impact on air quality, even if it is
considered small compared to the
on-site emissions, or unchanged
from existing. However, if the
proponent feels that the impacts will
be insignificant and will decrease in
the future, it may not be necessary to
complete a detailed assessment. If
this is the case, the EA should
include an explanation and clear
rational of why this is the case.

The City does not agree with the reviewer’s
comment. The maximum potential air
emissions from the project will occur on the
site. The effects on air quality associated
with site-related traffic will be considered as
part of the assessment for the site study
area, which will be combined with other
onsite sources of air emissions to assess the
combined impacts and compare them to the
provincial air quality standards. Also, the
maximum allowable daily or annual tonnage
received at the expanded W12A Landfill will
not be increasing compared to that allowed in
the current ECA (and the maximum annual
tonnage will actually decrease), the air quality
impacts from site-related traffic will not
change from the current baseline conditions.
As such, there is no need to assess them in
the EA.
[PROPONENT FINAL RESPONSE]
The City does anticipate the impact of air
emissions from trucks along the haul route
will be insignificant when compared to other
site air impacts.
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Text has been added to
Section 7.6 of the proposed
ToR outlining why an
assessment of air impacts
along the haul route is not
being completed.

Reference
to EA
Section 7.5.7,
page 64

Comments

Proponent’s Response

The EA should also consider the
discuss other way that the
undertaking could reduce its GHG
emission, or remove GHGs from the
atmosphere, including any landscape
changes that could impact
greenhouse gas sources or sinks
(deforestation or re-greening, for
example).
This paragraph should be updated to
state that the EA will consider and
discuss other ways that the
undertaking could reduce its GHG
emissions or remove GHGs from the
atmosphere

The City is agreeable to adding text that the
EA will also consider other ways that the
undertaking could beneficially influence GHG.
However it is not proposed that this should
consider landscaping changes. Although it is
agreed that in general such changes can
affect GHG generation or removal, this is not
the case for the proposed W12A Landfill
expansion. The area of the lands proposed
for a proposed horizontal expansion of the
landfill footprint are, with only very minor
exception, cleared lands; as such,
consideration of deforestation is not relevant
to this project. Similarly, reforestation on a
closed landfill that has a final cover system
and active gas collection system can have an
adverse effect on their performance, and so
is not proposed to be considered in this
study.

Text has been added to
Section 7.5.7 of the proposed
ToR that consideration will be
given to other ways of the
project reducing GHG
emissions or removing GHG
from the atmosphere.

The City is agreeable to adding a description
of the GHG sources that will be considered in
the proposed ToR.
However, as discussed in the response to
previous comments above, these sources will
not include site-related traffic in the offsite
haul route study area or landscape changes.

A description of the GHG
sources that will be
considered in the GHG
assessment has been added
to Section 7.5.7 of the
proposed ToR.

[MECP FINAL RESPONSE]
No further comment.
Section 7.5.7,
page 64

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

3. It is not clear what GHG sources
the proponent is proposing to include
in the quantitative assessment of
GHGs. The assessment should
include all sources of GHGs
associated with the landfill including
landfill gas, on the off-site traffic
(including haul route traffic), and any
other potential sources. This
assessment should also include any
landscape changes that could impact
greenhouse gas sources or sinks.
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Reference
to EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

This paragraph should be updated to
describe the sources of GHGs that
will be included in the assessment
(including on and off-site traffic
association with the landfill), and any
landscape changes that will also be
considered.
[MECP FINAL RESPONSE]
No further comment.
Section 7.5.7,
page 64

4. To understand the relative impact The City is in agreement with the reviewer’s
of the landfill on climate change, the request
total GHG emissions from the landfill
should be compared to Ontario-side
emissions of GHGs.
This paragraph should be updated to
describe that the total GHG
emissions from the landfill will be
compared to Ontario-side emissions
of GHGs.
[MECP FINAL RESPONSE]
No further comment.
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The suggested text has been
added to Section 7.5.7 of the
proposed ToR.

Reference
to EA

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

Comments

Proponent’s Response

Table 7.6 – 1,
page 66

5. The table does not list the specific
air quality indicator compounds that
the proponent is proposing to include
in the EA.
This table should be updated to list
the specific indicator compounds that
will be included in the EA.
[MECP FINAL RESPONSE]
The MECP accepts the exclusion of
the specific indicator compounds
from the ToR. However, it is
recommended that the specific
compounds be provided to the
MECP for review in advance of
completion of the EA.

The City is of the opinion that providing a
detailed listing of the specific air quality
indicator compounds in the ToR is neither
necessary nor appropriate. Rather the
identification of the relevant air quality
indicator compounds is an initial step in the
detailed air quality assessment during the EA
process.
[PROPONENT FINAL RESPONSE]
The City acknowledges that it will provide the
specific compounds to the MECP for review
and agreement in advance of completing the
predictive modelling during the EA.

In Table 7.6-1 of the final ToR,
under the air quality work plan,
a bullet indicates in the
“Prediction of Potential
Effects” column to describe
the initial step of selecting the
air quality indicator
compounds.

Table 7.6 – 1,
page 66

6. It is not clear how the proponent
proposes to quantify the existing
conditions for air quality.
The table states that EC and MECP
monitoring data will be complied and
interpreted, but this data alone will
not appropriately define the existing
local air quality surrounding the
landfill (this data will not account for
the local contribution of the existing
landfill).
This table should clarify how the
existing conditions for air quality
around the landfill will be quantified,
including any additional data

The objective in carrying out a study to
determine the effects of a project on air
quality is to use the most appropriate
available published air quality data. This is
the approach that has been used and
accepted by the MECP for many other landfill
expansion EAs. Also, the typical one year
period over which new data is collected for an
EA is very short to provide a representative
ambient air quality record compared to the
long record available from MECP and EC air
quality stations. It has not been a requirement
for proponents to obtain air quality data
specific to the area of a particular landfill site
to establish baseline air quality data against

Table 7.6-1 within the air
quality component and under
the “Prediction of Potential
Effects for the Preferred
‘Alternative Method’ column
indicates that the City will
execute an air quality
dispersion model for the
currently approved landfill and
for an expanded
landfill.
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Reference
to EA

Table 7.6 – 1,
page 66

Comments

Proponent’s Response

collection or analysis that may be
required.
[MECP FINAL RESPONSE]
The original comment may have
been misinterpreted and was not
necessarily meant to require
monitoring of the existing landfill.
Modelling of the existing landfill can
also be used. It is typical in an EA to
model the existing state of the landfill
in order to quantify the existing
conditions and compare against the
proposed changes.

which to evaluate changes associated with
the proposed expansion.
The City does not propose to collect air
quality data specific to the W12A landfill
expansion EA.
[PROPONENT FINAL RESPONSE]
Acknowledged. The City will model the
existing state of the landfill to quantify the
existing conditions.

7. Due to the increase in odour
complaints from the landfill, the EA
should include site-specific emission
measurements, for odour and
hydrogen sulphide as a minimum.
This table should be updated to state
that site-specific emission
measurements for odour and
hydrogen sulphide will also be taken.
[FINAL MECP RESPONSE]
Site-specific emission measurements
for odour and hydrogen sulphide
should provide a better
representation of odour impacts from
the landfill. As there has been an
increase in odour complaints in

For assessment of odour emissions from
nonsite sources, it is proposed to use the
MECP published maximum odour source
strength (which includes hydrogen sulphide)
from landfills, which have been found to be
conservative compared to actual odour
source strength when such determinations
have been undertaken.
For purposes of dispersion modelling for the
W12A Landfill site, it is proposed to request
MECP for their site-specific meteoritical data
set. Together with the published source
strength and LandGem predictions of gas
generation, this is considered to be a
representative and conservative approach to
predicting odour (and hydrogen sulphide)
emissions and comparing the results to the
provincial requirements. This approach has
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How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

Table 7.6-1 within the air
quality component and under
the “Prediction of Potential
Effects for the Preferred
‘Alternative Method’” column
has been updated in the
proposed ToR to include a
discussion of the odour
complaint analysis and
possible future emission
measurements.

Reference
to EA

Table 7.6 – 1,
page 66

Comments

Proponent’s Response

2017, the use of actual measured
data is preferable.

been used in many other landfill expansion
EAs that have been approved by the MECP.
[PROPONENT FINAL RESPONSE]
The City proposes to more carefully examine
historical odour complaints, their location,
recorded weather and operational procedures
for that day. If possible, a correlation
between the data could be determined and
suitable mitigation developed. Pending the
review of this data, the City acknowledges it
may be relevant to consider site-specific
emission measurements.

8. The EA should also include an
assessment of air quality along the
haul route. If the haul route may
differ for different alternatives this
should be included in the evaluation
of alternative methods. It should also
be quantitatively assessed for the
preferred alternative.
This table should be updated to
describe how air quality along the
haul route will be assessed.
[FINAL MECP RESPONSE]
See additional MECP response to
comment 1.

See response to previous comment 1 from
this reviewer. Note that the haul route study
area does not vary for different “Alternative
Methods” of landfill expansion.
[PROPONENT FINAL RESPONSE]
See response to previous comment 1 from
this reviewer.
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How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

See response to previous
comment 1 from this reviewer.

Reference
to EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

Table 7.6 – 1,
page 66

9. The EA should also include a
section to discuss if any additional
mitigation and/or future air quality
monitoring is recommended and will
be conducted.
A bullet should be added to the
section of the table for potential
effects for the preferred alternative to
state that the EA will include a
section to discuss if any additional
mitigation and/or future air quality
monitoring is recommended and will
be conducted.
[MECP FINAL RESPONSE]
No further comment.

The City is in agreement that the proposed
ToR should include mitigation and/or
monitoring. However, in the City’s opinion
this should not be part of Table 7.6-1.

General

10. The work plan provides limited
The City is in agreement with the reviewer’s
detail in how air quality will be
request.
assessed in the EA and as such, the
MECP may have additional
comments at a later data as to the
assessment of air quality.
The proponent should provide the
MECP with a more detailed work
plan for air quality in advance of
completing the EA, such that MECP
can provide more specific comments
at that time.
[MECP FINAL RESPONSE]
No further comment.
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How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team
Mitigation and monitoring are
described in Section 11.0 of
the proposed ToR.

The City will provide the
MECP with the methodology
proposed to be followed for
the quantitative air quality
assessment. This will be
provided to the MECP for their
review and comments, such
that concurrence is reached
prior to commencing the
assessment work.

Reference
to EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

Brooke Herczeg, Heritage Planner, Heritage Program Unit, Programs and Services Branch, MTCS
Section 6.6,
page 56

MTCS understands that a Stage 1
archaeological assessment (under
Project Information Form number
P001-311) for a larger study area
and a Stage 2 archaeological
assessment (AA) (Project
Information Form Number P3640092-2015) for lands east of the
Phase 1 and Phase 2 disposal fill
areas has been undertaken. Both
reports have been entered into the
Ontario Register of Archaeological
Reports. Recommendations of the
Stage 1 AA identified lands within the
Phase 1 and 2 Waste Disposal Fill
Area as having potential.
Furthermore, the Draft ToR has
identified these lands as being a
potential expansion area, please
advise if the Stage 2 has been
undertaken. We also understand
that a Stage 2 AA (P364-0126-2018)
is being undertaken for the Waste
Management Resource Recovery
Area (north and east of the existing
landfill area). Once MTCS has
reviewed these reports we may have
further comments.

Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment is
There have been no changes
currently being completed for a portion of the made to the proposed ToR in
Phase 2 Waste Disposal Fill Area within the this regard.
existing W12A Landfill. This work is being
conducted under PIF # P364-0125-2018 and
corresponds to Cells 9 and 10 of the landfill.
When completed, the Stage 2 AA report will
be provided to MTCS for review.
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Reference
to EA

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

Comments

Proponent’s Response

General

The draft ToR should make
reference to these studies (P001311, P364-0092-2015, P364-01252018), articulate that archaeological
potential lies with the study area and
that mitigation, recommendations
identified in the archaeological
assessments will be followed

Acknowledged. The City will reference the
previous studies identified in Comment 1 in
the proposed ToR and will acknowledge that
areas of archaeological potential exist within
the study area and that the recommendations
of the previous archaeological assessment
reports will be followed.

References to the studies
P001-311, P364-0092-2015,
P364-0125-2018 and P3640126-2018 have been added
to Section 6.6 of the proposed
ToR.

Section 6.7,
page 56

MTCS would like to review the report
(i.e., a CHER or CHAR) that
documented all the baseline
information for existing conditions
and preliminary impact assessment.
Once MTCS has had an opportunity
to review the supporting
documentation, we may have
comments.

A formal report has not yet been prepared for
the existing conditions. Information
presented in the draft ToR was based on the
MTCS Criteria for Evaluating Potential for
Built Heritage Resources and Cultural
Heritage Landscapes checklist. A CHER or
CHAR will be completed as part of the EA
and when completed will be provided to the
MTCS for review.

Section 7.6, Table 7.6-1, subcomponent cultural heritage
has been updated to indicate
a CHER or CHAR will be
completed.

Table 7.6-1
page 86

It should be noted that AAs will be
undertaken by a licensed
archaeologist prior to completion of
the environmental assessment.

Acknowledged.

It has been noted in the
archaeology section of the
Work Plan for the EA in Table
7.6-1 that archaeological
assessments will be
undertaken by a licensed
archaeologist prior to
completion of the
environmental assessment.
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Reference
to EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

Table 7.6-1
page 87

Please change to Cultural Heritage
The City is in agreement with the reviewer’s
Resources to Built Heritage
request.
Resources. It should be noted that
technical cultural heritage studies
(such as CHAR, CHERS and/or
HIAs) should be completed by a
qualified person. The technical
studies shall be submitted to MTCS
and the City’s heritage planning staff
for review and comment.

Changes have been made in
Section 7.6, Table 7.6-1 that
technical cultural heritage
studies (now referred to as
built heritage) will be
undertaken by qualified
persons and that these studies
will be submitted to MTCS and
the City’s heritage planning
staff for review and approval
as part of the overall EA
approvals process.

General

The ToR should commit that all
technical heritage studies and their
recommendations are to be
addressed and incorporated into EA
project.

A statement confirming that all
technical heritage studies and
their recommendations are to
be addressed and
incorporated into the EA has
been added to Section 7.6 of
the proposed ToR.

Acknowledged.

Paul Santos, Senior Project Manager, Corridor Management Section, West Region, MTO
1. A traffic impact study should be
Acknowledged. The City will follow the
undertaken considering both existing requirements of the TIS guidelines provided
and post-expansion traffic
by the Ministry with regard to this study.
projections/volumes.
2. The transportation study should
identify alternate routes in the event
that the Wonderland Road
interchange will require closures for
future rehabilitation needs.

There have been no changes
made to the proposed ToR in
this regard.

Vehicles will be able to access the W12A
There have been no changes
Landfill from the Wellington Road interchange made to the proposed ToR in
if the Wonderland Road interchange is closed this regard.
for future rehabilitation needs. This will be
noted in the transportation study which will be
a supporting document to the EA Report.
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Reference
to EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

3. The draft documents suggest that
the intent of the expansion is to
increase the regional service area
that could include servicing Huron,
Perth, Oxford, Elgin, Lambton, and
Middlesex Counties, in additional to
servicing the City of London. The
proposed truck haul routes from
those areas / counties along the
provincial highway network should
also be identified in the ToR.

Typically, environmental assessments for
landfill expansions only assess impacts from
the nearest major interchange(s) to the
landfill and not along provincial highways to
the major interchange(s).

4. The transportation study should
provide an assessment of the
operation for both existing and postexpansion conditions for the
Wonderland Road S and Manning
Drive intersection / interchange
ramps.

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team
There have been no changes
made to the proposed ToR in
this regard.

It is further noted that the amount of waste
from the expanded service area (Huron,
Perth, Oxford, Elgin, Lambton, and Middlesex
Counties), is estimated to be approximately
600,000 tonnes which is less than 10 waste
collection vehicles a day (averaged over the
projected 25 year life of the landfill). This
amount of vehicular traffic is expected to
have negligible impacts on provincial
highways.
Acknowledged.
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Figure 7.2-1, Study Areas, and
Table 7.2-1, Proposed
Preliminary Study Areas, have
been updated in the proposed
ToR to more accurately reflect
that the Wonderland Road S
and Manning Drive
intersection / interchange
ramps will be evaluated as
part of the study.

Reference
to EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

5. Any existing or anticipated
See response to comment number 3.
operational concerns associated with
trucking operations along the
provincial highway network related to
the landfill, should be clearly
identified in the study for the entire
servicing area.

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team
There have been no changes
made to the proposed ToR in
this regard.

Jennifer Dow, Water Conservation Supervisor, Kettle Creek Conservation Authority
1. If any of the proposed expansion
alternatives encroach into the Kettle
Creek Conservation Authority’s
regulation limit, further review by
KCCA will be required to determine
whether a permit under Section 28 of
the Conservation Authorities Act
must be obtained prior to
undertaking such works. KCCA must
be satisfied that any works proposed
within its regulatory jurisdiction will
not have an effect upon flooding,
erosion, dynamic beach, pollution or
the conservation of land. Further
information regarding KCCA’s
permitting procedures and matters
related to the regulation can be
obtained by contacting Joe Gordon,
KCCA’s Director of Operations at
519-631-1270 ext. 226 or by email at
joe@kettlecreekconservation.on.ca.

Acknowledged. Section 9.4 of the proposed
ToR speaks to the need for a KCCA permit if
the preferred ‘Alternative Method’ for the
landfill expansion requires the construction in
or alteration of a watercourse within KCCA
jurisdiction.
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Section 9.4 of the proposed
ToR has been updated to
include Section 28 of the
Conservation Authorities Act.

Reference
to EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

Acknowledged.
2. That the existing aquatic
environmental conditions in the study
area are thoroughly monitored and
assessed using acceptable methods.
This information would then be used
to characterize the receiving
watercourses and mitigate potential
adverse effects and water quality
impairment of the downstream
environment of the receiving water
bodies in the Dodd Creek
subwatershed. This data could also
be used to identify environmental
goals and objectives to help guide
various states of the proposed
expansion. KCC recommends that
the Watershed Report Cards (2013
and 2018) and the 2008 Kettle Creek
Watershed Characterization Report
(prepared by the Lake Erie Source
Water Protection Region) be
included as sources of information to
contribute to the characterization
process.

Within Table 7.6-1, subcomponent surface water
quality, it states that
watershed and sub-watershed
reports will be included as
data sources. This would
include the Watershed Report
Cards (2013 and 2018) and
the 2008 Kettle Creek
Watershed Characterization
Report.

3. That the City investigate
potentially implementing a long term
water quality monitoring program for
the three surface water features that
convey runoff from the W12A Landfill
property to downstream receiving
water systems within the Dodd Creek

There have been no changes
made to the proposed ToR in
this regard.

At present the City has a surface water
monitoring program for the existing landfill
within the stormwater management ponds
and at locations where surface water leaves
the landfill property. This program has been
modified over the years and the results
reviewed annually by the MECP. A trigger
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Reference
to EA

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

Comments

Proponent’s Response

subwatershed. This monitoring
program could include surface water
quality and benthic community data
collected during and post closure of
the landfill under the technical review
and direction of the MECP.

mechanism has been developed such that if
leachate or spills is released to the surface
water bodies, actions are taken before the
situation approaches levels of environmental
concern. The surface water program
conducted remains in compliance with the
MECP approved trigger mechanism. It is the
City’s understanding that the MECP typically
only requests benthic monitoring when a
perceived discharge or impact has or is
occurring. As this is not the case for the
existing W12A landfill, monitoring water
quality off of the landfill property is not
considered warranted as part of the EA study
or future monitoring programs. For the same
reason stated above benthic monitoring is not
considered required, however benthic
monitoring will be included in the aquatic
biology assessment during the EA.

4. That the rate of discharge into the
Dodd Creek subwatershed be
monitored/controlled to mitigate any
negative effects due to an already
negatively impacted water system. In
addition, the effects of climate
change have been felt in recent
months with an increase in the
number and severity of intense storm
systems affecting the region,
resulting in an increase in high
water/flooding events throughout the
watershed. To this end, new storm

Acknowledged. The City will evaluate pre
There have been no changes
and post landfill expansion development
made to the proposed ToR in
stormwater flows such that the rate of
this regard.
discharge post landfill expansion should be
the same or less than the pre landfill
expansion rate of discharge.
Section 7.5.7 of the proposed ToR indicates
that as per Ontario Regulation 232/98 Landfill
Standards, the stormwater management
facilities will be designed to accommodate a
100 year storm. This section goes on to
indicate that to consider climate change the
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to EA
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Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

water management ponds built to
accommodate the surface water
runoff created by the proposed
expansion should be properly
engineered to mitigate the effects of
climate change.

preferred ‘Alternative Method’ will also
include stormwater management evaluation
for a 250 year storm. Depending on the
results of this climate change analysis, the
stormwater management requirements may
have to change for the preferred ‘Alternative
Method’.

5. That the existing groundwater
monitoring program be expanded to
include the proposed expansion area
and that all potential contaminants
be considered as part of a
comprehensive monitoring program
under the technical direction of the
MECP.

The City notes that the existing groundwater
monitoring program already includes the
proposed expansion area and potential
contaminants and is being completed and
reported to the MECP annually.

6. That the Draft Proposed Terms of
Reference for the Environmental
Assessment for the Proposed W12A
Landfill Expansion be circulated to
the Elgin Area Primary Water Supply
System (EAPWSS) for inclusion in
their risk registry and possible
assessment for Source Protection
planning purposes. Additional
discharge to the Dodd Creek
subwatershed, even if it is surface
water runoff, could have a negative
impact on the drinking water system
located downstream (e.g. storm
water management pond failure,
leachate spill, etc.).

The City will circulate the proposed ToR to
There have been no changes
the EAPWSS for inclusion in their risk registry made to the proposed ToR in
and possible assessment for Source
this regard.
Protection planning purposes.
The EA study will assess potential impacts on
surface water in the reaches in proximity to
and downstream of the site. Mitigation
measures will be developed, as required, to
protect the surface water quality from
adverse effects. This approach also provides
protection for surface water used for a
drinking water system located much further
downstream, noting there are many runoff
sources that contribute to the stream flow
between the W12A Landfill and the water
system intake.
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There have been no changes
made to the proposed ToR in
this regard.
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to EA
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How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

7. If a spill is reported to the MECP
Acknowledged. The City will keep a record of There have been no changes
Spills Action Centre that affects
these contacts with its design and operations made to the proposed ToR in
water courses that drain into the
report at the landfill.
this regard.
Dodd Creek subwatershed (and
eventually out to Lake Erie), that
KCCA and the Elgin Area Primary
Water Supply System (EAPWSS) is
included in that circulation and
details regarding the spill is shared
(i.e. date, time, amount, status etc.).
A suggested procedure for
downstream notification in the event
of a spill would be:
a. Spills Action Centre
b. Kettle Creek Conservation
Authority. Primary contact for spills
reporting to KCCA would be Jennifer
Dow, water conservation supervisor
(519-280-1631),
jennifer@kettlecreekconservation.on.
ca
c. Elgin Area Primary Water Supply
System. Primary contact for spills
reporting to EAPWSS would be the
duty officer at the Water Treatment
Plant-Control Room (519-782-3101)
and Andrew Henry (519-930-3505,
ext1355,
ahenry@HuronElginWater.ca)
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General

1a. The 2008 Study and subsequent
declarations that recommend London
continue in the Landfill business and
expand W12A is questionable. The
supporting analyses appears to lack
independence by being primarily an inhouse product conducted by individuals
possibly standing to gain from this
recommendation. There are also very
problematic contradictions in the findings.
London’s fixation with landfill management
and ownership to guarantee waste
disposal security and at the lowest
possible cost are seen as causing the
other alternatives to be not given sufficient
analyses.

The 2008 study known as the W12A Landfill There have been no changes
Area Plan was completed by independent
made to the proposed ToR in
consultants. Although the consultants were this regard.
hired by the City, they work under their own
professional ethics requirements in
providing services.
The City has completed, and continues to
assess a range of possible alternatives for
both waste diversion and waste disposal
The City does note that the W12A Landfill
Area Plan was similar in context, scope and
effort to other studies undertaken by other
municipalities in Ontario related to waste
management alternatives and resulted in
findings and a preferred course of action
that are similar to other municipalities.

General

1b. The fact that non-directly-managed
waste streams, industrial, commercial &
institutional (IC&I) and outside Regions are
included sounds an alarm. This inclusion
contradicts London’s policy that each
community should manage and look after
its own waste. If the real reason is
financial, required to make an expanded
W12A landfill feasible, why is this not
stated in the ToR? Also, potentially heavy
competition will arise, from new private
Mega landfill developments at Ingersoll
and Niagara (in EA status) does not
appear to have been seriously considered.

The receipt of IC&I waste and/or waste from
outside the City of London is not required to
make the expansion of the W12A Landfill
economically viable. Other neighbouring
municipalities could only use the expanded
landfill under conditions approved by
Municipal Council.
The City is aware of the other possible
landfill developments presently being
contemplated in southwestern Ontario. The
City is merely including an option within this
EA as an alternative residual waste
management facility.

1 of 11

Potential for increase in
traffic and nuisance effects
associated with possibly
providing disposal services to
the proposed service area
around London will be
considered in the EA. [ToR
Section 3.3.2, Table 7.6-1].

Reference
to EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

Table 3.3-2
page 25

2. The 60% waste diversion rate (by 2022)
goal planned appears to be essentially the
Provincial target minimum. London’s poor
past record, and the inclusion of nonmanaged waste from IC&I AND OUTSIDE
Regional waste streams, presents
difficulties that will make this goal difficult
to reach. Any attempt to lower this target
should result in Provincial rejection of the
W12A Expansion submission.

The 60% waste diversion rate objective is
There have been no changes
for the City generated residential waste and made to the proposed ToR in
it is understood that the province requires
this regard.
this to be the minimum diversion achievable
for larger municipalities.

General

Acknowledged. This comment is not directly There have been no changes
related to the residual waste disposal
made to the proposed ToR in
strategy being completed in this EA. This
this regard.
comment is related to the City’s resource
3. To really improve London’s waste
recovery strategy that is a process occurring
diversion it’s waste generators would have
in tandem with the residual waste disposal
to be educated and be burdened with the
strategy. Within the resource recovery
full cost of disposal/diversion. Packaging,
strategy the City is contemplating many
pay-per-bag, deposit levies, etc. should be
mechanisms to increase diversion and a
urgently considered. It is totally unfair that
survey was conducted at the same time as
caring Londoners spend great effort
Open House #2 regarding constituents’
recycling but the majority appear to care
preferences. Further details about the
less.
resource recovery strategy can be found
here:
https://getinvolved.london.ca/WhyWasteRes
ource
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General

4. Nearby residents are demanding their
right to enjoy their property, even initiating
legal proceedings. Organics should have
been banned from Landfills years ago.
Mitigation, as the solution to forced Landfill
siting is a NIMBY myth. The Kinder
Morgan pipeline situation should be a
wake-up call here. A responsible
Provincial Government could be the
primary change agent to phase-out
landfills (like they did for coal-fired
electricity plants). Leadership is needed.

Table 3.2-1
page 21

The potential impacts from the proposed
W12A Landfill expansion, including surface
water, groundwater, air emissions, traffic and
noise, will have to be carefully considered in
5. The ToR states “The Health of London’s the EA study in accordance with the future
residents and the Environment is a priority approved ToR. The studies to be completed
in decision making to minimize negative
will adequately evaluate potential effects in
impacts and to maximize the benefits”. No terms of risks, since the standards against
mention is made of the studies that warn
which expected performance will be
of severe risks (such as pulmonary
compared are mainly risk based and are set
disease and cancers from long term
by the MECP to protect human health and
exposure) to residents residing close to
the environment. The City does not have any
landfills.
studies showing health risk related to the
existing W12A Landfill, nor is it aware of
studies of similarly sited, sized and operated
landfills that demonstrate significant health
risks.

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

Your comments are noted and more
There have been no changes
appropriate for Provincial Government
made to the proposed ToR in
consideration. It is noted that any phasing
this regard.
out of landfills will take time as other
facilities would need to be studied, permitted
and built.
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The studies to be completed
and standards to be
considered are described in
Tables 7.3-1 and 7.6-1 of the
proposed ToR.

Reference
to EA

Comments
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How Comments will be
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Appendix A, 6. The to-date Stakeholder responses;
Appendix E, from Individuals, the new Community
Appendix F Liaison Committee, the City of London
Advisory Committees, Open Houses #1 &
2, London Get Involved and the Summary
Component Impact Table produced many
valuable comments, particularly from
London Get Involved. There appears to be
scant recorded input from the most
impacted nearby residents, incl. the W12A
Landfill PLC, which we feel would have
rated some key items differently.
Regardless, there is still a need for
science and landfill experts.

At the time of issuance of the draft ToR the There have been no changes
W12A Landfill PLC participated in seven
made to the proposed ToR in
updates on the status of the residual waste this regard.
management study and EA process. The
City has reported all input it has received
during this process and recorded how it has
been used to amend the future studies.

Section 6.2
page 51

There have been no changes
Unlike, for example, terrestrial biology, the
overall geology and hydrogeology of an area made to the proposed ToR in
this regard.
is unlikely to change significantly over
time. As such, utilizing neighbouring data
and/or older regional and area studies, in
combination with site investigations and the
results of ongoing groundwater monitoring
programs, is a reasonable and appropriate
approach to characterize the existing
geology and hydrogeology conditions.
Depending on site specific geological
conditions, it is not always imperative to
describe in detail the stratigraphy down to
bedrock to be able to confidently predict the
potential effects of an existing landfill or a
proposed landfill expansion on groundwater
quality. This is considered to be the case for
the W12A Landfill site, where the

7. The geology /hydrogeology of the W12A
Impact Zone, in our opinion, is inadequate,
depending upon old studies, adjacent
aggregate area information, shallow depth
test bore holes and monitored private
wells, plus planned usage of dated
petroleum well records. The two aquifers
under the landfill have not been sufficiently
studied and mapped as to source, extent,
etc. Essentially no real money has been
spent doing comprehensive evaluation
incl. deep test well boring/new technique
sonar, radar, etc. And there has been no
information presented as to the location of
sand lenses known to exist in the area’s
underground strata. The proposed
expanded Landfill is even closer to the
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Reference
to EA

Table 7.3-1
page 71

Comments

Proponent’s Response

“believed to be” aquifer sources, making
more study imperative.

subsurface conditions underlying the landfill
site and surrounding areas are well
understood, including the way in which the
two aquifer zones are recharged. It is known
that there is a significant thickness of low
permeability clay till between the base of the
existing landfill and the proposed landfill
expansion areas and the underlying upper
and lower permeable aquifer
zones. Previous predictive modelling of the
W12A Landfill indicates that this soil deposit
provides an effective natural soil liner that, in
conjunction with a leachate collection
system, is expected to provide effective
control of landfill leachate and prevent long
term unacceptable effects on groundwater
quality in the underlying aquifers. This will
be confirmed by predictive modelling during
the EA study, as described in the ToR
Section 7.6 and required by Ontario
Regulation 232/98 Landfill Standards.

8. The number of water components being
tested is inadequate. For example, my
300+ foot deep water well was discovered
by a water treatment firm to show traces of
Freon 12. To date no explanation has
been determined.

The parameters tested in groundwater at
and around the W12A Landfill have been
developed in consultation with the MECP
and are both representative of the leachate
generated at the W12A site and typical of
landfills that receive municipal solid waste.
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How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

There have been no changes
made to the proposed ToR in
this regard.

Reference
to EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

9. There is no mention of Pest Control as a
component or sub-component. The
present Vulture and Seagull problems are
far more serious than “nuisance
designation”. The 100+ vulture colony
observed last fall wiped out most of the
trees at two locations and made them
virtually unlivable. The roof on our
residence was damaged. The Landfill,
which provides a vast feeding area for
pests, must take responsibility.
Landowners should not have to bear the
costs.

It is correct that there is no mention of Pest
Control as a component to compare
‘Alternative Methods’ and estimate the effect
of the preferred ‘Alternative Method’. This is
because it was not viewed that this
component would allow for a meaningful
comparison of ‘Alternative Methods’. Ontario
Regulation 232/98 for new and expanding
landfills will require development of
comprehensive vermin and vector
procedures to control the presence of these
pests at the expanded landfill and in the
neighbouring area. This would be addressed
at the EPA approval stage in the design and
operations report.

Section 9.1 of the proposed
ToR has been updated to
specifically mention vermin
and vector as part of the
design and operations report
to be prepared.

The ToR is a study to evaluate ‘Alternatives
To’ an opportunity and ‘Alternative Methods’
for development and not operational
requirements such as those related to litter
and illegal dumping. As mentioned in
comment 9 above, Ontario Regulation
232/98 requires procedures for addressing
litter at the expanded landfill. This would be
addressed at the EPA approval stage in the
design and operations report.

Section 9.1 of the proposed
ToR has been updated to
specifically mention litter as
part of the design and
operations report to be
prepared.

General

General

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

10. There is scant mention of addressing
the garbage blowing/spillage problem from
the landfill and additionally waste
transporting vehicles plus the illegal
dumping by residents trying to avoid
disposal payment, etc. This results in the
neighbourhood being unsightly and also
posing a danger to wildlife. It is described in
the ToR as a residential nuisance but it
also impacts farmland. We expected
vehicle inspection instigation in this ToR,
etc. The present garbage pickup program
utilizing summer students on ATV’s plus
Landfill and Waste Company staff
responding to individual residents reporting
has improved the situation but it is still a
huge problem needing further study.
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Reference
to EA
Section 3.4
page 33

Comments
11. The ToR document refers to a
reduction in the maximum waste disposal
tonnage from 650,000 to 500,000 tonnes.
The current disposal rate is averaging in
the 200,000 to 260,000 range. The actual
waste disposal tonnage increase planned
in the proposed W12A expansion, is still
being determined, but if significantly
higher, will require an increase in the
1.5 KM major impact zone as tonnage
correlates with odour, gas production,
traffic, noise, etc. The mitigation program
will have to be adjusted. The present
impact zones of 500, 1000, and
1500 metres for mitigation payment will
require modification including
measurement methodology. Hopefully,
impacted residents will be consulted in this
process.

Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

The W12A has typically received 200,000 to There have been no changes
260,000 in the last few years but did receive made to the proposed ToR in
277,000 last year and has received as high this regard.
as 307,000 tonnes per year in the past.
The ToR outlines the methodology that the
EA will use to determine the impact of the
preferred ‘Alternative Method’ for developing
the expanded landfill. At this time it is not
possible to decisively say that any change in
disposal rate will cause negative or positive
impacts until the assessment is complete.
If there are negative impacts, then
appropriate mitigation measures will be
developed and the existing Community
Enhancement and Mitigative Measures
Program revised accordingly.
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Reference
to EA

Comments
12. Personally, there is great concern with
continued reference in this ToR document
to NUISANCE impacts from a Landfill.
Many of these impacts are far more than
just a nuisance and include health, loss of
enjoyment of property and financial
implications.

Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

According to Ontario Regulation 232/98
There have been no changes
Landfill Standards, nuisance effects are
made to the proposed ToR in
related to air, noise, odour, litter and
this regard.
vector/vermin and the term is utilized in the
ToR with respect to loss of enjoyment of
property. Health impacts are considered
separately but it is acknowledged that some
things like air quality could be considered
both a nuisance effect and a health effect.
The City believes that it has included
consideration of all potential health impacts
and most nuisance impacts within the ToR.
As noted above, litter, vector and vermin
were not noted within the ToR as these will
need to be addressed in the design and
operations report for the EPA approval as
per Ontario Regulation 232/98.

Anonymous, from the getinvolved website
General

1. Did this get reviewed completely with
the public liaison committee that the landfill
has with the local residents as well as the
PLC for this strategy?

All members of the W12A Landfill Public
There have been no changes
Liaison Committee and the Waste
made to the proposed ToR in
Management Community Liaison Committee this regard.
were notified of the release of the Draft
Proposed ToR, where to access the
document and how to provided comments.
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General

2. Why isn't the City looking at bi-weekly
pick up of trash and weekly pick up of
organics and recyclables?

This comment is not directly related to the
There have been no changes
residual waste disposal strategy being
made to the proposed ToR in
completed in this EA. This question is
this regard.
related to the City’s resource recovery
strategy that is a process occurring in
tandem to the residual waste disposal
strategy. Within the resource recovery
strategy the City is looking at bi-weekly
collection of garbage and weekly pick up of
organics and recyclables as part of the
overall plan to achieve to 60% diversion of
residential waste. Further details about the
resource recovery strategy can be found
here:
https://getinvolved.london.ca/WhyWasteRes
ource

Section
1.3.3, sub
heading
“LFG
Collection”
page 12

3. The report says that the City is
capturing 50% of the landfill gas. Given the
MECP's work around community
emissions, this release of methane should
be investigated further for ways to improve
its capture or development of SSO
program to allow for diversion and
methane capture. This also contradicts a
note on 60% capture later in the
document.

The City acknowledges that the present
landfill gas capture rate of 50% is somewhat
low. During the landfill gas emissions
estimates for the EA the City will need to
revisit the landfill gas collection system’s
design and efficiency to satisfy the MECP.
The City has reviewed the draft ToR and
finds it only mentions landfill gas capture as
50%; there is no contradiction.

9 of 11

Some additional text
regarding review of landfill
gas collection system
efficiency has been added to
Table 7.6-1 of the proposed
ToR under the subcomponent of air quality,
heading Prediction of
Potential Effects for the
Preferred ‘Alternative
Method’.

Reference
to EA

Comments
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How Comments will be
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Table 3.3-2
page 25

4. The diversion rate for organics seems
low given a bi-weekly pick up of trash and
weekly pick up of organics. Further work
should be done to assess other
municipalities (i.e. Waterloo, Peel) to see
how this diversion rate can be driven
higher.

This comment is not directly related to the
There have been no changes
residual waste disposal strategy being
made to the proposed ToR in
completed in this EA. This comment is
this regard.
related to the City’s resource recovery
strategy that is a process occurring in
tandem to the residual waste disposal
strategy. The values reported in Table 3.3-2
for diversion rates organics was based on
other large Ontario municipalities’
experience (including the Region of
Waterloo and the Region of Peel). Further
details about the resource recovery strategy
can be found here:
https://getinvolved.london.ca/WhyWasteRes
ource

Section
3.3.6
Page 27

5. What is the rationale for all ICI waste
going to the landfill in 2025? What about
organics, shouldn't they go for diversion
along with recyclables?

The IC&I waste generators are private
companies and they have a choice on
where they send the waste they generate.
Municipalities are not obligated to accept
this waste. As such, historically the City has
seen varying amounts of IC&I waste brought
to the W12A Landfill. For planning
purposes, to ensure that adequate space is
available if necessary, the City has assumed
that the IC&I waste will come to the W12A
Landfill during the proposed expansion
period.
As mentioned, the IC&I waste is generated
by private companies. As such,
municipalities cannot enforce diversion
requirements onto them. The province is
moving to encourage waste diversion
10 of 11

Additional explanation and
text has been added to the
proposed ToR in
Section 3.3.6 regarding the
nature of IC&I waste.

Reference
to EA

Comments

Proponent’s Response

How Comments will be
Considered by the
Project Team

activities within the IC&I sector similar to
those accomplished by the municipal waste
sector.
Section
7.5.7
Page 78

6. The short lived climate pollutant nature
of greenhouse gas should be investigated
further. The federal government and
Environmental Commissioner of Ontario
have talked about SLCPs and the impact
that they can have on the atmosphere.
Further work should be done to prioritize
these types of pollutants under climate
change. The Community Emissions
program from the MECP should also be
tied into this

There have been no changes
The City understands that the MECP
made to the proposed ToR in
Guideline on Community Emissions
Reduction Planning is a draft guideline and this regard.
was a proposal for comments on the
Environmental Bill of Rights from January to
March 2018. The Guide was published
specifically for municipalities to complete
greenhouse gas inventories and develop
community emissions reduction plans.
The development of a greenhouse gas
(GHG) plan has already been proposed for
the proposed landfill expansion as described
in Section 7.5.7 of the ToR. The inventory
will include the development of baseline
GHG emissions and a comparison to that
predicted from the proposed landfill
expansion. It is expected that if the City of
London decides to develop a community
emission reduction plan, the plan would
include the proposed landfill expansion as it
is expected to contribute to a reduction in
GHG emissions regionally. The
development of a community emission
reduction plan has not been considered as
part of this proposed landfill expansion.
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London garbage: Proposed two-year public engagement
plan seeks input on waste options like green bins
By Randy Richmond, The London Free Press
Friday, February 3, 2017 10:09:49 EST PM

A tractor moves garbage at the city’s W12A landfill site. Unless it is expanded, the Manning Drive site will run out of space
in eight years, says Jay Stanford, the city’s director of solid waste. If built up or out, it could last 25 more years. (MORRIS
LAMONT, The London Free Press)
With the clock on the city’s landfill ticking and new rules on waste diversion coming from the province, Londoners are going to
be asked to talk a lot about trash over the next two years.
A surprise topic back on the agenda: the scuttled green-bin program that could cost a lot less, or be replaced by new
technology.
Why Waste? is the name city staff have given so far to a massive public engagement proposal that is heading to politicians next
week and could start in a small form as early as this month.
“We are literally going to be talking about everything, how all the pieces fit together,” said Jay Stanford, the director of solid
waste for the city.

http://www.lfpress.com/2017/02/03/london-garbage-proposed-two-year-public-engagemen... 9/12/2017
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If council approves, city staff will start reaching out to Londoners and others about two long-term strategies, resource recovery
and waste disposal.
That second matter, disposing of waste, is a little more time sensitive because the city’s landfill has space for only about eight
more years’ worth of Londoners’ garbage, Stanford said.
If the landfill on Manning Drive in south London is built up, or out — some of the ideas that could be discussed during public
engagement — it could last another 25 years.
Connected to waste disposal, of course, is waste diversion — or resource recovery, as engineers call it — and that will be a key
part of the two-year discussion, Stanford said.
The province is developing some new carrots and sticks to get municipalities to reduce the amount of waste heading to landfills.
In new legislation passed in June, and in a strategy being finalized, the province plans to shift the costs of blue box recycling
from taxpayers to producers.
That carrot could give municipalities the ability to use the savings on other environmental measures, Stanford said.
The stick comes from tougher rules to get municipalities to reach higher diversion of residential waste from landfills.
London sits at 45 per cent and has some work to do to reach what the provincial target of 60 per cent at the moment, but
potentially higher in the future.
One of the factors preventing London from reaching higher diversion percentages is the lack of a green bin program to handle
organic material, rejected several times in the past over the costs, about $12 million to launch and $4.5 million a year to
operate.
Aside from the possibility of using recycling savings for green bins, city staff want to talk with Londoners about options to green
bin systems.
“Are there other technologies that may achieve the same thing at lower cost or is there better technology?” Stanford said.
Edmonton turns its organic material into fuel, something London could consider, he said.
“There are new and emerging technologies beginning to show promise.”
The discussions would determine as well if London should join forces with area municipalities for future waste disposal or
recovery facilities.
At Tuesday’s civic works committee meeting, politicians will be asked to endorse some principles for developing the city’s longterm recovery and waste disposal strategies and a framework for the community engagement plan.
That engagement could include online interactions, open houses and meetings with the public and focus groups, including
indigenous groups.
rrichmond@postmedia.com
twitter.com/RandyRatLFPress
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Keeping food out of trash: Why green bins can only go so far
City is looking at plans to divert more organic waste, but green bin program may only be part of the solution

By Andrew Lupton, CBC News Posted: Aug 15, 2017 11:56 AM ET Last Updated: Aug 15, 2017 12:02
PM ET
The head of London's solid waste department says a green bin program won't divert enough waste to
comply with a proposed provincial plan that would ban all food scraps from trash bags in five years.
The province floated the idea on Monday, but it came as "no surprise" to Jay Stanford, the head of the
city's solid waste department.
In an interview on CBC's London Morning, Stanford said the city is already working on ways to divert 60
per cent of its trash from the waste stream by 2022. The city currently diverts about 45 per cent of its
garbage.
"It's going to be a challenge," he said. "This is something we're taking seriously. All Londoners are
interested in how we can divert more material from the landfill site."
• Ontario wants to ban food waste from trash bags in five years
Part of the challenge is that London currently has no green bin program. Such programs in place at other
municipalities require residents to separate their organic garbage — everything from banana peels to
used tissues — for curbside pickup.
London has a backyard compost program, but it's essentially voluntary and plenty of Londoners simply
don't bother.
Right now London diverts about 44 per cent of its waste away from the landfill, mainly through its blue
bin and yard waste recycling program. The city is looking at ways to improve its waste diversion
numbers.
"The writing is on the wall that we'll have to have some program in place, probably within three years,"
said Stanford.

So why not a green bin program?
A city report says a green bin plan in London would increase overall waste diversion by about eight to 12
per cent, depending on a number of factors, including how many residents participate. Adding green bin
pickup to London would cost about $12 million in initial startup costs and $3.8-million in annual operating
costs.
To cover these costs, the average London household would have to pay about $35 a year more for
garbage pickup.
Stanford said in addition to green bins, the city is looking at newer technologies that process all waste
from a typical trash bag and turn it into fuel pellets.

http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/london/green-bins-1.4246930
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"There could be other solutions that are better than the green bin and that's part of what we're looking at
here in London," he said.
He mentioned a program in Edmonton that automatically separates organic waste from noncompostable waste, even if it's mixed together in a regular trash bag.
"Even good green bin programs don't capture everything," said Stanford.
Whatever plan city staff comes up with, council wants it in place by next year.
Stanford said there will be public meetings in the fall about waste-diverting options. He expects
something will come before council by next summer.
In the meantime, an environmental assessment process is underway to study the possible expansion of
the city's W12A landfill site on Manning Drive. The dump will be full by about 2025.
The city is gathering public input about its waste diversion efforts at Getinvolved.london.ca.
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Food waste taking a toll
By Chris Montanini, Londoner
Thursday, June 15, 2017 9:35:24 EDT AM

PhD candidate Paul van der Werf (left) and Western University professor Jason Gilliland are currently conducting a study to
determine why Londoners are throwing away so much food. CHRIS MONTANINI\LONDONER\POSTMEDIA NETWORK
There’s no question; efforts to reduce the amount of household organic waste reaching London’s W12A landfill will play a
critical role in addressing the looming capacity problem on Manning Drive.
More than one tonne of waste is produced per person in London, according to City of London numbers. Around 45 per cent of
that waste is diverted from the landfill through waste reduction, recycling, and composting programs, but the rest is contributing
to an increasingly time-sensitive problem — W12A, a dumping ground for London garbage since 1977, is on pace to reach
maximum volume by 2025.
The largest chunk of household waste in the landfill (another 45 per cent, according to the City) is organic, which means food
waste is a major culprit.
Discussions at city hall over the past few years seem to be focused on addressing trash-related issues by expanding waste
diversion programs. Those ideas, including the introduction of a green bin program for organics, are still being considered.
But what if we’ve been asking the wrong questions? A couple of Western University researchers have a hunch that’s the case.
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The right question, they believe, is this:
Why are Londoners throwing away so much food to begin with?
Paul van der Werf is a Western PhD candidate with a 25-year history in environmental consulting. Through his company, 2CG,
van der Werf said he has measured waste streams in a number of municipalities across Canada, including his home base of
London, and has developed a particular interest in food waste.
“It reached a point where I’d seen all the food that’s coming into (waste diversion) facilities that I’ve either managed or provided
advice to and you really start to see how much of that food should have been eaten.”
His work for the City of London suggests that on average, about $600 worth of food per London household ends up in the trash
every year. Expand that across the city and the estimate falls somewhere between $60 million to $100 million annually.
The money and energy it takes to produce and deliver that much food, not to mention the equally significant environmental and
social impacts of food waste, is motivating van der Werf to explore the issue further.
Overseeing his PhD research is Western professor Jason Gilliland, director of the Human Environments Analysis Laboratory
(HEAL). Normally concerned with issues such as healthy eating and food security, Gilliland said expanding his focus to food
waste seems like a natural fit.
He also described the issue as “baffling.”
“It’s actually very paradoxical,” Gilliland said. “Over a third of Canadian children are overweight or obese (as well as) about
three-fifths of Canadian adults and yet on the other hand, we have households that are food insecure, that don’t have enough to
eat.”
In other words, improving the food waste problem in London could do more than just alleviate pressure on London’s landfill,
although the data will be particularly helpful as City staff and politicians continue work on a new trash strategy focused on
maximizing waste reduction, reuse, recycling, and resource recovery.
“(The results) will give us some pretty solid information on how we develop policies and interventions to ultimately go back to
the public,” said van der Werf, who’s also part of a consulting team working on the new city-wide strategy. “I think that this
research really will inform and it really is evidence-based. I think there will be some very solid conclusions.”
Gilliland and van der Werf are currently asking Londoners to participate. A household food waste survey is available at
foodwaste.ca and they’re looking for a sample size of at least 2,000 respondents.
“It’s very, very critical that Londoners complete this survey,” Gilliland said. “The more people that fill out this survey, the better
the evidence will be for informing these decisions.”
Afterwards, 110 households will be asked to (anonymously) volunteer their curbside trash to the project. Gilliland said food
waste will be measured before and after participants are provided with incentives to save as much food as possible.
Once the study is complete, Gilliland and van der Werf hope to better understand why Londoners throw away food, discover
methods and incentives the City can use to reverse the trend, and offer a neighbourhood-level breakdown of the issue.
Jay Stanford, London’s director of environment, fleet, and solid waste, said the local data will be a new addition to ongoing
discussions about London’s organic waste, describing the study as a “missing ingredient” in past debates.
The development of a new resource recovery strategy began in March and could now include the idea that the best way to
divert organic waste from the landfill is to encourage Londoners to keep it out of the trash (or hypothetical green bin) entirely.
“Any time you can reduce an item that’s out there, it doesn’t matter whether it’s food waste or other items that are in the
garbage, it typically is your lowest cost solution,” Stanford said. “We know the blue box itself as a unit has helped people to
recycle. Who knows, because we haven’t put our thinking caps on yet, what things would help people reduce food waste?
That’s all part of the ongoing project.”
CMontanini@postmedia.com
Twitter: @LondonerChris
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London's landfill will get higher - the only question is by
how much
By Megan Stacey, The London Free Press
Sunday, November 26, 2017 3:11:14 EST PM

Image: 1 of 4

Three options are being considered to expand the city of London’s landfill on Manning Drive. The first option is to build up
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by 26 metres, the second is to expand up and north by 27 hectares, the third is to expand up and west by 36 hectares.
Imagine nine storeys built atop London’s landfill.
As the clock ticks down on the life expectancy of the city’s dump, expected to hit its trash limit by 2025, plans for expansion are
becoming clearer.
Three options are on the table, and all have one thing in common: building up.
The landfill on Manning Drive south of Highway 401 could grow anywhere between five and nine storeys, tall enough to take on
15 to 26 metres of new trash.
Expanding upwards just makes more sense than sprawling out from the current site, which would require a lot more space.
“It would chew up a whole bunch of additional land that we don’t think would be necessary. Going up is definitely
recommended,” said Jay Stanford, the city’s environment and waste boss.
It also makes sense from a safety perspective.
“You’re building essentially on top of garbage. We know what is below and we already have the infrastructure in place to handle
some of the leachate,” Stanford said.
The expanded landfill needs to have space for another 25 years of trash.
Londoners will have the chance to weigh in on the options at a series of public meetings this week:
*Build up by 26 metres.
*Build up 18 metres and out to the north by 27 hectares.
*Build up 15 metres and out to the west by 36 hectares.
All the land eyed for expansion is owned by the city.
The impact of growing higher will be studied as part of a “visual impact assessment,” Stanford said, along with a host of other
studies to examine groundwater, traffic and ecosystems.
Feedback at the public meetings will help determine the plan for the environmental assessment that has to be done before
London can expand the landfill. That process will take place over the next few years.
Coun. Harold Usher, whose south-end ward includes the landfill, said residents are coming around to the idea of a bigger
facility.
Key concerns include smell and traffic. Stanford said he’s confident the city can mitigate any of those problems and make the
changes work for nearby communities.
“They’re getting more and more accepting of the idea, that it has to happen,” Usher said. “To abandon that site and go
somewhere else is virtually impossible, and if it is possible, then it is very expensive.”
But neighbours want to see the current landfill used as long as possible, by reducing the amount of trash flowing to it each year,
Usher said. The hope is that waste reduction could stretch its capacity by a few more years.
Those efforts align with the city’s goal to divert 60 per cent of trash from the landfill — through recycling and compost programs,
for example — by 2022.
Diversion is a key part of the Waste Free Ontario Act, and one of the reasons London is crafting parallel strategies to deal with
waste, such as a potential green bin effort. Those plans will also be up for discussion at the public meetings.
mstacey@postmedia.com
twitter.com/MeganatLFPress
--- --- --IF YOU GO
What: Open house to talk landfill expansion and waste strategies
When: Nov. 29 and Nov. 30, 2 to 4 p.m. and 5 to 8 p.m.
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Where: Nov. 29 at Goodwill Industries, 255 Horton St., and Nov. 30 at Lambeth Community Centre
A newDeath
“holy
The
grail” energy
oilandener...
of
OPEC is
source is
Here
about to ba...

This Week's Flyers

HOVER FOR FLYER

HOVER FOR FLYER

HOVER FOR FLYER

http://www.lfpress.com/2017/11/26/londons-landfill-will-get-higher---the-only-question-i... 11/27/2017

