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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Earth Tech Canada Inc. (Earth Tech) has been retained by the Corporation of the City of Temiskaming
Shores (the City) to prepare a Solid Waste Management Master Plan {SWMMP). This SWMMP will be a
tool which City Council can reference when developing policies, guidelines and best practices for the

short and long term benefit of the City’s Waste Management program.

In 2007, the Ministry of the Envirohment published a Policy Statement on Waste Management Planning,
outlining the framework for waste management in Ontario. The Policy Statement provides the waste
management sector with direction and guidance in developing a more consistent waste rhanagement

strategy, identified by the following guiding principles:

+ Commitment to meeting the 60% diversion rate from final disposal;

» Cooperation between the public and private sectors to realize cost savings and maximize

efficiencies;
+ Consideration of economic, social and environmental costs;
» Avoid waste disposal capacity issues;
* Management of waste as close to the source as possible; and

+ Open and transparent decision-making process.

Through this Plan, the City intends to help the province meet the sustainable waste management
objectives and protect the environment. Therefore, this report evaluates the existing waste management
program and identifies ways to improve the effectiveness of the program. The results of the evaluation

are provided as recommendations to be implemented over a short and long term period.

Of concem in the short term is the consolidation of the existing by-laws for each of the former
municipalities and the preparation of a site closure plan for the New Liskeard Landfill Site. The New
Liskeard Landfill Site is of importance as it has less than two (2) vears of service life rémainjng. This

report should be finalized within the year.

The long term waste management needs recommend that the City establish policies requiring the
Industrial, Commercial and Institutional sectors to manage the disposal of their own waste. Currently,
these sectors contribute large volumes of waste to the City’s landfill sites and contribute very little

financially to the development of future site(s).

The information and recommendations of this report are intended to provide the City with the information

needed to implement a uniform and sustainable Solid Waste Manégement Program.

Project No. 87623 Earth Tech (Canada) Inc,



City of Temiskaming Shores - Page 1
Solid Waste Management Master Plan

1.0 INTRODUCTION

Earth Tech Canada Inc. (Earth Tech) has been retained by the Corporation of the City of Terrﬁskaming
Shores (the City) to prepare a Solid Waste Management Master Plan (SWMMP). This SWMMP will be a
tool which council can use to develop the waste management poiicies, guidelines and best practices for

both the short and long term benefit of the City.

The long-term waste management plan is essential to ensuring that integrated and sustainable waste

systems are provided, within the City of Temiskaming Shores, that:

+ Address the province’s waste management objectives, including the commitment to meeting the

provincial target of 60% diversion from waste disposal;

» Avoid waste disposal capacity issues by ensuring the necessary resources are committed to meeting

the needs of the community, now and in the future;
+ Ensure waste is managed as close to the source of generation as possible;

* Meet the requirements set out in Provincial Planning documents, such as the Provincial Policy
Statement (2005), to address the long term growth and development objectives of the community;

and,

+ Are supported by the community, through public consultation and a transparent decision making

Pprocess.

1.1. Background

The City of Temiskaming Shores! was formed in January 2004 by the amalgamation of the former Towns
of Haileybury, New Liskeard, and the Township of Dymond. In 2001, the population of the area was
10,630. In 2003, the population of the City was 10,487, comprising of 4,468 people (i.e., 1,941
households) from the former Town of Haileybury (Haileybury), 4,793 people (i.e., 2,254 households)
from the former Town of New Liskeard (New Liskeard), and 1,226 people (i.e., 445 households) from the
former Township of Dymond (Dymond). The City also contained 409 Institutional, Commercial, and
Industrial (ICI) facilities, of which one was a hospital, nine (9) were schools, and one (1) campus
(Haileybury and New Liskeard) of 2 local area community college. In 2006 Stats Canada reported the
population of the City as being 10,732 (4,833 households).

! Note: For the remainder of this document, when Dymond, New Liskeard, and Haileybury are cited without “former” in front, the
former is implicit since upon amalgamation in January 2004, these municipalities no longer exist. However, for the purpose of this
report, it was necessary to discuss them as separate identities.

Project No. 87623 Earth Tech (Canada) Inc.
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Upon amalgamation it was found that there were discrepancies in solid waste management between the
three amalgamated municipalities and the need for a standard set of policies, guidelines, and best practices
was identified. It was later identified that the City’s landfill sites were reaching their maximum design

capacity and that there was not adequate room to improve the existing recycling program.

1.2. Study Area _

The City of Temiskaming Shores is located in northeastern Ontario near the Quebec bordef in the District
of Temiskaming. The City is situated at the head of Lake Temiskaming and covers an area of
approximately 177 square kilometers. As discussed in the background, the City was formed in January
2004 through the amalgamation of the former Town’s of Haileybury, New Liskeard and the Township of

Dymond.
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Figure 1: Study Area
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2.0 STATED PROBLEMS
Since the 2004 amalgamation, the City has been pursuing a more efficient solid waste management

system for the community.

There are three (3) main issues facing the City of Temiskaming Shores” waste management system, 1)
non-uniform level of service, 2) limited volume and life capacity at the landfill sites and 3) inadequate

capacity at the Material Recovery Facility.
1) Non-uniform Level of Service

Since amalgamation, the City continues to provide the same level of service as provided by the three (3)

former municipalities. The inconsistencies in the level of services provided are discussed in Section 4.
2) Landfill Site Capacity

The City is currently using both landfill sties, New Liskeard and Haileybury, for the disposal of the City’s
solid waste. The City’s Haileybury landfill site also accepts solid waste from the Town of Cobalt. The
sites are approaching the capacity limits. Therefore, it is necessary for the City to begin examining the
options of expanding the exiéting sites or investigating the development of one or more landfill sites.

Section 5.1 discusses the conditions of the existing landfill sites.
'3)  Capacity of the Material Recovery Facility

The City administers the operation of a material recovery facility (MRF), on behalf of the Cochrane
Tefniskaming Waste Management Board (CTWMB). The MRF, however, does not have the capacity to
accommodate additional recyclable maferials, and the location of the facility limits the possibility of
expansion. Therefore, the City has restrictions on its current recycling program and may result in the
potential relocation of the facility to an area that can handle the increased recycling volumes. Section 5.3
discusses the shortcomings of the MRF. The Council for the City of Temiskaming Shores envisions an

improved recycling system than that currently in place.

Project No. 87623 Earth Tech {Canadza) Inc.
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3.0 ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES

3.1. Roles and Responsibilities

There is a collective need to increase the awareness of the diversion program amongst the residents of the
municipality as well as throughout the business community. However, with limited space at the Material
Recovery Facility and with a limited market to sell materials to, increasing the diversion rate will be

challenging.

Outlined in the Policy Statement on Waste Management Planning, each waste generating sector has roles
and responsibilities in the management of solid waste. Each sector must actively participate in trying to

achieve a more sustainable waste management system, while being environmentally responsible.

The following roles and responsibilities have been developed by the Ministry of the Environment as a

guide for communities trying to attaining a sustainable solid waste management community.
Municipality

+ Plan for and provide direct waste management services to the residents of the City of Temiskaming
Shores, and in some cases, local businesses, including programs for waste diversion and disposal of

residential waste,
* Plan for, site and invest in necessary waste management infrastructure.
» Comply with provincial waste management standards and requirements.
» Fund and implement diversion programs under the Waste Diversion Act.
Industrial, Commercial and Institutional
o Plan for, and help reduce, the amount of waste generated by their operations.
+ Comply with provincial waste management standards and requirements.
The Public
*+ Help reduce the amount of waste generated through their activities and choices.
» Engage in waste management decisions and participate in waste prevention and di\:fersion programs.

Private Sector Waste Management Industry

= Provide waste services to clients of the IC&I sectors, and in some cases, through contract to the

municipality, waste services to residents.

* Comply with provincial waste management standards and requirements.

Project No. 87623 Earth Tech {Canada) Tnc,
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Environmental Groups
+ Promote the need to reduce waste and conserve the local natural resources.
» Raise public awareness of waste management issues.

3.2. ‘Waste Management Goals
» The following waste management goals have been established for the City of Temiskaming Shores:

To promote an attitude of environmental responsibility.

To reduce the risk associated with the contamination of water and land through solid waste disposal.

To develop mechanisms to prevent, minimize or mitigate adverse effects of solid waste on the

environment by promoting waste diversion, waste reduction, and material reuse.

To develop waste diversion strategies through public education and feedback.

3.3. Waste Management Objectives

« The objectives of the Solid Waste Management Master Plan are as follows:

To encourage and promote composting by all households.

To encourage residents, businesses and institutions to increase their reduction, reuse and recycling of

waste materials.

To develop measures and procedures to reduce construction, demolition and hazardous wastes from

going to the landfill.

To meet or exceed the Province's waste diversion/reduction targets.

Project No, 87623 Earth Tech (Canada) Inc.



City of Temiskaming Shores . Page 6
Solid Waste Management Master Plan

4.0 EXISTING WASTE COLLECTION PROGRAMS

4.1. Non-Uniform Collection Service

Since the amalgamation, the City continues to use the existing solid waste collection policies of the
former municipalities to define the solid waste collection program within those specific areas. Those
collection programs vary from area to area and continue to be based on the services provided by the
former Towns of Haileybury and New Liskeard and the former Township of Dymond prior to
amalgamation. The three (3) by-laws governing the collection and disposal of garbage and other refuse

are listed below and a copy found in Appendix A:

» The Corporation of the Town of Haileybury: By-law 94-15 - Being a by-law to establish a system for
the collection and disposal of garbage and other refuse and to designate certain lands from garbage
disposal. (March &, 1994),

* The Corporation of the Township of Dymond: By-law No. 799 - Being a by-law for establishing and

maintaining a system for the collection, removal and disposal of garbage. (November 10, 1977).

» The Corporation of the Town of New Liskeard By-law No. 2807 - Being a by-law to establish a
system for the collection and disposal of garbage and other refuse and to designate certain lands for
garbage disposal. (October 22, 2002).

There are many discrepancies when comparing these by-laws and the services provided by the former
municipalities. Based on the need to streamline the waste collection program and consolidate the pelicies

within the by-laws, it is recommended that a standardized by-law be developed for the Citv. The by-

law should provide the City with a more standardized approach to solid waste collection and disposal.
The following sections describe the existing waste collection program provided by the City of

Temiskaming Shores.

4.2, Residential and Industrial, Commercial, and Institutional C{_)l_lection Service
The City’s residential and Industrial, Commercial and Industrial (IC&I) waste collection programs
provide non-uniform levels of service based solely on historical mumnicipal boundaries. Service level

differences include:

» Bag limits and collection frequency: during the summer bag limits range from two (2) or three (3)
bags/hhld/week, while in the winter months the bag limit is increased and the frequency of collection

is reduced to once every two (2) weeks;

» Bag tag costs (30, $1 or $2 per tag);

Project No, 87623 Earth Tech (Canada) Inc.
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« The collection of Old Corrugated Cardboard (OCC) is banned for the IC&I sector in New Liskeard
but not in Haileybury or Dymond;

» A separate fiber pick-up service had been provided in downtown New Liskeard and at five schools
within New Liskeard but not elsewhere within Temiskaming Shores. Note: Downtown New Liskeard
is defined as Whitewood Avenue from Riverside Place (55 Riverside Drive) to Sumbler Florist 417
Whitewood Avenue) and Armstrong Street from the Wabi River southerly to the Liguor Store (55
Armstrong Street); and

* Enhanced commercial collection frequency is provided in downtown New Liskeard compared to

other parts of New Liskeard, Haileybury and Dymond.

Table 1: Summary of Existing Residential Waste Collection Services

Dymond New Liskeard Haileybury
No. of Households 445 2254 1941
Bag Limit/Week(bi-weekly) 3(6) 3(6) 2(4)
Bag Tag Fee ($/tag) $0.00 32.00 $1.00
Collection Schedule
1) Summer Weekly Weekly Weekly
2) Winter Bi-weekly Bi-weekly Bi-weekly
Container Size Max. height- 367 (91.5 cm) Max. height- 367 (91.5 cm) Max. height- 36” (91.5 cm)
Max. diameter- 24" (61 cm)} Max. diameter- 187 (38 cm) Max. diameter- 187 (38 am)
Max. weight- 23 kg (50 Ibs) Max. weight-~ 23 kg (50 Ibs) Max. weight~ 23 kg (50 1bs)
Plastic garbage bags must not exceed Plastic garbage bags must not Plastic garbage bags must not
247 x 367 exceed 247 x 367 exceed 247 x 367
{61 x 9L.5 ¢m) (61 x91.5¢cm) (61 x91.5cm)
OCC Ban No Yes No
Collection Days Wednesday Monday- North of Wabi River  Tuesday - Little Street and
: Wednesday - South of North of Radley’s Hill
Whitewood Avenue and Thursday - South of Liitle Street
Hospital Hilk and North Cobalt
Friday - Whitewood Avenue and
North of Whitewood Avenue
Clearrup Week Yes Yes Yes
Christmas Tree Removal Yes Yes Yes
Leaf and Yard Waste- accepted at New Liskeard and Hatleybury 1andfills at no charge to residents.
Hazardous Waste - limited to batteries and waste oils.

*number of households based on 2003 census data

Project No. 87623 Earth Tech (Canada) Inc.
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Table 2: Summary of Existing IC&I Waste Collection Services

Dymend . - NewLiskeard Haileybury
Bag Limit per
Collection 10 10 10
OCC Ban No Yes No
Bag Tag Fee )
($/tag) $0.00 $2.00 $1.60
Collection
Schedule 2 x X i
per week in the downtown core, weekly
1) Summer Weekly elsewhere Weekly
- 2 x per week in the downtown core, weekly -
2)  Winter Bi-weekly elsewhere Bi-weekly

Monday - Downtown and North of Wabi

River Tuesday - Little Street and
. Wednesday - Downtown (OCC only) South North of R adiey’s Hill
Collection Days Wednesday of Whitewood Avenue and Hospital Hill Thursday - South of Little
Friday - Downtown, Whitewood Avenue Street including North Cobalt

and North of Whitewood Avenue

Differences also exist between the former municipalities with respect to:

* Non-standardized IC&I waste containers (i.¢. size, maintenance, storage location, maximum weight,

etc.);
Inconsistencies with multi-family dwelling collection locations;

Inconsistencies with respect to the definition of prohibited wastes that will not be collected at the

curb or accepted at the landfill sites.

However, the noted By-laws do collectively list the Non-Collective Wastes for the City, as:

Manufacture waste, including wire;

Oil soaked or gasoline soaked absorbent material and any explosive or highly combustible material
of any nature whatsoever;

Broken plaster, lumber or other waste or residue resulting from the construction alteration, repair,
demolition or removal of any building or structure;

Sawdust and/or shavings;

Organic matter not properly drained or wrapped;

Liquid waste;

Project No. 87623 Earth Tech (Canada) Inc.
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+ Bandages, poultices, dressings and other such waste;

e Hay, straw, manure;

L2

Night soil;

Carcass of any animal;

Live animals or birds;

Fumiture;

Stock of any wholesaler which shall be regarded as manufacture waste;

Any materia] which has become frozen to the receptacles and cannot be removed by shaking;

Discarded truck and automobile tires;

Tree branches or roots exceeding three (3) inches in diameter;
Ashes;

L]

Old corrugated cardboard; and

Other materials as may, from time to time, be designated by the City as non-collectible waste.
The exceptions to the above list are the following:
» The Town of Haileybury’s By-law allows the appropriate curbside disposal of ash; and

+ The Town of Haileybury’s By-law is the only by-law which includes the blanket clause with respect

to materials as may, from time to time, be designated by the City as non-collectible waste.

In addition to the regular solid waste collection program, the City operates special waste management
programs that include: Spring Clean-Up Program, Christmas Tree Collection, a limited hazardous waste
management program, and areas where organic materials can be deposited at each landfill. Those special

programs are discussed below in more detail.

4.3. Hazardous Waste
At present, the City operates a limited hazardous waste program. The program entails:

» The coliection of old paint, varathane, and similar materials; these items can be put at curbside
during Spring Clean-up and are collected in a separate vehicle. This waste is set aside at the landfill,

opened, and once dried out placed in the landfill;

« The segregation of used paint, varathane, vamish, old propane tanks, and batteries at each landfill.
The used paint, varathane, and varnish, etc. is managed as indicated above. The old propane tanks

have the valves removed and are placed in the white goods piles;

» The segregation of used batteries at each landfilt which are sold to a Battery Recycler when the

quantities are sufficient; and

Project No, §7623 Earth Tech (Canada) Inc,
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» The collection of used motor oil in 250 gallon tanks at each landfill. Once the tanks are full, the oil is

disposed of through a licensed disposal contractor.

As a result, most household hazardous wastes are disposed of in the City’s existing landfills. The disposal
of hazardous wastes in natural attenuation sites such as the Haileybury and New Liskeard landfills could
have a significant negative impact on off-site groundwater resources and on the City’s ability to

ensure that each landfill remains in compliance with its Certificate of Approval.

It 1s recommended that the Citv consider implementing periodic (e.g.1 or 2 days/year) one day

collection depots to divert household hazardous waste from landfill disposal. Such depots could be

operated at the City’s public works yard or another facility with suitable space. In order to operate one
day collection events, the City must obtain a Certificate of Approval from the Ministry of Environment.
Additional discussion about the implementation of a Hazardous Waste Collection program is provided in

Section 7.

4.4, Spring Clean-Up Program and Bulky Item Collection
The Spring Clean-Up Program occurs the week following the long weekend in May. It allows residents
of the City to dispose of items at curbside which would not nomally be cellected by the solid waste

collection program, such as:

e Fumniture;

» Larger tree branches and/or roots (not exceeding 18 inches in length});

» Stoves; '

» Fencing;

e Fumnaces;

» Bed springs;

« Mattresses;

» Barrels; and

» General household items of similar nature, but not items which are exempt from solid waste

collection except furniture, tree branches, waste or residue from alterations or repairs to building.

A “Convoy Collection Program” is used to make the collection program more efficient and reduce cost.
The City is divided into eight zones or areas. There are two (2) groups collecting materials in different
areas at all times during the Spring Clean-Up Program. A group is made up of approximately five dump
trucks, one loader, and one half ton truck. The half- ton truck is designated for the collection of tires and
hazardous waste such as paint, batteries, and prOpane containers. One dump truck collects metals while

another dump truck collects wood. The three (3} remaining dump trucks collect general waste.

Project No. 87623 Earth Tech (Canada) Inc.
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In 2004, 11.75 days were required to collect all of the waste deposited at curbside as part of this program:
1.25 days for Dymond, 3.5 days for New Liskeard, and seven (7} days for Haileybury. The total quantity
of waste material delivered to the landfill during the 2004 Spring Clean-Up Program was approximately
2,600 cubic meters (3,400 cubic yards), where 1,223 cubic meters was disposed of at the New Liskeard
Landfill and 1,376 cubic meters at the Haileybury Landfill.

In 2005, 11.5 days were required: 1.0 day for Dymond, 3.5 days for New Liskeard, and seven (7) days for
Haileybury. The total volume of waste delivered to landfill in 2005 was 2,495 cubic meters (3,263 cubic
yards). Approximately 1,173 cubic meters was disposed of at the New Liskeard Landfill and 1,322 cubic
meters at the Haileybury Landfill. |

It is believed that the seven (7) days required to complete the clean-up in Haileybury, may be attributed to
the fact that historically the Haileybury residents were encouraged to put solid waste at the curbside for
“Goods for Nothing Week” and that concept has carried over into the Spring Clean-Up Program. Also,
the Haileybury Landfill is located a fair distance from the City and consequently the residents of
Haileybury are less likely to transport their waste materials to the Landfill throughout the year. The City
is evaluating ways in which to reduce the current number of days required to complete the Spring Clean-

Up Program in Haileybury.
This program cost the municipality approximately:

Table 3: Spring Clean-Up Program Annual Fee

Total $85,600 $70,638 $50,050

The administration and collection service program is conducted entirely by the City, with the use of some
rental equipment. The cost savings realized are attributed to the implementation of the Spring Clean-Up

Program policies.
Bulky Items

In an effort to further control the Spring Clean-Up Program costs, an accurate definition of “bulky items”
to be collected during the Spring Clean-Up Program or as part of any other “bulky item” collection

program was requested. Therefore the following definition of bulky items is suggested for use by the City:

Large items including, but not limited to large furniture (television sets, mattresses, furniture, tables,
patio furniture, etc.), microwaves, barrels, and any other discarded materials which items would
normally accumulate at a residential dwelling or multi-unit residential building and can easily be

lifted up and into a collection vehicle, such as white goods (refrigerators, ovens/stoves, washers,
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dryers, dishwashers, freezers), air conditioning units, microwave ovens, Jurnaces, wood stoves, hot
water tanks, air exchange units, gas barbeques with fuel tanks removed, and other items designated

as bulky items by the City.

4.5. Christmas Tree Collection
The City currently operates a Christmas tree collection program. Christmas trees can be placed at the
curbside during January to be collected by Public Works Operations Division Staff. The trees are then

transported to designated areas at the landfill sites,

4.6. Composting/Organic Materials

Historically, there was a compost site within the Town of Haileybury, located at the end of Morissette
Drive, known as the “old dump”. The “old dump” predated Certificates of Approvals; therefore, there was
no operating or closure plans for this former landfill. The compost site was supervised from June through

to the end of September on Saturday and Sunday from 10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.

Residents of Haileybury were allowed to bring compostable vard waste, grass clippings and brush less
than three (3) inches in diameter, to this site. A review of the 2004 data for this program shows that 777
cubic meters of material were brought to the site during 1,107 visits. The site was closed in 2005 since
inappropriate material was being disposed of at the site and it was being used as a transfer station and not
a compost site (i.e., municipal employees had to collect the material and transport it to the compost site at

the Haileybury Landfill along with waste).

There was also a grass clippings compost site in Dymond. This site was also closed in 2005 since some

people were depositing inappropriate material at the site and it was being used as a transfer station.

Currently, the City does not operate a composting program at the local landfill sites. However, the
landfills have areas where organic materials can be placed. Residents can deliver their compostable
materials to either landfill during normal operating hours. There is no tipping fee applicable to the

disposal of compostable materials.

" Project No. 87623 Earth Tech (Canada) Inc.
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5.0 WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES AND SYSTEMS

5.1. Landfill Sites

The City has two (2) municipal landfills: the former Town of Haileybury Landfill, now the Temiskaming
Shores Haileybury Landfill, and the former New Liskeard Landfill, now the Temiskaming Shores New
Liskeard Landfill. These landfills will be referred to as the Haileybury Landfill and the New Liskeard
Landfill.

The New Liskeard Landfill, is located approximately three (3) kilometers (km) west of downtown New
Liskeard and is accessed off of Rockley Road, while the Haileybury Landfill, is located approximately
nine (9) km southwest of Haileybury and is accessed off of Highway 11 along Dump Road.

A single contractor, Phippén Waste Management, is responsible for solid waste collection and the
operation of both municipal landfills. White goods, metals, tires, organic material and clean wood are all
managed accerding to the same standard procedures at both landfills. Stockpiled material, which includes,

foundry sand, clay and sand are used for intermediate cover. Recycled glass is stockpiled at both landfills.
Organics and White Goods

Each landfill has an area set aside for organic waste and a separate location for the deposition of white
goods and metals. These materials are stockpiled and recycled approximately twice a year. The City
receives tipping fees for the disposal of this material at the landfills and they also receive approximately

$1,000 per landfill per visit from the contractor who collects the used white goods.
Tires

Waste tires are also stockpiled separately from the other waste. Following the Hagersville Tire Fire on
February of 1990, the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) inspected all landfill sites in the province to
(determine whether other tire fire risks existed. The New Liskeard Landfill was found to contain a very
large stockpile of used tires and the MOE ordered the immediate burial of all tires at a location on the
landfill site. The tires were buried at the north end of the landfill site in an area approximately 20 m x 60

m and at an unknown depth.

Subsequent to a MOE Landfili Site Inspection at the New Liskeard Landfill, a Non-Hazardous Solid
Waste Disposal Site Inspection Report was issued by the MOE containing a list of actions required. The
Inspection Report indicated that the burying of tires was an interim measure and that the long-term
deposition of the tires in this area is not approved. The tires must be removed or the City can make an

application for a waste tire disposal site at this location.

Projact No. 87623 Earth Tech (Canada) Inc.
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Currently, when there are sufficient tires to be recycled, they are collected by an independent tire recycler
at the expense of the City. When the tires are picked up, an estimate is done to determine the cost of
removing the tires. It is estimated that the tipping fees obtained from the disposal of these tires covers the
fees paid to the Tire Recycler. In the past, the City estimated that they pay between $1.25 and 1.30 per tire
to dispose of the tires and the City receives on average $2.00 per tire. Tires are only recycled when the

volume of tires is enough to fill a transport trailer or the quantity of tires approaches 300 cubic meters.
Wood

Clean Wood is managed according to the Clean Wood Waste Handling Report prepared by H. Sutcliffe
Limited February 10, 1999 (HSL 1999). The report concludes that controlled burning of clean wood,
along with reuse and salvaging of pallets and used lumber are the preferred options for reducing the
impact of wood waste at the landfill sites. These options allow for a high degree of volume reduction
without the requirement of large capital expenditures necessary for the purchase of a pit incinerator or the

cost of grinding wood waste (HSL 1999).
Adjacent Land use
The following is a list of land uses within 500 m of each landfill site:

New Liskeard Landfill Site:

North Undeveloped forested land and an electric power transmission line right-of-way used by
Hydro One.

West Undeveloped forested land on the ridge and agricultural pasture land west of the ridge.
Northeast Undeveloped forested land and agricultural pasture land.

Southeast Single family dwellings, farm buildings, pasture land and Ministry of Transportation
Facility.

South Single family dwellings, agricultural buildings, pasture land and hydro/ telephone lines.
Haileybury Landfill Site:

North Undeveloped forested land.

South/Southwest Undeveloped forested land, sand and gravel pits.

West  Undeveloped forested land and TransCanada Pipeline.

East Undeveloped forested land.

Project No. 87623 Earth Tech (Canada) Inc.
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5.1.1. New Liskeard Landfill Site

New Liskeard purchased the property in August of 1916 and the site has been used as 2 landfill site since

that time (SRQ 1999). Prior to the 1970’s, deposited solid waste materials were burned. A detailed
- sunumary of the site, background information regarding the Landfill and historical work which has been

conducted at the site, is available in Section 2.0 of Volume 1 of the New Liskeard Landfill 2004 Annual

Report prepared by Sutcliffe Rody Quesnel Inc.

The following site description was taken from the Jagger Hims Limited (JHL) 2005 annual report:

“The landfill was developed at the site of a former limestone quarry and is situated on the northern
end of a broad limestone bedrock ridge landform that rises above surrounding shallow-sloping
plains.  The ridge forms a local surface drainage divide between Wabi Creek to the east and South
Wabi Creek to the west. The fill area is situated on the east side of that ridge. North of the fill area is

a peninsula-like exposed bedrock escarpment which is the northern terminus of the ridge.

The elevations of the bedrock ridge range from approximately 270 meters to 276 meters above sea
level. The surrounding plains have ground elevations of less than 256 meters above seq level, and the
land slopes gently away from the ridge in a northeasterly direction towards Wabi Creek. The fill area
is wedge-shaped, in cross-section, and has a peak elevation of approximately 278 m above sea level.

The total footprint of the historical fill area is approximately 5.9 ha.

The existing waste footprint is rectangular in shape, oriented northwest to southwest and has
approximate of dimensions of 130 to 160 m wide by 410 m long. The landfill property has dimensions
of 400 m east-west by 790 m north-south.”

JHL also states that the stratigraphy of the landfill consists of three (3} geologic formations:
» Soil overburden
« Limestone bedrock forming the ridge and underlying the overburden.
+ Igneous bedrock which underlies the limestone formation.

The site overburden is a glacial till having a grain size composition ranging from a silty sand/gravel to silt
(JHL 2005). There is exposed bedrock along much of the landfill ridge line and at the former quarry face
north of the waste fill area. And, the overburden thickness ranges from 1.3 to 3.0 m thick in the vicinity of
the landfill (with an average thickness of 1.9 m), to over 9 m south of Rockley Road and over 11 m

northeast of the site.

The landfill site is located off of Rockley Road and the legal description 1s West ¥ of South % of Lot 5,

Concession 2, Township of Dymond, District of Temiskaming. The MOE issued an amended Provisional
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Certificate of Approval (CofA), No. A571505, on May 9, 2000 for the approved 2.02 hectare (ha) fill area
within a total site area of 32 ha. A copy of the Certificate of Approval is included in the Appendix B.

Prior to amalgamation the landfill only received solid waste from the New Liskeard area. In 2004, the
CofA was amended to permit the disposal of solid waste from the entire City of Temiskaming Shores.

The landfill site continues to be operated according to the terms and conditions of the original C of A.

Over the years the fill area has extended beyond the 2.02 ha area; however current wéste disposal is
restricted to the 2.02 ha area. A New Liskeard Landfill Site Plan is available in Volume 1 of the New
Liskeard Landfill 2004 Annual Report prepared by Sutcliffe Rody Quesnel Inc (SRQ), where the site plan

illustrates the perimeter buffer area, the completed fill areas and the monitoring well locations.

In 2004, the landfill operator accepted materials that were deposited outside the approved fill area. The
accepted materials were reported to be foundry sand waste and wood waste. The materials were deposited
on the eastern side at the toe of the active waste fill area. As part of the 2004 Landfill Site Inspection
Report, the MOE requested that the waste be removed and be properly disposed of within the approved
limits. This situation was resolved to the satisfaction of the MOE by November 12, 2004,

Operation of Landfiil

The operation of this landfill is contracted to Phippen Waste Management. There is a written agreement
between the City and the contractor, Phippen Waste Management, outlining the contractor’s
responsibilities in operating the landfill. The contractor operates the landfill according to the Operation

Manual prepared by the City of Temiskaming Shores Public Works Director (1998).

The Operation Manual provides the contractor with guidelines with respect to maintenance and/or control
of the buiffer area, on-site roads, equipment and housing, signs, surface drainage, leachate management,

tipping fees, and methods of disposal.

The tipping fee structure has been updated since the preparation of the Operation Manual. It should be
noted that the methods of depositing and covering the waste identified in the Operation Manual need to be

revised to comply with Ontario Regulation 232/98.

Based on discussions with Phippen Waste Management, daily waste is spread along a ramp with a 15 m
(minimum) wide working face and a 75 m length. The waste material is repeatedly compacted on an
uphill slope of no greater than 3H:1V, using a John Deer 655B bulldbzér. The completed cells are then
capped, as an interim measure, with 150 mm thick layer of compacted foundry sand, such that the waste

to cover ratio is approximately 4:1, although, no daily covers are applied. The final capping of the landfill
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will be completed by the City according to the terms and conditions of the C of A. The final elevations of

the cells will match the existing adjacent completed landfill areas (approximately 279.0 m).
Leachate Migration and Management

According to JHL, no distinct surface water courses exist on the registered landfill property or on the
surrounding lands within 500 m north and east of the waste fill area. The lands northeast of the waste fill

area are poorly drained while the lands to the west appear to be well drained.

Uncovered portions of the waste fill area encourage infiltration resulting in the generation of landfill
leachate. JHL reports that the Temiskaming area has an average moisture surplus of 281 mm/year. The
moisture surplus, which is representative of moisture surplus values across northeastern Ontario, is an
indicator of landfill leachate generation rates. Based on a waste footprint of 5.9 ha and a moisture surplus
of 281 mm/year, the New Liskeard landfill would be expected to generate approximately 16,500 m’/year
of landfill leachate.

Annual reports have been prepared for this landfill starting in 2004 and groundwater monitoring data is
available for some of the on-site monitoring wells extending back to 1980. A total of twenty-one (21) on-
site monitoring wells and two (2) off-site monitoring wells are currently part of the groundwater
monitoring program. A sumumary of this data is available in Volume 2 of the New Liskeard Landfill Site
2004 Annual Report, entitled New Liskeard Landfill Site 2004 Annual Groundwater Monitoring Report
and Supplemental Hydrogeologic Investigation, prepared by Jagger Hims Limited.

The 2004 Annual Monitoring Report concluded that a leachate plume is migrating in a northeasterly
direction, beyond the site property limit. And, according to the report, the site is in non-compliance with
the MOEs B-7-1 Guideline titled “Incorporation of the Reasonable Use Concept into MOE Groundwater
Management Activities” (Appendix C).

Non-compliance at and beyond the site property limit is occurring as a result of exceedances of the
following: alkalinity, dissolved organic carbon (DOC), fluoride, manganese, total dissolved solids (TDS),
aluminum, sodium, sulphate and iron. JHL attributed exceedances of Guideline B-7-1 for alkalinity,
aluminum, fluoride, iron, manganese and sulphate to natural background water quality but concluded that
exceedances of the guideline for DOC, sodium and TDS were likely related ’{oqlandfill leachate. In
addition, JHL also concluded that water supply wells located along Rockley Road and Highway 65 have
not been impacted by landfiil leachate.

As a mitigation measure to control the off site migration of leachate, the City has extended the attenuation

zone of the New Liskeard Land(fill site. Certificate of Approval A571505 (Appendix B), was amended by
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the Ministry of the Environment on April 17, 2007 to recognize the addition of a contaminant attenuation
zone as required by Provincial Officer’s Order No. 7026-6GQLIJY.

Additional mitigation measures which may be used to minimize the generation of leachate include:

+ Capping of all areas of the landfill which have reached their approved final contours. Proper capping
will substantially reduce the leachate generation rate by reducing percolation through the waste pile;

and

« Installation of a leachate collection system (e.g. collection wells, interceptor drain) and a leachate
treatment system (e.g. treatment wetland, on-site package treatment system, haulage to existing
municipal treatment system). The type of collection and treatment system most suited for the New
Liskeard Landfill should be determined through a site specific .study including an assessment of

leachate treatability.
Site Life

The average volume of loosely compacted waste deposited in the landfill over the past seven (7) year
period is 13,968 cubic meters (see Table 4). Volume 1 of the New Liskeard Landfill Site 2004 Annual
Report, prepared by Sutcliff Rody and Quesnel Inc. indicated that the landfill would reach its final
capacity in 4.5 years or in late 2009. A more recent survey was completed in 2007 and indicated that the

landfill site has much less remaining capacity then expected.

Table 4: New Liskeard Landfill Past Seven (7) Year Waste of Deposition

2000 16,806
2001 14,769
2002 13,844
2003 11,667
2004 10,102
2005 12,032
2006 _ 18,554
Average 13,968 m’/year

A digital terrain model (DTM) of the site was also prepared using a 2005 topographical survey prepared
by Sutcliffe Rody Quesne} Inc. Using the DTM, Earth Tech calculated that the remaining volume and
years at the New Liskeard landfill as being:

Total Remaining Volume (2005) - 83,400 m’
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Final Cover Volume : - 19,450 m®
Waste and Daily Cover Volume - 63,950 m’
Annuat Fill Rate - 3,500 tonnes
In-place Waste Density (assumed) - 0.5 tonnes/m’
Waste to Daily Cover Soil Ratio(assumed) - 4:1

Estimated Remaining Site Life - 7 years (2012)

In preparing this report, the City retained SRQ to conduct a new survey of the New Liskeard Landfill Site

to determine the current remaining capacity. The survey was compieted in November of 2007.

It was estimated that the net amount of waste depdsited in 2.5 years, between April 2005 and October
2007, was approximately 30,080 cubic meters, including cover material. This equates to approximately
12,032 cubic meters of waste deposited per year. In order to provide an estimate on the remaining

volume, the following assumptions were made:

Volume remaining as of April 2005 o= 49,676 cubic meters
Less amount deposited up to October 2007 = 30,080 cubic meters
Remaining volume = 19,596 cubic meters

If it is assumed that waste deposition will continue at a rate of 12,032 m3/year, it is then fair to conclude
that the site will reach capacity in le_sé than two (2) years; this coincides with the information presented
by SRQ in their 2004 report. The deposition rate could- however be highef if any of the demolition waste
from the residence at College Boreal or the old Cahadian Tire building were deposited in New Liskeard’s
landfill.
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5.1.2. Haileybury Landfill site

The Haileybury Landfill is located off of Highway 11 along Dump Road, 9 km southwest of the Town of
Haileybury on the south half of Lot 1, Concession 2, in the Township of Bucke. The site, which has been
in operation since 1975, operates under Certificate of Approval No. A570420 (Appeﬁdix B). The

certificate identifies the site as having a total area of 32.4 ha and a current waste fill area of 7.0 ha.

The Haileybury Landfill is located in the South Wabi Creek drainage basin which flows northward into
Moose Lake then drains into Lake Temiskaming. Site geology is characterized by sand and gravel
deposits overlying Precambrian bedrock which appears at surface .along the northern and eastern

boundaries of the waste fill area.

Prior to the amalgamation, the landfill received solid waste from Town of Hatleybury, the Township of
Dymond, the Town of Cobalt, as well as, the residents of Firstbrook and Lorrain Townships. The
deposition of waste from the Township of Dymond and the Town of Cobalt was historically done under a
separate agreement (Appendix A) that outlined the fees which were payable by each municipality to the

Town of Haileybury and the allocation of funding from each municipality to a reserve fund.

- The reserve fund was established to cover future capital costs which would be incurred by the landfill,
including but not limited to: costs necessary for the development, engineering, surveying or enlargement
of the landfill, and the costs required to have the landfill comply with the Certificate of Approval,
including the closure and post-closure costs of the landfill. Site closure procedures and party involvement

in the development of 2 new landfill are also addressed as part of this agreement.

The Town of Cobalt is responsible for its own collection and transportation of solid waste to the
Haileybury Landfill. Prior to dumping their waste, the residents of Firstbrook and Lorrain Townships
must obtain bag tags from the City. They are also required to show identification upon arrival at the

landfill. The tipping fees for these non-residents are $4.00 per bag and/or $30.00 per cubic yard.

The City applied for, and received approval for an amendment to the landfill C of A to permit the receipt
of solid waste at this landfil! from the entire City of Temiskaming Shores and to continue receiving solid
waste from the Town of Cobalt.

Operation of Landfill

The landfill is operated in accordance with the terms and conditions contained within the C of A and the

Haileybury Landfill Operation Manual.

Project No. 87623 Earth Tech {Canada) Inc,
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The Operation Manual provides direction to the contractor with respect to the maintenance and/or control
of the buffer area, on-site roads, equipment and housing, signs, surface drainage, leachate management,

tipping fees, and methods of disposal.’

There are currently two (2) active waste deposition areas at this landfill, one for construction waste and a
second for domestic waste. The detailed procedure fof depositing the waste at the landfill is outlined in
the report entitled, “Corporation of the Town of Haileybury Landfill Site Approval Report”, Project No.
E91-008 dated October 1992 and prepared by H. Sutcliffe Limited.

Despite the C of A, déily covers are not applied at this landfill. However, intermediate covers are applied
once areas of the landfill reach their final elevations or the Landfill Contractor moves to a different
location to deposit solid waste. The final covers are the responsibility of the City and will be constructed
according to the requirements of the C of A. The final elevations of the cells will match the existing

adjacent landfill areas.
Leachate Migration and Mitigation

Starting in 1998, annual reports have been prepared for this site. Groundwater monitoring data extending
back to 1991 is available for some of the on-site monitoring wells. A total of eight (8) on-site monitoring
wells and three (3} off-site monitoring wells are currently part of the groundwater monitoring program.

These wells are monitored three (3) times per vear.

On December 12, 2003 the former Town of Haileybury was fined $305.00, for failure to comply with
Condition 7. Subsequently the MOE issued a Provincial Officer’s Order requiring that land be acquired to
establish a leachate attenuation zone by August 1, 2004.

Also, there are five (5) surface water monitoring stations at this landfill, which are monitored twice per
year. A summary of this monitoring data is available in the “City of Temiskaming Shores, 2004 Annual
Monitoring Report, Haileybury Landfill Site, Volumes 1 of 2” prepared by Story Environmental Services.

In the 2004 Anpual Monitoring Report for the Haileybury Landfill, Story Environmental Services (SES)
reported that a groundwater leachate plume was flowing through the landfill area in a westerly
/northwesterly direction. SES also reported that the site was in non-compliance with the MOEs B-7-1
Guideline titled “Incorporation of the Reasonable Use Concept into MOEE Groundwater Management
Activities.” The non-compliance at and beyond the site property boundary has occurred for Total

Dissolved Solids (TDS} and arsenic.

Project No. 87623 Earth Tech {Canada) Inc.
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SES concluded that the landfill site’s leachate migration was affecting off-site groundwater resources and
recommended that further monitoring be completed to establish the extent of the off-site impacts. SES

also recommended that the City establish a leachate attenuation zone at the site as soon as possible.

The recommendations made by SES coincide with Condition 7 of the landfill site’s C of A which requires
that the City obtain an easement or the water rights to the land described as Parcel 904NND, part of the
south half of Lot 1, Concession 2, in the Township of Firstbrook, District of Temiskaming. The City

continues to negotiate with the property owner in this regard.

In addition to the migration of leachate through groundwater, uncovered portions of the waste fill area
encourage infiltration resulting in the generation of additional volumes of landfill leachate. Based on an
average moisture surplus of 281 mm/year for the Temiskaming area (JHL 2005) and a waste footprint of
7.0 ha, the Haileybury landfill is expected to generate approximately 16,300 m’ of leachate per year.

As with the New Liskeard landfill, additional mitigation measures which may be used to minimize the

generation of leachate include:

» Capping of al} areas of the landfill which have reached their approved final contours. Proper capping
will substantially reduce the leachate generation rate by reducing percolation through the waste pile;

and

« Installation of a leachate collection system (e.g. collection wells, interceptor drain} and a leachate
treatment system (e.g. treatment wetland, on-site package treatment system, haulage to existing
municipal treatment system). The type of collection and treatment system most suited for the
Haileybury landfill should be determined through a site specific study including an assessment of

leachate treatability.
Site Life

The average volume of loosely compacted waste deposited in the landfill over the past seven (7) year
period is 19,783 cubic meters, as shown in Table 5. In Volume 1 of 2 of the “City of Temiskaming
Shores, 2004 Annual Monitoring Report, Haileybury Landfill Sité”, prepared by Story Environmental
Services, it is indicated that the landfill will reach its final capacity during the year of 2018. This
calculation was conducted by Sutcliffe Rody and Quesnel and is based on volume deposition records

obtained from the City, waste compaction in the landfill, and projected increases in population.
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Table 5: Haileybury Landfill Past Seven (7) Year of Waste Deposition

2000 (including 1,648 from Cobalt)
21,000

2001 (including 2,259 from Cobalt)
22,562

2002 (including 1,942 from Cobalt)
20431

2003 (including 1,805 from Cobalt)
17,052

2004 {(including 1,832 from Cobalt)

2005 19,877 (est)

2006 20,076 (est.)

Average 19,783 mslyear

A digital terrain model (DTM) of the site was also prepared using a 2005 topographical survey prepared
by Sutcliffe Rody Quesnel Inc. Using the DTM, Earth Tech calculated that the remaining volume and
years at the Haileybury landfill as being:

Total Remaining Volume (2005) - 277,500 m®
Final Cover Volume - 44,500 m’
Waste and Daily Cover Volume - 233,050 m*
Annual Fill Rate - 5,000 tonnes
In-place Waste Density (assumed) - 0.5 tonnes/m’
Waste to Daily Cover Soil Rétio(assumed) - 4:1

Estimated Remaining Site Life - 18 years (2033)

In 2006, SES revised the estimated landfill site capacity and documented the results in the Haileybury
Landfill Site 2006 annual report, as follows:

e  The remaining fill area capacity (waste ad daily cover only) is 132,814 cubic meters.

»  Based on the waste deposition records obtained from Temiskaming Shores and an estimated 1%
increase in the population served by the Site, the Fill Area will reach capacity during the year
2017.

¢ The demolition of the Agricultural College Residence building in 2006 and the disposal of the
resulting waste material at the Haileybury Landfill was responsible for the elevated volumes

deposited in the landfill site that year.
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It should be noted .that the Haileybury Landfill site will soon be accepting solid waste from the entire City
and surrounding areas, as contained in the C of A once the New Liskeard Landfill reaches capacity and is
closed. The Tables in Section 6 provide an estimated indication of the volumes of waste accepted at each
landfill site, the years remaining, and the potential effect that the Haileybury landfill site might expect

once the New Liskeard site reaches capacity.

It is recommended that a detailed assessment of the Hailevbury Landfill site, including a revised

survey of the fill area, be scheduled upon the closure of the New Liskeard site in less than two {2}
years time.
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Figure 6: Haileybury Landfill Site - Existing and Final Contours (2004)
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5.2. Site Operation and Closure

The New Liskeard Landfill site opefations and maintenance is governed by the “New Liskeard Landfill
Operations and Maintenance (0&M) Manual, May 2004” prepared by Sutcliffe Rody Quesnel Inc. While
site operations and maintenance at the Haileybury landfill site is governed by the “Landfill Site Approval
Report, July 1997” also prepared by Sutcliffe Rody Quesnel Inc.

Both reports describe site development, operations and maintenance, final cover composition and

thickness, and site equipment.

Once the landfill sites are at capacity, the sites O&M Manuals recommend that the following tasks be

completed to ensure proper closure of the sites:
* Begin to plan for disposal at an alternate/new landfill site 3 o 4 years prior to landfill site closure.

+ Advise the public through the media and signs of the landfill site closure date one month prior to and
after the landfill site is closed. Media advertising and signs should advise the general public as to the

location of the new landfill site and the changed status of the existing landfil! site.

+» Implement a rodent baiting program prior to closure. Institute a rodent extermination program if the

baiting program indicates that it is unsuccessful.

» Complete the final cover of the landfill site with 750 mm of compacted clay cover, 150 mm of

~ topsoil, and seed.

+ Dismantle all the landfill site structures. Any bulk materials remaining on landfill site shall be hauled

away and any tires buried. The perimeter fence shall be kept in place until vegetation has been
established.

= After vegetation has been established, reforest the area under the supervision of the MNR.

« Periodic landfill site visits, three (3) times annually, shall be made to ensure that the vegetation is

growing, leachate outbreaks have not occurred and that there are no vector or vermin problems.
+» Continue monitoring groundwater on a three (3) times per year basis,

« Register on the property title that the property has been used for a landfill area. Prohibit construction

of any structure on the landfill site by passage of a municipal by-law.

1t is, therefore, recommended that the City complyv with the closare process as identified above. In

addition, the site’s C of A’s require that the City submit an updated closure plan to the Ministry of the

Environment for approval two (2) years before the sites are expected to stop receiving waste.
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Based on the estimated remaining site life at the New Liskeard Landfill Site, a closure plan should be
prepared submitted to the MOE by mid to late 2008; however should the municipality apply to
expand the site, the closure plan would be delayed. The updated closure plan for the Haileybury
Landfill Site can be prepared at a later date once the capacity of the site is confirmed with updated

surveying.

The closure costs for the New Liskeard Landfill and the Haileybury Landfill, in accordance with the

recommendations contained in the O&M Manual, are noted in the following tables:

Table 6: New Liskeard Landfill Site - Estimated Closure Costs Schedule of Unit Prices (2005)

Item Description Unit %m&d ﬁmﬁ Total

1 Compaction Clay Cap tonnes 79,900 810 $799,000
2 Topsoil _ tonnes 15,980 312 % 191,760
3 Perimeter Ditching m 1,000 $10 $ 10,000
4 Stormwater Ponds each 2 $ 35,000 $ 70,000
5 Hydro seeding m’ 46,300 $0.50 $23,150
6 Gas Vents each 17 $ 1,500 $ 25,500
7 | Site Shaping . ba 4.5 $ 8,500 $ 38,250
8 Contingency LS 1 $ 75,000 $ 75,000
9 Engineering/Contract Administration LS 1 $ 60,000 $ 60,000

' Apprqximate Total ( $ 1,292,660

Table 7: Haileybury Landfill Site - Estimated Closure Costs Schedule of Unit Prices (2005)

Item Description Uit | vty | Gaitpaee | Toul
1 Compaction Clay Cap tonnes 110,000 512 $ 1,320,000
2 Topsoil tonnes 22,000 512 $ 264,000
3 Perimeter Ditching m 1,100 $10 $11,000
4 Stormwater Ponds each 2 $50,000 $100,000
5 Hydro seeding o’ 77,000 $0.50 $ 38,500
6 Gas Vents each 22 - $1,500 $ 33,000
7 Site Shaping ha 7.0 - $10,000 $ 70,000
8 Contingency LS 1 $ 125,000 $ 125,000
9 Engineering/Contract Administration LS 1 $ 100,000 $ 100,000
N Approximate Total | $2,061,500

m - meter; m® - meters squared; ha - hectare; LS - lump sum

Project No. 87623
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5.3. Recycling Program

The City recycling program is provided by the Cochrane Temiskaming Waste Management Board
(CTWMB). The CTWMB is divided into two (2) service zones, southern node and northern node, and
provides recycling services to sixteen (16) municipalities. The City is part of the board’s southern node

which includes the communities of Temagami, Cobalt, Evanturel, Englehart, Charlton, and Chamberlain.

Presently, the City’s Public Works Operations. Manager serves as the administrator for the Board’s

southern node. The City receives $10,000 annually for the services provided.

Recyclables are currently delivered by residents to eight (8) drop-off depots located within the City (i.e.
Haileybury - 3, New Liskeard - 3, Dymond - 2). The recycling material at the depots is collected by
employees of the CTWMB on Monday, Wednesday, Thursday and Friday. The recyclable materials are
then delivered to the material recovery facility (MRF) located on Barr Drive. Material is processed on

Tuesday’s.

The Public Works Operations Division maintains the aesthetics of the depots (bins) within the City and
has attained the two (2) aged recycling units recently replaced by CTWMB to assist with this

maintenance.

The current recycling program includes the following materials: paper fibers, aluminum and steel cans,

container glass (clear and coloured), and No. 1 polyethylene terephthalate (PET) plastic.

Similar to the City’s waste collection program, the recycling program is governed by the existing by-laws

of its former municipalities with the Cochrane-Temiskaming Waste Management Board (CTWMB).

53.1. Proximity

Waste should be managed as close as possible to the source of generation.

Presently, there are two known Super Material Recovery Facilities in northern Ontario, one in North Bay
and one in Sudbury which accepts recyclable materials. Other than the City of Timmins, the City of
Temiskaming Shores is the largest population centre north of North Bay, approximately 160 kilometers
apart. The cost per tonne for the CTWMB"S recyclable material includes shipment of material to those

markets.

It is suggested that the City continue to liaise with neighbouring communities with the objective of
identifying a Mega MRF to permit collection of other recyclable materials above those currently
collected. An increased recycling program may create partnership opportunities for the City to share the

cost of transporting the recycled materials to markets located over 100 kilometers away.
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6.0 PROJECTED WASTE MANAGEMENT NEEDS OVER THE PLANNING
PERIOD (5 TO 25 YEARS)

The City is faced with two (2) landfill sites that are running out of disposal capacity. A recent survey of
the New Liskeard Landfill site in November 2007 concluded that the site would reach capacity 1n less
than two (2) years. Once the New Liskeard site reaches capacity, all solid waste generated in the City, and
from outlining areas as approved by the Certificate of Approval (i.e., Cobalt), will then be diverted to the
Haileybury Landfill. The additional waste from the closed New Liskeard site will accelerate the rate at
which the Haileybury Landfill site reaches capacity.

The following tables provide an estimate of: 1) the projected future waste quantities based or an annual
growth rate of 1% for the City, 2) the project life expectancy of each landfill site with a project waste
diversion rate increase of 6% every five (5) years and without diversion, and 3} the combined impact of

the closure of the New Liskeard landfill site on the Haileybury landfill site.

Table 8: New Liskeard Landfill Site - Estimated Remaining Capacity and Site Life

Loosely Compacted {55%)

Existing Data Potential Benefits
AT ¥ = I TR, F;

49,-676

1
2006 2 42,285 7.465 15% 43,394 7.465
2007 3 19,596 7,539 15% 19,596 7,539 6,409
2008 4 13,187 7,615 6,473

12 057 7,615 15%

ARSI RO 15% 7,691 :
(3 249) 7.768 21% & ey R
[ 21% (5 959) 7,846
Nen-Compacted
Ex1st1ng Data Potent;al Beneﬁts

49, 676
2006 2 36,238 13,572 15%
2007 3 19,596 13,708 15%

38,254 13,572 11,837
13,708 11,652
(3,824) 13, 984 11,886
{15,710) 14,123 11,158

57 == 5
(7,957)
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Table 9: Haileybury Landfill Site - Estimated Remaining Capacity and Site Life

Loosely Compacted (55%)

Exns*tmg Dat , Potential Beneiits

2005 1 153,330 10,838 15% | 153,330 9,212
2006 2 132,814 11,042 15% | 144,118 9,304
2007 3 121,772 11,152 15% 134,813 9,397
2008 4 110,620 11,264 15% 125,416 9,491
2009 5 99,356 11,377 15% | 115924 9,586
2010 6 87,979 11,490 21% 106,338 8,999
2011 7 76,489 11,605 21% 97,339 9,080 |-
2012 8 64,883 11,721 21% 88,250 9,180
2013 9 53,162 11,839 21% 79,071 9,271
2014 10 41,324 11,9571 21% 69,799 9,364
2015 11 29,367 12,076 27% 60,435 8,739
2016 12 17,290 12,197 27% 51,696 8,827
L e e 509 e 7Y% 42,869 8,915
27% 33,954 9,004
2019 15 - 27% 24,949 9,094
15,855

7 é’ 6"‘0’0.

Non-Compacted
Ex:stlng Data Potentlal Benef' ts

L ¥ e PR, e 5 T prs
1 153,330 19,706 15% 153,330 16,750
2006 2 132,814 19,903 15% . 136,580 16,918
2007 3 112,911 20,102 15% 119,662 17,087
2008 4 92,809 20,303 15% 102,576 17,258
2009 5 72,506 20,506 15% 85,318 17.430
2010 6 52,000 20,711 21% 67,888 16,362

2011 7 3 ,288 20,918 21% 51,526 16,525 {
SRR s TR e D] 21% 35,000 16,691
0, 757) | 16,858

~(15,574) 76, 108""
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Table 10: Haileybury Landfill Site - Estimated Remaining Capacity and Site Life, with combined
: Solid Waste from the Closed New Liskeard Landfill Site

Loosely Compacted (55%)

Potentlal Beneﬁts

Exsstmg Data

1 153 330 : :
2006 2 132,814 11,042 15% 144,118 ,
2007 3 121,772 11,152 15% 134,813 8,397
2008 4 110,620 11,264 15% 125,416 9,491
2000 5 99,356 14,626 | 15% 115,924 9,586
6 84,730 22,540 ¥ 21% 106,338 14,858
7 62,190 30,611 21% 91,380 15,287
LTh & 21% 76,093 15,440
21% 60,654 15,584
21% 45,059 15,750
27% 29, 310 15,189
27% T =7,
27%

Non-Compacted

Existing Data

1 153,330 19,706 15%, 153,330
2008 2 132,814 19,903 15% 136,580 16,918
2007 3 112,911 20,102 15% 119,662 17,087
4 92,809 28,260 [ 15% 102,576 20,542
5 64,549 36,500 § 15% 82,034 29,316
e R L e T T P LT et s 21% 52,718 27520}
{22,800) 65,481 [ 14123 21% 25,198 23412 ;
21% BRI L
21% (16,848} 16,858

Note: The data pfesented is based on the waste records from the City. The life expectancy of the landfill
sites was confirmed against the data contained in the 2006 Haileybury Landfill Site Annual Report

prepared by Story Environmental.

An increased diversion rate of 6% per year was estimated based on Table 6 of Interim Report #1, Landfill
Space Saved by the Recycling Program 2004(Appendix D). In 2004, the City diverted approximately 7%

of its solid waste from the landfill sites.
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7.0 INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT: WASTE VALUE CHAIN
The Ministry of the Environment expects that the municipality will consider waste management options
according to the 3Rs - reduce, reuse and recycle - and that, where Jeasible, all methods of resources will

be considered prior to final disposal of waste.

The development of a municipal Solid Waste Management Master Plan {SWMMP}) requires the adoption
of guiding principles which will govern the evaluation and selection of long-term waste manégement
programs. The following guiding principles of the City of Temiskaming Shores SWMMP are in line with
the Policy Statement Waste Value Chain:

+ Provide a uniform collection service across the City where feasible:

» Promote waste diversion with an objective, where feasible, of achieving Ontario’s 60% waste
diversion goal as outlined in the Ministry of Environmental publication titled “Ontario’s 60% Waste

Diversion Goal - A Discussion Paper, June 10, 2004”
» Minimize waste collection and disposal costs, as practical;
s  Provide convenient serviée levels for homeowners/businesses, where feasible;
» Provide long-term waste disposal capacity; and

» Comply with Provincial landfill regulations and guidelines related to landfill sites, waste diversion,

and off-site contaminations.

7.1. Waste Prevention

While recognizing that industry producers and stewards have a significant contribution to make within
this area, the municipality should also be focusing on waste prevention as a first step. This could include
creating programs fo encourage reducing waste at the source, such as consumer education programs
(e.g., helping consumers to identify packaging that is recyclable through the municipality’s recycling
program), or financial incentives (e.g., user-pay systems that charge waste management fees based on the
amount of non-recyclable waste that is deposited). The municipality can also make purchasing decisions
that focus on buying products or services for municipal operations that minimize waste management

COSIS.

There are currently a number of penalty-based programs being experimented with in North America and
Europe which can be applied at the curb-side to help increase the rate of waste diversion within the

community. Some of these programs include:

« Bag Limits;
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+« Pay-As-You-Throw (PAYT); or
+  Clear Garbége Bag Programs.

The most common of these programs are bag limits which many municipalities are implementing.
However, PAYT and clear bag based programs often can show the best performance and have the
potential for significant increases in waste diversion. The following sections provide an outline of each

penaity-based program that could potentially be implemented by the City.

7.1.1. Bag Limits.

The City currently operates a bag limit program restricting the number of bags set-out by residential and
IC&I waste generators. However, the bag limits are not consistent throughout the amalgamated City:
some areas are permitted two (2) bags, while others have a three (3) bag limit. These inconsistencies are
also apparent in the rural area versus the urban area, and the winter collection program versus the summer

collection program.

In recent years, bag limits have been found to be an effective tool in increasing waste diversion. As the
number of permitted bags at the curb decreased, residents either increased their partibipation in the
diversion programs or found altemative means of disposal (ie. take the material to a drop-off

themselves).

It is recommended that the Citv enhance their current waste collection program by addressing the

Inconsistencies of the program by introducing new clauses to_establish a uniform bag limit of two
(2) bags for the entire City.

7.1.2. User Pay/Pay-as-you-throw (PAYT)

The user pay or PAYT programs are beginning to receive greater attention in the municipal solid waste

tanagement world.

In most municipalities the industrial sector is directly responsible for the waste they generate, including
the contract for its disposal. As the cost to dispose of the waste generated increases, many industries are
investigating alternative ways to reduce, reuse and recycle materials to decrease overall disposat costs.
This level of awareness is not shared by many in the residential sector as many are unaware of the costs to

manage residential waste.

This direct cost accountability in the industrial sector is slowly being transferred to waste generators in
the municipal sector in the form of PAYT programs. In PAYT programs, each time a resident places
garbage at the curbside, a fee is charged for the collection service. The less garbage set out for pick up,

the less it will cost the resident. This type of program has been proven to accomplish the following:
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» Encourage residents to be more accountable for the amount of waste being produced. This can also

increase the amount of waste being diverted through recycling and composting initiatives.
« Reduce costs to those households which generate less waste.
»  Distribute the costs associated with waste collections more equitably amongst waste generators.

There are a number of user-pay approaches currently utilized in Ontario and North America. Each system

is specific to the local community environment. These systems include:

7.1.2.1.  Flat Annual Rate
In this approach residents pay a flat rate for waste collection and waste management services. This is the
system that many municipalities follow, where waste management costs are incorporated into municipal

property taxes. This type of system does not encourage participation in waste diversion programs.

7.1.2.2.  Bag Stickers/Tags
This program requires residents to purchase a sticker/tag to be placed on the bag(s). Only bags with a
sticker/tag are collected at the curbside. Typically, this type of program parallels a bag limit program,

meaning that if a resident exceeds the weekly bag limit there is an option of purchasing additional tag(s).

7.1.23.  Standardized Bags

Residents in this program purchase a specific plastic bag which has been marked with a symbol or some
other method of identification. Only these marked bags will be collected at the curb. With this option the
waste managerment and collection services costs are incorporated into the price of the bag at the time of

purchase.

7.1.2.4.  Standardized Containers

In this option residents pay an annual fee based on the volume of the waste container(s). Approved
containers would be marked to. identify that the resident has paid the annual fee for waste management
services for the year. This type of program requires the resident to use a rigid container that a label can be

applied.

The option is also available to charge residents based on the number of containers collected. Several
municipalities have implemented electronic tracking systems which operate similar to bar codes and
scanners. Each container is labeled with a bar code that is scanned at the time of collection. The resident
will then be invoiced for the number of containers set out, similar to a water or hydro bill. Depending on
the collection technology used, the invoicing system could be based on the weight of the material
collected at the curb each week. o -
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7.1.3. Clear Garbage Bag Programs

‘The advantage of this program is that only garbage placed in clear bags will be collected. This type of
program has minimal implications on curbside waste collection as it operates the same as any other plastic
bag based garbage collection program. The difference is the collection crew will be able to clearly
identify the contents of the bag and reject it if any recyclable materials have been mixed with regular

waste.

The disadvantage of this program is that bags that are not collected could end up accumulating on the
property or could be illegally disposed of.

7.1.4. Implementation of Penalty Based Programs
As with any penalty-based program, the key to successful implementation is to support all activities with
a comprehensive public education program that:

« Promotes and explains the system well in advance of its implementation;

 Explains the effects a system may have on waste diversion and participation in diversion initiatives;
+ Provides altemative disposal and recycling options;

» Promotes positive effects on the environment; and

» Discourages illegal dumping which can sometimes result from the implementation of penalty based

Programs.

A number of communities including, the City of Woodstock, the City of Barrie, the Region of Niagara,
and Peel Region have implemented a PAYT system with an initial grace period. Residents were provided

with free tags for a number of months to help ease the transition to the new systern.

Another option allowed residents to dispose of a specific number of bags free each week with additional
bags, beyond the prescribed limit, requiring a tag to be collected. The City of Greater Sudbury
implemented a combined three (3) bag limit, to be reduced to two (2) bags, with a $1.50 bag tag system

for residential waste collection services.

If the City wants to promote and increase waste diversion, it is recommended that a combination of the
discussed approaches be implemented. An aggressive two (2) bag limit combined with the enhanced
recycling and diversion program, along with bag tags for each bag exceeding the bag limit, should

achieve the desired result.

It is recommended that waste management costs associated with the bag limit and waste diversion
programs be funded on the general tax levv. A user pay system should be implemented for residents
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exceeding the bag limit, such as with the purchase of bag tags. The combinatioﬁ of a flat rate/user pay
system should offer the City the most flexibility with respect to cost recovery and the promotion of waste

diversion.

7.2 Waste Diversion
Reuse activities should be fostered throughout municipal operations by providing space for and

information about reuse centers for residential waste. This ensures that the ‘useful life of products is

exhausted prior to recycling.

Recycling products and materials that cannot be used, and diverting organics through composting and

anaerobic digestion, are integral options for maximizing the rate of diversion from disposal.

7.2.1. Waste Collection Systems

The City currently operates a two (2) strearmn waste collection system consisting of:

+ Curbside collection of garbage, including the Spring Clean-Up Program and bulk item collection;

and;

+ Depot style collection of recyclables for paper fibers, aluminum/tin cans, container glass, No. 1

plastic.

Across North America, however, there are three (3) primary waste stream collection systemns that have
been implemented by municipalities with varying levels of success. The following sections provide a

description of these systems.

7.2.1.1.  One - Stream Waste Collection
A single stream waste collection system allows residents to place all waste materials out for collection.
Residents are not required to separate out recyclables or organics; this task is performed at a processing

facility designed to accommodate a mixed waste stream.

The advantage of this system is that the waste diversion program does not require the participation of
residents. All waste management takes place at a processing facility and/or waste disposal facility. This
system also has lower collection costs as all materials are collected together with a single vehicle.
Excluding the municipalities that do not operate waste diversion programs, there are a fimited number of
single stream waste collection programs in operation in North America. There are significant
disadvantages to this system which has resulted in its limited adoption throughout North America. These

disadvantages include:

» Increased processing costs in order to separate materials, especially when higher on-route

compaction ratios (i.e. lower collection costs) are realized:
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+ Increased waste management costs relative to other forms of waste collection;
e Decreased waste diversion rates.

7.2.1.2. Two - Stream Waste Collection (Wet/Dry Model)

A two-stream wet/dry system has residents place materials at the curb in two (2) containers as follows:

 Wet - Wet containers are reserved for all organic materials including household organic waste, pet

waste, non-recyclable fibres, etc. and other wet residual materials.

* Dry - Dry containers are reserved for all dry materials including items typically found in a blue box,

as well as other dry residual materials.

The advantage of a wet/dry system is in the reduced collection costs as compared to a 3 stream collection
system. Another advantage is in the quantity of material diverted when compared to a single stream
collection system. Rather than residents separating out their recyclables, all recyclables are separated at

the processing facility or a Material Recovery Facility.

The organic waste collected is processed as a2 compostable material and any residual waste that does not
compost is screened out. This process is capable of capturing greater quantities of recyclable and organic
materials. However, the process can also result in significantly higher processing costs dué to the sorting
requirements and the technologies required in separating and processing the mixed waste materials.
Another by-product of this process is a larger quantity of residual waste being managed. This can impact

the overall quality of the recyclable materials captured.

The primary model for wet/dry waste collection existed in the City of Guelph. About two {2) yearé ago,
the City changed to a three (3) stream system, (Garbage, Recycling, and Organics).

7.2.13.  Three - Stream Waste Collection (Traditional “Blue Box” Model)

The traditional method of waste collection has been based on a three-stream waste collection model. This
system of collection provides curbside and/or depot services for garbage, recycling and organics {usually
leaf and yard waste only). Each stream is collected separately and transferred to their respective facility

for processing.

The advantage of a three-stream system is that it places a greater level of responsibility on residents to
separate their recyclable material; this results in reduced processing costs. The lower processing costs and
.higher diversion rates associated with three-stream waste collection have resulted in it being the most
commonly implemented collection system in Ontario. However, the disadvantage is that if residents

refuse to participate in the program, the materials will most likely be landfilled.

Project No. 87623 Earth Tech (Canada) Inc.



¥

City of Temiskaming Shores . Page 42
Solid Waste Management Master Plan

There are a number of ways of encouraging participation in a three-stream waste collection system which

are discussed in Section 7.1, Waste Prevention.

7.2.2. Waste Collection Alternatives
When considering the collection of household wastes there are three (3) options available for multiple

waste stream collection:

7.2.2.1.  Separate Collection

Separate collection dedicates one vehicle to the collection of each waste stream as follows:
« Separate Collection
+ Co-collection
» Depot Collection

In separate collection, the same vehicle may be used to collect different waste streams (e.g. a collection
vehicle may collect regular waste on its first pass and on the second pass collect leaffyard waste).

Alternatively, the garbage collection vehicle may collect only garbage on specified days and leaf/yard

waste on other days.

Traditionally, curbside collection in the City has been based on a manual system; where a collection
vehicle is dedicated only to the curbside collection of garbage. A multi-stream waste collection system

would require separate collection for each waste siream, including:
+ Regular waste, including all bulk items which fit in a garbage truck;
+ Recyclables;
+ Leaf/Yard Waste; and
« Bulk items, which do not fit in a garbage truck.

Separate collection is advantageous if an area is primarily urban in nature, such as the urban areas of
Haileybury and New Liskeard. However, in more sparsely populated areas, such as the rural areas of

Dymond and Haileybury, this method of collection may be more costly.

7.2.2.2. Co-Collection

Co-collection dedicates one vehicle to the sirultaneous collection of two or more waste streams, such as:
+ Truck 1 - Garbage Stream and Leaf/Yard Waste Stream

¢ Truck 2 - Recycling Stream
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A recent trend in the curbside collection of municipal waste is to collect more than one stream of waste
within a single collection vehicle. Co-collection is a relatively new technology available to municipalities
and has become an increasing popular method of waste collection, especially when considering adding an
additional stream of waste to be collected at the curb, such as leaf and vard waste. However, some
municipalities, especially those with large rural areas, have used co-collection in the form of a traditional

garbage truck and a pull-behind recycling collection trailer.

This new and emerging technology for collection has been shown as a viable alternative in reducing costs

and increasing program efficiencies, and ultimately achieving greater waste diversion rates.

Implementing a co-collection system requires a vehicle specially designed to collect two or more waste
streams simultaneously, while preventing the contamination or mixing of the waste. Co-collection has

worked very well, especially where setouts (material at the curb) are at a greater distance from each other.

The implementation of a co-collection based waste management system has significant impacts on more
than just the trucks required to collect the material. Co-collection based systems can have different route
requirements. If used in the rural area, the routes can be longer with fewer stops due to a greater range

needed to be covered.

In most cases, switching to a co-collection based system, requires a significant level of effort in terms of
redesigning routes and the collection schedules; as well as, contracting/purchasing of a new fleet of

specially designed split compartment collection vehicles.

7.2.2.3. Depot Collection

A third option for collecting waste is to use a waste drop-off depot. Waste depots can be situated in a
number of locations around the City, including at the existing waste management facilities or at the rural
recycling centers. These types of drop-off depots have been found to be an effective alternative to

curbside collection in areas with low population densities.

In order for drop-off depots to work effectively, they must be staffed by a waste management official. Un-
staffed depots are typ'ically prone to littering, the improper use of containers, and can be difficult to

manage/control in a system with bag limits and user-pay initiatives.

7.2.3. Spring Clean-Up Program and Bulky Item Collection
The City currently provides a Bulky Item collection program as part of the Spring Clean-up Program

service which is expected to be maintained at the current level.

The existing bulk item collection program collects items, such as, white goods, sofa’s, mattresses, to

name a few which are collected at the curb. In an attempt to reduce the cost of Spring':Clean-up Program
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and to promote recycling, the City implemented the following additionai Spring Clean-up Program
policies:

s No recyclables or OCC are allowed;

o No tires;

» Maximum total volume per household is three (3) cubic meters;

» Appliances which have contained freon, must be tagged by a licensed refrigeration contractor or they

will not be accepted;
» Tipping fees for regular waste are waived at the landfill during the Spring Clean-up Program;
* Solid waste must be placed at curbside in front of the property;
« There is no collection from back lanes;
* Residents must assist by placing waste in separate piles (i.¢., brush, wood, metal, garbage, etc.);

* Residents may dispose of excess waste over and above the allowable maximum permitted directly at
either of the landfills and the tipping fees for regular waste shall be waived during the Spring Clean-
up Program;

* Residents must assist by bagging or bundling all material as appropriate; and

+ Residents must place the material at curbside the night before the collection day as clean-up
operations will not return a second time to pick-up material that has been placed at curbside after the

collection vehicles have gone passed.
Options with respect to bulk item collection include:
« Option I - maintain current program (Spring Clean-up Program)
* Option 2 - elimination of all bulk item collection
¢ Option 3 - provision of year-round bulk item collection

In 2005, the programs cost was approximately 30% of the City’s annual solid waste collection budget. In
2006, the program cost was reduced to 20% of the City’s annual solid waste collection budget.

The current program is effective and efficient and the City will continue to monitor the program for

process improvements and will implement modifications as required.

7.24. Christmas Tree Collection
The City currently collects Christmas trees that are set out at the curb for collection. However, two (2)

concepts have been considered for future collection of Christmas trees:
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» Option 1: This option would require the City to staff a central drop-off location to ensure that
residents were not illegally dumping regular waste with their Christmas tree. It would also require
that the City have waste collection vehicles available to transport the trees to the appropriate

locations at the landfill sites.

» Option 2: This option relies on residents to actively participate in the proper disposal of their used
Christmas Trees. Trees would be delivered by residents to the active landfill site* or designated
locations for proper disposal.. This system could end up costing the municipality more if trees are

dumped illegally and the City has to collect them.

« Option 3: This option maintains the current collection program whereby the City provides a tree
collection service after Christmas. This program requires significant staff time, but appears

acceptable to the community.

The City should consider implementing Option 2 on a trial basis to determine the programs effectiveness
at reducing the cost of tree collection. The City may reassess the effectiveness of this new program in the

future.

7.2.5. Composting

In an aftempt to increase the diversion of organic waste from being deposited in the landfill sites, the City
is looking at new methods of encoﬁrage composting within the community. One method is through the
purchase and use of individual residential compost bins that are available at the Public Works Operations

Complex at a current subsidized cost of approximately $15.00.

To further assist residents in understanding what organic materials are considered compostable the City
developed the following definition: “anything which can be composted in a backyard compost bin, such
as, yard and garden waste (i.e, leaves, grass clippings, and branches that are less than three (3) inches in

diameter and can be chipped) and kitchen scraps which do not contain dairy or meat products.”

These materials are also accepted at the City’s landfill sites. Currently, there are no approved composting
areas at the landfill sites, yet each landfill site contains an area for the dumping of organic materials.
Residents are permitted to dump their organic waste with no applicable tipping fee. However, if the
landfill opérator notices that the organics are mixed with regular waste, the landfill operator is permitted

to charge the applicable tipping fee.

Occasionally this stockpiled material is utilized as cover material when warranted. If the City chooses to
implement a composting program at either of their local landfill sites, the existing Certificate of Approval
will have to be amended and the program enhanced significantly to comply with regulatory standards.

Due to limited volumes and weather conditions a composting program is not recommended.
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7.2.6. Construction and Demolition Material

In an attempt to extend the service life of the City’s landfills, the City will need to be more assertive at
determining what materials may be disposed of from construction and demolition (C&D) projects. The
City 1s aware that many C&D projects in the City have not recycled their materials, which end up being
placed in the landfill sites. This uses up valuable landfill volume and shortens an already meek service

capacity.

C&D waste includes materials that are generated from the construction and demolition of residential,
commercial, industrial and institutional facilities. It can also include C&D waste generated from the

remodeling of landscapes, roads and site cleaning.

To extend the life of the City’s landfills, the City needs to strongly consider policy development for the
disposal of C & D materials. Some methods already used in other municipalities are to salvage, reuse
and/or recycle the C&D materials, where the materials can include: lumber, drywall, metal, masonry

(brick, concrete, etc.), carpet, plastics, pipe, rock, dirt, paper, cardboard, or green waste.

On the Ministry of the Environments website, it is stated that based on the 2004 Statistics Canada survey
the ICI sector in Ontario diverted approximately 18% of non-residential waste from landfill compared to
about 30% from residential waste. The end result is that additional diversion from the ICI sector is needed

to extend the service life of the City’s landfill sites.
The Province provides resources to help municipalities better manage C&D projects (Appendix C):

» Ontario Regulation 102/94 requires that construction companies conduct waste audits, and develop

and implement a waste reduction work plan for their project.

» Ontario Regulation 103/94 requires the separation of specific waste materials at the source, site of

the project.

To further assist municipalities with managing the construction industry with the disposal of waste, the

Ministry of the Environment developed guidance documents. The two (2) documents are:

* Guide to Waste Audits and Reduction Work Plans for Construction and Demolition Projects (as
required by O.Reg. 102/94); and

» Guide to Source Separation of Recyclable Materials for Industrial, Commercial and Institutional

Sectors, and Multi-Unit Residential Buildings (as required under O.Reg. 103/94).

There is also a guidance document and Fact Sheet developed specifically for the industrial, commercial
and institutional sectors - 4 Guide to Waste Audits and Reduction Workplans for Industrial, Commercial

and Institutional Sectors.
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Contractors are required, by the MOE, to complete a waste audit form as part of the C&D project. The
City is able to create their own waste audit form however the form must follow the same format as the

MOE:s form and contain the same requested information.

As noted on the MOEs website the Regulations apply to C&D projects conmsisting of one or more
buildings with a floor area of at least 2,000 square metres, where buildings are residential or ICI sector.
Compliance with the Regulations is the responsibility of the person who undertakes the C&D project, not
the City. Additional information and resources about the recycling of C&D materials can be located on

the MOE website under publications.

If not already implemented, it is recommended that the City develop policies and/or guidelines with

the objective of increasing recvcling efforts related to Construction and Demolition Projects to

coincide with the building permit application process. By requiring contractors to fill out a waste audit

form for their projects over 2,000 square metres, the contractors are then accountable for the waste being
generated and its subsequent disposal. It should be noted that home renovation projects that leave the

building intact are not subject to the Regulation

7.2.7. Recycling Requirements and Potential Expansion

Regulatory Requirements

Ontario Regulation 101/94 outlines municipal responsibilities with respect to blue box recycling systems
in Ontario. These requirements pertain to collection methods/frequency, materials being recycled,

promotion and reporting.

Regulation 101/94 requires that Northern Ontario municipalities with a population in excess of 15,000
establish, operate and maintain a blue box recycling system which services all residential buildings
which receive municipal waste collection. The frequency of blue box collection must be at least half the
frequency of municipal waste collection. Northern Ontario municipalities which have a population
between 5,000 and 15,000 (Temiskaming Shores) must provide their residents with a blue box recycling
service, but the collection frequency does not have to be half the frequency of waste collection. Instead,
Regulation 101/94 requires that Northern Ontario municipalities with populations between 5,000 and
15,000 provide for the collection or acceptance of blue box waste in a manner that is “reasonably
convenient” to the residents of the community. Regulation 101/94 does not define what is meant by
“reasonably convenient” and as a result, the City of Temiskaming Shores, with a 2006 population of
10,732, may choose to provide a curb side collection service or it may choose to continue to provide a
depot style collection. It should be noted that Council for the City of Temiskaming Shores is focused on

increasing its diversion rate and would like to enhance the recycling program to a curbside program.

Project No. §7623 ) Earth Tech (Canada) Inc.



City of Temiskaming Shores i Page 49
Solid Waste Management Master Plan

Regulation 101/94 requires municipalities that operate blue box recycling systems to include the

following materials in their recycling programs:

o aluminum cans

» glass bottles/jars
+ newsprint

« #1 PETE plastic
s steel (tin) cans

¢ In addition, it also fequires municipal blue box recycling programs to include at least two (2) of the
following seven (7) items:

+ aluminum foil

» boxboard

» cardboard

» expanded polystyrene food and beverage containers

« fine papers

* magazines

* paper cups/plates
The City’s recycling program complies with Regulation 101/94 in terms of materials which must be
recycled, as listed: 1} Paper Products - newspaper, magazines, computer paper, pamphlets, flyers,
envelopes, and writing paper; 2) Cardboard/Boxboard - cereal boxes, old corrugated cardboard, tissue
boxes, soap boxes, and shoe boxes; 3) Aluminum/Steel Cans; 4} Glass Jars and Bottles; and 5) Plastic
Containers (PET).

Regulation 101/94 also requires that municipalities provide users of blue box recycling systems with
information on the performance of the system and encourage the public to participate in its use. Finally,
Regulation 101/94 requires that municipalities which operate a blue box recycling system submit an

annual report on the system’s performance to the MOE on or before June 1 of each year.
Recycling Program

In 2004, the City diverted 7% or 1,996 m’ of its solid waste from the landfill sites to the Material
Recovery Facility (MRF). In 2006, the City increased the amount of solid waste diverted from the landfill
sites by approximétely 3%, for a total diversion rate of 10% diversion or 2,045 m’, It should be noted that
the identified diversion rates can be misieading as the total waste volumes collected at the landfill in any
one year would be significantly higher based on the level of construction and demolition activity. The

limited space at the Cochrane-Temiskaming Waste Management Board’s MRF and at the City’s recycling
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depots (bins) limits the type and volume of recyclable materials that can be accepted. Table 12 illustrates

the volumes of recyclable materials received at each of the City’s deports.

Table 12: The Volume of Non-Compacted Recyclable Materials Collected at Each Depot.

1,719 m’ 3,077 m 4259 m®
1,813 m® 3,151 o’ 4295 m’
1,904 m® 3,005 m® 4370w’

To further increase the recycling rates, the City could implement a penalty based system. The penalty
based system would work best if accompanied by the expansion of the number of materials included in

the recycling program and supported by an overall ban on the disposal of recyclables at the landfill site(s).

To increase the number and volume of recyelable materials that the City could accept, the MRF would
need to be enlarged, relocated or an alternative MRF identified. The current list of materials would also
need to be expanded to include all paper fibers (including soft/hard cover books), empty paint/coating
cans, aluminum foil/trays, No. 2 (HDPE) plastics and coated beverage containers (i.e. juice boxes, 1 and 2

L milk/juice cartons).

It has been observed that a large volume of No. 2 plastics are being included in the recycling stream
because residents are not separating them out. Therefore, there is a strong push to include the No.2
plastics into the collection program. The addition of No. 2 plastic (HDPE) along with No. 1 plastic PET
(polyethylene terephthalate) would allow the City to potentially divert up to 80% of all plastics from the
municipal waste stream. Once incorporated, these materials should be banned from landfill disposal.
However, the lack of storage space at the MRF and recycling depots limits the implementation of these
additional materials at this time. In 2007 the City increased/upgraded container volumes at the depots

(bins) as follows:

Fiber 6 yd® 12 yd’ | Fiber 12 yd* 18 yd®*
Cans 4 yd® 4yd Cans 4 yd* 4yd
No. 1 Plastic 2 yd* 6 yd® No. 1 Plastic 2 yd* 6 vd®
Glass 2 yd® 2 yd? Glass 2 yd 2yd?
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The Public Works Operations Division has been able to increase its level of service at the depots by
purchasing one (1) used recycling unit from the Cochrane-Temiskaming Waste Management Board that
was recently replaced. Capacity increases at the depots should be sufficient to permit the City to

implement a two (2) bag residential limit.

In order to enhance the recycling program from a depot system to a curbside collection program and due
to the limitations of the existing MRF as described herein efforts are being focused on identifying a
hybrid collection program (i.e. curbside-urban / depot - rural) as well as an expanded or alternative MRF.

Until a suitable MRF and collection program are identified the City is limited to existing programs..

7.2.8. Municipal Hazardous or Special Waste (MHSW) Managemeﬁt Options

According to data provided by municipalities in Ontarie in the 2005 Waste Diversion Ontario data call,
ﬁfty-two (52} municipalities operated a total of ninety-eight (98) Municipal Hazardous or Special Waste
permanent depots, operating from one day per year to year round service. On average, depots operated

120 days per year.

Appendix 3 of the MHSW Program Plan (May 23, 2007) identified that many of these 52 municipalities,
as well as 34 other municipalities, also provided mobile MHSW collection events to service their

Jurisdictions. A total of 270 event days were provided across Ontario in 2005.
In 2005, depots and events served approximately 11.4 million residents, for a total of 430,000 visits.
Currently, the options available to manage MHSW include the following:

» Reduction: Manufacturers to reformulate their products, provision of alternatives, etc.

¢« Reuse: Reﬁllablé, rechargeable, on-site reuse filtration systems, etc.

¢ Recycling: Remanufacture into recycled product

* Disposal:  Collection through Municipal or private collection programs

The WDO Waste Diversion Program lays the groundwork for the producers of household hazardous and
special wastes to develop and fund a diversion program for specific materials to assist with the reduction,

reuse, recycling and disposal.

Currently, 86 municipalities collect MHSW through some form of organized collection program such as

the following:

» Permanent depot open from one day per year to year round service;
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» Mobile collection events from one (1) day per year up to 43 events moving throughout the

municipality; and
» Permanent depot in addition to mobile collection events in the municipality.
Management of MHSW in Temiskaming

There is currently no formal hazardous waste “collection” program in place; however, the C1ty does have

several hazardous waste management protocols as follows:

 During the annual Spring Clean-up Program, old paint, varathane, and similar materials can be put
out at the curbside and are collected in a separate vehicle. T]us waste is set aside at the landfill,

opened, and once dried out placed in the landfill.

* There are locations at the landfill for setting aside used paint, varathane, varnish, old propane tanks,
and batteries. The used paint, varathane, and varnish, etc. is managed as indicated above. The old
propane tanks have the valves removed and are placed in the white 2oods piles and managed as
indicated below in Section 3.0. The batteries are set aside at the landfills and are then sold to a

battery recycler when quantities are sufficient.

+ There is a 250-gallon tank at each landfill for the disposal of used motor oil by residents (non-

commercial). Once the tanks are full, the oil is disposed of through a licensed disposal contractor.

For a City with a population of approximately 10,000, annual household hazardous waste quantities are
estimated at approximately 75 to 100 tonnes (approximately 1% of the municipal waste stream). Based on
the potential volume of MHSW that could be coliected within the City of Temiskaming Shores and
allowing for the geographic layout of the constituents, it is recommended that mobile collection events

be held to formally collect the MHSW.

The City would require a Certificate of Approval for a Waste Management System in order to operate the
mobile collection system. Alternatively, amendments could be made to the existing Certificates of

Approval for the two (2) landfills and the events could be held at those locations.

It is estimated that the cost of a one day depot to collect approximately 100 tonnes of MHSW is estimated
at $20,000 to $25,000 based on a $200 per tonne disposal charge and a $5,000 mobilization charge.

Potential Funding

The question about funding MHSW collection programs has béen asked of Waste Diversion Ontario
(WDO) during the workshops held during the development of a waste diversion program for Municiﬁal
Hazardous or Special Waste. Currently, no funding is available from the MOE. Municipalities asked if
funding would be provided by the new program in the case of MHSW mobile collection programs,
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including the costs to deliver collected materials from mobile collection sites to a central transfer facility
{including a Transportation of Dangerous Goods (TDG) certified driver, truck and fuel). The WDO stated
that municipalities will be responsible for the cost of collection activities for the full range of MHSW

managed through municipal programs, however, post-collection costs may be subject to negotiation. It is

recommended that the activities of the WDO continue to be followed in order to secure potential

funding should it become available.

7.3. Waste Disposal
Recovering energy from thermal treatment or landfill (e.g., methane capture) should be considered prior

to thermal treatment or landfill without energy recovery.

The City’s New Liskeard landfill site has less than two (2) years of capacity remaining (Table 8), while
the Haileybury landfill has just over fifteen (15) years of remaining capacity (Tables 9 and 10). The

establishment of a future landfill, or the expansion of an-existing site, will require the City to:

» Obtain all necessary provincial approvals; and

» Designate suitable properties as part of its Official Plan and Zoning by-law, which may serve as a
host for a future landfill.

A summary of provincial approval requirements and recommended guidelines for incorporation in the

City’s Official Plan and Zoning By-law are presented below.

7.3.1. Provincial Approval Requirements

The establishment of a new or expansion of an existing landfill generally requires approval under the
Environmental Assessment Act (EAA), Environmental Protection Act (EPA) and Ontario Water
Resources Act (OWRA). Deseriptions of the EAA, EPA and OWRA processes are as follows.

73.2. Environmental Assessment Act

Approval under the Environmental Assessment Act (EAA) is the first step in the landfill approval process.
In pursing EAA approval, proponents are required to examine the proposed landfill’s impact on the
natural, social and economic environment. In addition, proponents are required to examine alternative

solutions to their waste disposal needs and alternative ways of implementing their preferred solution.

The EAA process generally requires 2 - 3 years to complete from the time the process starts until final
EAA approval is received. The cost of an EAA approval process will vary based on the project terms of

reference but generally ranges between $150,000 to $250,000.
At a minimum, the following tasks must be completed to obtain EAA approval:

 Preparation of project Terms of Reference (ToR) for public review and acceptance by the MOE;
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» Development of a problem/o.pportunity statement;

. Identiﬁcaﬁon and evaluation of various waste management system options available to the City;
+ Selection of the preferred waste management system;

« Development of a long list of waste disposal sites;

» Evaluation of the long list of waste disposal sites and development of a short list of sites which may

or may not include the existing sites;

+ Detailed evaluation of the short list of waste disposal sites and select a preferred long term waste

disposal site;
e Preparation of an EAA document and submission to the MOE for review; and

» Participation in an EAA hearing (if necessary).

7.3.3. Environmental Protection Act

The second step in the landfill approval process involves obtaining a C of A under Part V of the
Environmental Protection Act (EPA) and regulations made there under. The basic legislative framework
for waste management is defined in Part V of the Act. The regulatory requirements for the design and
operation of existing waste disposal sites are included in O. Reg. 347/90. For new or expanding landfills,
0. Reg. 347/90 is superseded by O. Reg. 232/98.

Section 27 of the Act requires that a C of A be obtained from the Ministry of Environment to establish,
operate, alter or enlarge a landfill site. A detailed assessment of the site must be carried out to identify any
potential effects on the environment and how these effects can be mitigated to the satisfaction of the MOE
before an approval for a new or expanding landfill site will be issued. The basis for the assessment and

the requirements for site design/operation are provided in O. Reg. 232/98.

The C of A process takes the landfill standards established in O. Reg. 347/90 and O. Reg. 232/98 and
refines them as necessary to reflect the local conditions at the subject landfill site. The resulting C of A
will define site size, the types of waste to be accepted, and the design and operating conditions. The C of

A will also describe closure and post-closure care requirements.

Part V of the Act 'also specifies when a mandatory or discretionary hearing may be held pertaining to a
landfill Certificate of Approval application. Section 30 of the Act stipulates that a hearing is mandatory
for applications pertaining to new or expanded landfills serving 1,500 people or more people. As a result
of Section 30 requirements, any future Téiniskaming Shores landfill (new or expanded) will require a

public hearing before the MOE will issue a site C of A.
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As with the EAA process, the EPA approval process generally requires 2 - 3 years to complete from the
time the process is initiated until a site C of A is issued. At a minimum, the EPA process will require the
submission of a Site Design and Operations Plan and a Site Hydrogeological Study fo support a C of A
application. Additional reports which the MOE may request in support of the application include: visual
impact assessment; traffic assessment; air impact assessment; natural environment assessment; and
archaeological assessments. The cost of the EPA process ranges from $150,000 to $500,000 and is
generally related to the number of studies which must be submitted to the MOE. )

7.34. Ontario Water Resources Act
The third step in the landfill approval process involves obtaining Ontario Water Resources Act (OWRA)

approval for any on-site leachate treatment/collection system and stormwater management systers.

The OWRA approval will generally require 6 months from the submission of the application until final
approval has been received. The cost of an OWRA approval application is approximately $10,000 in
addition to the cost associated with any design drawings (Table 13).

Table 13: Landfili Approval Requirements - Estimate Time and Costs

o Estimated Time to | .
| Legislation Obtain Approval Estimated Cost
Environmental Assessment Act (EAA) 2 -3 years - $150,000 - $250,000
| Environmental Protection Act (EPA) 2 -3 years $150,000 - $500,000
Ontario Water Resources Act (OWRA) 6 months $10,000 +
7.3.5. Official Plan and Zoning Requirements '

The City’s Official Plan and Zoning By-law should undergo a review to ensure that current and future
landfills are designated appropriately. The following guidelines are recommended for consideration in

amending the City’s Official Plan and/or Zoning By-law with respect to landfill properties:
+ Landfill sites should be designated as industrial or rural, and should be zoned accordingly:

+ Landfills must contain at least a 1 m thick clayey silt layer having a hydraulic conductivity of 1 x 10-
7 m/s. This material is required by O. Reg. 232/98 and will function as a site attenuation_ layer (Note:
If such material is not naturally present on the chosen site it will have to be imported prior to a

landfill receiving MOE approval to operate);
+ Large enough to accommodate a 2.0 ha fill area (rhinimum);
« Large enough to accommodate a .500 m perimeter buffer area around the waste fill area;

+ Atleast 2 km from the urban settlement areas of the City;
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» Accessible by a year round municipally maintained road;
+ Atleast 1 km from recreational properties;
» Atleast 500 m from major streams and lakes; and

+ Compliance with Provincial Policy Statement (2005) prepared under Section 3 of the Planning Act.
Section 1.6.8 “Waste Management™ of the Policy Statement dcals specifically with municipal
obligations pertaining to waste management and requires that waste management systems be
provided that are of an appropriate size and type to accommodate present and future requirements
and facilitate, encourage and promote waste reduction, reuse and recycling objectives. Section 1.6.8

also requires that waste management systems be located and designed in accordance with Provincial

legislation and standards.

7.3.6. Landfill Costs/Value - Future Site
The estimated costs of constructing a new landfill, in accordance with O. Reg. 232/98, are summarized in

Table 14 for both single liner and double liner landfills.

Table 14: Landfill Cost and Unit Value

_ , o N . - Unit Cost Unit Cost?
Scemario- | Ap prqtgd- Constmghog_ ‘_.Ap_ proza]. I ‘Total Cost | ($/m’of air ($/tonne
: : Volume (m%) Cost Cost o : IS
_ _ : space) capacity) _
532,362 $7.350,000 $400,000 $7,750,000 $14 .55 $36.39
532,362 $4,350,000 $400,600 $4,750,000 $8.92 $22.31

Notes:

1) Approval cost assumed to be $400,000.

2) Assumes a waste to cover soil ratio of 4:1 and an in-place waste density of 0.5 tonnes/m’.

3) Costs do not include land acquisition costs.

The estimated construction costs for both scenarios assume that an attenuation:‘layer (i.e. 3 mof silty clay
for a single liner scenario, 1 m of siltjr clay for a double liner scenario), as required by O. Reg. 232/98,
will be present on the selected site and will not have to be constructed. If not present on the selected site,
the attenuation layer is estimated to add the following construction costs to the single and double liner

scenarios:

I. Single Liner

. . _  Area of waste Allow:ance Thickness of Density of Unit price
Cost of a 3m attenuation layer = A X for side X . . of
footprint attenuation layer clay/silt .
slopes clay/silt
= 553,000m? X 1.1 X 3.0m 2.3 x $12/tonne

tonnes/m’

i

approx. $4.8 Million
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This generic design consists of the following components: a single composite liner consisting of a 1.5
millimetre (60 mil) thick high density polyethylene (HDPE) geomembrane liner, over a 0.75 metre thick
compacted clayey liner; with a natural, or constructed, 3 metre thick attenuation layer below the single

composite liner; and a leachate collection system above the composite liner, provided the infiltration rate

through the landfill cover is greater than or equal to 0.15 metres per year.

/////// //////// =

1 !ii

i

2. Double Liner

Allowance . Densi Unit price
Cost of a 1m attenuation layer = Arca of waste X for side X Th:ck.t}ess of X SIt}f of of
footprint attenuation laver clay/silt .
slopes clay/siit
2 23
= 18,000 m X 1.1 X Im X 3 x $12/4onne
tonnes/m

approx. $550,000

This generic design consists of the following components: two (2) composite liners with a primary
(upper) liner consisting of a 1.5 millimetre (60 mil) thicic high density polyethylene (HDPE)
geomembrane liner overl a 0.75 metre thick compacted clayey liner; and a secondary (lower) liner
consisting of a 2 millimetre (80 mil) thick high density polyethylene (HDPE) geomembrane liner over a
0.75 metre thick compacted clayey liner; a natural, or constructed, 1 metre thick attenuation layer below
the lower composite liner; and two (2) leachate collection systems with the first located above the upper
composite liner, and the second located between the upper and lower composite liners, provided the

infiltration rate through the landfill cover is greater than or equal to 0.15 metres per year.
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8.0 STRATEGIC PLANNING

Waste management planning is most effective when integrated, on an ongoing basis, with other municipal
planning decisions, including but not limited to, development, infrastructure, and financial planning.
Waste management should be integrated with, or become an element of, other broad municipal planning

activities, such as economic development, growth, environmental or sustainability plans.

The operation of each landfill, the tipping fee structure, the recovery of operating . expenses, the
management of off-site effects, and the service life of each landfill were reviewed and recommendations

have been made as part of the SWMMP.

8.1. Planned Waste Management System: Uniform Collection
One of the objectives of this Master Plan is to develop strategies for ensuring the uniform collection of
solid waste throughout the City. In preparing a new uniform solid waste by-law for the City, the by-law

should address the following items shown in Table 13:

Table 15: Advantages/Disadvantages of a Uniform Collection Program

-* . Disadvantages

Limiting the number of bags will help

reduce the volume of waste being sent
to the landfill sites, and prolong the life
of each site.

Limiting the number of bags residents
can place at the curb without increasing
the number of recyclable materials can
result in increased illegal dumping.

The cost for a bag tag should be

reasonable for those individuals wishing |

to dispose of more waste than is allowed
by the City. A cost of $2 per bag may
assist with the diversion rate.

Too high of a bag tag cost may deter
residents from purchasing the tags and
may result in the illegal dumping of
waste greater than the bag limit
permitted by the City.

Most municipalities in Ontario do not
provide a collection service to the IC&I
sector; that sector is required to
establish contracts for the collection of
regular waste and recyclable materials.
Banning the collection of IC&I waste
may prove to be a cost savings to the
municipality.

Requiring the IC&I sector to make their
own arrangements for the disposal of
commercial waste may cause many
businesses some difficulty if there are
not already established commercial
waste haunlers.

Standardizing waste containers would
allow the City to ensure that each multi-

" residential building and commercial

facility is disposing of the same volume
of waste,

Though standardizing the waste
containers will result in the monitoring
of waste volumes, the exact number of
bins that an industry may need will
require additional investigation.

Banned materials should be consistent
throughout the City. In preparing the
new by-law, the City should address
those areas of inconsistency that are
most apparent.

Without providing a facility to accept
the banned materials, the program could
result in illegal dumping of banned
materials.

Project No. 87623
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One of the first strategies in developing a uniform collection service was the need to provide constant
service with regard to OCC collection. As discussed throughout this report, the collection of OCCs varies
greatly throughout the former municipalities, as well as the commercial areas of New Liskeard and

Haileybury.

With Council requesting that this matter be resolved in advance of the finalization of the Solid Waste
Management Master Plan, City staff prepared two (2) Administrative Reports addressing this deficiency
in collection faimess. The two (2) reports are, PW-054-2007 OCC Downtown Core and PW-054-01-2007
OCC City Wide Collection. Copies of the reports are included in Appendix G of this report.

8.2. Cost and Financial Strategy
3.2.1. Collection Program Costs
Fuading Options

Historically, municipalities have funded their waste management programs via their general tax levy. In
the early 1990°s many municipalities moved to fund part or all of their waste management programs
through the application of tipping fees at the landfill gate. More recently, some municipalities have begun
to impose per bag charges for every bag of garbage above a certain limit collected at the.curbside. In
addition, some municipalities have implemented an annual fee as a means of funding waste management

programs.

The simplest way to fund waste management programs while simultaneously making taxpayers aware of
their costs is to remove waste management costs from the general levy and recover costs through an
annual waste management fee. The annual fee is easily implemented, covers a defined level of service and

would provide the City with an opportunity to recover all waste management costs without raising taxes.

For discussion purposes, additional municipal solid waste collection program financial summaries are
included in this section; Téble 16 and Table 17 illustrate the advantages and disadvantages of various

funding strategies available to the City.

Project No. 87623 Earth Tech {Canada) [ne.



4

‘ol (epeue]) oaj yueg

"QIND 3Y) I8 POIOTUI JT HIOM A[UO [T '€
“Burdwmp [eSorq1 a8vmoous Aoy ‘7
"wjsks wonensiunupe sjeiedas v sanmbay ']

"Burpodoel pue toRONPaI 2)8BM SaTRINOOUL ‘7

‘ustuadeutur A)sem Jo
1500 o sAed J0jRIoUaE e1seM ST JBY]) S2INSUL |

3eq aad pg 1¢ 01 g ng woy afues

Aqieasuad sa01 Seq I0g 'S1800 juswoFRURWY
asem Ja1p10 snjd 51500 UON92[[00 JO AJUC §1500
UOTIOR[0D ISA0D 0] Pash dq Lew a9 oy, 'din
-yo1d 103 qino ay3 12 paseyd ajsem [[v 10 SUWOS
Jo uonoajjoo oy 0] passaesse 81 29) Seq Jad v

"qIno Y I8 PADIOFUD JT Hlom LU0 1M ‘€

‘$ODIAISS [RUCIPPE ainbal

R SOSSDUISNG JO SJUSPISOI O] MOJfE 10U §30(] 7

‘Burduwmp [edap
a8uinooua Lewr i1 10 Surpodoss pur uonsnpal
asem 23LIN0dUD Jou Avtu )1 (019 “yoom Jod sTeq

Jo "a'1) papraoad [2A3] 201a195 o3 uo Jurpusda(] '

"90IAIOS JO [OAY]
sures o) 10J ajer owes ) Aed syuLpISAI |y ‘g
‘poyusuajdun AJises "1

QEEE_

‘uipadoar ‘o 1} 51500 JuwaSeUew 9)5uM

JOI0 JI9A0D 0] Past 3 Os[e ABW PUL SOIAKIS
UON23[[00 9FeqIes {[ JO 1502 oY) I9A0D 0)
Pasn 1 wWa1sAs 297 18]y 2yl pajuatua|diur usym

"(ypuowr xad )y wiq

JO I2qUINU X “Yaom Iod s8eq o raquunu ¥ F'a)
DOTAIDE POULISP B SI9A0D 29] Y], "UONOS[[OD
adeqied aprsqIno [edommiu aA19091 181
$98SOUISNQ/SIUSPIST [[e 03 padivyo st 09 1B Y

‘Burdwinp [e8ay1 safemooug *7

‘wasAs Juyng

steredas v ystqelsa oy Arediojunu ayy seambay ‘|

‘BurpAoal puw nononpal sjsem sadeInoouy 7
‘oyelauag
Aa1] 2188M JO JUNOTIE OT)) UO PISEQ §1S0D
jusudFeurlr 2)sEAM PUN] ST0jRIaULT 0)se AT

‘uonduraxe Auenb [[ews 1o

Jenuapisal B aplaold SI0UI0 o7Iym SIasn [[jpue]
11 Jsurede sa91 Juiddn o81eyo sanijediommu
suiog “Iomzuod/3eq ) £q 10 9ZIS

BoEo> qSrem Aq pesse aq Aewi saay Swdd],
“aNs [[FpuR] [eAISIUNUI SY) 0] PAJSAI[OD 21SEM
I[& 10 Stos 1suleSe possasse ate $23f Furddy

“lefjop xe) Jedioiuawm
a1} Jo axeys e 1oy sweadord fedromnu seto

Yira 91adwoo jsnur stnerdord juowedeuety sisep, ¢
“Fuiakoaa 10 uonsnpar sisem AFLINOIUD 10U S30(T ‘7

‘9)eIaUad 215EM JO JUNOWE oYy}

‘pojustrardury ATises *|

*AA9] xe) Terousd oy ySnomny)
papuny 21 stwerdord JuawoTeusw aysepn

0) GBEE 100 81 Joked xm a1y Aq pred junouwre oy, ‘|

—rrT

sagejuvApes|(

soBujuvApy

uopdriasa(

suondQ Sulpun g JUSMIBRUBTA] ISEAN PIOS (9T 2[qEL

aiseA PHOS 19 98ed

Gﬁ—m J)SeA HEDEOMNQME
$210yg Furuesnua I 10 A1)

£79.8 'ON 1wafor]




‘auf {epuue)) yoay, ypey

£79£8 "ON 1ooforg

w4

SUUOY 9C1§ - ZT <
SR AOWRA + Imed - O] < .
93] SPHBA + YT - (9T 5 »
$0I1) o
001§ + 2Uu0l/6ES -21seM [8dIPIUIOL] o
ouuol/(Z$ ~ [10S POIBUNLIBIUOS .
SUUOYFES - JSEM
SAIIYDA [RIDISTULIOL) o
§Z§- s1oje1a8uye1 paddeiun .
078 -seQ9 <.
§$-s38q 9=,
SOIOIBA DIRATI] &
ISMOJ[O] SB 81350

‘81803 JuswafeuL 21sLM

VN VN VN | 1Ipue] 1sujede possassu ole seay Suiddyy, | jo yred punj o} pasn st AAs] xe ],
~BI00S
uBl) 889] Spro[ 10] proy/z$ put B 0pS JOAD
SpEO| JOY SUUCY/(S LTS JO 9B ¥ je siasn '$1S500 JUSLUITRUBUT 9)8BM
VN VN VN | [Igpuer e 1surede pafieyo a1e saof Burddiy, | jo jsed puny 03 pasn s Anol xuT,
‘Jupokoar ojourold pue §jsod .
U0T09][00 a)stm 20npor 07 ] Jeq "SIS00 JuowaFruLn S15EM
() sany) & paruaweduur sey £11 sy, Jo %0z Aeewrxosdde pung sosy Burddry,
‘s1msoduros 'S[IOS  pAIRHIBIUGD 0] SUUOYpp§ pUB
pue s3[quIA321 Jo Q1S oY) dlsear I0J SUUOY/T/ S 18§98 ale 9] Burddyy,
y3noxny papuny are §1500 yuswaeuwwr ‘(sordde  uondwiexe  [epuopisar)  Auo ‘5)S00 JUNUFeT
a1seM J0 949 Aerewrxolddy VN VN | 201998 [DF ot ysumede porjdde sooy Swddry 9ISBM JO 04/, SPUN] AAQ] XB]
. : ‘AAD] [BI19U3F
ST YTnOX} Papunj AIv 81800
VN VN VN VN Juawsfeusiy 2JSEM JO 94,00)] e LR e
S[IA sde] deg 2 [enuny sa0q Buyddyy, Ayredpungy

£raf xe],

sporaIAl Suipun,y Jmousdeury 2)seAL JeddIungy] Jo nostieduno)) 41 a[qe

d1seM PlOS 79 98ed

ug[ JoISRJA] JUOUITEURTA] .
saloys Sunuestwa |, jo A1)




4

‘o {epenggy) 03] Luey

£7948 ‘0N 10aforg

VN

VN

1A /0T O

961§ - S2I018 o
14/80%
- §501ISNQ auu)/($ - spood ayymspmatr deros .
[rews o aUUOY/(TS - S[IOS PAIBUILEILOD [30] o
181108 JUUIOY/EGY - SO[qR[DADRT o
- PIOYasnoy & auuoY/¢ sy - sorudio .

81800 [esods1p
79 UOTIOS][0D
SaPIIoUT YoM
29] [enuue ue
AQ PaTarosol
aIe §1509
s deuey
alse

SUUO)/EES - (pAIedas) SLIGAP 129 )

oUUOY/£9§ - (PIXIW) SLIQIP 1 29 D +

. UU01/C9§ - 215EM PI[OS «
1018 918 STY) 12 500) Burddiy,

"RI[eA UBpIRILE|

Jo diysumo, oy ur pereoo] [[gpuel

I JO SI0TATISS S} SOZI[IIN NG [[JPUe] UMO
§J1 UMO JOU $30p OIqUIRJ JO A U],

VN

Xo0qT18-8%

X0qTE9 - 6§
"paseipaind aq jsnw saxoq anjg

VYN

VN

JIN/C§ 1O SUUOYO0LS - BIP O] < 8ol .
SUUOYO0OTS ~ $2 < »
MO - WL RIM SN S S
UN/OC TS - Wr O/ SOIN p 5
s3],
. nun/cg .
(pa33erun) seouerydde uoaxg
nun/cg .
10 *BUU0Y()6S »
SUIR] Mg
Ao quud) Z/1/CHE - CT1F »
10 ‘aUu0Y/06 - 09§
ElfahElinia(vig
Feq/1g-s9eq <.
0§ -s3eq g
[enuspIsay
*§1809 juawadeuewy
s1sem o ued puny o) pasn a1 seo] Furddry,

£1500 JuswIafeurUr J)5RM
Jo 1ed ptmy 01 pest st 9] XB],

oHsi

ST

sfuJ feq

99 Tenauy

saaq Surddiy,

ArorT XB],

Lpedprany

PIU0Y - SPOYIO Surpuny jusumsSenr]y 93seAL [edprangy Jo uostedwo)) 12T a[qu L

a1sBM PIIOS £9 98]

ue[g muuwmz Juouadeuriy

$aI0US SURUBSTUaY Jo AI17)



i

“auy {epeuesy) yaap yueg £79L8 "o 13901y

PEL'BTTS 08Z°€S78 oSt 0rIs

T

movigoor | Goplendsorr |

9007 PUE SO0T ‘P00OT 10 $350]) UONII[[0)) A)SBAA Plog pajyRdpng pue [enpy g1 dqe],

1ea£ 1od proyasnor] Jod 1500 sE pajensnI a1k 500 aso1} fsannfediorunu 1910 JO UOTI9]0D

91SEM JO 1500 [RNUUE Y} JO UMOPYRAIQ PAJIEIOP 2I0W © SaPIACHd 61 °[qe], 3[1Y4 ‘9007 YINOIY H0(Z WOIJ 1500 UOTOS[OD 2)SEM pa18png s L1 u& SMOT[S § R

T TeLIeTel [qE[akoa]
JO SPeO| UBA[D J0F SUUOYOS" LSS -

[RLISIBL 3]qE[oA001 ‘poplaciad aotaras uo
(poomBuion : SUIEJUOD 9)SeM O JT SUU0Y/)EZ - peseq sanediaIunti 11} Jamo]
Joumo]) : SUUOYGT TS - 2158 wuede Luno)) Aq S
VN 32q/05°1% VN s3eq ] o1 dn Feq/1¢ - sennuenb [jewg Passasse AA9] [enuUUY {non) sootirg

- ..uw:a sde] Suy Y (emiuy soa Suddyy, £A9T X ], Lyedprunyy

P02 - SpOAA Suipun § JusuwaSeury 91seA) [edpunyy jo nosmeduio)) 21 s(quy,

uelJ WISeA] JuswoSeusy
QLA PIOS 19 28k ] : §2I0US Surnueystus 1, jo A1)




-auf (epeuel)) yao] ypeg £79L8 "ON 1af01g

. "S3TAISS UCH99][[00 10 JOIDEIUCD TR
greand v M Joenuoo Jsnw yeom Jod sSeq g uew arow Buperousd sossaursng
oo 1ad s3eq 9 0) dn Junesouad sassaIsng [[eS J0J SOTAIAS SPISQIND APEaMm - [D]

“Saom
Jad dn-yord uiq PA T1 2uo o) papnus ate spun 1§ uey) afow Jwurpuoo sSurpng
Spom tod dn-yord ulq ¢pA 9 ouo 0) papinua are seoUAPISAI (¢ O [z Sulueiuoo
s3uipping - yoam sod dn-yord wiq (PA € auo 3o yoam Jad s3eq (7 o) papnud
, ale S3qUapISAl (7 O} ¢ Uaamidg Jumueluod s3UIp[ing  SA0IAJRS ADNoom - W(IH

"§20USPISAT 10 ¢ Furureiroo s3urpping 1oy s8eq o[ pue ‘syun z o) da
Bunureyuoo suipiing 1oy s¥eq 9 :aae syl Se "UONVA[[OD SPISQING AeoMm - Y(T']

. umrug/dn .
-{o1d [RIOIGUNLIOS 1O [BIUSPISAYPES ‘J3eIs A1) pUe 1O0BIJUOD JO XIUT € 8I8 SA0IAISG X ¥ X
.. g 1ad eem tad do-id | .
SUO YA SUIG JO TOHRUIQUIOD ATR00I SHUN (3§ J19A0 STUIPIIng “yooam Jad dn-yord PA | 1omsig
Q SUO 2ATR0RT SJIUN ()¢ O 7 M sTuipng eom 1ad dn-yord uig %x $ SUO 2A12201 | ssauisng
spun ¢z ©) O ynam sBupping  yeam Jod do-yord uig [PA 7 ouo 2A12001 sjun 6 | JenusD
wnuue/ssoursnq/00$ - 101 | 03 LL i sTUIpIIng "J[2am 1ad 50UO PIJIAISS UIQ YILd YIM 90IAJRS O]KIS UIq - Y(IH ay
winuue/uq/6 /68 - YAH . TR 3eq € UM opisquno Apjeam - YAl | unpim
WNWe qy/zE LE 01 02068 - AT ‘eis [ediounua pure 19RIU0O J10 XIW B 218 §301AI08 Au0 X X

Seom 19d 901M) 53€q 9 - [H] RS

Foom/s3eq ¢ - YA

*8M0[10}

S® SJUSLUYST[qeISa [ [[ews pue sployssnoy W1 a1 o1 Ajdde sywry Seg  -aotazos
uruue/3pIa/g g6 - | Ulq A]jeam aare0ar (sjun O<) sSUIp|ing (YAH) Pruapisas Aisuop ySiy wonos[od
WUUEAIY/TES - MAH | SPISqInD Aasm 2419021 SIEOUMSIIQEIS [D] [JeWS pue siun 0] ueqy ssa| Jwaey
wiueAY/0p' 624 - 101 29 MAT | S3ulpimg (Y1) [BIUSPISaI ANISUSP 0] JjBIs 10RIU0D £q PapIacId oe saolAlag X X X

wnrueA/91 ¢-eapm dn-ues(sy
WMIUBAN/SE 29SS - TO]

WNuuBANG/9¢ 5S¢ S - WAH "90IAI98 dom dn-urapo Bunids fentnry sy Feq o
wnuue/que9 T 1$ - MAaH R gt
WNUUeA/9% 614 - 41 “Jyeis [ediotuna pue joenuos Aq papiaoid saotAleg X X X o e IoNTH
o o . . » .HH.—.QU Ansuaqq fsuag
180)) uondIasa(] A TIG pug Lhilt | Mo Lmedpyuniy

“DOPIAOI] SIOIAIIG

$I50)) MONIAIO)) 3)SEAA E&&::S Jo .,:.uﬁ.anEoU 261 2Iqe.L

ue|J I9ISBA] EoEowucmE
2ISEM PHOS So o8] saloys Sunueysiua I, Jo £11)



"ouf {epEte)y) yoa] yueg

£ZOLE "ON 10aforg

4

[BUGININSU] ‘[BIDIDURNOT ‘JELNSNPU] - [1)] {[RIUAPISSL ANSUSD YS1Y ~ JYGH {{RIUSPISIL ANSUSP MO - Y ('] 152j0N

~poomIunen.
Y23 06" 1§ 1500 sTe ], "pagde; are Loy 18w Surpraoid yaam sod
V/N | PR10ag[oo s3eq [euomppe £ o1 dn ynm Jruny spom Jad Seq ¢ e lA S0]ATSS IPISAINT ¥ ¥ X
‘ployesnoy ad ) Seq ¢ aeek oy Jo 1891
WINUUR/SSSUISTI 10 YU/pT S | 3 10] ATjeam-1q pur 1990100 01 ABJA woly Apjaam popiaoad st uonasqios 98eqien X X X
T uinuugy . .
U/LE'S TS seM Uonao[oo won
j[nq Surpnjout ‘§)S00 UOOS[[0I
o8eqied mnda1 ‘10z Suung
K/POTS 0 961§ - S2101G o
JA/8L$ - SIBSOUISNQ [[RWS » sYeaM
1e3£/19¢ - PIOYSSno « | (7) oM} K100 sSeq ¢ &1 o3eqed 1oy juny Seq oyl 'syeoM SRR UO pa1aajoo
‘2le 70T 10J §1802 | sye soWeBio pue ofeqren  (d1sem prelges| pue somuedio ‘so[qeodoel ‘o8eqied BT
[esodsIpon0a[100 paulquoy) | o) SUONO3[[00 a)seM WeaNs-Inoy Butpiacid uedaq ayoiqung Jo A1) a3 ZoOz Suningg X X X . ..‘mv_o.ﬁ_,.num
T T . . .:E. Aysuaqq Aysuaqg
180D nondinsaq 274108 ¥ ,_wﬂmeu ysH Moy Ajredprangy
PAPIADL] SOAIBS .

P U0 - §1507) UONII[0)) AISEAA [udidrungy Jo uostiedwo)) :g| o[qe],

1seM PHOS 99 83k

ue[d JSB JuswRIeur A
$aJ0yS Sumueysnua, jo L1




City of Temiskaming Shores . Page 67
Solid Waste Management Master Plan

Spring Clean-Up Program

During 2004, the Spring Clean-up Program cost the City $85,600 (i.e. $18.45/household). In 2005, it cost
the City $70,638 (i.e. $15.22/household) and in 2006 it cost $50,051. On average the City’s Spring Clean-
Up Program costs approximately 30% of the City’s solid waste collection budget.

Recycling Program

During 2005, the City budgeted $92,240 ($19.88 per household) for its recycling p-rogmrri'. In 2006, the
recycling budget was $85,282. The 2007 recycling budget is estimated at $102,500. Tables 20 and 21
provide a comparison program costs and services by other municipalities in Northern Ontario.

Table 20: Comparison of the City’s 2005 Recycling Costs to Other Municipalities
in Northeastern Ontario

| Net Cost
Municipality . —— Collection Service
. $/Houschold _$/Tonne

Temiskaming Shores $19.88 $185.21 - Depot
Cochrane Temiskaming - 520.63 $293.00 . Depot
Waste Management Board
West Nipissing $37.49 . $256.00 Curbside/Depot
North Bay $26.45 " $178.00 | Curbside
Tirmins $15.37 $147.00 Curbside
Kirkland Lake $29.78 $516.00 Depot
Sudbury $33.16 $202.00 Curbside

Table 21: Comparison of Municipal Recycling Services (2001)

Boxboard, cardboard,
newsprint, magazines, ’
catalogues, phone 3.8% of total waste

books, paperbacks, bi-weekly curbside stream
| Elliot Lake miscellaneous and drop-off depot 280 | 3185
household papers, #1 6.0% of residential
PETE plastics, #2 waste stream
HDPE plastic,

aluminum/steel cans.

Project No, 87623 . Earth Tech {Canada) Irc.
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Table 21: Comparison of Municipal Recycling Services (2001) - cont’d

ng i:rs dlijgsérléike _ 9% of total waste
books, fine papers weekly curbside stream
Sudbury contai;1 er glass ’ and 7 drop-off 11,275 $185
aluminum foi]ﬂzrays depots 22% of residential
paint cans. ? ' waste stream
6% of total waste
.  weekly curbside stream
North Bay slaurfsl i:lsl tfilifrt gI;;skse and drop-off depot 2.5060 3150
15% of residential
waste stream
5% of total waste
Sault Ste. Same as Eliiot Lake weekly curbside stream
Marie plus container glass and drop-off depot 3,417 5168
13% of residential
waste stream
Same as Elliot Lake Biweekly with .
plus plastic bags, juice P aﬁer fibers being o
boxes, polycoat collected one week 14% of the total
Pembroke containers. #5 3. 4. 5 and all other 1,446 waste 112
and 6 pIas;ic an d, ’ - recyclables being stream
styrofoam collected the next
week.
6% of the total
Simcoe waste stream
Souny - Same as Elliot Lake | weekly curbside 955 | oo ofthe N/A
Collingwood residential waste
stream
Recycling Promotion

In an effort to increase waste diversion rates, municipalities across Ontario have adopted a variety of

methods and incentives to encourage public participation in recycling programs. These include:

» Public education by various means such as delivering pamphlets to each household on a regular basis

and visiting schools to promote recycling;

+ Banning ICT recyclables (i.e. cardboard and fine paper) from landfill disposal;

 Implementing tipping fees for landfill waste disposal;

* Requiring all residents and ICI establishments that receive municipal collection to also participate in

the municipality’s recycling program; and

+ Implementing bag limits and/or a bag tag system as part of the municipal waste collection program.

Project No. 87623
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8.2.2. Tipping Fees

A common tipping fee tracking form is used at both landfills. On the tipping fee tracking form, New
Liskeard is checked off at the top of the form if the waste is deposited in the New Liskeard Landfill and
Haileybury is checked off if the waste is deposited in the Haileybury Landfill. These forms indicate who
has deposited the waste, the type of waste which has been deposited, the quantity of waste deposited and

the associated tipping fee.

Fifty percent (50%) of the tipping fees from the New Liskeard Landfill are shared with the Landfill
Contractor (i.e., Phippen Waste Management who currently operates the landfill) and 66% of the tipping
fees from the Haileybury Landfill are shared with the same contractor; who also currently operates the
Haileybury Landfifl.

According to the City’s Public Works Manager of Operations, the difference between the percentages
shared pertains to the fact that Haileybury tipping fees are based on cubic yards and New Liskeard’s are
based on cubic meters. The intent of the shared tipping fee with the Landfill Contractor was to allow the
Landfill Contracter to recover some of the expenses incurred for landfill operations which could not be

foreseen when completing their annual estimate for operating the landfill sites.

Tipping fee revenues for both the New Liskeard and Haileybury landfills for 2005 were estimated to be
$80,000.

In 2007, staff prepared Administrative Report PW-006-2007 ‘Review of Tipping Fee at Landfill Sites for
Scrap Tires’. A copy is included in the appendix D. A revised tipping fee strategy report is also included
in Appendix D, which reviews the existing fee and a proposed fee system, and provides recommendations

on how to meet their long term waste management objectives.

8.2.3. Landfill Operation and Maintenance
The 2005 operational budget for the New Liskeard landfill was approximately $100,000. These costs
inchude contractor fees ($45,000), tipping fee revenue sharing with the contractor at 50% of site revenues

($20,000), environmental expenses ($30,000) and miscellaneous expenses ($4,580).

The 2005 operational budget for the Haileybury landfill was approximatély $170,400. These costs include
contractor fees ($75,000), tipping fee revenue sharing with the contractor at 50% of site revenues
(320,000), environmental expenses ($25,000) and miscellaneous expenses ($5,400) and a contribution to
reserve fund ($45,000).

In 2006, the New Liskeard Landfill Site had an operational cost of $146,412 and the Haileybury landfill
site had an operational cost of $170,255.

Project No. 87623 Earh Tech {Canada) Inc.
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8.3. Implementation Timeline
Phase 1

The recommendations of this Master Plan should be implemented in a phased approach. For the purposes

of implementation, two (2) major phases are suggested as follows.

Firstly, once the Solid Waste Management Master Plan has been accepted by the City and adopted by
Council, the Master Plan will be an active document for the next 25 years. The Master Plan should be
kept on file, referenced and amended as new information becomes available during the life of the
document. It is expected that yearly waste volumes will fluctuate which will affect the projected service
life of the existing waste facilities. As such, it is recommended that the Solid Waste Master Plan be

revised to reflect the landfill service life reported in the annual landfill reports.

Secondly, the City should strongly consider the implementation of a uniform solid waste collection
program. This would require the adoption of a new By-law by .Council, by recognizing the amalgamated

. City of Temiskaming Shores and consolidate the existing by-laws.

Thirdly, the City should obtain all outstanding approvals required for continuing to operate the waste

management program, or subprograms such as the burning of Christmas trees at the winter festival.
Phase 2

As part of the Phase 2 of implementation, the City needs to address the current and future use of their
landfill sites. Considering the actual volume of annual waste being deposited is unknown to the landfill
operators, the City should strongly consider investigating the possibility of expanding the existing landfill

sites or the creation of one or more sites.

It is estimated that the New Liskeard site will reach capacity in less than two (2) years (2009) and
Haileybury (2012-2014) shortly thereafter once the New Liskeard site reaches capacity.

“The City will need to consider which option is more feasible for the continued functionality of their

landfill sites: expansion or closure (and build new). Because of the service life of the New Liskeard site is

approaching so quickly, it is recommended that the first part of Phase 2 deciding what to do with

this site (expand or close).

If the City decides to use the New Liskeard site until it reaches capacity, and not consider it for a future
expansion, then the City should begin working towards the site closure plan as identified in the sites
Certificate of Approval.

The Haileybury site is also under pressure from nearing capaeity. Considering that this site has just over

tweive (12) years of capacity left, assuming the closure of the New Liskeard site, the City needs to

Project No. 87623 Earth Tech {Canada) Inc.
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consider the options for continuing to manage this site. The remaining capacity provides the City with
adequate time to determine the best approach to managing the Haileybury site, either expansion or

closure.

Though the City does not envision making any dramatic changes to their current sblid waste collection
program in the near future, changes are required of their recycling program sooner rather than later. With
the existing landfill sites nearing capacity and the inability of the CTWMB MRF to accept additional
recyclable materials, the City will find itself scrambling to meet the province’s diversion objectives of
60%. Therefore, as part of the second phase of implementation, the City will need to take a more
proactive approach at establishing a sustainable solid waste program. Council embraces new means of
waste diversion (i.e. curbside pick-up of recyclable materials) in an effort to increase the diversion rate

from the City’s landfill sites.

In an attempt to prolong the life of the landfili sites, it is recommended that the City ban construction
and demolition materials from the landfills in accordance with Provincial regulations. It is also

recommended that the City ban the recycling of ICI sector materials from the recycling depot.

Banning the ICT sector from dumping their recyclables at the depot should provide the City with

additional capacity to expand the existing residential recycling program.

These changes to the current waste disposal program may have to be implemented over a number of
years; however, based on Council direction efforts to implement a curbside recycling program are a
priority and would like to review their options within the fourth quarter of 2008. Waste Contractors and
the ICI should be notified of Council’s deliberations on the options in order to provide enough time to

establish new waste collection contracts.

Based on the current state of the landfill sites, it is recommended that the City begin to investigate

solid waste options for the next two (2) to ten (10) vears.

Finally, the City should continue to communicate with adjacent municipalities regarding a regional solid
waste management program. Currently the City is partnered with other municipalities in the Cochrane
Temiskaming Waste Management Board (CTWMB). Perhéps this board could be expanded to include
additional municipalities and/or increase the type of material captured. If there is commitment from other
municipalities and/or an increase in material collected, there could be an opportunity to develop a new
material recovery facility that would permit the recycling of additional materials. This could result in
additional waste diversion from all area municipalities and help to achieve the 60% diversion rate set by

the province.

Project No. 87623 Earth Tech (Canada) Inc.
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84. Contingencies
With the pending closure of the New Liskeard landfill site, the Haileybury landfill site has adequate

capacity to sustain the City’s waste management program approximately ten (10) to fourteen (14) years or
to 2022, The City is limited in its ability to divert waste from its landfill sites due to the volume
constraints of its diversion program. Therefore, it is recommended, in the next few vears, that the City
begin to develop a new site or expanding the existing Haileybury Site. It is also recommended that the
City discuss with the Cochrane-Temiskaming Waste Management Board ways of mcreasing the volume
and material types at the Municipal Recycling Facility (MRF).

Although the City can actively pursue options for the type of curbside collection of recyclables, the
implementation of any curbside program is contingent on ﬁnding an alternate location to divert the

recycled materials.

If the City delays the process of looking for means of disposing and diverting the City’s waste, it may

cost the City more to enter into a program with an area municipality to accept their waste.

9.0 COOPERATION AMONG MUNICIPALITIES
The province encourages cooperation among municipalities to seek efficiencies and to find murually
acceptable solutions to waste management. This partnership approach could expand the waste

management options available to the municipalities involved.

Also, such an approach can have financial benefits and at the same time allow municipalities to make
waste management decisions relevant to local circumstances. Smaller municipalities may also benefit

Jrom sharing the cost of plan development, by partnering with other municipalities or regions.

9.1. Cochrane Temiskaming Waste Management Board (CTWMB)

There is a municipally operated recycling program in place which encompasses sixteen (16)
municipalities from Hearst in the north to Temagami in the south. The association whicﬁ opérates the
recycling program is called the Cochrane Tenﬁékaming Waste Managemént Board (CTWMB). The
CTWMB was established as a program to recycle residential materials, where the main recycled
materials within the 16 municipalities that participate in the program are Fiber, metal and aluminum cans,

glass (clear and coloured), and No. 1 polyethylene terephthalate (PET).

The CTWMB is conducted in accordance with the provisions of a comprehensive agreement which

provides for agreements between municipalities for the ‘joint management and operation of garbage

Project No. 87623 Earth Tech (Canada) Inc,



City of Temiskaming Shores - Page 73
Solid Waste Management Master Plan

collection and disposal systems or other municipal systems or services and for the establishment of joint
boards of management thereof and pursuant to Municipal Statute Amendment Act, 1993, 5.0. 1993 ¢.20,
Section | which provides for the passing of by-laws to establish, maintain and operate a waste
management system’. Each of the municipalities participating in this recycling program has instituted by-
laws to enter into an agreement with other municipalities for the joint management and operation of the

Joint Municipal Waste Management {Recycling) Program.

The municipalities participating in the CTWMB are broken into two (2) nodes: the Southern Node and the
Northern Node. The Southern Node consists of (from the south) Temagami, Cobalt, Temiskaming Shores
(Haileybury, New Liskeard, Dymond), Evantuel, Englehart, Charlton, and Chamberlain. Whereas the
Northem Node consists of (from the south) Iroquois Falls, Cochrane, Moonbeam, Kapuskasing,
Opasatika, Mattice-Val Cote, and Hearst.

Each node employs three (3) employees and has one hydraulically driven truck with two (2) non-
compacting cornpartments in each truck. As required the nodes supplement their work force with part-
time employees or person(s) from the Workfare Program and each node is overseen by a Designated
Administrator.

In the Southern Node, the administrator is the Temiskaming Shores Public Works Manager of Operations.
In the Northern Node, this administrator is the Kapuskasing Public Works Administrator. The
- municipalities who have an employee working as an administrator of one of the nodes receive an annual
$10, 000 (2005) reimbursement for their efforts.

The three (3) employees within each node complete all of the work necessary to conduct the recycling
within that node, this includes the pick-up all the recycling materials from the municipally owned depots
(bins), delivery to the MRF, sorting, compacting, and baling of the materials. Once the materials are baled

they are ready to be sold to item specific markets.

Each municipality owns their depots (bins) and they are responsible for the maintenance and general
clean-up around them. The municipalities which house the MRFs also assist the CTWMB with
maintenance of the trucks and equipment used to manage the recovered waste. These maintenance costs

are recovered by the municipalities by billing the CTWMB.

In the Southem Node the CTWMB conduct a fiber pick-up at all of the depots on Monday, a No. 1 PET
plastic and metal pick-up on Wednesday, another fiber pick-up on Thursday but not to the outlying areas
(i.e., Chamberlain, Charlton, Englehart, Evantuel, Cobalt, and Temagami), and on Friday a final fiber
pick-up along with a glass pick-up. There are no scheduled pick-ups on Tuesday, as Tuesday is a sorting,
bundling, and catch-up day at the MRF.

Project No. 87623 Earth Tech (Canada) Inc.
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Materials are sorted at the MRF. Metal and aluminum cans are separated; fiber is sorted into old
newsprint (“ONP”), old corrugated cardboard OCC, old box board (“OBB”), and residential rmxed paper
(“RMP”); and the plastics are sorted into No. 1 PET plastic and mixed plastic.

There are markets for both No.1 PET plastic and mixed plastics, but the depots are not designed to receive
the mixed plastic. The MRF is not capable of accommodating large quantities of the mixed plastic.
Therefore, the City does not advertise the recycling of any plastic other than the No. 1 PET plastic.
However, mixed plastics are received at the depot. They are not sent to the landfill site; rather they are

cotnpacted, bailed, and sold.

Currently transportation costs are cost prohibitive to return certain materials to market. Glass for example
is being stockpiled at the New Liskeard Landfill, where it is later used as a Granular “B” substitute in
road construction. The cost of crushing the glass with the waste crushed asphalt was virtually the same

cost as buying Granular “B”. Crushed glass can also be used as intermediate cover at landfills.

Some ICT sectors utilize the residential depots, which contributes to overloading. The use of the recycling
depots by the ICI sector limits space for recyclables from the residential sector until the following pick-
up. Residents often complain that the depots are full and they often have to travel to more than one depot
to deposit all of their recyclables. Others may just leave the materials on the ground beside the bins
creating an aesthetically unpleasing situation. It should be noted that the leaving of materials and
aesthetics of the depots has improved subsequent to the installation of additional bins and purchase of the

one (1) replaced recycling unit by the Public Works Department — Operations Division.

The ICI sector has been provided with notices identifying which days they can bring specific produets to
the MRF free of charge; whereas, if they delivered the material to the landfill they would have to pay
tipping fees. As previously indicated, Phippen Waste Management had a contract with the City to pick-up
fiber from the downtown ICI facilities, including the five New Liskeard schools on Wednesdays. As

noted previously this service has been eliminated.

The City’s Public Works Department had been collecting fiber and other recycling materials from certain
businesses in Dymond (i.e., the Dymond Museum), New Liskeard (the New Liskeard Medical Clinic),
and Haileybury (North Cobalt Post Office, the Haileybury Medical Clinic, Haileybury Post Office,
Haileybury Public School, the Food Bank Building, and the Haileybury Library). However, with the

elimination of the fibre collection within the downtown core this collection program has ceased as well.

There is no standardized program for these facilities or recovery of costs (i.e., the City does not bill the
schools, the downtown ICI facilities, or the Haileybury and Dymond businesses for this service).

Because of the positive participation in the program the City wants to continue encouraging these
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facilities to recycle thereby diverting the materials from landfill. However, the City would like to develop

a system of recovering the costs of the programs provided.

Since amalgamation, the City has received complaints from the Southern Node MRF that the businesses
that have fiber pick-up in Downtown New Liskeard on Wednesday morning sometimes mix solid waste
with the fiber for recycling and that the clear plastic bags used for the fiber at some of the ICI facilities
are too weak and often break causing a considerable amount of downtime. The City has directed Phippen
Waste Management to leave any fiber pick-ups which do not only contain fiber. Since deletion of the

downtown fibre coliection program this is now a non-issue.

Project No. §7623 ) Earth Tech (Canada) Inc.
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10.0 PUBLIC CONSULTATION
Public consultation should be integrated with the waste management planning and decision-making

process, from beginning to end and should be aligned with other long-range planning consultations.

The methods used to evaluate all elements of the plan, including all options being considered, should be

made clear during consultation.

The last Public Information Centre (PIC) was held in New Liskeard on October 5 and 6, 2005-t0 inform
the residents of the Master Plan Study, prévide background information on the City’s existing waste
management programs and solicit public input for the Master Plan document. A total of seventeen a7
people attended the information centres and three (3) comment sheets were received. The list of attendees

and their comments are contained in Appendix E. Table 22 provides a surimary of comments received.

Table 22: Summary of PIC Comments

Comments

1. Requested that bag limits be eliminated and that all garbage placed at the curb be picked up
by the City.

1. Asked why No. 1 PET plastic is the only plastic which is accepted by the City’s recycling
program. : ‘ '
- Asked if silage bale plastic wrap could be recycled.

..w o

- Asked if the public could review the Master Plan before it is finalized.

. Encourages more recycling.

. Supported a bag tag system.

. Suggested that garbage pick-up continue on a bi-weekly basis during the winter.
- Suggested that the City establish a hazardous waste depot.

. Encourages cormposting.

- Suggested that everyone be required to recycle.

~ O v AW N

. Suggested that the federal/provincial governments be lobbied to pass legislation aimed at
reducing product packaging.

8. Stressed the importance of securing long-term disposal needs before the capacity at the
City’s existing landfills is exhausted.

9. Asked that another public information centre be held before the Master Plan is finalized.

The PIC held in 2005 was the last public meeting in regards to the Master Plan. Additional public
consultation is anticipated including Council review of the draft, held May 13, 2008 as well as the
provision of a Public Open House in relation to the Master Plan. Subsequently Council will provide a

public forum to allow comments either in favour or in objection to the Master Plan prior to adoption.

Project No. 87623 Earth Tech {Canada) Inc.
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10.1. Public Education Strategy

A large number of people in the community are either unaware of the details of the recycling program or
they simply choose not to participate. Many people continue to mix recyclable materials with the regular,
non-recyclable, waste stream. This causes contamination of recycled materials and requires staff to

separate the materials.

In order to increase the awareness of the benefits of recycling, and waste diversion, it is recommended

that additional methods of educating the public about what and how to divert waste needs to be
implemented.

Some areas that would be beneficial in spreading the message about the advantages of waste management
include: what items are recyclable and depot collection times to name a few. This information could also

be included on the City’s website, provided in a newsletter or at an open house.

Providing these venues for the public to get informed about the benefits of waste management, the role
that they play in the process and the long term benefits of actively contributing to the efforts, will improve

the efficiency of the City’s waste collection service.

10.1.1. Website

It is recommended that the City develop a section on their website dedicated to the solid waste

management services provided. This section should provide the reader with information about the
current waste collection programs, the development of the Solid Waste Management Master Plan, and
with this information about the community can provide feedback. The website can also provide the

location of the depots, and the times when the Municipal Recycling Facility (MRF) will be open.

10.1.2. Newsletter and Handouts _
In providing the public with an online venue to read about the solid waste program, it is recommended

that the Citv continue to make hard copy information available to the public. At the municipal

office, the City has a flyer describing the recycling program provided by the Cochrane-Timiskaming
Waste Management Board. The flyer provides the public with information on the types of materials that

can and cannot be recycled.

10.1.3.  Open House
As discussed in Section 11, the City intends to conduct another public forum in the form of an Open
House. By adopting a SWMMP and in developing a strategy for a new or expanded landfill site once the

New Liskeard site closes, the City will be in a great position to engage the public in this process.

Each public consultation processes provides the City with a great opportunity for receiving feedback from

the public regarding the current and future collection programs. Also, by providing the public with
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opportunities to see the work that the City is doing to better the solid waste programs, it will provide for a
more {ransparent and open decision making process. The new Provincial Policy Statement (2005) is an
advocate of the pubiic consultation and education process, in trying to get solid waste generators to help

municipalities achieve the waste diversion target of 60%.

11.0 MONITORING AND REPORTING SYSTEM
Capacity Review Survey 2007

In 2005, it was documented that the New Liskeard Landfill site had less than seven (7) years of solid

waste disposal capacity. Since 2005, a number of demolition projects have used the site to deposit waste.

Recently, the City retained SRQ to survey the New Liskeard Landfill site. The survey was completed and
assessed against the final contours of the approved CofA for the site. The result of the survey was the

assumption that the landfill site would reach capacity in 1.6 years.

The Haileybury Landfill site was reported as having over fifteen (15) years of capacity remaining for
waste deposition (2005). However, with the pending closure of the New Liskeard site in less than two (2)
years the remaining capacity of the Haileybury site will be quickly consumed. The New Liskeard site
averages 14,000 cubic meters of waste annually, while the Haileybury site averages an annual volume of

20,000 cubic meters.

Since the landfill sites do not have a weigh scale to record the volumes of waste being deposited annually,
both sites should be surveyed annually. The survey should assess the current contour against the final
contour. This review of the landfill contour will provide the City, and the contractor, with a yearly update
of the remaining capacity of the landfill sites. This assessment is especially important at the Haileybury
landfill site as it will soon receive waste from the New Liskeard and Dymond area, in addition to the

waste already received from Haileybury and Cobalt.

The City is required to provide the MOE with a closure plan two (2) years before site closure is to

commence.

12.0 PLAN REVIEW
It is anticipated that this Solid Waste Management Master Plan will be an active document, being

reviewed every five (5) years and updated as new information becomes available.
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13.0 RECOMMENDATIONS _
Based on the information discussed in this report, and in an effort to meet the goals and bbjectives

outlined in the Ministry of the Environment’s Policy Statement on Waste Management Planning, Council

direction 1t is recommended:

1. That the City review its options for the New Liskeard Landfill Site (i.e. apply to expand or prepare
to close) in order to comply with Condition 25 of the Certificate of Approval. The City be cognizant
of Condition 26 of the Certificate of Approval for the Haileybury Landfill Site .

2. Options/alternatives be explored for the implementation of a hybrid curbside recycling program
including the identification of an expanded or alternate Municipal Recycling Facility. That any such
program expand on the volume and types of material to be recycled including: aluminium
foil/plates/pans; No. 2 plastic (HDPE - high density polyethylene); juice boxes and milk/juice

containers; empty paint/coating cans; and soft/hard cover books.

3. A common by-law be implemented identifying and authorizing uniform waste management service
levels and cost recovery mechanisms including, but not limited to the development of a Tipping Fee

strategy..

4. Non-compliance with the MOEs B-7-1 guideline at the New Liskeard and Haileybury landfills be

addressed by considering the implementation of one, or both, of the following mitigation measures:

i.  When areas of the landfill have reached their approved final contour, the area should be
properly capped. The capping will substantially reduce the generation of leachate as a result
of percolation through the waste pile; and

il.  Installation of a leachate collection system (e.g. collection wells, interceptor drain) and a
leachate treatment system (e.g. treatment wetland, on-site package treatmeént system, haulage
to existing municipal treatment system). The type of collection and treatment system most
suited for the City’s landfills should be determined through a site specific study including an

assessment of leachate treatability.

Note: If the first option, along with the additional attenuation area does not address site

compliance, then the second option should be considered as a contingency plan.

5. The guiding principles used to develop the Solid Waste Master Plan be followed in order to

implement the following programs:

i.  Uniformity of services across the City where practical;

Project No. 87623 Earth Tech {Canada} Inc.
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ii. Promotion of waste diversion with an objective, where feasible, of achieving Ontario’s 60%
waste diversion goal as outlined in the Ministry of Environmental publication titled
“Ontario’s 60% Waste Diversion Goal - A Discussion Paper, June 10, 2004 and compliance

with O. Reg. 101/94 - Recycling and Composting of Municipal Waste (Appendix C);
iii.  Minimization of waste colIectioﬁ and disposal costs as practical;
iv.  Provision of convenient service levels for homeowners/businesses where affordable;
v.  Provision of long-term waste disposal capacity; and
vi.  Compliance with Provincial landfill regulations and guidelines including but not limited to:

+ Guideline D-4 - Land Use on or Near Landfills and Dumps (Appendix C)

¢ - Procedure B-7-1 - Determination of Contaminant Limifs and Attenuation Zones
{Appendix C)

» 0O.Reg. 232/98 - Landfilling Sites (Appendix C) _
*+ O.Reg. 347/90 - General Waste Management (Appendix C)

* Procedure D4-1 - Guideline for Assessing Methane Hazards from Landfill Sites
{Appendix C);

6. Policies be developed to control the disposal of recyclable materials from construction and
demolition projects in accordance with, but not limited to Provincial regulations. The City should
‘provide contractors with a fo-be-determined grace period to enter into contract with a company to
collect their waste and recyclable materials. The City should also require contactors to complete a

construction and demolition form prior to obtaining Building Permit approval.

7. A weekly two (2) bag limit be implemented for residential collection and a weekly ten (10) bag limit
for ICI collection, along with enhanced waste diversion programs and user pay system for waste
management services. Waste management costs based on waste collected within the bag limit
should be funded on the general tax levy. Waste collected that exceeds the bag limit should be
funded on a user pay basis. A combined flat rate/user pay system will offer the City the most

flexibility with respect to cost recovery and the promotion of waste diversion.

8. The ICI sector be banned from using the residential depots (bins) to dispose of their recyclable
materials. The City had provided the ICI sector that had received the municipally funded Fibre

Collection with a grace period to find alternatives for the disposal of their recyclable materials.

9. The landfilling of leaf/yard waste, branches and clean (untreated) wood wastes be banned in an
effort to maximize waste diversion rates and the life span of the City’s landfills. These materials

should be disposed of in the designated locations at the Landfill Site(s).

Project No. 87623 Earth Tech {Canrada} Inc.



City of Temiskaming Shores . Page 81
Solid Waste Management Master Plan

Note: The finished compost may be used on the landfill sites for cover material and/or City parks

if the cor’npost. passes the quality requirements of O. Reg. 101/94, “Recycling and
Composting of Municipal Waste”.

10. An annual Municipal Hazardous or Special Waste (MHSW) collection service be implemented in an

effort to divert these materials from landfill disposal. Depots may be operated at the City’s Public

Works Yard or other City facilities with suitable space.

Note: prior to operating the service, a Cerificate of Approval must be obtained from the MOE.

11. That the following tasks be completed at each landfill to ensure proper closure:

>

Begin to plan for disposal at an alternative/new landfill site three (3) to four (4) years prior to
landfill site closure.

Advise the public through the media and signs of the landfill site closure date one month prior to
and after the landfill site is closed. Media advertising and signs should advise the general public
as to the location of the new landfill site and the changed status of the existing landfill site.
Implement a rodent baiting program prior to closure. Institute a rodent extermination program if
the baiting program indicates that it is unsuccessful.

Complete the final cover of the landfill site with 750 mm of compacted clay cover, 150 mm of
topsoil, and seed.

Dismantle all the landfill site structures. Any bulk materials remaining on landfill site shall be

hauled away and any tires buried. The perimeter fence shall be kept in place until vegetation has

. been established.

After vegetation has been established, reforest the area under the supervision of the MNR.

Periodic landfill site visits (three (3) times annually) shall be made to ensure that the vegetation is

growing, leachate outbreaks have not occurred and that there are no vector or vermin problems.
Continue monitoring groundwater on a three (3) times per year basis.

Register on the property title that the property has been used for a landfill area. Prohibit

construction of any structure on the landfill site by passage of a municipal by-law.

12. The agreement with the Cochrane-Temiskaming Waste Management Board be modified to

recognize the fact that the former Towns of Haileybury and New Liskeard as well as the former

Township of Dymond is now the amalgamated City of Temiskaming Shores.

13. That the adopting of the following definition for “bulky items’ be considered in an effort to control

Spring Clean-Up Program costs:

Project No. §7623 Earth Tech (Canada} Inc.
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Large items including, bur not limited to large furniture (television Sets, maitresses, furniture,
tables, patio furniture, etc ), microwaves, barrels, and any other discarded materials which items
would normally accumulate at a residential dwelling or multi-unit residential building and can
easily be lifted up and into a collection vehicle, such as white goods (refrigerators, ovens/stoves,
washers, dryers, dishwashers, freezers), air conditioning units, microwave ovens, furnaces, wood
stoves, hot water tanks, air exchange units, gas barbeques with Juel tanks removed, and other

items designated as bulky items by the City.

Project No. 87623 Earth Tech {Canada) Inc.
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Minjstry of the Ministére de Revokes/Repeals:

Environment IEnvironnement AV / WU ILVUIIY
Environmental Assessment and Direction des évaluations

Approvals Branch environnementales et des autorisations -
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Mr. Kenneth D.N. Boal, AMCT, CMC 2_) rle BURS G =F WIPETE ’] :
Chief Administrative Officer :

The Corporation of the Town of New Liskeard % me Hezamboud wrTE 2
P.O. Box 730, 90 Whitewood Avenue . ‘ . .
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Dear Sir:
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Ontario
(h) “Site” means the facility described in the application for this Provisional Certificate of Approval and in the

supporting documentation referred to herein;
0] “ODWO” means the Ontar-io 'D:inkin-g Water Objectives; and.

) “RUP” means the Ministry’s Reasonable Use Policy (Policy 15-08).

GENERAL

(1) Except as otherwise provided by these conditions, the Site shall be designed, developed, used, maintained
and operated, and all facilities, equipment and fixtures shall be built and installed, in accordance with the
Application for a Certificate Approval for a Waste Disposal Site dated April 12, 2000 and supporting
documentation, and plans and specifications lsted in Schedule *A".

(2)  The requirements specified in this Prowvisional Certificate of Approval are the requirements under the
Environmental Protection Act, R.S.0. 1990. The issuance of this Provisional Certificate of Approval in
no way abrogates.the Town's legal obligations to take all reasonable steps to avoid wolatmg other
applicable provisions of this legislation and other legislation and regulations.

(3)  The requirements of this Provisional Certificate of Approval are severable. If any requirement of this
Provisional Certificate of Approval, or the application of any requirement of this Provisional Certificate
of Approval to any circumstance, is held invalid, the application of such requirement to other
circumstances and the remainder of this Provisional Certificate of Approval shall not be affected in any
way.

(4)  The Town shall ensure compliance with all the terms and conditions of this Provisional Certificate of
Approval. Any non-compliance constitutes a violation of the Environmental Protection Act, R.S.0. 1990
and 1s grounds for enforcement.

(5) (a) The Town shall, forthwith upon request of the Director, District Manager, or Provincial Officer
(as defined in the Act), furnish any information requested by such persons with respect to
compliance with this Provisional Certificate of Approval, including but not lmuted to, any records
required to be kept under this Provisional Certificate of Approval; and

(b) In the event the Town provides the Ministry with information, records, documentation or
notification in accordance with this Provisional Certificate of Approval (for the purposes of this
condition referred to as "Information"),

(1) the receipt of Information by the Ministry;
. () the acceptance by the Ministry of the Information's completeness or accuracy; or
(ui)  the failure of the Ministry to prosecute the Town, or to require the Town to take any
action, under this Provisional Certificate of Approval or any statute or regulation in
relation to the Information
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(d)  any change of name of the corporation where the Operator or Owner is or at any time becomes a
corporation, and a copy of the most current "Initial Notice or Notice of Change” (form 1 or 2 of
O. Reg. 182, Chapter C-39, RR.0. 1990 as amended from time to time), filed under the
Corporations Information Act shall be included in the notifi¢ation to the Director; and

(e) change in directors or officers of the corporation where the Operator or Owner is or at any time
becomes a corporation, and a copy of the most current “Initial Notice or Notice of Change" as
referred to in 9(d), supra.

(10)  Inthe event of any change in ownership of the Site, the Town shall notify, in writing, the succeeding
owner of the existence of this Provisional Certificate of Approval, and a copy of such notice shall be
forwarded to the Director.

(11)  Any information relating to this Provisional Certificate of Approval and contained in Ministry files may be
made available to the public in accordance with the provisions of the Freedom of Infonnatmn and
Protection of Privacy Act, R.S.0. 1990, C. F-31. ‘

12)

OPERATIONAL
(13)  This Certificate -revoke.s all previously issued Certificates for this Site.

oq’(14) The Town shall ensure that the Site is operated by trained personnel in a safe and secure manner, and that

£ }(5 the wastes are properly handled, so as not to pose any threat to the general public, Site personnel or the
3 environment, and that access to the Site is limited to the Town and his staff.
®
(15)  ~Withis nifiety (90) days'
, @\@h identi

w év"‘ mafke,;s {hat sbaﬂ be erected SO as‘tc; be. mibtathreughout the .year for the Iife af the Site

. The Town shall ensure that no burning of waste shall take place at the Site.

(17} rAll waste recelved at the Site under the authonty of thls Cerhﬁcate shall be deposﬂed witharg *ﬁ‘%
WTmmmm%ﬁﬂﬂmwwmmv

J been reached.

J‘D,s%

Liquid industrial waste or hazardous waste as deﬁned in Ont. Reg. 347 shall not be received or deposited
at the Site. .
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(25) efore the Site is expected to stop receiving waste, the Town shall submit for the Director’s
approval an updated Closure Plan. ‘This Plan shall include, but not be limited to the follomng issues:

{a) the choice of final cover material;

(b)  changes to the final contour plan that may be previously identified in the annual reports, or
recommended in the Closure Plan;

(c) the sequence and schedule for final cover installation;

(d)  post-closure and end-use plans which reflect an after-use of conservation and passive recreation;

(e) schedules for Site inspections;

® plans and schedules for post-closure groundwater and surface water momtonng programs; and

(g)  plans and schedules for the routine monitoring and maintenance of the final cover.

(26)  The Town shall prepare and submit an annuaf report to the Regional Director bthe year
following the calendar year covered by the report which shall include as a minimum, the following:

(@)  asummary of total annual quantities of waste received at the Site;

(b)  adrawing(s) of the Site indicating all groundwater monitoring locations;

{c)  tables outhining monitor locations, analytical parameters sampled, and ﬁ'equency of sampling;

(d}  an analysis and interpretation of groundwater monitoring data; a review of the adequacy of the

-3 monitoring program; conclusions of the monitoring data; and recommendations for any changes in
' monitoring program that may be necessary;

(e) an assessment of groundwater quality in relation to the RUP and ODWO

() an assessment of the efficiency of the Contaminant Attenuation Zone established;

(g)  anupdate of changes in operations, equipment, or procedures made or produced at the Site, and
any operating difficulties encountered;

(h) drawings showing areas of fill, buffer areas, current Site contours, maximum final Site contours,
any recommended changes of the final contours of the Site, percentage of available space utilized,
and an estimate of the remaining disposal eapacity and Site life;

(1) a statement as to compliance with all Conditions and with the inspection and reporting
requirements of the Conditions; '

()  summary of any complaints made regarding Slte operation and the Town's response and action

“taken; and
(k)  recommendations respecting any proposed changes in the operatlon of the Site.
COMPLAINT PROCEDURES
(27) If at any time, the Town receives complaints regarding the operation of the Site, the Town shall respond
to these complaints according to the following procedures:

(a)  The Town shall record each complaint on a formal complaint form entered in a sequentially

' numbered log book. The information recorded shall include the nature of the complaint, the
_ name, address and the telephone number of the complainant and the time and date of the
,ufférf",‘/}' complaint; '
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(6) The reason for Condition (15) is to allow a viable on-site inspection to realize the limits of the Site-during‘
any season. ‘ '

(7)  The reason for Condition (16) is to reduce potential damage and environmental eﬁ'ects‘ dueto fire.

{8)  The reason for Conditions (17), (18), (19) and (24) is to ensure that this Site is operated m accordance
with the application and submitted documentation listed in Schedule A.

(9)  The reason for Condition (21) requiring registration of the Provisional Certificate of Approval is that
Section 46 of the Environmental Protection Act, R.S.0. 1990, prohibits any use being made of the lands
after they cease to be used for waste disposal purposes within a period of twenty-five years from the year
in which such land ceased to be used for waste disposal, unless the approval of the Minister for the
proposed use has been given. The purpose of this prohibition is to protect future users of the Site and the
environment from any hazards which might occur as a result of waste being disposed of on the Site. This
prohibition and potential hazard should be drawn to the attention of future owners and users of the Site
by the Provisional Certificate of Approval being registered on title.

{10)  Condition (22) is to ensure that the Town shall conduct and submit for the Director’s approval a
hydrogeological report.

(11)  The reason for Condition (23} is to ensure that the Town shall develop and submit for the Dlrector s
approval an Operation and Maintenance Plan.

(12)  The reason for Condition (25) is to ensure that two years before the Site is closed, the Town shall submut
for the Director’s approval an updated Closure Plan.

(13)  The reason for Condition (26)- is to ensure that the Town shall prepare and submit an annual report to the
Regional Director by June 1* of the year following the calendar year covered by the report.

(14)  The reason for Condition (27) is to ensure that the complamts are responded to in a systematlc manner to
protect the health and safety of the public and the environment.

You may by written notice served upon me and the Environmental Appeal Board within 15 days
afier receipt of this Notice, require a hearing by the Board. Section 142 of the Environmental Protection Act,
R.S.0. 1990 c. E-19, as amended, provides that the Notice requiring the hearing shall state:

1. The portions of the approval or each term or condition in the approval in respect of which the hearing is

; required, and;

“2. The grounds on which you intend to rely at the hearing in refation to gach portion appealed.
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The Corporation of the City of Temiskaming Shores
PO Box 2050

Hatleybury, Ontario

POJ 1KO

Site Location: New Liskeard Landfili
West 1/2 of Lot 5, Concession 2, Dymond Twp
Temiskaming Shores City, District of Timiskaming

WASTE DISPOSAL SITE
NUMBER A571505

You are hereby notified that I have amended Provisional Certificate of Approval No. A571505 issued

on May 9, 2000 for a waste disposal site (landfill), as follows:

L The name of the Owner has changed:
From: The Corporation of the Municipélity of New Liskeard

To: The Corporation of the City of Temiskaming Shores

IL The service area for this site is hereby changed to the municipal boundary of the City of Temiskaming

Shores.

III.  The hours of operation are hereby changed to 8:00am-12:00pm, Tuesday through Saturday.

All in accordance with the Application for a Provisional Certificate of Approval for a Waste Disposal Site dated
November 19, 2004, signed by Dan Harvey, Director of Public Works, City of Temiskaming Shores, including

all supporting documentation.

The reason for this amendment to the Certificate of Approval is as follows:

L To approve the Owner's requests.

This Notice shall constitute part of the approval issued under Provisional Certificate of

Approval No. A571505 dated May 9, 2000

In accordance with Section 139 of tke_'Envifonmental Protection Act, R.S.0. 1990, Chapter E-19, as

Page 1 - NUMBER A571505
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The Corporation of the City of Temiskaming Shores ; -
PO Box 2050 io, Dewe lreen
Haileybury, Ontario o Apei Bey 2007

P0J 1KO @

Site Location: New Liskeard Landfill
West 1/2 of Lot 5, Concession 2, Dymond Twp
Temiskaming Shores City, District of Temiskaming

You are hereby notified that I have amended Provisional Certificate of Approval No. A571505 issued
on May 9, 2000 and amended April 27, 2005 for a waste disposal site (landfill} , as follows:

L This Certificate is hereby amended to recognize the addition of a contaminant attenuation zone,
IL. The following Item is hereby added to Schedule "A"':

4, Application for a Provisional Certificate of Approval for a Waste Disposal Site dated November 14, —
2005 and signed by Dave Treen, Manager of Environmental Services, City of Temiskaming Shores,
including the attached drawing entitled "New Liskeard Landfill Site Figure 1" showing the attenuation
Zone. ' -

¥ The season for this iendment 1 the Certificare o Appianal |

This Notice shall constitute part of the approval issued under Provisional Certificate of
Approval No. AS571505 dated May 9, 2000, as amended.

In accordance with Section 139 of the Environmental Protection Act, R.S.0. 1990, Chapter E-19, as
amended, you may by written notice served upon me and the Environmental Review Tribunal within 15 days
after receipt of this Notice, require a hearing by the Tribunal. Section 142 of the Environmental Protection
Act, provides that the Notice requiring the hearing shall state:

) I ‘The portions of the approval or each term or condition in the approval in respect of which the hearing is required, and;
2 The grounds on which you intend to rely at the hearing in relation to_gachportion appealed.

Page 1 - NUMBER A571505



Location: Yawv . Langeicy
CofA# AEIDUDT Issue Dafe: Wou RIRD

- Revokes/Repeals:A5 304102 (ae S{%2)
[ .
Ministry af the Ministére de 3
Environment . I'Environnement W 7 L g 3 a rgo
250 Daisville Avenue 250, averue Davisvile
Toront~ ON M43 1H2 Toronts ON MAS 1H2

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
AN APPROVALS BRANCH

3R FLOOR

 Tel. (416) 314-7967

- Fex (416) 314-8452

November 10, 1998

Mr. G. Douglas Walsh, CET

Director of Public Works

fown of Haileybury

i’ostal Bag "D", 451 Meridian Avenue
FHaileybury, Ontario

PO 1KO

Dear Mr. Walsh:

Re: Amended Provisional Certificate of Approval for a Waste Disposal Site No. A 570402 _
2+ for'a Landfill Site Located on S ¥ Lot 1 . Conzession 2.-in the Town of Hailevbu e T

Please find attached the Amended Provisional Certificate of Approval fora Waste Disposal Site
No. A 5370402,

The clraft Certificate of Approval presented to the Environmental Assessment Board, (Board),
during the hearing under Part V of the Environmental Assessment Act, has been adopted by the
Board. with a2 number of conditions added upon the request from the Board. In addition, we have
made some clarifying changes to the wording, All of the changes from the draft dated April 24,
1998, (}ixhibit No.11) are listed below: '

1. Definition No. 1(3) has been changed to correct the name of the local district office.

2. Definition No. 1(4) has been added to define the Drainage Act, since its use is required in
the condition required by the Board. _The remaining definitions have been re-numbered.

3. Defiuition No. 1(6) has been expanded to clarify the extend of the Fiil Area.

4. Condition No. 4(1) has been changed to fully define the Pesticides Act.

5. Condition No. 6 has been changed to incorporate the recommendation from the Board, to

require a construction of the stormwater management works within a 12-month time
frame.

A2
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11.
12.
3.

14.

{5,

16.

— - 2 -

Condition No. 11 has been added to incorporate the recommendation from the Board, to
require an installation of a perimeter fence. The rerraining conditions have been re-
numbered.

Condition No.15 has been changed to clarify the uni*s used to describe the depth of the
cover material.

Conditior: No. 17 has been changed to clarify the units used to describe the depth of the
cover material.

Condition No. 18 has been added to require a submission of a clean wood handling plan
to further investigate the need for an installation of a pit incinerator suggested by the
Board.

>

Sub-condition No. 22(2) has been changed to incorporate the recommendanon from the
Board, by adding lead to the groundwater testing parameters. .

Sub-condition No. 22(3) has been changed to incornorate the recommendation from the
Board, by adding suspended solids to the surface wa'er testing parameters and by
requiring another surface water testing location.

Sub-condition No. 22(4} has been added to describe the location of the additional
monitoring station required by the Board. The remaining sub-conditions have been re-
numbcred
Condmon No 23 has been changed to mcorporate the recommcndanon from the Board
to require an installation of methane monitors at the garage, operator’s office and other
permanent structures at the site within a 3-month deadline.

Condition No. 27 has been changed, by replacing “Item 2" to “Jtem 3", to correct a
typographical error.

Condition No. 27 has been changed, to correct the title of Guideline B-7.

Documernt No. 5 has been added to Schedule “A”, since it provided clarification to the
definition of the Fill Area. The remaining documents have been re-numbered.

If you have any questions on the above, please call Margaret Wojcik, P.Eng., Senior Review
Engineer, Waste Section, at (416) 314-7993.

MW/st
Encls.

cCl

Yours truly,
~

A. Dominski, P. Eng.
Manager, Waste Section

District Manager, Timmins District Office
Isabelle O'Connor, Legal Services Branch
“Robert M. Fishlock, Blake. Cassels & Gravdon
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You are hereby notified that Provisiona! Certificate of Approval No. A 570402 Jor a Waste Disposal Site
(Landfil)), dated March 5, 1992, is hereby revoked in its entirety and the Jollowing substituted therefor:

Under the Environmental Protection Act and the regulations and subject to the limitations thereof, this
Provisional Certificate of Approval is issued to:

Town of Haileybury

Postal Bag "D", 451 Meridian Avenue
Haileybury, Ontaric

POJ 1KO

Jfor the use and operation of a 5.8 hectare Landfill Site within a 32.4 hectare
total Site area;

all in accerdance with the following plans and specifications:

listed in Schedule "aAr;

Located: S % Lot 1, Concession 2
Town of Haileybury
District of Timiskaming

which includes the use of the site only for the di. sposal of the following categories of waste (Note: Use of
the site for additional categories of wastes requires a new application and amendments to the Provisional
Certificate of Approval) municipal was te;

and subject 1o the following conditions:

DEFXINTTIONS

1. In this Provisional Certificate of Approval:

(1) "Certificate" means this Amended Certificate of Approval No. A
570402, as amended f;om time to time, including all Schedules
attached to and forming part of this Certificate;
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(2) “"Directer" means the one or more persons who, from time to time,
are so designated for the purpose ¢f Part V of the Environmental
Protection Act, R.S.O. 1990, c.E.1%;
{3} "District Manager® means the District Manager of the Timmins

District Office of MOE;

{4) T"Drainage Act" means the Drainage Act, R.5.0. 1990, c.D. 17:

E

(5) "EPA" means the Environmental Protection Act, R.5.0. 1990, c.E.
19;

(6) "Fill Area" means the portion of ~he Site where waste may ke
disposed as delineated by th&a”Eimit:cfiSEait&&ggE&mﬁﬁ&ll_Eill
Area" shown on Sheet 10 of Trem T im Schodufp =&« e chmemre T Fundt
in Item 5 in Schedule "ar;

{7} “"MOE" means the Ministry of the Environment ;

{8) T"OWRA" means the Ontario Water Resources Act, R.S.0. 1990, c.O.
40; -

{3) "Regional Director" means the Director, Northern Region, Ministry
of the Environment;

{10) "Town" means the Corporation of the Town of Haileybury; and

(11) "Site" means the 32.4 hectare landfill site including the Fill
Area and buffer zone on Lot 1, Concession 2, in the Township of
Bucke, District of Timiskaming as shown on the Plan of Survey,
Sheet No. 2 of Item 2 in Schedule "A“,

GENERAL REQUIREMENTSl

2. Thig Certificate revokes all previously issued Provisional
Certificates of Approval :ssued under Part .V, EPA, for this Site. The
approval given herein, inciuding the Terms and Conditions get out,

replices all previously issued approvals and related Terms and
Cond.tions under Part V, EPA for this Site.

the apn.ication of such requirement to other circumstance and the
hereby.

The Tow:i shall allow MOE personnel, or g MOE authorized

reéprasentative (s}, upon presentation of credentials, to:
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i ts ized by the EPA, OWRA, or
ut any and all inspect:ons authorize :
(1) EizrgeZticidzs Act, R.S.0. 13%0, ¢.P. 11, as amended from t%me to
time, of any place to which this Certificate relates, and without
restéicting the generality of the foregeoing, to:

a enter upon the premises or the location.wﬁere the records
. required by the conditions of this Certificate are kept;

b have access to and copy. at any reascnable time, any records
’ required by the conditions of this Certificate;

{3

inspect. at reasonable times, any fac%lities, equipment
(including monitoring and control equ1pment?, pracpxges or
operatims required by the (onditions of this Certificate:
and

d. sample and mohitor, at réasnnable times, for Fhe purposes of
assuring compliance with the conditions of this Certificate.

5 (1) The 8Site shall be developed, operated and mainta@ned by‘the Town
' in accordance with the Terms and conditions herein arnd items 1 to
4 listed in Schedule "A" of this Certificate. .

(2} Should there be any discrepancies between any of items 1 to 4 of
Schedule "A" and the conditicns in this Certificate, the
conditions shall take precedence. Should there be discrepancies
between items 1 to 4 listed in Schedule “A", the document bearing
the most recent date shall take precedence.

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT WORKS APPROVALS
SeeREras s IANAGRMENT WORKS APPROVALS

6. (1} This Certifica-e does not provide an a

subject to approval under the OWRA. the .Drainage Act
other legislat:ion that may be applicable.

{2)  The Town shall complete the constriction- o =3 it !ﬁr

the sedimentation ponds, and the diversion ditch as outlined-in f
Section 3.2 of Ttem 3 of Schedule

: , "A", within 12 months from the
issuance of rhis Certificare.

{3} Within six months of the date
the Town shall submit to the D

any other iegislation that may be ap

CONTAMINANT ATTENUATION ZONE

/. Within twelve monthsg from the

plicable.
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Parcel 904 NND

Part of the -South Half of Lot 21
Concession 2

Township of Firstbrook
District of Timiskaming

CERTIFICATE OF PROHIBITION

g.

(1}

{2}

{3}

For the purpose of this condition "Property" means the Site and,
effective on the date of acquisition of the land or acquisition
of the easement and water rights by the Town, the parcel of land
referred to in Condition No. 7, above. :

Pursuant to Section 157 of the EPA, neither the Town nor any
person having an interest in the Property shall deal with the
Property in any way without first giving a copy of this
Certificate to each person acquiring an interest in the Property
as a result of the dealing.

The Town shall,

a. within 60 days of the date of the date that the Town obtains
the eadement and water rights required under Condition No.
7. submit tc the Director for the Director's signature twc
copies of a completed Certificate of Prohibition containing
a registrable description of the Property, in accordance
with Form 1 of O. Reg. 14/92; and

b. within 10 calendar days of receiving the Certificates of
Prohibition signed by the Director, register the Certificate
of Prohibition in the appropriate Land Registry Office and
submit to the Director immediately following registration ’ﬁ
the duplicate registered copy.

LIMITS OF WASTE

3.

{1}

(2) YMWaste may only be placed above ground level to the final contour

‘‘alevations shown on Sheet No. 10 of Item 2 of Schedule "Ar®.

{2)

(4}

Waste disposal shall be limited to the Fill Area,

Waste may only be placed below ground level in trenches as shown
on Sheet No. 4 of Item 2 of Schedule "A" and to depths of

approximately 3 metres below ground level but not exceeding 3.6¢
metres. '

There shall be no further final disposal of waste in the Bulk
Material Storage Area shown o

at n Sheat No. 10 of Item 2 of Schedule

o

s
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WASTE TYPE

—  10. Only municipal waste, as defined in Ontario Regulation 347, R.R.O.
1990 {as amended), may be dispcsed of at the Site. -

— SITE SECURITY AND OPERATING HOURS

71. The Town shall install a complete perimeter fence within 18 months 'Pﬁﬂ
from the issuance of this Certificate.

12. (1) The Site shall not be operated cutside of the hours of 9:00 a.m.
to 5:00 p.m., Monday toc Friday, and from 9:00 a.m. to 12:00 noon
- on Saturday.  The Site will be closed on Sundays and statutory
holidays. These operating hours may be varied with the approval
of the Regional Director.

(2) During non-operating hours, the Site entrance gate shall be kept
locked. '

(3) Except for waste deposited in the after-hours dumping bin located
outside of the Site gate, waste shill only be received under the
gsupervisgion of a S8ite attendant. . '

13. The Town shall ensure that all Site attendants are adegquately trained
with respect to the following:

(1) terms, conditions and operating requirements of this Certificate;
{2) the operation and management of the Site;
(3} relevant waste management regulations and legislation;

(4} environmental concexrns related to the waste being handled at the
Site; and :

(5) occupational health and safety concerns pertaining to the
management of waste at the Site.

14; The Town shall ensure that waste is deposited in a manner that
minimizes the size of the Fill Area working face and that the waste is

compacted before cover material is applied.

{2} A cover material layer of at least 20 centimetre-depth shall be
applied as soon as reasonably possible on all areas of waste
- disposal where no final cover has been applied and where no
additional waste or final cover is to be placed for six months or

YIS
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16. A’ternative materials to clean soil may be used as daily cover only if
a2 oval is obtained in accordance with the "Procedure for Gaining
Apprroval to use Alternative Materials to Soil as Daily Cover in
Landfills that Receive Only Municipal and Non-Hazardous Solid Wastes®
(May, 1994) released by the Science and Technology Branch of the MOE
or Lf approval is obtained in accordance with subsequent MOE -
proc=dures, guidelines or regulations.

17. (1} Where final waste contours have been reached for a given cell of —
the Site, final cover application and seeding shall be completed
as soon as practical but not later than nine months from the
completion of cover application. -

(2} Except where Phase II develcopment is scheduled to begin above a
trench within one year of filling the trench, a 30 centimetre-
thick layer of interim cover shall be placed above each trench as —
soon as practicable once it is filled and in any case within nine
months of being filled. The interim cover shall be removed, to
the extent practicable, and scarified prior to commencement of
Phase II development.

18. The Town shall submit to the Director .for approval, within three

months from the issuance of this Certificate, a plan outlining the . Rgﬁ“
options for handling of clean wood at the Site. The plan shall .
contain the analysis of the environmental impacts of each option, and/gffj"éﬁ
it shall identify the option preferred by the Town. -

MONITORING WELLS

19. (1) Within three months oé the issuﬁnce of this Certificate, a
monitoring well to replace TW 7/94 and a monitoring well in thetz?aﬁJ

g}f}/ vicinity of Test Pit 14 shall be constructed and incorporated
into the Site monitoring program. -

{2) Any monitéring wells which are no longer needed or are
cperational shall be properly abandoned in accordance with

Ontaric Regulation 303, R.R.O. 1990 or rehabilitated within 3
menths of such a determination being made.

(3) A report on the abandoament or rehabilitation of any monitéring .

_ well shall be included in the applicable Annual Report prepared
in accordance with Condition No. 24 of this Certificate.

{4) The well development procedures and data for ény new monitoring .
wells comstructed at the Site shall be reported in the applicablebfj

Annual Report prepared in accordance with Condition No. 24 of
this Certificate. ' ) zs”
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SITE GRADING

21. Site grading and contours shall be maintained such that all surface
water run-coff from the buffer zone and areas capped with final cover
is directed away from the working face of the Site.

—

° SITE MONITORING

E .

22. (1) Ground water shall be monitored three times per year in

o

{2)

Wl -

April/May, August/September and November/December at each of the
following monitoring wells:

Replacement well for MW No. 2

TW 1/51(D) _ (oL

TW 1/91(S) _ b

T™W 3/91

TW 4/91

™ 5/91

TW 6/94

TW 8/94

Replacement well for TW 7/384 as required by Condition No. 19(1)

Well to be constructed in the vicinity of Test Pit 14 as required
by Condition No. 19(1).

Each sample taken under Condition No. 22(1) shall be analysed for
the following parameters:

Metals: aluminium, arsenic, boron, barium, calcium,
‘Tadmium, chromium, copper, iron, potassium,
magnesium, lead, manganesg{hsodiugd selenium,
strontium, mercury, zinc '

Anions: ' fluoride, chloride, nitrate, nitrite,
: phosphate, sulphatey’

Other Parameters: {hardness) alkalinity, total Kjeldhal
nitro¥gen (TKN), ammonia, total dissolved
solids (TDS), biochemical oxygen demand
(BOD}, chemical.oxygen demand (COD),
dissolved ocrganic carbon {DOC}, pheriols

Field Parameters: static level, temperature, conductance, pH

i
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{3} Surface water samples shall be taken from monito;ing stations
SW1l, SW2, SW3, SW4 and SWS twice per year in %pr;l/May and .
August/September. For each sample, an analysis or determination _
shall be done for the following parameters: . 1

» . -
Iketals: aluminium, boron, cadmium, chromlum, cobalt,
- ~ copper, iron, lead, nickel, potassium,
sedium, zinc

ini i ‘hlori 0D, DOC
Parameters: alkalinity, ammonla,;chlorlde, CoD, C, _
other phenols, TDS, turbidity, suspendgd"sollds__. :

Field Parameters: temperature, conductance, pH, dissolwved
- oxXygen,.estimatred streamflow —

(4} The monitoring station- SWS shall be located at the outlet of a
beaver dam just upstream of SW4.

{5} Changes to the monitoring requirements shall be made on.the basis
of recommendations made in the Annual Report and only with the 3
Regional Director's written approval.

23 - The Town shall install battery-operated methane gas monitors ig the /
garage, operator's cffice and any other strUCtg?e at the landfill, 4 —
within 3 months: fiom the issuance of this Certificate.

<4. Dailly records of Jite operations shall be made and shall be kept at
the Site for a period of at least two years from the date of the
record. The daily records shall include the following: o

(1} The type, hauler, vehicle license number and time of arrival for
all waste received at the ‘Site;
(2)  All complaints from the

public received by the Town.and an
indication of the acticn

taken in response by the Town; and

(3} A record of litter éollection-activities,
© application of interim and da:ly cover.

ANNYIAL REPORTS : .

Site inspections ang

, : "
25. Beginning With the 1998 calendar Year, an Annual Report addressing %é -
é/\ water quality monitoring and Site operations shall be submitted to the

Regional Director no. later than Apr:l 30th following the calendar vear .
,ﬁy\ being reported upon. The Annual Re; ort shall include the Fo owing: -

! {1) tables outlining analytical

. parameters sampled an
sampling for each monitoring

d frequency of
iocation;

(2} summary data tables for key analytical pParameters and locations;
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(3} an analysis and interpretation of the groundwater monitoring _
results including a discussion o groundwater monitoring data in
s relation to compliance with the loundary criteria;°

{4) a drawing of the Site and neighbcuring land showing all
monitoring-locations;

(5} review of the current monitoring orogram and a recommendation for
any changes;

(6) review of the sampling and analytical procedures, including the
QA/QC programs; :

{7}  a summary of monthly and total annual waste loads received at the
Site; '

— {8) drawings showing existing c ndiﬁﬁons, complet®d Fill Areas,
buffer afea, current Fill ﬁ?ea conteurs and maximum final Site
contours;

(9} calculation of the volume of available space utilized, the

remaining Site capacity, the volume of cover material applied and
the waste compaction density;

(10} an estimate of the remaining Site 1ife;

. (11) an update of changes in Site operations, equipment, procedures
: and any operating difficulties encountered; .
(12) a Summary of any complaints made regarding Site operétion and the
Town's response and action taken; and R ,

{13) recommendations respecting any proposed changes in th

& operation
. - of the Site.

CLOSURE AND END .USE PLANS
=eoatn AND BEND USE PLANS

| 26. (1) Within five years of the commencement of landfilling in Phase IT
: of Areas B, C & D of the Site, the Town shall submit a final Site
closure and end use plan to the Director for approval.

(2} The Site closure and end use plans shall

he include, but not be
limited to, details regarding the followi

ng:
T &.  proposed end use;
o b. any adjustments tc the final ¢ontour plan that may be
—{ recommended;

C. fencing and access control;
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d. additional vegetative plantings planned;

e. the seguence and schedule for final cover inst:'allation;

£. plans and schedules for the management and continued
monitoring;

g. plans and schedules for the routine monitoring and

maintenance of the final cover and stormwater management
works; and

h. notification procedures related to the Site closure.

CONTINGENCY PLANS

27. (1} Contingency plans as outlined in Section 4.15.2 of Ttem 3 of
Schedule "A" shall be implemented in accordance with the criteria
and procedures outlined in Section 4.0 of Item 6 of -Schedule "ar",

(2} Contingency plans as outlined in Section 4.15.2 of Item 3 of
Schedule "A" sghall be implemented if groundwater monitoring
indicates that leachite migration has or will result in
exceedance of the boundary criteria as determined from MOE
Guideline B-7, “"Incorporation of the Reasonable Use Concept into
MOEE Groundwater Management Activities", as amended.
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SCHEDULE "A"
This Schedule "A" forms part of Provisional Certificate of Approval No. A 570402-

1. Application for a Certificate of Approval for a Waste Disposal Site

{Land£ill), signed by Alexander L. Herbert, Town of Haileybury, dated
Cctobear 27, 1986. :

~8J
*

A<

Set of Plans entitled "Haileybury lLandfill Site - Development,
Operational and-Closure Plans, Project No. ES1008", prepared by H.
SLﬁCliffe Limited, dated October 1992.

Fi

.
T3]

Report entitled, "Corporation of the Town of Haileybury, Landfill Site
Approval Report, -Project No. ES1008*, prepared by H. Sutcliffe
Limited, revised FJuly 1997. .

4. Report entitled, "Supplemental Hydrogeological Investigation, Town of

-Haileybury Landfill Site, Haileybury, Ontario", prepared by
International Water Consultants Ltd., dated April 3,7 1995,

J. Connelly, Ministry of Environment and Energy, providing responses

\d Letter dated November 19, 1996 from H.J. Hawken, H. Sutcliffe Ltd., to
& to Ministry's concerns from August 16, 1936.

Connelly, Ministry of Envircnment and Enexrgy. providing responses to

6 Letter dated July 28, 19%7 from H.J. Hawken, H. Sutcliffe Ltd., to J.
%A Ministry‘'s concerns.

7. Report entitled, "‘Inv_estigation of Proposed Leachate Attenuation Zone,
Town of Haileybury Landfill Site, Haileybury, Ontario, 1997, dated
FPebraary 18, 1997; prepared by International Water Consultants Ltd.

/
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The reasons for the imposiiion of these conditions are as follows:
1. Conditions No. i1 through 27 bhave besn included to adopt the decision of the

Environmental Assessment Boarc. EP-97-05, dated October 2, 1998,

In accordance with Section 139 of the Environmental Protection Act, R.5.0. 1990 c. E-19, you
may by written notice served upon me and the Environmental Appeal Board within 15 days after receipt of -
this Notice, require a hearing by the Board. Sectior 142 of the Environmental Protection Act, as amended
provides that the Notice requiring a hearing shall state:

i. The pertions of the approval or each term or condition in the appraval in respect of which the hearing is
required, and; : ) '
2. The grounds on which you intend to rely at the hearing in relation to each portion appealed.

In addition to these legal requirements, the Netice should also include:

3. The name of the appellant;

4. The address of the appellant;

5. The Certificate of Approval number;

°6. The date of the Certificate of Approval; -

7. The narne of the Director;

8. The municipality within which the waste disposal site is focated;
And the Notice should be signed and dated iv the appellant.
This Notice must be served upon:

The Secretary, ' The Director,

Environmental Appeal Board,

Section 39, Environmental Protection Act
2300 Yonge St., 12th Floor

. Ministry of the Environment,

I3

P.O. Box 2382 ND 250 Davisville Avenue, 3rd Floor,
Toronto, Ontario Torente, Ontario.
M4P 1E4 M4S 142

DATED AT TORONTO this 10th day of November, 1998.

// /,»f'" )
: 2/" e
e

A. Dominski, P. Eng.,

, Director,

/ Section 39, .
Environmental Protection Act

MW/st
cc: District Manager, Timmins
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The Corporation of the City of Temiskaming Shores . oy
PO Box 2050 cc: Den kb

Haileybury, Ontario k A 2
POJ 1KO . }w.&},\

Site Location: Haileybury Landfill
Lot 1, Concession 2
Haileybury Town, District of Timiskaming
POJ 1KO

You are hereby notified that I have amended Provisional Certificate of Approval No. A570402 issued
on November 10, 1998 and amended November 10, 1999 for a waste disposal site (landfill), as follows:

s The name of the Owner has changed:
From: The Corporation of the Municipality of Haileybury
To: The Corporation of the City of Temiskaming Shores

i The service area for this site is hereby changed to the municipal boundary of the City of Temiskaming
Shores. '

III.  The hours of operation are hereby changed to 1:00pm-5:00pmi, Tuesday through Saturday.
All in accordance with the Application for a Provisional Cerfificate of Approval for a Waste Disposal Site dated
November 19, 2004, signed by Dan Harvey, Director of Public Works, City of Temskaming Shores, including
all supporting documentation,

The reason for this amendmeﬁt to the Certificate of Approval is as follows:

1. To approve the Owner's requests:.

This Notice shall constitute part of the approval issued under Provisional Certificate of
Approval No. A570402 dated November 10, 1998

j In accordance with Section 139 of the Environmental Protection Act, R.S.0. 1990, Chapter E-19, as

Page 1 - NUMBER A570402



amended, you may by written notice served upon me and the Environmental Review Tribunal within 15 days
after receipt of this Notice, require a hearing by the Tribunal. Section 142 of the Environmental Protection Act,
provides that the Notice requiring the hearing shall state: ' IR

1. The portions of the approval or each term or condition in the approval in respect of which the hearing is required; and;
2. The grounds on which you intend to rely at the hearing in relation to each portion appealed. s

The Notice should also include:

3. The name of the appellant;
4. The address of the appeflant;
5. The Certificate of Approval number;
6. The date of the Certificate of Approval;
7 The name of the Director; _
8. The municipality within which the waste disposal site is located;
And the Notice should be signed and dated by the appeliant,
This Notice must be served upon.:
The Secretary* The Director ; ‘
Environmental Review Tribunal Section 39, Environmental Pratection Act
2300 Yonge St., 12th Floor : - Ministry of Environment and Epergy
P.O. Box 2382 AND 2 St. Clair Avenue West, Floor 124
Toronto, Ontaric Toronto, Ontario .
M4P 1E4 : M4V 1Ls

* Further information on the Environmental Review Tribunal’
the

Tribunal at: Tel: (416) 314-4600, Fax: (416) 314-4506 or www.ert.gov.on.ca

s requirements for an appeal can be obtained directly from

The above noted waste disposal site is approved under Section 39 of the Environmental Protection Act.

DATED AT TORONTO this 27th day of April, 2005

Ian Parrott, P.Eng.
~ Director

Section 39, Environmental Protection Act
AN/

¢:  District Manager, MOE North Bay .
H. James Hawken, P.Eng., Sutcliffe Rody Quesnel Inc.

Page 2 - NUMBER A570402
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City of Temiskaming Shores

2005 Annual Monitoring Report
Haileybury Landfill Site

Executive Summary

Prepared for:

Corporation of the City of Temiskaming
Shores
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Haileybury, ON

POJ 1KO

Prepared by:

Story Environmental Services
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‘9 Wellington Street
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April 2006



Haileybury Landfill Site 2005 Annual Report (EXECUTIVE SUMMARY, extracted from fuli-sized report for ease of edectronic transmission)

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The following report addresses the Annual Report requirements for the Corporation of the City
of Temiskaming Shores Haileybury Landfili Site (“the Site™), formerly known as the Corporation
of the Town of Haileybury Landfill Site, for the 2005 calendar year. Specifically, the report
summarizes the Site opérations and water quality monitoring conducted through the year, as
laid out in sections 25(1) to 25(13) of the Provisional Certificate of Approval for a Waste
Disposal Site No. A570402 (“C of A”). A copy of the C of A is provided in Appendix H.

The Site is located approximately 9 kilometres southwest of the former municipality of
Haileybury (Figure 1). The Site itself occupies an area of 32.4 hectares (“ha”)} of which the Fill
Area (i.e., the portion of the Site where waste may be disposed) occupies an area of roughly 7.0
ha (Figure 2).

Site operations remain unchanged and there have been no changes to the Site’s equipment or
procedures. Furthermore no operating difficulties were encountered in 2005. In April 2006,
Sutcliffe Rody and Quesnel Inc. (“SRQ”) completed a topographic survey of the Site. Figure 6,
as prepared by SRQ, illustrates the existing topographical conditions, the area in the north of
the Fill Area which has had an interim cover applied, the current municipal and the construction
material dump areas, the buffer area, and the current Fill Area contours. Figure 7, also as

prepared by SRQ, provides the maximum final Site contours.

The volume of refuse received by the landfill in 2005 was approximately 4 percent less than that
received in 2004.

SRQ has estimated that:
* the remaining Fill Area capacity is 143 856 cubic metres (see Table 2, Appendix D),
and _
= based on the waste deposition records obtained from the City of Temiskaming Shores,
an estimated 1% increase in the population served by the Site, and a percentage of
refuse which is not landfilled, the Fill Area will reach capacity during the year 2019 (see
Table 3, Appendix D).

Story Environmental Services Executive Summary
Page iof v
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As per Condition 7 of the C of A and a letter of non-compliance received by Temiskaming
Shores from the Ontario Ministry of the Environment dated February 25, 2004, negotiations
continue between representatives of Temiskaming Shores and of the contaminant attenuation
zone property owner regarding obtaining an easement and all of the water rights to the land

required for the contaminant attenuation zone.

Groundwater elevations at each sampled monitoring well are measured during e_\xery sampling
event (see Figure 39). In general 2005 groundwater elevations were lower than those
measured in 2004, although normal seasonal fluctuations were evident. groundwater levels
were relatively high in May, lower in September and increased again in November. The two
exceptions to this general pattern were the TW1 and TW3 wells, where annual peaks were
observed in September 2005.

The recent water table contour map suggests a northwesterly fiow component in the area
southwest of the Fill Area, possibly resulting from the gas pipeline, and a strong westerly flow
direction in the area directly west of the Fill Area. The area to the northwest of the Fill Area
lacks sufficient information to draw any conclusions. The installation of additional monitoring
wells west of TW3 would help to define the groundwater flow direction northwest of the Fill Area.

Groundwater samples were collected from ten monitoring wells at the Site on May 25/26,
September 21, and November 23, 2005. Surface water was sampled at five stations, as shown
on Figure 1, on May 25, 2004. On September 20, 2005, surface water was sampled at four of
the stations: SW1, SW2, SW3, and SW4. Station SW5 was not sampled on September 20,
since it was completely dry. Thesé samples were analysed as stipulated in Sections 22(2) and
22(3) of the C of A. Water quality monitoring data for 2005 are evaluated alongside historical
data dating back to 1994.

At least two Ontario Drinking Water Objectives (“ODWO") were exceeded at every well,
including the background weII" (i.e., TW8), monitored on each sampling date in 2005. Elevated
concentrations of dissolved organic carbon, iron, manganese, organic nitrogen, potassium, total
disso!vé__d solids, total Kjeldahl nitrogen, chloride, sodium, and sulphéte were commonly
observed within the downgradient section of the Fill Area. Water chemistry' was spatially

variable, with substantial nitrate concentrations observed at one well, TW8, within this section of
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the Fill Area. There were three exceedances of a health-based QDWO in 2005. These occurred
in an on-site well, TW9, and an off-site well, TW11 for arsenic.

The MOFE’s Guideline B-7, or the Reasonable Use Concept (“RUC"), was used fo define
Boundary Criteria for the guality of groundwater leaving the Site. The RUC was applied using
water chemistry data from well TW8 to define background groundwater quality.

Four not health-refated parameters commonly failed the RUC: dissolved organic carbon, iron,
-' manganese, and organic nitrogen. Three of them, iron, manganese, and organic nitrogen, also
exceeded the ODWO at the background well (TW8) on most sampling dates. Well TW3 failed
the aluminum RUC on all three sampling dates. Wells TW4, TW9 and TW11, all failed the RUC
for TDS on all three monitoring dates. Well TW7 failed the RUC for TDS twice and well TW6
once failed the RUC for TDS. Finailly, TW4 failed the RUC for sulphate in September and
November 2005, while TW9 and TW11 also failed the RUC for sulphate in September 2005.

Four of the wells failed the RUC for health-related parameters. Water sampled from TW4, TW9,
and TW11 failed the RUC for arsenic on all three sampling dates. The concentration of arsenic
at TW9 also exceeded the ODWO in May 2005 é.nd the ODWO for arsenic was exceeded at
TW11 in September and November 2005. Wel!s TW4, TW9, and TW11 failed the RUC for
boron in September 2005. Water sampled from TW6 failed the RUC for nitrate in September
and November 2005.

Three of these four monitoring wells (i.e., TW4, TW9, and TW11) were the monitoring wells that
consistently failed the RUC for not healfh-related TDS in 2005 This suggests that these three
wells may be the most heavily impacted by the Fill Area. The two wells, TW7 and TW10, further
downgradient.of the Fill Area did not fail any health-related RUCs during 2004. The failure of
some parameters under the RUC at off-site well TW11 (installed in November 2004) indicates
that the Fili Area is negatively impacting off-site groundwater resources. Further work should be
done in 2006 in an attempt to establish the full extent of the off-site impact.

The long-term increased concentrations of boron, dissolved organic carbon, iron, manganese,
nitrate, TDS, sulphate, sodium, chloride, and potassium across the landfill (i.e., roughly in the
direction of groundwater flow) are most likely related to landfilt operations. Of these parameters,

chloride, nitrate, and sodium concentrations, are elevated at the two wells furthest downgradient
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from the Fill Area (TW7 and TW10) compared to background levels. Due to the solubility and
mobility of sodium and chloride within the environment, the elevated concentrations of these two
parameters at TW7 and TW10 are most likely due to the landfill operations. The concentration
isopleth diagrams for sodium and chioride substantiate the fact that the Fiil Area is impacting

these two monitoring wells.

Attempts were made during 2005 to collect groundwater samples from weli TW12, which was
installed in November 2004. As was the case in November 2004, insufficient water was
available to sample TW12 in 2005. Therefore, a new (and deeper) well should be installed to
replace TW12 in 2008. Also, since there is little information west of TW3 (see Figure 5b), two
additional monitoring wells should be installed west of TW3. These new wells should be
installed at similar distances from TW3 as TW11 and TW12 are installed from TW9. These new
monitoring wells would provide information to further define the groundwater flow directions
northwest of the Site and further characterize the groundwater quality downgradient of the Fill
Area. They will also help to delineate the extent of off-site impact as a result of the landfill
operations.

Whereas information is lacking on the groundwater chemistry in the area downgradient and
outside of the Fill Area, sufficient data are available to characterize the groundwater quality in
the upgradient section of the Fill Area. Therefore, beginning in 2008, monitoring wells TW1 and
TWS5 will (should) only be monitored once per annum. Water levels in these wells should,

however, continue to be measured during each sampling event.

As required by Condition 19(2) of the C of A, the foliowing monitoring wells should be
abandoned in accordance with Section 21 of Ontario Regulation 903 as soon as practical:
=  MW2 which is no longer used as there are no construction details for this well and was
replaced by a new TWS in 1998, and
=  MW1 that is no longer used and was replaced by TW6 in 1994.

Streamflow gauging and sampling was conducted during the May and September 2005
sampling events at five surface water sampling stations. There is considerable evidence of
chemical variability in the surface water samples; however, none of it can be definitively
attributed to the Site.
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If the Fill Area is impacting surface water, _this impact will most likely fo be detected by
comparing the chemistry of wa.tef sampled at SW3 (within the proposed leachate attenuation
zone) to that of water sampled at the upstream surface water sampling station SW4. Therefore,
SES recommends eliminating the surface water sampling at the most distant surface water
stations, SW1 and SW2 (Figure 1), and only continuing with the semi-annual monitoring at
SW3, SW4, and SW5. If an impact of the surface water is identified at surface water station
SW3, then SW1 and SW2 can be reintroduced to the monitoring program.
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Haileybury Landfill Site 2006 Annual Report

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The following report addresses the Annuai Report requirements for the Corporation of
Temiskaming Shores Haileybury Landfill Site (“the Site”), formerly known as the Corporation of
the Town of Haileybury Landfill Site, for the 2006 calendar year. Specifically, the report
summarizes the Site operations and water quality monitoring conducted through the year, as
laid out in sections 25(1) to 25(13) of the Provisional Certificate of Approval for a Waste
Disposal Site No. A570402 (“C of A"). A copy of this C of A can be found in Appendix A.
Special attention is also paid to addressing comments made by Ontario Ministry of Environment
("MOE?") staff in a letter of October 16, 2006 (McCormack 2006 — see Appendix B).

The Site is located approximately 9 kilometres southwest of the former municipality of
Haileybury (Figure 1, Appendix C). The Site itself occupies an area of 32.4 hectares (*ha”) of
which the Filt Area (i.e., the portion of the Site where waste may be disposed) occupies an area
of roughly 5.8 ha (Figure 2, Appendix C.). The Site, the licensed Fill Area (areas indicated by
purple), and the fence surrounding the Fill Area are iliustrated on Figure 2. The current
monitoring program for the Site includes five surface water monitoring stafions and 13

groundwater monitoring wells (including the two new wells installed in 2006).

During the fall of 2006, two monitoring wells were installed off-site in the area of the proposed
Leachate Attenuation Zone. The first well, TW13, was installed northwest of TW11 and the
second well, TW14, was installed in close proximity to TW12 since TW12 is typically dry and
can not be sampled. The locations of these new monitoring wells are illustrated on Figure 2.
TW13 was drilled to a depth of 152 m and TW14 was drilled to a depth of 13.7 m. Bedrock

was not encountered during the installation of these monitoring welis.
Site Operations

Site operations remain unchanged and there have been no changes to the Site’s equipment or
procedures. Furthermore no operating difficulties were encountered in 2006 and there were no
complaints made regarding the Site operations during 2006.

Daily records are kept for the Site. These waste deposition records indicate that the total waste
volume (uncompacted) received at the Site in 2006 was 20 076 cubic metres (“m®). This is 17
percent more than that received in 2005, 12 percent more than that received in 2004, but 2
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percent less than that received in 2003. The Agricultural College Residence building, located
on Hessle Street in New Liskeard, was demolished in 2006. This demolition is responsible for
the elevated volumes of waste deposited in the Haileybury Landfill in 2006.

Estimates have been conducted that indicate:
= the remaining Fill Area capacity is 132 814 m® (see Table 2, Appendix E), and
= based on the waste deposition records obtained from Temiskaming Shd‘res and an
estimated 1% increase in the population served by the Site, the Fill Area will. reach this

capacity during the year 2017 (see Table 3, Appendix E)

Negotiations regarding obtaining an easement and all of the water rights to the land required for
the contaminant attenuation zone will continue once the full extent of the off-site contamination

has been establish and the required attenuation zone identified.
Groundwater Elevations

Groundwater elevations at each sampled monitoring well were measured during every sampling

event (see Figure 42).

In 2006, the groundwater elevations were generally higher than 2005 and followed similar
seasonal fluctuations as 2005. Peak elevations were observed in May, lower elevations in
September, and increased elevations again in December. TW1 and TW3 were the only welis
which showed slightly fower water elevations in 2006 than 2005. TW12 is generally virtually dry

with only a small amount of water, insufficient to sample, at the bottom of the well.

SES has prepared three (3) water table contour maps based on water table elevations
measured in May, September, and December 2006. These are presented as Figures 5a, b, and
¢, Appendix C. The December water table contour map includes water table elevations from the
two new off-site monitoring wells, TW13 and TW14. These water table contour maps suggest a
westerly flow direction within the Fill Area and the area directly west of the Fill Area. Due to the
presence of the new monitoring wells, TW13 and TW14, in December 2008, the December
water table contour map suggests that the groundwater fiow direction to the west of the Site

may be trending in a northwest direction.
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Contrary to what was stated by IWC in their 1995 report, IWC(1995), and SES in the City of
Temiskaming Shores 2005 Annual Monitoring Report, the TransCanada Pipeline is most fikely
not controlling the flow of groundwater in this area. This is ‘because the groundwater in the

vicinity of the pipeline tends to be deeper than the base of the excavation for the installation of
the pipeline.

Groundwater Monitoring

Groundwater samples were collected from 11 monitoring weils in May, 10 monitoring wells in
September, and 12 groundwater monitoring wells in December 2006. TW12 was not sampled

in September or December due to insufficient water and TW13 and TW14 were added to the
monitoring program in December.

In terms of the indicator parameter time series for the monitoring wells, the most contaminated
monitoring wells, TW4 (on-site), TW9 (on-site), TW11 (off-site), and TW13 (off-site) show
increased concentrations of most of the indicator parameters throughout the time series.

The MOFE’s Guideline B-7, or the Reasonable Use Concept (“RUC"), was used to define
Boundary Criteria for the quality of groundwater leaving the Site. The RUC was applied using
water chemistry data from well TW8 to define background groundwater quality.

Four not heatth-related parameters commonly failed the RUC: dissolved organic carbon, iron,
manganese, and organ:c nitrogen. The only well which did not show an exceedance of any of
these four parameters in 2006 was the new TW14, when it was sampled once in December.
Well TW3 also failed the aluminum RUC on the two sample dates which it was sampled in 2006
and TW13 failed the aluminum RUC in December. Also, TDS failed the RUC in TW4, TW9,

- TW11, and TW13 on ali sample dates and sulphate failed the RUC in TW4 on all four sample
dates and TW9 in September. TW11 and TW13 are off-site monitoring wells.

Four of the wells, TW4, TWS6, TW9, and TW11 failed the RUC for health-related parameters.
Water sampled from TW4, failed the RUC for arsenic on ail three sample dates, and nitrite in
May. Water sampled from TW6 failed. the RUC for nitrate in May and September. Water
sampled from TW9 failed the RUC for baron on all three sample dates and nitrate in September.
Finally water from TW11 failed the RUC for arsenic on all three sample dates and boron in

September and December. It is interesting to note that three of these four monitoring wells (i.e.,
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TW4, TW9, and TW11) were the monitoring wells which also consistently failed the RUC for not
health-related TDS, DOC, iron, manganese, and organic nitrogen in 2006. TW11 is an off-site
monitoring well. This suggests that these three wells may be the most heavily impacted by the
Fill Area. The five wells, TW7, TW10, TW14, TW1, and TW5 ddwngradient and upgradient of
the Fill Area did not fail any health-related RUCs during 2006.

The failure of several parameters under the RUC at off-site wells TW11 and TW13 suggests
that the Fill Area is negatively impacting the off-site groundwater.

Attempts were made during the 2006 sampling year to collect samples from off-site monitoring
well TW12.  During the May sampling event, limited sample was collected from this well,
however all other attempts failed. Therefore, TW12 was replaced with off-site monitoring well
TW14 during the fall of 2006. However, TW12 will still be monitored to obtained groundwater
elevations in this location. During 2006, SES aiso installed off-site monitoring well TW13
approximately 75 metres northwest of TW11 (see Figure 2, Appendix C). This well was
installed into an assumed bedrock valley (i.e., it was drilled to a depth of 15.2 m and did not
encounter bedrock) as are TW11 and TW9 (see Figure 3, Appendix C). Information obtained
during the 2006 sampling campaign indicates that TW14 is not impacted but TW13 is impacted
by landfill site operations. Based on only one set of analytical data, TW13 appears to be the
most i'mpacted off-site monitoring well. Therefore, further work will be done in 2007 to fully
delineate the extent of the off-site contamination. SES is currently preparing a work plan for this
delineation. SES believes that the 'ptume is following a bedrock valley which runs in a
northwesterly direction from the west side of the Site.  SES is going to attempt to locate the
bedrock valley off-site and install additional monitoring wells in this valley to determine the full
extent of the contaminant migration. These new monitoring wells will hopefully provide the
information necessary to fully define the groundwater flow directions northwest and west of the
Site and fully characterize the groundwater quality downgradient of the Fill Area. They will also
be used to delineate the full extent of off-site impact as a result of the landfifl operations.

Whereas information is lacking on the groundwater chemistry in the area downgradient and
outside of the Fill Area, sufficient data are available fo characterize the groundwater quality in
the upgradient section of the Fill Area. As approved by the MOE in their letter dated October
16, 2006, commencing in 2007 TW1 and TW5 will only be sampled on an annual basis,

however, water levels in these wells will continue to be measured during each sampling event.
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- SES is concerned that TW8, currently being used as the background well, is not representative

of background groundwater conditions as it is very shallow and is installed in a swampy area.
Therefore, SES will consider the installation of a new background well in 2007. To ensure that

the RUC is being applied appropriately.

As required by Condition 19(2) of the C of A, the following monitaring welis should be
abandoned in accordance with Section 21 of Ontario Regulation 903 as soon as practical:
= MW2 which is no longer used as there are no construction details for this well and was
replaced by a new TWS in 1998, and
= MW1 which is no longer used and was repiaced by TW6 in 1994.

Surface Water Monitoring

Streamflow gauging and sarﬁpiing was conducted during the May and September 2005
sampling events at all five surface water sampling sites. These is considerable evidence of
chemical variability in the surface water samples; however, none of it can be deﬁnitiveiy
attributed to the Site.

If surface water is being impacted by the Fill Area, this impact is most likely to be detected by
cbmparing the chemistry of water sampled at SW3 (within the proposed leachate attenuation
zone) to that of water sampled at the upstream surface water sampling station SW4. Therefore,
SES recommends eliminating the surface water sampling at the most distant surface water
stations, SW1 and SW2 (Figure 1), and only continuing with the semi-annual monitoring at
SW3, SW4, and SW5. If an impact of the surface water is identified at surface water station
SW3, then SW1 and SW2 can be reintroduced to the monitoring program.

SES recommends establishing the source of higher TDS, alkalinity, and other indicator
parameter concentrations at SW3 and SW4. Are these increased concentrations due to
upstream sources or landfill operations? Based on a limited amount of upstream work
conducted by SES in 2006, it appears as though there is an upstream non-landfill source of
these parameters. SES should investigate this further in 2007.

Finally, SES is recommending the instaliation of staff gauges in the stream containing surface
water monitoring stations SW3 and SW4 in 2007. This will allow SES to compare the water

level in this stream to the groundwater elevations.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The following report addresses the Annual Report requirements for the Corporation of
Temiskaming Shores Haileybury Landfill Site (“the Site”), formerly known as the Corporation of
the Town of Haileybury Landfill Site, for the 2007 calendar year. Specifically, the report
summarizes the Site operations and water quality monitoring conducted through the year, as
faid out in sections 25(1) to 25(13) of the Provisional Certificate of Approval for a Waste
Disposal Site No. A570402 (“C of A”). A copy of this C of A can be found in Appendix A.

The Site is located approximately 9 kilometres southwest of the former municipality of
Haileybury (Figure 1, Appendix B). The Site itself occupies an area of 32.4 hectares (*ha”) of
which the Fill Area (i.e., the portion of the Site where waste may be disposed) occupies an area
of roughly 5.8 ha (Figure 2, Appendix B.}). The Site, the licensed Fill Area (areas indicated by
purple), and the fence surrounding the Fill Area are illustrated on Figure 2. The current
monitoring program for the Site includes five surface water monitoring stations and 16

groundwater monitoring wells {including the three new wells installed in 2007).

In September 2007, three monitoring wells were installed off-site in the area of the proposed
Leachate Attenuation Zone. The-first well, TW15, was installed to the west of existing impacted
wells (TW11 and TW13). The second well, TW16, was installed to the west of TW15. The third
well, TW17, was installed at an intermediate position between existing wells TW7 and TW10.
The locafions of these new monitoring wells are illustrated on Figure 2. Bedrock was not
encountered during the installation of these monitoring wells, but it was encountered, based on

abrupt auger refusal, at other nearby locations where well installations were attempted.

Site Operations

There are currently three active waste fill locations: the 2007 South Footprint, the 2007 Middle
Footprint, and the 2007 North Footprint.  The 2007 North Footprint is located at the eastern end

of the area in the north of the Fill Area where an interim cover has been applied.

No operating difficulties were encountered in 2007 and there were no complaints made

regarding the Site operations during 2007.
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Daily records are kept for the Site. These records include the individual who delivered the
waste, the date received, and an estimated volume of the total waste received in cubic yards.
The daily records for the Site are then consolidated into monthly waste volumes by
Temiskaming Shores. A summary of the 2007 monthly .and total annual waste deposition
records as received at the Site, obiained from Temiskaming Shores, can be found in Table 1,
Appendix D. These waste deposition records indicate that the total waste volume received at
the Site in 2007 was 18 217 cubic metres (“m®). This ié nine percent less than that received in
2006 and six percent more than that received in 2005. The average 10 year waste deposition
rate at the Haileybury Landfill is 20 377 m® (see Table 1, Appendix D). The total volume of

waste received in 2007 was 11 percent less than this average 10 year waste deposition rate.

Estimates to determine the remaining fill capacity at the Site have been carried out using two
different methods. These methods determined that: |
= the remaining Fill Area capacity for compacted waste and cover material is 208 438 m?
and 198 512 m* for compacted waste (see Table 2, Appendix D), and
* based on the waste deposition records obtained from Temiskaming Shores and an
estirhated 1% increase in the population served by the Site, the Fill Area will reach this
capacity during the year 2024 (see Table 3, Appendix D).

Work during 2007 delineated the full extent of the landfill plume in the Leachate Attenuation
Zone west of the Site. There was also a geophysical survey conducted in 2007 that identified
four areas of elevated conductivity and a shallow bedrock ridge along the northern portion of the
study area as well as a deeper bedrock ridge along the southwest corner of the study area.
This work will be reported in detail in 2 document currently under development by SES, which
will accompany an amendment to the C of A.  This amendment Will be seeking approval to
redefine the Contaminant Attenuation Zone as described in Section 7 of the C of A.

Site Hydrology

Groundwater elevations at each sampled monitoring well were measured during every sampling
event (see Figure 44 and Table 8). In 2007 SES installed a new staff gauge in the stream
containing surface water monitoring' sites SW3 and SW4. Water level data from this staff
gauge, combined with data from a nearby groundwater monitoring well, indicate that the
hydraulic gradient is from stream to subsurface, not vice-versa (Table 9). This strongly
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suggests that groundwater impacted by the Fill Area is not flowing inte the stream at this site,

but that stream water may be infiuencihg the groundwater in some areas near the stream.

Contrary to what was stated by IWC in their 1995 report IWC (1995) and SES (2005), the
TransCanada Pipeline is most likely not controlling the flow of groundwater in this area. This is
because the groundwater in the vicinity of the pipeline tends to be deeper than the base of the

excavation for the installation of the pipeline.
Groundwater Monitoring

Groundwater samples were collected from 12 monitoring wells in June, 13 monitoring wells in
September, and 13 groundwater monitoring welis in November 2007. In accordance with a
letter from the MOE, dated October 15, 2006, the sampling frequency at wells TW1 and TW5
was reduced to annual in 2007, TW12 was not sampled in 2007 due to insufficient water, and
TW15, TW16, and TW17 were added to the monitoring program in September and Nevember.

In terms of the indicator parameter time series for the monitoring wells, the most contaminated
monitoring wells, TW4 {on-site), TW9 (on-site), TW11 (off-site), TW13 (off-site), show increased

concentrations of many of the indicator parameters throughout the time series.

Of the new wells installed in 2007, TW15, installed west of TW13 on the downgradient side of
the pipeline right-of-way is impacted by landfill leachate but not to the same extent as TWO,
TW11 or TW13. TW18, installed approximately 100 metres west of TW15, contains much lower
concentrations of the indicator parameters than TW15 but sl?ghtly elevated concentrations of
sulphate suggesting potential landfill impact. TW17, installed between existing wells TW7 and
TW10, is one of the least impacted wells monitored as part of this monitoring program.

To better understand the hydrochemistry of the wells monitored as part of this monitoring

program, SES constructed a ternary diagram (Figure 29b, Appendix B). This diagram illustrates

that there are three hydrochemical fingerprints associated with the water monitored in and

around the Site. ' |

« Most of the monitored sites are dominated by water containing relative{y high prepo_rtions of
alkalinity. These sites represent groundwater or surface water which is generally less

impacted or not impacted at all by the Fill Area.
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+ Second, several monitored sites are dominated by water. containing relatively high

proportions of sulphate and alkalinity. These sites contain groundwater impacted by the Fill
Area.

« The third type of monitored sites, SW3, SW4, and TW10, are those containing relatively
high proportions of chioride and alkalinity. These represent a distinct source of water not
influenced by the Fill Area. This confirms that the hydraulic gradient on the landfill side of
the stream is from the stream towards the l.eachate Attenuation Zone. |

The MOE’s Guideline B-7, or the Reasonable Use Concept (“RUC”), was useEﬂ fo define
Boundary Criteria for the quality of groundwater leaving the Site. The RUC was applied using
water chemistry data from well TW8 to define background groundwater quality.

Six not health-related parameters commonly failed the RUC: alkalinity, iron, manganese,
dissolved organic carbon, hardness and total dissolved solids. The only well which did not show
an exceedance of any of these four parameters in 2007 was TW14 on al three sample dates.
 Off-site wells, TW11, TW13, and TW15, all failed the RUC for not heath-related parameters in
2007. Four of the wells, TW4, TW6, TW9, and TW11 (off-site) failed the RUC for health-related
parameters. The failure of several parameters, not health-related and health-related, under the
RUC at off-site wells TW11, TW13, and TW15 suggesis that the Fill Area is negatively

impacting the off-site groundwater resources.

Work conducted by SES during 2007 delineated the full extent of the landfil plume'in' the
Leachate Attenuation Zone west of the Site.

As a result of the delineation program conducted in 2007, TW10, TW14, TW16, and TW17 are
considered to be the rhonitoring wells within the Leachate Attenuation Zone and outside of the
impact of the leachate plume. These locations will continue to be monitored, under the current
monitoring program, to ensure that the groundwater quality continues to be at_tenUated prior to

these groundwater monitoring wells.
Surface Water Monitoring
Streamflow gauging and sampling was conducted during the May and September 2007

sampling events. Streamflow was estimated at one site during the May and'September

sampling events. The other four surface water sampling sites are not generally well suited to
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reliable estimates of streamflow using non-chemical methods as the flows at these sites, SW2,

SW3, SW4, and SW5, is generally too low or obstructed to accurately measure.

Previously it had been thought that the landfill may impact the surface water downgradient of
the landfill and that this impa.ct would most likely be detected by comparing the chemistry of
water sampled at SW3 (within the proposed Leachate Attenuation Zone) to that of water
sampled at the upstream surface water sampling site, SW4. However, it is now understood that
this stream is hydraulically upgradient from the groundwater west of the andfill and
consequently is most likely losing water to the subsurface. The sampling conducied at these
two monitoring stations during the 2007 monitoring events indicated that the water chemistry at
these two monitbring stations was quite similar (Tables 7c and 7d). The water at these two
sampling locations does contain elevated concentrations (i.e., higher than the background
station SW2) of several of the indicator parameters. However, these elevated concentrations
are likely not due to inflow of landfill-impacted groundwater, because the measured hydraulic
gradients are in the opposite direction (stream-to-subsurface) and the hydrochemical fingerprint
of the water at SW3 and SW4 is generally different from that of the groundwater west of the Fill

Area.

Of the surface water sites sampled, the only one that shows any definitive impact as a result of
landfill operations is SW5. This is a small intermittent stream draining the swamp east of the Fill
Area. This stream often contains significant quantities of re.fuse. This refuse is most likely
responsible for contributing contaminants to the surface water at this site. This garbage should

be cleaned from SW5 on a regular basis.

SES recommends eliminating the surface water sampling at the most distant surface water
stations, SW1 and SW2 (Figure 1), and only coniinuing with the semi-annual monitoring at
SW3, SW4, and SW5. SW3 and SW4 should continue to be monitored because they will
provide additional information necessary for the interpretation of any changes in the chemistry
at TW10. SWS5 should continue to be monitored to ensure thai cleaning the garbage out of this

stream helps to reduce the levels of contaminants observed in the stream.

SES also recommends installing a second staff gauge on the small stream containing surface
water sampling sites, SW3 and SW4. This should be installed closer to SW4 and will enable
SES to better understand the flow of water (i.e., groundwater to surface water or surface water

to groundwater) in this area of the stream.
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No stream flow gauging or measuring should be done at these sites. However, water elevation
measurements should be made at the existing staff gauge and the newly proposed staff gauge

in the stream containing SW3 and SW4.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The New Liskeard Landfill Site is located off Rockley Road, approximately three
kilometres west of the urban core of New Liskeard. The City of Temiskaming Shores
owns and operates the landfill facility, and the site is the sole waste disposal site for the
Town of New Liskeard. The total footprint of the historic waste fill area is approximately
6 hectares. The active waste disposal restricted to a 2 hectare approved fill area in the

southern portion of the site.

General land usage in the vicinity of the landfill consists of single-family dwellings to the
east along Rockley Road and along Highway 65 to the northeast, undeveloped bush, an
electricity transmission line right-of-way, and agricultural livestock pasture. Dwellings
and Jocal work places in the vicinity of the landfill are serviced by means of individual

water supply wells and on-site septic systems.

The landfill is situated on the northern end of a broad limestone bedrock-controlled ridge
that rises above surrounding shallow-sloping plains that grade in a northeasterly direction
towards Wabi Creek. The waste fill zone is situated on the lower section of limestone
bedrock on the eastern side of that ridge. A landfill has been present at this location for in

excess of 90 years.

Groundwater at the plains area adjacent to the landfill site moves through a geologic
stratigraphy that primarily consists of two units. The upper hydrostratigraphic unit is a
layer of soil overburden of glacial till, which is comprised of silty sand to silt textured
soils, with some clay content. In genmeral, the till is about 2 metres thick in areas
immediately adjacent to the landfill, and increases in thickness to between about 12 to 23
metres in a north/northeasterly direction toward Highway 65. The increased soil thickness

is related to a drop in the elevation of the buried bedrock surface due to a geological fault.
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The lower hydrostratigraphic unit consists of limestone bedrock with some shale and
siltstone interbeds. Igneous bedrock is interpreted to be present below the overburden soil
toward the Highway 65 area due to the geological fault. Permeability in the limestone
bedrock is controlled by fractures and bedding planes, which occur less frequently at
depths below about 10 metres, resulting in lower permeability at depth. The ridge feature

consists of exposed limestone bedrock, with overburden soil being generally absent.

The effect of the landfill site on the adjacent groundwater resources is monitored by means
of a network of groundwater monitors that has been established on and around the waste
disposal area. Groundwater levels were measured at the landfill’s groundwater monitor
network, for events in June, August, and November 2005. Water levels are measured by
City staff and data are compiled and interpreted by Jagger Hims Limited. The average
depth to the water table in the plains area northeast of the landfill was about 1 metre

below grade, and there is some seasonal variation.

Leachate is generated within the waste fill zone by physical and chemical interactions
between infiltrated precipitation and refuse. Raw leachate in the refuse mixes with the
shallow groundwater beneath the waste fill zone to form a leachate plume of groundwater
with elevated concentrations of several chemical parameters, as compared to background
groundwater quality. Decreases in chemical concentrations within the groundwater are
anticipated to occur with increased distance from the waste fill area, as a result of dilution

and other natural chemical/physical attenuation processes.

Groundwater movement occurs through the overburden and the underlying limestone
bedrock toward the northeast, away from the waste fill area. The average rate of
groundwater movement in the plains area away from the landfill is estimated to be
approximately 1.8 m/year in overburden, and 0.6 to 5.6 m/year in shallower bedrock. The
plume of leachate-affected groundwater will generally move at the rates noted above, but

higher rates of movement for dissolved components may occur locally, particularly in the
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fractured bedrock. There is also a vertical component to movement of the leachate plume
as groundwater within the overburden and shallow bedrock tends to move deeper toward a

middle depth flow zone.

Groundwater movement occurs from the landfill site in a northeasterly direction towards
the dwellings located along Highway 65. The leachate plume is migrating away from
dwellings located along Rockley Road east of the landfill and are not affected by leachate

impacts.

Groundwater samples were obtained from selected groundwater monitors for events in
June, August, and November 2005. Water samples were obtained from eight of the off-site
private water supply wells located along Highway 65 during 2005. Quality Assurance and

Quality Control procedures were performed, in accordance with company protocols.

The definitive identification of leachate effects on groundwater quality becomes
increasingly more difficult to establish at greater distances from the waste fill area,
particularly since background groundwater in the vicinity of the landfill site is of variable
quality. Leachate impacts on gfoundwater quality were interpreted by using various
screening methods. In 2005, downgradient groundwater quality indicated by monitors
located adjacent to the fill area and within approximately 250 m of the waste ranged
between significantly to weakly affected by leachate, respectively. Groundwater quality at
locations further removed from the waste fill area exhibits weak to non-detectable leachate
impacts. Concentrations of leachate indicator chemicals remained relatively constant or

decreased over the observation period, with minor fluctuations.

Groundwater samples were analyzed for Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC’s)
concentration in 2005. Concentrations were below the laboratory detection limit for most
compounds. Detected VOC’s had either no established standards under the Ontario

Drinking Water Standards, or reported concentrations were below the standards. Monitors
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located close to the waste fill area indicate that the landfill does not significantly affect

groundwater quality with respect to VOC’s.

Effects to groundwater quality due to a landfill site are interpreted using Reasonabie Use
Guideline, also known as Guideline B-7 criteria, that provide maximum allowable
concentrations of chemical parameters at the property boundary. Guideline B-7 criteria
were applied to monitors and off-site wells located close to the landfill property boundary

and beyond the property line.

Concentrations of parameters exceeded or were very close to Guideline B-7 criteria at
several downgradient monitors in 2005. The following parameters exceeded the Guideline
B-7 criteria at groundwater monitors: alkalihity, aluminum, DOC, irbn, manganese,
sodium, sulphate, and TDS. Parameters that possibly are elevated due to the landfill
include DOC, manganese, and sodium. Parameter concentrations are mostly within

compliance of Guideline B-7 criteria at locations west of Highway 65.

Water quality at off-site water supply wells was compared to the most recent (2003)
Ontario Drinking Water Quality Standards. Individual wells exceeded the standards for
one or more of the following parameters: DOC, hardness, irQn, leéd, organic nitrogen, and
sodium. Results were reported individually in a letter sent to the resident of each
property. One off-site supply well had elevated lead which is not attributed to the landfill
site. Whereas some wells exceeded Guideline B-7 criteria for iron, lead, and DOC, these
concentrations are considered natural or are not attributed to the landfill site. Leachate
screening methods indicate that leachate-impacted groundwater is not affecting tested
water supply wells. Similarly, two wells that were elevated for odour and chloride
concentrations are not interpreted to be affected by the landfill site. In summary, the water
quality at off-site water supply wells located along Highway 65 is not impacted by
leachate from the landfill.
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Some chemical concentrations are elevated with respect to Guideline B-7 criteria in some
groundwater monitors which were interpreted to be a result of natural groundwater quality

or other non-landfill sources, and not due to the landfill site.

The routine sampling of the existing monitor network and off-site private ‘supply wells
should continue through 2006. Some minor modifications to the sampling program are

recommended.

The construction, installation, and sampling of two (2) groundwater monitoring well nests
that was recommended in previous annual monitoring reports is no longer recommended
based on recent data. The absence of leachate effects to groundwater quality at locations
removed from by the landfill does not warrant this additional work program at this time.
Local water supply wells located along Highway 65 are interpreted to be unaffected by

leachate effects from the landfill site.

The MOE should be consulted with regard to the long-term monitoring program for the
landfill, including selection of monitors, off-site supply wells, parameters, and monitoring

frequency. Delineation of a formal contaminant attenuation zone should also be discussed.
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New Liskeard Landfill Site, 2006 Annual Groundwater Monitoring Report
May 30, 2007

The City of Temiskaming Shores

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The New Liskeard Landfill Site is located off Rockley Road, approximately three
kilometres west of the urban core of New Liskeard. The City of Temiskaming Shores
owns and operates the landfill facility, and the site is the sole waste disposal site for the
community of New Liskeard. The total footprint of the historic waste fill area is
approximately 6 hectares. The active waste disposal operation 1s restricted to the c;riginal

approved two hectare fill area in the southern portion of the site.

General land usage in the vicinity of the landfill consists of single-family dwellings to the
east along Rockley Road and along Highway 65 to the northeast, undeveloped bush, a
hydro transmission line right-of-way, and agricultural livestock pasture. Dwellings and

local work places in the vicinity of the landfill are serviced by means of individual water

supply wells and on-site septic systems.

The landfill is situated on the northern end of a broad limestone bedrock-controlled ridge
that rises above surrounding shallow-sloping plains that grade in a northeasterly direction
towards Wabi Creek. The waste fill zone is situated on the lower section of limestone

bedrock on the eastern side of that ridge. A landfill has operated at this location for in

excéss of 90 years.

Groundwater that is present beneath the plains area adjacent to the landfill site moves

through a geologic stratigraphy that consists primarily of two units. The upper
hydrostratigraphic unit is a surficial deposit of glacial till, which is comprised of silty sand
to silt textured soils, with some clay content. The lower hydrostratigraphic unit is
limestone bedrock. In general, the till is about two metres thick in areas_immediately

adjacent to the landfill, and increases in thickness to between about

12 to 23 metres in 2 north/northeasterly direction toward Highway 65. The increased soil
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thickness is related to a drop in the elevation of the buried bedrock surface due to a

geological fault.

Beneath the till, the lower hydrostratigraphic unit consists of limestone bedrock with some
shale and siltstone interbeds. Igneous bedrock is interpreted to be present bénea_th the
overburden soil in the area toward the Highway 65 due to the geological fault. Hydraulic
conductivity in the limestone bedrock is controlled by fractures and bedding planes, which
occur less frequently at depths below about 10 metres, resulting in lower permeability at
depth. The ridge feature directly west of the landfill consists of exposed limestone

bedrock, with overburden soil being generally absent.

The effect of the landfill site on the adjacent groundwater resources is monitored by means
of a network of groundwater monitors that has been established on and around the waste
disposal area. Groundwater levels were measured at the monitors during events in June,
August, and November 2006. Water levels are measured by City staff, and data are
compiled and interpreted by Jagger Hims Limited. The average depth to the water table in
the plains area northeast of the landfill was about 0.9 metres below grade, and there is

some seasonal variation.

Leachate is generated within the waste fill zone as a result of physical and chemical
interactions between infiltrated precipitation and the refuse. Raw leachate in the refuse
mixes with the shallow grouﬁdwater beneath the waste fill zone to form a leachate plume
of groundwater with elevated concentrations of several chemical parameters, as_compared
to background groundwater quality. Decreases in leachate concentrations in the
groundwater occur with increased distance from the waste fill area, as a result of dilution

and other natural chemical/physical attenuation processes.

Groundwater moves through the overburden and the underlying limestone bedrock, toward

the northeast, away from the waste fill area. Groundwater moves from the landfill site in a
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northeasterly direction towards Highway 65, and away from Rockley Road east of the
landfill. The average rate of groundwater movement in the plains area away from the
landfill is estimated to be approximately 1.9 m/year in overburden, and 0.6 to 5.7 m/year

in shallower bedrock.

The plume of leachate-affected groundwater generally moves at the rates noted above,
however, higher rates of movement may occur Jocally, particularly in the fractured
bedrock. There is also a vertical component to movement of the leachate plume, as
groundwater within the overburden and shallow bedrock converges toward a middle depth

flow zone.

Groundwater samples were obtained from selected groundwater monitors during events in
June, August, and November 2006. Water samples were obtained from seven off-site
private water supply wells located along Highway 65 during 2006. Quality Assurance and

Quality Control procedures were performed in accordance with company protocols.

The definitive identification of leachate effects on groundwater quality becomes
increasingly more difficult to establish at greater distances away from the waste fill area.
This is particularly the case as background groundwater quality in the vicinity of the
landfill site is quite variable. Leachate impacts on groundwater quality have been
interpreted by using various screening methods. In 2006, downgradient groundwater
quality indicated by monitors located adjacent to the fill area and within approximately
250 m of the waste ranged between significantly affected to weakly affected by leachate,
respectively. Groundwater quality at locations further removed from the waste fill area

indicates that leachate impacts are negligible to undetectable.

Groundwater samples were analyzed for Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC’s) in 2006.
Concentrations were below the method detection limit for most compounds. Detected

VOC’s had no established standards under the Ontario Drinking Water Quality Standards.
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Samples from monitors located close to the waste fill area indicate that the landfill does

not significantly affect groundwater quality with respect to VOC'’s.

Effects on off-site groundwater resources due to a landfill site are interpreted using the
Ministry of the Environment’s Reasonable Use Guideline, known as Guideline B-7, that
provides a methodology to determine the maximum allowable concentrations of specific
chemical parameters at the property boundary. Guideline B-7 criteria were applied to
groundwater quality in monitors and off-site wells located close to the landfill property

boundary and beyond the property line.

Guideline B-7 criteria are exceeded for specific parameters including alkalinity, DOC,
manganese, and sodium at several downgradient monitors.  Monitors located at the
extremities of the City-Owned land and beyond complied with Guideline B-7 criteria in

2006.

Water quality at off-site water supply wells was compared to the most recent (2006)
Ontario Drinking Water Quality Standards. Individual wells exceeded the standards for
one or more of the following parameters: colour, hardness, iron, organic nitfogen, and
sodium. These parameters can oceur naturally within the local groundwater and/or can be
due to other anthropogenic causes (e.g. road salting, septic systems) and are not attributed
to landfill operations. Results were reported individually in a letter sent to the resident of
each property. One off-site supply exceeded the Guideline B-7 criteria for manganese,

which is interpreted to be natural and is not attributed to landfill operations.

Based on the results of our leachate screening methods, we conclude that groundwater
quality at the water supply wells along Highway 65 is not affected by landfill operations.
Two wells that show elevated concentrations of chloride and noticeable odour are not

interpreted to be affected by the landfill site. A general risk assessment with respect to
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the downgradient wells is provided in the report as required by Provincial Order 5777-

6M2M47.

The routine sampling of the existing monitor network and off-site private water supply

wells should continue through 2007.

A proposed Contaminant Attenuation Zone (CAZ) is delineated in the report. An
amendment to the Provisional Certificate of Approval for the site is identified as Notice
No. 2, dated April 17, 2007 approves and recognizes the proposed CAZ. A copy of Notice
No. 2 is provided in Appendix E. Two new monitoring well nests are recommended to be
installed along the eastern boundary of the proposed CAZ. These two monitoring wells
nests will function as sentry monitors located between the landfill and the residential wells
along Highway 65. The new sentry monitors should be installed during the summer of
2007 so that water quality results may be reviewed following the November sampling
event. The 2007 Annual Report can then include an assessment of groundwater quality at

the eastern boundary of the CAZ including Guideline B-7 criteria.

The MOE should be consulted with respect to the long-term monitoring program for the
landfill, including selection of monitors, off-site supply wells, parameters, and monitoring

frequency.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The New Liskeard Landfill Site is located off Rockley Road, approximately three
kilometres west of the urban centre of New Liskeard. The City of Temiskaming Shores
owns and operates the landfill facility, and the site is the sole waste dispos;ll site for the
Town of New Liskeard. The total footprint of the historic waste fill area is aﬁproximately

6 hectares. The active waste disposal is restricted to the 2 hectare approved fill area in the

southern portion of the site.

General land usage in the vicinity of the landfill consists of single-family dwellings to the
east along Rockley Road and along Highway 65 to the northeast, undeveloped bush, an
electricity transmission line right-of-way, and agricultural livestock pasture. Dwellings

and local work places in the vicinity of the landfill are serviced by means of individual

water supply wells and on-site septic systems.

The landfill is situated on the northern end of a broad limestone bedrock-controlled ridge.
The ridge rises above the surrounding shallow-sloping pléins which slope in a north-
easterly direction towards Wabi Creek. The waste fill zone is situated on the lower
section of limestone bedrock on the eastern side of that ridge. The landfill has operated at

this location for in excess of 90 years.

Groundwater in the plains area adjacent to the landfill site moves through a geologic
stratigraphy that primarily consists of two units. The upper hydrostratigraphic unit is a
layer of soil overburden of glacial till, which is comprised of silty sand to silt textured
soils, with some clay content. In general, the till is about 2 metres thick in areas
immediately adjacent to the landfill, and increases in thickness to between about
12 to 23 metres in a north/north-easterly direction toward Highway 65. The inereased soil

thickness is related to a decrease in the elevation of the buried bedrock surface due to the

presence of a geological fault through‘this area.
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The lower hydrostratigraphic unit consists of limestone bedrock with some shale and
siltstone inter-beds. Igneous bedrock is interpreted to be presen.t below the overburden
soil toward the Highway 65 area due to the geological fault. Permeability in the limestone
bedrock is controlled by fractures and bedding planes, which occur less f{eq.uentlly at
depths below about 10 metres, resulting in lower permeability at depth. The ridge feature

consists of exposed limestone bedrock, with overburden soil beirig generally absent.

The effect of the landﬁll site on the adjacent groundwater resources is monitored by means
of a network of groundwater monitors that has been established on and around the waste
disposal area. Groundwater levels were measured at the landfill’s groundwater monitor
network, for events in July, October, and December 2007. | Water levels are measured by
City staff and data are compiled and interpreted by Jagger Hims Limited. The average
depth to the water table in the plains area northeast of the landfill was about 1.25 metres

below grade, and there is some seasonal variation.

Leachate is generated within the waste fill zone by physical and chemical interactions
between infiltrated precipitation and refuse. Raw leachate in the refuse mixes with the
shallow groundwater beneath the waste fill zone to form a leachate plume of groundwater
with elevated concentrations of several chemical parameters, as compared to background
groundwater quality. Decreases in leachate effects to the groundwater occur with
increased distance from the waste fill area, as a result of dilution and other natural

chemical/physical attenuation processes.

Groundwater movement occurs through the overburden and the underlying limestone
bedrock toward the north-east, away from the waste fill area. Groundwater movement
occurs from the landfill site in a north-easterly direction towards Highway 65 and away
from Rockley Road east of the landfill. The average rate .of groundwater movement in the
plains area away from the landfill is estimated to be approximately 1.9 m / year in

overburden, and 0.6 to 5.7 m / year in shallower bedrock.
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The plume of leachate-affected groundwater will generally move at the rates noted above,
but higher rates of movement for dissolved components may occur locally, particularly in
the fractured bedrock. There is also a vertical component to movement of the leachate
plume as groundwater within the 6verburden and shallow bedrock converges toward a

middle depth flow zone.

Groundwater samples were obtained from selected groundwater monitors for events in
July, October, and December 2007. Water samplles were obtained from eight off-site
private water supply wells located along Highway 65 during 2007. Quality Assurance and

Quality Control procedures were performed, in accordance with company protocols.

The definitive identification of leachate effects on groundwater quality becomes
increasingly more difficult to establish at greater distances from the waste fill area,
particularly since background groundwater in the vicinity of the landfill site has variable
quality. Leachate impacts on groundwater quality were interpreted by using various
screening methods. In 2007, down-gradient groundwater quality indicated by monitors
located adjacent to the fill area and within approximately 250 m of the waste ranged
between significantly to weakly affected by leachate, respectively. Groundwater quality at
locations further removed from the waste fill area indicates that leachate impacts are

negligible to undetectable.

The construction, installation, and sampling of two groundwater monitoring well nests
that was recommended in previous annual monitoring reports and ordered by the Ministry
of the Environment in July 2006 (Order Number 5777-6M2M47, included in Appendix E)
was completed in 2007. Well nests OW-24 and OW-25, each comprising three wells,
were installed along the eastern landfill property boundary in October 2007. Groundwater
samples from the wells were collected (where possible) in October and December 2007.

Data are incorporated into this report.
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Groundwater samples were analyzed_ for Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC’s)
concentration in July 2007. Concentrations were below the method detection limit for
most compounds. Detected VOC’s do not have established standards under the Ontario
Drinking Water Quality Standards. Samples from monitors located close to the waste fill

area indicate that the landfill does not significantly affect groundwater quality with respect
to VOC’s. )

Effects to groundwater quality due to a landfill site are interpreted using Reasonable Use
Guideline, also known as Guideline B-7, criteria, that provide maximum-allowable
concehtrations of chemical parameters at the property boundary. As part of the impact
assessment, Guideline B-7 criteria were applied to on-site monitors, boundary monitors

and off-site wells located beyond the property line.

Guideline B-7 criteria were exceeded for several parﬁmefers at several on-site but dewn-
gradient monitors in 2007, including Alkalinity, Aluminium, Chromium, DOC, and
sodium. Elevated alkalinity is attributed to natural variations in groundwater quality.
Elevated sodium is also attributed to natural groundwater quality or other non-landfill

sources, and is not due to the landfill site.

Water quality at off-site water supply wells was compared to the most recent (2006)
Ontario Drinking Water Quality Standards. Individual wells exceeded the standards for
one or more of the following parameters: colour, hardness, iron, and sodium. Results

were reported individually in a letter sent to the resident of each property.

Leachate screening methods indicate that leachate-impacted groundwater is not affecting
tested water supply wells. Two wells that were elevated for total dissolved solids are not
interpreted to be affected by the landfill site. In summary, the water quality at off-site
water supply wells located a\long Highway 65 is not impacted by leachate from the
landfall.
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The routine sampling of the existing monitor network and
should continue through 2008.

off-site private supply wells
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CITY OF TEMISKAMING SHORES
SECTION 2 — DECISION MATRIX

2.0

The following Matrix depicts the key tasks to which a Council decision is required
in order to move forward a Solid Waste Management program for the City of
Temiskaming Shores. The Matrix outlines a date for the said decision and a
resource that would complete the task. External resources would be under

direction of City staff.

The details of the individual tasks outlined in the Matrix are further détailed in

Section 3 — Report Elements.

MATRIX OF KEY DECISIONS AND TIMELINES

DECISION MATRIX
REPORT ELEMENT 1~ SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL SITE. |
Key Task By Decision Date
Diversion of refuse to Haileybury Landfill Site Municipal Staff February 2009
Re-negotiation of Landfill Operations Contract Municipal Staff April 2009
Feasibility Study — Expand and/or New Site 2 Consultant September 2009
Engineering of Recommended Option 2 Consultant November 2013
Commissioning of Constructed Site Contractor October 2015
Updated Closure Plan — New Liskeard 2 Consultant April 2011
Updated Closure Plan — Haileybury 2 Consultant April 2016
New Liskeard Landfiil Closed Contractor December 2012
Haileybury L andfill Closed Contractor December 2018

_REPORT ELEMENT 2 RECYCLING

Decision Date

Key Task By
Curbside Collection — Level of Service * Consuitant November 2009
By-Law Recycling Collection Contract Municipal Staff June 2010

Key Task By Decision Date
Spring Clean-Up Program Municipal Staff July 2009
Composting / Organic Material Municipal Staff July 2009
Christmas Tree Recycling Municipal Staff | July 2009
Municipal Hazardous or Special Waste * Consultant November 2009
Waste Electrical & Electronic Equipment ! Consultant November 2009
Other Special Diversion Programs ’ Consultant November 2009

v
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SECTION 2 — DECISION MATRIX

. FRAMEWORK TO SoLiD
WASTE MANAGEMENT

e

Decision Date

Key Task By
Uniform Collection — All Sectors * Consuitant November 2009
By-law for Collection Contract | Municipal Staff | July 2009
_ REPORT ELEMENT 5~ LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS .

Decision Date

Key Task By
Expanded and/or new Landfill Site * Consultant 2013
Closure Pian — New Liskeard Landfill Site 3 Consultant April 2011
Closure Plan — Haileybury Landfill Site * Consultant 2016
Construction / Demolition Waste Policies Consultant November 2009
Solid Waste Management By-law Municipal Staff March 2010
Special Diversion Programs ' Consultant November 2009

-REPORT ELEMENT 6 - FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

Decision Date

Key Task By
Expanded and/or new Landfill Site * Consultant September 2009
Closure Plan — New Liskeard Landfill Site * Consultant 2011
Closure Plan — Haileybury Landfill Site * Consultant 2016
Cost Recovery Mechanisms * Consultant November 2009
Tipping Fee Strategy Consuiltant November 2009

' These identified tasks would be grouped together as an assignment for a successful

Consultant.

? These identified tasks would be stand alone assignments for a successful Consultant.
® These identified tasks will be completed as part of an assignment in either * or 2.
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REPORT ELEMENT 1
SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL SITES

1.0 Thelssue

The New Liskeard Landfill Site is anticipated to reach capacity as of May 2009.
Haileybury Landfill Site is anticipated to reach capacity by 2017.

2.0 Options

Three options are available:
1. Status Quo: utilize the existing sites until they reach capacity;
2. Expansion: Apply to expand one or both of the existing landfill sites;

3. New Site: Begin the process of identifying a new landfill site to caoincide
with the Offictal Plan (i.e. minimum 20 year capacity).

Staif to provide a recommendation(s) based on identified key tasks.

3.0 Key Tasks and Timelines

3.1 Diversion of refuse to Haileybury Site Council Decision: | Feb. 2009
Deliverables:

> Update on capacity of New Liskeard Landfill Site:

»  Impacts resulting from diversion to Haiteybury.

Deliverables to be completed by: Municipal Staff

3.2 Re-negotiation of Operations Contract Council Decision: | Apr. 2009
Comments:

The contract to operate the two landfills expires as of December 31, 2008. There
are provisions to operate on a month-by-month basis.

Deliverables:

> . Modifications to the operating hours of the sites:
> Notification to ratepayers on diversion to Haiteybury;
»  Re-negotiated contract with operator. '

Deliverables to be completed by: Municipal Staff
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3.3 Feasibility Study — Expand and/or New | Council Decision: | Sep. 2009

Definition of Feasibility Study:

Consultant report identifying all technical and financial parameters to determine
feasibility of options.

Deliverables:

> Review sites (i.e. capacity, leachate, location, etc.) with respect to potential
expansion; .

Determine legisiative impacts expansion or new build:
Recommendation to expand and/or construct new site (with location);
Preparation of a Technical Report that supports the recommendation:
Preparation of a Business Case that supports the recommendation;
Municipal staff overall recommendation to Council.

Y VV VYV

Deliverables completed by: Consultant

3.4 Engineering of Recommended Option Council Decision: | Nov. 2013

Comments:

Engineering would be based on the recommendation(s) evolving out of thé
Feasibility Study.

Deliverables (based on recommended Option):

> Acquisition of necessary lands, if applicable;
> Engineered design in compliance with legislative requirements;
»  Studies and technical reports to comply with legislative requirements;
> Public consultation in compliance with legislative requirements;
> Application for issuance of necessary permits and/or certificates;
»  Preparation of a Business Case (i.e. cost estimates) for construction;
> Preparation of Tender Documents for construction.
Task completed by: { Consultant
3.5 Commissioning of Constructed Site Councii Decision: Oct. 2015
Comments:

This task would be initiated based on the engineered design accepted by Council.

Deliverables (based on recommended Option):

> Commencement of construction of either an expanded landfill or new landfill:
> Installation of all parameters of design:

> Completion of construction:

Task completed by: | Consultant/Contractor
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3.6 Update Closure Plan —~ New Liskeard Council Decision: | Apr. 2011
Update Closure Plan — Haileybury Council Decision: | Apr. 2016
Comments:
This task would be conditional on Feasibility Study (3.2) indicating a new site.
Deliverables:

»  Preparation of updated closure plans in compliance with legislative
requirements;

>  Determination of parameters for decommissioning, complete with cost
estimates;

»  Preparation of Tender Documents for closure.

Task compieted by: Consultant
3.7 New Liskeard Landfill Closed Council Decision: Dec. 2012
Haileybury Landfitl Closed Council Decision: Dec. 2018

Comments:

These tasks and timelines may have to be adjusted based on legislative

requirements. This task would be conditional on Feasibility Study (3.2) indicating a
new site,

Deliverables:

> Commencement of closure of site(s);

> Installation of all parameters of closure plan;
> Completion of decommissioning;

Task completed by: | Consultant/Contractor
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REPORT ELEMENT 2
RECYCLING

1.0 Thelssue

Councill is desirous of providing an enhanced level of recycling services with the
objective of increasing diversion rates.

2.0 Options

Options available:
1. Status Quo: remain at a level in compliance with legistative mandate;
2. Curbside: Provide a curbside recycling collection program;

Staff to provide a recommendation(s) based on identified key tasks.

3.0 Key Tasks and Timelines

3.1 Curbside Collection — Level of Service Council Decision: | Nov. 2009
Deliverables:
»> Consider all types of materials and sectors (1.e. residential, IC&l) for recyciing;
»  Consider potential Provincially funded special recycling pregrams, if any;
| > Consider Market conditions; '
> Consider curbside collection methods and recommend option;
» . Preparation of Technical Report that supports recommendation;
»  Preparation of a Business Case that supports recommendation:
> Business Case to provide an associated cost per identified recyclable material.
Deliverables to be completed by: Consultant
3.2 By-Law Recycling Collection Contract Council Decision: | Jun 2010
Comments: '
The Level of Service determined in Section 3.1 will dictate the approach to securing
a Contract.
Deliverables:

| > Tender to secure a Contractor for collection of recyciables based on Level of
Service identified in Section 3.1;

» A multi-year (5 year) agreement with a Contractor
» Recommendation of a preferred Contractor based on a Tender Process;

Deliverables completed by: Municipal Staff
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REPORT ELEMENT 3
WASTE DIVERSION — SPECIAL PROGRAMS

1.0 The Issue

There are a number of programs designed to assist in waste diversion and/or
recyciing efforts.

2.0 Options

There are a number of special programs currently being provided (i.e. spring
clean up) as well as a number of other programs being promoted by the Province

that may or may not have funding incentives (i.e. Household Hazardous or
Special Waste).

The municipality needs to remain current with best practices in regards to special
programs. :

3.0 Key Tasks and Timelines

3.1 Spring Clean Up Program " { Council Decision: | Jul. 2609

Deliverables: _

> Preparation of a Business Case to analyze effectiveness of the Spring Clean
Up program:;

»  Preparation of an Administrative Report to Council with recommendation.
Deliverables to be completed by: |  Municipal Staff

3.2 Composting / Organic Material Council Decision: | Jul. 2009
Deliverabies:

> Analysis of municipal composting programs;

»  Preparation of a Business Case that supports a recommendation.

Deliverables completed by: Municipal Staff

3.3 Christmas Trees Councit Decision: Jul. 2009
Deliverables:

> Analysis of Christmas tree recycling program;
» Preparation of a Business Case that SUpPPOHs a recommendation.

Deliverables completed by: ' Municipal Staff
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3.4 Municipal Hazardous or Special Waste Councit Decision: | Nov. 2009
Deliverables: ' '

»  Consultation with Waste Diversion Ontario and Stewardship Ontario in regards
to Provincial efforts for implementation of MHSW programs;

» Preparation of a Business Case that supports a recommendation;
» Preparation of an Administrative Report to Council with recommendation.

Deliverables completed by: Consultant

3.5 Waste Electrical & Electronic Equipment | Council Decision: | Nov. 2009

Deliverables:

> Consultation with Waste Diversion Ontario and Stewardship Ontario in regards
to Provincial efforts for implementation of Waste Elecirical & Electronic
Equipment program;

> Preparation of a Business Case that supports a recommendation;

»  Preparation of an Administrative Report to Council with recommendation.

Deliverables to be completed by: Consultant

3.6 Other Special Diversion Programs Council Decision: | Nov. 2009

Deliverables:

»  Consultation with Waste Diversion Ontario and Stewardship Ontario in regards
to Provincial efforts for implementation of other special programs such as, but
not limited to:

> Re-use Centres; Open Space (Parks) Recycling; Special Event
Recycling; efc.

» Preparation of a Business Case that supports a recommendation;
> Preparation of an Administrative Report to Council with. recommendation.

Deliverables completed by: Consultant
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REPORT ELEMENT 4.
WASTE COLLECTION SERVICES

1.0 Thelissue
Non-uniform collection based on sectors.

2.0 Options

Staff to provide a recommendation for best practice method to provide a uniform
level of collection.

3.0 Key Tasks and Timelines

3.1 Uniform Collection of ali Sectors Council Decision: | Nov. 2009

Comrments:

Council has adopted a two (2) bag limit for residential collection effective January 1,
2009. _

Deliverables:

>  Analysis of all other sectors (i.e. 1IC&l sector) collection program;

> Preparation of a Technical Report to support recommendation;

> Preparation of a Business Case to support recommendation;

»  Preparation of an Administrative Report to Council with recommendation.
Defiverables to be completed by: Consultant

3.2 By-law for Collection Contract Council Decision: | Jun. 2010

Deliverables:

> Tender to secure a Contractor for collection taking into consideration all
collection programs supported by Technical Reports and Business Cases:

> A multi-year (5 year) agreement with a Contractor.

Deliverables to be completed by: Municipal Staff

~d
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REPORT ELEMENT 5
LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS

1.0 The Issue

Many aspects of Solid Waste Management are regulated through various
legislative requirements.

2.0 Options

The municipality in is provision of Solid Waste Management has no option but to
be cognizant of legislative requirements.

The municipality must also impose its’ own method of legislation through the
adoption of various policies and by-laws for Solid Waste Management.

3.0 Key Tasks and Timelines

3.1 Expansion and/or New Landfill Site | Council Decision: 2013

Comments:

There extensive obligations to be adhered to under various Acts such as the
Environmental Protection Act, Water Rescurces Act and the Environmental
Assessment Act.

The legislative requirements for the expansion and/or new landfill site have been
identified in Report Element 1 — Solid Waste Disposal Sites.

3.2 Closure Plan — New Liskeard Landfill Council Decision: | Apr. 2011

Comments:

There extensive obligations to be adhered to for the closure of a Landfill and are
outlined in the applicable Certificate of Approval.

These requirements have been identified in Report Element 1 — Solid Waste
Disposal Sites.

| 3.3 Closure Plan — Haileybury Landfiil Council Decision: | 2016

Comments:

There extensive obligations to be adhered to for the closure of a Landfill and are
outlined in the applicable Certificate of Approval for the specific site.

These requirements have been identified in Report Element 1 — Solid Waste
Disposal Sites.
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3.4 Construction/ Demolition Waste Policies | Council Decision: | Nov. 2009
Deliverables:

»  Analysis of Construction and Demolition practices and their related impacts;

> Preparation of a Business Case that supports a recommendation;

»  Preparation of policies to control the disposal of recyclable materials from
Construction ad Demolition projects;

>  Preparation of an Administrative Report to Council with recommendation.

Deliverables completed by: Consuitant

—

3.5 Solid Waste Management By-law Council Decision: | Mar. 2010
Comments:

The methods of providing Solid Waste Management are currently based on by-laws

and policies of the former municipalities or by-laws and policies subsequent to
amalgamation.

Deliverables:

» A common By-law for Solid Waste Management within the City of Temiskaming
Shores. The by-law would include, but not necessarily limited to provisions for
service levels, cost recovery mechanisms, waste coliection requirements,
special programs, waste disposal site requirements, etc.

Deliverables completed by: Municipal Staff

3.6 Special Diversion Programs ' Council Decision: |- Nov. 2009
Comments: '

Special programs such as the implementation of a Househoid Hazardous or Special

Waste program would require the issuance of a Certificate of Approval from the
Ministry of the Environment.

- The legislative requirements for special programs will be identified in the associated
Technical and/or Business Case per program.
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REPORT ELEMENT 6
FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

1.0 The lssue

All Elements of the Solid Waste Management Plan will have financial
implications; however there are specific financial aspects to be considered.

2.0 Options
Staff will provide financial analysis associated with all elements.

3.0 Key Tasks and Timelines

3.1 Expanded and/or new Landfill Site . Council Decision: | Sep. 2009

Comments:

The 5 year capital budget provides cost estimates. The Feasibility Study identified
in Report Element 1 complete with a Business Case will permit more accurate
financial planning.

3.2 Closure Plan — New Liskeard Landfill Council Decision: | Apr. 2011

Comments:

The anticipated closure timelines for the two sites are outlined in Report Element 1:
however the aspects of the potential closure can be analyzed. -

The associated Business Case will provide the financial implications associated
with the closure requirements.

3.3 Closure Plan — Haileybury Landfil Council Decision: 2016

Comments: _ :

The anticipated closure timelines for the two sites are outiined in Report Element 1:
however the aspects of the potential closure can be analyzed.

The associated Business Case will provide the financial implications associated
with the closure requirements.

' 3.4 Cost Recovery Mechanisms Council Decision: | Nov. 2009

Deliverables:

> Analysis of current financial methods to provide Solid Waste programs;
> Preparation of a Technical Report that supports a recommendation;

s Preparation of a Business Case that supports a recommendation;

>  Preparation of an Administrative Report to Council with recommendation.

Deliverables completed by: Consultant
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3.5 Tipping Fee Strategy Council Decision: | Nov. 2009

Deliverables:

»  Analysis of current tipping fee program:

> Preparation of a Technical Report that supports a recommendation:

> Preparation of a Business Case that supports a recommendation;

»  Preparation of an Administrative Report to Council with recommendation.

Deliverables completed by: Consultant







