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Executive Summary 

The Town of Smooth Rock Falls’ (Town’s) existing Waste Disposal Site (WDS, Site) was originally 
established in 1981, and operates under Certificate of Approval (C of A) No. A580604 issued by the 
Ontario Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP). The Site is located 
approximately 10 kilometres (km) east of the Town of Smooth Rock Falls, and approximately 2.9 km 
north of Highway 11 on the east side of Kendrey Road. The remaining life of the WDS is estimated 
to range between less than 1 year to approximately 2 years based on the current fill rate. In an 
effort to prolong the life of the current WDS, the Town has recently established numerous diversion 
programs in the community and implemented measures to increase the operational efficiencies at 
the Site. However, even with these changes, there is still a need for the Town to ensure that 
adequate disposal capacity is available to their residents and businesses well into the future.  

The Town is proposing to increase the disposal capacity of the Town’s existing WDS by 
approximately 83,000 m3 and to amend the service area to accept waste from municipalities along 
Highway 11 from Cochrane to Hearst. The expansion of the WDS will satisfy phase one of the 
Town’s Waste Management Strategic Plan while meeting the long-term waste management needs 
of the community. Amending the service area will allow for continued and new shared services 
between nearby municipalities, which will result in efficiencies and reduced waste management 
costs on a regional basis. 

An increase in the disposal capacity and amendment to the service area (the Project) requires 
modifications to the C of A that the WDS is currently operating under. The proposed project is also 
subject to the Environmental Screening Process legislated for landfills undergoing an expansion 
between 40,000 m3 and 100,000 m3 of additional waste disposal capacity under Ontario 
Regulation 101/07 of the Environmental Assessment Act. The Environmental Screening Process 
was conducted in accordance with the MECP’s “Guide to Environmental Assessment Requirements 
for Waste Management Projects”. 

Through the Environmental Screening Process, the potential for the Project to result in adverse 
environmental effects was assessed. As there will be no changes to the landfill footprint, Site 
infrastructure and engineering controls, and types of waste received, and because of the long 
distance between the WDS and the nearest resident it was concluded in the Screening Criteria 
Checklist that the Project could have potential environmental effects on only Surface and 
Groundwater, Natural Environment, and Heritage and Culture. 

To further evaluate the potential effects on the environmental components identified, the following 
studies were conducted: 

1. Surface and Groundwater Assessment  

2. Natural Environment Assessment  

3. Heritage and Culture Assessment 
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Surface and Groundwater 

The surface water quality monitoring for leachate indicator parameters from the 2012 - 2016 
Monitoring Report indicates that the landfill is not having a measureable effect on water quality 
within Tucker Creek. The results of groundwater quality monitoring suggest that a zone of altered 
groundwater quality exists downgradient of the landfill. However, it is demonstrated that the degree 
of apparent water quality alterations decreases with distance from the landfill areas. Furthermore, 
the downgradient receptor (Tucker Creek) shows little to no indication of water quality impacts 
associated with the landfill in samples collected from mid-stream and downstream sampling 
locations.  

As the proposed expansion will not increase the volume of leachate generated by the WDS, no 
changes to surface or groundwater quality, quantities or flow/movement are anticipated as a result 
of the landfill expansion. 

Leachate generation can be minimized at the source by constructing final cover over completed 
areas of the WDS in order to reduce the amount of precipitation that infiltrates the waste. If 
additional actions are warranted to mitigate potential impacts to the groundwater, the construction 
and operation of leachate collection/recovery systems may also be considered. 

Surface water and Groundwater will continue to be monitored annually at the Site to ensure that it 
meets the objectives outlined in the C of A.   

Through the application of mitigation measures and monitoring programs, the Project is not 
anticipated to result in any surface and ground water net effects. 

Natural Environment 

There are no recorded of rare (vulnerable), threatened or endangered species of flora or fauna; 
provincially significant or evaluated wetlands; wildlife habitat; or protected areas within the On-Site 
or Site-Vicinity Study Areas. Therefore, there is no potential for the Project to impact these 
environmental features. 

There is the potential for the Project to result in a slight increase of the number of incidental 
wildlife/vectors observed on-Site, such as vermin, flies, birds, black bears and other animals. 
However, the continuation of the application of cover material (daily cover, interim cover, or final 
cover) to the exposed waste surfaces will help prevent animals from being attracted to the landfill. 
Additional measures such as fencing, maintaining a small working face, and using sound deterrents 
may be implemented as the need arises. 

The surface water monitoring will be continued to ensure that there is no landfill-related water 
quality impacts to Tucker Creek. Through the application of mitigation measures and monitoring 
programs, the Project is not anticipated to result in any net effects on the natural environment. 

Heritage and Culture 

As per completion of the MTCS’s Criteria for Evaluating Archaeological Potential and Criteria for 
Evaluating Potential for Built Heritage Resources and Cultural Heritage Landscapes checklists, 
there is low potential for built heritage or cultural heritage landscape on the Site, and no 
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archaeological assessment is required. Therefore, no potential effects to Heritage or Culture are 
anticipated as a result of the landfill expansion. 

The public, government agencies and Indigenous Communities were consulted throughout the 
course of the Screening Process, as per the requirements of the MECP’s Guide. Little interest was 
expressed from the individuals and groups that were contacted. Furthermore, no negative feedback 
on the Project was received. 

It was concluded, through the assessment of the Project’s potential environmental effects of the 
Project, that minor environmental impacts are expected. However, through the application of 
mitigation measures, the Project is not anticipated to result in any net effects on the environment. 
As a result, the advantages of the Project far outweigh the disadvantages. 
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1. Project Description 

1.1 Introduction 

Waste management has long been an afterthought for many small, rural communities in northern 
Ontario. In the absence of clear, mandated requirements for waste management in these 
communities, many have seen no reason to move beyond the status quo. However, with the advent 
of the Waste-Free Ontario Act (WFOA) and the recent release of the Ontario Ministry of the 
Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) guidance document for Solid Waste Management 
for Northern and Remote Communities, significant changes are on the horizon, including for the 
Town of Smooth Rock Falls (Town). 

Facing a declining population, the departure of key industries, and limited disposal capacity, the 
Town took a bold step and implemented a long-term solid waste management strategy through 
adoption of its 20-year Waste Management Strategic Plan. The Town has made significant 
investments in new equipment and resources, and has successfully implemented a curbside 
recycling program that serves all residential, commercial, and institutional facets of the community. 
Looking beyond their own borders, the Town has also initiated discussions on shared-services with 
neighbouring municipalities, in order to maximize the benefit of these new resources. 

Smooth Rock Falls’ Waste Disposal Site 

The Town’s existing Waste Disposal Site (WDS, Site) was originally established in 1981, and 
operates under Certificate of Approval (C of A) No. A580604 issued by the MECP. The Site is 
located in part of Lots 2 and 3, Concessions 5 and 6 of Kendrey Township in the District of 
Cochrane, is approximately 10 kilometres (km) east of the Town, and approximately 2.9 km north of 
Highway 11 on the east side of Kendrey Road (see Figure 1.1). The WDS has operated as the 
primary waste disposal site serving the Town of Smooth Rock Falls (including the former Township 
of Kendrey) for over 35 years. The WDS has an approved fill area of 2.95 hectares (ha) within a 
9.04 ha property (Site), which also includes a previously closed landfilling area and an aggregate 
extraction pit. The current approved landfill footprint of the WDS is shown in Figure 1.2. 

The WDS is currently approved to accept solid, non-hazardous wastes – no hazardous, liquid, or 
industrial wastes are accepted at the WDS. Wastes typically originate from residential, commercial, 
and institutional sources within the Town and surrounding area. The WDS has on-Site diversion 
programs for scrap metal, white goods (i.e., large consumer appliances, such as refrigerators, 
stoves, and washing machines) and tires. These materials are segregated from the waste, 
stockpiled and collected by the appropriate haulers.  

Occasionally, the WDS also accepts solid, non-hazardous wastes from other local industries 
(e.g., Tembec Mill), agencies (e.g., Ministry of Transportation Ontario (MTO)), and private haulers. 
In addition, the WDS is permitted for the disposal of asbestos waste, provided that the management 
and placement of these materials is in accordance with Section 17 of O. Reg. 347 under the EPA.  

The WDS currently has an approved waste disposal capacity of 89,500 cubic metres (m3). It is 
currently approved to accept 10.7 m3 of domestic waste and 2.7 m3 of commercial waste per day. 
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Based on the Site being open for 260 days per year, this amounts to 2,782 m3 of domestic waste 
and 702 m3 of commercial waste on an annual basis (3,484 m3 total). 

As noted in the latest Monitoring Report prepared for the Site 0F

1, according to historical records, the 
average annual waste volumes received at the WDS were: 

• 2,823 m3 per year for the period from 2000 - 2004 

• 2,373 m3 per year for the period from 2005 - 2011 

• 1,649 m3 per year for the period from 2012 - 2016  

For more information related to Site operations and material excepted see the Design and 
Operation Report (Appendix A). 

As of January 2020, the remaining capacity of the WDS is estimated to range between 1,450 m3 
and 4,200 m3. Assuming an average annual fill rate of 1,649 m3, there is an estimated less than one 
to two years of capacity remaining at the WDS.  

In an effort to prolong the life of the current WDS, the Town has recently established numerous 
diversion programs in the community and implemented measures to increase the operational 
efficiencies at the Site. However, even with these changes, there is still a need for the Town to 
ensure that adequate disposal capacity is available to their residents and businesses well into the 
future.  

                                                      
1 Town of Smooth Rock Falls, Waste Disposal Site Monitoring Report for 2012-2016 (GHD, March 2017). 
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Figure 1.1 Site Location
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Figure 1.2 Current Approved Footprint 
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1.2 Problem, Purpose and Opportunity 

The remaining life of the Site is estimated to range between less than one to two years. Even 
though the Town has established diversion programs and measures to increase the operational 
efficiencies at the Site to prolong the life of the existing WDS, the changes can only extend the life 
of the WDS for so long. As such, it is inevitable that the Town will need additional disposal capacity 
in the near future.  

The Town’s Waste Management Strategic Plan1F

2 identifies the expansion of the WDS as a key 
waste management objective. Expanding the WDS to increase the capacity of the WDS would 
avoid the potential for further environmental impacts associated with establishing a new landfill site 
or hauling the waste long distances to another site. The expansion of the WDS will satisfy phase 
one of the Town’s Waste Management Strategic Plan, while meeting the long-term waste 
management needs of the community.  

Further, the Province of Ontario has recently introduced the WFOA, which has identified interim 
waste diversion goals, ultimately moving the Province of Ontario towards a “waste-free” future. 
While Ontario works towards the diversion goals identified in the WFOA, and in particular the 
Strategy for a Waste Free Ontario: Building the Circular Economy (Strategy), there will still be a 
need for landfill space. The Strategy discusses how the Province would carefully consider the need 
and location of landfills, including the expansion of existing sites. Increasing the capacity of the 
Town’s existing WDS, would ensure that a new landfill in the Town would not be required. The 
additional capacity for the WDS will be in sync with the Province’s diversion goals over a 30-year 
period, as well as with the Town’s implementation of other waste diversion initiatives as outlined in 
their 20-year Waste Management Strategic Plan. 

The WDS is currently approved to accept wastes from within the Town and the (former) Township 
of Kendrey. Occasionally, the WDS also accepts solid, non-hazardous wastes from agencies 
(e.g., MTO) and private haulers from accidents along Highway 11. The Town is proposing to amend 
the current service area for the WDS to accommodate waste generated within other nearby 
municipalities and waste generated from accidents and emergencies along major highways 
(i.e., Highway 11). This would align with the Strategic Waste Management Plan, which identified the 
potential for establishing partnerships with neighbouring municipalities to share waste management 
services and associated costs. As well, it would be consistent with the MECP’s Policy Statement on 
Waste Management Planning: Best Practices for Waste Managers (June 2007)2F

3. Section 1.4 of the 
Policy states: 

“The province encourages cooperation among municipalities to seek efficiencies and 
to find mutually 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 (for instance, from the economies 

of scale that can be realized by regional facilities) and at the same time allow 
municipalities to make waste management decisions relevant to local circumstances. 

                                                      
2 Waste Management Strategic Plan, Town of Smooth Rock Falls (GHD, October 2015). 
3 MECP, (June 2007). Policy Statement on Waste Management Planning: Best Practices for Waste Managers. 
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Smaller municipalities may also benefit from sharing the cost of plan development, by 
partnering with other municipalities or regions.” 

Furthermore, amending the service area will provide nearby municipalities with a more convenient 
geographic location for the disposal of their waste, thereby reducing greenhouse gas emissions 
associated with longer haul distances.  

Based on the preceding information, the proposed Project is to expand the existing WDS and 
amend the service area to ensure the Town has adequate landfill capacity, while having regard for 
the incremental diversion goals and programs outlined in the WFOA, the Town’s 20-year Waste 
Management Strategic Plan, and MECP’s Policy Statement on Waste Management Planning. 

1.3 Description of Project Components and Activities 

Landfill Expansion 

The Town is proposing to expand the limits of the WDS under the Environmental Screening 
Process legislated under Ontario Regulation 101/07 of the Environmental Assessment Act. The 
proposed expansion will increase the disposal capacity by approximately 83,000 m3, increasing the 
total capacity of the WDS to approximately 172,500 m3. At the current average annual fill rate of 
1,649 m3 (including daily cover), this would add approximately 50 years to the remaining service life 
of the WDS.  

The proposed expansion of the WDS will maintain the current approved limit of landfilling. Additional 
waste disposal capacity will be achieved solely by increasing the final waste contours.  

There will be no change to the following aspects of the WDS approved under C of A No. A580604: 

• The types of waste being received; 

• The landfill footprint; 

• The site infrastructure and engineering controls; and, 

• The currently approved operating hours and daily operations. 

Final Waste Contours 

The proposed final waste contours for the WDS are shown on Figure 1.3. 

Final Cover 

The final cover for the WDS will consist of: 

• A minimum of 0.60 m of cover material; 

• A minimum of 0.15 m of topsoil; and, 

• A vegetative cover consisting of vegetation that is suited to local conditions and that is capable 
with minimal care of providing vigorous, plentiful cover not later than its third growing season. 

Furthermore, the final cover will be designed in accordance with the requirements for groundwater 
protection, providing for an infiltration rate through the final cover greater than or equal to 
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0.15 m per year. Final cover will be constructed progressively as the Site is filled to the approved 
final contours. This will maximize the amount of clean surface runoff and reduce the amount of 
infiltration into the landfill, subsequently reducing leachate generation. 

The proposed final cover design for the WDS is shown on Figure 1.4. The existing approved limit of 
the final cover grading will be maintained. The proposed cross-section for the WDS is shown on 
Figure 1.5. 

Surface Water Controls 

Clean surface runoff from the Site is collected through a series of drainage swales and is generally 
discharged eastward towards Tucker Creek (Figure 1.6). The objectives of the surface water 
controls at the Site are to ensure that the adjacent and receiving surface water features are not 
adversely affected by the runoff leaving the Site, and that the concentration of any contaminant in 
the surface water being discharged from the Site to a waterbody is in accordance 
with environmental requirements.  

Surface drainage in the area is irregular with large areas of low-lying, swampy terrain located to the 
west and east of the WDS. The Site itself is located within a low ridge running between the two 
larger wetland areas. Clean surface runoff from the Site is collected through a series of drainage 
swales and is generally discharged eastward toward a tributary of the Redsucker River, Tucker 
Creek, which is located approximately 300 m to the east of the WDS and flows in a northerly 
direction.  

Leachate and Groundwater Controls 

The WDS does not have a leachate collection system and relies solely on the natural attenuation of 
contaminants from the waste. 

Landfill Gas Controls 

Given that the proposed expansion will only have a disposal volume of 172,500 m3, a landfill gas 
(LFG) collection system is not required for the WDS. 

On-Site Buffer Area 

Given that the waste is non-hazardous, the Site is surrounded by natural vegetation, and there are 
no sensitive receptors within close proximity, the existing buffers are sufficient to ensure that 
potential effects of the landfilling operation do not have any unacceptable impact outside the Site. 
No changes are being proposed to the on-Site buffers as a result of the proposed expansion.  

Traffic 

Vehicle traffic to and from the Site is primarily associated with three different sources: 

• On average, the Town’s curbside collection truck typically makes between 1-2 trips to the WDS 
per week.  

• The number of private passenger vehicles (e.g., cars, trucks and trailers) fluctuates throughout 
the year, but is estimated to average about 15 per day.  
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• On average, approximately 20 truckloads (e.g., single/tandem/tri-axle trucks, tractor-trailers, 
roll-off boxes) of material from private sources are disposed of at the WDS each year. 

Service Area Amendment  

As some municipalities in the area do not have any existing landfill capacity, the Town is proposing 
to amend the current service area to better align with the waste disposal needs of the region. The 
proposed service area encompasses the City of Timmins; the Towns of Cochrane, Hearst, Iroquois 
Falls, Kapuskasing, Moosonee, and Smooth Rock Falls; the Townships of Black River-Matheson, 
Fauquier-Strickland, Mattice-Val Côté, Moonbeam, Opasatika, and Val Rita-Hardy; as well as 
several indigenous reserves and unorganized municipal areas (Figure 1.7). The amendment to the 
service area will allow the Town to accept waste from accidents along Highway 11. 

The Town has held discussions with neighbouring municipalities to explore shared services 
arrangements related to waste collection (including staff and equipment) and waste disposal. The 
Town has successfully established a shared service arrangement with Fauquier-Strickland for the 
collection of recyclables, as well as an additional agreement with the Town of Cochrane to accept 
recyclable materials at their transfer station. 

In conjunction with the proposed expansion and amendment to the service area, the Town has 
updated the existing Design and Operations Report for the WDS to reflect changes to the design, 
expanded service area, updated operating procedures, as well as closure and end use 
considerations. 
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Figure 1.3 Proposed Final Waste Contours 
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Figure 1.4 Proposed Final Cover Contours 
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Figure 1.5 Proposed Cross-Section 
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Figure 1.6 Proposed Surface Water Controls 
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Figure 1.7 Proposed Amended Service Area 
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1.4 Physical Setting 

The buildings within the WDS will consist of the Site operator’s gate house. Additional structures 
(temporary or permanent) may be placed over the WDS’s operational lifetime. There are currently 
no buildings present within 500 m of the Site. Kendrey road is the only assumed road within 500 m 
of the Site. 

The Town's former landfill site (closed) is located on the same property immediately to the north of 
the current landfill. The former landfill has a footprint of approximately 0.52 ha, and operated from 
1981 - 1994 accepting MSW. 

The WDS is situated in an abandoned sand and gravel pit and is underlain by between 10 - 20 m of 
sandy silt overburden overlying a more regionally extensive deposit of silty clay strata. Grain size 
distribution analyses were used to estimate the hydraulic conductivity to be in the range of 
10-3 - 10-5 cm/s with lower permeabilities of 10-7 cm/s encountered in the clayey strata3F

4. The landfill 
relies solely on natural attenuation and does not have a leachate control system or a landfill gas 
control system. 

The lands surrounding the WDS are vegetated with a predominantly coniferous forest cover 
comprising black spruce, jack pine and poplar, with smaller amounts of white birch, tamarack and 
alder. The lands surrounding the WDS are owned by the Crown and are managed by the Ministry of 
Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF). 

Surface drainage in the area is irregular with large areas of low-lying, swampy terrain located to the 
west and east of the WDS. The Site itself is located within a low ridge running between the two 
larger wetland areas. Surface water runoff flows generally to the east toward a tributary of the 
Redsucker River, Tucker Creek, which is located approximately 300 m to the east of the WDS and 
flows in a northerly direction.  

There are no known drinking water users or dwellings within 3,000 m of the Site. Groundwater 
generally flows eastward towards Tucker Creek with a hydraulic gradient of approximately 
0.015 m/m. Groundwater recharge is estimated to be about 30 percent during the spring-autumn 
period4F

5. International Water Consultants Ltd. estimated that groundwater recharging on the Site 
would reach Tucker Creek in 2.5 - 9 years.  

1.5 Approval Requirements 

An increase to the disposal capacity and service area amendment (the Project) requires 
modifications to the C of A that the WDS is currently operating under. The C of A amendment is 
subject to the Environmental Screening Process legislated for landfills undergoing an expansion 
between 40,000 m3 - 100,000 m3 of additional waste disposal capacity under Ontario 
Regulation 101/07 of the Environmental Assessment Act. The Environmental Screening Process is 
described in Section 2. 

                                                      
4 D.F. Elliott, Town of Smooth Rock Falls Waste Disposal Site, Monitoring Report for the Period December 31, 2004 

to December 31, 2011, March 2012. 
5 Ibid. 
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After completion of the Environmental Screening Process, the Town will initiate the ECA 
amendment process by preparing and submitting an application to the MECP to amend C of A 
No. A580604. 

2. Environmental Screening Process 

As stated above, the study will follow the Environmental Screening Process legislated for landfills 
undergoing an expansion between 40,000 m3 - 100,000 m3 of additional waste disposal capacity 
under the Waste Management Projects Regulation (O.Reg.101/07) of the Environmental 
Assessment Act. The regulation came into place in 2007, to ensure that the environmental effects of 
waste management projects are appropriately reviewed, given their potential significance. In 
support of O.Reg.101/07, the MECP published “Guide to Environmental Assessment Requirements 
for Waste Management Projects5F

6” (the Guide), which outlines the planning and design process for 
the Environmental Screening Process. This Study will be conducted in accordance with the 
planning and design process outlined in the Guide, following the process as illustrated in Figure 2.1. 

This Environmental Screening Report has been prepared as a part of the Environmental Screening 
Process, documenting the potential adverse environmental effects of the Project on the 
environment. Where adverse environmental effects have been identified, mitigation and monitoring 
measures have been recommended to reduce or eliminate the effects. 

                                                      
6 MECP, (2007). Guide to Environmental Assessment Requirements for Waste Management Projects. 
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Figure 2.1 Steps in the Environmental Screening Process  

3. Screening Criteria Checklist 

At the beginning of the Environmental Screening, the Screening Criteria Checklist (provided as 
Schedule I, pp 62 – 64, to the "Guide to Environmental Assessment Requirements for Waste 
Management Projects") is to be completed based on the information provided in the Project 
Description. The Screening Criteria reflect the broad definition of “environment” contained in the 
Environmental Assessment Act.  

Under the Environmental Screening Process, if no potentially adverse environmental effects are 
associated with the project for a given environmental component, it is no longer considered as a 
part of the impact assessment. If it is determined that there is potential for adverse impacts to occur, 
the assessment must evaluate the nature of the impact and provide the appropriate mitigation 
measures to minimize the impact. 
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Following the preparation of the draft Screening Criteria Checklist, it was presented at the Open 
House and was sent with the Project Description by email to Indigenous Communities (Appendix B). 

The completed Screening Criteria Checklist is provided in Appendix C. 

4. Potential Environmental Effects 

The potential positive and negative environmental effects anticipated to occur as a result of the 
Project were identified using the screening criteria in the Screening Criteria Checklist described 
above and included in Appendix C. A summary of the potential effects are described for each 
environmental component below. 

4.1 Surface and Ground Water 

Drainage swales and an offtake ditch are located on-Site, eventually discharging to Tucker Creek in 
the east. No changes to surface water quality, quantity or flow are anticipated as a result of the 
landfill expansion.  

The proposed landfill expansion would result in additional waste being placed at the Site. This may 
create additional leachate, thereby leading to increased potential for leachate to interact with 
groundwater. Leachate created as a result of the additional waste has the potential to impact 
surface and ground Water.  

Significant sedimentation or soil erosion is not anticipated as a result of the proposed landfill 
expansion. Changes to the existing surface drainage patterns and the potential for 
sedimentation/erosion were considered in the Surface Water Study (Appendix D) and are further 
discussed in Section 5.1.2. 

4.2 Land Use 

The WDS will continue to be consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement, provincial land use 
and resource management plans. As well, the Project aligns with the municipal land use polices, 
plans and zoning by-laws (including municipal setbacks) outlined in the Smooth Rock Falls Planning 
Area Official Plan (2014). Furthermore, as no new lands are required, there will be no changes to 
existing zoning and the Project will not use hazard lands or unstable lands subject to erosion or land 
deemed to be contaminated. 

No negative environmental effects are anticipated on the lands or land uses surrounding the WDS 
as a result of the Project. 

4.3 Air and Noise 

No negative effects on air quality associated with the emissions parameters (e.g., temperature, 
thermal treatment exhaust flue gas volume, nitrogen dioxide, sulphur dioxide, residual oxygen, 
opacity, hydrogen chloride, suspended particulates, or other contaminants) are anticipated as a 
result of the Project. 
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Dust and odour emissions may occur as a result of the Project due to vehicle traffic on unpaved 
roads and in the absence of odour best management practices (BMPs), such as applying daily 
cover, minimizing the landfill working face, etc. The nearest residence is approximately 3 - 5 km 
away from the Site; therefore, no impacts are expected as a result of dust and odour from the 
landfill. Similar, no impacts are expected as a result of noise that may be created from on-Site 
equipment and truck traffic from the landfill, as the nearest residence is approximately 3 - 5 km 
away from the Site. 

The Project will result in increased greenhouse gas emissions due to the increased waste volume. 
However, the Town is exploring options for the diversion of source-separated organic waste, which 
is a significant contributor to the generation of landfill gas (i.e., methane and carbon dioxide). 

4.4 Natural Environment 

There is potential for rare (vulnerable), threatened or endangered species of flora and/or fauna 
and/or their habitat to occur within the Project area and for protected natural areas or other 
significant natural areas to occur within the Project area. There is also potential for designated 
wetlands and locally important or valued ecosystems or vegetation to occur within the Project area. 
There is potential for negative effects on fish or their habitat, spawning, movement or environmental 
conditions (e.g., water temperature, turbidity, etc.) as a result of the Project in nearby Tucker Creek.  

While the Project may slightly increase the attraction for birds, there are no airports in the vicinity of 
the landfill and the nearest residence is approximately 3 - 5 km away from the Site; therefore, there 
are no potential to impact surrounding land uses. 

4.5 Resources 

The Project will continue to be consistent with waste diversion targets, through the following 
initiatives that are currently in place at the WDS: 

• Diversion of recyclables, such as aluminium/steel cans, plastic bottles/containers, 
paper/cardboard, cartons and juice boxes, and glass bottles/jars occurs at the source.  

• Scrap metal is segregated at the landfill Site and scrap metal contactors are contracted on an 
as-needed basis to collect this material for recycling. White goods are segregated at the landfill 
Site, decommissioned and tagged by a qualified technician, and removed by a scrap metal 
contactor on an as-needed basis.  

• Tires are collected at the landfill under the OTS Program and picked up and disposed of by a 
third party.  

• Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE) received at the landfill is placed in a roll-off 
bin and shipped for processing at a private facility. 

A small amount of methane would be produced by the landfill expansion; however, the landfill 
capacity is well below the threshold requiring landfill gas capture (1.5 million m3). 

Soil at the landfill is Class 3, according to the Canada Land Inventory; however, the Project will 
occur within the boundaries of the existing WDS, so no impacts to soil is anticipated. Similarly, no 
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negative effects are expected on locally significant agricultural lands or existing agricultural 
production surrounding the WDS, since the Project will occur within the existing WDS boundary. 

4.6 Socio-economic 

No negative environmental effects are anticipated to the following social or economic aspects of the 
surrounding community: local businesses, institutions or public facilities; recreation, cottaging or 
tourism, as none of these uses exist within 3 - 5 km of the Site. The Project will not increase the 
demands on community services and infrastructure. There is no anticipated impact to traffic, as the 
landfill is located approximately 10 km east of the Town. As well, no negative effects to public health 
or safety are anticipated as the WDS will operate under an amended ECA for the landfill ensuring 
there are no public health or safety concerns. 

The Project will positively impact the economic base of the Town, as the Town will not have to pay 
to dispose of their waste elsewhere. As well, it will also positively impact local employment, as the 
landfill will remain operational longer, requiring several management and operational staff. 

4.7 Heritage and Culture 

There are no known heritage buildings, structures or sites, archaeological sites or areas of 
archaeological importance, or cultural heritage landscapes on the WDS, which was confirmed 
through completion of Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport checklists. 

The Project will not cause negative effects on scenic or aesthetically pleasing landscapes or views, 
as it is located approximately 2.9 km north of Highway 11 and 3 - 5 km northwest of the closest 
residence. 

4.8 Indigenous 

The Project is not anticipated to have negative effects on land, resources, traditional activities or 
other interests of Indigenous Communities, as the WDS is not subject to any land claims. 

Nine Indigenous Communities were contacted upon study commencement. Only three communities 
responded: Taykwa Tagamou Nation, the Métis Nation of Ontario (MNO) Northern Lights Métis 
Council, and Mattagami First Nation. The Mattagami First Nation responded by saying they have no 
concerns about the Study. Communications received from the Indigenous Communities are 
provided in Appendix B. 

4.9 Other 

The Project will not result in non-hazardous or hazardous waste materials requiring disposal, as the 
soils excavated from the proposed expansion area will be used for daily cover at the WDS, and the 
Project will not create hazardous waste. 

The Project is not anticipated to result in other negative environmental effects not covered by the 
Screening Criteria Checklist provided in Appendix C.  
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5. Environmental Effects Assessment 

Three studies were completed to assess/confirm the potential environmental effects identified in 
Section 4: 

1. Surface and Groundwater Assessment (Appendix D) 

2. Natural Environment Assessment (Appendix E) 

3. Heritage and Culture Assessment (Appendix F) 

The following section provides a detailed description of the potential environmental effects identified 
in Section 4 and identifies the necessary mitigation and impact management measures, if needed, 
and the overall anticipated net effects. 

5.1 Surface and Groundwater 

5.1.1 Background 

5.1.1.1 Surface Water Quality, Quantities or Flow 

Surface water quality has been assessed with respect to MECP criteria listed in the Provincial 
Water Quality Objectives (PWQO) (MOEE, 1999). 

Six leachate indicator parameters have been selected to evaluate the effects of the existing landfill 
on surrounding water quality consisting of: 

• Alkalinity Alkalinity increases downgradient of landfills primarily due to elevated levels of 
carbon dioxide in affected water (produced by the biological breakdown of organic 
material) causing the dissolution of carbonate from natural geologic materials 
within the aquifer. 

• Chloride Chloride is generally abundant in waste and is formed in part by the degradation 
of paper products and food wastes. Chloride is a very useful leachate indicator 
parameter, as it is not subject to retardation processes and thus migrates at 
essentially the same rate as groundwater flow. 

• Ammonia Ammonia concentrations increase in leachate affected water due to the 
abundance of soluble nitrogen and strongly reducing conditions within the waste 
mound. 

• Iron Caused by the oxidation and dissolution of iron materials including iron sulphide 
minerals and the reduction of ferric (Fe3+) iron oxides to ferrous (Fe2+) iron oxides 
(generally from  mineral coatings on soil particles in native overburden deposits) 
during microbial degradation of naturally occurring and anthropogenic organic 
compounds. 

• Manganese Caused by the oxidation of various metallic materials and the breakdown of food 
wastes, as well as from the reduction of naturally occurring manganese oxides. 
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• TDS  Caused by the increased amount of cations and anions in solution due to the 
waste materials and dissolution of salts. 

Many other analytical parameter concentrations also change in leachate-impacted water, but not 
generally at the high levels of change noted in the above-listed parameters. 

Surface water monitoring is undertaken in order to monitor for potential landfill-related water quality 
impacts within Tucker Creek, located approximately 400 m downgradient (to the east) of the waste 
disposal area. Based on previous assessments of groundwater flow, elevations and surface water 
elevations, Tucker Creek is interpreted to represent a point of groundwater discharge. For this 
reason, Tucker Creek is potentially a receptor of landfill related water quality impacts via overland 
flow of leachate seepage and through impacted groundwater discharge. 

Considering the distance from the landfilling areas to Tucker Creek and water quality at 
downgradient monitoring well OW1-10(S/D) (further details provided in Section 3.2.3, below, see 
Figure 5.1), it is unlikely that landfill-related water quality impacts would be observed within Tucker 
Creek. Nevertheless, the 2012 - 2016 surface water monitoring program included sampling of 
Tucker Creek at upstream (SW-3), mid-stream (SW-2) and downstream (SW-1) annually as part of 
the fall monitoring event (see Figure 5.2). 
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Figure 5.1 Monitoring Well Locations 
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Figure 5.2 Off-Site Monitoring Locations 

The following tables summarize the results of surface water quality monitoring for leachate indicator 
parameters for the three Tucker Creek monitoring points for the 2012 - 2016 monitoring period. 
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Table 5.1 Surface Water Quality Monitoring for Leachate Indicator Parameters 
– Tucker Creek SW-3 (Upstream)6F

7 

Parameter (mg/L) SW-3 (Upstream) 2012-2016 Concentration Range 
Alkalinity 42 - 83 
Chloride 0.88 - 17.5 
Ammonia 0.07 - 0.07 
Iron 0.065 - 1.2 
TDS 102 - 172 

Table 5.2 Surface Water Quality Monitoring for Leachate Indicator Parameters 
– Tucker Creek SW-2 (Midstream)7F

8 

Parameter (mg/L) SW-2 (Midstream) 2012-2016 Concentration Range 

Alkalinity 39 - 104 

Chloride 1.04 - 16.8 

Ammonia <0.02 - 0.07 

Iron <0.010 - 0.492 

TDS 104 - 160 

Table 5.3 Surface Water Quality Monitoring for Leachate Indicator Parameters 
– Tucker Creek SW-2 (Downstream)8F

9 

Parameter (mg/L) SW-1 (Downstream) 2012-2016 Concentration Range 
Alkalinity 34 - 73 
Chloride 3.78 - 21.1 
Ammonia <0.02 - 0.06 
Iron 0.149 - 0.555 
TDS 92 - 196 

Based on the above summaries, water quality is essentially the same at all three surface water 
monitoring points, confirming that the landfill is not having a measureable effect on water quality 
within Tucker Creek. 

Exceedances of PWQOs reported in the 2012 - 2016 surface water samples included iron, 
phosphorus and phenols (SW-3 (upstream) only). Concentration ranges for these parameters were 
generally similar in upstream to mid-stream and downstream with the exception of iron reported at 
the upstream sampling location (SW-3) in October 2012 (1.20 mg/L). 

Based on the above, surface water monitoring will continue as part of the Monitoring Report for the 
WDS, in order to monitor for future changes surface water quality. The additional data will assist in 

                                                      
7 GHD, Town of Smooth Rock Falls Waste Disposal Site Monitoring Report for 2012-2016, March 2017. 
8 Ibid. 
9 Ibid. 
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interpreting long-term trends and the potential influence of shallow groundwater discharge from the 
Site to Tucker Creek in the context of continued landfilling. 

5.1.1.2 Groundwater Quality, Quantities and Movement 

Groundwater Flow 

The interpreted static groundwater contours for the fall monitoring events from 2012 - 2016 are 
provided in Appendix D (Figures 3.3 to 3.7). As illustrated on these figures, the general direction of 
groundwater flow within the shallow overburden is in an easterly direction across the Site towards 
Tucker Creek. This pattern is consistent with topography at the Site and with the interpretation that 
Tucker Creek is a point of shallow groundwater discharge. 

Horizontal gradients across the Site are relatively flat, ranging from 0.001 between OW5-96 and 
OW1-10(S) in 2012, to 0.02 between OW2-96 and OW9-96 (S) in 2014. These gradients are 
consistent with historical observations. Previous calculations by International Water 
Consultants Ltd. using hydraulic conductivity values ranging between 10-3 - 10-5 cm/s estimated the 
groundwater travel time from the landfill area to Tucker Creek to be 2.5 - 9 years9F

10. 

Groundwater Quality 

The objective of the groundwater monitoring program in place is to detect the extent and magnitude 
of potential contamination to groundwater (if any), potential migration of contaminated groundwater 
associated with landfilling activities and to identify the need to mitigate potential environmental risk. 

The current groundwater monitoring well network consists of 12 monitoring wells located throughout 
the Site, as illustrated on Figure 5.1. The results of the water quality monitoring program are 
discussed in the following subsections. The groundwater quality is assessed in terms of evidence of 
landfill-related water quality impacts. This is accomplished through an assessment of the spatial 
and temporal trends in water quality across the Site and a comparison of water quality between 
each monitoring location and background water quality. The MECP criteria listed in the Ontario 
Drinking Water Standards (ODWS) (MECP, 2003 amended 2006) are also used for comparative 
reference. Groundwater quality at the Site boundary is also assessed with respect to the MECP 
Guideline B-7 "Incorporation of the Reasonable Use Concept into MECP Groundwater 
Management Activities" (MECP, 1994). 

Background groundwater quality is best represented by monitoring well OW7-81. This monitoring 
well is located approximately 50 m to the west (upgradient) of the limit of waste of the waste 
disposal area. The following table summarizes the indicator parameter concentrations reported at 
OW7-81 during 2012 - 2016. 

  

                                                      
10 D.F. Elliott, Town of Smooth Rock Falls Waste Disposal Site, Monitoring Report for the Period December 31, 2004 

to December 31, 2011, March 2012. 
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Table 5.4 Indicator Parameter Concentrations Reported at OW7 81 During 
2012 – 2016 

Parameter (mg/L) OW7-81 2012-2016 Concentration Range 
Alkalinity 266 - 326 

Chloride 0.8 - 4.11 
Ammonia 0.03 - 0.1 
Iron <0.010 - 0.012 
Manganese 0.004 - 0.051 
TDS 278 - 348 

As indicated above, groundwater quality is characterized by much lower concentrations of leachate 
indicator parameters, as expected. Increases in groundwater sample concentrations relative to the 
levels presented above are considered likely indications of landfill-related groundwater quality 
alterations. 

Figure 5.3 provides concentration vs. time plots for leachate indicator parameters at background 
monitoring well OW7-81. As illustrated on Figure 5.3, concentrations of these parameters are 
relatively stable. The low concentrations and fine scale required to present ammonia and chloride 
exaggerate the fluctuations observed in these parameters. Concentrations of these parameters are 
actually fairly stable, despite the appearance of the plots. The stability of leachate indicator 
parameter concentrations is further supporting evidence that this monitoring well is unaffected by 
landfilling activities. 

The results of groundwater quality monitoring suggest that a zone of altered groundwater quality 
exists downgradient of the landfill. In order to illustrate the zone of groundwater quality alterations, 
concentration isopleth figures have been prepared for the selected leachate indicator parameters. 
The concentration isopleth figures illustrate lines of inferred equal concentration, based on the 
median concentrations reported at each monitoring location during the 2012 - 2016 monitoring 
period. Concentration isopleths are useful for evaluating and presenting spatial patterns in 
groundwater chemistry. 

Concentration isopleths for alkalinity, chloride, ammonia, iron, manganese and TDS are presented 
in Appendix D (Figures 3.17 to 3.22), respectively. As illustrated on these figures, indicator 
parameter concentration increases are most apparent in close proximity to the landfilling areas. The 
patterns of increases in indicator parameters are generally consistent for all indicator parameters, 
with the exception of manganese. In general, the largest increases in indicator parameter 
concentrations occur at monitoring well nest OW5-96 (S/D), with a zone of less pronounced 
increase at OW2-06. 

The following points summarize the distribution of landfill-related water quality alterations: 

• The most pronounced increases in leachate indicator concentrations are apparent at OW5-96 
(S/D), located immediately downgradient of the waste disposal area. 

• A zone of less pronounced leachate indicator parameter increases exists at OW2-06, located 
downgradient of the closed landfill area. 
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• The degree of apparent water quality alterations decreases with distance from the landfill areas. 

• Water quality at downgradient monitoring well nest OW1-10 (D) is near background levels. 

For further information on the Site’s groundwater quality please see Appendix D.
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Figure 5.3 Leachate Indicator Concentrations Versus Time – OW7-81 
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5.1.2 Assessment 

This section provides an assessment of the potential negative environmental effects (i.e., those for 
which a "Yes" answer was given in the Screening Criteria Checklist) for those surface and 
groundwater criteria which might be affected by the Project as identified in Section 4.0. The effects 
assessment describes how existing environmental conditions in the Study Areas would change as a 
result of the construction and operation of the proposed undertaking. 

As described in Section 4.0, a “Yes” was applied to the following surface and ground water criteria: 

• Cause negative effects on surface water quality, quantities or flow? 

• Cause negative effects on groundwater quality, quantity or movement? 

• Cause significant sedimentation or soil erosion or shoreline or riverbank erosion on or off site? 

• Cause negative effects on surface or groundwater from accidental spills or releases 
(e.g., leachate) to the environment? 

With respect to the above criteria/criterion, a description of the potential negative environmental 
effects, necessary mitigation measures and the resultant net effects on the environment are 
discussed. The Surface and Ground Water Assessment conducted during the screening showed 
that the anticipated effects will be much less than expected or will not occur at all. In all cases, 
impact management (mitigation) measures have been identified that, when applied, will eliminate 
the potential environmental effects or reduce them to acceptable levels. 

5.1.2.1 Surface Water Quality, Quantities or Flow 

Drainage swales and an offtake ditch are located on-Site which, eventually discharge into Tucker 
Creek in the east. However, as noted above, the surface water quality monitoring for leachate 
indicator parameters from the Town Waste Disposal Site Monitoring Report 2012 - 2016 indicate 
that the landfill is not having a measureable effect on water quality within Tucker Creek. As the 
proposed expansion will not increase the volume of leachate generated by the WDS, no changes to 
surface water quality, quantity or flow are anticipated as a result of the landfill expansion.  

5.1.2.2 Groundwater Quality, Quantities or Movement 

As stated in Section 4, the WDS does not have a leachate collection system and relies solely on the 
natural attenuation of contaminants from the waste. This is reflected in results of groundwater 
quality monitoring, which suggest that a zone of altered groundwater quality exists downgradient of 
the landfill. However, it is demonstrated that the degree of apparent water quality alterations 
decreases with distance from the landfill areas. Furthermore, the downgradient receptor (Tucker 
Creek) shows little to no indication of water quality impacts associated with the landfill in samples 
collected from mid-stream and downstream sampling locations. 

As the proposed expansion will not increase the volume of leachate generated by the WDS, no 
changes to groundwater quality, quantities or movement are anticipated as a result of the landfill 
expansion. 
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5.1.2.3 Significant Sedimentation or Soil Erosion or Shoreline or Riverbank Erosion On- 
or Off-Site 

As stated in Section 4.1 significant sedimentation or soil erosion is not anticipated as a result of the 
proposed landfill expansion. Since the proposed expansion does not involve any modifications to 
the landfill footprint, Site infrastructure and engineering controls changes to the existing surface 
drainage patterns and potential sedimentation/erosion are not anticipated. 

5.1.2.4 Accidental Spills or Releases to the Environment 

The proposed Project has the potential to cause negative effects on surface or groundwater from 
accidental releases of leachate to the environment. The potential for an accidental release of 
leachate to the environment will be greatly reduced through the implementation of best 
management practices as further in Section 5.2.2.  

5.1.3 Impact Management Measures and Monitoring 

Drainage of surface waters are to be directed to areas within the buffer zone to be naturally 
attenuated. Natural attenuation, best management practices such as maintaining a small working 
face, proper Site grading, and the placement of daily cover material will be implemented to mitigate 
leachate formation. 

Surface water impacts can be mitigated at the source by ensuring that adequate segregation of 
clean and impacted runoff is being maintained at the Site. Increased maintenance (e.g., clearing 
drainage swales, grading) and changes in operational practices (e.g., waste placement, daily cover) 
may be warranted in order to address any surface water impacts. 

Leachate generation can be minimized at the source by constructing final cover over completed 
areas of the WDS in order to reduce the amount of precipitation that infiltrates the waste. If 
additional actions are warranted to mitigate potential impacts to the groundwater, the construction 
and operation of leachate collection/recovery systems may also be considered. 

Surface water and groundwater will continue to be monitored annually at the Site to ensure that it 
meets the objectives outlined in the C of A.  

In the event that contaminants from the Site are having an unacceptable impact to the surface 
water, additional investigations will be undertaken to determine potential causes. The existing 
monitoring locations may be expanded and the monitoring frequency may be increased in order to 
determine the extent of any impacts. 

In the event that contaminants from the Site are having an unacceptable impact to the local 
groundwater beyond the limits of the Contaminant Attenuation Zone, additional investigations will be 
undertaken to determine potential causes. The existing monitoring well network may be expanded 
and the monitoring frequency may be increased in order to determine the extent of any impacts. 

5.1.4 Net Effects 

No potential net effects to surface or groundwater are anticipated as a result of the landfill 
expansion. 
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5.2 Natural Environment 

5.2.1 Background 

5.2.1.1 Rare (Vulnerable), Threatened or Endangered Species of Flora or Fauna 

There are no recorded rare (vulnerable), threatened or endangered species of flora or fauna within 
the On-Site or Site-Vicinity Study Areas (see Figure 5.4). As noted above, the lands surrounding the 
WDS are vegetated with a predominantly coniferous forest cover comprising black spruce, jack pine 
and poplar, with smaller amounts of white birch, tamarack and alder.  

5.2.1.2 Protected Natural Areas 

There are no protected natural areas, including Significant Environmental Areas (SEA) and Areas of 
Natural or Scientific Interest (ANSI), within the On-Site or Site-Vicinity Study Areas (see Figure 5.5). 

5.2.1.3 Designated Wetlands 

There are no provincially significant or evaluated wetlands within the On-Site or Site-Vicinity Study 
Areas (see Figure 5.6). As noted above, there are large areas of low-lying, swampy terrain located 
to the west and east of the WDS. The wetlands within the Site-Vicinity Study Area are identified as 
“Not Evaluated.” NRVIS mapping identifies this unevaluated wetland as extended into the On-Site 
Study Area.  These areas are already disturbed as they form part of the existing WDS. 

5.2.1.4 Wildlife Habitat, Populations, Corridors or Movement 

There is no wildlife habitat within the On-Site Study Area. As the majority of the Site-Vicinity Study 
Area is vegetated, it is likely habitat for wildlife species. The primary incidental wildlife observed 
on-Site are black bears (Ursus americanus). 

Sections of non-continuous fence separate the WDS from Kendrey Road along the western 
boundary. There is no fence present along the northern, eastern or southern Site boundaries. 
Therefore, the WDS is not an impediment to wildlife corridors or movement within the surrounding 
area.  

5.2.1.5 Fish and Their Habitat, Spawning, Movement and/or Environmental Conditions 

There is no fish habitat within the On-Site Study Area. 

As noted above, there are large areas of low-lying, swampy terrain located to the west and east of 
the WDS within the Site-Vicinity Study Area. Surface water runoff flows generally to the east toward 
a tributary of the Redsucker River, Tucker Creek, which is located approximately 300 m to the east 
of the WDS, within the Site-Vicinity Study Area, and flows in a northerly direction.  

Based on the water quality monitoring for leachate indicator parameters from the Town Waste 
Disposal Site Monitoring Report 2012 - 2016, it can be concluded that the landfill is not having a 
measureable effect on water quality within Tucker Creek. 
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5.2.1.6 Locally Important or Valued Ecosystems or Vegetation 

There are no locally important or valued ecosystems within the On-Site Study Area. Vegetation is 
present along the Site perimeter, within the On-Site Study Area. 

As noted above, the lands surrounding the WDS are vegetated with a predominantly coniferous 
forest cover comprising black spruce, jack pine and poplar, with smaller amounts of white birch, 
tamarack and alder. The lands within the Site-Vicinity Study Area and are owned by the Crown and 
managed by the MNRF. There are no locally important or valued ecosystems within the Site-Vicinity 
Study Area. 
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Figure 5.4 Rare (Vulnerable), Threatened or Endangered Species of Flora and Fauna 
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Figure 5.5 Protected Natural Areas 
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Figure 5.6 Wetlands 
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5.2.2 Assessment 

This Section provides an assessment of the potential negative environmental effects (i.e., those for 
which a "Yes" answer was given in the Screening Criteria Checklist) for those Natural Environment 
criteria which might be affected by the Project as identified in Section 2.0. The effects assessment 
describes how existing environmental conditions in the Study Area) would change as a result of the 
construction and operation of the proposed undertaking. 

As described in Section 2.0, a “Yes” was applied to the following Natural Environment criteria: 

• Cause negative effects on rare (vulnerable), threatened or endangered species of flora or fauna 
or their habitat? 

• Cause negative effects on protected natural areas, such as ANSIs, SEAs or other significant 
natural areas? 

• Cause negative effects on designated wetlands? 

• Cause negative effects on wildlife habitat, populations, corridors or movement? 

• Cause negative effects on fish or their habitat, spawning, movement or environmental 
conditions (e.g., water temperature, turbidity, etc.)? 

• Cause negative effects on locally important or valued ecosystems or vegetation? 

With respect to the above criteria/criterion, a description of the potential negative environmental 
effects, necessary mitigation measures and the resultant net effects on the environment are 
discussed. Studies conducted during the screening showed that the anticipated effects will be much 
less than expected or will not occur at all. In all cases, impact management (mitigation) measures 
have been identified that, when applied, will eliminate the potential environmental effects or reduce 
them to acceptable levels. 

Rare (Vulnerable), Threatened or Endangered Species of Flora or Fauna 

As there are no recorded rare (vulnerable), threatened or endangered species of flora or fauna 
within the On-Site or Site-Vicinity Study Areas (see Figure 5.4), there is no potential for the Project 
to impact rare (vulnerable), threatened or endangered species of flora or fauna. 

Protected Natural Areas 

As there are no protected natural areas, including SEAs and ANSIs, within the On-Site or Site-
Vicinity Study Areas (see Figure 5.5), there is no potential for the Project to impact protected natural 
areas. 

Designated Wetlands 

As there are no provincially significant or evaluated wetlands within the On-Site Study Areas (see 
Figure 5.6), there is no potential for the Project to impact designated wetlands on-Site. The 
unevaluated wetlands within the Site-Vicinity Study Area will not be impacted by the proposed 
expansion. 
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Wildlife Habitat, Populations, Corridors or Movement 

As there is no wildlife habitat within the On-Site Study Area, there is no potential for the Project to 
impact wildlife habitat on-Site. The potential wildlife habitat within the Site-Vicinity Study Area will 
not be impacted by the Project. 

The Project may result in a slight increase of the number of incidental wildlife observed on-Site such 
as birds, black bears, and other common mammals to the area.  

Fish and Their Habitat, Spawning, Movement and/or Environmental Conditions 

As there is no fish habitat within the On-Site Study Area, there is no potential for the Project to 
impact fish habitat on-Site. 

As noted above, the water quality monitoring for leachate indicator parameters from the Town 
Waste Disposal Site Monitoring Report 2012 - 2016 indicates that the landfill is not having a 
measureable effect on water quality within Tucker Creek. As the Project will not increase the 
volume of leachate generated by the WDS, it is concluded that fish and their habitat, spawning, 
movement and/or environmental conditions within Tucker Creek will not be impacted by the Project. 

Locally Important or Valued Ecosystems or Vegetation 

As there are no locally important or valued ecosystems within the On-Site Study Area, there is no 
potential for the Project to impact locally important or valued ecosystems on-Site. Vegetation 
beyond the Site boundaries will not be impacted by the Project. 

5.2.3 Impact Management Measures and Monitoring 

The cover material (daily cover, interim cover, or final cover) will continue to be applied to the 
exposed waste surfaces to control vectors including vermin, flies, birds, black bears and other 
animals. Additional measures may be implemented to prevent animals from scavenging the landfill 
as the need arises, such as additional fencing, maintain a small working face, and sound deterrents. 

Surface water and Groundwater will continue to be monitored annually at the Site to ensure that it 
meets the objectives outlined in the C of A.  

5.2.4 Net Effects 

No potential net effects to the natural environment are anticipated as a result of the landfill 
expansion. 

5.3 Heritage and Culture Assessment 

The MTCS’s potential for built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes and 
archaeological potential checklists were completed to confirm the heritage and culture potential 
effects identified during the screening process. 
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5.3.1 Background 

5.3.1.1 Built Heritage Resources and Cultural Heritage Landscapes 

Following completion of the Criteria for Evaluating Potential for Built Heritage Resources and 
Cultural Heritage Landscapes checklist, it was determined that there is low potential for built 
heritage or cultural heritage landscape on the property. This conclusion is based on the following, 
as documented in the checklist: 

• The Site is not identified, designated or otherwise protected under the Ontario Heritage Act as 
being of cultural heritage value. 

• The property is not designated as a National Historic Site. 

• The Site is not designated under the Heritage Railway Stations Protection Act or Heritage 
Lighthouse Protection Act. 

• There are no buildings identified as Federal Heritage Buildings by the Federal Heritage 
Buildings Review Office. 

• The Site is not located within a United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 
(UNESCO) World Heritage Site. 

• The property does not contain a parcel of land that is the subject of a municipal, provincial or 
federal commemorative or interpretive plaque; does not contain and is not adjacent to a known 
burial site and/or cemetery; is not in a Canadian Heritage River watershed; and does not 
contain buildings or structures that are 40 or more years old. 

• There is no local or Indigenous knowledge or accessible documentation suggesting that the 
property is considered a landmark in the local community or contains any structures or sites 
that are important in defining the character of the area; has a special association with a 
community, person or historical event; or contains or is part of a cultural heritage landscape. 

5.3.1.2 Archaeological Potential 

Following completion of the Criteria for Evaluating Archaeological Potential checklist, it was 
determined that no archaeological assessment is required. This conclusion is based on the 
following, as documented in the checklist: 

• There are no known, and no Indigenous or local knowledge of, archaeological sites on or within 
300 m of the Site. 

• There is no Indigenous knowledge or historically documented evidence of past Indigenous use 
on or within 300 m of the Site. 

• There is no known burial site or cemetery on the property or adjacent to the property. 

• The Site has not been recognized for its cultural heritage value. 

• The entire property has been subjected to recent, extensive and intensive disturbance through 
excavation and landfilling activities. 
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5.3.2 Assessment 

As per completion of the MTCS’s Criteria for Evaluating Archaeological Potential and Criteria for 
Evaluating Potential for Built Heritage Resources and Cultural Heritage Landscapes checklists, 
there is low potential for built heritage or cultural heritage landscape on the Site and no 
archaeological assessment is required. Therefore, no potential effects to Heritage or Culture are 
anticipated as a result of the landfill expansion. 

5.3.3 Impact Management Measures and Monitoring 

In accordance with the Cemeteries Act, R.S.O. 1990 c. C.4 and the Funeral, Burial and Cremation 
Services Act, 2002, S.O. 2002, c.33 (when proclaimed in force), should any human remains be 
discovered during construction, the police or coroner and the Registrar of Cemeteries at the Ministry 
of Consumer Services must be notified. 

5.3.4 Net Effects 

No potential for any net effects to heritage or culture aspects are anticipated as a result of the 
landfill expansion. 

5.4 Summary and Significance of Net Environmental Effects  

In accordance with the Environmental Assessment Act and the Guide the significance of any net 
effect of the project is to be assessed by considering: the importance or value of the resources that 
is being affected; the magnitude and duration of the effect; the extent of distribution of the effect; the 
likelihood of the effect; whether the effect can be reversed over time; and, the ecological and social 
context of the effect. 

However, no potential net effects were identified for this Project. Through application of proposed 
impact management measures the proposed landfill expansion, is not anticipated to have adverse 
net effects on surface and ground water quality and quantity, the natural environment or culture 
heritage aspects. 
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6. Summary of Commitments to Mitigation and 
Monitoring 

This section presents a summary of the commitments made during the Environmental Screening 
Process to mitigation and monitoring. Existing mitigation, monitoring and operational requirements 
for the landfill, as described in the C of A and design and Operation Plan, will continue in 
accordance with the existing approval. 

Table 6.1 Summary of Commitments 

Commitment Location of Commitment 
General  
Employ best management practices (BMPs) to control odour, such as 
applying daily cover, minimizing the landfill working face, etc. 

Section 4.3 

Surface and Groundwater 
Direct drainage of surface water to areas within the buffer zone that will 
be naturally attenuated. 

Section 5.1.3 

Natural attenuation, BMPs such as maintaining a small working face, 
proper site grading and the placement of daily cover material will be 
implemented to mitigate leachate formation. 

Section 5.1.3 

The existing surface and groundwater monitoring programs will continue 
throughout the lifetime of the Site and following closure of WDS to 
ensure that it meets the objectives outlined in the C of A. 

Section 5.1.3 

In the event that contaminants from the Site have an unacceptable 
impact to the surface water or to local groundwater, additional 
investigations will be undertaken to determine potential causes. 

Section 5.1.3 

Natural Environment 
The cover material (daily cover, interim cover, or final cover) will 
continue to be applied to the exposed waste surface to control vectors, 
including vermin, flies, birds, black bears and other animals. Additional 
measures may be implemented to prevent animals from scavenging the 
landfill as the need arises, such as additional fencing and sound 
deterrents. 

Section 5.2.3 

Surface water and groundwater will continue to be monitored annually 
at the Site to ensure that it meets the objectives outlined in the C of A.  

Section 5.2.3 

Heritage and Culture  
In accordance with the Cemeteries Act, R.S.O. 1990 c. C.4 and the 
Funeral, Burial and Cremation Services Act, 2002, S.O. 2002, c.33 
(when proclaimed in force), should any human remains be discovered 
during construction, the police or coroner and the Registrar of 
Cemeteries at the Ministry of Consumer Services must be notified. 

Section 5.3.5 
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7. Consultation and Engagement 

The Town strived to openly communicate the facts of the Project to various stakeholder groups who 
might be affected by the Project. The stakeholder groups who have been consulted include: 
Government Agencies, Indigenous Communities, the Mattagami Region Conservation Authority, 
utility companies, and the public (Table 7.1). 

The consultation activities described in the following sections, and the consultation documentation 
provided in Appendix B were developed in accordance with the consultation expectations set out in 
the Ontario Environmental Assessment Act, MECP’s Code of Practice for Preparing and Reviewing 
Environmental Assessments in Ontario (January 2014), and in MECP’s Guide to Environmental 
Assessment Requirements for Waste Management Projects (March, 2007). 

Table 7.1. List of agencies and Indigenous Communities contacted 

Federal Agencies 

• Transport Canada 
Provincial Agencies 

• Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks  
• Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry 
• Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport 
• Ministry of Indigenous Relations and Reconciliation 
• Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs 
• Ministry of Northern Development and Mines 
• Infrastructure Ontario 
• Ministry of Community Safety and Correctional Services 
• Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care 
• Ministry of Municipal Affairs 
• Ministry of Transportation 
• Hydro One Networks Inc. 
• Ontario Power Generation 
• Ontario Provincial Police 
• Mattagami Region Conservation Authority 
Municipal Agencies 

• Porcupine Health Unit 
• North East Tri-Board Student Transportation 
Indigenous communities 

• Métis Nation of Ontario Northern Lights Métis Council 
• Métis Nation of Ontario Timmins Métis Council 
• Métis Nation of Ontario Temiskaming Métis Council 
• Métis Nation of Ontario Chapleau Métis Council 
• Métis Nation of Ontario, Head Office 
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• Taykwa Tagamou Nation 
• Wahgoshig First Nation 
• Matachewan First Nation 
• Mattagami First Nation 

7.1 Consultation Activities and Events  

7.1.1 Notice of Commencement and Public Open House #1 

Smooth Rock Falls does not have a local newspaper, so notification of the Public Open House was 
distributed by mail to residents by the Town during the week of March 10, 2017. 

Letters and emails announcing the Project’s commencement and Public Open House were also 
sent to the Government Agencies, Indigenous Communities, and stakeholder groups listed above 
during the week of May 10, 2017. 

Copies of these letters and the email notice are found in Appendix B. 

7.1.2 Public Open House # 1 

The highlights of Public Open House #1 are provided below. For more details regarding the Open 
House please see the documentation related to Public Open House #1 in Appendix G. 

Notice of Public Open House  

The Notice of Public Open House #1, was combined with the Notice of Commencement, which was 
distributed as detailed in Section 7.3. 

Objective of the Open House 

The main objective of Open House #1 was to provide an overview of the content of the Problem/ 
Opportunity Statement and Screening Criteria Checklist; describe the Environmental Screening 
process and review timelines; solicit feedback and comments on the proposed Project; and for the 
attendees to meet the Project Team and ask questions regarding the Project and Environmental 
Screening process. 

The Public Open House offered interested persons the opportunity to present their comments 
regarding the information directly to staff from the Town and GHD Limited (GHD). 

Date, Time & Location of the Open House  

The Public Open House was held on May 24, 2017, from 4 p.m. to 8 p.m. at the Smooth Rock Falls 
Curling Club (Reg Lamy Cultural Centre, 133 5th Street, Smooth Rock Falls). 

The Public Open House followed a drop-in format, with the information illustrated on a set of display 
panels arranged around the perimeter of the room. Project Team members were available to 
answer questions from attendees. 
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Information Presented 

Information presented at the Public Open House was in the form of display boards arranged around 
the room and organized to take the viewer through the process from Project introduction to the 
history of the Site, need/rational, boundary of the WDS, Environmental Screening process, 
Screening Criteria Checklist, potential effects and proposed mitigation measures, consultation 
process, and next steps in the process. This information included: 

• Outline of the purpose of the Open House 

• Information on the proposed undertaking 

• Rational for the undertaking 

• History of the existing WDS and Site 

• An aerial map showing the WDS’s boundary 

• Outline of the Environmental Screening process 

• Screening Criteria Checklist overview 

• A list of studies that will be conducted to assess potential environmental effects 

• List of the potential effects and proposed mitigation measures 

• Description of the consultation opportunities and the next steps in the consultation process 

Copies of the display panels are included in Appendix G. 

Attendance 

One individual attended the Public Open House on May 24, 2017. The one attendee was a Senior 
Environmental Officer from MECP. 

Summary of Comments Received 

No comment sheets were returned. However, the main verbal comments received from the MECP 
attendee, included questions on the general operations of the Site, materials received, and the 
remaining Site life. 

7.1.3 Public Open House # 2 

The highlights of Public Open House #2 are provided below. For more details please see the 
documentation of the Public Open House #2 in Appendix H. 

Notice of Public Open House  

Smooth Rock Falls does not have a local newspaper, so notification of Public Open House was 
distributed by mail to residents by the Town during the week of July 11, 2018. 

Copies of these letters and the email notice are found in Appendix B. 
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Objective of the Open House 

The main objective of Public Open House #2 was to present the potential environmental effects of 
the Project and the proposed mitigation measures to the public. 

Date, Time & Location of the Open House  

The Public Open House was held on July 11, 2018, from 4 p.m. to 8 p.m. at the Smooth Rock Falls 
Curling Club (Reg Lamy Cultural Centre, 133 5th Street, Smooth Rock Falls). 

The Public Open House followed a drop-in format, with the information illustrated on a set of display 
panels arranged around the perimeter of the room. Project Team members were available to 
answer questions from attendees. 

Information Presented 

Information presented at the Public Open House was in the form of display boards arranged around 
the room and organized to take the viewer through the process from Project introduction to the 
history of the Site, need/rational, boundary of the WDS, Environmental Screening process, potential 
effects and proposed mitigation measures, consultation process, and next steps in the process. 
This information included: 

• Outline of the purpose of the Open House 

• Information on the proposed undertaking 

• Rational for the undertaking 

• History of the existing WDS and Site 

• An aerial map showing the WDS’s boundary 

• Outline of the Environmental Screening process 

• A list of studies that have been conducted to assess potential environmental effects 

• The Site Plan 

• List of the potential effects and proposed mitigation measures 

• Description of the consultation opportunities and the next steps in the consultation process 

Copies of the display panels are included in Appendix H. 

Attendance 

One individual attended the Public Open House on July 11, 2018.  

Summary of Comments Received 

Table 7.3 below summarizes the comment received from the individual that attended: 
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Table 7.2 Summary of Comments Received 

Summary of Comment Response 
Inquired if he could receive with the wood 
from any trees to be cut down as a result 
of the expansion. 

We do not anticipate the removal of any trees, 
removal vegetation is to be minimized. 

7.1.4 Information Package 

An Information Package was prepared and distributed to agencies and Indigenous Communities on 
October 23, 2019. The purpose of the Information Package was to present the potential effects 
associated with the Project and to provide them with the proposed designs and service area for 
their review and comment. Agencies and Indigenous Communities were asked to provide 
comments by November 15, 2019.  

Only three agencies, the MECP, MTO and MHSTCI provided comments on the Information 
Package. Comments provided are included in Table 7.4.  

The information package and comments received are included in Appendix B. 

7.1.5 Notice of Completion  

As part of the process of making the Environmental Screening Report available for review, the 
Town issued a formal ‘Notice of Completion’ (Appendix B) by the following means: 

• Distributed by mail to residents by the Town on September 18, 2020.

• Distributed by mail and email to the Government Agencies, Indigenous Communities, and
stakeholder groups listed above on September 18, 2020.

• Posted on the Town’s website: As per the Waste Screening Guide the Environmental
Screening Report and Notice should be posted on Town’s website.

60 Day Review Period 

The Town established the 60 calendar day review period starting on September 18, 2020 and 
ending on November 17, 2020; whereby any interested person can inspect the Environmental 
Screening Report and provide comments. The comments, including any issues or concerns, should 
be sent first to the Town for potential resolution before they are escalated to the Minister of the 
Environment, Conservation and Parks (Minister) as a Part II Order request. 

During the 60 calendar day review period, if there are any unresolved issues or concerns, then a 
Part II Order request may be sent to the Minister. As of July 1, 2018, a Part II Order Request Form 
must be used to request a Part II Order. The Part II Order Request Form is available online on the 
Forms Repository website (http://www.forms.ssb.gov.on.ca/) by searching “Part II Order” or 
“012-2206E” (the form ID number). 
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7.2 Indigenous Community Consultation 

A total of nine Indigenous Communities were contacted (Table 7.1).  

The Notice of Commencement and Public Open House, along with the Project Description and the 
Screening Criteria Checklist were sent to the following eight Indigenous Communities by email 
during the week of May 10, 2017:  

• Métis Nation of Ontario Northern Lights Métis Council 

• Métis Nation of Ontario Timmins Métis Council 

• Métis Nation of Ontario Temiskaming Métis Council 

• Métis Nation of Ontario Chapleau Métis Council 

• Métis Nation of Ontario, Head Office 

• Taykwa Tagamou Nation 

• Matachewan First Nation 

• Wahgoshig First Nation 

No responses were received from Indigenous Communities in response to the Notice, Project 
description or the Screening Criteria Checklist. Follow-up calls were made on May 23, 2017, to 
each community to remind them of the Public Open House and to determine their level on interest 
in the Project.  

MNO Northern Lights Métis Council indicated that they will attend the Open House and they agreed 
to be kept on the contact list for future correspondence. The Taykwa Tagamou Nation stated that 
they would attempt to attend the Open House, but were not sure if they would be able to. They were 
reminded that the Town would be happy to organize a meeting at their convenience, should they 
wish to discuss the Project. Wahgoshig First Nation indicated that they do not believe they received 
a Notice. They provided an alternate email to which the Notice was resent. 

No Indigenous Communities attended Public Open House #1. 

In a letter dated May 26, 2017, the MECP indicated that Mattagami First Nation should be added to 
the Project Contact List. On July 19, 2017, they were sent an information package by email that 
included the Notice of Commencement, the Project Description and the Screening Criteria 
Checklist. They responded saying that they had no concerns with the study. 

As stated above an Information Package containing the effect assessment methodology, potential 
effects, and proposed impact management measures was presented to the nine Indigenous 
Communities on October 23, 2019. No response on the Information Package were provided by 
Indigenous Communities. 

The Notice of Completion was sent to the nine Indigenous Communities on September 18, 2020. 

Copies of all correspondence with Indigenous comments is included in Appendix B. 
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7.3 Correspondence  

Table 6.2 summarizes the questions and concerns raised by stakeholders and the responses to 
their comments. Appendix B provides copies of all correspondence, comments and responses 
received during the Environmental Screening Process.
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Table 7.3 Summary of Comments Received and Responses Provided 

Agency / Organization / Community Comment Response/Consideration of Comment 
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry Thanks for sending the notice. To help with our initial review, if known, can you please 

indicate a few things: 
1.    Is any Crown land required for the proposed expansion (e.g. attenuation zone, etc.)? 
2.    Do Crown owned trees require harvesting? 
 
We will then be better able to understand our role in the EA review/regulatory process. 

Regarding your first question, I can confirm that no Crown land will be required 
for the expansion; however, the Town has an existing easement on Crown land 
for the landfill attenuation zone. 
 
In terms of the second question, there will be Crown-owned trees removed as 
part of the expansion. 
 
I noticed an error in reviewing our previous correspondence. Please be advised 
that there will be no Crown-owned trees removed as part of the expansion. 

Hydro One Networks Inc. In our initial review, we can confirm that there are no Hydro One Transmission (above 
115 kV) Facilities in the subject area.  Please note there may also be Hydro One 
Distribution facilities in your study area (i.e. Distribution wires operating below 115 kV). 
In order to cover off the impact to all Hydro One assets, please also forward your EA to 
the following email address: 
zone6scheduling@hydroOne.com (Hydro One DS Zone)  
Please be advised that this is only a preliminary assessment based on current 
information. No further consultation with Hydro One Networks Inc. is required if no 
changes are made to the current information. 

Thanks for your note, we will follow your instructions below. 

As per the emails below regarding the expansion of Smooth Rock Landfill can you 
please forward EA to the following email address: 
 
zone6scheduling@hydroOne.com (Hydro One DS Zone) 
 
If this is no longer proceeding please let us know. 

Notice of Commencement and Public Open House forwarded as requested. 

Ontario Provincial Police The OPP is interested in being informed of the EA process, thanks Thanks for your reply.  We will continue to contact you and provide updates as 
the process progresses. 

Transport Canada Standard Response Letter included in Appendix B. No response required.  
Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport: Tourism Policy 
and Development Division 

Thank you for forwarding the Notice of Commencement and Open House information for 
the above project.  Our Unit focuses primarily on pan-Northern policy issues and as such 
we do not have specific comments relating to the project.  Going forward I do not see a 
need for us to participate further in the project.   
I have forwarded the notice to the local Ministry of Northern Development and Mines’ 
Northern Development Advisor for Tourism in Timmins, Mr. Graham Campbell, for his 
information as well. 

Removed from Project Contact list. 

Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks This letter is response to the Notice of Commencement for the above noted project. The 
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) acknowledges that the 
Town of Smooth Rock Falls has indicated that its study is following the Environmental 
Screening Process for Waste Management Projects, as outlined in Ontario Regulation 
101-07 of the Environmental Assessment Act and the Guide to Environmental 
Assessment Requirements for Waste Management Project (2007). 
Based on the information submitted, we have identified the following key project details 
with respect to the proposed undertaking: 
• Expansion of limits of the waste disposal area at the Waste Disposal Site to 
accommodate and expansion of the approximately 83,000 m3. 
• Increase in the total landfill capacity to approximately 172,500 m3 from the existing 
approved capacity of 89,500 m3.  
• Amendment of the geographic service area of the Waste Disposal Site to 
accommodate waste received from other municipalities. 

List of Aboriginal Communities to contact was updated as requested. 
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Table 7.3 Summary of Comments Received and Responses Provided 

Agency / Organization / Community Comment Response/Consideration of Comment 
The Crown has a legal duty to consult Aboriginal communities when it has knowledge, 
real or constructive, of the existence or potential existence of an Aboriginal or treaty right 
and contemplates conduct that may adversely impact that right. Before authorizing this 
project, the Crown must ensure that its duty to consult has been fulfilled, where such a 
duty is triggered. Although the duty to consult with Aboriginal peoples is a duty of the 
Crown, the Crown may delegate procedural aspects of this duty to project proponents 
while retaining oversight of the consultation program. 
 
Your proposed project may have the potential to affect Aboriginal or treaty rights 
protected under Section 35 of Canada’s Constitution Act 1982. Where the Crown’s duty 
to consult it triggered in relation to your proposed project, the MECP is delegating the 
procedural aspects of rights-based consultation to you through this letter. The Crown 
intends to rely on the delegated consultation process in discharging its duty to consult 
and maintains the right to participate in the consultation process as it sees fit. 
Based on information you have proved to date and the Crown’s preliminary assessment 
you are required to consult with the following communities who have been identifies as 
potentially affected by your proposed project. 
• Matachewan First nation 
• Mattagami First Nation 
• Taykwa Tagamou First nation 
• Northern Lights Metis Council 
• Chapleau 
• Temiskaming Metis Council 
• Copy to Metis Nation of Ontario 
Steps that you made need to take in relation to Aboriginal consultation for your proposed 
project are outlined in the “Code of Practice for Consultation in Ontario’s Environmental 
Assessment Process” which can be found at the following link: 
https://www.ontario.ca/document/consultation-ontarios-environmental-assessment-
process 
Additional information related to Ontario’s Environmental Assessment Act is available 
online at: www.ontario.ca/environmentalassessments 
You must contact the Director of Environmental Approvals Brach under the following 
circumstances subsequent to initial discussions with the communities identified by 
MECP: 
• Aboriginal or treaty rights impacts are identified to you by the communities 
• You have reason to believe that your proposed project may adversely affect an 
Aboriginal or treaty 
• Consultation has reached an impasse 
• A Part II Order request or elevation request is expected 
The Director of the Environmental Approvals Branch can be notified either by email with 
the subject line “Potential Duty to Consult” to EAASIBgen@ontario.ca or email or fax at 
the address provided below: 
Email: EAASIBgen@ontario.ca 
Subject: Potential Duty to Consult 
Fax: 416-314-8452 
Address: Environmental Approvals Branch 
135 St. Clair Avenue West, 1St Floor 
Toronto, ON, M4V 1P5 
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Table 7.3 Summary of Comments Received and Responses Provided 

Agency / Organization / Community Comment Response/Consideration of Comment 
 
The MECP will then assess the extent of any crown duty to consult for the circumstances 
and will consider whether additional steps should be taken, including what role you will 
be asked to play in them. 
Please ensure that all required documentation and notifications that are prepared in 
support of this project us sent to the MECP Northern Region office at the address above, 
allowing a minimum of 30 days for the ministry’s technical reviewers to provide 
comments. Please also forward the Notice of Completion and final Environmental Study 
Report to me when completed. MECP would also encourage ongoing dialogue with the 
ministry as the ESP process progresses. 
Should you or any members of your project team have any questions regarding the 
material above, please contact me at (807) 475-1631. 
Response to Information Package: 
The Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) has reviewed your 
documentation entitled, “Information Package Environmental Screening Study for the 
Expansion of Smooth Rock Falls’ Landfill”, which was submitted to us on October 23, 
2019. This proposal is for the expansion of the current waste disposal site capacity by 
approximately 83 000 m3, and to optimize site operations. The resultant waste disposal 
site would have a capacity of approximately 172 500 m3. Additionally, the town is 
proposing to amend the Municipal Landfill Service Area to accommodate waste received 
from other municipalities in close proximity.  
The project is following the environmental screening process legislated for landfills 
undergoing an expansion between 40,000 m3 and 100,000 m3 of additional waste 
disposal capacity under Ontario Regulation 101/07 of the Environmental Assessment 
Act. The required process is outlined in the “Guide to Environmental Assessment 
Requirements for Waste Management Projects”. The submitted documentation is 
provided to satisfy the third mandatory consultation requirement of this screening 
process. The next mandatory consultation step of this process is the Notice of 
Completion. 
The following comments are restricted to areas where some form of revision is 
recommended in order to better reflect the mandate, legislation, policies, guidelines and 
practices of this ministry. Please note that unless otherwise stated, any MECP 
publications cited in the following comments can be obtained at our website at 
https://www.ontario.ca/page/ministry-environment-conservation-parks.  
Technical Comments:  
The current submission is limited in technical information. As such MECPs ability to 
provide technical guidance regarding the proposal was also limited. MECP may identify 
concerns regarding this proposal once more detailed technical information is provided 
(e.g. at the Notice of Completion stage).  
Service Area:  
MECP notes that the proposed service area is being extended to the North. This 
approach appears beneficial due to limitations in the northern area for deposit of non-
hazardous waste, spill clean-up material.  
Conclusion  
This concludes MECPs comments regarding the submitted documentation at this time. 
Please contact me if you require clarification of have questions regarding this 
correspondence. 

The draft Environmental Screening Report was provided for review to MECP 
prior to issuing the Notice of Completion. However, no comments were received 
on the draft Environmental Screening Report due to a lack of technical personal 
to complete the review. MECP indicated that the hope to be able to provide 
comments on the Final Environmental Screening Report. 

Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport: Heritage program Thank you for providing the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS) with the 
Notice of Commencement for your project. MTCS’s interest in this Environmental 
Assessment (EA) project relates to its mandate of conserving Ontario’s cultural heritage, 
which includes: 

Thank you for your correspondence regarding the Environmental Screening 
study for the expansion of Smooth Rock Falls’ Landfill. As per your direction, we 
have completed both the Criteria for Evaluating Archaeological Potential and 
Criteria for Evaluating Potential for Built Heritage Resources and Cultural 
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Table 7.3 Summary of Comments Received and Responses Provided 

Agency / Organization / Community Comment Response/Consideration of Comment 
 • Archaeological resources, including land-based and marine; 
 • Built heritage resources, including bridges and monuments; and, 
 • Cultural heritage landscapes. Under the EA process, the proponent is required to 
determine a project’s potential impact on cultural heritage resources. While some cultural 
heritage resources may have already been formally identified, others may be identified 
through screening and evaluation. Aboriginal communities may have knowledge that can 
contribute to the identification of cultural heritage resources, and we suggest that any 
engagement with Aboriginal communities includes a discussion about known or potential 
cultural heritage resources that are of value to these communities. Municipal Heritage 
Committees, historical societies and other local heritage organizations may also have 
knowledge that contributes to the identification of cultural heritage resources.  
Archaeological Resources Your EA project may impact archaeological resources and 
you should screen the project with the MTCS Criteria for Evaluating Archaeological 
Potential to determine if an archaeological assessment is needed. MTCS archaeological 
sites data are available at archaeology@ontario.ca. If your EA project area exhibits 
archaeological potential, then an archaeological assessment (AA) should be undertaken 
by an archaeologist licensed under the OHA, who is responsible for submitting the report 
directly to MTCS for review.  
Built Heritage and Cultural Heritage Landscapes The MTCS Criteria for Evaluating 
Potential for Built Heritage Resources and Cultural Heritage Landscapes should be 
completed to help determine whether your EA project may impact cultural heritage 
resources. The Clerk/s for the Town of Smooth Rock Falls can provide information on 
property registered or designated under the Ontario Heritage Act. Municipal Heritage 
Planners can also provide information that will assist you in completing the checklist. If 
potential or known heritage resources exist, MTCS recommends that a Heritage Impact 
Assessment (HIA), prepared by a qualified consultant, should be completed to assess 
potential project impacts. Our Ministry’s Info Sheet #5: Heritage Impact Assessments 
and Conservation Plans outlines the scope of HIAs. Please send the HIA to MTCS and 
the Town of Smooth Rock Falls for review, and make it available to local organizations or 
individuals who have expressed interest in review. Environmental Assessment Reporting 
All technical heritage studies and their recommendations are to be addressed and 
incorporated into EA projects. Please advise MTCS whether any technical heritage 
studies will be completed for your EA project, and provide them to MTCS before issuing 
a Notice of Completion. If your screening has identified no known or potential cultural 
heritage resources, or no impacts to these resources, please include the completed 
checklists and supporting documentation in the EA report or file. Thank-you for 
consulting MTCS on this project: please continue to do so through the EA process, and 
contact me for any questions or clarification. 

Heritage Landscapes checklists, which indicate that no archaeological 
assessment is required and that there is low potential for built heritage or 
cultural heritage landscape on the property, respectively. We have attached 
both checklists for your files and will include this documentation in our 
Environmental Screening Report. I have also attached the display boards from 
the Public Open House for your information. 

Thank you for providing the checklists and display boards, please alert MTCS when the 
Environmental Screening Report has been completed. 
Response to Information Package: 
 
We are aware that the screening checklists for Evaluating Archaeological Potential and 
Evaluating Potential for Built Heritage Resources and Cultural Heritage Landscapes 
were completed for this project. Given that cultural heritage is one aspect of the 
environment, a section must be included in the Environmental Screening Report to 
illustrate that this has been addressed in a formal and methodical manner. The purpose 
of this section is to document the existing conditions and indicate that due diligence has 
been undertaken for cultural heritage.  
 

We have provided a section on the screening checklists for Evaluating 
Archaeological Potential and Evaluating Potential for Built Heritage Resources 
and Cultural Heritage Landscapes.  This is also included as Appendix F to the 
Environmental Screening Report. 
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Table 7.3 Summary of Comments Received and Responses Provided 

Agency / Organization / Community Comment Response/Consideration of Comment 
Mattagami First Nation Thanks for the update. Mattagami First Nation has no concerns. Good luck with your 

study. 
No response required. 

MNO Northern Lights Métis Council Confirmed that he has spoken to their members in Smooth Rock Falls and that they 
indicated they will attend the Open House. Agreed to be kept on the contact list for future 
correspondence. 

No response required. 

Taykwa Tagamou Nation Noted that further correspondence should also be copied to Peter Archibald, Lands & 
Resources, and that he would be the one to attend. Was not sure he could make the 
meeting tonight, but will remind him that the Town is happy to organize a meeting at his 
convenience, should he wish to discuss the project. 

No response required. 

Mattagami Region Conservation Authority Response to Information Package: 
Smooth Rock Falls falls outside of the MRCA’s watershed boundaries 

Noted. 

Ministry of Transportation Response to Information Package: 
Increase in truck traffic accessing the site from Highway 11 that would result from an 
expanded service area may warrant highway improvements. Please provide an estimate/ 
understanding of the current and potential future truck traffic turning movements at the 
intersection of Highway 11 and Kendrey Road. 
It would be good to know if the current attenuation zone approaches the highway right-
of-way and if the proposed increase in the capacity of the landfill could possibly affect 
the size of the attenuation zone so that it approached the right-of-way.  

Thank you for your comments. In response to your question about an increase 
in truck traffic from the expansion of service area, the proposed expansion will 
not change the maximum number of permitted vehicles to the Site per day 
currently approved under the Certificate of Approval No. A580604.  
In terms of the current traffic at the Site, the Town’s curbside collection truck on 
average, makes between one to two trips to the Site per week and 
approximately 20 truckloads (e.g., single/tandem/tri-axle trucks, tractor-trailers, 
roll-off boxes) of material from private sources are disposed of at the Site each 
year. The number of private passenger vehicles (e.g., cars, trucks and trailers) 
fluctuates throughout the year, but is estimated to average about 15 per day.  
Although the service area will be expanding, the number of trucks entering the 
Site will not increase based on the existing daily allowable limits to the site.  
 
In response to your question regarding the current attenuation zone, the 
attenuation zone established for the Site is on adjacent Crown land, extending 
to a minimum of 250 m beyond the Site boundary in all directions and extending 
to approximately 300 m on the down gradient side (east) towards the west edge 
of Tucker Creek. Therefore, the attenuation zone, which is not anticipated to 
increase as a result of proposed capacity increase is well set back from the 
highway. 
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7.4 Review of the Draft Environmental Screening Report 

Prior to filing the Environmental Screening Report and making it available for review for the 60-day 
mandatory review period, a draft Environmental Screening Report was provided to the MECP with 
the opportunity to provide comments. However, MECP indicated that they were unable to provide 
comments on the draft Environmental Screening Report due to a lack of technical personal to 
complete the review. MECP stated that the hope to be able to provide comments on the Final 
Environmental Screening Report. 

8. Overall Advantages and Disadvantages of the 
Project 

In accordance with the Environmental Assessment Act and the Guide, the advantages and 
disadvantages to the environment of the proposed undertaking are required under O.Reg. 101/07.  
Advantages are positive net environmental effects, and disadvantages are negative net 
environmental effects. The advantages and disadvantages are based on the net effects described 
in Section 5.1.4, 5.2.4 and 5.3.4, and the problem/opportunity and purpose of the undertaking 
described in Section 1.2. The purpose of this exercise is to provide an overall conclusion as to 
whether the net negative environmental effects of the Project are acceptable, based on a balanced 
assessment against the positive benefits, the screening criteria, and the results and conclusions of 
the screening process. 

In general, the advantages of the Project are that it will provide cost effective and sustainable 
management of waste for the new proposed service area, and prevent the potential environmental 
effects associated with establishment of a new landfill. The specific advantages of the Project are: 

• It provides an environmentally sustainable solution to waste management, as the majority of 
waste will be sourced within the immediate area, reducing transportation costs, fuel 
consumption and carbon footprint. 

• It aligns with the MECP’s Policy Statement on Waste Management Planning: Best Practices for 
Waste Managers (June 2007)10F

11 Section 1.4, as well as with the Town’s Strategic Waste 
Management Plan. 

• Increasing the capacity of an existing landfill reduces the environmental impacts of establishing 
a new landfill. 

• Increasing the remaining Site life will positively impact the economic base and local employment 
of the Town, as the Town will not have to pay to dispose of their waste elsewhere, and the 
landfill will remain operational, requiring several management and operational staff.  

• Formation of strong partnerships between nearby municipalities through shared services, 
resulting in efficiencies and reduced waste management costs. 

                                                      
11 MECP, (June 2007). Policy Statement on Waste Management Planning: Best Practices for Waste Managers. 
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• A safe and reliable solution for the disposal of waste generated from vehicle accidents and spills 
along the highway for the foreseeable future.  

Based on the net effects evaluation and the advantages listed above, the advantages of this Project 
far outweigh any potential disadvantages.  

9. Next Steps 

Publishing of Notice of Completion, included in Appendix B, marks the beginning of the 60 calendar 
day review period, during which time agencies, organization, Indigenous Communities and other 
interested parties can review the Environmental Screening Report.  

If outstanding environmental concerns are identified, individuals can submit a Part II Order request 
within the 60-day review period to the Director of the MECP to have the Project elevated to an 
individual environmental assessment. The MECP will review any Part II Order requests to 
determine if they have merit and warrant elevation. 

If no Part II Order requests are received within the 60-day review period, or if a Part II Order request 
is resolved or withdrawn, a Statement of Completion form (per Schedule II of the Guide to 
Environmental Assessment Requirements for Waste Management Project) will be submitted to the 
MECP. Upon acknowledgment of the Statement of Completion by the MECP, an application to 
amend C of A No. A580604 will be prepared and submitted to the MECP by the Town. 

10. Summary and Conclusions 

The Town is proposing to increase the disposal capacity of the Town’s existing WDS, operating 
under C of A No. A580604 by approximately 83,000 m3, and to amend the service area to 
encompass: the City of Timmins; the Towns of Cochrane, Hearst, Iroquois Falls, Kapuskasing, 
Moosonee, and Smooth Rock Falls; the Townships of Black River-Matheson, Fauquier-Strickland, 
Mattice-Val Côté, Moonbeam, Opasatika, and Val Rita-Hardy; as well as several indigenous 
reserves and unorganized areas. The expansion of the WDS will satisfy Phase One of the Town’s 
Waste Management Strategic Plan, while meeting the long-term waste management needs of the 
community. Amending the service area will establish shared services between nearby 
municipalities, resulting in efficiencies and reduced waste management costs. As well, it would be 
consistent with the MECP’s Policy Statement on Waste Management Planning: Best Practices for 
Waste Managers (June 2007)11F

12. Section 1.4 of the Policy states: 

“The province encourages cooperation among municipalities to seek efficiencies and 
to find mutually 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 (for instance, from the economies 

of scale that can be realized by regional facilities) and at the same time allow 
municipalities to make waste management decisions relevant to local circumstances. 

                                                      
12 MECP, (June 2007). Policy Statement on Waste Management Planning: Best Practices for Waste Managers. 
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Smaller municipalities may also benefit from sharing the cost of plan development, by 
partnering with other municipalities or regions.” 

Furthermore, amending the service area will provide neighbouring municipalities with a more 
convenient geographic location for the disposal of their waste, thereby reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions associated with longer haul distances. 

Through the Environmental Screening Process, the potential for the Project to result in adverse 
environmental effects was assessed. As there will be no changes to the landfill footprint, site 
infrastructure and engineering controls, and types of waste received and because of the far 
distance between the WDS and the nearest sensitive receptor, it was concluded from the Screening 
Criteria Checklist that the Project could have potential environmental effects on the following 
environmental components: 

• Surface and Groundwater

• Natural Environment

• Heritage and Culture

The public, government agencies, and Indigenous Communities were consulted throughout the 
course of the Screening Process, as per the requirements of the MECP’s Guide. Little interest was 
expressed from the individuals and groups that were contacted. Furthermore, no negative feedback 
on the Project was received. 

It was concluded, through the assessment of the Project’s potential environmental effects, that 
minor environmental impacts are expected. However, through the application of mitigation 
measures, the Project is not anticipated to result in any net effects on the Environment. As a result, 
the advantages of the Project far outweigh the disadvantages. 

All of Which is Respectfully Submitted, 

GHD 

Sarah Shields 
Environmental Planner 

Blair Shoniker, MA, RPP 
Senior Waste & Environmental Planner 




